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‘ Agenda

= Context/trends
= SPS reform efforts

= Specifics of 2011-12 Superintendent’s
Budget Request




I 2011-12 Operating Budget: Major Drivers

= SEA contract increase (step and wage) = 3.41%

= Paraeducators and security workers contracts = 2% increase

= SAU contract = 0% increase (voluntary); reduction of structural costs
over time

= Loss of Federal ARRA funds = $1,904,800

o 29.6 positions

= Reduction of GEDF funds = $1,161,563

o 12.0 positions
= Increased pension costs for non-certified staff
= Increased OPEB contributions of 10%
= Increase in benefit costs (one-time credit of $1.7m in 2010-11)
= Projected enrollment increase of 1.8%




| 2011-12 Operating Budget: Guiding Principles

= Continue focus on implementing Strategic District
Improvement Plan (SDIP)

= Maintain programs and services

= |Incorporate feedback from Citizen’s Budget Advisory
Committee

= Address Special Education Opportunities Review




| 2011-12 Operating Budget: Development Process

= Internal reviews

= Input from Citizen’s Budget Advisory
Committee (CBAC):

o Reduce staff
= e.g., administrators, teachers, clerical, etc.

a Increase efficiencies/general reductions
= e.g., supplies, repairs/maintenance, etc.

o Reduce long-term structural costs

= Renegotiate contracts, establish bus depot,
close a school, etc.

= Superintendent’s Proposed Budget




‘ 2011-12 Operating Budget: Overview

m4.75%-5.25%: Typical increase

needed to maintain level services &
programs

5.21%: 2010-11 to 2011-12

Increase needed to maintain current level
services & programs

n 3.86%: 2011-12
Superintendent’s Budget Request



I 2011-12 Operating Budget:

Overview & Position Changes

= Total 2011-12 Operating Budget Request =
$231,999,074

= Total Number of Positions = 2,090.9
a0 Operating Budget = 1,916.1 (increase of 7.9 positions)
a0 Grants Budget = 174.8 (decrease of 37.3 positions)
o Total Position Changes: (29.4)




Enrollment Trends

Stamford Public Schools =
. Enrollment for 2011-12 is projected to
Enrollment Actual (1980 - 2010) and Projected (2011 - 2016) increase by 285 students from 2010-11.
Grades K- 12
18,000
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16,000 b 15,304 14,961 15,490 15570 2% 15 566
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Notes: Actual Projected

1. All enrollment data (actual and projected) are as of October 1%

2. All enrollment data (actual and projected) include students placed outside the district.

3. All actual and projected enrollment data include out-of-town students at Rogers, AITE and at the AgriScience program at Westhill High, as applicable.

4. Projections for 2011 are from the Research Office. Projections for 2012, 2014, and 2016, most recently completed in December 2009, are from the Research Office with
external consultant assistance.




BOE Budget Approval - 10+year trend

250,000.000
200,000,000
Tatal Staff - Operating
150.000.000 i
B Superintendent Request 20000 -
Z,?\OE Reilu;st 19800
100,000,000 pproved Budget 19600
1,9400
w
50,000,000 = 19200
1,9000
1.880.0
0 1.860.0
1.840.0
FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
98-99 99-00 00-01%** 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 03-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent Request 138,961,175 153,503,000 160,054,776 168,275,838 182,401,604 191,271,000 201,284,755 207,033,366 215,207,989 222924302 228,606,204 223,706,265
BOE Request 137,875,475 148,141,001 & 158,872,22 168,275,838 181482000 191,005,181 199865805 205,414,575 213,632,550 220,924,302 226,810,146 223,382,203
Approved Budget 137,875,000 147,751,000 157425500 166,675,000 177,282,000 185265181 194,527,805 203,056,708 208,532,549 218,609,176 219,408,146 223,382,203
Change Super Request (1,117,085) (1,085,700) 3,361,999 (1,182,550) 0 919,604) 265,819) (1,418,948) (1,618,791) (1,575,439) (2,000,000) (1,796,058) (324,062
Change BOE request (262,187) 475) (390.001) (1.446.726) (1.600.838) (4.200.000) (5,740,000} (5,338,000) (2,357,867) (5,100,001) (2.315,126) (7.402,000) 0
Percent incr. Super requested 7.18% 5.96% 11.33% 8.33% 6.89% 9.44% 7.89% 8.65% 6.43% 5.08% 6.90% 4.57% 1.96%
Percent incr. BOE requested 6.28% 5140 7.45% 7.53% 6.89% 8.88% 7.74% 7.88% £.60% 5.21% £.949% 3.75% 1.81%
Percent Increase approved 6.07% 5.14% 7.16% 6.55% 5.88% 6.36% 4.50% 5.00% 4.38% 2.70% 4.83% 0.37% 1.81%
SURPLUS/DEFICIT AS REPORTED IN CAFR STUDENT POPULATION
10+YRS SUMMARY 10+YRS SUMMARY
2,500,000 ———— — 15,600
2,000,000 = 15.400
= - 15.200
1,500,000 4 - -4 - B - -———- -—- -
= H m 15,000
1,000,000 = - Bt . 14800
o = ~ e . =28 i
so0000 {3 & 2 § 3 2 S 14,600
£ - 8 =
0 - — = 14,400
& [ S g Y ~
500000 4 & @& & WSS B,bn“ghs,b oE g P g 14,200
(1,000,000} 4 14,000
13.800 4
(1,500,000}
(2,000,000} -
FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04~ 04-05~~ 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
S Surplus/Deficit 217,611 3,870 45,887 (1,796,058) 1,804,730 2,059,690 1,366,060 772,729 294,846 96,147 344315 170,795 0
Student Population 14,506 14.684 14,919 15,209 15,370 15,440 15,202 15,304 15,106 14,961 14,995 15,176 15,490
Total Staff 1,966.6 1,8950 19087 19199 1,955.5 19754 1,952.2 1,906.9 1.907.6

*= Board of Finance approved carryover
*==04-05 surplus has been requested to increase health insurance reserves



2011-12 Operating Budget

Distribution of Operating Expenditures, 2011-12

Programs/Specials
11.8% Building Administration

Operations and Transportation 59%

14.4%
Pupil Personnel Services
1.1%
1.2%
7%
Special Educati ﬁ O e
pecial Education S
: \ 1%
15.4%

Non-SPS Programs 2.7%
i ELL 2.8%
Core Instruction Cem.rOI Office 2.7%
- Medical/Personnel 3.1%
' ARTS 0.8%
Non-Medical Insurance 1.1%
C&l Improvement 1.2%
Sub Coverage 0.7%
The latest overall cost
. Interscholastic Athletics 0.7%
per student is $16,127. OFCE 01%

e e e e Y B T = s e I o W L S A R o e et R GO ]
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I 2011-12 Operating Budget: Grants

2009-2010: Projection = $29,128,09
Actual = $29,579,361

2010-2011 Projection = $27,629,139
Number of Grants Awarded

22 in 2006-2007
42 in 2007-2008
35 in 2008-2009
41 in 2009-2010
37 in 2010-11 (projected)

Grant funds MUST be aligned with NEW initiatives in the schools and
district. Grant funds CANNOT SUPPLANT what is funded in the BoE
budget.

11



I 2011-12 Operating Budget:

Entitlement Grants—5-Year Trend
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BOE Requests and Approved Budgets 2005-2011

Fiscal Year

FY 05-06

FY 06-07

FY 07-08

FY 08-09

FY 09-10

FY 10-11

BOE
Request

$199,865,805

$205,414,574

$213,632,550

$220,924,302

$226,810,146

$223,382,203

Approved
Budget

$194,527,805

$203,056,708

$208,532,549

$218,609,176

$219,408,146

$223,382,203

Change to
Request

(5,338,000)

(2,367,867)

(5,100,001)

(2,315,126)

(7,402,000)

BOE
Percent
Increase
Requested

7.88%

5.60%

5.21%

5.94%

3.75%

1.81%

Percent
Increase
Approved

5.00%

4.38%

2.70%

4.83%

0.37%

1.81%

e T O e e (L S e i e P e e e e R T e B R S P R A T TR L e T e T D )
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Staffing and Superintendent’s Budget:

Requests & Approvals 2005 through 2012

Number of Teachers/Administrators
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‘ 2011-12 Operating Budget: Strategic

_District Improvement Plan

CURRICULUM, INSTRUCTION & ASSESSMENT

Vision: By 2014, SPS will provide a viable, K-12 standards-based curriculum, vertically and
horizontally aligned, for all students with built in supports and opportunities for acceleration and a
balanced assessment system.

DE-TRACKING/INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPING

Vision: By 2014, SPS will eliminate low-level non-standards-based instruction to ensure that all
students are prepared for success in higher education and the 21+ century.

PROFESSIONAL LEARNING COMMUNITIES/DATA TEAM PROCESS

Vision: By 2014, SPS teachers and administrators will participate in high-functioning data-driven
Professional Learning Communities and School and District Data Teams in a process of continual,
instructional improvement.

SCHOOL CULTURE

Vision: By 2014, SPS will ensure a safe, orderly and positive social
and emotional culture for all students, staff and families in every school.




Percent of Students at/above Goal

SPS and State CMT Comparison, Grades 3-8 in MATH, 2007 through 2010
Percent of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL
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SPS and State CMT Comparison, Grades 3-8 in READING, 2007 through 2010

Percent of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL

C hdnge from 2009 to 2010 (rounded to nearest point; circled gains exceed state gains)
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Percentage of Students af /above PROFICIENT

Percentage of Students Achieving at/above Proficient on the CMT in MATH
by NCLB Category, Grades 3-8, 2006 to 2010
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Percentage of Students at/above PROFICIENT

Percentage of Students Achieving at/above Proficient on the CMT in READING

B7%

87%

49%

by NCLB Category, Grades 3-8, 2004 to 2010

s 6% 88% 89%
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M ATH Average Vertical Scale Score Growth, 2008 to 2010
SPS Elementary and Middle Schools Compared to District and State*
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R E A D' N G Average Vertical Scale Score Growth, 2008 to 2010
SPS Elementary and Middle Schools Compared to District and State*
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ELEMENTARY MATH

DIFFERENCE IN GROWTH
SPS Growth Compared to State

NCLB CATEGORY
Matched students from grade 3 to grade 5
Asian
Black
Hispanic
White

Economically Disadvantaged

English Language Learners

Students with Disabilities

10

16

F[I

0]

12

31

I U‘
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I ELEMENTARY READING

NCLB CATEGORY DIFFERENCE IN GROWTH
Matiched students from grade 3 to grade 5 SPS Growth Compared to State
Asian i 4
Black - 8
Hispanic I 2
White

Economically Disadvantaged

English Language Learners

Students with Disabilities

39

253



| MIDDLE SCHOOL MATH

NCLB CATEGORY DIFFERENCE IN GROWTH
Matched students from grade 6 to grade 8 SPS Growth Compared to State
Asian
Black
Hispanic
White

Economically Disadvantaged

English Language Learners

Students with Disabilities

24




‘ MIDDLE SCHOOL READING

NCLB CATEGORY DIFFERENCE IN GROWTH
Matched students from grade 6 to grade 8 SPS Growth Compared to State
Asian -4 .
Black - ;
Hispanic i
White 0
Economically Disadvantaged - ;
English Language Learners I :

Students with Disabilities — -
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Initial Placement into College Prep and Honors Instructional Groups
Distribution of Students by Race/Ethnicity
Grade 6 (2009-10 and 2010-11) and Grade 7 (2010-11)
MATH /SCIENCE CLASSES

College Prep Honors
(N=668) (N=177)

30%

Grade &
2009-10

38%

College Prep Honors

(N=451)

(N=224)

Grade 7
2010-11

31%

Il Asian
M Black
I Hispanic
B White

College Prep Honors

(N=439)

(N=225)

Grade 6
2010-11
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Grade 6 (2009-10 and 2010-11) and Grade 7 (2010-11)

ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS/SOCIAL STUDIES CLASSES

College Prep
(N=708)

Honors
(N=138)

24%

Grade 6
2009-10

College Prep Honors

(N=496)

(N=165)

Initial Placement into College Prep and Honors Instructional Groups
Distribution of Students by Race/Ethnicity

25%

Grade 7
2010-11

33%

B Asian
M Black
M Hispanic
| White

College Prep Honors

(N=477)

(N=198)

Grade 6
2010-11

27



Vertical Scale Score Growth from Grade § to Grade é
SPS Students Prior to Middle School Transformation (2006 to 2007, 2007 to 2008, 2008 to 2009)
and Year 1 Students (2009 to 2010)*

READING
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- Cohorts Prior fo MST
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3l
30
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Vertical Scale Score Growth
&3

10
5
All Students Asian Black Hispanic White Economically  Students with English
Disadvantaged Disabilities Language
Leamers
NCLB Category
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Vertical Scale Score Growth from Grade 5 to Grade 6

SPS Students Prior to Middle School Transformation (2004 to 2007, 2007 to 2008, 2008 to 2009) and

Year 1 Students (2009 to 2010)*

MATH

35

. Cohorts Prior to MST

. MST Year 1

Vertical Scale Score Growth

All Students Asian Black Hispanic White Economically  Studentswith
Disadvantaged Disabilities

NCLB Category

English
Language
Learners
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SPS and State CAPT Comparisons for Math, Science, Reading, and Writing
Percent of Students Achieving at/above Goal, 2007 through 2010
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Percent of Graduates
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Percent of Graduates
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Percent of SPS Graduates Enrolled in Advanced Placement (AP) Courses*
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Percent of SPS Graduates Taking Four Years of Math*
F0% -
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Percent of Graduates
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Percent of SPS Students Taking the SAT*

100% A
94%
70% 1 85%
83% 84%
80%
71%
70% A 68% &7% 9%
o =]
7% —— il
®
‘g 60%
9 50% - 53% 5%
(@] 48% A “‘*"——-u_“__k_-k_‘ ’_‘___‘r_/"
"g ——
% e —— Asicin
a
30% —8—Black
—a— Hispanic
20% - ——White
e=ii==DISTRICT
10% -
0% T T T .
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Class of




TEACHERS: School Leaders Collaborate with Teachers to Improve
Student Achievement in my School, by School Level and Year

Percent A lot or Some

i School Level

Elementary | 68% 72%

‘Secondary | 46% 52%

36



TEACHERS: The Instructional Goal Guides our Work as a Team,
by School Level and Year

Percent Almost Always or Often
| School Level

2009 2010 :

Elementary : | 66% 75%

‘Secondary ) 54% | 62%
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TEACHERS and PARAEDUCATORS: | am Highly Involved
in Continuously Improving Insiruction, by School Level and Year

Percent Strongly Agree or Agree

School Level

TEACHERS PARAEDUCATORS

Elementary . 85% 86% | 67% 72%

Secondary | 71% 79% | 58% 49%
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TEACHERS: My PLC Focuses on Supporting Every Student to Reach
a High Level of Achievement, by School Level and Year

Percent A lot or Some

j School Level

'Elementary 79% 84%

secondary ] 69% 80%




‘ School Culture

SPS Students: There is at least one adult in my school who knows me well

2000 .« 2000
Asian 59% 54%
Black 63% 63%
Hispanic 56% 63%
White 76% /3%
SPS Students—percent strongly agree or agree

2009 2010
| iry as hard as | can to do my best work 79% 81%
Teachers at my school push me to be the best | can be 63% 62%
My parents push me to be the best | can be 0% 0%
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| 2011-12 Operating Budget:

Operational and Fiscal Improvements

FISCAL

*  Fiscal Year surplus of $170,795 due to fiscal “belt tightening” and 4% reduction in discretionary
spending. Additional conservation efforts resulted in $393,343 in energy-related cost savings.

* Negotiated three-year teacher contract with 6.97% salary increase including(0% increase in 2010-
2011), resulting in the lowest district budget request (1.81%0) in at least 12 years.

*  Low health insurance increase (2.8%) due to consetrvative financial practices and management of
Board of Education claims reserve.

e Significant efficiencies derived from internal audits: transportation, cell phones, overtime, special
education, and purchasing.

¢ Continued focus on Special Education reimbursement grants with good results (such as Medicaid
reimbursement in the amount of $83,725 (25.3%)).

* Initiated online credit card payment system “Pay Pams” for families to pay for student lunches.

*  Early retitement incentive plan for teachers and paraeducators saved $482,000 over the next five
years.

e e e e e e e e
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2011-12 Operating Budget:
Operational and Fiscal Improvements

TRANSPORTATION

Bus “on-time” artival rate of 99.0%.

Successfully implemented redistricting with no interruption in setvice.

Negotiated a 1.5% prepayment discount with the vendor saving the district $145,000.
Planning of additional cameras and GPS tracking for 2010-11 rollout.

MAINTENANCE

. Target ratio for allocation of PTO related custodial overtime saving the district over $100,000 annually.

*  Continued improvements in School Building Use Fund billing and collections processes increased revenue by
$93,622 (14.3%).

*  Board of Education Energy Saving Initiatives (and relatively mild heating season) resulting in over $411,000
(23.1%) in gas heat savings. Additional energy cost savings through reduction of consumption will continue to
generate savings.

*  Through contract negotiation, implemented part-time custodial cleaning crew of 44 employees with five-year
savings of over $2.8 million.

*  All schools have been converted to our new “Green Cleaning” program one year in advance of the new state
mandate. Results show cleaner schools for less money. '

SAFETY
¢ Increased school fire/emergency drills by =5% over 2008-2009.
*  Safety meetings remained constant averaging three meetings per school per school year.
* A banner year in safety training in 2008-2009 led to a 3% reduction in incidents and a 61% reduction in claims
costs. In 2009-2010 the cost of claims was reduced by an additional $30,000.
¢ Over 2,000 employees received CPR, first aid, or “slip, trip, fall” prevention training in 2009-2010.
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2011-12 Operating Budget: Summary

Budget $ Positions
2010-11 Operating Budget $223,382,203 1,908.2
CURRENT PROGRAM Dollars Percent
Salaries (100) (81,709,527) (33.7) -0.77%
Employee Benefits (200) $4,041,025 1.81%
Educational, Rehabilitative, and Legal Services (300) $149,456 0.07%
Building Upkeep and Repairs (400) $128,729 0.06%
Transportation and Other Services (500) $155,769 0.07%
Out-of-District Tuition $944.,229 0.42%
Supplies, Materials, and Heating Fuels (600) ($289,528) -0.13%
Equipment (700) ($7,846) 0.00%
Dues and Fees (800) $8.500 0.00%
$3,420,807 (33.7) 1.53%
UNFUNDED MANDATES AND PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION
Increase in Pension and Other Post Employment Benefits (OPEB)- incr to 75% 51,638,894 0.73%
funding
Two additional buses for Stanwich School $156,520 0.07%
Additional bus for Rogers -grade 6,7, 8 $78.,260 0.04%
Expiration of ARRA, College Bound Math/Science grant $3,066,363 41.6 1.37%
Additional supplies for 1.7% increase in enrollment $30,505 0.01%
College Bound Math/Science supply account maint of effort $225,522 0.10%
$5,196,064 41.6 2.33%
Total 2011-12 Operating Budget $231,999,074 1,916.1 3.86%
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2011-12 Operating Budget: Variance Analysis

2011-12 BUDGET OF THE STAMFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Budget Highlights
Variance Analysis

FY 10/11 FY11M12

Obj  Description Budget Budget $Var Y% Var Reason
101 Teacher Salary $98,917,104 $101,062,880 $2,145,776 2.17% Contractual increase with a decrease of 1.5 position
102 Administrative Certified $9,333,062 $9,148,919 ($184,143) -1.97% Contractual increase with a decrease of 6.0 positions
104 Teacher Extra Service $1,142,646 $1,164,744 $22,098 1.93% Based ontrend
105 Class Coverage $55,000 $55,000 $0 0.00%
106 Maternity Leave $200,000 $200,000 $0 0.00%
107 Vacancy Savings ($2,000,000) ($2,000,000) 0.00% Reduction of $2.0m to budget based on retirements, resignations, and It subs
108 Mentor Stipends $60,000 $60,000 $0 0.00%
109 Substitutes $1,668,090 $1,678,730 $10,640 0.64% Based on trend, no anticipated incr of the $95/day
110 Retirement $1,309,260 $1,309,260 $0 0.00%
111 Long-Term Sick Leave $300,000 $300,000 $0 0.00%

Total Certified Salaries and Wages $112,985,162 $112,979,533 ($5,629) 0.00%
113 Administration - Non Certified $691,438 $649,576 ($41,862) -6.05% Contractual increase with increase of 1.4 position
114  ClericaliTechnical Salary $5,633,948 $5,555,399 ($78,549) -1.39% Same positions; incl step; no GWI
115 Paraeducators $8,253,999 $8,901,061 $647,062 7.84% Contractual increase with addition of 16 positions
116 Custodial/Mechanical Salary $9,087,541 $8,955,351 ($132,190) -1.45% Reduction of 2.0 positions; incl step; no GWI
117  Other Salary $1,798,543 $1,788,793 ($9,750) -0.54% Contractual increase with same positions
118 Non Certified Wage Contingency $356,658 $356,658 For UAW and custodial contract lines
120 Temporary Part-Time Salary $1,162,016 $1,310,112 $148,096 12.74% Restore $150K reduction to Adult Ed budget
121 Custodial/Mechanical Overtime $1,110,456 $1,060,456 ($50,000) -4.50% Based on historical trend - Avg. last 3 yrs $1.023 Mil
122 Clerical Overtime $55,092 $55,092 $0 0.00%
123 Police and Fire Overtime $91,719 $91,719 $0 0.00% Based ontrend

Total Non-Certified Salaries and Wages $27,884,752 $28,724,217 $839,465 3.01%
200 Employee Benefits
201 Clothing/Tool Allowance $165,000 $165,000 $0 0.00% Based on contract requirement for this bargaining unit - allowances
202 Health/Hospital Insurance $30,401,974 $34,541,091 $4,139,117 13.61% Estimate from Everett James, please refer to section 10
207 Social Security $3,025,000 $3,051,362 $26,362 0.87% Based on trend
208 Unemployment Insurance $200,000 $250,000 $50,000 25.00% Based ontrend
215 Tuition Reimbursement $150,000 $150,000 $0 0.00% SEA Bargaining Agreement
216 Childcare Reimbursement $30,000 $30,000 $0 0.00% SEA Bargaining Agreement
230 Pension $3,094,821 $5,043,715 $1,948,894 62.97% Includes $2.4 Mil pension and $2.6 Mil OPEB (75%)

—_— e e e s — — — e
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2011-12 BUDGET OF THE STAMFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Budget Highlights
Variance Analysis

2011-12 Operating Budget: Variance Analysis

FY 1011 FY 11112
Obj Description Budget Budget $Var %Var Reason
321  Instructional Service $1,696,618 $1,695,208 ($1,410) -0.08%
322  Instructional Program Improvement $365,979 $367,379 $1,400 0.38%
323  Pupil Services $1,688,400 $1,671,000 ($17,400) -1.03%
324 Legal Services $490,000 $490,000 $0 0.00%
330 Other Professional and Technical Svcs $2,277,160 $2,460,426 $183,266 8.05% Increase mostly due to special education requirements
Total Educational, Rehabilitative, and Leg $6,518,157 $6,684,013 $165,856 2.54%
400 Building Upkeep and Repairs
411 Electricity $3,760,879 $3,737,328 ($23,551) -0.63% Projection from City Engineering
412 Gas -Non heat $166,720 $149,000 ($17,720) -10.63% Projection from City Engineering
413  Water $232,484 $232,484 $0 0.00% Projection from City Engineering
420 Repair, Maintenance, and Cleaning $1,185,275 $1,355,275 $170,000 14.34% No offset to SBU; reduction in capital budget
440 Rentals $336,646 $336,646 $0 0.00%
450 Construction Service $874,859 $874,859 $0 0.00%
452 Grounds Maintenance $65,000 $65,000 $0 0.00%
490 Other Property Services $0 $0 $0
Total Building Upkeep and Repair $6,621,863 $6,750,592 $128,729 1.94%
510 Student Transporiation Services $13,577,019 $13,901,488 $324,469 2.39% Based on contractual incr; plus net overall reduction of 1 bus
511 Field Trips $110,530 $110,530 $0 0.00%
520 Insurance Allocation $896,440 $986,080 $89,640 10.00% Estimate from Risk Management and OPM
530 Telephone $415,000 $415,000 $0 0.00%
531 Postage $143,352 $143,352 $0 0.00%
540 Advertising $51,500 $49,500 ($2,000) -3.88%
541 Recruitment and Retention $30,000 $30,000 $0 0.00%
550 Printing $611,960 $608,960 ($3,000) -0.49%
560 Tuitions $8,170,771 $9,115,000 $944,229 11.56% Based on current trend plus 8%; less $2.0m Agency Placement grant
580 MMIMEE—_
581  In-District Travel $17,126 $13,566 ($3,560) -20.79%
590 Other Purchased Services $485,000 $485,000 $0 0.00% .
Total Transportation, Out-District Tuition, $24,754,884 $26,089,662 $1,334,778 5.39% 2




2011-12 Operating Budget: Variance Analysis

2011-12 BUDGET OF THE STAMFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Budget Highlights
Variance Analysis

FY 10/11 FY 1112

Obj Description Budget Budget $Var % Var Reason
611 Instructional Supplies $1,599,195 $1,507,216 ($91,979) -5.75% Based on 10% decrease in Site Allocation
613 Maintenance Supplies $348,237 $348,237 $0 0.00%
621 Gas Heat $1,727,299 $1,650,995 ($76,304) -4.42% Projection from City Engineering
624 Qil Heat $150,000 $150,000 $0 0.00%
626 Gasoline $56,000 $56,000 $0 0.00%
629 Bus Fuel $1,050,000 $1,050,000 $0 0.00% Based on projected annual usage of 460,000 gallons
641 Texts/Morkbooks $440,083 $425,327 ($14,756) -3.35% Based on site allocation reduction
642 Library Books/Periodicals $91,946 $77,546 ($14,400) -15.66% Based on site allocation reduction
643 Films and AV Materials $358,015 $444,775 $86,760 24.23% Based onsite allocation reduction
690 Office Supplies $119,268 $120,228 $960 0.80%
691  Other Supplies $58,800 $48,360 ($10,440) -17.76%

Total Supplies, Materials, and Heating Fue $5,998,843 $5,878,684 ($120,159) -2.00%
730  Instructional Equipment $247,504 $239,658 ($7,846) -3.17% Based on site allocation reduction
739  Non-Instructional Equipment $109,800 $109,800 $0 0.00%

Total Equipment $357,304 $349,458 ($7,846) -2.20%
890 Dues and Fees $100,950 $109,450 $8,500 8.42% Based on frend; addition of CJEF

Total Dues and Fees $100,950 $109,450 $8,500 8.42%

Lot Opersting Budast FYRRTTRTR RN Z B T YR YT
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I 2011-12 Operating Budget: Reductions

= Need 5.2% increase to maintain current level of staffing, programs
and services

= Requesting 3.8% increase by reducing:

Special Education Teachers (12)

Bus (1)

ARRA EduJobs monies (revenue)
Copy paper ($100k)

Maintenance ($200k)

Special Education Administrator (1)
PPS Staff (9)

Vacant MS AP (3)

Director of Magnets (1)

Asst Director of Alternative Programs (1)
HS Activities Supervisor stipends

HS Class Advisors stipends (8 of 16)
Custodians (2)

10% reduction in site budget allocation
Reduction in non-public buses (3)
Summer School ($100k)

Custodial Overtime ($50k)
Paraeducators (2)

‘
- .
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| Special Education Opportunities Review:

Commendations

1. High expectations are raising the bar for all students

2. Standards-based core curriculum benefits ALL students
3. The new elementary reading curriculum, including the

interventions and Professional Development

4. Dedicated Special Education staff

5. ILNC position where it is working

6. The ASD programs are highly praised

7. Improved accountability status with the State
Department of Education

8. Efficient management of transportation



| Special Education Opportunities Review:

Opportunities for Improvement
1. Management of out of district placement of students

and focus on design/development of in-district
programs based on best practice

2. Active management and control of the special
education budget

3. Need for a consistent staffing and financial data
systems to implement and track efficiencies

4. Common understanding of the law and consistent
communication

5. Revision of the organizational structure to improve the
delivery of effective services to students and their
families
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Ratio of SPED Students per Speech and Language -
Large rban District
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Ratio of SPED Students per Social Worker
Large Urban District

Waterbury Danbury Average Norwalk Bridgeport New Haven Hartford Stamford
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Comparison of Central Office Administrators Per 1000
Students: Comparable Districts
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‘ Proposed Ratio of Building Administrators to Students

FTE Level Student Factor Ratio
24.0 Elem 7,607 317 1: 317
12.0 MS 3,013 251 1: 251
5.0 SHS 1,867 373 1:373
5.0 WHS 2,250 450 1:450

2.0 AITE 698 349 1:349
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‘ Proposed Ratio of Building Administrators to Staff

FTE Level Staff Factor Ratio
24.0 Elem 928.9 38.7 1:38.7
12.0 MS 407.6 34.0 1:34.0
5.0 SHS 207.5 41.5 1:41.5
5.0 WHS 240.3 48.1 1:48.1
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I 2011-12 Operating Budget: Summary

= 70% (47 out of 67 budget lines) are reduced or level funded

= 3 percentage points of Superintendent’s 3.8% request are due to:
a loss of Grant funds
o benefit cost increases
o Pension and OPEB

= Reductions in SPED and PPS reflect regional, state and national
benchmarks

= No changes to class size or programs

= Distribution of reductions:
o 1% of Teachers
o 8% of Administrators
o 1% of Custodians
a 1% of Paraeducators

T e e e e e e e e e e e e ey
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‘ Three Year Outlook

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13

SEA 0% GWI 3.41% total |3.56% total

Contract |No Step increase increase
(GWI and (GWI and
step) step)

GEFDF |$2.2m $0 $0

Science/Math

ARRA $2.6m $466,000 $0
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I Next Steps

= Board of Education Fiscal meetings —
January 18 through February — check
www.stamfordpublicschools.org

= Public hearing — Feb. 3™
= Board vote on Budget — Feb. 14t
= Budget goes to Mayor on March 1st

= Boards of Finance and Representatives
review

= Final vote by BoF and BoR in Iate May
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SUPERINTENDENT’S HIGHLIGHTS OF THE 2009-2010 SCHOOL YEAR

I am pleased to share the third annual Stamford Public Schools Report to the Community
for the 2009-2010 school year. Throughout this Report to the Community, there are many
indicators of our system's successes and opportunities for growth. Two areas of particular
progress emerge from these data points that highlight the extremely hard work of
students, teachers and administrators: achievement in math and early outcomes
from our Middle School Transformation. Given our investments in these areas,l am

delighted to see real, sustainable progress.When we focus our resources and attention
on areas of need and provide intensive supports to students and educators, we get results.

In math, achievement on Connecticut Mastery Tests (CMT) has

increased steadily over the last several years. Using the CMT “When we focus our

vertical scale, which was developed to measure growth of the resources and attention
same students over time, indicators of impressive growth are on areas of need and
emerging. Nearly all SPS elementary schools demonstrated more provide intensive supports
growth than students statewide in math,and all No Child Left to students and educators,

Behind categories of students demonstrated more growth in we get results.

math than similar students statewide.These data points reinforce

what we've heard and seen from elementary teachers: our Everyday Mathematics implementation has been
strong and that embedded, ongoing professional development provides teachers with the tools they need to
help all students progress.

Our Middle School Transformation efforts, which began in 2009-2010 with grade 6, are reforming the multiple,
inflexible tracks that were once the norm at Cloonan, Dolan, Rippowam and Turn of River. As the Middle School
Transformation components took root last school year, we saw that our grade 6 students made comparable or
greater growth from grade 5 on the CMT than previous cohorts (see page 20).

At the heart of both math implementation and Middle School Transformation is world-class curriculum,
instruction and assessment.| am extremely proud of the way teachers and administrators have wholeheart-
edly embraced the wide-scale curriculum reforms, particularly in math.1 am also profoundly grateful to the
GE Foundation’s Developing Futures™ Program for its multi-million dollar investment in curriculum, instruc-
tion,and professional development. These resources have enabled our educators to make a big difference in
student outcomes.

Finally, throughout this report in the shaded boxes are results from the SPS annual surveys.SPS administered
surveys to all key stakeholder groups in 2009 and 2010: students (grades 7 and 10); teachers, educational
assistants (paraeducators);school administrators and families. The perceptual data collected through surveys
provide invaluable insight into what we're doing well and where we need to improve. The full SPS survey report
can be accessed on our website, www.stamfordpublicschools.org. We take these results seriously and as
always, welcome your feedback.

(e e

Joshua P Starr, Ed.D.
Superintendent
Stamford Public Schools

TO READ THE STRATEGIC DISTRICT IMPROVEMENT PLAN, VISIT WWW.STAMFORDPUBLICSCHOOLS.ORG/SDIP d




SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

SPS Families:

“l am satisfied with
the information I
receive about the
District’s Goals.”

53%
45%

STRATEGIC DISTRICT IMPROVEMENT PLAN

Stamford Public Schools (SPS) completed the first year of implementation of the Strategic
District Improvement Plan (SDIP) in 2009-2010. The SDIP is a three-year improvement plan
developed and monitored by the District Data Team, a representative group of teachers and
administrators that meets monthly. The SDIP was accepted by the Stamford Board of Educa-
tion in October 2009 and approved by the State Board of Education in November 2009.
There are four areas of the SDIP with two or three accompanying strategies for each area:

@ CURRICULUM, INSTRUCTION AND ASSESSMENT

1. Developing, implementing and monitoring district-wide standards-based
curriculum in math, literacy/English language arts and science for all students

2. Developing and implementing District Benchmark Assessments

3. Crealting a system of scientific research-based interventions (SRBI)

DE-TRACKING/INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPING

1. Implementing more heterogeneous grouping in middle schools
2. Increasing small, flexible grouping in elementary schools

3. Increasing participation in AP and Honors courses and eliminating low-level
coursework in high schools

@ PROFESSIONAL LEARNING COMMUNITIES AND DATA TEAMS

1. Continuing Professional Learning Communities for teachers to collaborate around
student progress and instructional change

2. Developing School Data Teams to monitor and guide school-wide improvement

3. Leveraging the District Data Team to monitor the SDIP

SCHOOL CULTURE

1. Developing a system of positive behavior supports and interventions to enhance
student achievement

2. Increasing schools' capacity to connect with all students and families

This Report to the Community includes information related to the four areas of the SDIFas
well as our college readiness indicators and operational efficiencies. The SDIP lays out clear
action steps for each area and includes results indicators—measurable progress checks—for
adult actions and student outcomes to be tracked at regular intervals. The SDIP also sets
measurable targets to increase student achievement on the Connecticut Mastery Tests (CMT)
in grades 3-8 and the Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT) in grade 10 and to
decrease achievement gaps.The three measurable student academic achievement targets,
or SMART Goals, are as follows:

h REPORT TO THE COMMUNITY, 2009-2010 SCHOOL YEAR




SMART GOAL 1: CMT in math, reading and writing: average grade-level gain in students at or above Proficient
(CMT Levels 3,4 and 5) of at least 12 percentage points over three years.'

AVERAGE GRADE-LEVEL PERCENTAGE POINT CHANGE ON THE CMTs FROM 2009 TO 2010 (SDIP YEAR 1):

CONTENT GRADE BASELINE YEARS % OF STUDENTS SDIP YEAR 1 SDIP YEAR 2 SDIP YEAR 3
AREA AT/ABOVE PROFICIENT
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 CHANGE | 2011 CHANGE
FROM FROM (TARGET FROM
2009 2010 MINIMUM) | 2011
MATH 3 73.5 77.0 75.3 75.6 78.8 3.2 87.6
4 75.0 74.4 T 80.0 80.4 0.4 92.0
5 79.7 80.3 82.1 84.6 86.9 2.3 96.6
6 70.2 76.9 77.6 82.1 84.0 1.9 94.1
i 70.8 il 77.6 80.9 80.4 -0.5 92.9
8 70.6 72.9 72.8 79.9 80.5 0.6 91.9

Average percentage point change from 2009 to 2010 in math: 1.3

READING 3 62.6 65.3 64.0 65.4 64.6 -0.8 77.4
4 69.3 61.8 62.1 69.0 64.3 -4.7 81.0
5 70.9 71.0 69.5 74.8 70.9 -3.9 86.8
6 70.3 69.3 70.0 722 81.7 9.5 84.2
7 74.2 71.5 76.1 81.4 77.4 -4.0 93.4
8 70.9 70.5 69.8 78.7 78.5 -0.2 90.7

Average percentage point change from 2009 to 2010 in reading: -0.9

WRITING 3 75.6 80.2 79.1 81.8 76.3 -5.5 93.8
4 82.6 80.5 83.3 83.0 86.4 2.4 95.0
5 83.3 87.2 83.8 84.0 86.6 2.6 96.0
6 80.4 83.4 83.0 80.0 82.5 2.5 92.0
7 78.2 778 79.9 79.2 71.6 -7.6 91.2
8 76.3 77.6 75.9 83.4 80.1 -3.3 96.4

Average percentage point change from 2009 to 2010 in writing: -1.4

' Science achievement targets will be developed in 20102011 based on Spring 2010 Science CMT data.
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SMART GOAL 2: CAPT in math, reading, writing and science: gain in students at or above Proficient (CAPT Levels 3,4
and 5) of at least 12 percentage points over three years.

PERCENTAGE POINT CHANGE ON THE GRADE 10 CAPT FROM 2009 TO 2010 (SDIP YEAR 1):

CONTENT BASELINE YEARS® % OF STUDENTS SDIP YEAR 1 SDIP YEAR 2 SDIP YEAR 3
AREA AT/ABOVE PROFICIENT

CHANGE 2012 CHANGE

2007 CHANGE
FROM FROM (TARGET FROM
2009 2010 MINIMU M) 2011

MATH 10 63.3 71.5 69.3 67.7 -1.6 81.3

Average percentage point change from 2009 to 2010 in math: -1.6

READING 10 75.6 78.8 77.8 78.7 0.9 89.8

Average percentage point change from 2009 to 2010 in reading: 0.9

WRITING 10 i) 71.9 70.8 71.9 ki) 82.8

Average percentage point change from 2009 to 2010 in writing: 1.1

SCIENCE 10 72.5 85.3 85.5 80.9 -4.6 97.5

Average percentage point change from 2009 to 2010 in science: -4.6

*CAPT generation 3 administration began in 2007; 2006 data are not comparable with data from following years.

SMART GOAL 3: On the CMT and CAPT achievement gaps in math, reading and writing for targeted No Child Left

Behind (NCLB) categories (Black, Hispanic, Economically Disadvantaged, English Language Learner and Special Educa-
tion students)? in relation to comparison categories will be reduced by at least one-third, with no loss in performance by
any category, over three years. The following table indicates the gaps in proficiency among target and comparison groups, not
proficiency rates. Negative values in the last column indicate that the gap narrowed from 2009 to 2010. Cells shaded in green
indicate gap narrowing by more than one percentage point from 2009 to 2010, with no loss in performance in target

or comparison groups.

2 Students may belong to more than ene NCLB category; only NCLB categories of race/ethnicity are mutually exclusive.
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TARGET GROUP COMPARISON GROUP 2009 GAP 2010 GAP GAP INCREASE (+)
(PERCENTAGE (PERCENTAGE OR DECREASE (-)*
POINTS) POINTS)
BLACK ASIAN & WHITE CMT MATH 27.7 27.9 +0.2
CMT READING 29.7 32.1 +2.4
CMT WRITING 21.0 21129 +0.9
CAPT MATH 441 45.5 +1.4
CAPT READING 27.3 28.6 +1.3
CAPT WRITING 21.4 271 +5.7
ECONOMICALLY NOT ECONOMICALLY CMT MATH 229 22.6 -0.3
DISADVANTAGED DISADVANTAGED
CMT READING 28.7 29.9 +1.3
CMT WRITING 18.0 19.1 +0.1
CAPT MATH 327 31.4 -1.3
CAPT READING 251 23.5 -1.6
CAPT WRITING 21.3 20.6 0.7
ENGLISH NOT ENGLISH CMT MATH 36.5 35.3 -0.2
LANGUAGE LANGUAGE
e LERRIERS CMT READING 51.7 54.1 +2.4
CMT WRITING 29.5 31.7 +2.2
CAPT MATH 45.7 46.6 +0.9
CAPT READING 43.1 375 -5.6
CAPT WRITING 20.9 41.9 +21.0
HISPANIC ASIAN & WHITE CMT MATH 18.1 18.3 +0.3
CMT READING 259 271 +1.2
CMT WRITING 153 15.2 0.0
CAPT MATH 32.3 28.3 -4.0
CAPT READING 24.7 21.0 -3.7
CAPT WRITING 17.4 18.3 +0.9
STUDENTS WITH NOT STUDENTS CMT MATH 29.3 29.0 -0.2
DISABILITIES WITH DISABILITIES
CMT READING 33.1 34.8 +1.7
CMT WRITING 53.9 55.4 +1.4
CAPT MATH 39.4 30.1 -9.3
CAPT READING 31.4 27.5 -3.9
CAPT WRITING 41.9 46.5 +4.6

*Negative values indicate that the gap narrowed from 2008 to 2010.Cells shaded in green indicate gap narrowing by more than one percentage point from 2009 to 2010, with nao loss in

performance in target or comparison groups.

TO READ THE STRATEGIC DISTRICT IMPROVEMENT PLAN, VISIT WWW.STAMFORDPUBLICSCHOOLS.ORG/SDIP d




ELEMENTARY

of the curriculum development process:

PHASE: Il

Phase I: Assess and Review — Background Knowledge
Phase II: Write and Revise — Develop a Curriculum Guide

Phase III: Implement and Monitor the New Curriculum

LITERACY/ENGLISH
LANGUAGE ARTS

PHASE: Il and 1l

CURRICULUM, INSTRUCTION AND ASSESSMENT

CURRICULUM IMPLEMENTATION

The SPS Plan for Curriculum Management, Design and Delivery standardizes the four phases

Phase IV: Evaluate, Reflect, and Revise — Continue the Curriculum Cycle

CURRICULUM, INSTRUCTION AND ASSESSMENT IMPLEMENTATION

SCIENCE

PHASE: Il and 1l

* Continue implementation
of SPS math curriculum,
grades K-4

Begin implementation of
SPS math curriculum,
grade 5

Math Liaison continues
to support each school

- Begin implementation of new
reading curriculum, grades
K-5, all schools

Begin implementation of
Workshop Model in ten
elementary schools

Begin Leveled Literacy
Intervention program and
Scientifically Research-Based
Interventions (grades 3-5),

all schools

+ Begin implementation of one
new life science module per
grade, grades 1 and 2

Continue implementation of all
science modules, grades K-5

Four science educational
assistants continue to
support elementary teachers

MIDDLE

PHASE: Il and Il

PHASE: IlI

PHASE: Il and Il

.

Continue implementation
of SPS math curriculum,
grades 6 and 7

Begin implementation
of SPS math curriculum,
grade 8

Math coach continues to
support each school

= Extra period each day for
acceleration in literacy or
math, grade 6

Implement English language
arts curriculum, grades 6-8

Continue implementation
of the Book Club model,
grades 6-8

Extra period each day for
acceleration and support in
literacy or math in grade 6

.

Implement Scientifically
Research-Based Interven-
tions, all middle schools

Continue implementation of
new SPS science program, .
grade 6

Begin implementation of
new SPS science program,
grades 7 and 8

Science coach to support
all schools

Long Island Sound watershed
studies with Soundwaters,
grade 8

HIGH

PHASE: Il and IlI

PHASE: il

PHASE: Il and il

Continue implementation of
new district-wide curriculum
in geametry and algebra Il,
all levels: Academic, College
Prep and Honors

Continue course-alike
meetings for teachers

Implement English language
arts curriculum, grades 9-12

Continue implementation of
the Literature Studies model,
grade 9

Implement Scientifically
Research-Based Interven-
tions in grade 9, all schools

Implement District syllabi for
all core courses

Continue implementation
of biology, chemistry and
Physics labs
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Professional learning for teachers and administrators has improved significantly in recent
years in tandem with the changes and improvements to curriculum and instruction.The
approach to ongoing education for educators has been redesigned; we strive to provide
professional learning that is timely, job-embedded, frequent and comprehensive. SPS educa-
tors have provided important feedback about effective professional development through
course evaluations, working groups, focus groups and surveys.

The SPS Professional Development Council, a collaborative team of teachers, paraeducators SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

and administrators, developed and implemented a professional learning plan for the district i
SPS Families:

as well as quality standards and behavior norms for all professional development. For the s ST S

first time,an online professional development calendar was launched in 2009-2010 for all high expectations
SPS teachers. In addition to professional development workshops and sessions, one important for my child’s
performance.”

and regular opportunity for teachers to learn together is through Professional Learning (eerbatiamiies

who strongly agree
or agree)

Communities (see page 22).

DISTRICT BENCHMARK ASSESSMENTS

69% 71%

District Benchmark Assessments were implemented for the first time in 2009-2010 as part of

a K-12 balanced assessment system. The purpose of these assessments is to collect formative
information about students’ achievement of curriculum standards throughout the school year.
District Benchmark Assessments are administered two to four times a year,depending on grade
and content area, beginning in the areas of math,science, and literacy/English language arts.

The District Benchmark Assessments provide teachers with data to monitor teaching and

learning as well as examine the impact of interventions for students in their own classroom

or course.These assessments provide principals and school data teams with data to monitor
student achievement at the school and classroom level as well as to evaluate the achievement
of objectives in School Improvement Plans. Central Office staff use the data to monitor the
achievement of student groups, identify professional needs of teachers, review programs,

and monitor objectives in the SDIP The results of District Benchmark Assessments will not

be used for high stakes decisions like student placement, course marks, report cards or
teacher evaluation.

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTS

The SDIP achievement targets set annual goals to increase the rate of students at or above the
Proficient Level (CMT Levels 3,4 and 5).SPS also supports a higher standard of achievement
for all students and has tracked the percent of students at or above the Goal Level (Levels

4 and 5) for many years. SPS students demonstrated many grade-level gains on the 2010
Connecticut Mastery Tests (CMTs) in the percent of students scoring at/above Goal (Levels 4
and 5), particularly in grade 6 in all content areas and in math in many tested grades, 3-8.

The number of schools making Adequate Yearly Progress
(AYP) under No Child Left Behind in math at the Whole
School level increased from 8 to 16. In math, the number
of schools with Black students making AYP increased
from 3 to 6; schools with Hispanic students making AYP
increased from 6 to 14; schools with English Language
Learner students making AYP increased from 1 to 3;

and schools with Economically Disadvantaged students

W | making AYP increased from 4 to 10.
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Grade 6

From 2009 to 2010 four NCLB
categories posted greater gains
than students statewide:

+ Economically
Disadvantaged....

& WHRE oo s 8

Grade 6

From 2009 to 2010 all NCLB
categories (except for Students
with Disabilities) posted substan-

tial gains:
A A +14
e Blacks Ll e
« Economically
Disadvantaged................+12
+ English Language
Laarnerss i +10
PR LIS paniCIINs e +10

« White.....

MATH

SPS and State CMT Results, Grades 3-8 in Math, 2007 through 2010
Percent of Students at/above Goal and Percentage Point Change from 2009 to 2010
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SPS and State CMT Results, Grades 3-8 in Reading, 2007 through 2010
Percent of Students at/above Goal and Percentage Point Change from 2009 to 2010

Spring 2007 = Spring 2008  m Spring 2009 W Spring 2010
100
Change from 2009 to 2010 (rounded to nearest point; circled gains exceed state gains}
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For complete 2010 CMT results, please visit our website, www.stamfordpublicschools.org.

MEPOHT TO THE COMMUNITY, 2009-2010 SCHOOL YEAR




Vertical Scale

VERTICAL SCALE SCORE ANALYSIS

The CMT vertical scale scores in math and reading enable longitudinal analysis across grades
3-8 and measurement of growth—both the growth of individual students and the growth of
groups of students—over time. Analysis of vertical scale scores is one additional tool that edu-
cators and community members should use to assess student,school and district progress. The
following figures show the average two-year growth (i.e.,average change in vertical scale score)
for each SPS elementary and middle school from 2008 to 2010, for math and reading.For SPS
schools and the district average, only students who were tested in the same school in all three
years—2008,2009 and 2010—are included in the analysis.This approach isolates the students
who remained in each SPS elementary and middle school over time but does not mean that the
school was the only factor related to students’ growth. Average vertical scale scores for students
in the state include all students who were tested in the same school in 2008 and 20107 Results
are displayed most to least by amount of growth, including the district and state averages.

In both math and reading, the SPS (district) average growth exceeds the corresponding
average growth statewide at the elementary and middle school levels.

In elementary math, the district vertical scale score in 2010 (535) slightly exceeds the state
vertical scale score (534).This indicates that the level of achievement in math in SPS is on
par with the achievement of students statewide.

MATH
Average Vertical Scale Score Growth,2008 to 2010
SPS Elementary and Middle Schools Compared to District and State”
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* State growth values may calculate differently than SPS school and district growth values due to rounding. State data were obtained through the
state data application as whole numbers.

** Vertical scale scores for Rogers include grade 5 students in 2010 who were also enrolled in Rogers in grade 3 in 2008. Students enrolled in
Rogers in grade 6 in 2010 are not included in this analysis.

* For the first time, in 2010, it was possible to restrict state vertical scale scores and growth to students who were in the same school in the first and
last years of the analysis. Previous Reports to the Community included the state vertical scale scores and growth for all students who were tested
anywhere in the state in the first and last year of the analysis.
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Vertical Scale

READING
Average Vertical Scale Score Growth, 2008 to 2010
SPS Elementary and Middle Schools Compared to District and State™
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state data application as whole numbers.

2010 avg vertical
scale score

2008 avg vertical
scale score

**Vertical scale scores for Rogers include grade 5 students in 2010 who were also enrolled in Rogers in grade 3 in 2008.Students enrolled in Rogers
in grade 6 in 2010 are not included in this analysis.

An analysis of student growth by No Child Left Behind (NCLB) category indicates several

encouraging findings:

* At the elementary level, SPS students’ growth exceeds the growth of similar students in the
state for all NCLB categories, in both reading and math.

* In elementary math,SPS growth exceeds the growth of similar students in the state for all

NCLB categories by at least five points for all NCLB categories.

+ At the middle school level, SPS students’ growth exceeds the growth of similar students in

the state for most NCLB categories, in both reading and math. Growth among Asian students
was higher statewide in both math and reading,and growth among White students was
comparable in SPS and the state in both math and reading.
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ELEMENTARY MATH

NCLB Category Difference in Growth
Matched Students from Grade 3 to Grade 5 SPS Growth Compared to State”
Aslan o s
Hispanic — T
— R - SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

SPS Families:

"l am welcome at
my child's school."
(percent of families
who strongly agree
or agree)

R

Economically Disadvantaged

o

English Language Learners

Students with Disabilities

=

3%, . Sk

ELEMENTARY READING
NCLB Category Difference in Growth
Matched Students from Grade 3 to Grade 5 SPS Growth Compared to State*
Asian - “
Black R -
Hispanic B-
White B:

Economically Disadvantaged

I
@

English Language Learners

Students with Disabilities 29

MIDDLE SCHOOL MATH

NCLB Category Difference in Growth
Matched Students from Grade 6 to Grade 8 SPS Growth Compared to State”
Asian -4
Black B -
Hispanic - 7
White I 1

~

Economically Disadvantaged

English Language Learners

| |
o]

Students with Disabilities

* Students may belong to more than one NCLB category; only NCLB categories of race/ethnicity are mutually exclusive. This analysis compares the
growth of SP$ students against the growth of similar students in the state. All student groups by NCLB category demonstrated growth from 2008
1o 2010; negative values for the difference in growth mean that the growth of SPS students was less than the growth of similar students statewide.
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SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

SPS Families:

“My child’s school
uses a variety of
communication
methods (e.g.,
individual notes
or letters, class
newspapers, school
newspapers, web-
sites and e-mail.)”
(percent of families
who strongly agree
or agree)

gigy 8ok

Percentage of Students at/above GOAL

MIDDLE SCHOOL READING

NCLB Category
Matched Students from Grade 6 to Grade 8

Difference in Growth

SPS Growth Compared to State*

Asian -4
Black _ 7
Hispanic - 4
White 0
Economically Disadvantaged [
English Language Learners . 1
Students with Disabilities m 22

* Students may belong to more than one NCLB category; only NCLB calegories of race/ethnicity are mutually exclusive. This analysis compares
the growth of SPS students against the growth of similar students in the state. All student groups by NCLB category demonstrated growth
from 2008 to 2010; negative values for the difference in growth mean that the growth of SPS students was less than the growth of similar
students statewide.

CONNECTICUT ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE TEST

On the Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT) administered in grade 10, SPS stu-
dents maintained similar achievement from 2009 to 2010 in the percent of students at/above
Goal. By comparison, trends statewide were similar except in writing. The percent of Students
with Disabilities at/above Goal increased in math and writing by four percentage points,
which outpaced gains made at the state level. The percent of Black students at/above Goal
increased in math by two percentage points, compared to one percentage point for students
statewide.The need for additional and intensive supports at the high school level is clear; in-
terventions in reading in grade 9 reading are underway in 2010-2011 and will expand in other
content areas and grade levels.

SPS AND STATE CAPT COMPARISONS FOR MATH, SCIENCE, READING
AND WRITING
Percent of Students at/above Goal, 2007 through 2010

Spring 2007 Spring 2008 = Spring 2009  m Spring 2010
100
90
Change from 2009 to 2010 (rounded to nearest point; circled gains exceed state gains)
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o +1 +3 +3 -2 -2 -2 +5
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MATH SCIENCE READING WRITING
CONTENT AREA
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SCIENTIFICALLY RESEARCH-BASED INTERVENTIONS

Scientifically Research-Based Interventions (SRBI) are an important new component of SPS
curriculum, instruction and assessment programs, required by the State of Connecticut as of
July 1,2009. SRBI programs are research-based and use proven assessment techniques to en-
sure that students are making progress. SRBI strategies are in development and implementation
in reading, math and behavior. All students are supported by SRBI through a three-tiered model:

SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS
* Tier [ supports all students in core academic curriculum in a system of academic, .
social-emotional learning and behavioral supports; SPS Teachers:
; ; . ; . . “Teachers at my
* Tier [l supports students short-term with academic, behavioral or social-emotional school provide regu-
difficulties, who need more than Tier | supports; and lar communication
) ) o . to families about
* Tier lll supports students who need more intensive interventions who have not progressed students’ progress.”
sufficiently with Tier Il interventions. (percent of teachers
who strongly agree
SRBI was piloted in select schools in literacy and in one elementary and one middle school in or agree)

math in 2009-2010.Most students in participating schools were assessed with a reading inventory,

78% 79%

and students requiring support participated in the Read 180 and System 44 programs to improve
comprehension and decoding skills. Programs will be expanded in all schools for 2010-2011.

The SRBI Working Group was convened in 2009-2010 to oversee implementation and progress
monitoring of students participating in SRBI assessments and programs and to develop a
multi-year plan.The SRBI Working Group will continue to meet in 2010-2011.

COLLEGE READINESS FOR ALL STUDENTS
COLLEGE READINESS INDICATORS

SPS has been tracking measures of high school students’ readiness for college over time.Recog-
nizing that preparing students to be college ready upon graduation begins as early as kinder
garten, there are many indicators of college readiness—academic, financial and emotional—
that we have begun to measure systematically to prepare all students for academic, vocational
and professional success after high school. The following five indicators provide some
evidence about whether SPS students will be prepared for success in college upon graduation.
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PERCENT OF SPS GRADUATES ELIGIBLE' FOR COLLEGE CREDIT”

B Asian W Black ® Hispanic ®White m District
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&
E
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©
a
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o
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& 40
2
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o
30
20
10
0
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
CLASS OF

* Requirements to receive credit vary by institution

** Data based on students who took one or more AP course,one or more AP exam and passed one or more AP course

PERCENT OF SPS GRADUATES ENROLLED IN ADVANCED PLACEMENT (AP) COURSES’

W Asian ®Black ®Hispanic = White ® District
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Percentage of Graduates
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CLASS OF

*Includes all graduates who had an AP final grade recorded
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Percentage of Graduates

Percentage of Graduates

PERCENT OF SPS STUDENTS TAKING FOUR YEARS OF MATH’

B Asian M Black ® Hispanic
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CLASS OF

*Includes students who passed four years of math. Current requirements for graduation include three years of math.

PERCENT OF SPS STUDENTS TAKING FOUR YEARS OF SCIENCE’

W Asian M Black m Hispanic
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*Includes students who passed four years of science.Current requirements for graduation include two years of science.

= White  m District

2010

® White  m District

73%

2010
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PERCENT OF SPS STUDENTS TAKING THE SAT

W Asian EBlack m® Hispanic = White m District
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SAT scores for the 0
SPS class of 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
increased in all three GLASS OF
sections, compared
to the Class of 2009. *Includes grade 12 participation in the SAT among students who graduated.

Mean Critical Read-
ing scores increased
by nine points to 496,
mean math scores
rose by 15 points to
505 and mean writing
scores increased by
12 points to 499.

The score range for
each section is 200
to 800. Statewide
and nationally, mean
SAT scores were
relatively flat.

EEEPOHT TO THE COMMUNITY, 2009-2010 SCHOOL YEAR




Percentage of Strongly Agree or Agree

COLLEGE READINESS VIEWPOINTS

The mission of Stamford Public Schools is to prepare each and every student for higher edu-
cation and success in the 21st century. Using a variety of data, including the SPS annual sur
veys, we measure students’ college readiness by exploring: (a) student readiness to advance
through the SPS K-12 pipeline; (b) student preparation to succeed in post-secondary educa-
tion and plans to go to college; and (c) student and family knowledge about the college
admissions and financing processes.We believe that the sum of SPS students’ academic and
developmental experiences in every grade level—even in kindergarten—are fundamental to
success beyond high school graduation.

All survey groups-students, families, school administrators, teachers and paraeducators-were
asked whether students will be prepared to go to college upon graduation from SPS.Overall,
about 61% of SPS families believe their child will prepared for college, up from 52% last year.
Approximately 57% of elementary families agree that their child will be prepared to go to
college, compared to 44% in 2009. School administrators, particularly at the secondary level,
agreed at much higher rates in 2010 that students will be prepared for college. All respondent
groups reported higher rates in 2010 than in 2009:

STUDENT SURVEY HIGHLIGHT:
WILL STUDENTS BE PREPARED TO GO TO COLLEGE?"
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ELEMENTARY SECONDARY

* Includes students who reported they will have the skills needed to succeed in college. Nearly one-third (30%) reported being unsure
about whether they will have the skills to succeed in college. Results were similar when disaggregated by school level (middle and high).

On the SAT 11
Subject Tests, the
Class of 2010 con-
tinued a record of
excellence:

« The SPS mean
scores in Literature,
U.S. History, Math
Level II, Biology
(Ecological), Biology
(Molecular) scores
exceeded the
national mean.

The SPS mean
scores in Math
Level I, Chemistry,
Physics, Spanish,
and Spanish with
Listening exceeded
the state and
national mean.
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SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

SPS Families:

"The way students
are grouped for
instruction is
appropriate.”
(percent of families
who strongly agree
or agree)

= 2009 m=2010

Vertical Scale Score Growth

DE-TRACKING/INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPING

SPS began implementation of system-wide de-tracking strategies with Middle School Transfor-
mation in grade 6 in 2009-2010. For the first time, all grade 6 students in SPS middle schools®
were placed according to standard criteria according to their strengths and needs, with
systems in place to challenge and support all students academically,socially and emotionally.
The seven components of Middle School Transformation include:

. Increased instructional time

. Standards-based, high-level curriculum, instruction and assessment

. Professional development for teachers

. Academic enrichment period for students

. Efficacy training for teachers and students

. Advisory period for students

. Standard criteria for placement into College Prep and Honors classes

=1 Oy Ul &~ W b =

The Middle School Transformation components and strategies are being closely monitored
to ensure that all students have opportunities to succeed. A review of students’ growth from
grade 5 to grade 6 in math and reading for years prior to Middle School Transformation and
Year 1 of Middle School Transformation (2009-2010) suggest that grade 6 students in College
Prep and Honors courses demonstrated similar or greater growth than in prior years.The
figures below show CMT vertical scale score growth from grade 5 to grade 6. Students overall
and most NCLB categories of students maintained or increased growth during Year 1 of
Middle School Transformation.

MATH

Vertical Scale Growth from Grade 5 to Grade 6
SPS Students Prior to Middle School Transformation (2006 to 2007,2007 to 2008, 2008 to 2009)
and Year 1 Students (2009 to 2010)”
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* MST Year 1 growth values include grade 6 studenis tested in Cloonan, Dolan, Rippowam,Rogers, Scofield and Turn of River in 2010 who also had a
valid 2009 grade 5 CMT test score. Cohorts Prior to MST include all grade 6 students tested in Cloonan, Dolan, Rippowam, Scofield and Turn of River
in 2009,2008,2007 or 2006 with a valid 2009 grade 5 CMT test score in the prior year.

*Students at Cloonan, Dolan,Rippowam and Turn of River middle schools were placed in instructional groups according to standard criteria.
Students in the International Baccalaureate program at Rippowam and students in Scolield are not grouped.
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Vertical Scale Score Growth

READING

Vertical Scale Growth from Grade 5 to Grade 6
SPS Students Prior to Middle School Transformation (2006 to 2007,2007 to 2008,2008 to 2009)
and Year 1 Students (2009 to 2010)"
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* MST Year | growth values include grade 6 students tested in Cloonan, Dolan, Rippowam, Rogers, Scofield and Turn of River in 2010 who also had
a valid 2009 grade 5 CMT test score. Cohorts Prior to MST include all grade 6 students tested in Cloonan, Dolan, Rippowam, Scofield and Turn of
River in 2009,2008,2007 or 2006 with a valid 2009 grade 5 CMT test score in the prior year.

More comprehensive Middle School Transformation status reports and the Middle School
Reference Guide are available on our website, www.stamfordpublicschools.org.

At the elementary level,implementation of programs such as Everyday Mathematics, Read-
ers and Writers Workshops, embedded, frequent professional development for teachers and
hands-on science modules in all grades, have improved instruction substantially. Strate-
gies to differentiate instruction based on the need of each and every student are part of

all professional learning for teachers. High school courses of study have been revised in
recent years to eliminate low-level courses that do not increase students’ college readiness.
The high school program of studies reflects high-level, relevant coursework for all students
and the elimination of many “general” level classes. [nitiatives like the Project Opening
Doors program at Westhill High School further increase access to college-level coursework
by offering incentives to students and teachers to increase participation and achievement
in AP classes and exams.The Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) program
has helped students to succeed in college-level coursework as the first in their families to
pursue college. SPS educators use data about all student groups to improve college readi-
ness among all students,such as the SPS college readiness indicators.

SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

SPS Families:

"My child is provided
with challenging
work in all classes.”
(percent of families
who strongly agree
or agree)

Elementary

71%

BT

Mlddle

54%

_ 57%
High

i 8%
_ 59%

2009 =2010

SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

SPS Families:

“The way students
are grouped for
instruction
is appropriate.”
(percent of families
who strongly agree
or agree)

Elementary

| 63%

— 64%
Middle

B 53%
— 54%
High

B S59%
_ 59%

2009 =m2010
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SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

SPS Teachers:

"Members of my
PLC reflect on our
teaching together.”
(percent of teachers
indicating almost
always or often)

61%
53%

SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

SPS Teachers:

"I am familiar with
the six steps of the
PLC process.”

1. Inquire
2. Analyze data

3. Look at
student work

4. Examine
nstruction

5. Assess student
progress

6. Reflect

66%
56%

PROFESSIONAL LEARNING COMMUNITIES
AND DATA TEAMS

Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) and Data Teams are the structures that allow SPS
educators to meet regularly to engage in the six-step data decision making cycle to improve
student achievement at the instructional level, school level and district level.

SPS DATA DRIVEN DECISION MAKING CYCLE

REFLECT

WORK GROUPS
rofessional Learming Communitie
Who: Grade-level or content area colleagues in every school
What: Improve instruction by using data to identify student needs and work
together to implement strategies
When: PLCs meet weekly
School Lata leam

SRISESS Who:  Administrator(s) and a representative group of teachers school-wide

ANALYZE

STUDENT
PROGRESS What: Develops, implements and monitors the School Improvement Plan;

tracks achievement patterns school-wide
When: Regularly during the school year (in development for 2010-2011)

DATA

District Data Team
Who:  Administrators and teachers representing all schools and groups district-wide
What: Develops and monitors the Strategic District Improvement Plan
When: Once per month

EXAMINE EOOICAT

STUDENT

INSTRUCTION WORK

PLCs are organized generally by grade at the elementary level and by grade and/or instruc-
tional area at middle and high schools (with specialists represented across PLCs).PLCs were
launched in 2007-2008 and provide regular opportunities for teachers to meet and address
student needs through analysis of data and/or student work.In PLCs, teachers develop instruc-
tional strategies, implement differentiated instruction and review results to look for student
progress.SPS developed a customized professional development series for teachers to learn
about high-functioning PLCs and to develop PLC facilitation and leadership skills. Over 300
SPS teachers have participated in PLC training.

School Data Teams are in the process of being designed and implemented in a standard way
across the district. The District Data Team is leading the development of School Data Teams by
developing standards for practice, guidelines for membership and a calendar of key activities.
Ultimately, School Data Teams will be responsible for developing,implementing and monitoring
the School Improvement Plan,supporting PLCs and sharing results with the District Data Team.

The District Data Team met monthly during 2009-2010 to implement and monitor the SDIR
Members of the CT State Department of Education participated in the monthly meetings and
conducted the first official monitoring visit in May 2010.SPS is on-track in the implementation
and monitoring of all SDIP strategies.

REPORT TO THE COMMUNITY, 2009-2010 SCHOOL YEAR




SCHOOL CULTURE

Positive and supportive cultures support the highest quality of teaching and learning in
schools. Although there are many approaches to developing ideal school culture, the SDIP
focuses attention on improved data collection, reporting and response to student behavior
incidents, creating an environment that fosters positive student behavior and working with all
SPS families as partners in students’ success. During the 2009-2010 school year, SPS estab-
lished a district-wide Positive Behavior Support Leadership Team, comprised of teachers and
administrators, to lead the development and implementation of consistent practices across
schools. Five SPS schools piloted strategies, used a behavior data collection and response tool
and underwent a school-wide culture evaluation to identify strengths and opportunities for
growth. Additional schools will be evaluated in 2010-2011.The Positive Behavior Support Lead-
ership Team will continue to identify,develop and provide ongoing professional development
in positive behavior strategies, school climate and bullying prevention.

SPS acquired online planning tools through Naviance, which assesses students’ level of col-
lege and career readiness in several dimensions.SPS will continue to:

* Develop a consistent counseling curriculum and individual student planning strategies for
all secondary students;

+ Collaborate with community groups and members to align efforts and develop strategies to
reach all students and families; and

*+ Expand successful programs such as mentoring, mediation, Aspiring Leadership Through
Action (ALTA) and ParentLink to engage families and the community.

SPS FAMILY SURVEY HIGHLIGHT
Likelihood of recommending a friend to send their children to my child’s school®

SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

SPS Students:

“There is at least one
adult in my school
who knows me well.”

Asian
R 50
| A
Black
) 63%
I 63
Hispanic
PR 56%
63%
White
76%
. 72
2009 =2010

Least Likely ————— —_— ———— Most Likely
0 1 2 3 4 (59 6 7 8 9 10
3% 2% 3% 4% 4% 8% 6% 11% 18% 14% 26%

29% 69%

*Totals do not add to 100% because of missing data

 Mirrors the Net Promoter Score evaluation tool developed by General Electric (GE), which approximates families’ overall satisfaction with the
education their child receives by determining the likelihood that they would recommend a friend send their child to SPS.on a scale of zero
to ten, with ‘0’ being least likely and ‘10’ being most likely,69% of families indicated seven or higher.
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SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

SPS Students—
percent strongly
agree or agree

1try as hard as I can
to do my best work

PerhEE 9%
I c 17
Teachers at my school

push me to be the best
I can be

BRI 63%

I o2

My parents push me

to be the best I can be
90%

E

2009 w2010

GRANTS AND PARTNERSHIPS

SPS increased the level of federal,state and corporate grant funding in 2009-2010 during a
time of severe economic constraints. Funding through the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act added over $5 million, along with new grants including the 21st Century Learning
Grant at Dolan Middle School (a community learning center program in partnership with

the YMCA that enables students to meet after school and on Saturdays to facilitate academic,
physical, and social-emotional achievement), the federal Computer Assisted Writing Grant (a
program for teachers to use an online writing program to help students learn to write more ef-
fectively) and the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program at KT Murphy, Stark and Rogers elemen-
tary schools (a program that provides students all-day access to fresh fruit and vegetables).

SPS received another unprecedented award from the GE Foundation, nearly $10.4 million
over three years, to support literacy implementation beginning in 2010-2011, as we complete
implementation of our Developing Futures™ in Education programs—a $15.3 million award
over five years.SPS continues to partner with the Panasonic Foundation and the Connecticut
Center for School Change (PF/CCSC) to increase instructional leadership capacity towards
increased achievement for all students. PF/CCSC partners provide ongoing on-site techni-
cal assistance with curriculum and other district leaders to align strategic and sustainable
systems of support for improving student achievement.

SPS GRANT FUNDING
Grant Awards in 2008-2009, 2009-2010 and Estimated Awards in 2010-2011

2008-2009 2009-2010" ESTIMATED 2010-2011*
Total Grants Revenue $22,596,131 $29,128,093 $21,898,166
Number of Grants 35 37 41

*Latest estimate, may be subject to change.
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OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES

The following operational and fiscal improvements represent considerable savings realized
during the 2009-2010 school year.

OPERATIONAL AND FISCAL IMPROVEMENTS, 2009-2010

FISCAL

Fiscal Year surplus of $170,795 due to fiscal “belt tightening” and 4% reduction in discretionary
spending. Additional conservation efforts resulted in $393,343 in energy-related cost savings.

Negotiated three-year teacher contract with 6.97 % salary increase including(0% increase in
2010-2011), resulting in the lowest district budget request (1.81%) in at least 12 years.

Low health insurance increase (2.8%) due to conservative financial practices and management
of Board of Education claims reserve.

Significant efficiencies derived from internal audits: transportation, cell phones, overtime, special
education, and purchasing.

Continued focus on Special Education reimbursement grants with good results (such as Medic-
aid reimbursement in the amount of $83,725 (25.3%)).

Initiated online credit card payment system “Pay Pams” for families to pay for student lunches.

Early retirement incentive plan for teachers and paraeducators saved $482,000 over the next
five years.

TRANSPORTATION

SPS SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

SPS Families:

"l am satisfied with
the cleanliness of
my child’s school
and school grounds.”

71% 73%

b SRR .

<

Bus “on-time” arrival rate of 99.0%.

Successfully implemented redistricting with no interruption in service.

Negotiated a 1.5% prepayment discount with the vendor saving the district $145,000.
Planning of additional cameras and GPS tracking for 2010-11 rollout.

MAINTENANCE

Target ratio for allocation of PTO related custodial overtime saving the district over $100,000 an-
nually.

Continued improvements in School Building Use Fund billing and collections processes increased
revenue by $93,622 (14.3%).

Board of Education Energy Saving Initiatives (and relatively mild heating season) resulting in

over $411,000 (23.1%) in gas heat savings. Additional energy cost savings through reduction

of consumption will continue to generate savings.

Through contract negotiation, implemented part-time custodial cleaning crew of 44 employees
with five-year savings of over $2.8 million.

All schools have been converted to our new “Green Cleaning” program one year in advance
of the new state mandate. Results show cleaner schools for less money.

SAFETY

Increased school fire/femergency drills by ~5% over 2008-2009.
Safety meetings remained constant averaging three meetings per school per school year.

A banner year in safety training in 2008-2009 led to a 3% reduction in incidents and a 61% reduc-
tion in claims costs. In 2009-2010 the cost of claims was reduced by an additional $30,000.

Over 2,000 employees received CPR, first aid, or “slip, trip, fall” prevention training in 2009-2010.
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TEACHERS OF COLOR IN SPS SCHOOLS

SPS has tracked the percent of teachers of color over several years as a result of our

longstanding commitment to developing diversity in our workforce.

PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS OF COLOR
SCHOOL
2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010

Davenport 4% 6% 4% 4%
Hart 14% 13% 11% 11%
KT Murphy 16% 9% 14% 16%
Newfield 12% 13% 15% 18%
Northeast 13% 12% 15% 11%
Rogers 19% 17% 31% 20%
Roxbury 11% 22% 2% 2%
Springdale 10% 8% 14% 14%
Stark 9% 8% 9% 9%
Stilmeadow 13% 9% 13% 12%
Toguam 8% 15% 7% 8%
Westover 8% 6% 5% 6%
Cloonan 13% 11% 16% 15%
Dolan 7% 7% 17% 12%
Rippowam 11% 12% 9% 7%
Scofield 11% 16% 20% 9%
Turn of River 9% 8% 13% 8%
Stamford High School 11% 12% 14% 11%
Westhill High School 16% 18% 18% 15%
AITE 22% 26% 36% 26%
Adult Education 0% 13% 0% 25%
Hillandale 7% 0% 8% 7%
ARTS 13% 5% 0% 7%
Central Office” 27% 14% 25% 18%
DISTRICT TOTAL 12% 12% 14% 12%

* Central Olfice rates include teachers and administrators
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Stamford Public Schools

EXCELLENCE 1S THE POINT.

Administrative Offices
Stamford Government Center
888 Washington Boulevard
Phone: (203) 977-4105
www.stamfordpublicschools.org
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