
Board of Education Regular Meeting 2021
Thursday, September 2, 2021 7:00 PM
New Fairfield Community Room, 33 Route 37, New Fairfield, CT., 33 Route 37, 
New Fairfield, Connecticut 06812

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

III. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

A. August 19, 2021 - Regular
IV. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

V. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION -The Board welcomes public 
participation. Pursuant to our Board Policy, 
public participation is limited to no more than 
three (3) minutes per speaker and a total of no 
more than fifteen (15) minutes. People who wish 
to speak longer are encouraged to attend any 
and all related subcommittee meetings where 
most of the board’s groundwork is done. We 
value your input, but due to these time 
limitations, we ask you to be concise and to 
observe the rules of common courtesy. [9320(a) 
of Board Bylaws]

VI. BOARD AND ADMINISTRATIVE COMMUNICATIONS

A. Chairman’s Report

B. Superintendent’s Report

C. Student Representatives’ Report

D. Committee Reports 

1. Curriculum (Dominic Cipollone)

2. Policy (Samantha Mannion)

VII. INFORMATION ITEMS

A. Open Choice

B. New Fairfield High School/Consolidated School Building 
Project Update

VIII. ACTION ITEMS

A. Personnel Report

B. Superintendent Goals

C. Evaluation Flexibilities 2021-22



D. Ratification of the Agreement between the New Fairfield 
Board of Education and UE Local 222, CILU/CIPU, CILU #9 
Custodians, Maintenance and Groundskeepers - July 1, 2021 
– June 30, 2025 (To be voted on after Executive Session)    

E. Resumption of Communications/Community Outreach 
Subcommittee

F. Approval of Unpaid Leave of Absence Request per Article 
29.2 of the NFEA

G. Contract (To be voted on after Executive Session)
 

IX. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION - The Board welcomes 
public participation. Pursuant to our Board 
Policy, public participation is limited to no 
more than three (3) minutes per speaker and a 
total of no more than fifteen (15) minutes. 
People who wish to speak longer are encouraged 
to attend any and all related subcommittee 
meetings where most of the board’s groundwork 
is done. We value your input, but due to these 
time limitations, we ask you to be concise and 
to observe the rules of common courtesy. 
[9320(a) of Board Bylaws]

X. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

XI. BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS

XII. EXECUTIVE SESSION FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
DISCUSSING DOCUMENTS RELATED 
TO CUSTODIAN CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS
 

XIII. EXECUTIVE SESSION FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
DISCUSSING CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS 

XIV. EXECUTIVE SESSION FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
DISCUSSING AN UNPAID LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
REQUEST

XV. ADJOURNMENT



 NEW FAIRFIELD BOARD OF EDUCATION 

NEW FAIRFIELD, CT 
 

The New Fairfield Board of Education held a regular meeting on Thursday, August 19, 2021, 
at 7:00 p.m. via Zoom. 

 

MINUTES – August 19, 2021 
 

PRESENT: Peggy Katkocin (Chairman), Kathy Baker, Dominic Cipollone, Kimberly LaTourette, 

Samantha Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed Sbordone  

 

ABSENT:  Greg Flanagan and Stephanie Strazza 

 

ALSO PRESENT: Superintendent of Schools Dr. Pat Cosentino, Assistant Superintendent of 

Schools Julie Luby, Director of Business and Operations Dr. Richard Sanzo, Director of Instructional 

Technology and Communications Dr. Karen Fildes, High School Principal James D’Amico, Middle 

School Principal Christine Baldelli, Middle School Assistant Principal Cheryl Milo, Meeting House 

Hill School Principal James Mandracchia, Consolidated School Principal Rob Spino and 

Consolidated School Assistant Principal Karen Gruetzner 

 

Network Administrator Paul Gouveia explained the procedure for the virtual meeting and noted that this 

virtual meeting is available to everyone including members of the public. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER: Chairman Peggy Katkocin called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.  

 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

III.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. August 5, 2021 - Regular meeting - approved by consensus 

    

IV. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

MOTION: Peggy Katkocin made a motion to add agenda item XI A “Executive Session for the 

Purpose of Discussing a Leave of Absence Request.”  Samantha Mannion seconded the motion.  

IN FAVOR: Kathy Baker, Dominic Cipollone, Peggy Katkocin, Kimberly LaTourette, Samantha 

Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed Sbordone  

  

V.  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Kim DeBart, Linda Pasquariella, Stefanie Marlow and Millie Kellogg spoke in support of higher 

wages and a contract for the paraprofessionals. Millie Kellogg thanked the BOE for continuing to 

require masks for everyone in the schools.  

Brittany Tharp read a letter from Amy Foster who was not able to attend the meeting. The letter 

spoke of concerns regarding the proposed Policy C-19-1250 that restricts visitors and volunteers to 

the school campuses. This policy would require visitors to obtain permission from the building 

principal before coming entering the buildings. This proposed policy would be a temporary policy put 

in place due to COVID concerns and the construction project.  

Regina Fritzche asked for clarification regarding the restriction of parking privileges for Seniors at 

the High School. She also suggested using the parking lot at the Town Beach as parking for the 

school buses. It was decided that Dr. Cosentino will call Ms. Fritzche to discuss this further.  

 



VI.   BOARD AND ADMINISTRATIVE COMMUNICATIONS 

         A. Chairman’s Report - Peggy Katkocin spoke of the following: 

• Noted that Governor Lamont has issued an Executive Order to be in effect until 

September 30, 2021, that everyone in all schools must wear masks. Governor Lamont is also 

expected to sign another Executive Order that require all K-12 teachers and staff to be 

vaccinated.  

B.  Superintendent’s Report - Superintendent of Schools Dr. Pat Cosentino spoke of the   

following:  

• Noted that all staff members must be vaccinated by September 27th. This includes all staff 

in the schools including bus drivers and cafeteria workers. 

• The next vaccination van in New Fairfield will be held on Monday, August 23. 

• All students and staff will be required to wear masks in all buildings. She spoke of the 

benefits of masks and thanked everyone for their cooperation last year. 

• Thanked everyone for all the love and support after the recent passing of her mother. 

         C.  Committee Reports 

1. Business Operations/Resource Management - Ed Sbordone noted that this committee met 

on August 19th and discussed: 

• Monthly summary of budget vs. actual expenditures for the previous fiscal year.   

Preliminary numbers show a surplus of approximately $51,000. 

• Monthly summary for budget vs. actual for the current year.  

• The Google vault reconciliation showed no outside access other than to create the report. 

• Dr. Sanzo spoke of the high school construction project and logistics of parking.  

• The committee unanimously voted to recommend to the full board the approval of 

$75,000 from the fiscal year 2020-2021 to the School Lunch program.  

         D.  Liaison Reports 

              1. Board of Finance - Ed Sbordone noted that the Board of Finance meeting of August 18th 

was cancelled. The next meeting is scheduled for September 15th. The budget surplus for 

both the BOE and Town will be discussed at the September meeting. 

              2. Parks and Recreation Committee - Kim LaTourette noted that the Parks and Rec 

Commission met in person on August 9th and discussed the following: 

• At the time of the meeting there were two vacancies on the commission. 

• The Town Beach will close on Aug. 25th unless lifeguards are available for the weekend of 

August 28th and September 4th (Labor Day).  

• Summer camp ended on July 30th. There were approximately 110 campers per week. One 

week was cancelled due to COVID. 

• The Sip and Stroll originally planned for October will be postponed until May 2022. 

• New Fairfield Day is scheduled for Saturday, September 18th with a rain date of Sunday, 

September 19th from 12-6 pm.  

• The Turkey Run will be held on Sunday, November 21st. 

• The Tree Lighting will be held on Saturday, November 27th. 

• Trick or Treat will be held on Friday, October 29th. 

• The commission voted to increase the pay for waterfront employees due to the increase in  

minimum wage.  

3. School Security and Safety Committee - Samantha Mannion noted that this committee has 

not met recently. Their next meeting is scheduled for September 27th.  

 

 

 



VII.   INFORMATION ITEMS 

A. Summer School Update                                                                                              

Assistant Superintendent of Schools Julie Luby gave a brief summary and showed a video of 

highlights from Summer School for 2021. She thanked Stephanie Taylor, Michelle Brown and Alyce 

Misuraca for all their hard work with this program. This program was held for three weeks in July 

and three weeks in August. 

 

B. School Reopening Update                                                                                                 

Julie Luby noted that school will begin on August 30th and is continuing to make changes as the 

COVID situation revolves. She spoke of a Continuity Plan that was put together in the spring. 

Everyone will be required to wear masks in all buildings and on the buses. Students in Grades K-8 

will have assigned seats on the buses. She spoke of current lunch models for all four schools. She 

further spoke of isolation spaces in each school if necessary and rules for quarantining and contact 

tracing. It is hopeful that quarantining will be less frequent than last year.  

 

C. Superintendent Goals Draft                                                                                                

Dr. Cosentino spoke of her goals and specifically priorities, action steps, smart goals and progress. 

She spoke of the health and safety of all students as a top priority. Other goals include curriculum and 

student achievement especially in Math, increase in rigor for all subjects and the addition of 

extracurricular activities. Samantha Mannion reiterated the need to close the achievement gap 

between special education and typical students. Dominic Cipollone spoke of the need to be able 

measure goals.  

 

D. New Fairfield High School/Consolidated School Building Project Update 

Director of Business and Operations Dr. Richard Sanzo spoke of the progress of the building projects 

for both the CELA project and the new high school and noted the following: 

• The Zoning Commission did not approve the Special Permit to allow to use the current 

Consolidated School as a bus lot. 

• The PBC awarded the initial construction packages for the High School project. The overall 

bids for the high school came in at approximately $990,000 over the estimated amount. A 

contingency fund is available for this amount. The PBC discussed some cost savings ideas at 

their meeting.  

• Showed a map of what the construction project will look like in October and spoke of how the  

project will affect parking at the high school. It is possible that there will be a temporary 

parking lot for staff members. It is possible that students may be able to park at the dog park.  

He spoke of the possibility of finding a nearby parking lot for students and then offering a 

shuttle to the campus. Dr. Sanzo referred to an earlier public comment asking about using the 

Town Beach for bus parking and noted that this is not a solution since it is not available on a 

long-term basis.  

 

VIII.  ACTION ITEMS 

            A.  Personnel Report 

MOTION: Kimberly LaTourette made a motion to recommend to the full Board the approval of the 

Personnel Report for August 12, 2021, as recommended by the administration. Kathy Baker seconded 

the motion. IN FAVOR: Kathy Baker, Dominic Cipollone, Peggy Katkocin, Kimberly LaTourette, 

Samantha Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed Sbordone  

 

 

 



B. Evaluation Flexibilities 2021-2022 

Julie Luby noted that due to COVID, the State has allowed for flexibility on evaluation for teachers.  

She spoke of the current observation plan and allowances made by the State. There was a brief 

discussion among the BOE members regarding their desire to be able to read and review the plans.  

 

MOTION: Kathy Baker made a motion to table this Action Item until the next regular BOE meeting 

of September 2, 2021.  Kimberly LaTourette seconded the motion. IN FAVOR: Kathy Baker, 

Dominic Cipollone, Peggy Katkocin, Kimberly LaTourette, Samantha Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed 

Sbordone  

 

C. School Lunch Fund Subsidy 

MOTION: Ed Sbordone made a motion to recommend to the full Board to approve the transfer of 

$75,000 from the FY 2020-21 Board of Education operating budget to the School Lunch Fund. Peggy 

Katkocin seconded the motion. IN FAVOR: Kathy Baker, Dominic Cipollone, Peggy Katkocin, 

Kimberly LaTourette, Samantha Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed Sbordone.  

 

D. Board of Education Policies 

Suspension of the Rules referring to Policies C-19-1250, 1250, 1250.1, 3517.3 & 6162.4 

1. Policy C-19-1250-Visitors, Volunteers and Access to Campus  

2. Policy 1250- Visits to the Schools 

3. Policy 1250.1- Classroom Observations 

4. Policy 3517.3- Site Access/Closed Campus 

5. Policy 6162.4- School Volunteers 

 

MOTION: Samantha Mannion made a motion to suspend the rules referring to Policies C-19-1250, 

1250, 1250.1 3517.3 & 6162.4. Kathy Baker seconded the motion. IN FAVOR: Kathy Baker, 

Dominic Cipollone, Peggy Katkocin, Kimberly LaTourette, Samantha Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed 

Sbordone.  

 

There was a discussion regarding Policy C-19-1250 - Visitors, Volunteers and Access to campus, and 

it was noted that parent volunteers are very valuable and will be welcome in the schools at the 

discretion of the principals. Visitors and volunteers are welcome to attend outdoor activities and off 

campus field trips. Dr. Cosentino spoke of the need to limit the number of visitors in order to 

concentrate on instructional time and to limit the amount of exposure to people during the pandemic. 

It was suggested that this policy be reviewed again in November 2021.  

 

MOTION:  Samantha Mannion made a motion to recommend to the full board the approval of 

temporary Policy C-19-1250 until November 5, 2021. Peggy Katkocin seconded the motion. IN 

FAVOR: Kathy Baker, Dominic Cipollone, Peggy Katkocin, Kimberly LaTourette, Samantha 

Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed Sbordone. 

 

MOTION: Samantha Mannion made a motion to suspend Policies 1250, 1250.1, 3517.3 and 6162.4 

until such time as Policy C-19-1250 is no longer in effect. IN FAVOR: Kathy Baker, Dominic 

Cipollone, Peggy Katkocin, Kimberly LaTourette, Samantha Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed Sbordone  

 

IX.  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Kim DeBart asked about the possibility of having Middle School students eat in the cafeteria and 

spoke of the importance of having students socialize.  

 



Amanda Lombard thanked the Board for passing Policy C-19-1250 that restricts visitors in the 

buildings and agreed that the fewer people in the buildings the better. 

Amy Johnson asked about the possibility of asking residents for their feedback for the use of the 

ESSER funds. She also asked about the possibility of mask breaks and outdoor recess for MHHS.  

Dr. Rich Sanzo confirmed that there will be outdoor recess at MHHS this year. 

Olivia Micca spoke in support of the mask mandate and in support of increased wages for the 

paraprofessionals.  

Eileen Hacaj spoke in support of the mask mandate and in support of increased wages for the 

paraprofessionals.  

Julie Strange spoke of having the Middle School students eat in the cafeteria and noted that students 

in another district preferred eating in the classrooms instead of the cafeteria since social distance rules  

changed the experience.  

 

X.  FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS - Dr. Cosentino noted that the Open Choice Bill was passed in 

Connecticut. This will be discussed at a future BOE meeting.  

 

XI.  BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS 

Dominic Cipollone thanked the staff for all their hard work and is excited for the upcoming school 

year.  

 

Kimberly LaTourette thanked all the administrators and spoke in support of increased wages for the 

paraprofessionals.  

 

XI. A.  EXECUTIVE SESSION FOR THE PURPOSE OF DISCUSSING A LEAVE OF 

ABSENCE REQUEST 

MOTION: Peggy Katkocin made a motion to go into Executive Session at 9:02 p.m. to discuss a 

leave of absence request and to invite Dr. Pat Cosentino into the Executive Session. Kimberly 

LaTourette seconded the motion. IN FAVOR: Kathy Baker, Dominic Cipollone, Peggy Katkocin, 

Kimberly LaTourette, Samantha Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed Sbordone  

 

MOTION: Peggy Katkocin made a motion to come out of Executive Session at 9:17 p.m. Kathy 

Baker seconded the motion. IN FAVOR: Kathy Baker, Dominic Cipollone, Peggy Katkocin, 

Kimberly LaTourette, Samantha Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed Sbordone  

 

MOTION: Peggy Katkocin made a motion to grant the Leave of Absence request from Patti Cannale 

with a return date of on or before October 12, 2021. Kimberly LaTourette seconded the motion.  

IN FAVOR: Kathy Baker, Dominic Cipollone, Peggy Katkocin, Kimberly LaTourette, Samantha 

Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed Sbordone 

 

XII.  ADJOURNMENT 

MOTION: Peggy Katkocin made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:18 p.m. Kimberly LaTourette 

seconded the motion. IN FAVOR: Kathy Baker, Dominic Cipollone, Peggy Katkocin, Kimberly 

LaTourette, Samantha Mannion, Rick Regan and Ed Sbordone  

 

Respectfully submitted, 
Suzanne Kloos 



 

Introduction  
 

Connecticut operates a number of school choice programs, including magnet schools, 
technical high schools, vocational agricultural centers, charter schools, endowed 
private schoolsA, designated high schoolsB, and the Open Choice program.1,2 This policy 
brief focuses solely on the Open Choice program, and discusses its objectives, history, 
administration, and funding. 
 
Open Choice is a program in which Connecticut students can attend schools in local 
public school districts outside the community in which they reside. Connecticut’s 
statutes currently allow for districts in the Hartford, Bridgeport, New Haven, and New 
London areas to send and receive students from participating districts in their 
respective region.3,C 
 
Overseen by the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE), the primary 
purpose of the Open Choice program is to reduce racial, ethnic, and economic 
isolation for students in Connecticut’s local public schools.4 Additionally, the Open 
Choice program’s objectives include improving academic achievement and providing 
a choice of educational programs.5 
 
Through the Open Choice program, receiving districts elect to offer seats to students 
from statutorily designated sending districts. The Regional Education Service Center 
(RESC) that represents the district with available Open Choice seats determines the 
eligibility and the feasibility for that district to receive Open Choice students.6 The State 
provides a financial incentive to local and regional boards of education that elect to 
receive students through the Open Choice program.7  
 
In fiscal year 2018, 49 local school districts and more than 3,000 students participated in 
the Open Choice program.8 
 

 

																																																													
A Connecticut has three endowed academies currently in operation (Gilbert School, Norwich Free 
Academy, and Woodstock Academy). With state approval, an endowed academy may serve as a town’s 
public high school with the sending town’s board of education paying the tuition costs for its students to 
attend the academy. 
Conn. Gen. Statutes ch. 164, § 10-34. 
Sullivan, M. (2016). Models of Public High School Education in Connecticut (2016-R-0155). Hartford, CT: 
Connecticut General Assembly, Office of Legislative Research. Retrieved from 
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2016/rpt/pdf/2016-R-0155.pdf. 
B “Designated high schools” are high schools that a Connecticut local public school district allows its high 
school age students to attend if the district does not maintain a high school. The sending district’s board of 
education pays the tuition costs for their resident students attending the designated high schools. 
Conn. Gen. Statutes ch. 164, § 10-33. 
C For the Open Choice program, a district’s “region” refers to its respective Regional Educational Service 
Center (RESC). Connecticut is divided into six RESCs that are outlined at 
http://www.crec.org/docs/7056/Map_with_logos_2017.pdf. 
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Program History 
 

The origin of the Open Choice program can be traced back to 1966 when Connecticut 
implemented an interdistrict choice program called Project Concern.9 Project Concern 
developed out of growing awareness of racial imbalances and concentrated poverty 
between Connecticut’s suburban towns and its cities.10 Under Project Concern, a group 
of randomly selected students from Hartford Public Schools were sent to suburban 
school districts that volunteered to participate in the program. These school districts 
were: Bolton, Farmington, Glastonbury, Plainville, and Simsbury.11  
 
Initially, this effort was met with strong opposition from local officials in most surrounding 
suburban towns who were concerned the program would infringe on local autonomy 
and questioned the effects Hartford students would have in on their schools.12 
Eventually, these districts volunteered to receive students from Hartford.13 The progress 
of the students participating in the program was extensively tracked. Robert Crain, 
sociologist and lead researcher of Project Concern, reported that Hartford students 
who attended suburban schools were less likely to drop out of school, and were more 
likely to socialize with people of other races.14 These initial successes led to 10 additional 
suburban districtsD participating in the program.15 
 
Between 1966-1969, approximately eight percent of Hartford students participated in 
the experimental phase of Project Concern. However, in 1993 the plaintiffs in the 
Connecticut Supreme Court Case Sheff v. O’Neill, which concerned racial segregation 
in public schools in the Hartford area, argued the program did not do enough to 
reduce racial segregation.16 In 1996, the Court ruled in favor of the plaintiffs finding 
Hartford’s public schools racially segregated and in violation of the Connecticut 
Constitution’s anti-segregation provision.17 The Court ordered the State of Connecticut 
to take remedial measures but deferred to the Connecticut General Assembly to 
develop a constitutional remedy.18 
 
In response to the Court’s 1996 ruling in Sheff v. O’Neill, the General Assembly passed 
Conn. Acts 97-290, which formally established the current Open Choice program and 
included provisions for the creation of magnet schools and the construction of 
additional public charter schools.19 
 

Program Eligibility and Student Participation  
 

The Open Choice program is available to students living in the Hartford, New Haven, 
Bridgeport, and New LondonE regions. Students living in these areas may attend school 
in a participating suburban town in their respective region, and suburban students can 
elect to attend a school in one of the four identified cities.20  

																																																													
D The 10 additional districts were Granby, Canton, Windsor, South Windsor, Avon, West Hartford, East 
Hartford, Manchester, Wethersfield, and Newington.  
E Although allowed by state statute, no New London area students currently participate in the Open 
Choice program. 
Conn. Gen. Statutes ch. 172, § 10-266aa. 
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However, for the purposes of reducing segregation, the proportion of non-racial 
minorityF students from Hartford, New Haven, Bridgeport, and New London attending 
school in another district may not exceed the proportion of non-racial minority students 
attending school in the sending districts.21,G If the proportion of non-racial minority 
students in a sending district decreases, the commissioner of the CSDE has the authority 
to withhold state grants.22  
 
Once admitted into the Open Choice program, students must be allowed to continue 
their education in the receiving district until they graduate high school. In addition, 
students participating in the Open Choice program are considered residents of the 
towns in which they attend school for the purposes of statewide mastery testing.23  
 
Receiving districts are empowered to determine whether they will participate in Open 
Choice and how many seats they will make available to for the program.24 If student 
demand for participation in the program exceeds available seats, the RESCs operate 
regional lotteries to determine participation.25,H Lotteries are weighted to preserve or 
increase racial, ethic, and economic diversity among the participating districts.26 
Additionally, in all lotteries, priority is given to students who have siblings in the program, 
and to students who would otherwise attend a school that has lost its accreditation by 
the New England Association of Schools and Colleges or a school that has been 
identified under the definitions of the federal No Child Left Behind Act as in need of 
improvement.27,I Furthermore, a student in the same region as a Priority School District 
may attend a school in the Priority School District, provided the student’s attendance 
does not increase the racial, ethnic, and economic segregation of the Priority School 
District.28 
 

Program Administration  
 

The CSDE administers the Open Choice grant program, and provides administrative 
support to RESCs to facilitate their oversight of the Open Choice program.29 State 
statute allows RESCs to determine the feasibility of participation for a given district in its 
region, and to consider available transportation options, funding, and available seats 

																																																													
F For the Open Choice program, “racial minorities” are statutorily defined as “those whose race is defined 
as other than white, or whose ethnicity is defined as Hispanic or Latino by the federal Office of 
Management and Budget for use by the Bureau of Census of the United States Department of 
Commerce.” 
Conn. Gen. Statutes ch. 172, § 10-266aa. 
Conn. Gen. Statutes ch. 172, § 10-226a.	
G “Receiving district” refers to any school district that accepts students participating in the Open Choice 
program. “Sending district” refers to any district that sends students it would legally be responsible for 
educating to another district. 
Conn. Gen. Statutes ch. 172, § 10-266aa. 
H In the Hartford region, Open Choice selection is included in the Regional School Choice Office lottery, 
operated by the CSDE, which also includes all magnet schools operating to further the goal of the Sheff v. 
O’Neill stipulated agreements. 
Conn. Gen. Statutes ch. 172, § 10-266aa. 
I The federal No Child Left Behind Act was replaced in 2015 by the Every Student Succeeds Act, however, 
the relevant Connecticut General Statute (Conn. Gen. Statutes ch. 172, § 10-266aa) has not been updated 
and currently references the No Child Left Behind Act. 
Every Student Succeeds Act, Pub. L. No. 114-95, 129 Stat. 1802 (2015). 
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when making this determination. RESCs also place Open Choice students in receiving 
districts and oversee the placement lotteries when there are more student applications 
to the program than there are available seats.30  

 
Process of District Participation  
 

Connecticut statutes only allow for districts in the Hartford, New Haven, Bridgeport, and 
New London regions to participate in the Open Choice program and there are no 
further provisions that allow for additional regions to participate.31 
Currently, there are 49 school districts participating in the Open Choice program.32 If a 
district elects to receive students through the Open Choice program, the district must 
determine the number of available seats it has available for participating students. 
Connecticut’s statutes do not specify who in a district is responsible for deciding 
whether or not to receive students through the Open Choice program, nor do the state 
statutes explicitly require approval from the receiving district’s local or regional board of 
education.33 
 
Available seats are reported to the RESC to which the receiving district belongs. The 
RESC determines which districts are close enough to the sending district to receive 
students through the Open Choice program, and whether or not there are sufficient 
transportation funds in place to transport students from the sending district.34 RESCs 
have the authority to approve new districts to receive students through the Open 
Choice program, with consideration to available transportation, which is largely funded 
through per-pupil state grants.35  
 
Funding 
 

The CSDE distributes grants on a tiered, per-pupil basis to the local or regional boards of 
education that receive students through the Open Choice program. The grant amount 
is determined based on the percentage of Open Choice students in the receiving 
district’s total enrollment. The per-pupil grant amount increases as the percentage of 
Open Choice students in the receiving district increases.36 These grants are intended to 
incentivize greater Open Choice participation by increasing the per-pupil grant as 
districts increase available seats as a percent of total enrollment.37  
 
For the purpose of calculating the Education Cost Sharing (ECS) grant, the sending and 
receiving school districts split the ECS allocation for each student participating in the 
Open Choice program. This is achieved by decreasing the aggregate resident student 
count by one half of a student for the sending district, and increasing the aggregate 
resident student count by one half of a student for the receiving district, for each Open 
Choice student.38 Figure 1 below details the funding tiers for the per-pupil grants based 
off of Open Choice enrollment percentages. 
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Figure 139 
 

Open Choice Enrollment Percentage and Corresponding Grant Amounts Per Pupil 
Percent of Receiving District’s Total Enrollment 

Who are Open Choice Participants 
Per-pupil Grant Amount to District Receiving 

Open Choice Students 
Less than 2% $3,000 

2% to less than 3% $4,000 
3% to less than 4% $6,000 
Greater than 4% $8,000 

 
Additionally, beyond the base grant amounts, a district with a total enrollment of more 
than 4,000 students can receive a $6,000 per-pupil allocation for a given year if the 
district has increased its Open Choice enrollment by more than 50 percent over the 
previous fiscal year.40 This $6,000 per-pupil grant is a one-time incentive and districts do 
not receive the additional funding in the following year unless they again increase their 
seat allocation.41 
 
Within available appropriations, the total amount of money received by a district 
receiving students through the Open Choice program is the per-pupil grant amount 
based on enrollment, multiplied by the district’s number of Open Choice students, plus 
an additional per-pupil entitlement if the district has at least 10 Open Choice students in 
a given school.42 The additional entitlement is derived from the total appropriation for 
the Open Choice program, which is then distributed proportionally on a per-pupil basis. 
In FY 2018, this appropriation was $500,000, and it is codified at $500,000 within available 
appropriations.43 Additionally, Hartford is eligible to receive additional grants from the 
CSDE for the purposes of allowing Hartford students to participate in Open Choice 
preschool and all-day kindergarten programs.44  
 
Furthermore, sending districts are responsible for additional costs associated with Open 
Choice students’ special education services. Specifically, the sending district is 
responsible for the difference between the reasonable cost of special education and 
the Open Choice grant amount.45  
 
Please see Figure 4 in the Appendix for Open Choice grant calculations for each 
receiving district in Connecticut. 
 
The State of Connecticut also provides grants on a per-pupil basis for the purposes of 
funding transportation costs for Open Choice. Per statute, all RESCs except for the 
Capitol Region Education Council (CREC) receive $1,300 per pupil for transporting 
Open Choice students. CREC receives $2,000 per pupil for student transportation in 
support of the Sheff v. O’Neill stipulated agreement.46 Under the Sheff v. O’Neill 
agreement, CREC is also eligible to receive supplemental grants within available 
appropriations.47 
 
Figure 2 below shows the total Open Choice enrollment in each region, and the total 
state grant allocation to each RESC to support Open Choice in FY 2017. 
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Figure 248 
  

FY 2017 Open Choice Grant Payments to Individual RESCs 
(not including ECS Funds or per-pupil Open Choice enrollment grants) 

 

 

RESC 
Open 

Choice 
Region 

Open 
Choice 

Enrollment 

Open Choice 
Transportation 

Administering 
Open Choice 

Open 
Choice 
Support 

Programs 

Open 
Choice 
Summer 
School 

Open 
Choice 

Kindergarten 
Total 

Grant ID   
11000-17053-
82059-2017 

11000-17053-
82045-2017 

11000-17053-
82159-2017 

11000-17053-
82065-2017 

11000-17053-
82162-2017 

 

Capitol Region 
Education 
Services (CREC) 

Hartford 2,340 $12,223,214 $539,762 $345,771 $300,000 $2,276,702 $15,685,449 

Cooperative 
Educational 
Services (C.E.S.) 

Bridgeport 260 $1,178,475 $129,234 $0 $0 $0 $1,307,709 

Area 
Cooperative 
Education 
Services (ACES) 

New 
Haven 

455 $2,293,563 $181,005 $0 $0 
 

$0 
 

$2,474,568 

LEARN 
New 

London 
0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total  3,055 $15,695,252 $850,001 $345,771 $300,000 $2,276,702 $19,467,726 
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Appendix 
 

The graph below details the total appropriation to the Open Choice program by fiscal 
year. The appropriation is the sum of the per-pupil incentive grants allocated to the 
participating districts and the allocations to the RESCs. There are no ECS funds included 
in this grant. 

 
Figure 349 

 

Total Open Choice Grant Appropriation and  
Statewide Open Choice Enrollment by Fiscal Year 
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Figure 450,J 
  

Total District Open Choice Grant to each Receiving District, FY 2018 
 

Town 

Total 
Open 

Choice 
Students 

Receiving 
District 

Enrollment 

Open 
Choice 

Enrollment 
% 

Grant 
Per 

Student 

Students 
Eligible for 
Additional 
Entitlement 

Additional 
Entitlement 

Total Open 
Choice 

Allocation 

Ansonia 11 2,283 0.48% $3,000 10 $1,948 $34,948 

Avon 131 3,208 4.08% $8,000 131 $25,516 $1,073,516 

Berlin 92 2,783 3.31% $6,000 85 $16,556 $568,556 

Bethany 5 364 1.37% $3,000 0 $0 $15,000 

Bolton 53 808 6.56% $8,000 53 $10,323 $434,323 

Branford 55 2,901 1.90% $3,000 50 $9,739 $174,739 

Bridgeport 26 20,729 0.13% $3,000 26 $5,064 $83,064 

Canton 111 1,601 6.93% $8,000 111 $21,621 $909,621 

Cheshire 37 4,284 0.86% $3,000 12 $2,337 $113,337 

Cromwell 73 1,963 3.72% $6,000 73 $14,219 $452,219 

East Granby 49 840 5.83% $8,000 41 $7,986 $399,986 

East Haven 16 2,853 0.56% $3,000 0 $0 $48,000 

Easton 21 904 2.32% $4,000 13 $2,532 $86,532 

East Windsor 48 1,071 4.48% $8,000 48 $9,349 $393,349 

Ellington 83 2,685 3.09% $6,000 76 $14,803 $512,803 

Enfield 115 5,188 2.22% $4,000 103 $20,062 $480,062 

Fairfield 65 9,928 0.65% $3,000 34 $6,623 $201,623 

Farmington 134 4,098 3.27% $6,000 134 $26,101 $830,101 

Glastonbury 62 5,905 1.05% $3,000 51 $9,934 $195,934 

Granby 79 1,866 4.23% $8,000 79 $15,388 $647,388 

Hamden 2 5,362 0.04% $3,000 0 $0 $6,000 

Hartford 132 19,563 0.67% $3,000 107 $20,841 $416,841 

Milford 40 5,751 0.70% $3,000 14 $2,727 $122,727 

New Haven 179 21,433 0.84% $3,000 162 $31,554 $568,554 

Newington 93 4,055 2.29% $4,000 77 $14,998 $386,998 

North Branford 26 1,777 1.46% $3,000 17 $3,311 $81,311 

North Haven 40 3,136 1.28% $3,000 27 $5,259 $125,259 

Orange 7 1,173 0.60% $3,000 0 $0 $21,000 

Plainville 122 2,364 5.16% $8,000 122 $23,763 $999,763 

Portland 58 1,312 4.42% $8,000 40 $7,791 $471,791 

Rocky Hill 33 2,700 1.22% $3,000 24 $4,675 $103,675 

Simsbury 165 4,082 4.04% $8,000 165 $32,139 $1,352,139 

Somers 20 1,432 1.40% $3,000 0 $0 $60,000 

Southington 92 6,463 1.42% $3,000 67 $13,050 $289,050 

																																																													
J These amounts exclude the ECS grant allocation associated with increasing the receiving district’s resident 
student count by half of a student. 
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Town 

Total 
Open 

Choice 
Students 

Receiving 
District 

Enrollment 

Open 
Choice 

Enrollment 
% 

Grant 
Per 

Student 

Students 
Eligible for 
Additional 
Entitlement 

Additional 
Entitlement 

Total Open 
Choice 

Allocation 

South Windsor 132 4,236 3.12% $6,000 123 $23,958 $815,958 

Suffield 72 2,207 3.26% $6,000 72 $14,024 $446,024 

Tolland 4 2,443 0.16% $3,000 0 $0 $12,000 

Trumbull 55 6,717 0.82% $3,000 10 $1,948 $166,948 

Vernon 2 3,086 0.06% $3,000 0 $0 $6,000 

Wallingford 6 5,824 0.10% $3,000 0 $0 $18,000 

West Hartford 196 9,679 2.03% $4,000 192 $37,398 $821,398 

Weston 27 2,329 1.16% $3,000 11 $2,143 $83,143 

Westport 62 5,572 1.11% $3,000 16 $3,117 $189,117 

Wethersfield 92 3,577 2.57% $4,000 81 $15,777 $383,777 

Windsor Locks 96 1,549 6.20% $8,000 96 $18,699 $786,699 

Woodbridge 14 830 1.69% $3,000 14 $2,727 $44,727 

District No. 5 17 2,197 0.77% $3,000 0 $0 $51,000 

District No. 9 4 893 0.45% $3,000 0 $0 $12,000 

District No. 10 1 2,335 0.04% $3,000 0 $0 $3,000 

Total 3,055 210,399 N/A N/A 2,567 $500,000 $16,500,000 
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PREFACE
The Connecticut State Department of Education commissioned this evaluation to study if Choice pro-
grams were effective in raising academic achievement. Conducting an analysis of educational program 
outcomes is an inherently complex endeavor. This study also serves to illustrate the limitations of com-
monly drawn inferences made using annual assessment results. The CSDE appreciates the passion, com-
mitment, and dedication of its former employee, Dr. Richard Mooney, for his continued partnership in 
designing and conducting this study.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Public charter schools, interdistrict magnet schools, and the Open Choice program are collectively 
called Choice programs. One of their key missions is to improve educational outcomes of historically 
underperforming students from Connecticut’s urban public schools. This analysis examines the academic 
growth and outcome performance based on the Connecticut Mastery Tests (CMT) for Choice program 
attendees from Connecticut’s four largest cities—Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, and Waterbury—over 
a two-year period (2010 to 2012).

To conduct the most effective examination of ex post facto or pre-existing data where random assignment 
is either impossible or unethical (Murnane, R.J. and Willett, J.B., 2011), 30 stratified random samples of 
quasi-controls were generated from the co-present population of CMT test-takers. Then, the academic 
results for urban Choice program attendees were compared with results from the 30 samples. To counter 
known biasing influences such as higher baseline test performance, these quasi-control samples were 
matched with their respective Choice program “treatment group” on baseline test performance as well as 
on student background characteristics known to be related to test performance (Behuniak, P., Mooney, R. 
F., Cloud, R., 1990).

Results for each Choice program group and its respective quasi-control groups were tracked and compared 
longitudinally for the same students in two grade cohorts: 

1.	 Grade 3 in 2010 to Grade 5 in 2012
2.	 Grade 6 in 2010 to Grade 8 in 2012

The use of longitudinal data allows us to ascribe academic performance gains over time to the educational 
interventions that have taken place; additionally, comparing gains achieved by the Choice program groups 
to their respective quasi-control groups enables us to control for gains that might have occurred naturally 
due to student maturation. 

In the Grades 3 to 5 cohort, the analysis reveals statistically meaningful gains at or above the CMT 
Proficient level in interdistrict magnet schools operated by regional educational service centers (RESCs) 
and for the Open Choice program, and nearly statistically meaningful gains at or above the CMT Goal 
level for the RESC-operated interdistrict magnet schools. 

In the Grades 6 to 8 cohort, public charter schools alone showed statistically meaningful gains at or above 
Proficient and Goal levels on the CMT.

This study remains an ex post facto, or “after the fact” analysis, thus not allowing causal attribution of the 
program outcomes. Hence, in practice it cannot be said with certainty that clones of these Choice pro-
grams, or an exportation of specific pedagogical techniques and strategies used, will necessarily ensure 
similar performance successes for urban students in general.
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INTRODUCTION
Public charter schools, interdistrict magnet schools, and the Open Choice program are collectively called 
Choice programs. One of their key missions is to improve educational outcomes of historically underper-
forming students from Connecticut’s urban public schools. The purpose of this evaluation is to answer a 
specific question: Are Connecticut’s Choice programs succeeding in helping urban students (i.e., students 
from Connecticut’s major cities of Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, and Waterbury) to close the academ-
ic achievement gap by enabling them to make greater academic gains as compared with peers who did not 
participate in these programs?

Four distinct Choice programs will be evaluated separately: public charter schools, interdistrict magnet 
schools operated by regional educational service centers (RESCs), interdistrict magnet schools operated by 
local school districts, and the Open Choice program. The academic outcomes used for this evaluation were 
based on results from the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT).

Statement of the Problem: The central challenge in this study is that the performance of students 
attending these Choice programs tends not to be representative of the general urban population. As 
compared with neighborhood peers, urban students who choose to attend Choice program schools tend 
to reflect higher performance at baseline on standardized academic assessments. They also may differ in 
terms of background characteristics that are known to predict better test performance; for instance, Choice 
program attendees tend to have fewer special education students (SPED) or English language learner stu-
dents (ELL). In order to conduct a fair, balanced, and meaningful evaluation, the key concern is to find an 
appropriate comparison group. So, who are the comparable peers?
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DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Overview: To evaluate Choice programs in a fair, unbiased way, a carefully considered methodology 
is critical. The attribution of cause remains a major obstacle in the evaluation of any study where the 
treatment has occurred in the past (Campbell, D.T. and Stanley, J.C., 1963). A study that takes place after 
the fact is technically known as an ex post facto study. A traditional experimental research design using 
random assignment of subjects to an experimental and a control group prior to the treatment intervention 
is the only legitimate way to claim causal inference. Nevertheless, it is important to recognize the need for 
more effective examinations of ex post facto studies—as in the case of this Choice program evaluation—
where random assignment is either impossible or unethical (Murnane, R.J. and Willett, J.B., 2011). Hence, 
we seek to conduct the best possible investigations, and draw the best possible conclusions despite the in-
herent limitations of ex post facto research. In other words, we should strive to do post hoc investigations 
in the spirit of sound scientific inquiry in spite of the fact that true causal conclusions are not possible.

Back in 1972, Harvard statisticians Frederick Mosteller and Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan expressed 
frustration with the conclusions of the famous Coleman Report. They called for “better research designs” 
and “representative prospective longitudinal data in order to understand more comprehensively the 
impacts on children of investments in schooling” (Murnane, R.J. and Willett, J. B, 2011, p.6). Therefore, 
a good first step is to use pretest-posttest longitudinal academic assessment data. Measuring growth over 
time allows us to ascribe any performance gains to the educational interventions that have taken place 
from time 1 to time 2. A pretest-posttest only design is shown in figure 1:

Figure 1: Pretest-Posttest Only Design

O1     X     O2, where

O1 = pretest group performance
X = treatment, i.e., Choice program
O2 = posttest group performance  

Such a pretest-posttest design has important benefits over single-point-in-time studies because academic 
test-score gains can be directly attributed to educational teaching and learning that occurred during the 
period of study. While this design is preferable to a static or single-point-in-time analysis, one important 
limitation is that it does not control for student maturation (Campbell, D.T. and Stanley, J.C., 1963). Mat-
uration refers to the relative educational test performance gains of students who attended a regular neigh-
borhood school and did not attend a Choice program. Thus, it becomes impossible to tell what academic 
test performance gains might have occurred for Choice program attendees had they not received any 
treatment intervention. Therefore, to better understand what normal gains might have occurred without 
any intervention, an untreated and unbiased control group is needed.

Matching: Although a true random control group cannot be obtained after the fact, the next best option 
is to define a matched group of students who possess comparable academic achievement and background 
characteristics at baseline. We can do this by identifying student test-takers who are very similar to 
choice program attendees at baseline based on standardized test performance and performance related 
background characteristics. We can then use this information to track their performance and compare 
those results to Choice program attendees at outcome. Such a sample is intended to reflect a meaningful 
“quasi-control” comparison group.
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Thus, in order to counter known biasing influences such as higher educational skills and abilities at 
baseline, the quasi-control group must be matched with the Choice treatment group on both baseline test 
performance and background characteristics known to be related to test performance. 

To improve on the pretest-posttest only design (shown in figure 1), a matched quasi-control group can be 
added to help control for these known biasing influences and the maturational effects. Because it is not a 
true experimental design with random assignment to experimental and control groups prior to the intro-
duction of the experimental intervention, it is known as a “quasi experimental” design (Campbell, D.T. and 
Stanley, J.C., 1963). Figure 2 (below) displays the structure of the pretest-posttest design with the addition 
of a matched quasi-control group:

Figure 2: Pretest-Posttest Quasi-Control Group Design

O1     X     O2

---------------------  

C1             C2    Match, where

O1 = pretest group performance
O2 = posttest group performance
X = treatment, i.e., Choice program
C1 = mean of one matched control group at pretest
C2 = mean of one matched control group at posttest
 

The dotted line in figure 2 represents the fact that the treatment and control groups, although matched 
across critical attributes, are nonetheless not randomly assigned to treatment and control groups prior to 
the treatment intervention. This design is more powerful than the pretest-posttest only design shown in 
figure 1, but still cannot explain other possible underlying causal differences between students who opt to 
enlist in the Choice programs and those who do not—for example, student motivational factors. 

While this design does not support causal interpretations concerning program outcomes, the addition of 
a matched quasi-control group nevertheless strengthens the pretest-posttest only design significantly be-
cause it allows for comparisons between the treatment group and untreated students with similar perfor-
mance and background characteristics. It provides a meaningful lower-bound expectation of the outcome 
performance of very similar matched students who did not enter a choice program, provided the control 
group is a sufficiently valid representation of the treatment group at baseline.

Finally, we need a way to identify meaningful performance differences at outcome between the Choice 
program attendees and the quasi-control group. While many true experimental studies are faulted for bas-
ing conclusions on tiny samples that are insufficient to achieve statistical significance, an equally important 
practical problem in ex post facto studies is that comparisons can be identified as significant, regardless of 
their practical or substantive meaning, due to large samples. Technically, this somewhat obscure statistical 
problem is known as “inflation of the type 1 error rate.” This very real technical problem occurs when re-
searchers apply standard statistical tests intended for true experimental studies based on random samples 
to studies of large extant groups (Henkel, R.E., 1976). 
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What this means in practice is that the application of standard statistical tests can increase the potential for 
finding “statistical significance” even when such differences are trivial or not meaningful. Thus, ex post fac-
to evaluations such as this Choice study, which has relatively large groups, can yield false-positive findings 
if standard statistical tests are applied. While these problems may seem exotic to the nontechnical reader, 
they are nevertheless legitimate and have been cited in critiques of recent national investigations of charter 
school performance (see Maul, A. and McClelland, A., 2013).

To resolve these problems, a novel strategy employed in this study is to use “matched multiple quasi-con-
trol groups” rather than just one matched quasi-control group. Thirty stratified random samples of stu-
dents were selected from the regular test-taking population of CMT archives that match both the overall 
test performance and performance related background characteristics of each individual Choice program 
group. Figure 3 (below) shows the diagram of the design used in this study. It differs from figure 2 only 
because it uses multiple matched quasi-control samples. These are identified by the number “30” in paren-
theses after each representation of the matched quasi-control groups (see figure 3).

Figure 3: Pretest Posttest Design with  
Multiple Quasi-Control Groups Design

O1     X     O2

---------------------  

C1(30)   C2(30)  Match, where 

O1 = pretest group performance
O2 = posttest group performance
X = intervention, i.e., a Choice program
C1(30) = means of 30 matched control groups at pretest
C2(30) = means of 30 matched control groups at posttest

This approach has two critical benefits. First, it stabilizes the performance estimates for students in the 
general population who share the same performance and performance-related background characteristics 
for each of the Choice group comparisons; these estimates in total—the grand mean obtained from the 
assembled distribution of 30 means—best reflects the true population mean and provides a greater degree 
of stability for the performance estimates. Second, having 30 sample means rather than just one describes 
the empirical sampling error and, therefore, provides a practical and meaningful empirical benchmark of 
expected performance for students of similar background and ability against which to compare specific 
treatment group outcomes. The range of those sample means will be normally distributed, regardless of 
the shape of the parent distributions from which the samples were derived (Kerlinger, F.N., 1973). By 
establishing a predetermined cutoff value on the sample distribution at outcome and without resorting to 
standard statistical procedures, the two groups—those who attend the Choice programs and those who do 
not—can be compared with statistical rigor, while avoiding the type 1 error rate problem. 

Stated differently, the matched quasi-control groups can thus be considered “virtual peers” and their per-
formance at outcome will help level the playing field so that comparisons between treatment and controls 
can be both fair and meaningful. The virtual peers established at baseline are tracked co-presently over the 
same grade levels and time as the Choice program attendees and used to compare the relative test perfor-
mance results at outcome or posttest. The specific detailed steps for obtaining the virtual peer samples are 
presented in appendix A.
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Operational Definitions:
Cohorts: This study is based on a longitudinal matched pretest-posttest quasi-experimental design 
using two matched cohorts of students. Cohort 1 includes students in the Choice programs from 
pretest at Grade 3 in 2010 to posttest at Grade 5 in 2012. Cohort 2 includes students in the Choice 
programs from pretest at Grade 6 in 2010 to posttest at Grade 8 in 2012. 

Dependent Measures: All student results reported in this study will be based strictly on matched 
student test records from 2010 to 2012 with valid pretest and posttest CMT results. Given that mobili-
ty tends to occur more frequently among urban students, this study moderately under-represents this 
group. Because the achievement gap affects both mathematics and reading performance, the depen-
dent measure for this study is based on combining the results from both of these CMT tests. Thus, to 
achieve proficiency (which is achievement level 3 of 5), a student must be at or above the Proficient 
level in both mathematics and reading, abbreviated as MARD. Similarly, to achieve Goal level per-
formance (which is achievement level 4 of 5), a student must be at or above the Goal level of perfor-
mance in both mathematics and reading. Each program assessment will therefore be based on change 
in the percentage of students who have achieved these performance levels (henceforth referred to as 
Proficient and Goal) in both reading and math.

Performance over Time: To measure academic gains, it is first necessary to assess performance 
over time (Behuniak, P., Mooney, R.F. and Cloud, R, 1990). That is, to ascribe program gains or losses 
to academic treatments that have taken place, first baseline performance must be established and 
then, after a period of treatment—for example, membership in a specific Choice program—perfor-
mance must be evaluated again at outcome. Only then is it possible to ascribe the educational ac-
tivities from the treatment to the performance of the treatment group at outcome. For this analysis, 
student performance on the CMT is tracked from 2010 to 2012.  

Achievement Gap: For this study, the achievement gap is defined as the academic test performance 
differential between urban and nonurban students. This achievement gap has been a critical issue 
for educators in Connecticut and throughout the country (Behuniak et al., 1990). For this study, the 
achievement gap is operationalized as a specific score range obtained from the test results stored in 
the CMT archives. The lower-bound estimate of the achievement gap is based on the longitudinal 
matched urban achievement results from the CMT for students who attended the same local school 
in the target districts at pretest in 2010 and posttest in 2012. The corresponding upper-bound esti-
mate of the achievement gap is based on the summary test performance outcomes for all nonurban 
students (i.e., excluding students from all seven of Connecticut’s largest cities) with valid CMT test 
results who attended the same school for the pretest/posttest period. 

Hypotheses: A hypothesis is a formal assertion written in the form of a question that is central to the 
evaluation of a specifically defined research outcome. In this case, the hypothesis focuses on the determi-
nation of whether the Choice programs help students demonstrate better academic gains at outcome and 
achieve higher academic performance on MARD at posttest, over and above the benefits of attending a 
traditional urban neighborhood school. 

A statistical test is fundamentally rooted in sampling theory and incorporates a concept known as the stan-
dard error. The standard error is a measure of variability that takes into account normal sample fluctuations. 
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Thus, if a particular experimental outcome exceeds the results of the control groups at posttest this in itself 
may not be meaningful, but if the difference also exceeds the extreme range of the empirical sampling error 
then the finding is considered statistically robust or “significant.” In this evaluation, the interpretation that 
a particular finding is “statistically meaningful” describes cases where a particular Choice program exceeds 
the benchmark expectations or distribution of mean outcomes for the quasi-control groups. 

There are two statistical tests of central importance in this study: 

Hypothesis 1: Gains Test
Do the treatment gains at outcome exceed control gains in a statistically meaningful way? These 
gains1 are diagrammed in the hypotheses depicted below. This hypothesis asks whether the treatment 
gains from baseline to outcome (T2 − T1) exceed quasi-control gains at outcome (C2 − C1).  

Ho 1:  T2 − T1 ≤ C2 − C1	 (Treatment gains are less than or equal to Control gains) 
Ha 1:  T2 − T1 > C2 − C1	 (Treatment gains exceed Control gains)

Hypothesis 2: Outcome Test
Does the MARD performance of the treatment group exceed the control group at outcome? This 
answers the question: how did Choice program students perform at posttest compared with virtual 
peers who remained in their local neighborhood schools? This hypothesis and the alternative 
hypothesis are shown below. 

Ho 2:  T2 ≤ C2	 (Treatment outcome is less than or equal to Control outcome) 

Ha 2:  T2 > C2	 (Treatment outcome exceeds Control outcome) 

1. �It should be noted that the pretest and the posttest measures based on CMT results (MARD) are derived from tests of different levels 
of difficulty (grade levels), and in this case the test performance levels have not been vertically equated on the measures of interest (i.e., 
mathematics and reading). The content of the tests reflects increasing pedagogical expectations from the lower to the higher grades. That 
said, this gains test is a good, practical way to measure student gains from grade to grade based on the Proficient and Goal levels. For 
example, if the percentage of students who are at or above the Proficient level at pretest are greater at posttest, and they exceed quasi-
control peer samples by a meaningful extent, then this argues that academic growth has occurred for the treatment group over and above 
the expected growth for the quasi-control peers.
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Statistical Analysis: Due to limitations related to ex post facto research designs, classical statistical tests 
are generally not appropriate for comparing group performance (Henkel, R.D., 1976). Instead, a novel 
strategy developed in this analysis is to use empirical tests using the empirical overall sample average and 
the empirical standard error of 30 quasi-control matched samples to determine statistical meaningful-
ness. An overriding principle of this study is to conduct all the statistical tests using the most conservative 
procedures. Hence, all tests will be conducted as if the comparisons at pretest and posttest are indepen-
dent, and the p value2 will be set at two standard deviations, which reflects the 95th percentile point of the 
normal null distribution of deviates. Thus, without resorting to the usual statistical procedures, the groups 
who attended the Choice programs and those who did not can be compared with statistical rigor. A de-
tailed explanation of the empirical statistical testing approach is included in appendix B.

Reattribution: To counter the argument that Choice programs may be driving away lower performing 
students in order to bolster their test scores, the outcome scores of students who leave the Choice 
programs and go on to attend other Connecticut schools and take valid CMT tests in mathematics and 
reading are reattributed to the Choice programs at outcome. Unless the leavers are very high or very 
low performing at posttest (i.e., biased), this should have a neutral influence on outcome performance. 
Students who cannot be traced to Connecticut public schools will be regarded as cases of normal attrition. 
This approach is intended to be consistent with the overarching policy of conservative performance 
assessment decisions in this study. See appendix C for the attrition rates and the students reattributed.

2. �P value is the probability or level of significance for rejecting a null hypothesis. In this instance, if a choice program evidences gains that 
are two standard deviations greater than the gains evidenced by the 30 quasi-control matched samples, then one can conclude with high 
confidence that the gains of the choice program were not by chance.
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FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS
The purpose of this report was to compare each of the Choice programs in order to determine their rel-
ative effectiveness at closing the achievement gap for students in Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, and 
Waterbury. Importantly, both the direct observation of the performance scores and gap indicators, as well 
as the development of statistical cut scores based on virtual peer samples converged and were in agreement 
in this analysis. A more detailed and technical discussion of the results is contained in appendix D.

Cohort 1 Findings: For cohort 1 (Grade 3 2010 to Grade 5 2012) the RESC magnet group performed 
best at closing the gap at both the Proficient level and the Goal level compared with the other Choice pro-
grams. The RESC magnet group made statistically meaningful gains over time of 25.4% at the Proficient 
level from pretest to posttest that exceeded the standard set by the virtual peer samples. In absolute terms, 
the RESC magnet group score at outcome was 83.6% at Proficient, coming to within -1.6% of closing the 
posttest achievement gap at the Proficient level on MARD.

Table 1. Cohort 1 CMT Growth (Grades 3 to 5) at Proficient level 

N % Proficient 

on 2010 CMT

2010  

gap %

% Proficient  

on 2012 CMT

2012  

gap %

Change in  

% Proficient

Nonurban schools 18,318 78.9 -- 85.2 -- 6.3

Urban students

Urban schools  
(non-Choice) 

2,496 43.9 -35.0 48.3 -36.9 4.4

Public charter schools 184 63.6 -15.3 58.2 -27.0 -5.4

Magnet schools  
operated by local 
districts 

353 48.4 -30.5 58.1  -27.1 9.7

Magnet schools  
operated by RESCs 

55 58.2 -20.7 83.6† -1.6 25.4†

Open Choice program 89 47.2 -31.7 66.3‡ -18.9 19.1†

† Exceeds empirical cut value       ‡ Near empirical cut value

Furthermore, performance for the RESC magnet group at the higher Goal level of achievement was also 
very nearly statistically meaningful, attaining an absolute score of 56.4% at Goal and an absolute gap 
closure to within -14.9% of the majority for closing the gap at Goal (see Table 2). This reflects a substantial 
gain in goal performance of 21.9% for the RESC magnets. Goal level achievement is particularly import-
ant, because it demonstrates a higher level of learning and understanding.
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The Open Choice group exceeded the statistical cut off compared with their virtual peer samples in terms 
of performance gains over time, which were 19.1% in absolute terms from pretest to posttest at the Profi-
cient level (see Table 1). Open Choice also performed well for cohort 1 in terms of closing the gap at the 
Proficient level—although not doing as well as the RESC magnets. The Open Choice students very nearly 
exceeded the statistical cutoff value for the virtual peer samples in terms of overall MARD performance at 
posttest by achieving 66.3% of the students at the Proficient level. None of the other Choice programs met 
or exceeded these performance results for cohort 1. These findings are interpreted to mean that urban stu-
dents in cohort 1 benefited more from the RESC magnet and Open Choice programs than from the other 
Choice programs based on MARD performance at outcome. The Open Choice program did not achieve a 
statistically meaningful level of performance at the Goal level for cohort 1.

Table 2. Cohort 1 CMT Growth (Grades 3 to 5) at Goal level

N % Goal on 

2010 CMT

2010  

gap %

% Goal on 

2012 CMT

2012  

gap %

Change in 

% Goal

Nonurban schools 18,318 59.1 -- 71.3 -- 12.2

Urban students

Urban schools  
(non-Choice)

2,496 21.6 -37.5 29.8 -41.5 8.2

Public charter schools 184 39.7 -19.4 41.3 -30.0 1.6

Magnet schools  
operated by local 
districts

353 26.6 -32.5 38.0 -33.3 11.4

Magnet schools 
operated by RESCs

55 34.5 -24.6 56.4† -14.9 21.9†

Open Choice program 89 24.7 -34.4 36.0 -35.3 11.3

† Near empirical cut value

An overall caution in interpreting the findings in cohort 1 is to bear in mind that the statistically mean-
ingful findings for RESC magnet and Open Choice programs were based on rather small groups of urban 
attendees. The sample size of the programs was taken into account by the quasi-control statistical sampling 
procedure that was used, so this in no way reflects on the meaningfulness or robustness of the findings 
themselves. Nevertheless, as a practical consideration it has to be taken into account that smaller sized 
groups of urban students could potentially have received specialized educational support or interventions 
that might not be possible were these programs replicated to include larger numbers of urban students.   

A second consideration in interpreting these cohort 1 results is to point out that the Open Choice pro-
gram does not reflect a single unified educational program, but is actually a kind of omnibus “treatment” 
that allows urban students to volunteer to attend nonurban schools. Another confounding factor is that 
the number of urban students attending each individual school varies from school to school. Each school, 
therefore, may have somewhat different approaches to teaching and learning as well as variable levels of 
educational support and interventions. Again as a practical consideration, it is therefore difficult to say 
whether the Open Choice option can be precisely replicated or if the program would have the same suc-
cesses if these schools had larger numbers of urban students in Grades 3 through 5.    
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Cohort 2 Findings: For cohort 2 (Grade 6 2010 to Grade 8 2012), the results demonstrate that public 
charter schools did best at closing the gap both at the Proficient level and at the Goal level on MARD by 
a statistically meaningful margin. Gains at Proficient for the charters in cohort 2 were 8.0%, widely out-
performing the other Choice programs (see Table 3). The charter schools in cohort 2 posted an absolute 
performance score of 81.3% at the Proficient level at posttest and also demonstrated an absolute Proficient 
level gap closure of within -9.5% at posttest compared with the nonurban majority. These findings exceed-
ed the empirical cut value for the virtual peer samples at posttest and also in terms of performance gains 
over time. 

Table 3. Cohort 2 CMT Growth (Grades 6 to 8) at Proficient level 

N % Proficient 

on 2010 CMT

2010  

gap %

% Proficient 

on 2012 CMT

2012  

gap %

Change in  

% Proficient

Nonurban schools 19,246 89.0 -- 90.8 -- 1.8

Urban students

Urban schools  
(non-Choice) 

2,352 61.3 -27.7 59.6 -31.2 -1.7

Public charter schools 326 73.3 -15.7 81.3† -9.5 8.0†

Magnet schools  
operated by local 
districts 

512 69.9 -19.1 69.3 -21.5 -0.6

Magnet schools 
operated by RESCs 

96 75.0 -14.0 75.0 -15.8 0.0

Open Choice program 76 72.4 -16.6 75.0 -15.8 2.6

† Exceeds empirical cut value

Even more importantly, the performance at the higher Goal level showed that the public charter schools 
demonstrated a higher level of learning and understanding compared with the other Choice programs 
in cohort 2 (see Table 4). Gains at Goal for the charters in cohort 2 (10.7%) were even higher than that at 
Proficient (8.0%), again widely outperforming the other Choice programs. The absolute Goal performance 
on MARD was 60.1% at Goal, demonstrating a performance gap closure at the Goal level at posttest of 
-15.1% compared with the nonurban majority. This is nearly two or more times better than any of the 
other Choice programs at Goal for cohort 2. Furthermore, none of the other Choice programs approached 
a statistically meaningful outcome for cohort 2 at either the Proficient or Goal levels on MARD. This is in-
terpreted to mean that the urban students in public charter schools benefitted more than urban students in 
the other Choice programs and therefore may be assumed to be better prepared for the academic demands 
of high school. 
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Table 4. Cohort 2 CMT Growth (Grades 6 to 8) at Goal level

N % Goal on 

2010 CMT

2010  

gap %

% Goal on 

2012 CMT

2012  

gap %

Change  

in % Goal

Nonurban schools 19,246 73.6 -- 75.2 -- 1.6

Urban students

Urban schools  
(non-Choice) 

2,352 37.8 -35.8 32.9 -42.3 -4.9

Public charter schools 326 49.4 -24.2 60.1† -15.1 10.7†

Magnet schools  
operated by local 
districts 

512 39.5 -34.1 34.2 -41.0 -5.3

Magnet schools  
operated by RESCs 

96 42.7 -30.9 45.8 -29.4 3.1

Open Choice program 76 40.8 -32.8 31.6 -43.6 -9.2

† Exceeds empirical cut value

Interaction Effects for Cohorts 1 and 2: The inconsistent findings between cohort 1 and cohort 2 are 
puzzling. In research, this is known as an interaction effect. Once again, it is important to note that these 
findings showed a convergence of results for the descriptive test performance scores—such as in absolute 
performance terms at Proficient or Goal or on the gap closure index—as well as in terms of the findings for 
the empirical cut-value technique based on comparisons with random samples of matched quasi-control 
peers. Therefore, it seems that these overall findings support an interpretation of meaningful program perfor-
mance differences. More investigations are required to draw conclusions about this interaction effect confi-
dently. One possible explanation for the disparity is that strategies that work best for the younger students in 
cohort 1 may not be as effective for the slightly more mature students in cohort 2, and vice versa. Neverthe-
less, this is conjecture. Closer examination of these circumstances and a more complete understanding of the 
teaching methods and support environment would be helpful in interpreting these phenomena. 

How can this study be used? This analysis provides an important benchmark for evaluating Con-
necticut’s Choice programs. The methodology provided several ways to view performance comparisons, 
as well as including an innovative method of comparing program performance results at outcome to the 
results of matched multiple samples of quasi-control peers. These quasi-controls, or virtual peer samples, 
were derived from selecting matched random samples at pretest, tracking them over the same time as the 
treatment group, and comparing those findings at posttest with the Choice program attendees. The pur-
pose of the quasi-controls is thus to adjust or control for baseline performance disparities or bias among 
the Choice programs and to provide a way to estimate the benefits of natural maturation for nonprogram 
attendees during the period of study (i.e., from 2010 to 2012). 
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This study demonstrates that pretest-posttest comparisons are clearly a superior method over tradition-
al single-point-in-time or cross-sectional analyses for evaluating program effectiveness. Second, using 
matched multiple quasi-controls appears to be a useful enhancement to the traditional pretest-posttest 
quasi-experimental design.

Empirically determined performance benchmarks provide a useful way to compare the relative perfor-
mance of the matched cohorts to help interpret the influence of normal student maturation effects and also 
to help determine robust and statistically meaningful program differences at outcome while controlling 
for type 1 errors. Short of employing true experimental designs with random assignment of subjects to 
treatment and control groups, replications of the analysis across different times would be a useful way of 
confirming the findings in this report.  

Note that this study does not attend to other intangible gains that may be derived from attendance at these 
programs, including benefits to students that are not measured by the CMT. More needs to be known 
about the potential benefits of these programs beyond the limits of academic test performance alone. 

A more detailed follow-up, school-level analysis of the best-performing programs is needed to determine 
the relative stability of these findings from school to school because higher overall program performance 
generally does not ensure that all schools are applying the model equally well. A school-level study can 
determine in more detail precisely what specific pedagogical or programmatic methods yield the observed 
performance gains in the better performing programs. 
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CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS
This study examined the achievement of urban students from Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, and Wa-
terbury attending Connecticut’s Choice programs from 2010 to 2012 from several different perspectives. 
The primary finding is that urban students in cohort 1 (Grade 3 2010 to Grade 5 2012) benefitted more in 
terms of MARD test gains and performance at outcome from the RESC magnet schools at the Proficient 
level. These results in terms of absolute gap closure were consistent with comparisons with mean perfor-
mance results for matched groups of virtual peer samples. 

The Open Choice program also benefitted cohort 1 students on MARD at the Proficient level only in terms of 
performance gains. The RESC magnet program achieved near statistically meaningful performance at the Goal 
level as well. While demonstrating good performance gains and gap closure at the Proficient level is important, 
Goal level achievement is interpreted as reflecting a higher level of learning and understanding. It was noted 
that both of these programs are relatively small compared with some of the other Choice programs and, fur-
thermore, that the Open Choice program actually reflects a broad diversity of treatments because each receiv-
ing school may be quite different. These issues raise questions about the broader applicability of these models.  

In addition, the urban students in cohort 2 (Grade 6 2010 to Grade 8 2012) benefitted more from public 
charter schools both in terms of performance gains and absolute gap closure at Proficient as well as at Goal 
on MARD, and also exceeded the cut value established by the combined performance of matched groups 
of randomly selected peers. The charter performance effects at outcome demonstrated statistically mean-
ingful performance outcomes at the Goal level of achievement, reflecting a substantially higher level of 
learning and understanding than achievement at the Proficient level. This is notably important for urban 
students because the middle school years are a gateway to high school, and this is the critical period urban 
students tend to decline in academic performance as compared with their nonurban peers. 

An important caveat is that this study remains an ex post facto or “after the fact” analysis, thus prohibiting 
causal attribution for these program outcomes. This may in turn affect program transferability. Therefore, 
it cannot be said with certainty, for example, that clones of these choice programs, or a piecemeal ex-
portation of the pedagogical techniques and strategies used, will necessarily ensure similar performance 
successes for urban students generally. Validation of these findings by identifying key elements of the 
programs and randomly assigning some or all of these programmatic or pedagogical methods of these 
programs to other urban schools would be a very helpful way to crosscheck these results further. 

Also note that the Choice programs vary widely in terms of students’ test performance at baseline com-
pared with the neighborhood urban target districts examined in this study. Nevertheless, regardless of the 
causal reasons behind these baseline performance disparities, higher overall group performance at baseline 
was not always shown to result in better performance at outcome. Therefore, selecting students for admis-
sion to Choice programs based solely on better baseline achievement should not be considered a substitute 
for effective teaching and learning strategies. 

This study is an example of a longitudinal pretest posttest study of student performance that compares the 
same students from time 1 to time 2. This study built on and extended the work of a prior report (Behuniak 
et al., 1990) by not only examining student performance over time, but also using several novel and inno-
vative strategies for examining, reporting, and interpreting student performance. These include the devel-
opment of absolute gap indicators as well as the development of a newly developed statistical test strategy 
based on empirical student performance of matched cohorts of students with similar baseline performance 
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and performance-related characteristics. This study therefore represents a new standard for innovation and 
thoroughness regarding the evaluation of programs designed to improve student performance. 

Although this work provides a very important perspective on urban student performance in the various 
Choice programs, it is equally important to consider a number of issues not included in this study as these 
findings are reviewed and considered. For instance, while all the Choice programs showed improved per-
formance over the students who remained in their urban local schools, these differences were not always 
statistically meaningful after taking into account baseline test performance and normal maturational ef-
fects using quasi-control groups, but may still have important long term benefits for urban student attend-
ees above and beyond test performance alone. 

In addition, apart from test performance outcomes alone, it is also important to take into account other 
practical considerations that could not be included in this study but which may also affect student achieve-
ment in the longer term. For example, the Choice programs may have many important long-term benefits 
for student participants, including social integration factors and elements other than academic test per-
formance as measured on the CMT. Finally, in interpreting these results, keep in mind that prior program 
experience in the Choice programs occurring before the measured periods of cohort 1 and cohort 2 may 
help to explain cases of higher test performance at baseline. 
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Specific Steps for Determining the Stratified Virtual Peer Samples — The test-performance-related back-
ground characteristics for population and random sample groups for the Grades 3 to 5 cohorts and the 
Grades 6 to 8 cohorts are displayed above. The key to this strategy lies in the ability to obtain fair repre-
sentation of the quasi-control group performance and background characteristics at baseline in order to 
properly assess the performance outcome of quasi-control peers who did not attend the Choice programs. 
The challenge is to tailor the quasi-control groups to each of the experimental or Choice program groups 
that received the educational treatments because each program had somewhat different combinations of 
baseline performance and background characteristics that could influence performance at outcome. The 
problem is that the total census distribution of test scores also reflects the students’ background social 
disadvantage factors. Specifically, this means that the urban students as a subpopulation tend to have lower 
than average test scores as well as higher socio-economic factors. Therefore, selecting on social disadvan-
tage factors tends to limit the range of test scores and selecting on test scores limits the range of social 
disadvantage factors.

This range restriction or sampling problem was resolved using a stratified sampling technique that blended 
both univariate and multivariate sampling techniques. Univariate sampling means simply that examinees 
were selected for a single trait, whereas multivariate sampling means that examinees were selected on mul-
tiple traits simultaneously. By combining these two strategies, it is possible to select quasi-control groups 
based on key background traits effectively. First, because the Choice program samples had relatively few 
students with disabilities as compared with the urban subsample generally, these two groups were ran-
domly sampled from the general population as if they were independent, univariate samples. For example, 
if 1% of a given Choice program group were special education students, then an equivalent 1% of special 
education students who were not Choice program attendees were randomly sampled from the general 
population and retained. A similar univariate subsample of English language learners were also randomly 
obtained from the general population. 

After obtaining the two small samples of students with disabilities and English language learners, and 
retaining those, a much larger multivariate sample of students who were either jointly or independently 
either eligible for free/reduced-priced school lunch and/or from minority racial/ethnic backgrounds was 
randomly sampled from the general population. This was the largest sample because it reflected the ma-
jority of the subset of urban Choice program attendees. The reason for doing this sample jointly is to more 
accurately reflect the reality that most urban students attending the Choice programs are either minority, 
school-lunch eligible, or both. Next, another relatively small group of nonminority, non-school lunch 
students was also sampled from the general population. In the last step, all four of these random subsam-
ples were combined together to create one complete, random quasi-control group “candidate” sample. This 
candidate sample was then tested and compared with the true Choice program group. If the baseline test 
performance for the candidate quasi-control group was within 5% of the true Choice program group test 
performance and the background characteristics were within 15% of the true program group background 
characteristics, then the summarized candidate results are retained. If the criteria are not met, the results 
are discarded and another random sample sequence begins. The process continues until 30 summarized 
samples are obtained.    
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APPENDIX B – STATISTICAL TESTING APPROACH
Empirical Statistical Testing: The multiple quasi-control matched group samples used in this study are 
intended to establish a concrete and meaningful statistical performance benchmark in order to fairly assess 
the relative test performance of the Choice program participants at outcome or posttest. That is, each of 
the random sample quasi-control groups that are matched or tailored to each of the four individual Choice 
program groups at pretest become, in effect, a test-performance benchmark of virtual urban peers. Then 
by tracking these same quasi-control sample groups from pretest to posttest, the summarized results of the 
test performance for the quasi-control groups therefore provide a valid and meaningful point of compari-
son for each of the appropriate Choice program test results at outcome. 

A related issue has to do with determining a proper statistical test for deciding whether a Choice group 
has meaningful performance increases on the CMT over and above the matched quasi-control groups at 
outcome. Using normal statistical tests for ex post facto analyses of census data such as this is improper 
because these tests are based on the assumption of random assignment at baseline (Henkel, 1976). This 
leads to two problems: First, the distributional assumptions required in classical statistical analysis may not 
be appropriate and, second, larger groups tend to be found “statistically significant” due purely to the pre-
cision of the statistic. “…[F]inding or failing to find a significant result is often more a function of sample 
size than the intrinsic truth or falsity of the null hypothesis” (Henkel, p. 82, 1976). These are problems with 
statistical tests per se, but they are concerns relevant to the proper interpretation of the findings of an ex 
post facto analysis when employing classical statistical tests.  

To resolve these issues, a novel strategy is employed in this analysis. Instead of sampling just one group of 
quasi-control “peers” 30 valid or viable samples of peer groups were sampled from the CMT archives for 
each group comparison of interest. Each one of these was subsequently summarized and compiled for each 
Choice program comparison. That is, the results for each viable sample were first individually summarized 
at the group level and then those summarized results were compiled together and summarized again. This 
process has two purposes: First, this compilation of summarized results serves to stabilize the outcome 
performance for the benchmark comparison groups. Second, it also provides a “null” performance distri-
bution, which can be used to establish a robust empirical estimate of sampling error, while avoiding well-
known problems associated with using traditional inferential statistics for census data. 

Choosing an Appropriate Cut-Score Value: In order to decide whether a Choice program perfor-
mance difference exceeds the matched null distribution, a cut value needs to be determined. Although 
the random samples may or may not be normally distributed, sampling theory dictates that the averaged 
and compiled performance levels derived from the 30 random samples of quasi-control test takers should 
be. Accordingly, a cutoff value of two standard deviations from the mean of the Proficient or Goal scores 
was selected. This choice is based on the expectation that the properties of the normal distribution can be 
evoked when the n-count for the number of samples is 30. Thus, although the Proficient or Goal perfor-
mance of the individual sample groups may not be normally distributed, the means of the performance 
distributions should be. Therefore, 2 standard deviations reflect a very stringent benchmark standard that 
corresponds to exceeding approximately the 95th percentile of the one-tailed normal z-score distribution 
(Ferguson F.N. 1973). Thus, without resorting to the usual statistical testing procedures using theoretical 
distributions, the matched treatment and control groups can be compared with statistical rigor.
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Interpretation of Statistical Cut Values: What this cut-score value means in practice is that if a 
Choice group performance is in the lower or middle range of the “null” distribution, then the findings 
imply that the program performance is not meaningfully different from the peers, but if the Choice group 
performance is at the extreme outer limit of this “null” distribution, then the findings imply that those 
results are so extreme that we say that they are probably from a completely different population. Thus, we 
can think of each Choice program assessment as a comparison of that single outcome to a distribution of 
outcomes for 30 same-sized groups of comparable controls, so the notion of a sampling distribution of 
these 30 samples is relevant.   

Exceeding this cut value compared with a normal z-score distribution reflects a conservative, robust, and 
meaningful way to detect performance differences at outcome for the Choice programs over and above 
equivalent samples of students who did not attend the Choice programs. The advantages of this model are 
two: First, it attempts to take into account the critical issue of differential baseline test performance for 
the Choice program groups due to selection bias. Second, it provides a benchmark performance level at 
outcome that helps to control for or explain the effects of student maturation over time.

In summary, the proper understanding and interpretation of the benefits of the random peer group results in 
this study is that the statistical cut value measure establishes what might be called a lower-bound perfor-
mance expectation at outcome for assessing Choice program effects, although this model does not control 
for the hidden effects of confounding factors such as student motivation. Also, because this study is not 
a true experimental design with random assignment of subjects to treatment and controls at baseline, 
it is not possible to attribute cause to the observed program effects. Hence, if one or more of the Choice 
programs are observed to be effective at closing the gap in this study, this alone will not be sufficient proof 
that transferring these strategies to other schools and educational programs is necessarily going to lead to 
similar positive findings in the future.

Statistical Analyses: To assess the above hypotheses for the four Choice program options, student 
performance outcomes based on the combined MARD performance metric will be investigated in mul-
tiple ways. These include examining baseline percentage at Proficient and Goal, outcome percentage at 
Proficient and Goal, and percentage of gains over time (the difference between pretest and posttest perfor-
mance) for each of the programs.  

Descriptive Comparisons: The first and most fundamental descriptive index in this analysis is the 
degree to which these programs help students from Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, and Waterbury 
close the achievement gap in an absolute sense. This statistic will be presented directly by subtracting the 
performance group outcome to the upper-bound estimate of the gap. This will express in absolute terms 
the percentage that remains between the program performance result and the gap target index. The index 
reflects an upper-bound performance expectation that will always be in the negative unless a Choice pro-
gram result exceeds the overall nonurban (see equation 1, below).

Equation 1: Descriptive Gap Index
Gap index = PostMARD i − UpperBoundGap (Cities Out), i = 1,2,3,4 .

Next the gain index for each of the four Choice programs will be examined. Normally, a dependent 
pretest-posttest analysis will compare each individual student’s score at pretest and posttest, which is the 
most sensitive way to detect change. However, this test is more conservative because it will compare 
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independent pretest-posttest gains. The pretest and the posttest measures based on CMT results (MARD) 
are derived from tests of different levels of difficulty (grade levels) and in this case the test performance 
levels have not been vertically equated on the measures of interest (i.e., mathematics and reading). The 
content of the tests reflect increasing pedagogical expectations from the lower to the higher grades. That 
said, this gains test is a good, practical way to measure student gains from grade to grade based on the 
Proficiency and Goal levels in a relative way. For example, if the percentage of students who are at or 
above the Proficient level at pretest is greater at posttest, and they exceed quasi-control peer samples by a 
meaningful extent, then this argues that academic growth has occurred for the treatment group over and 
above the expected growth for the quasi-control peers. Accordingly, the raw gains are calculated for each 
program as follows (see equation 2, below):

Equation 2: Descriptive Gain Index
Gain index = PstMARD i − PreMARD i, i  = 1,2,3,4 .

Cut-value Comparisons: Equation 3 (below) describes the cut value for the outcome test comparing 
actual performance of the Choice groups to the virtual peer results. These tests mirror the descriptive 
tests above, except that they compare the actual posttest results for the Choice programs to the matched 
results for the 30 samples of virtual peers. Accordingly, this comparison to the null distribution reflects the 
combined results for the matched and combined virtual program groups. This allows the cut value to be 
more representative of the population for these particular test-takers and also makes it possible to assess a 
meaningful standard error derived from the 30 samples. Therefore, the cut values represent a meaningful 
and robust statistical comparison at outcome. 

Equation 3: Empirical Benchmark Outcome Test
Cut value = Avg(PostMARDRand) + 2.0 × (SD (PostRand i), i = 1,2,3,4 .

Besides the direct outcome comparison at posttest, we are also interested in the relative gains of the Choice 
groups over time. To do this, we compare the pretest results for each group with the average group differ-
ence from the posttest outcome scores on MARD, and compare those quasi-control group independent 
gain findings to the Choice group’s independent gains for the same period (see equation 4, below):  

Equation 4: Empirical Benchmark Gain Test
Cut value = Avg(PostMARDRand) − Avg(PreMARDRand) + 2.0 ×

{SD (PreMARDRand i) + SD(PostMARDRand i)/2},  i = 1,2,3,4 .

Note that this test for independent groups is less sensitive (more conservative) than the two sample gains 
test, where the error term is 2 standard deviations of the gains rather than the pooled total group standard 
deviation. 
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APPENDIX C — ATTRITION COUNTS BY CHOICE PROGRAM

Grades 3 to 5 Cohort

Program	 Attrition n 	 MARD_n	 % Attrition

-----------	 -------------- 	 ------------- 	 ------------------

3.0 CHARTER 18 184 9.8%

4.0 MAG NOT RESC 12 353 3.4%

5.0 MAG RESC * 55 *

6.0 OPEN CHOICE * 89 *

Grades 6 to 8 Cohort

Program	 Attrition n	 MARD_n	 % Attrition

-----------	 --------------	 -------------	 ------------------

3.0 CHARTER 25 326 7.7%

4.0 MAG NOTRESC 21 512 4.1%

5.0 MAG RESC * 96 *

6.0 OPEN CHOICE * 76 *

*Attrition n is less than 6; therefore, n and % attrition suppressed to protect student confidentiality.
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APPENDIX D — DETAILED DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
Descriptive Comparisons: Each of the following four results tables will present the descriptive analysis 
for each population parameter and the cut-value comparisons as appropriate. The tables include the perfor-
mance of the state as a whole (excluding the seven major Connecticut cities) to provide an upper-bound es-
timate of the performance gap based on MARD. The lower-bound estimate will be based on MARD perfor-
mance for the four targeted districts of Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, and Waterbury. These indices will 
be calculated both at pretest and posttest. Next the summary population performance for the local schools 
in the four urban districts is presented, which will provide a lower-bound estimate of the performance gap.  

The individual programs that were analyzed were the public charter schools, the non-RESC magnet 
schools, the RESC magnet schools, and finally the Open Choice program results. To reduce the size of 
the tables, the percentage of special education and English language learner program attendees will be 
combined into one index called Education Factors. A second index called Social Factors will combine the 
percentage of students who are minorities and/or those eligible for free or reduced priced meals.

Quasi-Control Comparisons: The total sample count in each table representing the four Choice pro-
gram assessment findings reflects the total number of samples needed to obtain 30 viable quasi-control 
group comparison samples (see table 5). Samples of the virtual peers met the following criteria: First, they 
must have been within 15% of the school-lunch eligibility percentage for each specific Choice program at 
baseline, and second their baseline Proficient level scores had to be within 5% of the baseline test perfor-
mance results on the combined mathematics and reading results (i.e., MARD). 

The results for the virtual peers are reported immediately following each listing of the Choice program 
group results. Samples that do not meet these criteria for inclusion in the comparison groups will be 
counted but not included in any outcome comparisons. The reason for counting the total number of sam-
ples taken is to provide a way to gauge the relative degree of difficulty in obtaining viable random samples. 
The larger the total number of samples, the more difficult it was to obtain 30 viable samples. This can 
occur, for example, when the baseline program selects a high percentage of students with higher baseline 
performance on MARD.

Student performance outcomes based on the combined MARD performance metric will be investigated 
in multiple ways: Baseline percentage at Proficient and Goal, Outcome percentage at Proficient and Goal, 
Percentage of Gains over time (the difference between pretest and posttest), and relative Percentage Clos-
ing the Achievement Gap. A key descriptive index in this analysis is the degree to which these programs 
help students from Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, and Waterbury close the achievement gap in an 
absolute sense. This statistic will be presented directly, subtracting the performance group outcome to the 
upper-bound estimate of the gap. This will express in absolute terms the percentage that remains between 
the program performance result and the gap target index. This index will always be in the negative, unless 
Choice program results exceed the results for the nonurban majority. 

Cohort 1 Results: Table 5 (below) displays the pretest/posttest results for cohort 1 for Grade 3 2010 to 
Grade 5 2012 at the Proficient level or higher. The chief benefit of a pretest-posttest analysis is that it better 
enables us to ascribe observed change to academic program effects, without confounding the findings with 
the test results from outgoing or incoming students. Hence, all students reported in table 5 had valid test 
results on the CMT mathematics and reading subtests (MARD) in Grade 3 and also in Grade 5. In addition, 
two different kinds of results are displayed in each table: census results and empirical random sample results. 
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The whole number rows in each table display the pretest-posttest census results for all valid MARD 
test-takers for the appropriate performance level. Thus, row 1.0 shows the findings for all Connecticut’s 
students excluding the seven major cities while row 2.0 shows the combined results for the four target 
urban districts (Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, and Waterbury). The decimalized rows list the findings 
for the combined, randomly selected quasi-control groups, which are matched to each individual Choice 
program group. Thus, row 3.0 describes the census charter results and row 3.1 describes the results for the 
combined 30 quasi-control samples that are matched to the census charter group. 

Besides the performance scores listed in table 5, descriptive performance-related background characteristics 
are also listed for each group. For this analysis, the critical performance related background factors have 
been combined for compactness. (More detailed descriptions for each of the key data elements are described 
in appendix A.) Hence, in table 5 the column labeled SocFac, or social factors, describes the percentage of 
students in each row listing with both minority status and/or eligible for the School Lunch Program. 

The column labeled EdFac, or educational factors, shows corresponding percentage of students who are 
special education and/or English language learners. The baseline test results on table 5 are labeled Prof1 and 
display the combined percentage of students meeting or exceeding proficiency on both the mathematics and 
reading CMT subtests in Grade 3 of 2010. The field labeled Prof2 corresponds to MARD test results for the 
same students at Proficient or higher at outcome in Grade 5 of 2012. The column labeled ProfGain describes 
the difference between Prof1 and Prof2 group scores, which is an indicator of relative gain. 

The absolute gap closure index on table 5 is labeled Gap1 at pretest and Gap2 at posttest. This is the percent-
age difference between each Choice program performance on MARD at each test-reporting level compared 
with the overall statewide performance for nonurban students in Connecticut. These indicators are calcu-
lated for both the Proficient level or higher in table 5 and for Goal level or higher in table 6 for cohort 1. 
The “Valid N” is the record count for those students with valid results in both subtests who remained in the 
same school from the pretest to the posttest. Line 1 reflects the overall statewide results for the nonurban 
students and reflects the upper-bound limit or target goal for the gap indicator. 

The results for each Choice program group will be followed by the results for a matched sample results 
found in the decimalized rows.

Recall that the matched sample is the summary of 30 subsamples, matched on relative baseline MARD 
performance and on the four background characteristics of interest (i.e., school lunch eligibility, minority 
status, special education status plus English language learner status). The relative comparability of these 
groups is reflected on both the education factors and the social factors indices as well as on pretest MARD 
performance. 

The Samp_n field denotes the total number of samples required to obtain 30 viable samples where the 
background parameters were held to within 15% of the true population parameter of the Choice program 
and the baseline test performance at pretest were held to within 5% of the true population parameter of the 
Choice program. The higher the Samp_n, therefore, the more difficult it was to obtain 30 viable samples. 
What this means in practical terms is that higher Samp_n counts reflect a higher degree of difficulty in 
finding sample matches that are closely matched to the census choice program groups. This occurs most 
typically when the program groups enroll students of higher baseline performance compared with expect-
ed performance level of the four target districts.
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Row 1.0 of table 5 labeled Cities Out displays the overall results for nonurban Connecticut test-takers at 
the Proficient level (or higher) on MARD. Row 1.0 provides the background and performance information 
for the group (n = 18,318) who had valid test results from pretest of Grade 3 of 2010 to posttest in Grade 
5 in 2012. The education factors for this group is 9.5% and the social factors is 17.8%. Pretest proficiency 
is at 78.9% and posttest proficiency is 85.2%, a proficiency gain of 6.3% (see ProfGain). The results for the 
target districts of Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, and Waterbury (n = 2,496), excluding Choice pro-
gram participants, shows 17.4% of these students have education factors and 85.0% have social factors. 

More importantly, table 5 also reveals the widely disproportionate academic performance disparities 
between the urban target districts and non-urban students in Connecticut. Row 1.0 reflects the nonur-
ban students and thus corresponds to the upper boundary of the academic performance gap on MARD, 
while row 2.0 reflects the target urban districts described in the lower boundary. The column labeled Prof1 
shows the Proficient level or higher performance for the Grades 3 to 5 cohort at Grade 3 in 2010. Row 1.0 
shows the nonurban results at Proficient level or higher performance on MARD and for Grade 3 students 
in 2010, which is nearly 80% (78.9%) for most Connecticut students. Meanwhile for the target districts in 
row 2.0, the Prof1 result shows that only a little less than half (43.9%) of the urban target district students 
achieve proficiency at pretest. This reflects a performance gap of -35.0% at pretest (see Gap1 on table 5). 

Prof2 in table 5 corresponds to Prof1 and shows the posttest or outcome performance on MARD two years 
later for the same students tracked over time at Grade 5 of 2012. Here the overall statewide performance 
on MARD for nonurban students has gone up from 78.9% at pretest in Grade 3 of 2010 to 85.2% at Grade 
5 in 2010, a performance gain of 6.3% from Grade 3 to Grade 5 (see ProfGain in table 5). For Connecticut’s 
urban target group, the posttest performance is up from 43.9% in Grade 3 of 2010 to 48.3% proficiency or 
higher by Grade 5 of 2012 (see Prof2 of table 5), and the performance gap has actually increased to -36.9% 
(see Gap2 of table 5). 

This disparity on the achievement gap has grown worse at posttest because the gains for the targeted urban 
students have only grown by 4.4% for the urban target group in row 2.0, compared with 6.3% for the 
nonurban students displayed in row 1.0. Taken as a whole, these performance disparities reflect a troubling 
situation, which is that not only are the target urban students behind academically as early as Grade 3, but 
that that gap has increased after two years. 

Rows 3.0, 4.0, 5.0, and 6.0 describe the census population results for students from the targeted four urban 
districts attending the Choice programs. For example, row 3.0 is the results for the 184 urban students 
from the target districts who had valid pretest and posttest results on MARD who attended the same 
charter school from Grade 3 of 2010 to Grade 5 of 2012; it also includes the exited students who were reat-
tributed (appendix C). These students reported 2.7% of the group had education factors while 97.3% had 
social factors. Therefore, the urban charter attendees from Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, and Water-
bury had fewer education factors than the student peers attending local schools but about the same level of 
social factors (97.9% versus 97.3%). Notably, these urban charter students were much better performers on 
MARD at pretest, performing at 63.6% Proficient at pretest compared with urban peers who only scored 
at 43.9% at pretest. Hence the performance gap at pretest (i.e., see Gap1 on table 5) is only -15.3% versus 
-35.0% for the local urban school attendees (see Local). 

The posttest gap of -36.9% (see Gap2 of row 1.0, LOCAL DIST, table 5) for the LOCAL DIST group per-
formance is lower than any of the Choice programs, suggesting that all the programs are beneficial to some 
degree. However, at outcome the posttest charter performance drops to 58.2% for a proficiency gain of 
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-5.4% on MARD, hence showing an increase in the proficiency gap as compared with the rest of the state of 
-27.0% at posttest (from -15.3 at pretest). Table 5 also displays the results for the matched random charter 
samples in row 3.1. Note that it took 373 samples to obtain 30 valid comparison samples for the charter 
group (see table 5, row 3.1 RANDOM). This reflects the relative difficulty of finding students with back-
ground characteristics at pretest sufficiently similar to the urban charter students who also had similar pre-
test scores on MARD at Proficient. In addition, the relative performance at proficiency for the quasi-control 
peer was only 60.4% for the random samples compared with 63.6% Proficient for charter students. 

This finding is interpreted to reflect the fact that it was difficult to obtain 30 valid random samples of 
students with about 2.7% EdFac and 97.3% SocFac and comparable test performance characteristics. 
Nevertheless, although the random samples had lower performance at baseline compared with the charter 
students, at outcome the random quasi-control group did better than the charter students, achieving 64.6% 
Proficient on MARD at posttest versus 58.2% for the charter group. 

This means that while the charter student group did better than the local urban students at posttest, this 
outcome performance was not statistically meaningful after taking into account the high relative baseline 
performance and the particular background composition of the charter group at baseline compared with 
the results for the charter matched random samples (see table 5, row 3.1). In more detail, the charter ran-
dom samples had an outcome score of 64.6% Proficient (see table 5, row 3.0 column Prof2) with a standard 
deviation of 2.5% (see StdPst in table 5). Therefore, by looking at the Proficient population parameter 
of 64.6% for the charters, the expected outcome performance comparison cutoff score derived from the 
results of the quasi-random yields a comparison benchmark of 69.6% (see table 5, row 3.1, PostCut), which 
is over 10% above the charter Prof2 Proficient level of 58.2%. 

Empirical Cut-Value Assessment for Table 5: Thus the charter population group for the Grades 3 to 
5 cohort would have to have achieved a population outcome score over 69.6% at Proficient or higher on 
MARD to have met or exceeded the statistical cutoff level. Unfortunately, the charter schools performance 
on MARD at posttest was below this cut value (58.2%), and hence these results are not meaningfully 
different from the quasi-control outcome after taking into account the random fluctuations of the sample 
groups. Furthermore, the gains cutoff for meaningful departure from the empirical random samples for 
the charters is 8.5% (see GainCut in table 5) but the actual population gains were only -5.4% (see ProfGain 
in table 5). We can therefore conclude that the urban charter attendees would not exceed the expected 
cutoff scores on performance gains on MARD. 

The results for the non-RESC magnets displayed in row 4.0 of table 5 show that these students performed 
only slightly higher at baseline compared with the LOCAL DIST students (see row 2.0 of table 5). The 
baseline results on the MARD at Proficient show 48.4% Proficient for the non-RESC magnets compared 
with 43.9% Proficient for the LOCAL DIST results. Therefore, the non-RESC magnet group at baseline 
was far more consistent with local student performance than the charter group. This is also reflected in the 
background characteristics for this group. 
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lower at 80.7% for MAG NOT RESC compared with 85.0% for the LOCAL DIST students. Nevertheless, 
this better balance of baseline conditions more closely reflects the overall profile of the target urban dis-
tricts as a group. This is also reflected in the smaller number of random samples needed to achieve a viable 
group of 30 samples, which is 132 for the MAG NOT RESC random group (see row 4.1 in table 5) versus 
nearly triple that (Samp_n = 373) needed for the charter random group (see row 3.1 of table 5). 

Despite a baseline profile for MAG NOT RESC group that is more consistent with urban students general-
ly (see row 4.0 of table 5), the PstCut estimated cutoff score for the random groups is 63.0%, while the per-
formance for the MAG NOT RESC group was below this cut point at 58.1%. Hence, these results are also 
not statistically meaningful after taking into consideration the statistical cut point. As for the gain score 
cut-point comparison, the pretest to posttest Proficient gains for MAG NOT RESC were 9.7% (see table 5, 
row 4.0, ProfGain), which did not exceed the estimated cutoff value of 11.1% for the random quasi-control 
samples (see row 4.1 of table 5, GainCut), and again, this was not a statistically meaningful gain on pro-
ficiency. As was the case with the charters analysis for cohort 1, the MAG NOT RESC group also did not 
demonstrate sufficient performance increases at posttest on proficiency to overcome the GainCut level. 

However, the picture is sharply different for the MAG RESC group displayed on row 5.0 of table 5. The 
MAG RESC group performance shows a meaningful departure from the cut value at posttest as well as 
on performance gains. The posttest cutoff score (PstCut) was 74.4% for the random samples (see table 5, 
row 5.1) and this was exceeded by the MAG RESC group performance of 83.6%. Notably, a substantial 
704 samples were required to obtain 30 valid random samples matching the MAG RESC group’s baseline 
performance of 58.2%. 

Once again, this difficulty of obtaining 30 viable samples of students with MARD performance above the 
expected for students with a level of social and educational factors for the program group is explained by 
the fact that most urban students in the target districts are achieving at only 43.9% proficiency on average 
(see row 2.0, LOCAL DIST Prof1). Therefore, finding 30 random samples of students from the general 
population who match the profiles reflected by the MAG RESC students required many samples to be 
discarded. 

The gains for the MAG RESC are substantial at 25.4% at proficiency (compare table 5, row 5.1, GainCut 
versus row 5.0, MAG RESC, ProfGain), and exceed the gains of all the Choice programs compared in 
table 5. In addition, these gains exceed the expected random quasi-control group gains cutoff at 14.1% 
and therefore can be considered statistically meaningful. This impressive level of performance gains can 
also be observed in the Gap2 column of table 5 for this program, which shows that MAG RESC came to 
within -1.6% of closing the gap completely (see table 5, row 5.0, Gap2), a result that exceeds all the cohort 
1 Choice programs displayed on table 5. One drawback of this impressive performance for the MAG RESC 
group was that it had only 55 urban students (see table 5, MARD_n). That is, with such a small subgroup 
of urban students in the group, it is also possible that special resources could be brought to bear that might 
not be available for larger numbers of students.  

The Open Choice program also performed favorably at the Proficient level from Grade 3 of 2010 to Grade 
5 of 2012 (see table 5, rows 6.0 and 6.1). Baseline profiles compared favorably to the LOCAL DIST pro-
files, particularly for the baseline proficiency results on MARD (47.2% proficiency at baseline compared 
with 43.9% for the LOCAL DIST group). Posttest results were nearly statistically meaningful for the Open 
Choice group, where the random group cutoff of 66.7% at posttest was nearly exceeded by a score of 66.3% 
Proficient (See table 5, row 6.0, OPEN CHOICE, Prof2 and row 6.1, RANDOM PstCut). 
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Furthermore, the gains results for the Open Choice program group were 19.1%, which was beyond the 
cutoff of 15.8% for the quasi-control groups (see table 5, row 6.0, OPEN CHOICE ProfGain versus row 6.1, 
GainCut). It is noteworthy that only 63 samples were required to obtain 30 viable samples for the Open 
Choice random group. This is interpreted to reflect that the lower baseline or pretest Proficient level of 
47.2% for the Open Choice students is more consistent with students reflecting the background profiles 
exhibited by the LOCAL DIST’s MARD proficiency of 43.9% (see table 5, row 6.0 versus row 2.0). This 
suggests that the pretest performance and background characteristics are a better match for the Open 
Choice students for the urban population compared with those of some of the other programs.  

Table 6 reflects the same students’ performance but at the Goal level rather than at the Proficient level. 
Note however that the performance matching for the groups only occurred at baseline proficiency. Table 6 
shows that the LOCAL DIST Goal performance at pretest in Grade 3 is only 21.6% on the MARD compos-
ite index. This means that only 21.6% of the local urban students in Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, and 
Waterbury with matching valid test results from Grade 3 of 2010 to Grade 5 of 2012 met or exceeded the 
Goal level in both mathematics and reading on the CMT in 2010. 

The pretest gap for LOCALDIST students as a group is -37.5%, which is the highest pretest gap although 
Open Choice approaches this at -34.4% and MAG NOT RESC at -32.5%. In other words, these programs 
appear to be reflections of the true LOCAL DIST population than the other Choice programs. Meanwhile, 
the posttest gap for the LOCAL DIST group is -41.5% with a goal of 29.8%, which is lower than all the 
Choice programs. Hence, the implication is that all of the Choice programs are beneficial to urban students.

Continuing to look at the column describing the pretest Gap in table 6, it is evident that the charter group 
in line 4.0 have the lowest baseline gap at -19.4%, but this gap has increased at posttest to -30.0%, indicat-
ing that performance ground is being lost. MAG RESC has the second smallest pretest gap at -24.6% but 
has the lowest gap performance at posttest, which is -14.9%. 
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Empirical Cut-Value Assessment for Table 6: Table 6 shows no statistically meaningful posttest find-
ings at Goal, implying that performance at Goal was not enhanced by any of the Choice programs over the 
matched quasi-random groups. However, the MAG RESC program performed at 56.4%, which is nearly 
exceeding the posttest cutoff value of 56.6% (see table 6, row 5.0, Goal2” and row 5.0, RAND, Cut2). This 
can also be observed by looking at the gap closure index, which is substantially the lowest of all the Choice 
programs at -14.9%, meaning that the Goal performance for MAG RESC is within 15% of closing the gap 
at goal. In addition, the performance gains from Grade 3 to Grade 5 for MAG RESC are also nearly ex-
ceeding the cut value (see table 6). The performance result is 21.9% gains for the MAG RESC group, while 
the cutoff point is 22.3%. Therefore, the MAG RESC program has been found to yield statistically mean-
ingful posttest outcome and gains at Proficient (see table 5) and nearly statistically meaningful outcome 
and gains at the Goal level (see table 6). 

Cohort 2 Results: Table 7 compares Proficient level performance for the Grade 6 2010 to Grade 8 2012 
cohort. This cohort is of particular importance because it leads up to the critical high school years. Stu-
dents who perform better during this period can potentially be better prepared for the more challenging 
curricular demands of high school. The pretest performance gap between 1.0 CITIES OUT (n = 19,246) 
and LOCAL DIST (n = 2,352) is -27.7% meaning that, all other things held equal, the LOCAL DIST 
schools are nearly 30% below the majority of Connecticut nonurban schools on the combined reading and 
mathematics performance (MARD). 

Furthermore, comparing these same students at posttest in Grade 8, observe that the MARD gap increases 
to -31.2%, meaning that the performance gap actually increases slightly during the critical pre-high school 
Grades of 6 to 8. In addition, the education factors are much higher in the four target districts of Bridge-
port, Hartford, New Haven, and Waterbury at 15.2% compared with 8.8% for the nonurban districts (see 
table 7, rows 1.0 and 2.0). Similarly, the social factors that reflect a combination of minority status and 
school lunch program eligibility are 84.3% of the four target district students compared with only 14.4% 
for the nonurban students. Again, this reflects a wide disparity between urban student populations and the 
nonurban student majority in Connecticut.
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Note that these background circumstances shown in table 7 are quite similar to the results for cohort1 
displayed in tables 5 and 6. Most of the Choice programs continue to exhibit lower than expected educa-
tional factors. The exceptions are the Open Choice program at 17.1% EdFac compared with 15.2% for the 
LOCAL DIST group and, to a lesser extent, the MAG NOT RESC program at 9.4% (see table 7). 

The gap index in table 7 is once again a good descriptive indicator of relative differential performance 
status at pretest as well as posttest for cohort 2, just as it was for cohort 1. However it is apparent from 
examining the pretest gap (Gap1) that there is considerable variability in baseline performance among the 
Grades 6 to 8 Choice programs, just as was the case for cohort 1, and once again, none of these programs is 
performing on MARD as poorly as the LOCAL DIST target neighborhood urban schools, which indicate a 
baseline gap of nearly 30% (-27.7% see table 7, row 2.0, Gap1). 

It is evident from this discussion that the baseline performance for students attending choice programs is 
typically higher than their peers who attend schools in their home districts, although this could once again 
be related to prior program exposure. As we found in the Grades 3 to 5 performance comparisons for 
cohort 1, the charter and MAG RESC programs have the best pretest performance on MARD at Proficient. 
The charter schools had a baseline gap score of -15.7% and the MAG RESC group posts the lowest gap 
pretest score at -14.0% Proficient.    

The posttest gap indicator in table 7 tells a different story. First, the difference in scores for the Choice pro-
grams are much better than those of the LOCAL DIST posttest gap performance at -31.2%, implying that 
all the Choice programs are making gains or maintaining performance for their students (see table 7, row 
2.0, Gap2). Compared with that standard, the posttest gap is lowest for the charter group at -9.5%, which 
is a substantial departure from any of the other Choice programs (see table 7, row 3.0, Gap2). Both MAG 
RESC and Open Choice are tied for the next best posttest gap performance at -15.8% (see table 7). By com-
parison, MAG NOT RESC program is lagging behind the other Choice programs, showing a posttest gap 
of -21.5% below the nonurban majority group.  

Empirical Cut Value Assessment for Table 7: The dramatic findings for table 7 show the charter 
schools to be statistically meaningful on the Proficient level, both at posttest and also in terms of perfor-
mance gains for the Grade 6 2010 to Grade 8 2012 Cohort. The charter random group predicts an outcome 
or posttest score of 73.5% Proficient taking into account the standard error for the 30 matched random 
sample comparison groups. Meanwhile, the charter school results stand at 81.3% Proficient at posttest (see 
table 7), and thus the findings are statistically meaningful. None of the other programs demonstrated a 
meaningful departure from the empirical cut value at posttest for cohort 2. In addition, the charter group 
also posted statistically meaningful pretest-posttest gains of 8.0%, where the random comparison group 
predicted 2.8% gains after taking into account the standard error. 

Table 8 (below) presents the findings for the Grades 6 to 8 cohort results at Goal. Note that the pretest 
gap at the Goal level for charters is lowest among all Choice programs at -24.2%, but that the posttest 
gap is a relatively dramatic -15.1%. The other posttest gap results for the remaining Choice programs are 
approximately twice as low on the gap indicator, with the next best score posted by MAG RESC at -29.4%. 
This presents an important piece of information. It says that the charter schools are not only achieving well 
at the Proficient level, but in addition program attendees are also doing much better than the other Choice 
programs at closing the gap at the Goal level. 
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EVALUATING THE ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF CHOICE PROGRAMS IN CONNECTICUT:
A Pretest-Posttest Evaluation Using Matched Multiple Quasi-Control Comparison Groups

Empirical Cut Value Assessment for Table 8: Again, the posttest Goal results exceed the empirical 
cut value for the charter schools only (see table 8, rows 3.0 and 3.1). The expected performance based on 
the 30 random samples matched to the charter group at baseline and including the standard error is 45.7% 
at Goal, compared with 60.1% at Goal for the charter schools’ performance at posttest. This is approxi-
mately double the expected outcome for the LOCAL DIST urban Cohort as a whole at 32.9% (see row 2.0 
at Goal 2) and 20 to 30 percentage points above all the other Choice programs. Most notable is the fact that 
at Goal, the gains at posttest for the charter group are 10.7% (see table 8, row 3.0, GoalGain), which also 
exceeds in a statistically meaningful way the expected outcome for the random samples at 3.0% (see table 
8, row 3.1, GoalGain). Hence, the charter group has obtained a meaningful departure from the empirical 
cut values at posttest and for both the Proficient and Goal levels.             
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EVALUATING THE ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF CHOICE PROGRAMS IN CONNECTICUT:
A Pretest-Posttest Evaluation Using Matched Multiple Quasi-Control Comparison Groups
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ancestry, marital status, sexual orientation, gender identity or expression, disability (including, but not limited 
to, intellectual disability, past or present history of mental disorder, physical disability or learning disability), 
genetic information, or any other basis prohibited by Connecticut state and/or federal nondiscrimination laws. 
The Connecticut State Department of Education does not unlawfully discriminate in employment and licensing 
against qualified persons with a prior criminal conviction. Inquiries regarding the Connecticut State Department of 
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Levy Gillespie
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Connecticut State Department of Education
25 Industrial Park Road 
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What is Open Choice? 
 

The Open Choice program was established by legislation in 1997 and is intended to reduce 
racial, ethnic, and economic isolation among students. Through Open Choice, students in the 
C.E.S. region who are Bridgeport residents have the opportunity to attend school in 
participating school districts when space is available, and students in surrounding towns have 
the opportunity to attend school in Bridgeport (Hartford and New Haven have similar 
programs). Open Choice is funded by the State Department of Education. 

 
What are the purposes of the program? 
 

To improve academic performance; to reduce racial, ethnic and economic isolation; and to 
provide a choice of educational programs. 

 
What role does the Regional Educational Service Center (RESC) play in this program? 
 

The RESC manages the acceptance and placement process, provides transportation services, 
and provides as needed support to schools and families. [CGS § 10-266aa (c)] 

 
How do students enroll in the Open Choice Program? 
 

Applications for students entering grades PK-12 are available from mid-January through mid-
March for the upcoming school year. 
 
Preschool and Kindergarten participation depends heavily on the models of instructional 
delivery employed by districts. Transportation is complicated by varied models (e.g., full-day 
every day, partial day every day, full-day some days, …) 

 
How are spaces for students determined? 
 

Participating districts are determined by the feasibility of transportation between the sending 
district and the receiving district. The RESC coordinates with the superintendents in 
participating districts each spring to confirm what openings they will offer for the upcoming 
year.  Open Choice is a voluntary program, so a district can offer as few or as many openings 
as they choose. 

 
How are students chosen for the openings that are offered? 
 

Once the RESC determines openings for a grade level, a random number generator is used to 
rank order the applicants for that grade level, and offer the opening to the parents based on 
the ordering. 

 
How long do students remain in the Open Choice Program? 
 

Once enrolled in Open Choice, a student has the same rights and responsibilities as any other 
student enrolled in the school, and they are treated in the same manner as any other 
student.  They remain with the district until they graduate, unless they move from the urban 
community. In that case they enroll in the schools in their new town.  

https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_172.htm#sec_10-266aa
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How are students transported to school? 
 

The RESC receives transportation funding from the state, and the coordinator for Open Choice 
works with the contracted bus company and the families to provide bus service. Since students 
are not generally from one neighborhood, students usually receive bus service to and from 
their home address. [CGS § 10-266aa (f)] 

 
Can Open Choice students participate in athletic and/or extra-curricular activities? 
 

Open Choice students may participate in athletic and/or extra-curricular activities with the 
same conditions and responsibilities that a resident student would have. Transportation for 
athletics and extra-curricular activities is not provided by the RESC. 

 
What if a student requires special education services? 
 

If the costs are below the student grant, the receiving district pays the cost.  If the costs are 
over the grant, the sending district is billed for and pays the cost. [CGS § 10-266aa (i)] 

 
How is student discipline addressed? 

Open Choice students are students of the receiving district and are subject to the same 
behavioral expectations as resident students. 
 

Can an Open Choice student be “returned” to the sending district? 
 

No. Open Choice students are students of the receiving district, and they remain with the 
district until they graduate, unless they move from the urban community. 
 

What are the costs to the district? 
 

There is no direct cost to the district.  The receiving district receives a grant of $3,000 per 
Open Choice student per year which may be used to cover unusual costs. The per student 
grant rises as the number of Open Choice students as a percentage of the district student 
population increases [ CGS §10-266aa (g)(2)] 

 

Enrollment Lower % Upper % % INCR $/Student 

N/A 0.0 1.99 N/A $3000 

N/A 2.0 2.99 N/A $4000 

N/A 3.0 3.99 N/A $6000 

4000 N/A N/A 50 $6000 

N/A 4.0 N/A N/A $8000 

 

 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_172.htm#sec_10-266aa
https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_172.htm#sec_10-266aa
https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_172.htm#sec_10-266aa
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What does current participation look like in Connecticut districts? 

According to 2018-2019 data released by the Connecticut State Department of Education, 47 
districts participate in the Open Choice Program. 

Of the 47 participating districts, the average percentage of Open Choice students compared to 
October 1 district enrollment is 2.34% (maximum = 7.76% [East Windsor]; minimum = 0.03% 
[Vernon]). Twenty-six (26) districts are reimbursed at the $3000/student rate; Seven (7) at the 
$4000/student rate; Four (4) at the $6000/student rate; and, Ten (10) at the $8000/student 
rate. 

What is the Supplemental Reimbursement? 

Supplemental funding is built into the annual Open Choice appropriation in accordance with 
CGS §10-266aa (k)(1). In 2018-2019, this amount was approximately $192 per student for 
districts with at least ten (10) Open Choice students in the same school. 

What happens to the district ECS funding? 
 

For each Open Choice participant, the sending district receives 50% of its regular per-student 
ECS grant, while the receiving district receives 50% of its regular per-student ECS grant. 
 

How are Open Choice students considered with regards to State Testing? 
Open Choice students are considered to be residents of the receiving district in all respects, 
including reporting as it applies to state-wide mastery examinations [ CGS §10-266aa (l)]. 

 
Does the sending district pay tuition to the receiving district? 
 

No. 
 

What if a student moves from the sending district (and not into the receiving district)? 
 

Student residency issues would be addressed for an Open Choice student just as they would 
for any other student in the receiving district. 
 

 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_172.htm#sec_10-266aa


Sec. 10-266aa. State-wide interdistrict public school attendance program. (a) As 

used in this section: 

(1) “Receiving district” means any school district that accepts students under the 

program established pursuant to this section; 

(2) “Sending district” means any school district that sends students it would otherwise 

be legally responsible for educating to another school district under the program; and 

(3) “Minority students” means students who are “pupils of racial minorities”, as 

defined in section 10-226a. 

(b) There is established, within available appropriations, an interdistrict public school 

attendance program. The purpose of the program shall be to: (1) Improve academic 

achievement; (2) reduce racial, ethnic and economic isolation or preserve racial and 

ethnic balance; and (3) provide a choice of educational programs. The Department of 

Education shall provide oversight for the program, including the setting of reasonable 

limits for the transportation of students participating in the program, and may provide 

for the incremental expansion of the program for the school year commencing in 2000 

for each town required to participate in the program pursuant to subsection (c) of this 

section. 

(c) The program shall be phased in as provided in this subsection. (1) For the school 

year commencing in 1998, and for each school year thereafter, the program shall be in 

operation in the Hartford, New Haven and Bridgeport regions. The Hartford program 

shall operate as a continuation of the program described in section 10-266j. Students 

who reside in Hartford, New Haven or Bridgeport may attend school in another school 

district in the region and students who reside in such other school districts may attend 

school in Hartford, New Haven or Bridgeport, provided, beginning with the 2001-2002 

school year, the proportion of students who are not minority students to the total number 

of students leaving Hartford, Bridgeport or New Haven to participate in the program 

shall not be greater than the proportion of students who were not minority students in 

the prior school year to the total number of students enrolled in Hartford, Bridgeport or 

New Haven in the prior school year. The regional educational service center operating 

the program shall make program participation decisions in accordance with the 

requirements of this subdivision. (2) For the school year commencing in 2000, and for 

each school year thereafter, the program shall be in operation in New London, provided 

beginning with the 2001-2002 school year, the proportion of students who are not 

minority students to the total number of students leaving New London to participate in 

the program shall not be greater than the proportion of students who were not minority 

students in the prior year to the total number of students enrolled in New London in the 

prior school year. The regional educational service center operating the program shall 



make program participation decisions in accordance with this subdivision. (3) The 

Department of Education may provide, within available appropriations, grants for the 

fiscal year ending June 30, 2003, to the remaining regional educational service centers 

to assist school districts in planning for a voluntary program of student enrollment in 

every priority school district, pursuant to section 10-266p, which is interested in 

participating in accordance with this subdivision. For the school year commencing in 

2003, and for each school year thereafter, the voluntary enrollment program may be in 

operation in every priority school district in the state. Students from other school 

districts in the area of a priority school district, as determined by the regional 

educational service center pursuant to subsection (d) of this section, may attend school 

in the priority school district, provided such students bring racial, ethnic and economic 

diversity to the priority school district and do not increase the racial, ethnic and 

economic isolation in the priority school district. 

(d) School districts which received students from New London under the program 

during the 2000-2001 school year shall allow such students to attend school in the 

district until they graduate from high school. The attendance of such students in such 

program shall not be supported by grants pursuant to subsections (f) and (g) of this 

section but shall be supported, in the same amounts as provided for in said subsections, 

by interdistrict cooperative grants pursuant to section 10-74d to the regional educational 

service centers operating such programs. 

(e) Once the program is in operation in the region served by a regional educational 

service center pursuant to subsection (c) of this section, the Department of Education 

shall provide an annual grant to such regional educational service center to assist school 

districts in its area in administering the program and to provide staff to assist students 

participating in the program to make the transition to a new school and to act as a liaison 

between the parents of such students and the new school district. Each regional 

educational service center shall determine which school districts in its area are located 

close enough to a priority school district to make participation in the program feasible 

in terms of student transportation pursuant to subsection (f) of this section, provided 

any student participating in the program prior to July 1, 1999, shall be allowed to 

continue to attend the same school such student attended prior to said date in the 

receiving district until the student completes the highest grade in such school. If there 

are more students who seek to attend school in a receiving district than there are spaces 

available, the regional educational service center shall assist the school district in 

determining attendance by the use of a lottery or lotteries designed to preserve or 

increase racial, ethnic and economic diversity, except that the regional educational 

service center shall give preference to siblings and to students who would otherwise 

attend a school that has lost its accreditation by the New England Association of 

Schools and Colleges or has been identified as in need of improvement pursuant to the 

No Child Left Behind Act, P.L. 107-110. The admission policies shall be consistent 



with section 10-15c and this section. No receiving district shall recruit students under 

the program for athletic or extracurricular purposes. Each receiving district shall allow 

out-of-district students it accepts to attend school in the district until they graduate from 

high school. 

(f) The Department of Education shall provide grants to regional educational service 

centers or local or regional boards of education for the reasonable cost of transportation 

for students participating in the program. For the fiscal years ending June 30, 2015, to 

June 30, 2017, inclusive, the department shall provide such grants within available 

appropriations, provided the state-wide average of such grants does not exceed an 

amount equal to three thousand two hundred fifty dollars for each student transported, 

except that the Commissioner of Education may grant to regional educational service 

centers or local or regional boards of education additional sums from funds remaining 

in the appropriation for such transportation services if needed to offset transportation 

costs that exceed such maximum amount. The regional educational service centers shall 

provide reasonable transportation services to high school students who wish to 

participate in supervised extracurricular activities. For purposes of this section, the 

number of students transported shall be determined on October first of each fiscal year. 

(g) (1) Except as provided in subdivision (2) of this subsection, the Department of 

Education shall provide, within available appropriations, an annual grant to the local or 

regional board of education for each receiving district in an amount not to exceed two 

thousand five hundred dollars for each out-of-district student who attends school in the 

receiving district under the program. 

(2) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 2013, and each fiscal year thereafter, the 

department shall provide, within available appropriations, an annual grant to the local 

or regional board of education for each receiving district if one of the following 

conditions are met as follows: (A) Three thousand dollars for each out-of-district 

student who attends school in the receiving district under the program if the number of 

such out-of-district students is less than two per cent of the total student population of 

such receiving district, (B) four thousand dollars for each out-of-district student who 

attends school in the receiving district under the program if the number of such out-of-

district students is greater than or equal to two per cent but less than three per cent of 

the total student population of such receiving district, (C) six thousand dollars for each 

out-of-district student who attends school in the receiving district under the program if 

the number of such out-of-district students is greater than or equal to three per cent but 

less than four per cent of the total student population of such receiving district, (D) six 

thousand dollars for each out-of-district student who attends school in the receiving 

district under the program if the Commissioner of Education determines that the 

receiving district has an enrollment of greater than four thousand students and has 

increased the number of students in the program by at least fifty per cent from the 



previous fiscal year, or (E) eight thousand dollars for each out-of-district student who 

attends school in the receiving district under the program if the number of such out-of-

district students is greater than or equal to four per cent of the total student population 

of such receiving district. 

(3) Each town which receives funds pursuant to this subsection shall make such funds 

available to its local or regional board of education in supplement to any other local 

appropriation, other state or federal grant or other revenue to which the local or regional 

board of education is entitled. 

(h) Notwithstanding any provision of this chapter, each sending district and each 

receiving district shall divide the number of children participating in the program who 

reside in such district or attend school in such district by two for purposes of the counts 

for subdivision (22) of section 10-262f and subdivision (2) of subsection (a) of section 

10-261. 

(i) In the case of an out-of-district student who requires special education and related 

services, the sending district shall pay the receiving district an amount equal to the 

difference between the reasonable cost of providing such special education and related 

services to such student and the amount received by the receiving district pursuant to 

subsection (g) of this section and in the case of students participating pursuant to 

subsection (d) of this section, the per pupil amount received pursuant to section 10-74d. 

The sending district shall be eligible for reimbursement pursuant to section 10-76g. 

(j) Nothing in this section shall prohibit school districts from charging tuition to other 

school districts that do not have a high school pursuant to section 10-33. 

(k) On or before March first of each year, the Commissioner of Education shall 

determine if the enrollment in the program pursuant to subsection (c) of this section for 

the fiscal year is below the number of students for which funds were appropriated. If 

the commissioner determines that the enrollment is below such number, the additional 

funds shall not lapse but shall be used by the commissioner in accordance with this 

subsection. 

(1) Any amount up to five hundred thousand dollars of such nonlapsing funds shall 

be used for supplemental grants to receiving districts on a pro rata basis for each out-

of-district student in the program pursuant to subsection (c) of this section who attends 

the same school in the receiving district as at least nine other such out-of-district 

students, not to exceed one thousand dollars per student. 

(2) Any amount of such nonlapsing funds equal to or greater than five hundred 

thousand dollars, but less than one million dollars, shall be used for supplemental 

grants, in an amount determined by the commissioner, on a pro rata basis to receiving 



districts that report to the commissioner on or before March first of the current school 

year that the number of out-of-district students enrolled in such receiving district is 

greater than the number of out-of-district students enrolled in such receiving district 

from the previous school year. 

(3) Any remaining nonlapsing funds shall be used by the commissioner to increase 

enrollment in the interdistrict public school attendance program described in this 

section. 

(l) For purposes of the state-wide mastery examinations under section 10-14n, 

students participating in the program established pursuant to this section shall be 

considered residents of the school district in which they attend school. 

(m) Within available appropriations, the commissioner may make grants to regional 

education service centers which provide summer school educational programs 

approved by the commissioner to students participating in the program. 

(n) The Commissioner of Education may provide grants for children in the Hartford 

program described in this section to participate in preschool and all day kindergarten 

programs. In addition to the subsidy provided to the receiving district for educational 

services, such grants may be used for the provision of before and after-school care and 

remedial services for the preschool and kindergarten students participating in the 

program. 

(o) Within available appropriations, the commissioner may make grants for academic 

student support for programs pursuant to this section that assist the state in meeting the 

goals of the 2008 stipulation and order for Milo Sheff, et al. v. William A. O’Neill, et 

al., as extended, or the goals of the 2013 stipulation and order for Milo Sheff, et al. v. 

William A. O’Neill, et al., as extended, as determined by the commissioner. 
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NEW FAIRFIELD SUPERINTENDENT AND BOARD OF EDUCATION  

PRIORITIES AND GOALS LEADING TO  

ACTION STEPS AT THE DISTRICT AND SCHOOL LEVELS 

Dr. Patricia Cosentino 

Updated 8.27.21 

DRAFT 

 

PRIORITY ACTION STEPS SMART GOALS PROGRESS 

1. The district will develop 

and implement a plan for the 

full-in person opening of 

school for all students. This 

plan will include CDC, DPH, 

and CSDE guidelines.   

 

1a. The NFPS will collect 

vaccination data on staff and 

students to inform decision 

making.   

 

    

2. The district will prioritize 

improved student 

achievement in mathematics 

through advances in 

resources, curriculum, 

instruction,  

and assessment.  

Achievement will be 

evidenced  through multiple 

measures. (Student 

Achievement) 

 

   

3.  The district will provide 

all students with high quality 

instruction and coherent and 
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aligned resources, curricula, 

and assessments in an 

adaptive and flexible 

learning environment. 

(See Strategy Map) 

 

3a. The district will improve 

student achievement for all 

students evidenced through 

multiple measures (Student 

Achievement). The district 

will focus on closing the 

achievement gap between 

regular and special education 

students. 

(See Strategy Map) 

 

3b.  The district will plan to 

effectively use ESSER funds 

to provide student and staff 

supports, including new 

coaches, interventionists, 

and additional SEL 

personnel. 

(See Strategy Map) 

 

4. The district will provide 

meaningful professional 

learning focused on moving 

all staff across the rigor 

divide and facilitating the 

success of the district’s 

vision/goals, student 

achievement, and individual 

professional growth.  

(See Strategy Map) 

 

 

.   
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5. The district will increase 

extracurricular 

opportunities for students in 

grades 6-12 and develop 

cooperative arrangements 

with outside agencies to 

provide some of these 

opportunities.  

 

   

6. The district will conduct 

an off-site “Transition-Only” 

program based on 

appropriate IEP goals for 

students aged 18-22.   

 

   

7.  The district will support 

the development of Social 

Emotional Learning (SEL) 

by providing all students 

with appropriate strategies to 

build self-awareness, self-

regulation, and self-

improvement.  

 

7a. The district will work to 

ensure that equity and 

diversity are a focus 

throughout the district.   

(See Strategy map) 
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8.  The district will work 

with parents, families and 

caregivers to support 

student learning and will 

provide adult learning 

opportunities as an integral 

part of this process. 

   

8a. The administrative team 

will submit articles to the 

Town Tribune on helpful 

topics and information for 

parents and the community. 

 

8b.The district will redesign 

the NFPS webpage to 

facilitate on-going parent 

communication and provide 

important information and 

resources for families. 

    

9.  The district will maintain 

safe facilities and learning 

environments as we begin 

construction on CELA and 

the new high school 

building. 

 

9a.The Supt. will work to 

find office space for the 

administrators who have 

been displaced.   

   

10.  The district will present a 

budget for the 2022-2023 

school year that continues to 
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allow the New Fairfield 

School District to conduct 

business and use resources, 

including ESSR grants, in an 

effective and responsible 

manner.  

 

10a.The district will continue 

to negotiate with the 

Paraprofessional union, and 

begin negotiations with the 

NFEA.  

 

11. The Superintendent will 

work collaboratively with the 

Board of Education for the 

continued growth of a healthy 

organization that supports 

positive intent, 

professionalism, and 

collegiality among all 

participants. 

 

   

 



Flexibilities Proposed by CSDE to be Adopted Fully or Not Adopted

Proposed Flexibilities Our Existing Plan

Practice

Rating (50%)

Observations

(40%)

Minimum of 2 informals obs and 1

review of practice for teachers in year

3+ and proficient/exemplary (written

feedback, not rated)

P1: 2 informals obs and 1 review of

practice OR 1 year PPL

P2: 2 informals obs and 1 review of

practice OR 1 year PPL

P3: 2 informals obs and 1 review of

practice

(P1,2,3: written feedback, not rated)

3 formal observations for teachers in

years 1&2 in NF or developing/below

standard (written feedback, not rated)

Minimum 1 formal and 3 informal obs

for years 3&4

P1: 3 informal

P2: 3 informal

P3: 1 formal

Minimum of 3 formal observations for

teachers in years 1&2 or

developing/below standard

Parent

Feedback

(10%)

Parent feedback rating based on one

district goal

Parent feedback rating includes

multiple steps

Outcomes

Rating (50%)

Goal (45%) One student learning goal with 2

holistic indicators or 2 measures of

accomplishment

One OR two goals. If one goal, two

IAGDs, measuring student

achievement

Whole School

Indicators

(5%)

School-wide Goal Survey data OR school-wide goal

attainment

DEFINITIONS

Holistic Indicators of Student Growth can include artifacts, formative assessments, student

work samples or student surveys. (examples)

Measures of accomplishment can be demonstrated by implementation of individual, grade-level

or school-wide strategies mutually agreed upon between the teacher and evaluator.

i.e. evidence of implementing a new strategy to address a need, evidence of engaging parents

throughout the year in support of learning, evidence of incorporating culturally responsive teaching

strategies into daily lessons or measuring academic achievement
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