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October 16, 2012 
 
To: Board of Education, Greenwich Public Schools 
From:  William S. McKersie, Ph.D., Superintendent 
RE:  Update on “Raising Student Achievement and Improving Racial Balance” 

 
Background 

This memorandum provides an update on efforts to address racial balance in the Greenwich Public 

Schools.  It includes three major parts: 

 Summary of key conclusions from two recent meetings with Commissioner Stefan Pryor 

 Tentative Timeline 

 List of critical questions 

An essential guiding principle should be underscored at the outset of this memorandum.  Simply put, 

the Greenwich Public Schools (GPS) will seek to raise student achievement and improve racial balance. 

The State Statute regarding racial imbalance does not address student achievement.  Nonetheless, the 

Greenwich Board of Education and Administration came to consensus in early September 2012 that any 

and all work by the GPS on racial imbalance should first and foremost seek to raise student 

achievement.   

Commissioner Pryor Meetings and Key Conclusions 

On October 5, Dr. McKersie and Dr. Ellen Flanagan met in Hartford, CT with Commissioner Stefan Pryor 

and two of his senior staff.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss next steps for the Greenwich 

Public Schools (GPS) in regards to addressing racial imbalance.  The October 5 meeting followed on an 

August 6 session with the Commissioner. 

The GPS was notified in June 2012 that two schools—Hamilton Avenue Elementary and New Lebanon 

Elementary—are not in compliance with the state’s requirement that the racial mix of a school must be 

within 25 percentage points of the district’s overall racial mix.  Several other schools in the district were 

noted as being 10 percentage points within being out of compliance.  In his June 2012 notification, 

Commissioner Pryor had requested that the GPS submit a plan in September 2012 for rectifying the 

imbalance.  The GPS superintendent also was requested to present the plan to the State Board of 

Education at its October 3 meeting. 

The GPS was one of several districts that received notification in June 2012 of ongoing racial imbalance. 

Through coordinated responses to the Commissioner by Fairfield, GPS and West Hartford, the timeline 

for submission of plans and presentation to the State Board of Education (SBOE) was revised in late 

August.  Instead of immediately submitting a plan to the SBOE, each district was asked to meet 

individually with the Commissioner and senior staff in late September or early October.  The intent of 

each meeting was to discuss the SBOE’s concerns and develop a new schedule for submission of plans 

and presentation to the State Board. 
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Each district has been given a similar revised timeline by the Commissioner:  

 February or March 2013 – Submission of New Action Plan to Commissioner and SBOE 

 March or April 2013 – Presentation of New Action Plan to SBOE 

 Fall 2013 – Initial Implementation of New Action Plan 

The Commissioner noted with each district that he has larger priorities—he hopes that our work with 

the SBOE will go beyond racial balance issues.  He also noted that he wants the work on racial balance to 

be tied to efforts to improve academic success.  Lastly, the Commissioner stressed that each district will 

develop its own plan and approach; the state will not mandate any solutions, such as forced redistricting 

or busing. 

In regard to the GPS, the Commissioner and his senior staff arrived at the following conclusions: 

1. They are pleased that the administration’s two meetings with the Commissioner have focused 

on the GPS’s larger priorities and plans, not solely on racial balance. 

2. They are hopeful that the GPS’s several year work with the International Baccalaureate (IB) 

program can be strengthened.   

3. They are interested in improving and expanding preschool education and see it as a possible 

racial balance solution.  This approach has been considered positive in Fairfield. 

4. They are intrigued with the early (preliminary) ideas about establishing one or more STEM 

focused elementary schools.  STEM is a high priority for state leaders as a vehicle to improve 

education at all levels, bolster the state’s science and technological capacities, and link 

education reform with economic development.  Elementary schools with a STEM focus are 

uncommon and a large need. 

5. They recognize that a Fall 2013 implementation plan is challenging for GPS’s new 

administration.  Thus, they are open to a phased implementation plan that would have 

preliminary steps starting in Fall 2013 that would lead to full implementation as of Fall 2014. 

6. They have committed to working with the GPS administration as necessary over the next several 

months as plans are developed. 

7. In terms of solutions, the GPS and other similar districts (i.e., Fairfield and West Hartford) have 

three broad options: 

a. Within District Magnets (with transportation provided based on distance parameters) 

b. Cross District Magnets (with transportation provided based on distance parameters) 

c. Redistricting (with transportation provided based on distance parameters) 

8. The Commissioner has reiterated on two occasions that charter schools are not an option for 

the GPS.  They will not address the racial balance problem, and they would not be authorized in 

Greenwich.  The state has a limited number of charters to authorize each year and they will be 

awarded to jurisdictions with high percentages of low income students. 
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Current Status 

The Administration has collected the majority of background data that was requested by the Board of 

Education (data attached).  The next steps are to refine the universe of options to the most applicable 

for the Board’s objectives.  Once refined, the Administration would develop a detailed timeline for the 

first four months of work (October – February).   Monthly updates would be provided to the 

Superintendent and BOE, with a preliminary report prepared in late January for submission to the 

Commissioner and State Board of Education.  The report would include a work plan for the following 

four months, as well as the intentions for a phased implementation of a new program in Fall 2013 and 

Fall 2014.  We would be clear about the initial elements to be implemented in Fall 2013 and the larger 

set of elements that would be implemented in Fall 2014. 

Critical Questions 

We are facing a challenging timeline to achieve the SBOE’s desire that some aspect of a new program be 

implemented in Fall 2013.  A number of critical questions already are known, each of which will have to 

be addressed in the planning and development process: 

1.  What are the selected approaches for the Board of Education to address academic achievement, 

racial balance and related issues?  The full universe of options to consider includes: 

a. Modify existing magnets 

b. Establish new magnets 

c. Controlled choice in a region or district-wide 

d. School closing 

e. Redistricting (attendance zone modification) 

f. Charter schools 

g. Contract schools 

h. Compact schools 

i. Others  

2.  What is the most effective process for developing a comprehensive facility usage and enrollment 

management plan? 

3.  What will be the budget implications in the coming academic year (2013-14) and how will we 

accurately include them in the budget by December 2012 (well before planning is completed)? 

4.  What will be the elements of a school choice program to ensure it is efficient, effective and 

allows for both neighborhood and district-wide enrollment preferences? 

5.  To what extent will any new solution serve to attract students to and from the areas that are now 

racially isolated? 

6.  To what extent will pending Federal legal cases about race-based enrollment and school choice 

programs affect the state statute? 
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Achievement and Improving Racial Balance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Compiled as Part of a Work Plan to Respond to the Racial 
Imbalance Citation by the State Department of Education 

October 18, 2012 
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I. Basic School Data – All GPS Schools with Highlight of Hamilton Avenue 
and New Lebanon 
 

A. Enrollment Trends Since 2000 
1. Overall Numbers 
2. Minority Percentage 
3. Class Size 

Curtin 

B. Minority Percentage By Grade for Past Five Years (PK-5) Curtin 
C. Facility Utilization 

1. Total 
2. Number of Classrooms 
3. By Grade 

Branyan 

D. Tuition Students 
1. GPS Employees 
2. Town Employees 

Curtin 

   
II. Specialized School Data – Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon 

 
A. Enrollment Trends Lulow/Curtin 
B. Demographics of Students in Attendance Zone Lulow/Curtin 
C. Demographics of Students Opting In and Opting Out of 

Magnets at Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon 
Lulow/Curtin 

D. Calculation of Caucasian Students need to Meet State 
Guidelines 

Lulow/Curtin 

E. Space Utilization – Available Space for New Students Lulow/Curtin 
   
III. Magnet Lottery Information – Hamilton Avenue, ISD, Julian Curtiss, New 

Lebanon 
A. Magnet Lottery for Five Years 

1. Number of Applicants 
2. Number Accepted 
3. Number Enrolled 
4. Retention 

Curtin 
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Greenwich Public Schools 
Minority Enrollment 1998 - 2012 

Over the last fifteen years, minority enrollment in the Greenwich Public Schools increased from 19.3% to 
30.6%.  Hispanic students account for most of the increase.  In 2010, a minority category of two or more 
races was added by the Connecticut State Department of Education.  Given that minority enrollment in 
the elementary grades is higher than minority enrollment in the upper grades, the district minority 
enrollment will continue to trend higher in the near term. 
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Greenwich Public Schools 
Variance in Minority Enrollment 

The Connecticut State Department of Education determines racial imbalance by examining the variance 
between a school’s minority enrollment and the district minority enrollment.  The chart below depicts the 
relationship between mean minority enrollment and mean variance in minority enrollment.  As the 
variance increases, it is more likely that schools will be identified as racially imbalanced or having a 
pending racial imbalance (see second chart). 
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Grey error bars off the K-5 district data points depict the range of racial balance (+/- 15%).  Red lines indicate schools that 
are racially imbalanced as of 2011-2012.  Blue lines indicate schools with an impending racial imbalance as of 2011-2012. 
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Greenwich Public Schools
K-5 Minority Enrollment and Class Size by School

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Enrollment 416 417 402 393 391 403 404 404 388 405

Minority Enrollment 23.1% 25.2% 27.4% 29.8% 29.7% 28.5% 30.9% 32.7% 32.0% 27.9%

Mean Class Size 19.8 20.9 21.2 21.8 20.6 21.2 21.3 20.2 19.4 20.3

Enrollment 323 345 349 360 372 375 371 372 366 356

Minority Enrollment 23.8% 25.8% 28.4% 28.6% 30.4% 30.1% 28.8% 34.9% 37.4% 40.2%

Mean Class Size 19.0 19.2 19.4 20.0 20.7 20.8 20.6 20.7 20.3 19.8

Enrollment 436 437 384 371 344 284 296 346 385 402

Minority Enrollment 14.9% 16.7% 18.2% 17.0% 20.3% 23.2% 24.3% 25.7% 24.4% 22.9%

Mean Class Size 19.8 19.9 19.2 19.5 19.1 18.9 19.7 19.2 19.3 19.1

Enrollment 269 266 258 284 319 328 353 362 360 337

Minority Enrollment 53.9% 55.3% 55.8% 59.2% 55.5% 55.8% 57.2% 63.5% 61.7% 68.0%

Mean Class Size 19.2 19.0 18.4 18.9 18.8 17.3 17.7 18.1 17.1 17.7

Enrollment 330 354 356 357 327 339 343 352 343 336

Minority Enrollment 41.5% 39.3% 39.6% 38.9% 41.0% 37.8% 39.7% 44.0% 48.7% 48.8%

Mean Class Size 19.4 20.8 19.8 19.8 19.2 18.8 19.1 18.5 18.1 17.7

Enrollment 248 233 235 226 213 212 204 229 246 241

Minority Enrollment 40.7% 45.1% 47.7% 52.7% 56.8% 56.6% 58.3% 61.6% 67.1% 68.9%

Mean Class Size 17.7 17.9 18.1 17.4 17.8 17.7 18.5 19.1 18.9 17.2

Enrollment 452 435 428 438 454 459 454 452 461 442

Minority Enrollment 20.8% 21.8% 23.4% 22.1% 22.2% 24.0% 22.7% 23.7% 24.1% 26.0%

Mean Class Size 20.5 19.8 20.4 20.9 20.6 20.0 19.7 18.8 19.2 19.2

Enrollment 492 475 466 461 485 470 460 422 423 392

Minority Enrollment 13.4% 14.5% 14.8% 15.4% 15.1% 15.5% 17.0% 22.0% 24.6% 26.5%

Mean Class Size 19.7 20.7 20.3 20.0 21.1 20.4 20.9 20.1 21.2 19.6

Enrollment 420 415 397 396 415 406 411 381 396 371

Minority Enrollment 6.9% 8.7% 9.3% 4.8% 6.3% 7.1% 7.8% 14.7% 15.7% 15.9%

Mean Class Size 20.0 20.8 19.9 20.8 20.8 20.3 20.6 19.1 19.8 19.5

Enrollment 435 423 384 337 331 328 319 292 256 242

Minority Enrollment 9.2% 10.2% 10.9% 10.4% 14.8% 14.3% 18.2% 18.5% 16.0% 16.1%

Mean Class Size 19.8 21.2 19.2 18.7 20.7 19.3 18.8 19.5 19.7 18.6

Enrollment 462 473 480 488 499 519 502 512 520 488

Minority Enrollment 12.6% 15.2% 15.4% 13.9% 15.6% 15.6% 16.7% 19.3% 22.1% 23.0%

Mean Class Size 20.1 19.7 20.0 21.2 20.8 20.8 20.9 20.5 20.8 19.5

Enrollment 4283 4273 4139 4111 4150 4123 4117 4124 4144 4012

Minority Enrollment 21.2% 22.8% 24.1% 24.3% 25.5% 25.8% 27.1% 31.2% 32.4% 33.3%

Mean Class Size 19.6 20.1 19.7 20.1 20.1 19.7 19.9 19.5 19.5 19.0

NL

NM

K - 5

RV

PK

OG

NS

CC

DU

GL
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GPS Special Projects 8/1/2012 JPC/KLD
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Greenwich Public Schools
K-12 Minority Enrollment by School

1996 - 2012

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

CC 22.5% 20.3% 20.6% 18.5% 19.6% 19.7% 22.8% 23.1% 25.2% 27.4% 29.8% 29.7% 28.5% 30.9% 32.7% 32.0% 27.9%

DU 20.4% 20.8% 21.9% 23.8% 25.8% 28.4% 28.6% 30.4% 30.1% 28.8% 34.9% 37.4% 40.2%

GL 13.2% 16.4% 15.8% 14.1% 14.9% 13.5% 14.6% 14.9% 16.7% 18.2% 17.0% 20.3% 23.2% 24.3% 25.7% 24.4% 22.9%

HA 43.8% 46.3% 45.7% 52.6% 50.6% 54.2% 50.4% 53.9% 55.3% 55.8% 59.2% 55.5% 55.8% 57.2% 63.5% 61.7% 68.0%

JC 35.6% 30.4% 32.4% 37.5% 39.9% 38.1% 42.2% 41.5% 39.3% 39.6% 38.9% 41.0% 37.8% 39.7% 44.0% 48.7% 48.8%

NL 22.4% 22.1% 26.8% 31.9% 33.1% 34.2% 35.7% 40.7% 45.1% 47.7% 52.7% 56.8% 56.6% 58.3% 61.6% 67.1% 68.9%

NM 21.7% 19.4% 18.5% 18.8% 18.1% 19.3% 19.9% 20.8% 21.8% 23.4% 22.1% 22.2% 24.0% 22.7% 23.7% 24.1% 26.0%

NS 13.1% 11.4% 12.9% 14.9% 14.0% 13.4% 12.4% 13.4% 14.5% 14.8% 15.4% 15.1% 15.5% 17.0% 22.0% 24.6% 26.5%

OG 17.3% 15.1% 15.5% 15.7% 11.2% 9.1% 6.7% 6.9% 8.7% 9.3% 4.8% 6.3% 7.1% 7.8% 14.7% 15.7% 15.9%

PK 9.6% 10.4% 9.6% 10.4% 9.9% 11.3% 9.7% 9.2% 10.2% 10.9% 10.4% 14.8% 14.3% 18.2% 18.5% 16.0% 16.1%

RV 12.5% 9.9% 9.3% 10.1% 11.4% 11.7% 14.8% 12.6% 15.2% 15.4% 13.9% 15.6% 15.6% 16.7% 19.3% 22.1% 23.0%

K - 5 20.1% 19.0% 19.0% 20.0% 20.1% 20.1% 20.4% 21.1% 22.6% 24.1% 24.3% 25.4% 25.7% 27.0% 31.1% 32.3% 33.2%

CMS 21.1% 22.4% 21.7% 20.1% 19.5% 20.7% 23.1% 20.1% 22.3% 22.8% 23.7% 23.2% 23.1% 22.2% 24.8% 28.1% 27.5%

EMS 18.1% 14.8% 13.5% 13.1% 12.1% 12.2% 12.4% 14.2% 14.9% 14.0% 13.7% 16.3% 17.5% 18.2% 19.2% 21.7% 22.4%

WMS 21.8% 22.5% 24.9% 28.4% 29.8% 28.8% 31.0% 29.1% 34.1% 35.2% 38.2% 37.0% 38.9% 42.9% 43.6% 47.2% 45.5%

6 - 8 20.2% 19.7% 19.9% 20.5% 20.3% 20.4% 21.9% 20.8% 23.2% 23.0% 23.9% 24.3% 24.9% 25.9% 27.3% 30.3% 30.1%

GHS 19.4% 19.1% 19.6% 20.5% 21.3% 21.1% 20.9% 21.5% 21.7% 23.1% 22.8% 24.5% 23.9% 23.7% 25.4% 26.7% 27.1%

District 19.9% 19.1% 19.3% 20.2% 20.4% 20.4% 20.9% 21.1% 22.5% 23.5% 23.7% 24.9% 25.0% 25.7% 28.8% 30.2% 30.6%

Impending Racial Imbalance (+/-15%)

Racial Imbalance (+/- 25%)

GPS Special Projects 8/1/2012 JPC/KLD
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Greenwich Public Schools 
Minority Enrollment Trends at Schools with Racial Imbalance or Impending Racial Imbalance 

Schools that vary +/‐ 15% to 24% from the district grade level minority percentage are cited as having an 
impending racial imbalance by the Connecticut Department of Education.  Schools with a minority enrollment 
that is +/‐ 25% from the district grade level minority percentage are cited as racially imbalanced, and the 
district is required to file a plan with the SDE to address this imbalance. 
 

 

                                                            
 Enrollment data from 1998 to 2011 is as of October 1st.  Enrollment data from 2012 is as of July 30, 2012. 
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Greenwich Public Schools
Magnet School Minority Percentage by Grade

International School at Dundee

07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13

Kindergarten 59 59 62 55 59 59

% Minority 37.3% 32.2% 29.0% 45.5% 54.2% 35.6%

Grade 1 56 57 58 64 56 57

% Minority 23.2% 40.4% 31.0% 29.7% 44.6% 54.4%

Grade 2 65 59 62 60 65 54

% Minority 30.8% 18.6% 41.9% 33.3% 32.3% 46.3%

Grade 3 59 69 63 65 61 64

% Minority 35.6% 30.4% 19.0% 41.5% 31.1% 31.3%

Grade 4 60 59 69 67 59 62

% Minority 26.7% 33.9% 29.0% 19.4% 42.4% 32.3%

Grade 5 59 58 62 68 64 58

% Minority 32.2% 27.6% 33.9% 36.8% 20.3% 43.1%

School 358 361 376 379 364 354

% Minority 31.0% 30.5% 30.6% 34.0% 37.1% 40.1%

Hamilton Avenue School

07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13

Kindergarten 69 62 77 68 63 45

% Minority 52.2% 53.2% 55.8% 67.6% 58.7% 75.6%

Grade 1 58 65 62 74 61 62

% Minority 55.2% 58.5% 58.1% 63.5% 70.5% 61.3%

Grade 2 48 58 62 59 73 57

% Minority 66.7% 55.2% 61.3% 66.1% 64.4% 73.7%

Grade 3 47 42 60 62 55 71

% Minority 48.9% 64.3% 55.0% 56.5% 74.5% 63.4%

Grade 4 52 50 47 57 57 53

% Minority 55.8% 52.0% 68.1% 52.6% 59.6% 73.6%

Grade 5 48 50 50 49 61 53

% Minority 66.7% 56.0% 54.0% 75.5% 54.1% 60.4%

School 322 327 358 369 370 341

% Minority 57.1% 56.3% 58.4% 63.4% 63.5% 67.4%
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Greenwich Public Schools
Magnet School Minority Percentage by Grade

Julian Curtiss School

07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13

Kindergarten 48 51 63 55 62 47

% Minority 39.6% 51.0% 44.4% 50.9% 51.6% 53.2%

Grade 1 56 53 47 58 54 64

% Minority 42.9% 43.4% 48.9% 48.3% 51.9% 50.0%

Grade 2 56 56 55 53 66 55

% Minority 33.9% 39.3% 41.8% 47.2% 54.5% 50.9%

Grade 3 56 63 56 51 60 65

% Minority 33.9% 34.9% 42.9% 39.2% 50.0% 52.3%

Grade 4 49 55 72 54 50 59

% Minority 36.7% 30.9% 37.5% 38.9% 36.0% 50.8%

Grade 5 43 51 55 74 49 48

% Minority 39.5% 35.3% 32.7% 36.5% 38.8% 33.3%

School 308 329 348 345 341 338

% Minority 37.7% 38.9% 41.1% 43.2% 47.8% 48.8%

New Lebanon School

07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13

Kindergarten 44 33 36 43 44 39

% Minority 52.3% 48.5% 63.9% 62.8% 75.0% 74.4%

Grade 1 31 47 38 37 44 44

% Minority 64.5% 55.3% 55.3% 62.2% 65.9% 75.0%

Grade 2 26 33 45 40 36 44

% Minority 65.4% 63.6% 57.8% 62.5% 72.2% 65.9%

Grade 3 27 26 38 45 37 36

% Minority 66.7% 65.4% 65.8% 55.6% 62.2% 72.2%

Grade 4 43 28 25 45 48 36

% Minority 55.8% 67.9% 64.0% 64.4% 62.5% 63.9%

Grade 5 29 43 28 29 43 45

% Minority 51.7% 53.5% 67.9% 79.3% 72.1% 60.0%

School 200 210 210 239 252 244

% Minority 58.5% 58.1% 61.9% 63.6% 68.3% 68.4%
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 Greenwich Public Schools
Elementary Building Utilization @ 19.5 Students per Class

2012 - 2017

School Standard 
Rooms

Less 
Specials

Less 
PreK

Adjusted 
Total

K - 5  
Capacity

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

Cos Cob 29    6    0    23    449    434    96.8%  452    100.8%  473    105.5%  507    113.0%  514    114.6%  539    120.2%  

ISD 20    2    0    18    351    366    104.3%  369    105.1%  367    104.6%  363    103.4%  366    104.3%  364    103.7%  

Glenville 27    5    0    22    429    409    95.3%  435    101.4%  461    107.5%  491    114.5%  485    113.1%  502    117.0%  

Hamilton Avenue 29    5    4    20    354    352    99.4%  349    98.6%  345    97.5%  326    92.1%  324    91.5%  316    89.3%  

Julian Curtiss 22    4    0    18    351    344    98.0%  351    100.0%  353    100.6%  348    99.1%  347    98.9%  339    96.6%  

New Lebanon 17    3    0    14    273    261    95.6%  267    97.8%  284    104.0%  298    109.2%  301    110.3%  301    110.3%  

North Mianus 28    5    0    23    449    465    103.7%  472    105.2%  481    107.2%  483    107.7%  487    108.6%  496    110.6%  

North Street 31    6    2    23    449    387    86.3%  366    81.6%  350    78.0%  337    75.1%  318    70.9%  308    68.7%  

Old Greenwich 31    6    2    23    449    395    88.1%  396    88.3%  384    85.6%  375    83.6%  360    80.3%  366    81.6%  

Parkway 25    6    3    16    312    239    76.6%  218    69.9%  209    67.0%  204    65.4%  196    62.8%  205    65.7%  

Riverside 28    4    0    24    468    481    102.8%  461    98.5%  440    94.0%  425    90.8%  405    86.5%  402    85.9%  

District 287    52    11    224    4332    4133    95.4%  4136    95.5%  4147    95.7%  4157    96.0%  4103    94.7%  4138    95.5%  

2016- 2017 2017 - 2018CAPACITY 2012 - 2013 2013 - 2014 2014 - 2015 2015- 2016

Notes: Capacity is based on an average class size of 19.5 students which is average class size across the 11 elementary building in 2012-2013.  The total number of standard classrooms is 
based on rooms which are at least 600 square feet.  Up to six classrooms are used for specials based on the current District standard even though not all schools have and use this number of 
spaces.  The capacity for the Hamilton Avenue School assumes eight K-1 sections @ 15 students.  Enrollment at the District's four magnet schools (ISD, Julian Curtiss, Hamilton Avenue and New 
Lebanon) includes current and projected magnet students.  PreKindergarten is projected to remain constant at 10 sections over the next five years.  An increase in PreKindergarten sections would 
reduce the classrooms available for K-5.  The location of PreKindergarten sections is subject to change based on shifts in K-5 enrollment.

  
Revised October 12, 2012
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 Greenwich Public Schools
Elementary Building Utilization @ 19.5 Students per Class

2012 - 2017

School Standard 
Rooms

Less 
Specials

Less 
PreK

Adjusted 
Total

K - 5  
Capacity

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

K - 5   
Enroll

Building 
Utilization

Cos Cob 29    6    0    23    506    434    85.8%  452    89.3%  473    93.5%  507    100.2%  514    101.6%  539    106.5%  

ISD 20    2    0    18    396    366    92.4%  369    93.2%  367    92.7%  363    91.7%  366    92.4%  364    91.9%  

Glenville 27    5    0    22    484    409    84.5%  435    89.9%  461    95.2%  491    101.4%  485    100.2%  502    103.7%  

Hamilton Avenue 29    5    4    20    384    352    91.7%  349    90.9%  345    89.8%  326    84.9%  324    84.4%  316    82.3%  

Julian Curtiss 22    4    0    18    396    344    86.9%  351    88.6%  353    89.1%  348    87.9%  347    87.6%  339    85.6%  

New Lebanon 17    3    0    14    308    261    84.7%  267    86.7%  284    92.2%  298    96.8%  301    97.7%  301    97.7%  

North Mianus 28    5    0    23    506    465    91.9%  472    93.3%  481    95.1%  483    95.5%  487    96.2%  496    98.0%  

North Street 31    6    2    23    506    387    76.5%  366    72.3%  350    69.2%  337    66.6%  318    62.8%  308    60.9%  

Old Greenwich 31    6    2    23    506    395    78.1%  396    78.3%  384    75.9%  375    74.1%  360    71.1%  366    72.3%  

Parkway 25    6    3    16    352    239    67.9%  218    61.9%  209    59.4%  204    58.0%  196    55.7%  205    58.2%  

Riverside 28    4    0    24    528    481    91.1%  461    87.3%  440    83.3%  425    80.5%  405    76.7%  402    76.1%  

District 287    52    11    224    4872    4133    84.8%  4136    84.9%  4147    85.1%  4157    85.3%  4103    84.2%  4138    84.9%  

2017 - 20182016- 2017CAPACITY 2014 - 2015 2015- 20162012 - 2013 2013 - 2014

Notes: Capacity is based on an average class size of 22 students which is the midpoint of the current class size guidelines.   Target utilization rate in order to maintain current class size is 85% 
to 95%.  The total number of standard classrooms is based on rooms which are at least 600 square feet.  Up to six classrooms are used for specials based on the current District standard even 
though not all schools have and use this number of spaces.  The capacity for the Hamilton Avenue School assumes eight K-1 sections @ 15 students.  Enrollment at the District's four magnet 
schools (ISD, Julian Curtiss, Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon) includes current and projected magnet students.  PreKindergarten is projected to remain constant at 10 sections over the next 
five years.  An increase in PreKindergarten sections would reduce the classrooms available for K-5.  The location of PreKindergarten sections is subject to change based on shifts in K-5 
enrollment.

  
Revised October 12, 2012
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Greenwich Public Schools
K - 5 Tuition Students

Tuition Students by School

 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12
CC 5 6 6 13 16
DU 5 2 1 1 1
GL 3 2
HA 5 4 4 4 3
JC 1 2 2 2 3
NL 1 1 3 3
NM 8 7 11 13 17
NS 7 6 7 8 9
OG 4 4 7 7 7
PK 4 4 7 5 2
RV 4 5 6 4 9
Total 44 41 51 63 72

Tuition Students by Grade

 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12
K 11 7 14 16 19
1 7 9 7 13 13
2 10 7 8 8 13
3 5 10 8 8 8
4 5 5 10 9 9
5 6 3 4 9 10
Total 44 41 51 63 72

Tuition Students by Race/Ethnicity

 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12
Asian 1 1 3 2 3
Black 1 1 3 3
Hispanic 4 2 5 7 7
2 Races 3
White 39 37 42 51 56
Total 44 41 51 63 72
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Racial Imbalance in the Hamilton Avenue and New 
Lebanon Attendance Areas 

GPS Special Projects 7/3/12 JPC/KLD 

Changing Demographics of the Attendance Areas 

The variance between the district minority percentage and Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon attendance 
areas, as predicted over the next five years (see table below), will only continue to increase. While the 
district is expected to increase its minority percentage, it is predicted that much of the increase will 
continue to occur in the H.A. and N.L. attendance areas, furthering the problem with racial imbalance at 
these two schools. 

 
*Variance must be below 25% for a school to be considered racially balanced 

Impact of the Current Magnet Program on Racial Imbalance 

The attached tables display the racial disaggregation of students living in the attendance area, moving from 
the attendance area to another school through the magnet program, moving from another attendance area 
into the school through the magnet program and the resulting school enrollment for both Hamilton Avenue 
and New Lebanon. 
 
For the 2012-2013 school year, it would take the addition of 43 white students to New Lebanon and 54 
white students to Hamilton Avenue to bring the minority percentage below the upper limit of racial 
imbalance for the district (25% + district average of 33.3% = 58.3%).  The addition of these students would 
exceed the schools’ maximum capacities of 264 and 384 students by 23 students and 11 students 
respectively.  Based on past experience, it is unreasonable to expect all future magnet students to be 
white.  Using the ratio of white to minority magnet students from 2012-2013, 406 additional magnet 
students would be needed to racially balance New Lebanon and 694 additional magnet students would 
be needed to racially balance Hamilton Avenue. 
 
It is unlikely that the magnet program as it is currently construed will racially balance either New Lebanon or 
Hamilton Avenue.  Without adding capacity to the schools, increasing the attractiveness of the magnet, and 
revising the procedures that govern the selection lottery, the magnet program will not succeed in voluntarily 
moving a sufficient number of students to racially balance either school.  

Year 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 
District Minority % 25.8% 26.7% 28.1% 31.2% 32.9% 33.3% 35.5% 37.5% 39.1% 40.5% 42.2% 
HA Minority % 58.6% 56.8% 58.4% 64.6% 64.2% 68.6% 69.7% 73.2% 75.8% 77.8% 80.9% 
HA Variance* 32.8% 30.1% 30.3% 33.4% 31.3% 35.3% 34.1% 35.7% 36.6% 37.3% 38.6% 
NL Minority % 54.2% 54.1% 58.1% 61.5% 68.1% 65.9% 70.7% 74.4% 77.1% 79.8% 82.2% 
NL Variance* 28.4% 27.4% 30.0% 30.3% 35.2% 32.6% 35.1% 36.9% 38.0% 39.3% 40.0% 
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Hamilton Avenue School

Race 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Asian 20 16 17 20 18 23
Black 33 29 35 39 33 34
Hispanic 114 117 136 155 148 148
Indian 1 1 1
Two Races 17 17
White 118 123 134 118 121 102
TOT 285 285 322 333 338 325
Minority Percentage 58.6% 56.8% 58.4% 64.6% 64.2% 68.6%

Race 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Asian 2 2 3 1 3 6
Black 5 5 2 1 4 3
Hispanic 20 18 14 4 10 12
Indian
Two Races
White 26 29 24 12 11 15
TOT 53 54 43 18 28 36
Minority Percentage 50.9% 46.3% 44.2% 33.3% 60.7% 58.3%

Race 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Asian 8 7 8 7 7 3
Black 8 10 5 3 2 2
Hispanic 27 30 27 15 22 18
Indian
Two Races 4 5
White 46 48 38 29 25 24
TOT 89 95 78 54 60 52
Minority Percentage 48.3% 49.5% 51.3% 46.3% 58.3% 53.8%

Race 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Asian 26 21 22 26 22 20
Black 36 34 38 41 31 33
Hispanic 122 129 149 166 160 154
Indian 1 1 1
Two Races 21 22
White 138 143 149 135 135 111
TOT 322 327 358 369 370 341
Minority Percentage 57.1% 56.3% 58.4% 63.4% 63.5% 67.4%

Minority Impact -1.5% -0.6% 0.0% -1.1% -0.7% -1.2%

District Percentage 25.8% 26.7% 28.1% 31.2% 32.9% 33.3%

Differential 31.3% 29.6% 30.3% 32.2% 30.6% 34.2%

Students Residing in HA Attendance Area Enrolled in Public School

HA Resident Students Enrolled in Public Schools Outside Attendance Area

 Students Residing Outside Attendance Area Enrolled at HA

 Students Enrolled at HA
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Hamilton Avenue School

School 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
CC 4 2 3 1 1
DU 4 4 4 2 2 6
GL 11 10 9 3 3 3
JC 13 14 11 10 10 11
NL 14 15 11 2 11 11
NM 1 1 1
NS 1 2 2
OG 1 1 3
PK 4 5 2
RV 1 1 1
TOT 53 54 43 18 28 36

Home School 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
CC 9 5 4 1 1
DU 2 2 2
GL 26 33 27 24 20 11
JC 8 15 10 6 5 5
NL 33 30 28 20 31 31
NM 4 4 2
NS 1 1
OG 2 1
Out of Town 5 4 4 4 3 4
TOT 89 95 78 54 60 52

HA Resident Students Enrolled in Public Schools Outside Attendance Area

 Students Residing Outside Attendance Area Enrolled at HA
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Hamilton Avenue School

Lunch Status 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Lunch

Asian 1 1 1
Black 1 1 1 3 3
Hispanic 11 12 10 4 6 6
Indian
Two Races
White 7 9 7 2 2 2

No Lunch
Asian 1 1 2 1 3 6
Black 4 4 1 1 1
Hispanic 9 6 4 4 6
Indian
Two Races
White 19 20 17 10 9 13

Total 53 54 43 18 28 36

Lunch Status 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Lunch

Asian 1 1 1 1 2
Black 6 7 3 2 2
Hispanic 15 20 18 9 11 11
Indian
Two Races 1 1
White 14 16 11 7 7 5

No Lunch
Asian 7 6 7 6 5 3
Black 2 3 2 3
Hispanic 12 10 9 6 11 7
Indian
Two Races 3 4
White 32 32 27 22 18 19

Total 89 95 78 54 60 52

HA Resident Students Enrolled in Public Schools Outside Attendance Area

 Students Residing Outside Attendance Area Enrolled at HA
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New Lebanon School

Race 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Asian 11 9 11 13 12 9
Black 13 12 12 20 21 13
Hispanic 105 111 117 131 147 151
Indian 1 2 2
Two Races 6 5
White 110 112 101 104 88 92
TOT 240 244 241 270 276 270
Minority Percentage 54.2% 54.1% 58.1% 61.5% 68.1% 65.9%

Race 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Asian 6 3 3 2 5 4
Black 6 5 2 3 2 1
Hispanic 21 19 17 12 19 16
Indian
Two Races 3 2
White 36 32 30 20 17 26
TOT 69 59 52 37 46 49
Minority Percentage 47.8% 45.8% 42.3% 45.9% 63.0% 46.9%

Race 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Asian 5 5 3 1
Black 2 2 1 4 4
Hispanic 13 10 9 2 8 8
Indian
Two Races
White 9 8 9 3 9 11
TOT 29 25 21 6 22 23
Minority Percentage 69.0% 68.0% 57.1% 50.0% 59.1% 52.2%

Race 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Asian 10 11 11 11 8 5
Black 9 9 10 18 23 16
Hispanic 97 102 109 121 136 143
Indian 1 2 2
2 3 3
White 83 88 80 87 80 77
TOT 200 210 210 239 252 244

Minority Percentage 58.5% 58.1% 61.9% 63.6% 68.3% 68.4%

Minority Impact 4.3% 4.0% 3.8% 2.1% 0.1% 2.5%

District Percentage 25.8% 26.7% 28.1% 31.2% 32.9% 33.3%

Differential 32.7% 31.4% 33.8% 32.4% 35.4% 35.2%

Students Residing in NL Attendance Area Enrolled in Public School

NL Resident Students Enrolled in Public Schools Outside Attendance Area

 Students Residing Outside Attendance Area Enrolled at NL

 Students Enrolled at NL
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New Lebanon School

School 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
CC 3 2 4 1
DU 1 2
GL 7 3 1 1 1 1
HA 33 30 28 20 31 31
JC 24 21 14 15 14 14
NM 1 1
NS 1
PK 1
RV 1 2 3
TOT 69 59 52 37 46 49

Home School 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
CC 2 1 1 2 2
GL 9 6 6 1 5 4
HA 14 15 11 2 11 11
JC 2 1 2
NM 1 1 1
OG 1 1
Out of Town 1 1 3 3 5
TOT 29 25 21 6 22 23

NL Resident Students Enrolled in Public Schools Outside Attendance Area

 Students Residing Outside Attendance Area Enrolled at NL
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New Lebanon School

Lunch Status 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Lunch

Asian 1 1 1 1 2
Black 3 3 1 1 2 1
Hispanic 12 13 11 6 11 10
Indian
Two Races 1 1
White 5 6 8 6 6 7

No Lunch
Asian 5 2 2 1 3 4
Black 3 2 1 2
Hispanic 9 6 6 6 8 6
Indian
Two Races 2 1
White 31 26 22 14 11 19

Total 69 59 52 37 46 49

Lunch Status 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Lunch

Asian 1 1 1
Black 3 3
Hispanic 8 7 7 2 3 3
Indian
Two Races
White 4 5 7 1 5 5

No Lunch
Asian 4 4 2 1
Black 2 2 1 1 1
Hispanic 5 3 2 5 5
Indian
Two Races
White 5 3 2 2 4 6

Total 29 25 21 6 22 23

NL Resident Students Enrolled in Public Schools Outside Attendance Area

 Students Residing Outside Attendance Area Enrolled at NL
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GPS Magnet School Lottery
Placement Summary by Application

2008-2009

Hamilton Avenue

Status Pre-K3 Pre-K4 K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
Not Placed 19 35 19 6 1 6 1 87
Placed 25 2 5 2 6 4 4 48
Total 44 37 24 8 7 6 4 5 135
% Placed 56.8% 5.4% 20.8% 25.0% 85.7% 0.0% 100.0% 80.0% 35.6%

International School at Dundee

Status K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
Not Placed 85 41 28 40 19 8 221
Placed 20 1 3 2 3 5 34
Total 105 42 31 42 22 13 255
% Placed 19.0% 2.4% 9.7% 4.8% 13.6% 38.5% 13.3%

April 10, 2008

Julian Curtiss

Status K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
Not Placed 32 6 13 10 14 5 80
Placed 3 5 2 6 16
Total 35 11 15 16 14 5 96
% Placed 8.6% 45.5% 13.3% 37.5% 0.0% 0.0% 16.7%

Summary

Applications 486
No Placement 388
Placement 98
% Placement 20.2%
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GPS Magnet School Lottery
Placement Summary by Application

2009-2010
Hamilton Avenue

Status PreK K 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Placed 28 3 1 1 2 35
Not Placed 42 7 6 3 2 2 62
Total 70 10 6 4 1 4 2 97
% Placed 40% 30% 0% 25% 100% 50% 0% 36%

International School at Dundee

Status K 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Placed 23 1 3 1 4 32
Not Placed 69 27 17 21 17 8 159
Total 92 27 18 24 18 12 191
% Placed 25% 0% 6% 13% 6% 33% 17%

Julian Curtiss

Status K 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Placed 3 2 5 5 2 5 22
Not Placed 25 3 5 33
Total 28 5 5 5 7 5 55
% Placed 11% 40% 100% 100% 29% 100% 40%

New Lebanon

Status K 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Placed 2 3 5
Not Placed 4 1 4 9
Total 6 3 1 4 14
% Placed 33% 100% 0% 0% 36%

Summary
Applications 357
Placed 94
Not Placed 263
% Placement 26%
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GPS Magnet School Lottery
Placement Summary

2010-2011

Julian Curtiss School

 10-11 Gr
Status K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th TOT
N 20 5 4 4 33
Y 8 2 5 4 19
TOT 28 7 4 5 4 4 52

Hamilton Avenue School

 10-11 Gr
Status K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th TOT
N 8 5 1 14
Y 13 4 1 4 22
TOT 21 5 4 1 4 1 36

International School at Dundee

 10-11 Gr
Status K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th TOT
N 64 36 19 13 12 9 153
Y 24 5 1 3 2 35
TOT 88 36 24 14 15 11 188

New Lebanon School

 10-11 Gr
Status K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th TOT
Y 11 4 1 1 17
TOT 11 4 1 1 17

Applications 293
No Placement 200
Placement 93
% Placement 31.7%
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GPS Magnet School Lottery
Placement Summary

2011-2012
Hamilton Avenue School

 11-12 Gr
HA Accept K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
N 1 1
Y 6 2 1 9
Total 6 1 2 1 10

International School at Dundee

 11-12 Gr
ISD Accept K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
N 55 16 24 16 6 5 122
Y 26 2 2 3 2 1 36
Total 81 18 26 19 8 6 158

Julian Curtiss School

 11-12 Gr
JC Accept K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
N 1 1 2
Y 19 3 6 5 2 2 37
Total 20 4 6 5 2 2 39

New Lebanon School

 11-12 Gr
NL Accept K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
Y 7 2 1 2 12
Total 7 2 1 2 12

Applications 219
No Placement 123
Placement 94
% Placement 42.9%
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GPS Magnet School Lottery
Placement Summary

2012-2013

Hamilton Avenue School

 12-13 Gr
HA Accept K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
No 3 3
Yes 9 3 2 1 1 1 17
Total 12 3 2 1 1 1 20

International School at Dundee

 12-13 Gr
ISD Accept K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
No 74 19 6 13 5 1 118
Yes 18 5 1 4 5 33
Total 92 19 11 14 9 6 151

Julian Curtiss School

 12-13 Gr
JC Accept K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
No 17 2 19
Yes 14 4 1 4 3 26
Total 31 4 1 4 3 2 45

New Lebanon School

 12-13 Gr
NL Accept K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
No 1 1
Yes 9 1 1 11
Total 9 1 1 1 12

Applications 228
No Placement 141
Placement 87
% Placement 38.2%
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
 

Greenwich, Connecticut 
 

Date of Meeting: November 1, 2012 

Title of Item: 

Racial Imbalance – Discussion and Possible Action on Potential Strategies 

 

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION ITEMS 

 Action Required 

x Informational Only 

Submitted By: Dr. William McKersie 

Position: Superintendent 

I will be present at Board Meeting to explain if called upon: 

X YES  NO 

Synopsis of Proposal: Materials to Follow 

 
Recommended Action (if appropriate): 
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October 26, 2012 
 
To: Board of Education, Greenwich Public Schools 
From:  William S. McKersie, Ph.D., Superintendent 
RE:  Update #2 on “Improving Student Learning and Racial Balance” 

 
Background 

The Board of Education had an extensive discussion about Racial Balance at the October 18, 2012 BOE 

Work Session.  The discussion addressed three major areas: 

1. Summary of conclusions from two recent meetings between Commissioner Stefan Pryor and Dr. 

McKersie 

2. Review of demographic, enrollment and facility usage data 

3. Introduction of the known universe of solutions Modify existing magnets 

a) Establish and/or modify new magnets 

b) Controlled choice in a region or district-wide 

c) School closing 

d) Redistricting (attendance zone modification) 

e) Charter schools 

f) Contract schools 

g) Compact schools 

Based on the October 18 discussion, the BOE requested that the GPS Administration provided additional 

analysis on the known universe of solutions at the November 1, 2012 BOE Meeting.    

Analysis of Solutions 

The GPS Administration examined seven potential solutions to the district’s racial imbalance problem. 

The solutions track to the set discussed in the October 18 BOE meeting, but have been reorganized into 

categories to make analysis and discussion more effective.  It is important to note that the solutions 

represent the full universe of known options and reflect no prioritization by the GPS Administration.  

The solution categories include: 

1. Magnet Schools – Both full and partial magnets 

2. Autonomous Schools – Including charter schools, contract schools and compact schools 

3. Redistricting – Including school closings 

4. Grade Reorganization – Added as an option based on BOE discussion 

5. Controlled Choice 

6. Out of District Tuition – Added as an option based on BOE discussion 

7. Combined Solution – Developing an approach drawing on one or more of the preceding options 
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For each solution category, the analysis provides a brief description, lists related costs, highlights likely 

impact on student learning, and notes a set of pros and cons.  The analysis does not list numeric data; 

the review is qualitative.   

One Next Step: Addressing Technical Questions 

A major theme across the solution categories is the need for comprehensive analysis of several 
technical questions.  Central to any racial balance solution, they also are a factor for the GPS more 
generally.  They include:  
 

 Demographics  

 Housing  

 Enrollment Patterns and Projections  

 Classroom Facilities  

 School Choice Plans  

 Transportation  

 Budget Implications  
 
These issues are well understood as key factors by the GPS Board and Administration.  We have data for 

each area and a good deal of preliminary analysis. However, we lack the technical capacity and 

dedicated personnel to develop a viable plan. Conversations with Dr. Evan Pitkoff of the Cooperative 

Educational Services (CES) and potential consultants have generated several possible approaches to 

advancing the GPS’s data and analysis with intensive work by external experts.  As a result, the 

Administration plans to develop and release an RFP to select a consultant team that can provide 

comprehensive analysis of these critical issues.  We would welcome the BOE’s comments on this 

necessary and timely next step. 
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Greenwich Public Schools 
Range of Options for Improving Student Learning and Increasing Racial Balance 

(Includes Full Range of Known Options without Prioritization) 
 

1 
 

Option Description Related Costs Impact on Racial Balance Impact on Student 
Learning Pros Cons 

Magnet Schools Redistribute students across 
attendance areas through a 
voluntary application 
process where parents are 
provided with an opportunity 
to send their child to either a 
neighborhood school or a 
theme-based magnet school 
(e.g., I.B., S.T.E.M., Arts, 
Foreign Language 
Immersion). 
 
 Full magnets do not have 

attendance areas and 
draw all of their students 
through the 
application/lottery process 
(would require extensive 
redistricting in Greenwich) 

 
 Partial magnets fill the 

available seats in a 
“neighborhood school” 
after all of the students 
living in the attendance 
area have been 
accommodated (current 
model)  

 Demographic, enrollment 
and facility consulting 

 Theme exploration and 
development 

 Theme based staffing 
 Theme based equipment 

and/or instructional 
materials 

 Accreditation fees 
 Professional learning 
 Management of marketing 

and application process 
 Extended school day 
 Transportation 

 Since movement to a 
magnet school is voluntary 
and selection is not based 
on race, possibilities range 
from improving racial 
balance to increasing 
racial imbalance 

 Current magnet plan 
“weights” the chances of 
students by the 
demographics of their 
home attendance area 
and the “probability” that 
an applicant from that 
attendance area will 
improve the racial balance 
of the magnet school 

 Dependent on the focus of 
the magnet theme and its 
implementation 

 Many magnet themes 
seek to engage students 
in interdisciplinary, higher 
order critical thinking that 
is aligned with Common 
Core standards or the 
District Vision of the 
Graduate but will not 
necessarily be measured 
by current mandated 
assessments 

 

 Movement is voluntary 
 Provides parents with 

choice (neighborhood 
versus magnet) 

 Entails minimal or no 
redistricting 

 Depending on how 
magnet schools are 
implemented, protects the 
concept of traditional 
neighborhood schools 

 Potential to create 
“schools of innovation” 
where instructional 
approaches and 
frameworks can be piloted 
and evaluated before 
being implemented across 
the entire district 

 

 No guarantee that a 
magnet program will 
improve racial balance 

 In partial magnet schools, 
increased enrollment 
within the neighborhood 
attendance area 
decreases available 
magnet seats 

 Depending on the magnet 
theme, the costs can be 
significant compared to 
the other options 

 Extended period of time is 
required to develop and 
implement a new magnet 
school 

 Could create the 
perception of inequality 
between magnet and non-
magnet schools (per pupil 
expenditure, special 
programs or additional 
educational opportunities) 

 If magnet program is 
superior, why is it not 
being implemented across 
the entire district? 

 Full magnets potentially 
undermine community 
agency support and 
partnerships with schools 
(may eliminate schools as 
neighborhood centers and 
partners) 
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Range of Options for Improving Student Learning and Increasing Racial Balance 

(Includes Full Range of Known Options without Prioritization) 
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Option Description Related Costs Impact on Racial Balance Impact on Student 
Learning Pros Cons 

Autonomous Schools 
(local “charter” school) 

Board of Education enters 
into a contract or compact 
with an outside organization 
(teachers’ union, university, 
not-for-profit, or private 
contractor) to run one or 
more of the district’s 
schools. 

 Demographic, 
enrollment and facility 
consulting 

 Legal assistance in 
developing request for 
proposal (RFP) and 
executing contract 

 Negligible unless 
combined with another 
option such as magnet 
schools or controlled 
choice 

 

 Research is mixed on the 
impact of autonomous 
public schools on student 
achievement (e.g., charter 
schools) 

 In the evaluation of 
autonomous schools, it is 
difficult to control for the 
self-selection by students 
(parents) 

 Potentially lowers per pupil 
costs 

 Introduces an 
entrepreneurial element 
into a “closed” system, 
which may promote a 
greater range of 
successful teaching and 
learning approaches 

 

 Increases the complexity 
of District oversight by 
Board of Education 

 Legal ramifications of 
operating an autonomous 
school and meeting 
statutory requirements 

 Potentially undermines 
community agency 
support and partnerships 
with schools (may 
eliminate schools as 
neighborhood centers and 
partners) 

Redistricting Redraw attendance areas to 
balance student 
demographics among 
schools (e.g., race/ethnicity 
or free/reduced price lunch). 
 
 Full redistricting achieves 

racial balance by 
reconfiguring school 
attendance areas 

 
 Partial redistricting could 

be used to increase 
available seats in existing 
magnet schools 

 
 Closing a school could be 

used to create space for a 
full magnet school  

 
 

 

 Demographic, enrollment 
and facility consulting 

 Transportation 

 Achieves racial balance or 
any other population 
distribution objective (by 
Federal law, redistricting 
must not 
disproportionately impact 
minority students) 

 

 Does moving a student 
from one school to another 
school improve student 
achievement provided the 
curriculum, resources and 
quality of instruction are 
equivalent from school to 
school? 

 Option most likely to 
succeed in increasing 
racial balance among 
schools 

 

 Involuntary with high 
potential for public or legal 
controversy 

 Full redistricting to achieve 
racial balance would 
impact all schools and up 
to one quarter of 
elementary students 

 Difficult to redistrict for 
racial balance and 
maintain traditional 
neighborhood schools 

 Future changes in 
demographics may force 
additional redistricting to 
maintain racial balance 

 Creates instability in the 
real estate market 
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Greenwich Public Schools 
Range of Options for Improving Student Learning and Increasing Racial Balance 

(Includes Full Range of Known Options without Prioritization) 
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Option Description Related Costs Impact on Racial Balance Impact on Student 
Learning Pros Cons 

Grade Reorganization Reconstitute two or more 
elementary and/or middle 
schools into a new grade 
configuration (e.g., K-8, K-2 
and 3-5 or K-4 and 5-8). 

 Demographic, enrollment 
and facility consulting 

 Transportation 

 Depending on which 
schools were paired, 
combined attendance area 
could substantially 
improve racial balance 

 Potentially addresses the 
achievement “dip” during 
the transition from 
elementary to middle 
school 

 Primary/intermediate 
model would reduce 
variance in class size by 
increasing number of 
sections of a grade in one 
building 

 Increased transportation 
costs 

 Disproportionately impacts 
some school communities 

 

Controlled Choice Upon registering in the 
school district, parents 
indicate 1st, 2nd, and 3rd 
choice schools.  Student is 
assigned to one of those 
three choices.  In the case 
where the number of 
students applying exceeds 
the number of seats in a 
school, a lottery would be 
used to determine pupil 
assignment. 

 Demographic, enrollment 
and facility consulting 

 management of marketing 
and application process 

 transportation 

 Theoretically would 
increase racial balance 
because every parent is 
required to make a choice 

 

 While not increasing 
overall achievement, could 
reduce the variance in 
achievement from school 
to school 

 

 Efficiently distributes 
students across schools 
reducing or eliminating 
variance in class size 

 Provides parents with 
choice (albeit limited 
choice) 

 If “grandfathered” would 
take years to improve 
racial balance 

 

 Has the potential to 
significantly increase the 
cost and complexity of 
transportation 

 Eliminates neighborhood 
schools 

 If not “grandfathered” 
would impact every 
elementary student and 
family in the district 

 Potentially undermines 
community agency 
support and partnerships 
with schools (may 
eliminate schools as 
neighborhood centers and 
partners) 

Out of District Tuition Fill available seats in any 
school by lifting the Board of 
Education moratorium on 
admitting tuition students 
who reside outside of 
Greenwich and are not town 
employees. 
 
 
 
 
 

 None  Depends on the location of 
available seats and the 
race of the tuition student 

 Negligible  Generate revenue for the 
town and school district 
from “unused” capacity 

 Does not focus on either 
improving achievement 
and/or increasing racial 
balance 
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(Includes Full Range of Known Options without Prioritization) 
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Option Description Related Costs Impact on Racial Balance Impact on Student 
Learning Pros Cons 

Combined Options The probability that any of these options will succeed in increasing racial balance is improved by selectively combining them together.   
 
For example: 
Partial Magnet Option 

 Create space in existing magnets by moving selected fifth grades into middle school and adjusting attendance boundaries 
 Strengthen magnet themes (S.T.E.M., university affiliation?) 
 Offer onsite extended day programs at magnet schools 
 Create an early childhood center in a K-4 school with the option for out of attendance area prekindergarten students to continue in that school 
 Fill magnets seats that are available after the application/lottery process with out of district tuition students 
 Open Western Middle School to magnet students 
 Provide transportation to all prekindergarten centers and magnet students 

 

 

Critical Questions: 

A number of critical questions already are known, each of which will have to be addressed in the planning and development process.  The GPS Administration is keeping a running list of the most significant 

questions: 

1. What will be the budget implications in the coming academic year (2013-14) and how will we accurately include them in the budget by December 2012 (well before planning is completed)? 

2. What will be the elements of a school choice program to ensure it is efficient, effective and allows for both neighborhood and district-wide enrollment preferences? 

3. To what extent will any new solution serve to attract students to and from the areas that are now racially isolated?  

4. Which option provides the longest-term solution? 

5. What is the most effective and efficient process for the Board of Education to select a new approach to racial balance?  

6. What is the most effective and efficient way to include parent and community involvement in the process? 

7. In identifying potential solutions, to what extent is the Board of Education using multiple measures of student learning to judge the merits of an option?  

8. What is the most effective process for developing a comprehensive facility usage and enrollment management plan? 

9. How will the Board of Education manage interactions with the State Board of Education regarding the timing for developing and implementing solutions? 

10. To what extent will pending Federal legal cases about race-based enrollment and school choice programs affect the state statute?   
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Greenwich, Connecticut 

 

 
 

 

Date of Meeting _____December 6, 2012_________________________ 
 
 

Title of Item:    Racial Imbalance Update 

 

 

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION ITEMS 

 
 
__  Action required 
 
_X_ Informational only 
 
 
 Submitted By_______Dr. William S. McKersie______________________ 
 

Position ___________Superintendent of Schools_______________ 
 
   
 

I will be present at Board Meeting to explain if called upon 
 
   __X_    ____ 
     Yes       No 
 
Synopsis of Proposal: 
 
The next steps in the Racial Imbalance discussion are as follows: 

1. Update the Board on the International Baccalaureate Programmes in the GPS, 
and to clarify the commitment to IB at The International School at Dundee, New 
Lebanon School, and Western Middle School (Powerpoint Report Attached) 

2. Examine STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering and Math) programs as theme 
options and/or a strong focus across curriculum in all schools. (To be presented 
at 12/6 Meeting) 

3. Provide answers to Board questions from November 8th discussion (Attached) 
 
Recommended Action (if appropriate) 
 
N/A 
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S 

International Baccalaureate 
Programmes  

in the  
Greenwich Public Schools  

December 6, 2012 

International Baccalaureate (IB) 
Presentation Overview  

S  Definitions 

S  IB Programme Description 

S  Status of  GPS IB Schools 

S  IB Fees/Costs 

S  National Findings 

S  Results 

S  Achievement 

S  Satisfaction 

S  Alumni Survey 

S  Magnet Draw 

S  IB and Common Core Standards 
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IB Presentation Objective 

S  Provide Board of  Education and public with an update on 
GPS IB Schools 

S  Clarify commitment to the International Baccalaureate 
Primary Years Programme as the magnet theme for the 
International School at Dundee and New Lebanon School 
and the Middle Years Programme for Western Middle 
School. 

Key Definitions for GPS 
Academic Planning 

S  Standards - the desired performance and content outcomes 

S  Curriculum - the plan for achieving the standards, including subject matter and courses; the what we are teaching in 
order to get to the outcome 

S  Learning Resources – materials, texts, digital resources, etc. 

S  Instruction - how we are teaching the content in order to best ensure that the students achieve the desired outcome 

S  Professional Learning - support and training provided for teachers to ensure that they are delivering the highest quality 
instruction and have excellent content knowledge 

S  Gauging Progress - the measurements we use in order to know whether the students have achieved the standard/
outcome 

S  Evaluation – gauging the effectiveness of  teachers at providing the highest quality instruction and for helping students 
achieve outcomes/standards. TEPL is our system and a model 

S  Framework - a way of  organizing standards, curriculum, instruction, resources and assessments 
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International Baccalaureate – 
Description 

 

International Baccalaureate is: 
A FRAMEWORK:  for teaching and learning, which makes connections among subjects such as 
science, literature and history with an emphasis on global ideas transcending disciplinary 
boundaries. The IB Primary Years (K-5) and Middle Years (6-10) Programmes do not dictate 
what we are teaching in order to achieve the expected outcomes or standards. 

INQUIRY-BASED:  Students owning their own learning and cultivating valuable problem 
solving skills that will serve them well for college and career readiness.  

COLLABORATIVE:  A collaborative learning process among students in which the teacher 
functions as a facilitator. 

HOLISTIC:  Learning is focused on whole child development; what children should know and 
be able to do; the habits of  mind they develop; and how children will be assessed. 

INTERNATIONAL:  Rich with professional learning opportunities for teachers to develop an 
international perspective. 

 International Baccalaureate is research and evidence based in best practice. 

IB Programme Status in  
Greenwich Public Schools 

Status ISD-PYP* NLS-PYP* WMS-MYP* 

BOE Endorses IBO Programme 1999 2008 2009 

Opened/Accepted as IB Candidate School 2000 2009 2010 

Authorization Visit Spring 2003 Fall 2012 Spring 2013 

Authorized as IB World School 2003 n/a n/a 

Re-authorized as IB World School 2006 n/a n/a 

Re-authorized as IB World School 2011 n/a n/a 

*PYP = Primary Years Programme, MYP = Middle Years Programme 
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IB Fees/Costs 

Fees/Costs (2012-2013) ISD NLS WMS 

Annual Fee – Authorized School* $7,600 n/a n/a 

Annual Fee – Candidate School* n/a $9,500 $9,500 

IB Training** $700 $700 $700 

World Language Teacher – K-2*** $39,900 $39,900 n/a 

*Once an IB School becomes authorized the annual fees are reduced, budgeted centrally 
** One-time per person fee for Level I training registration for new staff  members, airfare/
hotel would be additional, costs vary based on training location – up to three teachers per 
school per year are funded centrally. 
*** Applies to all Elementary Magnet schools (ISD, NLS, JCS, HAS) 

National Findings 

S  The International Baccalaureate Program projects that the number 
of  IB programs in the US will double in the next several years. 

S  In 2009, IB recorded 1169 IB programs at more than 900 public 
and private institutions in the US. 

S  The number of  IB PYP schools in the US has increased 8800% 
between 1999 and 2009. 

S  Many states have included IB programs in their applications for 
the Obama administration’s “Race to the Top” initiative. 

 
Source: Hanover Research Council 2010 Study 

APPENDIX  Page 42 of 487



11/30/12	  

5	  

Results 

S  Achievement, Satisfaction, Alumni Survey Data for the 
International School at Dundee (ISD) 

S  Why ISD Data? 
S  Only authorized IBO school in District 

S  Twelve years of  data 
S  ISD Alumni in high school  

S  GHS Class of  2013 includes first K cohort at ISD 

S  First longitudinal view of  results 

S  Comparisons: GPS District, DRG B, DRG A 

Student Perspective on IB  
2012 ISD Alumni Survey 

S  “I	  strongly	  believe	  that	  the	  supportive	  IB	  community	  
was	  crucial	  in	  my	  development	  as	  a	  student,	  as	  it	  laid	  
the	  groundwork	  for	  the	  principles	  of	  respect,	  curiosity,	  
and	  re<lection	  that	  continue	  to	  guide	  my	  learning	  
today.”	  (GHS	  Junior) 
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Demographic Context 
2011 - 2012 

ISD GPS DRG B DRG A 

Minority 37.4% 32.9% 19.0% 9.4% 

Students with Disabilities 7.1% 7.5% 7.1% 6.8% 

Free/Reduced Price Lunch 9.3% 14.6% 8.5% 1.6% 

English Non-Dominant 20.8% 18.4% 7.1% 2.4% 

English Language Learners 5.2% 7.1% 2.0% .6% 

Source: Connecticut State Department of  Education 
 

ISD students are more diverse and have higher levels of need than the 
students in benchmark groups. 

ISD Student Achievement 
Outperforming GPS and DRG B, Comparable to DRG A 

DRP Reading Gr 2 (Goal) 83% NA NA
CMT Math Gr 3 % at Goal 95%
CMT Reading Gr 3 % at Goal 91%
CMT Writing Gr 3 % at Goal 87%
CMT Math Gr 4 % at Goal 75%
CMT Reading Gr 4 % at Goal 78%
CMT Writing Gr 4 % at Goal 85%
CMT Math Gr 5 % at Goal 90%
CMT Reading Gr 5 % at Goal 87%
CMT Writing Gr 5 % at Goal 86%
CMT Science Gr 5 % at Goal 88%
CMT Math Gr 3 - 5 F/R Lunch at Goal 64% NA
CMT Reading Gr 3 - 5 F/R Lunch at Goal 71% NA
CMT Writing Gr 3 - 5 F/R Lunch at Goal 79% NA
CMT Math Gr 3 - 5 % at Advanced 53%
CMT Reading Gr 3 - 5 % at Advanced 43%
CMT Writing Gr 3 - 5 % at Advanced 49%

Benchmark 
DRG B

Benchmark 
DRG A

Benchmark 
GPS

ISD              
11-12

10 Year 
Trend

22% 12%22% 22%

-2%

12%22% 22%

-2%

12%22% 22%

-2%

12%22%

-5%

-12%

9%

18%

13%

22%

23%

8%

30%

32%

13%

-2%8%

-2%0%

-1%5%

-3%7%

-2%6%

-11%-1%

-18%-9%

4%9%

8%16%

5%13%

1%

12%22%

3%17%

-7%9%

28%

27%

2%

5%

0%

3%

3%

3%
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ISD Student Achievement 
Outperforming GPS and DRG B, Comparable to DRG A 

(Percentages Provided for Benchmark Groups) 

DRP Reading Gr 2 (Goal) 83% 82% NA NA
CMT Math Gr 3 % at Goal 95% 84% 84% 90%
CMT Reading Gr 3 % at Goal 91% 79% 77% 84%
CMT Writing Gr 3 % at Goal 87% 79% 80% 83%
CMT Math Gr 4 % at Goal 75% 82% 85% 92%
CMT Reading Gr 4 % at Goal 78% 79% 82% 87%
CMT Writing Gr 4 % at Goal 85% 80% 83% 87%
CMT Math Gr 5 % at Goal 90% 84% 88% 93%
CMT Reading Gr 5 % at Goal 87% 83% 85% 88%
CMT Writing Gr 5 % at Goal 86% 86% 86% 87%
CMT Science Gr 5 % at Goal 88% 81% 84% 89%
CMT Math Gr 3 - 5 F/R Lunch at Goal 64% 57% 63% NA
CMT Reading Gr 3 - 5 F/R Lunch at Goal 71% 56% 54% NA
CMT Writing Gr 3 - 5 F/R Lunch at Goal 79% 61% 61% NA
CMT Math Gr 3 - 5 % at Advanced 53% 49% 50% 57%
CMT Reading Gr 3 - 5 % at Advanced 43% 37% 35% 41%
CMT Writing Gr 3 - 5 % at Advanced 49% 41% 40% 44%
Technology Literacy Gr 5 (100 - 500) 430 399 NA NA

ISD              
11-1210 Year Trend Benchmark 

GPS
Benchmark 

DRG B
Benchmark 

DRG A

-

ISD Alumni Achievement 
Mean Combined SAT Scores 

Graduating Class ISD Alumni GPS DRG B DRG A 

2009 
(2 Years @ ISD) 

1728 1738 1651 1773 

2010 
(3 Years @ ISD) 

1853 1701 1651 1764 

2011 
(4 Years @ ISD) 

1903 1730 1652 1768 

2012 
(5 Years @ ISD) 

1906 1717 1648 1766 

Source: College Board and Connecticut State Department of  Education 
 

ISD alumni continue to excel in high school and demonstrate high 
levels of college readiness.  
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ISD Alumni Achievement 
National Merit Scholarship Program 

S  ISD alumni account for ten of  the forty-seven students in 
the Greenwich High School graduating class of  2013 
recognized as National Merit semi-finalists or commended 
students (21%). 

S  ISD alumni account for fifty-seven of  the six hundred and 
seventy-seven students enrolled as seniors at Greenwich 
High School (8%).   

Harris Survey Data: 
Overall Satisfaction  

Rating of  A/B 

2012 
Par 

2010 
Par 

2008 
Par 

2006 
Par 

2012 
Stu 

2010 
Stu 

2008 
Stu 

2006 
Stu 

2012 
Sta 

2010 
Sta 

2008 
Sta 

2006 
Sta 

ISD 92% 92% 99% 98% 93% 90% 91% 94% 89% 93% 75% 91% 

District 85% 85% 85% 89% 90% 85% 90% 90% 78% 84% 70% 83% 

ISD receives consistently high satisfaction ratings from students,  
staff, and parents relative to GPS ratings, for each of  the four  
administrations of  the Harris Survey 
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2012 ISD Alumni Survey 

S  Inaugural Alumni Survey – Conducted November 2012 

S  Surveyed current GHS 9th -12th grade ISD Alumni 

S  80 of  185 ISD Alumni responded (43%) 

ISD Alumni Survey Highlights 

IBO Components ISD Alumni Survey Findings 
College and Career Ready 
Skills (Critical Thinking, Social, 
Communication, Self-Management, and 
Research) 

98% of  ISD alumni respondents at GHS indicate that these skills 
have been important or very important to their lives 

Learner Profile (Inquirers, Thinkers, 
Communicators, Risk-Takers, 
Knowledgeable, Principled, Caring, Open-
Minded, Balanced, and Reflective) 

92% of  ISD alumni respondents at GHS say that the Learner Profile 
influences their thinking and/or that they try to demonstrate those traits 
today. 

Community Service (student 
government, volunteering, tutoring, 
leadership, performances, presentations, 
advocacy, etc.) 

100% of  ISD alumni respondents at GHS say that they take action 
in numerous ways, beyond the required minimums for high school 
courses and/or honor programs  

5th Grade Exhibition (collaborative 
research project aligned with Common Core 
Standards, CT Mini-Capstone, and 
attributes of  GPS Vision of  the Graduate) 

98% of  ISD alumni respondents at GHS say that the skills they used 
during their Exhibition are used frequently or every day. 
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2012 ISD Alumni Survey - 
Comments 

S  It	  is	  interesting	  to	  note	  that	  many	  of	  the	  students	  who	  went	  to	  ISD	  are	  in	  the	  higher-‐level	  classes	  and	  I'm	  
curious	  whether	  or	  not	  the	  IB	  program	  had	  a	  factor	  in	  this.	  (GHS	  Senior)	  

S  ISD	  is	  a	  great	  school	  that	  truly	  emphasizes	  interdisciplinary	  learning,	  a	  skill	  de<initely	  needed	  later	  in	  
life.	  (GHS	  Senior)	  

S  My	  experience	  at	  ISD	  taught	  me	  not	  only	  to	  appreciate	  my	  education,	  but	  to	  take	  an	  active	  interest	  in	  it.	  
(GHS	  Junior)	  

S  I	  thought	  that	  ISD	  was	  a	  great	  school	  because	  we	  learned	  the	  most	  important	  skill,	  how	  to	  work	  
together	  with	  others	  because	  once	  you	  get	  into	  older	  grades,	  all	  you	  do	  is	  work	  with	  others.	  (GHS	  
Freshman)  

S  ISD	  was	  a	  very	  caring	  environment.	  Though	  I	  don't	  actively	  think	  about	  the	  Learner	  Pro<ile	  from	  day	  to	  
day,	  I	  do	  believe	  that	  it	  was	  instrumental	  in	  creating	  an	  environment	  during	  elementary	  school	  that	  
allowed	  me	  to	  prosper.	  (GHS	  Junior)	  

S  ISD	  de<initely	  changed	  my	  life	  and	  made	  me	  into	  a	  better	  person	  and	  student.	  It	  is	  always	  easy	  to	  identify	  
a	  former	  ISD	  student	  because	  they	  often	  continue	  to	  show	  the	  IB	  character	  traits	  that	  we	  learned	  so	  
often	  in	  elementary	  school	  and	  are	  consistently	  very	  good	  students. (GHS Sophomore) 

IB – Magnet Draw 
Opening Year 

International School at 
Dundee (2000) 

New Lebanon School 
(2009) 

Opened as IB Candidate 
School 

2000-01 2009-10 

Transportation Offered at time of  opening No Transportation 

Marketing Heavy Minimal 

Available Seats Year 1 129 5 

#Applicants Year 1 171 14 

#Not Placed Year 1 42 9 

This table underscores the key differences in attracting magnet applicants  
for ISD and NLS in the first year as an IB Candidate School. 
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IB – Magnet Draw 
for 2012-2013 

International School at Dundee New Lebanon School 

Opened as IB Candidate School 2000-01 2009-10 

Transportation No Transportation No Transportation 

Marketing Word of  Mouth/Reputation Minimal 

Available Seats for 2012-13 33 11 

#Applicants for 2012-13 151 12 

# Applicants from Central Cluster 35 5 

# Applicants from Eastern Cluster 83 2 

# Applicants from Western Cluster 33 5 

# Not Placed 2012-13 118 1 

The table below reflects that with minimal marketing and available magnet  
seats, each program continues to receive applications from across town. 

S 

 
 

COMMON CORE  
STATE STANDARDS  

 
AND THE  

 
INTERNATIONAL 

BACCALAUREATE PROGRAMMES 
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Standards and Framework,  
Not Curriculum 

 

The Common Core are standards (the desired 
performance and content outcomes), not a curriculum.  

IB is a framework (a way of  organizing) for standards and 
curriculum, not a curriculum  

 

CCSS and IB  
Alignment 

S  The Common Core Standards and IB Framework… 
S  do not dictate curriculum content taught. 

S  prepare students for college and careers. 

S  present a holistic approach to learning. 

S  provide the skills necessary to compete globally. 

S  emphasize interdisciplinary learning. 

S  emphasize Literacy across the content areas. 

S  focus on mathematical concepts, practices, reasoning, problem 
solving, and communication.  
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Content 

The Common Core standards do not dictate the content that 
students should learn.  The standards must be complemented 
by a content rich curriculum. 

IB requires teachers to organize the District’s curriculum in 
accordance with the program's principles and criteria.  It 
defines what students are expected to be able to do, not how 
teachers should teach or all that can or should be taught. 

College And Career Readiness 

The Common Core standards are designed to ensure that 
students graduating from high school are fully prepared to 
go to college or to enter the work force.  

IB combines rigorous, internationally benchmarked 
standards and high quality assessments with the IB 
framework and learner profile to create globally minded, 
internationally competitive, college and career ready 
students. 
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Whole Child 

"For the Common Core standards to succeed and have 
maximum effect, they also need to be part of  a well-rounded, 
whole child approach to education that ensures students are 
healthy, safe, supported, engaged and challenged."  ASCD 

Holistic learning - Through acknowledging and attempting to 
meet the diverse needs of  the student (physical, social, 
intellectual, aesthetic and cultural) IB schools ensure that 
learning is significant, provocative, relevant, engaging and 
challenging. 

Global Perspective 

"All students must be prepared to compete with not only 
their American peers in the next state, but with students 
from around the world."  National Governors Association 
on Common Core 

IB students are prepared to succeed in a rapidly changing 
world.  Emphasis is on global engagement that provides 
balance between the skills required to succeed in a 
competitive, global economy and the values that define 
responsible, global citizenship 
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Analytical Skills and 
Interdisciplinary Approach 

Common Core standards promote analytical skills in reading 
and comprehending complex text across the curriculum.  
Students are to analyze central ideas, themes, specific word 
choice, and structure of  texts that "extend across genres, 
cultures and centuries."  

IB Language A criteria, for example, are academically rigorous 
and equip students with linguistic, analytical and 
communicative skills that can be used in an interdisciplinary 
manner across all subject areas. 

Literacy Across  
the Content Areas 

	  

Common Core standards require all content area teachers to 
emphasize literacy experiences in their planning and instruction.  

Language is integral to exploring and sustaining personal 
development, cultural identity and intercultural understanding.  It 
is the major medium of  social communication.  All IB teachers are, 
therefore, seen as language teachers. 
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Common Core and IB Math 
Alignment 

   COMMON CORE STANDARDS    INTERNATIONAL BACCALAUREATE 

Emphasis on mathematical practices Knowledge and understanding of  math 
concepts 

Problem solving and reasoning Apply problem solving techniques and 
describe, justify or prove them 

Attention to focus and coherence Use mathematical language to 
communicate math ideas and reasoning 
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I believe there are "subzones" within each designated attendance area for NL and 
HA?  What is the racial demographic for each of these zones last year? 

“Subzones” or “natural neighborhoods” were created by the demographic consultant to 
the RISE committee (Teamworks International) as a means of providing a framework for 
redistricting.  Each of the district attendance areas was divided into a number of natural 
neighborhoods based on geographic factors (see attached attendance area map).  The 
natural neighborhood boundaries were reviewed by school PTAs and community 
members and revised based on their input.  A demographic profile by race/ethnicity was 
prepared for each natural neighborhood based on enrollment for the 2006-2007 school 
year.  Redistricting for racial balance was accomplished by creating a new set of 
attendance areas by natural neighborhood rather than moving individual students (see 
attached redistricting options).  Please note that the redistricting options generated by 
Teamworks were based on 2006-2007 enrollment data.  The least intrusive option 
developed by Teamworks to achieve racial balance involved redistricting 1,217 of 4,111 
elementary students (29.6%).    

The natural neighborhoods were a proprietary component of Teamworks’ demographic 
analysis and were not incorporated into the District student data management system.  
The District does, however, maintain addresses and geocodes on each student.  This 
data could be used by a consultant with “geo-mapping” software to provide a detailed 
demographic profile for each attendance area including changes in actual and projected 
racial/ethnic composition by subzone over time.  

Legal clarification whether pre-school students are included in racial imbalance 
target calculation 

The regulations to implement the racial imbalance law developed by the Connecticut 
State Department of Education contain the following definitions and guidelines for 
calculating racial imbalance: 

Sec. 10-226e-1.  Definitions 

 As used in sections 10-226e-1 to 10-226e-8, inclusive, of the Regulations of 
Connecticut State Agencies: 

(1) “Pupil” means an individual for whom instruction is provided in a public 
elementary and secondary school under the jurisdiction of a local or regional board of 
education. 
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(4) “Grade” means that portion of a school program which represents the work of 
one regular school term, identified either as kindergarten, grade one, grade two, etc., or 
in an ungraded school program, identified on the basis of educational need. 

Sec. 10-226e-3.  Determination of racial imbalance 

 (a)  Reports submitted pursuant to Section 10-226e-2 of the Regulations of 
Connecticut State Agencies will be reviewed annually by the State Department of 
Education.  The proportion of pupils of racial minorities in each school will be compared 
to the proportion of pupils of racial minorities in comparable grades in the school district 
as a whole, as follows: 

 (1)  Proportion for the school.  The total number of pupils of racial minorities in 
the school, as reported pursuant to Section 10-226e-2 of the Regulations of Connecticut 
State Agencies, shall be divided by the total number of pupils in the school.  The 
resulting percentage shall be the Proportion for the School. 

 (2)  Comparable proportion for the school district.  For all grades of a given 
school, the total number of pupils of racial minorities enrolled in the same grades 
throughout the school district shall be divided by the district-wide total pupil enrollment 
in such grades.  The resulting percentage shall be the Comparable Proportion for the 
School District for such school. 

 (b)  Any school in which the Proportion of the School falls outside of a range from 
25 percentage points less to 25 percentage points more than the Comparable 
Proportion for the School District, shall be determined to be racially imbalanced. 

 (c)  If the State Board of Education determines that one or more school in a 
school district is racially imbalanced, said board shall promptly notify the board of 
education having jurisdiction of such school or schools. 

 (Effective April 1, 1980; amended November 29, 1999) 

The District’s interpretation of this statute is that if an elementary school includes one or 
more sections of prekindergarten, then the racial imbalance status of that school is 
calculated by comparing the percentage of minority students enrolled in prekindergarten 
through fifth grade in the school to the percentage of minority students enrolled in 
prekindergarten through fifth grade in the District.  If the elementary school does not 
include one or more sections of prekindergarten, the racial imbalance status of that 
school is calculated by comparing the percentage of minority students enrolled in 
Kindergarten through fifth grade in the school to the percentage of minority students 
enrolled in Kindergarten through fifth grade in the District. 
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Supporting the District’s interpretation are two observations: 

• The District is required by statute to report all students enrolled in public 
prekindergarten as part of the data collection for the Public School Information 
System (PSIS).  This reporting requirement is consistent with the definition of 
“pupil” and “grade” in the regulation.  While the regulation specifically lists 
kindergarten, grade one, and grade two, grade two is following by etc. indicating 
that these are examples not an inclusive list of all grades covered by the statute. 

• The letter from Commissioner Pryor to Superintendent Lulow citing Hamilton 
Avenue School and New Lebanon schools for continuing racial imbalance dated 
June 11, 2012 contains a data table listing racial balance calculations for every 
school in Greenwich (see attached).  Where the school has one or more sections 
of prekindergarten (Cos Cob, New Lebanon, Hamilton Avenue, Parkway, Old 
Greenwich and North Street), the minority enrollment for the school includes 
prekindergarten and it is compared to a district minority enrollment including 
prekindergarten (4,282 students / 32.79% minority).  Where the elementary 
school contains no sections of prekindergarten (Julian Curtiss, Riverside, 
Glenville, North Mianus and International School at Dundee), minority percentage 
is calculated on enrollment in Kindergarten through fifth grade and is compared 
to District Kindergarten through fifth grade enrollment (4,146 students / 32.56% 
minority). 

The Superintendent has requested a clarification of the District’s interpretation of the 
racial imbalance calculation from Mark Linabury of the Connecticut State Department of 
Education.     

Clarification from Commissioner Pryor that he would deny a-priori an application 
for a “district sponsored charter” school 

From the Connecticut State Department of Education website regarding State approved 
and funded charter schools: 

A state charter school is a public nonsectarian school organized as a nonprofit 
corporation and operated independently of a local or regional board of education. 
Charters are granted by the State Board of Education and schools may enroll 
students in Grades PK-12 as established in their charters.  Charter schools: (1) 
improve academic achievement; (2) provide for educational innovation; (3) 
provide vehicles for the reduction of racial, ethnic and economic isolation; and (4) 
provide a choice of public education programs for students and parents. 
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Charter schools are open to all students, but the charter may limit the geographic 
areas from which students may attend. The charter school holds a lottery if there 
are more applicants than spaces available. Districts are required to give charter 
school personnel access to schools for recruiting purposes.  Parents do not pay 
tuition to send their child to a charter school. Operating costs for state charter 
schools are funded through a state grant of $9,300 per student enrolled in the 
school. Charter schools are also eligible for federal and state competitive grants, 
including a federal charter school start-up grant. 

The local or regional board of education where the charter school is located must 
provide transportation for students attending the charter school who live in the 
district. Parents of students who live out of the district where the charter is 
located may need to provide transportation for their child if the charter school 
does not. 

In meetings with Dr. McKersie, Commissioner Pryor indicated that it was unlikely that 
the State Board of Education would authorize and fund a charter school in Greenwich.  
The state has authorized and is currently funding seventeen charters in Stamford, 
Bridgeport, Hamden, New Haven, Hartford, Manchester Norwich, Winsted and New 
London.  By charter, all of these schools operate with inter-district catchment areas. 

Commissioner Pryor did not comment on the possibility of the Greenwich Board of 
Education authorizing and funding an “autonomous” or “charter” school within the 
District.  The District is seeking a legal opinion as to whether or not a local board of 
education can cede its authority and obligation to operate a local school to an 
“autonomous” entity under the Connecticut General Statutes.  The State Board of 
Education would still have the authority to approve any plan to correct racial imbalance 
submitted by the District.   

Data showing student achievement improvement through implementation of IB 

Presented as part of the Magnet Report to the Board on December 6  

How IB and Common Core are aligned 

Presented as part of the Magnet Report to the Board on December 6 

Racial Composition statistics for Julian Curtiss 

See attached 

Attendance Zone and Racial Composition of applicants to Dundee 
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See attached.  The racial composition of magnet school applicants is not tracked per 
request of the Board of Education.  This direction was given during a Board of 
Education review of the magnet school guidelines in May of 2009.  The race or ethnicity 
of the applicant is not included on the magnet application. 

It is important to note that ISD magnet applications were received from all ten 
elementary schools and from four tuition families.  68 of the 145 applications were filed 
by families with home schools other than North Mianus, Old Greenwich and Riverside.  
However, the bulk of the magnet placements at ISD are from these three schools due to 
the priorities stipulated in the magnet guidelines.  By Board of Education policy, parents 
are responsible for transporting students to ISD if they live outside of the Eastern Middle 
School catchment area.  

Number of tuition students broken down by staff, town employees and other 
including the number of students per family, school attending and grades 

See attached 

Number of staff who are Greenwich residents who have students attending 
school outside their catchment area including the number of children involved, 
catchment school and grades 

Four staff members, seven students, one HA Gr 3, three HA Gr 5, two WMS Gr 6 and 
one CMS Gr 8.  All of the elementary students are placed in the building where the 
parent is working.  One Hamilton Avenue placement and one Western Middle School 
placement are due to a handicap accessibility issue at Western. 

The number of middle school students who were elementary magnet students 
who are not attending the middle school in their catchment area 

  

  

  

  

Attending
Home School CMS EMS WMS

CMS 7 1
EMS 1 0
WMS 17 4
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ID Task Name Start Finish Duration
Q4 12Q3 12 Q1 13 Q2 14Q2 13 Q4 13Q2 12 Q1 14Q3 13

SepFebSep Oct Dec Feb MarAug Jan AprOctAprNov Aug SepJan NovJun Dec JulJul JunMarJun Aug May

1 17w10/5/20126/11/2012State Citation and Response 
(Information Gathering)

.2w10/5/201210/5/2012Workplan Meeting with SDE

12w10/5/20127/16/2012Data Review

2 .2w6/11/20126/11/2012State Citation

Q3 14

May

3 .2w8/6/20128/6/2012Preliminary Meeting with SDE

Resource Names

Pryor

McKersie / Flanagan

McKersie / Flanagan

Branyan / Curtin

21

19

20

18

7 36.8w6/20/201310/8/2012Planning and Option 
Development

Greenwich Public Schools
Work Plan for Raising Student Achievement and Improving Racial Balance

Staff52.4w9/3/20149/3/2013Initial Implementation
Staff43.8w7/7/20159/4/2014Full Implementation

Budget Development Cycle 2013-2014 Initial ImplementationMcKersie and Board15.8w12/20/20129/3/2012
Budget Development Cycle 
2013-2014 Initial Implementation

Budget Development Cycle 2014-2015 Full ImplementationMcKersie and Board15.6w12/19/20139/3/2013
Budget Development Cycle 
2014-2015 Full Implementation

Jul

5 McKersie5.4w10/5/20128/30/2012Preliminary Community Outreach

January 28, 2013

4

6

8 McKersie / Staff8.8w12/6/201210/8/2012Review of Current Magnet Program

13 McKersie and Board.2w3/7/20133/7/2013Progress Report Reviewed by BOE

Branyan / Curtin8.8w3/21/20131/21/2013Consultant Enrollment / Facility Study

10

12

McKersie / Curtin11.4w1/10/201310/24/2012Develop Parameters for Option 
Development

9 McKersie6.2w12/20/201211/8/2012Fund Year I Implementation

Curtin7w2/28/20131/11/2013Draft Options for Analysis and Review

17 McKersie.2w6/20/20136/20/2013BOE Selects and Approves Option

16

14 McKersie / BOE.2w4/3/20134/3/2013Present Progress Report to SBOE

McKersie / Curtin.2w6/6/20136/6/2013Presentation of Options to BOE

15 McKersie/ Eves / Curtin13.2w5/31/20133/1/2013Stakeholder Review and Option 
Refinement

11
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Greenwich Public Schools
Progress Report on Developing a Plan to Increase 
Student Achievement and Improve Racial Balance

Context
HA and NL cited for racial 

imbalance by SBE

Diversity within the HA and 
NL attendance areas 
increasing at a faster rate 
than the district

Enrollment within the HA and 
NL attendance areas is 
increasing limiting the number 
of available magnet seats

Existing magnet seats are 
increasingly being filled by 
siblings

 The net impact of the current 
magnet program at HA and 
NL has been neutral

Given facility limitations, it is 
impossible to racially balance 
HA and NL under the current 
magnet program

Objectives
 Increase Academic 

Achievement

Account for Enrollment 
Trends and Efficiently 
Use Facilities

 Improve Racial 
Balance

Deliverables
Superintendent 

updates at BOE 
business meetings 
(ongoing)

SBOE Progress Report  
(March 7)

Enrollment and Facility 
Utilization Study 
(March 21)

Recommended 
Options (June 6)   

Unacceptable Means
State authorized charter school or interdistrict magnet school

Option or magnet lottery guidelines that identify any “protected class” or clearly defined subgroup

 Filling available seats with out of district tuition students who are not the children of Town of 
Greenwich employees. 

Acceptable Means 
 Full magnet schools 

Partial magnet schools 

 Local autonomous schools

 Full or Partial redistricting

Grade reorganization

Controlled choice

Provide transportation to 
magnet or choice students

Option Development 
Develop two to four options 
for consideration by the 
Board of Education

All options must not fail to:

Address the objectives 
identified by the BOE

Comply with legal 
guidelines set by the State 
and Federal Governments

 Include input from 
stakeholders

Account for the enrollment 
trends and facility 
utilization patterns outlined 
in the consultant study

Be submitted for 
consideration at the June 
6 BOE Work Session

Enrollment and Facility 
Utilization Study 

RFP issued before December 
break

Vendor selected week of Jan 
14

Project work begins Jan 21

 Findings due to BOE on 
March 21
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 GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
 Greenwich, Connecticut 
 
 
 
Title of Item:  Discussion of Enrollment, Facilities and Racial Imbalance                                                 
 
 
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATIONAL 
ITEM 
 
 
By:      May 23, 2013       
 
 
            Action Required 
 
    X     Informational Only 
 
 
Submitted By:       Dr. William McKersie                                                                          
 
Position:    Superintendent of Schools                          
 
 
We will be present at Board meeting to explain if called upon: 
 
 
 
    X                               
   Yes           No 
 
 
 
Synopsis of Proposal: 
 
In January 2013, the Board of Education directed the Superintendent to develop a 
plan to address facility utilization and racial balance issues in the District.  The 
attached executive summary and PowerPoint focus on historical background, 
existing conditions and defining the problem.  A second presentation on June 6th 
will explore possible options for addressing facility utilization and racial balance 
issues.  After opportunities for stakeholder input, the Board of Education will set a 
sense of direction for further option development at their June 20th meeting. 
 
Recommended Action (if appropriate): 
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In January 2013, the Board of Education directed the Superintendent to develop a plan 
to address facility utilization and racial balance issues in the District.  The following 
document is intended as a companion to the Power Point presented to the Board of 
Education on May 23, 2013 at a public meeting.  The presentation on May 23rd focuses 
on historical background, existing conditions and defining the problem.  A second 
presentation on June 6th will explore possible options for addressing facility utilization 
and racial balance issues.  After opportunities for stakeholder input, the Board of 
Education will set a sense of direction for further option development at their June 20th 
meeting. 

BACKGROUND 

While the overall population of Greenwich remained stable over the last 45 years, both 
the number and the diversity of the students served by the Greenwich Public Schools 
changed significantly: 

 From 1968 to 1986, elementary enrollment declined from 6,177 students to 3,085 
students.  Three of twelve elementary schools were closed (Byram, Parkway and 
Dundee) and the neighborhood attendance areas of the remaining nine schools 
were adjusted. 

 From 1987 to 1999, as elementary enrollment increased from 3,085 to 4,432 
students, sixth grade was moved into middle school and Parkway and Dundee 
(I.S.D.) were reopened. 

 While elementary enrollment has been relatively stable over the last fifteen years, 
the student population has become significantly more diverse with that diversity 
concentrated in particular school attendance areas.  The State Board of 
Education cited first Hamilton Avenue School and then New Lebanon School for 
racial imbalance under State statute requiring remediation plans.  At the same 
time, shifts in enrollment among the school attendance areas resulted in 
overcrowding in some schools and underutilization in other schools. 

 With the opening of International School at Dundee in 2000, the District 
implemented a system of partial magnet schools to address facility utilization 
issues and racial balance while maintaining the existing boundaries of 
neighborhood schools.  Three additional schools (Hamilton Avenue, Julian 
Curtiss, and New Lebanon) were reconfigured into magnet schools. 

Board of Education Charge 

In May of 2012, the State Board of Education cited Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon 
for continuing racial imbalance.  Preliminary analysis conducted by District staff during 
the summer and fall of 2012 concluded that the current magnet program was 
insufficient to address racial imbalance at these two schools.  In addition, there were 
early indicators of future overcrowding (primary grade enrollments exceeding 
projections) at a number of elementary schools (Glenville, Cos Cob and New Lebanon).   
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In January 2013, the Board of Education charged the Superintendent to develop a plan 
that: 

 Increases Academic Achievement 
 Accounts for Enrollment Trends and Efficient Use of Facilities 
 Improves Racial Balance Among Schools 

The plan is to be developed with input from stakeholders and implemented in the 2014-
2015 school year.  Given the complex nature of accurately defining the problem and 
developing long term, workable solutions, the District retained a consultant, Milone and 
MacBroom, to assist in the analysis of existing conditions and the development of a 
plan. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS ANALYSIS 

Milone & MacBroom, Inc. analyzed demographic and housing trends, characteristics 
and forecasts because these factors are crucial to the school planning process. Using 
federal, state, local and private sources of information, the analysis informs enrollment 
projections and helps the school district to plan accordingly. Key findings are as follows: 

Demographics 

 Though population increased through the 1990s, Greenwich’s total population 
was flat from 2000 to 2010 at about 61,100. 

 U.S. Census indicates School-aged population (ages 5-17) increased 12.2% 
from 2000 to 2010; however some elementary districts, such as Riverside, 
experienced much larger increases in this cohort. 

 Women of child-bearing age (ages 18-39) decreased 15% overall, because of 
this lower birth rates are anticipated to continue. 

 Annual births have declined from approximately 700-750 in the early 2000s to 
around 600 annually. 

 Greenwich’s population is highly concentrated around the I-95/Route 1 corridors. 
 The number of housing units Increased 4.6% from 2000 to 2010. 
 Greater increase in housing units versus population indicates shrinking 

household sizes. 

Housing 

 Housing construction in Greenwich is down since the mid-2000s, however, the 
number of annual housing sales have begun to rebound from 2009 low.  

 Areas with rental housing stock are concentrated in Curtiss, Hamilton, and New 
Lebanon school districts. 

 Significant new housing development is not anticipated within the next few years; 
housing turnover is more important to maintaining enrollment levels. 
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Enrollment Trends 

 Enrollments increased significantly through the 1990s, but have remained very 
stable through the 2000s. 

 Total PreK-12 enrollments are down about 1% from average total enrollments of 
2005-06 to 2007-08. 

 Elementary and high school enrollments have remained stable the last several 
years, while middle school enrollments have declined about 4% since 2007-08. 

 Enrollment in Greenwich’s magnet programs has decreased over the last three 
years. 

 Four elementary schools (Hamilton Avenue, New Lebanon, Old Greenwich, and 
Parkway) expected to be identified by the State Department of Education for 
2012-13 racial imbalance. 

Projected Enrollment 

 Total enrollments are projected to remain very stable at all levels, declining only 
2.8% over the next decade. 

 Enrollment projections for individual elementary schools show increasing 
disparities across schools with some increasing significantly (Cos Cob, Glenville, 
New Lebanon), while others decrease significantly (North Street, Parkway and 
Riverside). 

 The enrollment projections prepared assume that current levels of private school 
enrollments persist. 

Facility Utilization 

 District-wide elementary facility utilization is projected to remain between 90% 
and 95% over the next ten years. 

 However, individual school utilization rates are projected to increasingly deviate, 
both above and below the 95% targeted utilization rate. 

 Facility utilization projections assume maintaining the current average class size 
(19.5 students per class) and program delivery model (dedicated instructional 
spaces in each elementary school for art, general music, performing music, 
special education, advanced learners, and English language learners). 

DEFINING THE PROBLEM 

Over the next five to ten years, it will not be possible to maintain the K-5 educational 
program and operate within statutory mandates and guidelines without changing the 
current configuration elementary attendance areas and magnet schools or altering the 
program delivery model and raising class sizes: 

 By 2017-2018, five schools will be operating 10% over targeted utilization (95% 
of capacity).  New Lebanon and Cos Cob are projected to be operating 20% 
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above targeted capacity.  Our ability to deliver the educational program and 
maintain current class size in these schools will be significantly compromised. 

 Four schools will be operating at 20% below targeted utilization.  Parkway is 
projected to be operating at 50% of targeted utilization.  Low utilization rates are 
inherently inefficient. 

 Given the projected increase in minority enrollment within the Hamilton Avenue 
and New Lebanon attendance areas relative to the District, these schools will 
continue to be cited as racially imbalanced by the State Department of 
Education.  

 The current magnet school program is insufficient to address overall facility 
utilization issues and racial imbalance at New Lebanon and Hamilton Avenue. 

 Given the projected high overall utilization of the network of eleven elementary 
schools over the next 5 to 10 years (90.3% to 94.8% of capacity), it is not 
advisable to close an elementary school. 
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Comprehensive Enrollment & 
Facility Utilization Analysis

Existing 
Conditions

1

Board of Education Meeting
May 23, 2013

2

Background, Essential Questions
and Guiding Principles

While the overall population of Greenwich remained 
stable over the last 45 years, both the number and 
the diversity of the students served by the 
Greenwich Public Schools changed significantly.
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Changing Elementary Configuration 

0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

6000

7000

8000

Greenwich Public Schools
Changes in Elementary Configuration

1968 (Peak Enrollment) to 2012

Byram 
Closes

Parkway 
Closes

Dundee 
Reopens as 

Magnet (I.S.D.)

Parkway 
Reopens

Grade 
Reorganization 

K-6 to K-5

Dundee
Closes

Hamilton
Avenue 
Magnet

Julian
Curtiss
Magnet

New 
Lebanon
Magnet

 From 1968 to 2000 
changes in 
configuration driven by 
overall enrollment
 From 2001 to 2012 

changes in 
configuration driven by 
facility utilization and 
racial balance
 Changes in program 

delivery (Special 
Education, English 
Language Learners, 
Gifted Education, 
Instrumental Music) 
have affected capacity

4

Changing Demographic Patterns 

 Minority enrollment increased from 6% in 
1980 to over 30% in 2012
 Students qualifying for free and reduced 

price lunch increased from 6.7% in 1998 
to 13.0% in 2012.
 By 2012, almost one in five GPS students 

did not speak English as their first 
language.
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Is the Current Elementary and Middle 
School Configuration Working? 

 Enrollment at Cos Cob, Glenville and New Lebanon 
is increasing rapidly.

 Enrollment at Parkway, Old Greenwich and North 
Street has declined significantly below building 
capacity.

 Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon continue to be 
cited for racial imbalance.  Three additional schools 
have impending racial imbalances (OG, PK, WMS).

 Due to increasing attendance area enrollment, 
fewer seats are available in magnet schools (HA, 
ISD, JC, NL).

6

Board of Education Charge

In January 2013, the Board of Education charged the 
Superintendent to develop a plan that:

 Increases Academic Achievement

 Accounts for Enrollment Trends and Efficient Use 
of Facilities

 Improves Racial Balance Among Schools

Once a plan is developed and adopted by the Board of 
Education, it will be implemented in the 2014-2015 
school year.

APPENDIX  Page 70 of 487



Board of Education Presentation May 23, 2013

7

Guiding Principles 

 Provide the best possible education to every 
student enrolled in the Greenwich Public Schools.

 Maintain the current elementary program delivery 
model and average class size.

 Operate the school system as efficiently as possible 
within statutory mandates and guidelines.

 Minimize changes to the neighborhood attendance 
areas and the amount of time it takes to transport 
students to and from school.

8

Essential Questions

 Why do we need to consider changes in the configuration of 
elementary schools now?  What has changed?

 To what extent will it be possible to maintain the current 
program delivery model without revising the neighborhood 
attendance areas?

 How can we best ensure equal access to educational 
opportunities for all students and respond to the State 
citation for racial imbalance at New Lebanon and Hamilton 
Avenue?

 What role should school choice, such as magnets, play as we 
consider revising the configuration of elementary schools?

 What effect would closing a school have on district wide 
efficiency and effectiveness?
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Existing Conditions Analysis

Demographics

 Population

 School-Aged 
Population

 Household 
Sizes

 Live Births

Housing

 Change in 
Number of 
Units

 Development 
Potential

 Projected 
Growth

Enrollment 
Patterns and 
Projections

 Enrollment 
Trends

 By Grade

Classroom 
Facilities

 Total 
Classrooms

 Maximum 
Capacities

10

Demographics at District Level

School District

1070.01 1080.03
1080.01 1080.04
1080.02 1090.04
1050.01 1070.03
1060.01 1070.04
1060.02 1120.01
1060.03 1120.02
1070.02
1010.11 1040.01
1010.12 1040.02
1030.03 1040.03
1030.04 1040.05
1030.05
1040.04 1050.03
1040.06 1050.04
1050.02 1050.05

ISD 1100.01
1050.06 1130.02
1130.01 1130.03
1020.23 1090.02
1090.01 1090.03
1020.11 1020.22
1020.12 1020.24
1020.13 1030.01
1020.21 1030.02
1100.02 1100.04
1100.03 1100.05
1010.13 1010.22
1010.14 1010.23
1010.21
1110.01 1110.03
1110.02 1110.04

North Street

Old Greenwich

Parkway

Riverside

2010 Census Block 

Groups

District‐Level Demographic 

Comparisons

Cos Cob

Curtiss

Glenville

Ham Ave

New Lebanon

North Mianus
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Population Density 

School District
2010 

Persons per 
Square Mile

Cos Cob 3,639

Curtiss 2,591

Glenville 1,494

Hamilton Ave 9,506

ISD 3,096

New Lebanon 4,584

North Mianus 3,742

North St 1,068

Old Greenwich 3,139

Parkway 300

Riverside 2,913
Based on roughly corresponding 2010 

Census Block Groups

12

Total Population Change

School District
2000 
Total 
Pop.

2010 
Total 
Pop.

% 
Change

Cos Cob 4,979 4,913 -1.3%

Curtiss 7,605 7,152 -6.0%

Glenville 7,747 7,738 -0.1%

Hamilton Ave 4,486 4,563 1.7%

ISD 733 805 9.8%

New Lebanon 4,593 4,859 5.8%

North Mianus 5,242 5,389 2.8%

North St 9,112 9,065 -0.5%

Old Greenwich 4,410 4,458 1.1%

Parkway 7,573 7,335 -3.1%

Riverside 4,621 4,894 5.9%

TOTAL: 61,101 61,171 0.1%

Based on roughly corresponding 2000 and 2010 Census 
Block Groups
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School Age (5-17)Population Change

School District
2000 

School 
Age

2010 
School 

Age

% 
Change

Cos Cob 832 964 15.9%

Curtiss 875 959 9.6%

Glenville 1,308 1,409 7.7%

Hamilton Ave 692 686 -0.9%

ISD 160 219 36.9%

New Lebanon 676 664 -1.8%

North Mianus 989 1,204 21.7%

North St 1,960 2,139 9.1%

Old Greenwich 997 1,161 16.4%

Parkway 1,661 1,793 7.9%

Riverside 1,100 1,419 29.0%

TOTAL: 11,250 12,617 12.2%

Based on roughly corresponding 2000 and 2010 Census 
Block Groups

14

Females of Child-Bearing Age (18-39)

School District
2000 

Females
2010 

Females
% 

Change

Cos Cob 786 584 -25.7%

Curtiss 1,377 961 -30.2%

Glenville 1,041 850 -18.3%

Hamilton Ave 903 803 -11.1%

ISD 108 97 -10.2%

New Lebanon 808 878 8.7%

North Mianus 724 614 -15.2%

North St 1,139 1,029 -9.7%

Old Greenwich 560 472 -15.7%

Parkway 849 719 -15.3%

Riverside 539 457 -15.2%

TOTAL: 8,834 7,464 -15.5%

Based on roughly corresponding 2000 and 2010 Census 
Block Groups
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Birth Distribution

Indicators of Next 
Four Years of 

Incoming 
Kindergarten Classes

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Cos Cob 65 77 101 63 63 62 63 76 62 64 64
Glenville 81 70 91 81 85 85 76 73 65 74 64

Hamilton Ave 58 56 45 66 53 55 57 45 67 66 55
ISD 37 35 36 36 29 22 34 28 28 26 21

Julian Curtiss 97 107 78 92 77 99 70 84 78 71 100
New Lebanon 61 66 52 65 59 59 59 67 74 73 58
North Mianus 65 61 67 58 63 55 44 58 58 54 45
North Street 92 110 77 95 71 75 57 60 64 54 76

Old Greenwich 59 55 45 53 58 47 44 53 30 53 36
Parkway 68 56 63 66 61 54 42 38 29 38 27
Riverside 73 59 58 64 50 56 56 44 35 40 34
TOTAL 758 750 715 738 668 669 604 628 594 613 581

Births by Elementary School District 2001‐2011

16

Student Language Skills

Total 

Pop.

Speaks 

English 

Only

% that 

Speaks 

English 

Only

Estimate

Speak 

English 

Less than 

Very Well

% Speaks 

English 

Less than 

Very Well

101.01 787 673 85.5% 114 0 0.0%
101.02 1,148 905 78.8% 243 0 0.0%
102.01 1,126 857 76.1% 269 0 0.0%
102.02 1,008 753 74.7% 255 16 6.3%
103 868 716 82.5% 152 10 6.6%
104 798 629 78.8% 169 54 32.0%
105 690 202 29.3% 488 105 21.5%
106 72 37 51.4% 35 0 0.0%
107 391 229 58.6% 162 26 16.0%
108 687 467 68.0% 220 44 20.0%
109 1,013 595 58.7% 418 133 31.8%
110 1,356 1,077 79.4% 279 24 8.6%
111 1,655 1,345 81.3% 310 59 19.0%
112 322 220 68.3% 102 0 0.0%
113 682 232 34.0% 450 4 0.9%

TOTAL 12,603 8,937 70.9% 3,666 475 13.0%

source: American Community Survey 2006‐2011

Population Ages 5 to 17 Language Estimate

Pop. that Speaks Other 

Languages
Total Pop. Ages 5‐17

Census 

Tract
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Population by Age and Gender

3000 2000 1000 0 1000 2000 3000

Under 5 years
5 to 9 years

10 to 14 years
15 to 19 years
20 to 24 years
25 to 29 years
30 to 34 years
35 to 39 years
40 to 44 years
45 to 49 years
50 to 54 years
55 to 59 years
60 to 64 years
65 to 69 years
70 to 74 years
75 to 79 years
80 to 84 years
85 to 89 years

90 years and over

Greenwich by Age and Sex ‐ 2000

2000 Male 2000 Female

3000 2000 1000 0 1000 2000 3000

Under 5 years
5 to 9 years

10 to 14 years
15 to 19 years
20 to 24 years
25 to 29 years
30 to 34 years
35 to 39 years
40 to 44 years
45 to 49 years
50 to 54 years
55 to 59 years
60 to 64 years
65 to 69 years
70 to 74 years
75 to 79 years
80 to 84 years
85 to 89 years

90 years and over

Greenwich by Age and Sex ‐ 2010

2010 Male 2010 Female

 Stable 
Composition from 
2000 to 2010

 Largest Age 
Groups Are Wage 
Earners and 
Children

18

Population Projections

61,552
61,933

62,166
62,399

62,856

61,189 61,206 61,224 61,241

59,755 59,578

58,441

61,101 61,171

60,469

59,375

58,273

55,000

56,000

57,000

58,000

59,000

60,000

61,000

62,000

63,000

64,000

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2040

Greenwich Actual and Projected Total Population

DOT MMI State Data Center

sources: U.S. Census, CT DOT (2012), CT State Data Center (2012); MMI projections are 30‐year linear projections
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Population Change Summary

 Total Population Was Flat From 2000 to 
2010

 School-Aged Population Increased 12.2% 
from 2000 to 2010; However Some Districts 
Experienced Much Larger Increases

 Women of Child-Bearing Age Decreased 15% 
Overall – Anticipate Continued Lower Birth 
Rates

 Population Concentrated Around I-95/Rt. 1 
Corridors

20

Total Housing Unit Change

School District
2000 

Housing 
Units

2010 
Housing 

Units

% 
Change

Cos Cob 2,026 2,056 1.5%

Curtiss 3,983 4,043 1.5%

Glenville 3,163 3,365 6.4%

Hamilton Ave 1,878 2,071 10.3%

ISD 262 271 3.4%

New Lebanon 2,041 2,270 11.2%

North Mianus 2,088 2,128 1.9%

North St 3,206 3,337 4.1%

Old Greenwich 1,625 1,640 0.9%

Parkway 2,645 2,840 7.4%

Riverside 1,594 1,610 1.0%

TOTAL: 24,511 25,631 4.6%

Based on roughly corresponding 2000 and 2010 Census 
Block Groups
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Housing Permits

Annual New Residential Construction Permits 
Significantly Below Long-Term Average
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Source: CT DECD
* 2012 is preliminary estimate

Greenwich Annual Housing Permits, 1997‐2012

22

Housing Sales
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Rental Units

School District

2010 Rentals 
as % of All 
Occupied 

Units
Cos Cob 25.7%

Curtiss 53.6%

Glenville 21.2%

Hamilton Ave 64.7%

ISD 14.7%

New Lebanon 64.6%

North Mianus 22.2%

North St 24.9%

Old Greenwich 17.5%

Parkway 14.1%

Riverside 13.9%

TOTAL: 32.9%

Based on roughly corresponding 2010 
Census Block Groups

24

Age 65+ Ownership Units

School District

2010 Owned by 
Age 65+ as % of 

All Owner-
Occupied Units

Cos Cob 30.4%

Curtiss 47.6%

Glenville 37.7%

Hamilton Ave 35.2%

ISD 22.5%

New Lebanon 34.9%

North Mianus 30.7%

North St 30.6%

Old Greenwich 28.1%

Parkway 30.6%

Riverside 26.7%

TOTAL: 33.2%

Based on roughly corresponding 2010 Census 
Block Groups
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Vacant Residential Lands

 No Large Residential 
Developments 
Recently Permitted 
or Anticipated, 
According to 
Planning 
Department

 Approximately 1,180 
Acres of Vacant Land 
Residentially Zoned

 Housing Units Increased 4.6% from 2000 to 
2010, Despite Only 0.1% Increase in 
Population  - Shrinking Household Sizes

 Housing Construction Down, Housing Sales 
Beginning to Rebound from 2009 Low 

 Rental Housing Stock Concentrated in 
Hamilton, New Lebanon and Curtiss Districts

 Significant New Housing Development Not 
Anticipated within Next Few Years

26

Housing Change Summary
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Non-Public Enrollments

1,063 1,095
803 753 927

1,456 1,437

1,484 1,485
1,420

891 866
883 870

866

817 857
890 912 870

4,227 4,255
4,060 4,020 4,083
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1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,500

4,000

4,500

2006‐07 2007‐08 2008‐09 2009‐10 2010‐11

Greenwich Resident Students Non‐Public School 
Enrollment, 2006‐07 to 2010‐11

PK K‐5 Middle High School TOTAL

Source: CT Dept. of Ed. CeDar

 On Average, 
32% of 
Greenwich 
Students 
Attend Private 
School      
(PreK -12)

 Does Not 
Reflect Out-of-
State Private 
Enrollment

28

Other Public Enrollments
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Source: CT Dept. of Ed. CeDar

Very Few Students Attend Other Public Schools
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Greenwich K-5 Magnet Enrollment

Total 

K‐5

Magnet 

K‐5 

Enroll

% 

Magnet 

Enroll

Total 

K‐5

Magnet 

K‐5 

Enroll

% 

Magnet 

Enroll

Total 

K‐5

Magnet 

K‐5 

Enroll

% 

Magnet 

Enroll

Curtiss 353 61 17.3% 343 59 17.2% 344 51 14.8%
Dundee 372 164 44.1% 366 153 41.8% 369 143 38.8%
Hamilton Ave 362 70 19.3% 362 66 18.2% 353 56 15.9%
New Lebanon 229 16 7.0% 246 23 9.3% 261 21 8.0%
TOTAL 1,316 311 23.6% 1,317 301 22.9% 1,327 271 20.4%

2010‐11 2011‐12 2012‐13

Magnet 

School

 Shrinking Magnet 
Enrollment Over 
Last  Three Years

 I.S.D. Has Greatest 
Magnet Draw

30

Historic PreK-12 Enrollments
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6,504
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Historic Enrollment 
Greenwich Public Schools, PreK ‐ 12th Grade 

1988‐89 to 2012‐13

Total Historic Median

TOTAL Prek‐12

Sources: CT Dept. of Ed. CeDar and Greenwich Public Schools (1988‐89 to 1999‐00, 2011‐12 & 2012‐13)

Historic Median (1988‐89 
to 2012‐13) 

8,558 Students
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Historic PreK-5 Enrollments

32

Elementary Diversity

2008‐09 2009‐10 2010‐11 2011‐12 2012‐13

Cos Cob 27.71% 29.98% 31.82% 31.09%
Hamilton Ave 55.38% 56.34% 60.82% 60.92% 66.99%
New Lebanon 55.95% 57.53% 61.32% 67.43%
North Street 15.09% 16.46% 22.84% 25.11% 28.74%
Old Greenwich 7.94% 8.31% 14.39% 16.43% 16.71%
Parkway 16.04% 16.54%
DISTRICT PK‐5 25.96% 27.19% 31.19% 32.79% 34.56%

Source: CTSDE, MMI calculation for 2012‐13

PreK‐5 Percent Minorty

Impending Imbalance

Imbalanced

2008‐09 2009‐10 2010‐11 2011‐12 2012‐13

Cos Cob 29.72%
Curtiss 37.87% 39.65% 43.91% 48.69% 47.97%
Dundee 30.13% 28.84% 34.95% 37.43% 41.46%
Glenville 23.32% 24.32% 25.65% 24.42% 23.83%
North Mianus 23.63% 22.64% 23.67% 24.73% 27.74%
New Lebanon 71.26%
Parkway 14.33% 18.18% 18.49%
Riverside 15.61% 16.73% 19.26% 22.50% 23.24%
DISTRICT K‐5 25.76% 27.11% 31.18% 32.56% 34.14%

Source: CTSDE, MMI calculation for 2012‐13

K‐5 Percent Minorty

 Elementary 
Enrollment 
Increasingly Diverse

 Hamilton Ave & New 
Lebanon are 
Imbalanced

 Parkway & Old 
Greenwich Have 
Impending 
Imbalances
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Historic Middle Enrollments

34

Middle Diversity

Impending Imbalance

Imbalanced

2008‐09 2009‐10 2010‐11 2011‐12 2012‐13

Central 23.04% 22.19% 24.80% 28.15% 27.21%

Eastern 17.40% 18.22% 19.17% 21.71% 23.02%

Western 38.87% 42.86% 43.61% 47.47% 48.21%

District 6‐8 Average 24.91% 25.91% 27.32% 30.40% 32.81%

Percentage of Minority Middle School Students

Source: CSDE, MMI calculations for 2012‐13

 Middle 
Enrollment 
Increasingly 
Diverse

 Western Middle 
School Has 
Impending 
Imbalance
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Historic High Enrollments

36

Persistency Ratios

 Persistency Above 1 = in-migration; student 
moved in, transferred in, or was retained

 Persistency Below 1 = out-migration; 
student moved out or transferred out

Year Birth‐K K‐1 1‐2 2‐3 3‐4 4‐5 5‐6 6‐7 7‐8 8‐9 9‐10 10‐11 11‐12

2002‐03 0.92346 0.98217 0.97875 1.00000 0.96995 0.96316 0.96051 0.97406 0.99565 1.03859 1.01906 0.95922 0.97574
2003‐04 0.97051 0.97283 0.98464 1.00136 0.98199 0.97042 0.93306 1.00000 1.00592 1.06405 1.04799 0.99660 1.02211
2004‐05 0.88988 0.95641 0.96788 0.99858 0.99864 0.97461 0.98258 1.00878 0.97651 1.03824 1.00000 0.97489 1.01536
2005‐06 0.92330 1.01439 0.98066 0.97835 0.98864 0.94301 0.93198 0.96898 0.96372 1.03158 1.00000 0.96170 0.98182
2006‐07 0.92744 1.01231 0.97589 0.99718 0.99705 0.97126 0.95683 0.99068 0.98780 1.02861 1.00875 0.96601 0.99716
2007‐08 0.92400 1.04552 1.00760 1.02326 1.00000 0.95562 0.96006 1.00602 1.01411 1.00926 0.99414 0.98555 0.99707
2008‐09 0.94266 0.99423 0.97687 1.00000 0.98864 0.94774 0.95666 1.00154 0.99103 0.99691 1.01070 0.99411 1.02053
2009‐10 0.94309 1.01780 0.97388 1.00279 0.99246 0.98563 0.94039 1.00324 0.99077 1.07089 1.00775 0.95764 1.03111
2010‐11 1.04042 1.00287 1.00000 1.01639 1.00000 0.97720 0.94315 0.99842 1.01613 1.04969 0.99718 0.98462 1.02528
2011‐12 0.98804 1.04892 0.98138 0.99563 1.00147 0.97917 0.93157 0.98609 0.98571 1.03651 0.99112 0.98729 1.01719
2012‐13 1.15232 0.98941 1.01235 1.00876 1.00293 0.98389 0.93617 0.99332 0.99060 1.06280 1.01225 1.01194 1.00000

Long Term Average 0.96592 1.00335 0.98544 1.00203 0.99289 0.96834 0.94845 0.99374 0.99254 1.03883 1.00809 0.97996 1.00758

Last 5‐Yr Average 1.01331 1.01065 0.98889 1.00471 0.99710 0.97473 0.94159 0.99652 0.99485 1.04336 1.00380 0.98712 1.01882

Last 3‐Yr Average 1.06026 1.01373 0.99791 1.00693 1.00146 0.98009 0.93696 0.99261 0.99748 1.04967 1.00019 0.99461 1.01415

3‐Year Weighted 1.07891 1.01149 0.99996 1.00565 1.00195 0.98120 0.93580 0.99176 0.99322 1.05185 1.00270 0.99917 1.00994
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Projections Assumptions

 PreK Classes Remain at 150 Students 
per Year

 Recent Private School Enrollment 
Trends Remain

 Slight Uptick in Housing Market and 
Economy Resulting in Higher 
Estimates of In-Migration

 Births Projected to Remain Just Over 
600 Annually

38

PreK-12th Enrollment Projections
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Enrollment Projections 
Greenwich Public Schools, PreK ‐ 12th Grade 

2001‐02 to 2022‐23
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6‐8 Ttoal

PreK‐5 Total

TOTAL

Sources: CT Dept. of Ed. CeDar and Greenwich Public Schools (2011‐12 & 2012‐13); projections calculated using 3‐year weighted average 
persistency ratios.
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PreK-12th Enrollment Projections

School 

Year
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 PK TOTAL

2012‐13 696 654 738 691 685 672 660 595 632 660 661 678 699 150 8,871

2013‐14 678 704 654 742 692 672 629 655 591 665 662 660 685 150 8,838

2014‐15 641 685 704 658 744 679 629 624 650 622 667 661 667 150 8,780

2015‐16 661 648 685 708 659 730 636 624 619 684 623 666 668 150 8,761

2016‐17 627 669 648 689 709 647 683 630 620 652 686 623 673 150 8,705

2017‐18 669 634 669 652 691 696 605 677 626 652 653 685 629 150 8,688

2018‐19 655 677 634 673 653 678 651 600 673 659 653 653 692 150 8,700

2019‐20 651 663 677 638 674 641 634 646 596 707 660 653 659 150 8,649

2020‐21 653 658 663 680 639 661 600 629 642 627 709 660 659 150 8,630

2021‐22 651 660 658 666 682 627 619 595 625 675 629 709 666 150 8,611

2022‐23 656 658 660 662 668 669 587 614 591 657 677 628 716 150 8,591

Greenwich Public Schools Enrollment Projections by Grade

40Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

PreK-5th Enrollment Projections

4,263 4,262 4,291 4,286 4,292 4,261 4,241

4,139 4,160
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4,750

5,000

Greenwich PreK‐5th Actual and Projected Enrollments
2009‐10 to 2022‐23

Projections use three‐year weighted average grade‐to‐grade persistency ratios.
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K-5th Enrollment Projections

2006‐07 2007‐08 2008‐09 2009‐10 2010‐11 2011‐12 2012‐13 2013‐14 2014‐15 2015‐16 2016‐17 2017‐18 2018‐19 2019‐20 2020‐21 2012‐22 2022‐23
Cos Cob 393 391 402 404 404 388 434 465 476 498 500 522 511 497 501 503 503
Glenville 371 344 283 296 346 385 407 431 450 477 459 466 444 441 447 443 448
Hamilton Ave 283 318 326 353 362 362 353 345 361 358 362 362 371 386 377 368 368
ISD 360 372 375 371 372 366 369 366 357 342 325 314 300 296 292 293 302
Julian Curtiss 357 327 338 343 352 343 344 356 358 348 366 363 369 370 373 383 369
New Lebanon 226 213 211 204 229 246 261 273 299 321 323 326 333 332 324 316 320
North Mianus 438 454 457 454 452 461 465 480 493 493 484 494 489 481 471 468 478
North Street 461 485 467 460 422 423 387 363 348 327 327 323 333 338 339 350 341
Old Greenwich 396 415 405 411 381 396 395 400 364 361 337 339 333 321 337 325 333
Parkway 337 331 328 319 292 256 239 211 188 176 153 157 147 146 151 150 157
Riverside 487 499 519 502 512 520 482 454 416 390 353 345 339 335 343 345 354
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300

350

400

450

500

550

Greenwich Elementary Actual and Projected Enrollments
2006‐07 to 2022‐23

Projections based on individual schools' 3‐year persistency ratios, normalized to district‐wide projections.

42Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

Middle School Projections
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2009‐10 to 2022‐23

Projections use three‐year weighted average grade‐to‐grade persistency ratios.
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6th-8th Enrollment Projections
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Greenwich Middle School Actual and Projected Enrollments
2009‐10 to 2022‐23

Central Eastern Western

Projections use five‐year average grade‐to‐grade persistency ratios, and assume a 60/40 split between Central and Western of Parkway students.

44

9th-12th Enrollment Projections
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Projections use three‐year weighted average grade‐to‐grade persistency ratios.
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 Total Enrollments Down About 1% from 
2005-06 to 2007-08 Average

 Elementary and High School Enrollments 
Have Remained Stable the Last Several 
Years

 Middle School Enrollments Have Declined 
About 4% Since 2007-08

 Enrollment in Greenwich Magnets Has 
Decreased Over the Last Three Years

45

Enrollment Patterns Summary

46

Elementary Facilities Capacities

Based on:

 Current 
Instructional 
Room Usage

 Does not include 
Science or 
Computer Labs

 Does Not Include 
PreK Rooms

Current 
Average 

Class 
Sizes 
(19.5)

Mid-
Point 
Policy 
Sizes 
(22)

Cos Cob 23 449 506
Glenville 22 429 484
Hamilton Ave 20 390 440
ISD 18 351 396
Julian Curtiss 18 351 396
New Lebanon 14 273 308
North Mianus 23 449 506
North Street 23 449 506
Old Greenwich 23 449 506
Parkway 16 312 352
Riverside 24 468 528

Elementary Capacities

School
Total 

Instruction 
Rooms

Total Students
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Projected K-5 District Utilization

 Does Not 
Include PreK 
Rooms

 Assumes 
Current 
Programming 
Continues

 Assumes 
Current Average 
Class Sizes 
Continues

94.8% 94.1% 93.7%
91.3% 91.8% 90.9% 90.3% 90.5% 90.3% 90.9%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

90.0%

100.0%

110.0%

120.0%

2013‐14 2014‐15 2015‐16 2016‐17 2017‐18 2018‐19 2019‐20 2020‐21 2021‐22 2022‐23

Projected K‐5 Facility Utilization Based on Current Average 
Class Sizes, 2013‐14 to 2022‐23

95% GOAL K‐5 District‐Wide
Based on Current Average Class Sizes (19.5) and Current Programming.

48

Projected Elem. School Utilization

 Does Not 
Include PreK 
Rooms

 Assumes 
Current 
Programming 
Continues

 Assumes 
Current 
Average Class 
Sizes Continues
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Projected Facility Utilization Based on Current Average 
Class Sizes, 2013‐14 to 2022‐23

Cos Cob Glenville Hamilton Ave ISD

Julian Curtiss New Lebanon North Mianus North Street

Old Greenwich Parkway Riverside 95% GOAL

Based on Current Average Class Sizes (19.5) and Current Programming.
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 Under Current Programming, Current Class 
Sizes and with Current Facilities, Projected 
to Remain within 5% of Goal Utilization 
Rate for District-Wide Elementary

 Projected Increasing Deviation from Goal 
and Disparities Among Individual Schools 
Because of Changing Neighborhood 
Demographics

49

Facilities Summary

50

Defining the Problem
 It will not be possible to maintain the current K-5 

educational program in as many as five schools 
without changing the elementary configuration, 
altering the program delivery model and/or raising 
class sizes.

 The current system of magnet schools and 
elementary attendance areas is insufficient to 
address overall facility utilization issues and racial 
imbalance at New Lebanon and Hamilton Avenue.

 Given the projected high utilization of the eleven 
elementary schools over the next 5 to 10 years, it is 
not advisable to close an elementary school.
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Developing Options

Acceptable Unacceptable

• Full magnet schools

• Partial magnet schools

• Local autonomous schools

• Full or partial redistricting

• Grade Reorganization

• Controlled Choice

• Provide transportation to
magnet or choice students

• State authorized charter school

• Interdistrict magnet school

• Choice or magnet guidelines 
that identify any “protected
class or clearly defined 
subgroup

• Out of district tuition students

In addition to charging the Superintendent with developing 
a plan addressing facility utilization and racial balance 
issues, the Board of Education identified acceptable and 
unacceptable approaches to developing options:

52

Options to be Presented on June 6th 

 Full Redistricting (for Enrollment Balancing 
and/or Racial Balancing)

 District-Wide Choice with Partial Magnet 
Schools

 Partial Magnet Schools with Magnet System 
Zones and Redistricting

 Full Magnet Schools with Grade 
Reconfiguration and Redistricting
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 Preliminary Options Analysis – June 6 BOE 
Meeting

 Sense of Direction on Concept(s) to Pursue 
for Deeper Analysis and Planning – June 20 
BOE Meeting

 Summer Work Plan to Refine and Revise 
Option(s)

 Public Discussion of Proposed Option (Sep)

 Board of Education adopts Option (Oct)

53

Next Steps

54

Stakeholder Engagement 

 Focus groups and public hearings between 
May 23rd and June 20th

 Participation in summer option 
development

 Public hearings in fall prior to adoption by 
the Board of Education and presentation to 
the State Board of Education
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Questions?

55
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Greenwich, Connecticut 

 
 
 
Title of Item:  Discussion of Enrollment, Facilities and Racial Imbalance                                                 
 
 
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATIONAL 
ITEM 
 
 
By:      June 6, 2013       
 
 
            Action Required 
 
    X     Informational Only 
 
 
Submitted By:       Dr. William McKersie                                                                          
 
Position:    Superintendent of Schools                          
 
 
We will be present at Board meeting to explain if called upon: 
 
 
    X                               
   Yes           No 
 
 
Synopsis of Proposal: 
 
Two presentations are attached: 
 
The first presentation addresses questions regarding the calculation of enrollment 
projections raised by the Board of Education at the May 23rd meeting.   
 
The second presentation explores options for addressing facility utilization and 
racial balance issues.  After opportunities for stakeholder input through scheduled 
community forums and meetings, the Board of Education will set a sense of 
direction for further option development at their June 20th meeting.  There will be 
additional opportunities for stakeholder input in the fall of 2013.   
 
Recommended Action (if appropriate): 
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1

Preliminary Review of 
Alternative Options

Comprehensive Enrollment Data & Facility 
Analysis

June 6, 2013

2Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

Milone & MacBroom, Inc.
School Planning Work in Past Two Years:
 Stamford CT Public Schools – 10-Year Enrollment & Space Utilization Study 

(ongoing)
 Milford Public Schools – Long Range Plan (ongoing)
 New Milford Public Schools – Long Range Plan & Redistricting (ongoing)
 Region 15 Schools - Long Range Plan & Redistricting (adopted)
 Groton CT Public Schools – System-wide Redistricting & Racial Balance 

Plan (adopted)
 Bristol CT Public Schools - System-wide Redistricting (adopted & 

implemented)
 Manchester CT Public Schools – Consolidation & Elementary Redistricting 

(adopted & implemented
 Hamden CT Public Schools – “Pocket” Redistricting & Racial Balance Plan 

(adopted & implemented)
 Hartford CT Public Schools – Enrollment Projections through 2019-20
 Waterbury CT Public Schools – Enrollment Projections through 2018-19
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3Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

Guiding Principles Review

 Provide the best possible education to every 
student enrolled in the Greenwich Public Schools.

 Maintain the current elementary program delivery 
model and average class size.

 Operate the school system as efficiently as possible 
within statutory mandates and guidelines.

 Minimize changes to the neighborhood attendance 
areas and the amount of time it takes to transport 
students to and from school.

4Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

Sample Planning Criteria
 Students Currently Walking to School Remain 

Walkers
 Ensure Feeder Patterns to Middle/High 

Schools Remain the Same
 Adhere to Natural Boundaries
 Minimize Student Travel Time and 

Transportation Costs
 Meet Enrollment Balancing Objectives for At 

Least Five Years
 Where Possible, Grandfathering of Students 

Should be Considered
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5Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

Greenwich Planning Criteria

 Existing Conditions Analysis, Public 
Input and Sample Criteria May Spur 
Revisions/ Additions to Planning 
Criteria

 Criteria Are the Yardsticks Against 
Which Options Are Measured

6Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

NOT A PROPOSAL OR PLAN
 Conceptual Review of Three Board of 

Ed Identified Options

 Conceptual Review of One Additional 
Option (Reconfiguration/ Paired 
Schools)

Introduction to Alternatives
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7Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

 Intended to Guide Discussion, and 
Obtain Feedback and Direction from 
the Board of Ed
 Focus on Mechanism of Option and 

Potential for Meeting Objectives 
 Specific Plans to Be Explored Later, If 

Board Decides to Further Pursue An 
Option

Introduction to Alternatives

8Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

Option 1: Full Redistricting

Criteria Provided by Administration:

 95% Targeted Utilization in Each 
Elementary Building

 Racial Balance Within +/- 15% of 
District

Minimal Number of Students Moved

 Contiguous Attendance Areas and 
Logical Boundaries  
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9Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

Option 1: Full Redistricting

 Prepared Two Different Scenarios to 
Gauge Potential of Mechanism

 How Many Students Affected

 How Difficult to Maintain Contiguous 
Boundaries

 Potential Enrollment Balancing 
Performance

10

Option 1: Full Redistricting

Scenario A

Attendance 

Area

Total 

Students

Percent 

Capacity, 

w/out 

PreK

Available 

Capacity 

Under 

Current 

Loading*

Minority 

Students

Percent 

Minority

District % 

Minority

Racial 

Imbalance

Free/ 

Reduced 

Lunch 

Students

 Percent 

Free 

Reduced 

Lunch

Cos Cob  416 94% 441 112 26.9% 34.6% ‐7.6% 27 6.5%
Julian Curtiss 337 94% 359 165 49.0% 34.6% 14.4% 112 33.2%
ISAD 312 86% 363 106 34.0% 34.6% ‐0.6% 13 4.2%
Glenville School 415 95% 438 174 41.9% 34.6% 7.4% 97 23.4%
Hamilton Avenu 457 92% 435 239 52.3% 35.0% 17.3% 189 41.4%
New Lebanon 263 96% 275 159 60.5% 34.6% 25.9% 114 43.3%
North Mianus 437 95% 459 164 37.5% 34.6% 3.0% 33 7.6%
North Street 423 92% 432 109 25.8% 35.0% ‐9.2% 28 6.6%
Old Greenwich 443 96% 432 89 20.1% 35.0% ‐14.9% 9 2.0%
Parkway 336 93% 326 73 21.7% 35.0% ‐13.2% 5 1.5%
Riverside 443 92% 484 107 24.2% 34.6% ‐10.4% 4 0.9%
Total 4,282 93% 4,444 1,497 35.0% 631 14.7%

Bold Schools contain PreK Students

Current Magnet students  and Non‐Resident Students were left at their current schools

* PreK= 15, K‐1=18, 2‐4=21, 5=22

Scenario A1‐ Elementary Redistricting

2012‐2013
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11

Option 1: Full Redistricting

Scenario A

Approximately 850 Elementary Students 
Moved

Achieves Better Overall Enrollment 
Balancing

Hamilton Ave no longer imbalanced

Does Not Achieve Racial Balance at New 
Lebanon 

12

Option 1: Full Redistricting

Scenario B

Attendance Area
Total 

Students

Percent 

Capacity, 

w/out 

PreK

Available 

Capacity 

Based on 

Current 

Loading*

Minority 

Students

Percent 

Minority

District % 

Minority

Racial 

Imbalance

Free/ 

Reduced 

Lunch 

Students

 Percent 

Free 

Reduced 

Lunch

Cos Cob  415 94% 441 115 27.7% 34.6% ‐6.8% 28 6.7%
Julian Curtiss 326 91% 359 163 50.0% 34.6% 15.4% 112 34.4%
ISAD 327 90% 363 107 32.7% 34.6% ‐1.8% 13 4.0%
Glenville School 380 87% 438 174 45.8% 34.6% 11.2% 96 25.3%
Hamilton Avenue 466 94% 435 240 51.5% 35.0% 16.5% 190 40.8%
New Lebanon 258 94% 275 149 57.8% 34.6% 23.2% 113 43.8%
North Mianus 437 95% 459 164 37.5% 34.6% 3.0% 33 7.6%
North Street 434 94% 432 111 25.6% 35.0% ‐9.4% 28 6.5%
Old Greenwich 443 96% 432 89 20.1% 35.0% ‐14.9% 9 2.0%
Parkway 336 93% 326 73 21.7% 35.0% ‐13.2% 5 1.5%
Riverside 460 95% 484 112 24.3% 34.6% ‐10.2% 4 0.9%
Total 4,282 93% 4,444 1,497 35.0% 631 14.7%

Bold Schools contain PreK Students

Current Magnet students  and Non‐Resident Students  were left at their current schools

* PreK= 15, K‐1=18, 2‐4=21, 5=22

Scenario B‐ Elementary Redistricting

2012‐2013
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Option 1: Full Redistricting

Scenario B

Approximately 900 Elementary Students 
Moved

Improves Enrollment Balancing

Hamilton Ave no longer imbalanced

Racial Balance at New Lebanon 1.8% below 
threshold – may not be sustainable. 

14Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

Option 1 Findings

 Difficult to Achieve Sustainable Racial 
Balance with Current Facility Locations 
and Capacities

 Significant Numbers of Students Would 
Be Impacted (21%)

 Analysis Does Not Include Impact of 
Parents Opting Out of System Due to 
Redistricting
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15Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

Option 2: District-Wide Choice

Criteria Provided by Administration:

 Upon Registration, Parents Choose 1st, 
2nd and 3rd Choice Schools

 Students Assigned, Or Win Seat in 
Choice School Through Lottery

 Students Not Placed in Choice School, 
Randomly Assigned Based on Space 

16

Option 2: District-Wide Choice

 Full Exploration of This Option Requires 
Extensive Survey Work to Understand 
Potential:

 Magnet Theme Preferences
 Geographic Preferences

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools
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17

Option 2 Considerations
 Community Likely to Have Strong 

Geographic Preference for Neighborhood 
Schools

 Would Require Development of Highly 
Attractive Magnet Programs

 May Rely on Administration to Place 
Significant Numbers of Children to 
Achieve Enrollment Balance

 Significant Transportation Impacts

 May Not Result in Racial Balance
Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

18Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

Option 3: Partial Magnets

Criteria Provided by Administration:

 Options for Either Neighborhood School, 
Magnet School (IB or STEM)

 Dismantle Curtiss and Hamilton Ave 
Magnet Programs

 Parent Selection, Lottery and/or 
Administrative Placement Based on Space 
Considerations

* Added “Zonal Choice” Option to Criteria 
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19

Option 3: Partial Magnets

 Three Partial Magnets: New Lebanon, North 
Street and ISD

 One in Each of Three Elementary Magnet 
Zones Based on Enrollment Patterns, 
Capacity and Geography

 Assume PK Sited at One School per Zone
 Depends on Creating a “Draw” Through 

Magnet Programming
 Will Need to Examine Cross-Zone 

Placement and Policies

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

20

Potential Magnet Zones
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ZONE 1

New Leb
Glenville

Western Part of 
Parkway (Follows 

Middle School Split)

Total Students: 855
Total Minority: 330
% Minority: 38.60%

Potential Zones for Three Magnets

ZONE 2

Ham Ave
North

Cos Cob
Eastern Part of 

Parkway (Follows 
Middle School Split)

Total Students: 1,259
Total Minority: 480
% Minority: 38.13%

ZONE 3

Curtiss
Riverside

Old Greenwich
ISD

North Mianus

Total Students: 1,948
Total Minority: 587
% Minority: 30.13%

Includes placement of K-5 only – requires siting of PK.
Does not include cross-zone attendance options.

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

22

New Lebanon Magnet
Schools Retain Neighborhood District Boundaries

Parkway Splits Magnet Zones
100 Seats at New Lebanon to Be Filled by Zone 1 Magnet 

Students
Preference Areas for Magnet Students from Northern Glenville 

District and Parkway

Magnet’s Neighborhood District: 302 Total K-5 Students, 203 Minority (67.22%)

Students in Magnet Preference Areas: 201 Total K-5, 27 Minority (13.43%)

Would Require 129 New Lebanon Students to Opt for “Zonal Choice” 
or Be Placed Into Glenville or Parkway

*May Want to Consider Glenville as Zone Magnet (Higher Capacity and Central in 
Zone) and Change Magnet Preference Areas

Magnet Zone 1

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools
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New Lebanon is Zone 
Magnet

201 Total K-5 Students
27 Minority (13.43%)
In Magnet Preference 

Areas

Zone 1 Magnet Preference Areas

24

North Street Magnet

Schools Retain Neighborhood District Boundaries, But Parkway 
Splits Magnet Zones

235 Seats at North Street to Be Filled by Zone 2 Magnet Students
Preference Given to Magnet Students from Hamilton Ave and 

Cos Cob

Magnet’s Neighborhood District: 393 Total K-5 Students, 103 Minority (26.21%)

Students in Preference Areas: 753 Total K-5, 355 Minority (47.14%)

Would Require 179 North Street Students to Opt for Zonal Choice or Be 
Placed In Other Zone 2 Schools, Preferably Parkway

Magnet Zone 2

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools
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Zone 2 Magnet Preference Areas

North Street is Zone 
Magnet

753 Total K-5 Students
355 Minority (47.14%)
In Magnet Preference 

Areas

26

ISD Magnet

115 Seats at ISD to Be Filled by Zone 3 Magnet Students
Preference Given to Magnet Students from Old Greenwich

Neighborhood District: 224 Total K-5 Students, 110 Minority (49.11%)

Students in Preference Area: 293 Total K-5, 73 Minority (24.91%)

Would Require Some Movement of Students from Curtiss Into Old 
Greenwich, Riverside Or North Mianus Through “Zonal Choice”

Magnet Zone 3

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools
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Zone 3 Magnet Preference Area

Dundee is Zone Magnet

293 Total K-5 Students
73 Minority (24.91%)
In Magnet Preference 

Area

28

Option 3 Considerations
 Requires Highly Attractive Magnet 

Programming in Appropriate Locations with 
Adequate Capacity

 No Neighborhood School Redistricting 
Required

 Onus on Administration to Assign Students 
If Magnet and Choice Options Are Not 
Attractive to Parents

 Able to Achieve Better Enrollment and 
Racial Balance Through Larger, More 
Successful Magnets

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools
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Option 4: Reconfiguration

Additional Option Developed by Consultant

 Three K-5 Intradistrict Magnets

 Remaining Schools Reconfigured to 
PreK-2nd and 3rd-5th Grades

 Redistricting to Better Balance 
Enrollments and Reflect Paired School 
Districts

 Relies on Highly Attractive Magnet 
Programming

30

Reconfiguration/Pairing A

K-5 Full Magnets:
 Glenville
 ISD 
 North Street

 Sister School Pairings:
 Cos Cob-Riverside
 Hamilton-Curtiss 
 New Lebanon-Parkway
 North Mianus-Old 

Greenwich
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Pairing A: 2012-13 Enrollments

K-5  Magnet  Schools Capacity
Glenville 429
ISD 351
North St reet 449
TOTAL 1,229

Districtwide PreK-2 % Minority: 36.46%
Districtwide 3-5 % Minority: 32.47%

PreK-2 3 -5 Total # % # % # % of 
Total

Riverside (PreK-2 ) 517 137 26.50% 29 5.61% 49 9.48%
Cos Cob (3 -5 ) 494 130 26.32% 25 5.06% 45 9.11%
Ham Ave (PreK-2 ) 455 237 52.09% 147 32.31% 65 14.29%
Curt iss (3 -5 ) 426 205 48.12% 153 35.92% 75 17.61%
Parkway (PreK-2 ) 540 214 39.63% 107 19.81% 228 42.22%
New Lebanon (3 -5 ) 445 147 33.03% 99 22.25% 172 38.65%
Old Greenwich (PreK-2 ) 726 228 31.40% 33 4.55% 277 38.15%
North Minaus (3 -5 ) 683 183 26.79% 29 4.25% 234 34.26%
TOTAL 4 ,2 8 6 2 ,2 2 4 1 ,0 9 6 2 5 .5 7 %

2 0 1 2 -1 3  Enrollment  Snapshot  - Pairing Opt ion 1

468 449 917

390 351

Minority 
Students

Free/ Reduced 
Lunch StudentsDist rict  Capacity Excess 

Enrollment
Paired Schools

Total 
Students 

Residing in 
Paired 

Dist rict

449 449

741

585

898

312 273

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools

32

Reconfiguration/Pairing B

K-5 Full Magnets:
 Curtiss
 Hamilton Ave
 ISD

 Sister School Pairings:
 Cos Cob-Old 

Greenwich
 Glenville-North Street 
 New Lebanon-

Riverside
 North Mianus-Parkway
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Pairing B: 2012-13 Enrollments

Districtwide PreK-2 % Minority: 36.46%
Districtwide 3-5 % Minority: 32.47%

K-5  Magnet  Schools Capacity
Curt iss 351
Hamilton Ave 390
ISD 351
TOTAL 1,092

PreK-2 3 -5 Total # % # % # % of 
Total

Old Greenwich (PreK-2 ) 692 219 31.65% 73 10.55% 243 35.12%

Cos Cob (3 -5 ) 638 190 29.78% 77 12.07% 189 29.62%

North Mianus (PreK-2 ) 483 136 28.16% 15 3.11% 34 7.04%

Parkway (3 -5 ) 469 107 22.81% 13 2.77% 157 33.48%

Riverside (PreK-2 ) 513 235 45.81% 118 23.00% 45 8.77%

New Lebanon (3 -5 ) 485 196 40.41% 109 22.47% 212 43.71%

North Steet  (PreK-2 ) 550 226 41.09% 110 20.00% 101 18.36%

Glenville (3 -5 ) 456 172 37.72% 107 23.46% 27 5.92%

TOTAL 4 ,2 8 6 3 ,2 7 8 1 ,0 0 8 2 3 .5 2 %

2 0 1 2 -1 3  Enrollment  Snapshot  - Pairing Opt ion 2

449 449 898

449 312

Minority 
Students

Free/ Reduced 
Lunch StudentsDist rict  Capacity Excess Enrollment

Paired Schools

Total 
Students 
Residing 
in Paired 
Dist rict

449 429

761

741

878

468 273

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools
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Option 4 Considerations

 Requires Highly Attractive Magnet 
Programming in Appropriate Locations 
with Adequate Capacity

 Less Reliance on Administrative 
Placement of Students, Provided 
Successful Magnet Programs

 Paired Districts Facilitates Achieving 
Sustainable Racial Balance by Enlarging 
Districts
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Discussion
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Greenwich, Connecticut 

 

 
 

 

Date of Meeting _____June 20, 2013_________________________ 
 
 

Title of Item: Facilities Utilization and Racial Balance – Options Direction 

 

 

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION ITEMS 

 
 
__  Action required 
 
_X_ Informational only 
 
 
 Submitted By_Dr. William McKersie  
 

Position   Superintendent 
 
   
 

I will be present at Board Meeting to explain if called upon 
 
   __X_    ____ 
     Yes       No 
 
Synopsis of Proposal: Attached are the Facility Utilization and Racial Balance 
Frequently Asked Questions document and the Public Engagement Public Comment and 
Question summary.  Questions posed by the Board of Education are addressed in 
addition to questions raised by community members.  Additional questions will be 
posted to the document as part of an ongoing process.  This document has been 
posted on the Greenwich Public School’s website. 
 
Additional questions submitted by the Board of Education Chair will be answered by 
Thursday, June 20, 2013. 
 
Recommended Action: 
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The following questions were posed by members of the community, parents, town 
leaders, Board of Education members and school staff via email or at various meetings 
and public forums.  The questions were answered by District administrators assisted by 
the District consultant, Milone and MacBroom.  As such, this FAQ represents a running 
community dialogue on the challenges of addressing facility utilization and racial 
balance issues in Greenwich Public Schools.  As additional questions are posed, they 
will be answered and added to this FAQ.   

Process 

What came first?  Facility Utilization or Racial Balance issues?  What is the driving 
factor? 

 The Greenwich Board of Education received a letter from the Connecticut 
Commissioner of Education on June 11, 2012 citing the District for continuing 
racial imbalance at Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon elementary schools and 
requesting that the District file an amended plan to address racial imbalance.   A 
follow up report to racial balance letter prepared by District administration was 
presented to the BOE in October 2012.  At that time is was very clear to the BOE 
that there were two issues that need to be addressed. 

Why were these issues (Facility Utilization and Racial Balance) not addressed as a 
concern in the last BOE election? 

 At the point the last Board of Education election was held, the District had a plan 
to address racial imbalance in place that was acceptable to the State Board of 
Education and facility utilization was not an issue with the exception of declining 
enrollment at Parkway School. 

How involved in the process are the individual school principals? 

 The school principals have been briefed as a group and individually on the 
process outlined by the Board of Education for addressing facility utilization and 
racial balance issues, the enrollment data which defines the issues, and the 
possible approaches to resolving these issues.  Their questions and insights 
have been solicited on both the process and the data that has been presented to 
the Board and the public.  At this point, the primary role of the school principals is 
to ensure good communication within their school community and ensure that the 
focus in the schools remains on teaching and learning.     
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Why were parents not included in Milone and MacBroom’s (District consultant) research 
and analysis? 

 Milone and MacBroom’s role has been to develop a data set that defines the 
issue and to evaluate the efficacy of possible approaches to addressing the 
issue.  Once their initial work was completed, it was presented to the public with 
the intent of refining both the data analysis and option development through 
stakeholder input and questions.  The process will continue through the fall of 
2014 and may include parent focus groups and surveys depending on the 
approach selected by the Board of Education. 

What are the next steps?  Is 3 weeks sufficient or will the BOE need more time? 

 After multiple opportunities for stakeholder input, the Board of Education will 
assess progress and provide the administration with a sense of direction at the 
June 20th Board meeting. 

Can Greenwich citizens sue the BOE to force the BOE to pursue other options? 

 It is hoped that the process for addressing the issues of facility utilization and 
racial balance is flexible enough to consider alternative options suggested by 
Greenwich citizens without them resorting to litigation.  In the “Approaches” 
section of this FAQ are a number of suggestions made by community members.  
Further suggestions are welcomed.  This is a community issue that requires a 
community solution. 

What is the target date to select one item to present to the State? 

 The target date to select an option is fall 2013 for implementation in the fall of 
2014.  The Greenwich plan will be presented to the Connecticut State Board of 
Education after an option is determined by a vote of the Greenwich Board of 
Education.  On June 20th, the Greenwich Board of Education will provide a sense 
of direction to the District administration on further option development. 

 

Racial Balance Mandate 

Has M&M addressed constitutionality issues?  Has the BOE made the decision NOT to 
challenge the State?  Why has the BOE / District been advised not to challenge the 
law?  Would it be helpful if TOG citizens assisted the BOE in fighting the CSDE? 
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 The statute and regulations regarding racial balance are currently the law in the 
State of Connecticut.  After the Supreme Court decision in Parents Involved in 
Community Schools versus Seattle School District No. 1 (2007), the chairperson 
of the Connecticut State Board of Education requested clarification from the 
Connecticut Attorney General as to whether the CSBE should continue to 
enforce the Connecticut statute regarding racial imbalance.  The Attorney 
General concluded “the Connecticut State Board of Education must continue to 
enforce the law to requiring local plans to address racial imbalance, but assure 
that each plan complies with the Supreme Court mandates set forth in Parents 
Involved.”  An independent opinion solicited from the Greenwich Board of 
Education’s attorney concurred with the Attorney General.  Given the number of 
questions raised by stakeholders over the constitutionality of the state statute, 
the Board of Education is seeking additional legal counsel on this issue. 

What can Hartford (CSDE) do to Greenwich Public Schools if Greenwich does not 
comply with Racial Balance mandate? 

 The State can withhold funding (approximately $10 million) 

Put the withholding of state funds for education $10 million) into context of the 
total BOE budget.  What would be the effect on local property taxes? 

o The Board of Education operating budget (excluding benefits) is 
$139,357,220 for 2012-2013.  The total Town of Greenwich budget is 
$333,712,313 for 2012-2013.  The impact of losing $10,000,000 on local 
property taxes would depend on the extent to which funds are added to 
the budget to make up the shortfall. 

 The State can withhold teacher and administrator certification.  Greenwich will 
lose the ability to operate public schools. 

Is Hartford (CSDE) enforcing the racial balance statute because of racial imbalance in 
Greenwich or because the magnet schools have failed to raise test scores? 

 The CSDE has consistently enforced the racial balance statute with regards to 
Greenwich since Hamilton Avenue School was first cited in 2000.  The request to 
amend the existing plan by the CSDE is the result of the failure of the District’s 
plan to address racial imbalance 

If HAS and NL were in compliance with the racial balance statute would the BOE still 
need to redistrict? 
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 Even all elementary schools were racially balanced as defined by the state 
statute and regulations, New Lebanon would be overcrowded and a number of 
other schools (Glenville and Cos Cob) are on the way to being overcrowded. 
Redistricting is but one of many approaches to redistributing students among 
elementary schools. 

What are the racial balances now of all schools? 

 See slide 32 
http://www.greenwichschools.org/uploaded/district/Board_of_Education/meeting_
materials/2012-13_meetings/5-23-13_meeting/BOE_Exisiting_Conditions_5-23-
13_Public_Copy.pdf 

Do you project any other schools are threatened with being out of compliance? 

 Western Middle School, Parkway and Old Greenwich were cited in June 2013 as 
having impending racial imbalances (+/- 15% from the District minority average).  
Julian Curtiss was cited in 2012 for an impending racial imbalance but moved 
below the threshold based on minority enrollment in 2013. 

Facility Utilization 

What is the number of students in each class? 

 The average number of students in each class is 19.5.  This average results from 
applying the Board of Education class size guidelines school by school and 
grade by grade.  For more information, see: 

  http://gsdpublicdash.com/Procedures/E040_21_ClassSizeRev_0612.pdf 

What are the capacity figures versus enrollment figures at New Lebanon and Hamilton 
Avenue? 

 See slide 41 (enrollment) and slide 46 (capacity): 

http://www.greenwichschools.org/uploaded/district/Board_of_Education/meeting_
materials/2012-13_meetings/5-23-13_meeting/BOE_Exisiting_Conditions_5-23-
13_Public_Copy.pdf 

Historical Enrollment Data and Enrollment Projections 

Additional issues and requests for information raised by the Board of Education at the 
June 6th meeting. 
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 Enrollment projections are not the drivers for enrollment balancing initiatives.   
Rather, actual enrollments and observed data over recent years enable a school 
district to identify issues that need to be addressed. Greenwich’s elementary 
schools are not operating at maximum efficiency given the increasing gaps in 
individual facility utilization rates observed over the last four years. In addition, 
the Greenwich Public Schools system is perennially cited by the State 
Department of Education for racial imbalance based on actual enrollment data. 
New Lebanon’s facility utilization rate has steadily increased over the last four 
years to result in overcrowding that the administration has taken measures, such 
as moving PreK out of the school, to address. Parkway’s utilization has steadily 
decreased such that it is currently operating at 77% capacity this year. These 
issues, identified from observable data, are the reasons for the Greenwich Board 
of Ed to consider alternatives. Five- to ten-year enrollment projections serve to 
explain whether and the degree to which these trends can be expected to 
continue, and assist in planning efforts. Enrollment projections alone do not 
represent the fundamental reason for any alternative action. 

Sensitivity analysis on birth rates and kindergarten enrollments:  

 The birth data used in the first five years of all of the enrollment projections is 
actual, observed data recorded by the Ct Department of Public Health from 2008 
to 2012. The correlation coefficient between town births and districtwide K is 
0.593, indicating a strong relationship between the number of births in Town to 
the number of Kindergartners that are enrolled five years later. Correlation 
coefficients at the school district level vary – only Glenville and North Mianus 
have negative values (Glenville not valid due to renovation project effects), and 
the highest values are at North Street and Hamilton Avenue (0.762 and 0.670). 
Birth-K persistency ratios are a standard means of projecting kindergarten 
enrollments. The cohort-survival method relies on recent observed data and is a 
data-responsive model for providing grade-level projections. 

Table with multi-year projections by school, min/max projections, standard deviations 
and facility capacity number: 

 All of this data has been provided in the Existing Conditions Analysis and 
Elementary School Persistency Ratios presentations.  See 

http://www.greenwichschools.org/uploaded/district/Board_of_Education/meeting_
materials/2012-13_meetings/6-6-13_meeting/6-6-13_BOE_FacUtilRacBal-
Options_1PPforBOECopyRev.pdf 
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How can projection model normalize anomalies? 

 The greater the numbers of observed data points, the greater confidence one 
can have in enrollment projections; therefore, the districtwide, grade-by-grade 
enrollment projections are the most reliable. Normalizing individual school 
projections to the districtwide projections reduces the effects of anomalies in 
persistency ratios at individual schools by ensuring that the grade cohorts across 
all schools equal the projected size of the cohort at the district level. In other 
words, an anomaly cannot send an individual school’s projections so high or so 
low that it results in a great disparity between the more reliable districtwide 
projections and the sum of individual school projections. 

How can an anomaly or a trend be determined? 

 An anomaly in persistency ratios can be classified as an unusually high or low 
number that is substantially different from previous and subsequent years. A 
trend in persistency ratios is seen through a linear relationship between years of 
data - whether steady, increasing or decreasing. Since unusual numbers appear 
in the most recent Greenwich enrollment data, only additional years of data can 
determine whether these are anomalies or the beginnings of new trends. 

What is the impact on middle schools for various options? 

 The impacts on feeder systems add a level of complexity to alternatives analyses, 
and will be explored as part of the deeper analysis to be done on the mechanism(s) 
the Board identifies as potential alternatives. 

Option with cross-neighborhood grouping of PreK and K students for racial balance? 

 The absolute imbalance (difference between school’s percent minority and 
district’s percent minority for like grades) is >30% for Hamilton Avenue and New 
Lebanon. The District has 150 PreK students (46% minority) and 696 
Kindergarten students (34% minority). The imbalance is so significant that it 
cannot be numerically overcome by shifting early grades. 

What are the current registration numbers for incoming K students by school? 

 As of June 10th, Kindergarten enrollment was: CC-77, ISD-53, GL-56, HA-42, JC-
45, NL-38, NM-54, NS-64, OG-65, PK-36 and RV-80. 

What would be the time, cost and logistical challenges to verify the residence of all K-5 
students on an annual basis? 
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 The residency office currently processes document verification of all students 
new to the district, students enrolling in Kindergarten, and students moving from 
eighth to ninth grade, approximately 2,000 students per year.  Gr 1 – Gr 5 
document verification would add another 3,200 students annually.  Assuming that 
document verification remains a centralized function in order to ensure consistent 
enforcement, this would require increasing the number of residency clerks and 
providing additional space for the residency office.  Given our experience 
requiring document verification of students already enrolled in the system (grade 
eight), follow up is very labor intensive. 

In addition to document verification, District uses a computer database 
developed by Pitney Bowes for Homeland Security to verify the address of every 
student enrolled in the Greenwich Public Schools and student’s parent or 
guardian on a monthly basis.  This process results in many more investigations 
and resulting removal of students from the system than the grade eight document 
verification. 

Did the enrollment projections take into account the burgeoning economy in Greenwich 
and the growing expatriate community? 

 The two major factors impacting enrollment are the persistence ratio from grade 
to grade and the birthrate of town residents.  The persistence ratio captures the 
impact of students moving into town, resident students enrolling in private school 
or leaving the public schools for private school, resident private school students 
moving to public school, and increases or decreases in housing stock. 

The projection methodology employed by Milone and MacBroom starts with the 
extension of historical trends into the future using grade to grade persistence 
ratios including a persistence ratio based on the increase or decrease of the birth 
to Kindergarten cohort.  The projection models are then adjusted according to a 
series of assumptions that could impact the persistence ratios in the future.  The 
assumptions used by Milone and MacBroom based on an analysis of conditions 
in Greenwich include: 

o A constant rate of resident enrollment in private schools of 27%. 

o No substantial increases or decreases in housing stock that would impact 
school enrollment. 

o Housing sales continuing below historical averages for the near future 

o Variable birthrate depending on the section of town 
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Changes in any of these variables would impact the accuracy of the projections. 

For more details regarding projection methodology, see: 
http://www.greenwichschools.org/uploaded/district/Board_of_Education/meeting_
materials/2012-13_meetings/6-6-13_meeting/6-6-13_BOE_FacUtilRacBal-
Options_1PPforBOECopyRev.pdf 

And  

http://www.greenwichschools.org/uploaded/district/Board_of_Education/meeting_
materials/2012-13_meetings/5-23-13_meeting/BOE_Exisiting_Conditions_5-23-
13_Public_Copy.pdf 

Do tuition students substantively impact the persistency ratios and enrollment projection 
model? 

 Tuition students are placed in a school only if there is room in a grade without 
adding another teacher (see class size guidelines question).  Once placed, the 
tuition student becomes part of the persistency ratio for that grade.  The 
enrollment projection assumes that the number and placement of tuition students 
will continue at historical levels. 

What would be the impact if there is a change of the birthday for the start date of 
incoming Kindergarten class? 

 The current Kindergarten cohort is comprised of students with fifth birthdays 
between January 1st and December 31st.  If Kindergarteners were required to 
turn five by September 1st (one of the proposals currently being entertained by 
the state legislature), enrollment in Kindergarten would dip by one third (or 
approximately 225 students) in the first year of implementation.  In subsequent 
years, the size of the Kindergarten would return to normal. 

How are preschoolers that moved into Greenwich included in the analysis? Birthrates 
do not capture preschoolers moving into the area.   

 MM relies on the development of persistency ratios and reported birth data at the 
address level to generate enrollment projections for each individual school.  The 
birth to Kindergarten cohort persistency ratio does capture in migration and out 
migration of students enrolled in preschool.  For example, if 400 students are 
born in town in a given year and enrollment five years later in Kindergarten is 500 
students, the persistency ratio is 1.25.  The net in migration and out migration of 
students age one to five in this cohort is +100. 
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For the purposes of verifying short term projections, the District collects each fall 
the number of students enrolled in public and private prekindergarten in town.  
This information is used to verify the Kindergarten enrollment projection for the 
following fall.  The Connecticut Department of Education also collects enrollment 
data by town from each of the licensed prekindergarten programs in the state.  
This data is made available on the CSDE website and is used by the District to 
monitor trends in prekindergarten enrollment by Greenwich resident students.     

Has M&M done any back testing with their forecasting model?  If so, what are the 
results and how do they compare to the actual enrollment figures for the years tested? 

 Milone & MacBroom has run a correlation analysis on the various models as well 
as gauging performance by projecting backwards for the last five years.  As was 
evident from the individual school persistency ratios, there was variation from 
year-to-year and school-by-school.  However, the model that exhibited the 
greatest overall accuracy was the one presented to the BOE in May (3-yr 
average). 

What does the M&M model assume in terms of loss of in-district live births to private 
schools?  Is it the 25% historic rate that you referred to in your comments on 5/30/13 or 
is it the 32% figure presented on page 27 of the 5/23/13 M&M deck?   

 This is accounted for in the persistency ratios as part of the in-migration/out-
migration. 

How many “non-school zone” born students are projected to join each class cohort and 
what is the timing assumption on when they join the cohort?  

 Persistency ratios account for in-/out-migration.  Vacant residential land is 
referenced as a model variable on page 25 of the 5/23/13 M&M deck.  The 2000-
2010 data shows that the school age population in Riverside grew 29% while 
total number of housing units only increased by 1% during the same time frame. 

Is there a difference in the number of children per bedroom in owned versus rented or 
leased homes? 

 M&M looked proportionally at owned and rented/leased properties.  That is, the 
analysis reflects the proportion of who own versus rent/lease their residences.  
We will ask them about the question of size of rental homes (number of rooms), 
but that question would apply equally to owned homes and is highly subjective 
(one person's plan for a bedroom could be another person's plan for an office, 

APPENDIX  Page 124 of 487



Greenwich Public Schools 
Facility Utilization and Racial Balance 

Frequently Asked Questions 

10 | P a g e  
 

study or exercise space). The actual number of children born and in residence is 
a much better predictor of enrollment than number of bedrooms. 

How is it possible that there has been a 5% decline in Greenwich students attending our 
public schools and the relatively flat 1% variance in public school enrollment from year 
to year? 

 From 2000 to 2010, enrollment in GPS declined from 8,701 students to 8,609 
students (-1.1%).  The total number of resident students in Greenwich increased 
from 11,471 to 11,765 during the same period of time (+2.6%).  The percentage 
of resident students attending the Greenwich Public Schools decreased from 
75.9% in 2000 to 73.2% in 2010.  The discrepancy in the variance between 
enrollment decline and decline in the percentage of residents attending GPS is 
attributable to the overall increase in the number of resident students.  

Why does the school district not pursue information regarding Greenwich resident 
students attending school outside of Connecticut?  Inaccuracies in the data on 
Greenwich resident students can have many intended and unintended consequences: 
importantly, the composition of those students alone could precipitate the need for 
"racial balancing", and hence redistricting, that otherwise might not be necessary. 

 Students enrolled in private schools, whether in Connecticut or out of state, are 
not included in the calculation of racial balance under the state statute and 
regulations.  Knowing the number and racial/ethnic composition of students 
enrolled in out of state private schools would not in and of itself change the 
calculation.  Those students would have to leave their private school and enroll in 
the public school system to be included in the calculation. 

What changes to redistricting maps in all of Greenwich have occurred between 1997 
and today? 

 Attendance areas in Greenwich are maintained through a street address list not a 
map.  With the exception of the movement of addresses from the northern 
section of Old Greenwich and Riverside to create the International School at 
Dundee attendance area in 2000, there have been no changes that would 
constitute redistricting.  With the advent of the town GIS system in the early 
2000’s, the school district did embark on a joint project with Planning and Zoning 
to verify every residential address on the borders of Greenwich that was entitled 
under state law to school accommodations.  This verification resulted in the 
addition and deletion of a handful of residential addresses. 
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On what basis are exemptions granted for families to send their children to a school 
outside of their neighborhood attendance area? 

 Under Board of Education policy, exemptions are granted by the Superintendent 
at the request of the parent if the Superintendent deems that “it is the best 
interests of the child” and there is space available in the requested schools.  The 
Superintendent generally does not grant exemptions to students initially enrolling 
in the school system.  Exemptions are automatic for students moving from fourth 
to fifth grade or seventh to eighth grade as long as their parents continue to 
reside in Greenwich.  All exemptions are granted for one year and must be 
renewed annually.  Parents are responsible for transporting their children to and 
from school.  In any given year, thirty to forty students are granted one year 
exemptions.  

How much weighting or explanatory power is assigned to vacant land/housing unit 
increases in the M&M model?  In the case of their projections for Riverside School, do 
the assumptions with regard to these two factors result in a negative impact on the 
number of students projected?  If so, how many fewer students are projected based 
solely on these two factors?   

 Riverside, like all individual school projections are driven by the reported births 
within the attendance zone as well as the persistency ratios (growth factors) 
which account for externalities such as housing characteristics, residential 
development, student transfers in and out of system, and student mobility.  
Milone & MacBroom’s discussion with the Town Planning Department revealed 
that there are no significant residential developments approved and with so few 
permitted units for new construction (~60) town-wide, there was no need for 
localized adjustments. 

How might 2013-2014 Kindergarten registrations to date impact the enrollment 
projection prepared by Milone and MacBroom? 

 Enrollment projections are an iterative process performed annually at a set point 
in time.  The projections are based in part on actual enrollment reported to the 
Connecticut State Department of Education on October 1st of each school year.  
2013-2014 Kindergarten registrations through June 5th are attached at the end of 
this FAQ.  It is important to note that these numbers may change significantly 
between now and October 1st, particularly at the Title 1 schools.  The attached 
table (see Appendix: Table 1) also details the number of students whose entry 
into Kindergarten was delayed for a year.  Adding these students to the previous 
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years on time Kindergarten enrollment gives you the size of the Kindergarten 
cohort for that school year (Riverside 91 students in 2009, 78 students in 2010, 
73 students in 2011 and 74 students in 2012).    

Question accuracy regarding minority data at Riverside School? 

 Minority data for students at Riverside School is compiled from the Public School 
Information System maintained by the Connecticut State Department of 
Education.  Districts are responsible for reporting to the CSDE demographic data 
collected from a form completed by the parent for each student who registers or 
withdraws from a school.   

When was the last time Riverside School’s enrollment was 350 students? 

 Since 1962, low enrollment at Riverside School was 368 students in 1990.  In 
2000, the northern section of the Riverside attendance was redistricted to 
International School at Dundee.  In addition, some students residing in the 
Riverside attendance area currently attend ISD as magnet students. 

When was the last time in 130 years that Riverside School enrollment dropped by 134 
students in 4 years? 

 Riverside enrollment dropped by 143 students from 1977 to 1981. 

Explain (a) Why is the projection for Riverside Kindergarten 44 children, when there are 
already 81 registrations for September of 2013? What does the 81 indicate about the 
actual enrollment in the fall?  (b)Why would you believe these projections when in 2007 
New Lebanon enrollment was projected to be 190, for 2013, and is actually 279? 

 (a) The projection was modelled prior to the availability of complete registration 
data from the schools for the 2013-2014 school year.  As of June 10th, 
Kindergarten enrollment at Riverside School was 80 students relative to a 
projection of 63 students for 2013-2014 school year.  22 of those students were 
eligible to attend Kindergarten during the 2012-2013 school year and were held 
out by their parents.  This is a historically high number and accounts for part of 
the variance from projection to actual.  Based on the registrations to date, it is 
likely that Kindergarten actual enrollment at Riverside will exceed the projected 
enrollment in the fall of 2014.  It is important to note that the consultant’s model 
anticipates greater variation from the projection at Riverside than at the other 
elementary schools (see slide 28 in the Elementary School Persistence Ratio 
presentation): 
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http://www.greenwichschools.org/uploaded/district/Board_of_Education/meeting_
materials/2012-13_meetings/6-6-13_meeting/6-6-13_BOE_FacUtilRacBal-
Options_1PPforBOECopyRev.pdf  
 

 (b) The five year enrollment projection for New Lebanon School, completed in 
2007, was done by the District administrative staff using a model based solely on 
historical persistency ratios.  In 2007, enrollment at New Lebanon had been 
declining for seven years and the 2013 enrollment was projected by extending 
this trend in to the future.  The enrollment projections prepared by M&M are more 
sophisticated and anticipate changes in enrollment patterns by considering 
birthrates, construction of new housing, and housing sales as well as persistency 
ratios (in and out migration) and historical trends. 

It is very important that Riverside children can walk to school.  Is there any other 
community with so many bike riders? 

 Other elementary schools with substantial numbers of students living within 
walking (or riding) distance include New Lebanon, Hamilton Avenue, Julian 
Curtiss, Old Greenwich, Cos Cob and North Mianus. New Lebanon is the only 
elementary school in the District where all students walk to school (no students 
are provided with bus transportation). 

Why is New Lebanon enrollment increasing even though there is no new housing being 
built? 

 Given the lack of new housing and the decline of housing sales in the attendance 
area, the increase is tied to a large increase in the birthrate and the turnover in 
rental units where a family without children is replaced by a family with children.  
The rental market has been more volatile in recent years than house or condo 
sales. 

Approaches to Resolving Facility Utilization and Racial Balance Issues 

How have other communities addressed this issue?  What did they decide to do?  What 
have been the long term repercussions? 

 The approaches prepared by Milone and MacBroom which were presented on 
June 6th are a comprehensive list of the ways other communities address the 
issues of racial imbalance and facility utilization.  Each approach has been used 
successfully in another district.  Note that the approaches are examples of how 
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an option would be developed within the context of enrollment trends specific in 
Greenwich and not a final plan.  How an approach is developed into a plan is 
dependent upon stakeholder input and the unique demography and topography 
of the community.  

How have other Connecticut communities addressed racial balance? 

 Other communities have used a combination of redistricting, choice programs, 
relocating prekindergarten, closing schools and building new schools (see 
Appendix: Table 2). 

Is it possible to address the facility utilization issue by raising class size? 

 See attached analysis (Appendix: Table 3a) that applies the current elementary 
class size guidelines to projected enrollment to determine the number of sections 
required at each school.  It is assumed that optimal facility utilization would 
include one classroom in each building as a contingency against variations in 
actual enrollment from the projected enrollment.  The second table (Appendix: 
Table 3b) increases the current maximum class size guidelines by three students 
per class.  Note that this increase does not address the facility utilization issue at 
New Lebanon. 

Do any of these options address the goal of academic achievement?  How did the 
options that were employed by other districts impact student achievement?  Do you 
have data available that shows busing children for the purpose of racial balance closes 
the achievement gap?  Does attending a racially imbalanced school negatively impact 
the achievement of African American students, Hispanic students and/or students 
qualifying for free or reduced price lunch?   

 There is a considerable body of education research concluding that isolation of 
African American students, Hispanic students or students qualifying for free or 
reduced price lunch correlates with lower academic achievement.  One such 
research study is described by economist Richard Rothstein: “Officials in 
Montgomery County, Maryland, recently sponsored a sophisticated experiment to 
test the effects of integration. The county purchased apartments in suburban 
Washington, DC, and designated them for families eligible for public housing. 
Those who attended neighborhood schools in which fewer than 20 percent of the 
students came from low-income families significantly outperformed similar 
children who attended schools with greater proportions of low-income students. 
As the share of children from low-income families increased, the advantage 
diminished, disappearing when 35 percent or more of students came from low-
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income families. The benefits of integration alone were greater than the benefits 
of attending a school that was not integrated but that received substantial 
additional resources to compensate for children’s poverty.”    (2013-03-13). 
Closing the Opportunity Gap: What America Must Do to Give Every Child an 
Even Chance (Kindle Locations 1423-1431). Oxford University Press, USA. 
Kindle Edition. 

 It is important to note that conditions in Greenwich differ from those on the 
national or state levels.  The academic achievement of Hispanic students and 
students qualifying for free or reduced price lunch exceeds the state average and 
is comparable with District Reference Group B (districts with a socio-economic 
profile similar to Greenwich).  The percentage of Hispanic students in Greenwich 
qualifying for free or reduced price lunch is significantly below the state average.  
Greenwich has among the highest per pupil expenditures in Connecticut and 
spends even more for additional support staffing (reading specialists, ESOL 
teachers) in elementary schools with high concentrations of low performing 
students.  In addition, teachers in Greenwich are among the most highly 
compensated and qualified in Connecticut.  However, there is still a considerable 
gap in academic achievement in Greenwich by both race/ethnicity and free or 
reduced price lunch status.      

 Appendix: Tables 4a, 4b and 4c describe differences in performance of 
Greenwich students in racially balanced schools and racially imbalanced schools 
disaggregated by race and free or reduced price lunch status.  Racially 
imbalanced schools include Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon; the remaining 
nine elementary schools are group together as racially balanced.  Observations 
from the data: 

o Students attending racially balanced schools are more likely to score at 
the advanced, mastery and proficient levels in reading, writing and 
mathematics than students attending racially imbalanced schools. 

o African American and Hispanic students attending racially imbalanced 
schools are more likely to score at the advanced level and less likely to 
score at the mastery or proficient levels in reading, writing and 
mathematics than students attending racially balanced schools. 

o Students qualifying for free or reduced price lunch attending racially 
imbalanced schools are more likely to score at the advanced level and 
equally likely to score at the mastery or proficient levels in reading, writing 
and mathematics than students attending racially balanced schools. 
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o Over the last six years, the academic performance of students qualifying 
for free or reduced price lunch has improved at a greater rate in racially 
balance schools as compared to racially imbalanced schools. 

These discrepancies in student performance require further study and analysis 
regardless of the District plan to address racial imbalance.      

In Milone & MacBroom’s experience have they ever done anything but help implement 
redistricting?  What anecdotal information can you offer that Milone & MacBroom’s work 
has led to a success in other school systems? 

 Redistricting is only one approach to addressing racial balance and facility 
utilization issues.  Other approaches were outlined at the June 6th Board of 
Education meeting.  Milone and MacBroom have partnered with many 
Connecticut districts around issues of racial balance, planning for growing or 
declining enrollment and balancing facility utilization across schools.  A partial list 
of districts Milone and MacBroom have worked with is on slide 2 of the following 
presentation: 

http://www.greenwichschools.org/uploaded/district/Board_of_Education/meeting_
materials/2012-13_meetings/6-6-13_meeting/6-6-13_BOE_FacUtilRacBal-
Options_1PPforBOECopyRev.pdf  

At the May 23 meeting it was stated that busing is one of the least desirable 
approaches. If you believe that, what are our other options? 

 Every district sets attendance areas and busing regulations stipulating the 
distance a student must live from a school to qualify for transportation.  The issue 
before the community is not bussing, but how to resolve imbalances in the use of 
facilities and the minority enrollment by school that have developed over a period 
of time as the demographics of Greenwich have changed.  There are two basic 
approaches: involuntary movement of students from school to school as a result 
of redistricting or voluntary movement based on choice programs such as 
magnet schools.  It is important to note that even choice programs may require 
some redistricting of students in order to create a sufficient number of seats in 
choice schools. 

Apparently Magnet Schools worked for a few years to address capacity as well as racial 
balance. What is or has been done to determine why they worked, when they did, and 
what has caused them to no longer to work? 

APPENDIX  Page 131 of 487



Greenwich Public Schools 
Facility Utilization and Racial Balance 

Frequently Asked Questions 

17 | P a g e  
 

 The magnet program worked successfully to address facility utilization issues in 
the eastern end of town (ISD) and racial balance issues at Julian Curtiss (aided 
by changing demographics within the attendance area).   

The magnet program has been less successful at achieving racial balance at 
New Lebanon or Hamilton Avenue.  When New Lebanon and Hamilton Avenue 
were reconstituted as magnet schools, enrollment was declining within their 
attendance areas, and there were a sufficient number of magnet seats to 
potentially achieve racial balance within the definition of the state statute.  A 
number of factors combined to limit the success of the Hamilton Avenue and 
New Lebanon magnets: 1) enrollment began to grow within the school 
attendance areas limiting the number of magnet seats and 2) minority enrollment 
growth within the HA and NL attendance areas was higher than the district 
average making it impossible to achieve racial balance given the reduction in 
magnet seats.  In addition, the magnet theme at Hamilton Avenue was designed 
around the needs of students in the local attendance area (reduced class size in 
K and Gr 1, Suzuki music program, prekindergarten) rather than to attract 
parents and students from outside of the attendance area.  Finally, the lack of 
transportation for magnet students probably limited the viability of the magnet 
program for families who could not transport their children to and from school.  

Riverside School does not have a facility utilization or racial balance issue.  Why will 
changes be made to neighborhood schools that are not FU or RB challenged? 

 Riverside is part of a network of elementary schools within a larger school 
district.  Facility utilization or racial balance issues in other schools may require 
changes at Riverside as part of a community solution. 

Will only the elementary schools be impacted by these decisions? Has the BOE 
considered the impact of any decision on the middle schools?  What is the impact on 
middle schools for the various options? 

 The middle schools will be directly impacted by changes in facility utilization or 
the minority composition of their feeder schools.  Each of the approaches 
presented on June 6th will serve to better balance both facility utilization and 
racial balance at the three middle schools. 

Has anyone considered zip codes/areas of town as a means of redistricting?  A street 
by street approach would divide neighborhoods. 
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 If redistricting is selected as a viable approach to resolving facility utilization and 
racial balance issues in Greenwich, it will be done with a sensitivity to the 
topography and demography of the community by clustering groups of homes 
into “natural neighborhoods.”  It is important to note that redistricting option A and 
option B presented on June 6th were for the purpose of describing the potential 
impact of redistricting and are not a final redistricting plan that would incorporate 
the “natural neighborhood” approach.  

Given that prek-5 elementary schools are distinguished from K-5 elementary schools, 
couldn't one alternative solution be to place all sections of Pre-K at New Lebanon and 
Hamilton and convert all other elementary schools to K-5? Then, NL and Hamilton 
Avenue are only compared against one another and everyone is in compliance. 

 This proposal will not meet the standard of the State Law and Regulation.  For 
the purposes of determining racial balance, each school's racial mix is compared 
to the district average for like grades; the comparison is not school to school.  
PreK-5 schools are compared to the district PreK-5 average; K-5 schools are 
compared to the district K-5 average. NL and HA would still be compared to the 
district racial average for Pre-K-5, they could not be compared only to each 
other.  We know from our current enrollment records that NL and HA would be 
well outside the compliance band (e.g. no more than 25 percentage point 
variation from the district average) with PreK-5 or K-5 comparisons to district 
average. Even if just the NL and HA PreK (one grade) averages matched the 
district PreK average, the other six grades in the calculation (K-5) would result in 
NL and HA being in a markedly imbalanced situation. 

What about a possible PreK – K pairing? (Option 4)? 

 A district wide PreK-K pairing would require space for forty seven sections in two 
buildings with oversize classrooms all on the ground floor as required by the fire 
code.  No two elementary buildings in Greenwich meet this specification (North 
Street and Parkway come close). 

Is there an option that would address our objectives using a dedicated Pre-K center as 
part of the model? 

 There are currently eleven sections of Pre-Kindergarten spread across five 
schools.  New Lebanon would be the most appropriate building for a Pre-K 
center given its small size (14 available classrooms) and the location of all 
classrooms on the ground floor.  The disadvantages to a New Lebanon Pre-K 
center include transporting the special needs students enrolled in Pre-K 
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significantly longer distances, eliminating New Lebanon as a neighborhood K-5 
school, and redistricting the student population of New Lebanon to other 
elementary schools.  If this were done as part of a racial balance plan, it is 
possible that the plan would not be accepted as it would disproportionately 
impact minority students (Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, Sec. 10-
226e-5-c-1)  

Why wasn't a model with Intermediate (4 & 5th grades) considered and proposed?  
Converting 3 of our current elementary schools to 3 Intermediate Schools would limit 
the effect on neighborhood schools and provide better curriculum alignment across the 
district as well as cost efficiencies.  Parents would be more willing to bus an older child 
to a school within their "cluster,” especially if there were advantages like improved 
curriculum delivery since there would be less variation per school.  Is there a possible 
option that would address our objectives using only grade reorganization? 

 Option 4 combines grade reorganization with the pairing of schools.  The 
assumption behind this option is to pair the schools according to two parameters, 
facility utilization and minority enrollment, within the constraints of facility size and 
location.  An option that created three Gr 4 – Gr 5 intermediate schools would 
require the conversion of three K – 5 schools and the relocation of students 
attending those schools to the remaining eight reconfigured K – Gr 3 schools.  
This would entail a considerable amount of redistricting to ensure both optimal 
facility utilization and racial balance.  This variation on option 4 could be pursued 
further over the summer depending on the outcome of the June 20th Board 
meeting.   

Options that would address enrollment issues only? 

 One of the guiding principles driving this effort is to “operate the school system 
as efficiently as possible,” which entails striving for more equal utilization rates 
across the District’s elementary schools. The Board and District presented the 
consultant with a targeted utilization rate of 95% for the District and its schools. 
When the current utilization rates vary from 77% (Parkway with PreK classes) to 
104% (ISD and North Mianus), a significant shifting of students must occur in 
order to even approach the targeted 95% utilization rate across all schools. This 
target underpins all of the alternative options presented to the Board.  

Both of the full redistricting scenarios improve facility utilization rates to increase 
system efficiency by better balancing enrollments. Given the criteria that schools 
districts maintain contiguous boundaries, the number of students moved to 
achieve enrollment balancing is compounded. In order to shift 70+ students into 
Parkway, one can only pull from Glenville or North Street. Glenville is currently 
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operating at 95% capacity, while North Street is operating at 86%; therefore, any 
student pulled out of those two districts must be replaced from other districts, 
which in turn effects those districts’ utilization rates. Scenario A did not achieve 
racial balance, but did result in utilization rates ranging from 88% to 102%, with 
eight out of the eleven elementary schools operating at 90-100% capacity for the 
2012-13 year. Scenario B improved facility utilization rates to range from 89% to 
104%. 

Enrollment balancing was also a primary consideration in all other options 
presented. Due to the location of the District’s smallest facilities, the location of 
facilities with the greatest excess capacity and demographic patterns, enrollment 
balancing to a targeted 95% utilization rate, regardless of racial balancing, would 
require a significant movement of students. 

How confident can we be that an option relying only on choice (i.e., magnets) will 
address the overcrowding issues at New Lebanon and other schools? 

 The chances that a choice option will improve facility utilization or racial balance 
are dependent upon the constraints placed on that choice, the attractiveness of 
the magnet theme to parents and students residing outside of the school 
attendance area, the ancillary programs (prekindergarten, extended day, etc.) 
provided by the school, the number of magnet seats available and the provision 
of transportation for magnet students.  It is important to note that since this 
approach depends on voluntary movement of students from their home 
attendance area to a magnet school, there is no guarantee that facility utilization 
or racial balance issues will be addressed. 

Option #3 include a significant amount of students who would not be able to attend their 
neighborhood school.  What are ways to eliminate this impact?  Can you show what this 
option looks like with shrinking the attendance zone of the magnet school so that the 
magnet have enough room to accept other students but each house is assigned to a 
school? 

 Shrinking the attendance zone of magnet schools would entail reassigning 
students in each of the magnet schools to a new home school (redistricting).  The 
impact would essentially be the same as that presented in option 3.  Magnet 
schools will not work unless there are a sufficient number of magnet seats 
available to redistribute students voluntarily (see the experience at Hamilton 
Avenue and New Lebanon described above). 

Provide a list of the other issues the Board would need to consider in establishing a 
successful magnet.  Some of these are transportation, theme, rules regarding 
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acceptance criteria (e.g., priority neighborhoods, schools, FRL, grades, etc.), "sick bus", 
other services, staff training, etc. 

 Description 
o Redistribute students across attendance areas through a voluntary 

application process where parents are provided with an opportunity to send 
their child to either a neighborhood school or a theme-based magnet school 
(e.g. I.B., S.T.E.M., Arts, and Foreign Language Immersion). 

o Full magnets do not have attendance areas and draw all of their students 
through the application/lottery process (would require extensive redistricting in 
Greenwich) 

o Partial magnets fill the available seats in a “neighborhood school” after all of 
the students living in the attendance area have been accommodated (current 
model) 

 Related Costs 
o Demographic, enrollment and facility consulting 
o theme exploration and development 
o theme based staffing 
o theme based equipment and/or instructional materials 
o accreditation fees 
o professional learning 
o management of marketing and application process 
o extended school day 
o transportation 

 Impact on Racial Balance 
o since movement to a magnet school is voluntary and selection is not based 

on race, possibilities range from improving racial balance to increasing racial 
imbalance 

o current magnet plan “weights” the chances of students by the demographics 
of their home attendance area and the “probability” that an applicant from that 
attendance area will improve the racial balance of the magnet school 

 Impact on Student Learning 
o dependent on the focus of the magnet theme and its implementation 
o many magnet themes seek to engage students in interdisciplinary, higher 

order critical thinking that is aligned with Common Core standards or the 
District Vision of the Graduate but will not necessarily be measured by current 
mandated assessments 

 Pros 
o movement is voluntary 
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o provides parents with choice (neighborhood versus magnet) 
o entails minimal or no redistricting 
o depending on how magnet schools are implemented, protects the concept of 

traditional neighborhood schools 
o potential to create “schools of innovation” where instructional approaches and 

frameworks can be piloted and evaluated before being implemented across 
the entire district 

 Cons 
o no guarantee that a magnet program will improve racial balance 
o in partial magnet schools, increased enrollment within the neighborhood 

attendance area decreases available magnet seats 
o depending on the magnet theme, the costs can be significant compared to the 

other options 
o extended period of time is required to develop and implement a new magnet 

school 
o could create the perception of inequality between magnet and non-magnet 

schools (per pupil expenditure, special programs or additional educational 
opportunities) 

o If magnet program is superior, why is it not being implemented across the 
entire district? 

o Full magnets potentially undermine community agency support and 
partnerships with schools (may eliminate schools as neighborhood centers 
and partners) 

Glenville is a neighborhood school.  Why is Glenville a magnet school in Option4? 

 Glenville is designated as a magnet school in option 4 for the purpose of 
illustrating how paired schools would work.  This option depends on the pairing of 
dissimilar schools (high utilization / low utilization, high minority / low minority) 
and a magnet school in each cluster to work.  Given the high facility utilization 
and minority enrollment at Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon, these schools 
need to be paired with schools with lower facility utilization and minority 
enrollment.  Glenville becomes the best option for the cluster magnet school.  
This would help control growing enrollment within the Glenville attendance area 
but would necessitate the reassignment of Glenville students to other schools 
(with the possibility of returning as magnet students). 

If HAS lost magnet status, would it lose funding? 
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 If and when any magnet school loses its magnet status, the Board of Education 
would consider whether or not to continue funding theme features at that school. 

Is there a possibility of a phase-in in the case of redistricting?  Will grandfathering be 
considered? 

 The final plan for any of the approaches could include “grandfathering” or 
phasing in changes over time.  Phasing in a plan by exempting students currently 
enrolled in a school (“grandfathering”) slows its impact which might mean that a 
facility utilization issue is not addressed in time to prevent overcrowding.  It could 
also result in the children from the same family attending different elementary 
schools. 
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Greenwich Public Schools
Kindergarten Entry Age

School Delay Policy % Delay Delay Policy % Delay Delay Policy % Delay Delay Policy % Delay Delay Policy % Delay

CC 9 45 16.7% 6 64 8.6% 5 57 8.1% 12 82 12.8% 6 71 7.8%

GL 1 56 1.8% 5 76 6.2% 1 64 1.5% 10 76 11.6% 8 48 14.3%

HA 1 78 1.3% 1 64 1.5% 6 56 9.7% 1 54 1.8% 1 40 2.4%

ISD 5 54 8.5% 2 51 3.8% 9 52 14.8% 10 51 16.4% 3 51 5.6%

JC 6 55 9.8% 6 48 11.1% 10 55 15.4% 8 46 14.8% 3 41 6.8%

NL 4 31 11.4% 3 36 7.7% 0 42 0.0% 1 42 2.3% 1 36 2.7%

NM 9 71 11.3% 6 61 9.0% 15 56 21.1% 16 68 19.0% 5 48 9.4%

NS 9 63 12.5% 13 60 17.8% 15 57 20.8% 8 42 16.0% 15 48 23.8%

OG 8 64 11.1% 7 59 10.6% 15 43 25.9% 9 54 14.3% 7 58 10.8%

PK 3 42 6.7% 7 34 17.1% 4 24 14.3% 12 30 28.6% 6 30 16.7%

RV 13 69 15.9% 22 64 25.6% 14 61 18.7% 12 52 18.8% 22 59 27.2%

District 68 628 9.8% 78 617 11.2% 94 567 14.2% 99 597 14.2% 77 530 12.7%

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 (To Date)
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Plans to Address Racially Imbalanced Schools in Connecticut
(Based on March 2012 Enrollment)

District School District % 
Minority

School % 
Minority

Absolute 
Imbalance Plan to Address Imbalance

Charter Oak Intn'l Acad. 38.12% 76.47% 38.35%

Smith School 38.12% 69.89% 31.77%

New Lebanon 34.14% 71.26% 37.13% To be determined

Hamilton Ave 34.59% 66.99% 32.41% To be determined

Groton Catherine Kolnaski 42.44% 73.53% 31.09%
Board of Ed. adopted a redistricting plan early this year to be implemented in 2013-14. The plan shifted boundaries 
at six of seven elementary schools, and redistricts 370 K-4 students. Allows for expansion of slots for magnet 
students.

Middletown MacDonough 47.83% 74.05% 26.22%
Implemented Bd. of Ed. developed redistricting plan in 2010-11. MacDonough School has become overcrowded 
since then, and the Board recently approved small redistricting of MacDonough's district to alleviate overcrowding, 
but it may not address current racial imbalance. 

Hamden Church Street School 57.19% 83.29% 26.09% Board of Ed. adopted a "pocket" redistricting plan to move about 40 students from Church Street to Helen Street 
Schools beginning in 2013-14. 

Fairfield* McKinley School 19.00% 43.41% 24.41% Board of Ed. moved preschool at McKinley to Fairfield Warde High School in 2011-12.  A plan was adopted this 
year to open other preschool slots to students from McKinley at Burr and Dwight elementary schools. 

Robertson 61.45% 85.07% 23.62%

Verplanck 61.45% 84.55% 23.10%

Bristol** O'Connell 31.80% 59.50% 27.70%
As part of a Long Range Facility Plan, consolidated four elementary and one middle school, constructed two new K-
8 facilities and underwent system-wide redistricting at elementary and middle school levels. Implemented in 2012-
13.

*Fairfield's McKinley not currently imbalanced, but recently was.

** Bristol's O'Connell School is closed, statistics for 2011-12 year.

Source of Balance Data: CT State Department of Education, “2012 Public School Enrollment by Racial Imbalance Categories,” April 4, 2013.

Closed a racially imbalanced elementary school and redistricted in 2012,as well as proactively pocket redistricting 
small areas to address future imbalances.

Currently in the design process to expand school, which is currently 25% magnet students, to 50% magnet 
students through a construction project. Fifty of the additional magnet seats will be reserved for Smith School 
students, in order to free more magnet slots at Smith. Both Charter Oak and Smith have strong IB and STEM 
magnet programs in place already. PreK classrooms (for 80 PreK slots) will also be added to Charter Oak to 
increase attractiveness of magnet program.

West Hartford

Manchester

Greenwich

Prepared by Milone and MacBroom June 17, 2013
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Greenwich Public Schools
Room Utilization and Average Class Size Based on Current Class Size Guidelines

School Rooms School 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23
Cos Cob 23 Cos Cob 0 -1 -2 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
Glenville 22 Glenville 0 0 -1 0 -1 0 0 0 0 -2
Hamilton Ave 20 Hamilton Ave 0 0 -2 0 2 1 -1 0 0 0
ISD 18 ISD -1 0 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 0
Julian Curtiss 18 Julian Curtiss 0 0 0 -1 -1 -1 0 1 0 0
New Lebanon 14 New Lebanon -1 -3 -4 -4 -4 -3 -4 -4 -4 -4
North Mianus 23 North Mianus 0 -2 -1 0 -1 0 0 0 0 -1
North Street 23 North Street 5 5 6 5 6 7 6 5 5 5
Old Greenwich 23 Old Greenwich 2 5 5 6 6 7 7 6 6 6
Parkway 16 Parkway 5 5 5 6 7 7 7 6 6 6
Riverside 24 Riverside 1 3 5 6 6 6 7 7 7 6
District 224 District 11 12 11 18 20 24 23 22 20 15

Above Contingency 0 1 0 7 9 13 12 11 9 4

Grade Max Size
Kindergarten 21
Grade 1 21
Grade 2 24 School 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23
Grade 3 24 Cos Cob 20.2 19.8 19.9 20.9 21.8 21.3 20.7 20.9 21.0 21.0
Grade 4 26 Glenville 19.6 20.4 20.7 20.9 20.3 20.2 20.0 20.3 20.1 18.7
Grade 5 26 Hamilton Ave 17.2 18.1 16.3 18.1 20.1 19.5 18.4 18.8 18.4 18.4

ISD 19.3 19.9 19.0 19.1 18.4 17.6 18.5 18.3 17.2 16.8
Julian Curtiss 19.8 19.9 19.3 19.3 19.1 19.4 20.6 21.9 21.3 20.5

Grade Max Size New Lebanon 18.2 17.6 17.9 17.9 18.1 19.6 18.5 18.0 17.6 17.8
Kindergarten 17 North Mianus 20.9 19.7 20.5 21.0 20.6 21.3 20.9 20.5 20.3 19.9
Grade 1 17 North Street 20.1 19.3 19.3 18.1 19.0 20.8 19.9 18.9 19.4 18.9
Grade 2 24 Old Greenwich 19.0 20.2 20.1 19.8 19.9 20.8 20.1 19.8 19.1 19.6
Grade 3 24 Parkway 19.2 17.1 16.0 15.3 17.5 16.4 16.2 15.1 15.0 15.7
Grade 4 26 Riverside 19.8 19.8 20.5 19.6 19.1 18.8 19.7 20.2 20.3 19.7
Grade 5 26 District 19.4 19.4 19.2 19.4 19.7 19.8 19.6 19.6 19.3 19.0

Average Class Size

Guidelines HA

Available Rooms Available Rooms Relative to Projected Enrollment

Guidelines
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Greenwich Public Schools
Room Utilization and Average Class Size Based on Raising Current Class Size Guidelines by 3 Students per Class

School Rooms School 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23
Cos Cob 23 Cos Cob 2 2 1 0 -1 0 1 1 1 1
Glenville 22 Glenville 2 2 2 3 3 4 4 4 4 4
Hamilton Ave 20 Hamilton Ave 4 3 3 2 2 1 0 1 1 1
ISD 18 ISD 0 0 2 2 3 5 5 4 5 5
Julian Curtiss 18 Julian Curtiss 1 1 1 0 1 1 2 1 0 0
New Lebanon 14 New Lebanon 2 0 0 0 -1 -2 -1 -1 0 -1
North Mianus 23 North Mianus 3 2 1 1 1 0 2 3 2 3
North Street 23 North Street 5 6 8 7 8 8 7 7 7 7
Old Greenwich 23 Old Greenwich 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 6 8 7
Parkway 16 Parkway 5 6 6 7 7 7 8 8 8 8
Riverside 24 Riverside 5 6 6 7 7 8 9 8 7 7
District 224 District 35 34 37 36 37 39 44 42 43 42

Above Contingency 24 23 26 25 26 28 33 31 32 31

Grade Max Size
Kindergarten 24
Grade 1 24
Grade 2 27 School 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23
Grade 3 27 Cos Cob 22.1 22.7 22.6 21.8 21.8 22.2 22.6 22.8 22.9 22.9
Grade 4 29 Glenville 21.6 22.5 23.8 24.2 24.5 24.7 24.5 24.8 24.6 24.9
Grade 5 29 Hamilton Ave 21.5 21.2 21.1 20.1 20.1 19.5 19.3 19.8 19.4 19.4

ISD 20.3 19.9 21.4 20.3 20.9 23.0 22.8 20.9 22.5 23.2
Julian Curtiss 20.9 21.1 20.4 20.3 21.4 21.7 23.1 21.9 21.3 20.5

Grade Max Size New Lebanon 22.7 21.4 23.0 23.1 21.7 20.8 22.2 21.6 22.6 21.4
Kindergarten 20 North Mianus 24.0 23.5 22.4 22.0 22.5 21.3 22.9 23.5 22.3 23.9
Grade 1 20 North Street 20.1 20.5 21.8 20.4 21.5 22.2 21.1 21.2 21.9 21.3
Grade 2 27 Old Greenwich 23.5 21.4 22.6 21.1 21.2 20.8 20.1 19.8 21.7 20.8
Grade 3 27 Parkway 19.2 18.8 17.6 17.1 17.5 16.4 18.2 18.9 18.8 19.6
Grade 4 29 Riverside 23.9 23.1 21.6 20.7 20.3 21.2 22.3 21.4 20.3 20.8
Grade 5 29 District 21.9 21.6 21.9 21.2 21.4 21.5 21.9 21.7 21.8 21.8

Guidelines HA

Average Class Size

Available Rooms Available Rooms Relative to Projected Enrollment

Guidelines
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Greenwich Public Schools
Connecticut Mastery Test Reading

Disaggregated by Racial Balance Status of Elementary School

All Students

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012
Balanced 1755 1745 1700 1739 1694 1706

Advanced 32.1% 36.8% 36.8% 34.7% 34.4% 39.0%
Mastery 80.8% 80.2% 80.4% 80.7% 80.4% 83.0%
Proficent 89.0% 89.3% 90.4% 90.2% 90.3% 92.0%

Imbalanced 249 242 206 216 258 258
Advanced 14.5% 14.0% 15.0% 12.0% 18.6% 20.2%
Mastery 57.4% 56.2% 58.7% 54.6% 55.4% 62.0%
Proficent 79.1% 74.0% 78.6% 70.8% 70.9% 79.1%

African American and Hispanic Students

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012
Balanced 175 170 177 195 223 218

Advanced 1.4% 1.6% 1.8% 2.0% 2.7% 3.0%
Mastery 56.0% 58.2% 59.3% 58.5% 64.6% 68.3%
Proficent 69.1% 76.5% 76.3% 76.9% 78.0% 83.0%

Imbalanced 117 119 105 116 144 151
Advanced 6.8% 5.9% 6.7% 1.7% 6.9% 11.9%
Mastery 44.4% 42.9% 46.7% 43.1% 43.8% 52.3%
Proficent 71.8% 63.9% 70.5% 61.2% 62.5% 71.5%

Students Qualifying for Free or Reduced Price Lunch

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012
Balanced 85 76 70 94 120 121

Advanced 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.5% 0.6% 1.1%
Mastery 42.4% 38.2% 34.3% 47.9% 48.3% 63.6%
Proficent 51.8% 61.8% 60.0% 68.1% 62.5% 77.7%

Imbalanced 97 99 88 112 135 136
Advanced 7.2% 4.0% 5.7% 3.6% 7.4% 11.0%
Mastery 51.5% 41.4% 46.6% 36.6% 43.7% 49.3%
Proficent 74.2% 68.7% 69.3% 57.1% 62.2% 69.1%
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Greenwich Public Schools
Connecticut Mastery Test Writing

Disaggregated by Racial Balance Status of Elementary School

All Students

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012
Balanced 1751 1741 1732 1769 1717 1735

Advanced 43.8% 38.8% 46.0% 42.2% 38.6% 44.1%
Mastery 83.6% 81.0% 85.4% 83.5% 82.1% 84.9%
Proficent 95.1% 94.9% 94.9% 95.5% 94.7% 96.0%

Imbalanced 252 234 234 242 275 286
Advanced 15.5% 12.8% 16.2% 18.6% 17.8% 18.5%
Mastery 65.5% 54.7% 60.3% 61.6% 61.8% 63.3%
Proficent 89.3% 83.3% 82.5% 83.1% 83.3% 85.7%

African American and Hispanic Students

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012
Balanced 174 168 185 206 234 229

Advanced 2.6% 2.3% 3.1% 2.5% 3.1% 3.8%
Mastery 69.5% 63.1% 69.7% 66.0% 64.5% 71.6%
Proficent 89.7% 89.3% 90.3% 87.9% 86.8% 92.1%

Imbalanced 118 115 125 137 156 167
Advanced 5.1% 7.8% 9.6% 11.7% 11.5% 16.8%
Mastery 55.9% 46.1% 53.6% 54.0% 57.1% 58.1%
Proficent 87.3% 79.1% 78.4% 76.6% 80.1% 84.4%

Students Qualifying for Free or Reduced Price Lunch

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012
Balanced 83 75 78 104 130 128

Advanced 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.7% 0.6% 1.8%
Mastery 54.2% 44.0% 47.4% 50.0% 44.6% 63.3%
Proficent 79.5% 81.3% 79.5% 78.8% 75.4% 87.5%

Imbalanced 98 95 106 132 150 156
Advanced 9.2% 5.3% 7.5% 15.2% 10.7% 15.4%
Mastery 59.2% 45.3% 52.8% 52.3% 52.0% 58.3%
Proficent 86.7% 80.0% 77.4% 77.3% 77.3% 80.8%
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Greenwich Public Schools
Connecticut Mastery Test Mathematics

Disaggregated by Racial Balance Status of Elementary School

All Students

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012
Balanced 1786 1785 1743 1770 1710 1744

Advanced 45.5% 46.6% 49.1% 47.1% 47.9% 52.6%
Mastery 82.9% 81.8% 83.3% 83.4% 83.4% 86.5%
Proficent 92.6% 93.4% 94.4% 94.6% 95.3% 95.1%

Imbalanced 256 244 215 221 265 271
Advanced 21.5% 14.8% 18.6% 24.4% 25.7% 24.7%
Mastery 67.6% 49.6% 51.2% 59.7% 60.8% 62.7%
Proficent 85.5% 77.5% 76.7% 83.3% 81.9% 84.9%

African American and Hispanic Students

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012
Balanced 178 177 187 208 226 231

Advanced 2.4% 2.5% 2.7% 3.0% 3.6% 4.6%
Mastery 61.8% 62.7% 61.0% 64.9% 65.9% 71.9%
Proficent 80.3% 83.1% 82.9% 84.1% 86.3% 86.6%

Imbalanced 123 122 109 122 150 158
Advanced 12.2% 9.0% 11.9% 12.3% 14.7% 18.4%
Mastery 53.7% 37.7% 43.1% 45.9% 48.0% 53.2%
Proficent 80.5% 68.0% 72.5% 73.0% 73.3% 80.4%

Students Qualifying for Free or Reduced Price Lunch

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012
Balanced 84 79 78 98 122 124

Advanced 0.6% 0.3% 0.5% 0.5% 1.1% 1.8%
Mastery 48.8% 44.3% 43.6% 55.1% 48.4% 61.3%
Proficent 63.1% 73.4% 70.5% 79.6% 81.1% 81.5%

Imbalanced 100 101 92 115 141 144
Advanced 11.0% 7.9% 5.4% 15.7% 13.5% 17.4%
Mastery 60.0% 35.6% 39.1% 49.6% 49.6% 53.5%
Proficent 82.0% 68.3% 68.5% 80.0% 75.9% 81.3%
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GREENWICH	  PUBLIC	  SCHOOLS	  
Greenwich,	  CT	  

	  

	  
Facilities	  Utilization	  &	  Racial	  Balance	  

PUBLIC	  ENGAGEMENT	  
Public	  Comment	  &	  Question	  Summary	  

June	  20,	  2013	  
(Includes	  a	  summary	  of	  comments	  and	  questions	  through	  June	  18,	  2013)	  

	  
	  

INTRODUCTION	  
	  

Since	  July	  2012,	  the	  Board	  of	  Education	  has	  received	  reports	  and/or	  updates	  addressing	  the	  State’s	  
June	  2012	  letter	  citing	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  School	  and	  New	  Lebanon	  School	  as	  racially	  imbalanced,	  
and	  since	  the	  October	  2012	  Enrollment	  Report	  from	  the	  administration	  identifying	  progressive	  
overcrowding	  and/or	  under	  utilization	  at	  many	  of	  the	  elementary	  schools.	  
	  
On	  May	  23,	  2013,	  the	  Board	  of	  Education	  received	  an	  Analysis	  of	  Conditions	  report	  from	  
consultants	  Milone	  &	  MacBroom	  (M&M).	  On	  June	  6,	  2013,	  the	  Board	  received	  a	  second	  report	  from	  
M&M	  including	  further	  data	  on	  persistency	  ratios	  and	  multiple	  conceptual	  options	  that	  could	  be	  
explored	  in	  order	  to	  address	  enrollment	  imbalances.	  
	  

PUBLIC	  ENGAGEMENT	  PLAN	  
	  

The	  public	  engagement	  process	  includes	  hearings,	  forums,	  small	  group	  meetings,	  online	  feedback,	  
taped	  airings	  of	  the	  Board	  meetings,	  hearings	  and	  forums	  (available	  online),	  and	  documents	  
translated	  into	  Spanish	  and	  posted	  to	  the	  GPS	  web	  site.	  The	  summary	  of	  comments,	  questions	  and	  
suggestions	  reflected	  below	  are	  derived	  from	  all	  of	  the	  public	  comment	  settings.	  
	  
Public	  Hearings/Forums	  
Since	  the	  May	  23,	  2013	  Board	  of	  Education	  Meeting,	  seven	  public	  hearings	  or	  forums	  have	  been	  
held	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  the	  public	  with	  an	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  and	  ask	  questions.	  The	  forums	  
have	  been	  held	  primarily	  at	  the	  secondary	  schools	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  ample	  space,	  and	  to	  provide	  
ease	  of	  access	  geographically.	  	  
	  

Hearing/Forum	  
Date	  

Location	   Approximate	  #	  
Attendees*	  

Approximate	  #	  
Speakers	  

GPS-‐TV	  Views	  
(Through	  6/15/13)	  

May	  23rd	   CMS,	  7pm	   	   n/a	   117	  
May	  30th	   CMS,	  7pm	   100	   35	   n/a	  
June	  3rd	   WMS,	  7pm	   35	   8	   155	  
June	  6th	   GHS,	  7pm	   700	   20	   175	  
June	  11th	   WMS,	  6:30pm	   60	   4	   38	  
June	  11th	   WMS,	  7:30pm	   60	   13	   13	  
June	  14th	   THMR,	  11am	   40	   15	   7	  
June	  19th	   EMS,	  7pm	   TBD	   TBD	   TBD	  
June	  20th	   GHS,	  7pm	   TBD	   TBD	   TBD	  

*excluding	  Board	  members	  and	  GPS	  administration	  
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GREENWICH	  PUBLIC	  SCHOOLS	  
Greenwich,	  CT	  

	  

	  
	  
Online	  Public	  Comment	  
The	  Board/District	  has	  provided	  an	  opportunity	  for	  members	  of	  the	  public	  to	  submit	  comments	  
online.	  To	  date,	  (6/14/13)	  120	  entries	  have	  been	  received.	  
	  
Small	  Group	  
In	  addition	  to	  the	  Public	  Hearings	  and	  Forums,	  administration	  has	  been	  meeting	  with	  small	  groups,	  
including	  GPS	  Leadership,	  GPS	  teacher	  representatives,	  PTA	  Council,	  Elected	  Officials,	  Community	  
Organizations,	  Greenwich	  Association	  of	  Realtors,	  and	  members	  of	  the	  press.	  There	  have	  been	  at	  
least	  fourteen	  such	  meetings	  to	  date.	  
	  
Additional	  Public	  Engagement	  Efforts	  
	  
GPS-‐TV:	  All	  Board	  Meetings	  and	  all	  but	  one	  Public	  Forum	  on	  the	  topic	  of	  Facility	  Utilization	  &	  Racial	  
Balance	  have	  been	  taped	  and	  are	  available	  on	  GPS-‐TV	  (GPS	  Web	  Site).	  
	  
Parentlink,	  eMail,	  Web	  Site	  &	  Press	  Notices	  and	  Reminders:	  The	  schedule	  of	  Board	  Meetings	  and	  
Public	  Comment	  Opportunities	  and	  reminders	  have	  been	  promoted	  via	  Parentlink	  (sent	  to	  
approximately	  86%	  of	  GPS	  families)	  and	  Friday	  Folders,	  eMail	  to	  Community	  Leaders	  (Elected	  
Officials,	  PTA	  Council,	  etc.),	  GPS	  Staff,	  and	  media.	  The	  schedule	  also	  appears	  on	  the	  GPS	  Web	  
Calendar	  and	  in	  the	  section	  of	  the	  web	  site	  dedicated	  to	  this	  topic.	  
	  
Documents	  on	  Web	  and	  copied	  –	  Access	  to	  the	  Board	  documents	  on	  Facility	  Utilization	  &	  Racial	  
Balance	  are	  posted	  to	  the	  web	  site.	  Copies	  have	  been	  made	  available	  at	  each	  of	  the	  hearings,	  forums	  
and	  small	  group	  meetings,	  and	  are	  available	  upon	  request.	  
	  
Spanish	  Translations	  –	  Key	  documents	  have	  been	  translated	  into	  Spanish	  and	  posted	  to	  the	  GPS	  
Web	  Site.	  Copies	  of	  the	  translated	  documents	  have	  been	  available	  at	  the	  public	  forums.	  Three	  of	  the	  
public	  forums	  have	  offered	  Spanish	  translation	  services.	  The	  District	  is	  also	  making	  plans	  to	  
conduct	  a	  forum	  in	  Spanish	  with	  English	  translation.	  
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GREENWICH	  PUBLIC	  SCHOOLS	  
Greenwich,	  CT	  

	  

	  
SUMMARY	  OF	  PUBLIC	  COMMENT	  &	  QUESTIONS	  

Please	   note:	   The	   following	   represents	   a	   summary	   of	   the	   comments	   and	   questions	   that	   have	   been	  
received	   via	   the	   public	   hearings,	   forums,	   small	   group	   meetings,	   email,	   and	   the	   online	   comment	  
mechanism.	  The	  summary	  is	  not	  meant	  to	  be	  a	  verbatim	  reflection	  of	  every	  comment.	  The	  intent	  of	  this	  
summary	   is	   to	   capture	   the	  main	  messages	   expressed	   to	   the	  Board	   of	   Education	   and	   administration	  
from	  multiple	  individuals.	  If	  you	  do	  not	  feel	  your	  main	  point	  has	  been	  captured	  below,	  please	  contact	  
GPS	  administration.	  Please	  refer	  to	  Facilities	  Utilization	  &	  Racial	  Balance	  Frequently	  Asked	  Questions	  
document	  on	  GPS	  Web	  Site	  for	  responses	  to	  many/most	  of	  the	  questions	  outlined	  below.	  

	  
Questions/Concerns/Comments	  

	  
Major	  themes,	  consistently	  heard	  

-‐	  No	  Change:	  Don’t	  make	  any	  changes/Don’t	  force	  families	  to	  move/Consider	  voluntary	  
options	  
-‐	  Do	  something	  soon:	  New	  Lebanon	  can’t	  wait	  
-‐	  Neighborhood	  Schools:	  Community	  places	  a	  high	  value	  on	  maintaining	  neighborhood	  
schools	  
-‐	  State	  Statute:	  Question	  the	  constitutionality	  of	  State	  Statute	  and	  Regulations	  on	  Racial	  
Balance.	  What	  is	  consequence	  of	  non-‐compliance?	  
-‐	  Timing:	  Not	  enough	  time	  to	  make	  a	  decision/Don’t	  drag	  this	  out,	  need	  a	  change	  soon/Need	  
time	  to	  plan	  for	  implementation	  of	  selected	  option	  
-‐	  Data:	  Verify/explain	  projection	  models.	  What	  is	  the	  basis	  for	  projections?	  How	  reliable	  are	  
projections?	  Particular	  focus	  on	  Riverside	  data.	  
-‐	  Residency	  Verification:	  Be	  sure	  the	  students	  enrolled	  in	  our	  schools	  are	  eligible	  to	  attend	  
-‐	  Transportation:	  Do	  not	  want	  children	  on	  buses	  for	  long	  periods	  of	  time	  
-‐	  Achievement:	  How	  will	  using	  any	  of	  these	  options	  impact	  achievement?	  Focus	  on	  
improving	  achievement	  rather	  than	  forcing	  students	  to	  move.	  
-‐	  Driver	  for	  Change:	  What	  is	  driving	  the	  change?	  If	  NLS	  and	  HAS	  were	  in	  compliance	  with	  
the	  Statute,	  would	  you	  still	  have	  a	  problem,	  still	  need	  to	  make	  a	  change?	  Consider	  
addressing	  Facility	  Utilization	  and	  Racial	  Balance	  issues	  separately	  
-‐	  Cost:	  What	  will	  it	  cost	  to	  implement	  any	  of	  these	  options?	  Transportation	  cost?	  District	  
should	  spend	  more	  money/time/resources	  on	  improving	  achievement,	  than	  enrollment	  
balancing	  issues.	  
-‐	  Options:	  none	  presented	  so	  far	  seem	  viable,	  do	  not	  force	  families	  to	  leave	  their	  
neighborhood	  school,	  bought	  home	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  “neighborhood	  experience.”	  It	  
doesn’t	  make	  sense	  to	  bus	  children	  across	  Town	  that	  can	  walk	  to	  their	  school	  now.	  
-‐	  Suggested	  solutions:	  See	  summary	  below	  
-‐	  Considerations	  for	  Plan	  Development:	  See	  summary	  below	  

	  
Clarify/Justify	  Problem	  and	  Data	  

Data	  	  
-‐	  What	  is	  the	  problem	  we	  are	  trying	  to	  solve?	  
-‐	  Why	  is	  it	  a	  problem	  now?	  
-‐	  What	  evidence	  do	  you	  have	  that	  it	  will	  be	  a	  problem	  in	  the	  future?	  
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-‐	  How	  accurate	  is	  the	  data?	  How	  do	  you	  know?	  
	  
-‐	  What	  will	  be	  the	  impact	  in	  two	  years,	  using	  student	  numbers	  currently	  
enrolled/registered?	  	  
-‐	  Why	  would	  changes	  be	  made	  to	  a	  school	  that	  does	  not	  currently	  and	  is	  not	  projected	  to	  
have	  overcrowding,	  under-‐utilization	  or	  racial	  imbalance?	  
-‐	  These	  problems	  have	  existed	  for	  a	  while.	  Why	  wasn’t	  anything	  done	  previously?	  Why	  have	  
the	  solutions	  put	  in	  place	  before	  not	  worked?	  
-‐	  What	  would	  the	  impact	  be	  if	  they	  change	  the	  K	  start	  date?	  
-‐	  What	  is	  the	  capacity	  of	  students	  in	  each	  school?	  
-‐	  We	  bought	  our	  house	  specifically	  to	  attend	  XX	  School	  
-‐	  Is	  expatriate	  community	  accounted	  for	  in	  the	  projections?	  
-‐	  Is	  housing	  project	  planned	  for	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  area	  accounted	  for	  in	  projections?	  
-‐	  Does	  the	  Board	  have	  confidence	  in	  the	  M&M	  data?	  
-‐	  While	  the	  data	  considers	  number	  of	  bedrooms	  in	  a	  home,	  how	  does	  it	  account	  for	  number	  
of	  children	  in	  a	  bedroom?	  Does	  it	  assume	  only	  one	  per	  bedroom?	  
	  
Riverside	  
-‐	  Riverside	  enrollment	  projections	  are	  questioned.	  Elaborate	  on	  how	  these	  projections	  were	  
derived.	  	  
-‐	  How	  do	  you	  address	  the	  difference	  between	  the	  projected	  number	  for	  next	  year	  in	  K	  at	  
Riverside,	  and	  the	  larger	  number	  of	  students	  already	  enrolled	  in	  K	  for	  next	  year	  to	  date?	  
-‐	  Question	  accuracy	  of	  minority	  data	  at	  Riverside?	  
-‐	  Is	  Riverside	  only	  school	  with	  walkers/bikers?	  Which	  other	  schools	  have	  large	  population	  
of	  walkers/bikers?	  
-‐	  When	  was	  the	  last	  time	  Riverside	  enrollment	  was	  350	  students?	  When	  was	  the	  last	  time	  
Riverside	  dropped	  134	  students	  in	  four	  year?	  
-‐	  Birth	  rate	  data	  question,	  particularly	  for	  Riverside,	  seems	  that	  there	  is	  a	  tie	  between	  birth	  
rate	  trends	  and	  children	  moving	  in	  to	  community	  that	  are	  not	  related?	  Rather	  than	  using	  a	  
persistency	  ratio,	  should	  they	  be	  using	  a	  persistency	  “adder”?	  
	  
Private	  School	  	  
-‐	  What	  is	  the	  number	  of	  school-‐aged	  children	  attending	  private	  school	  out	  of	  state?	  How	  
does	  that	  impact	  the	  projections?	  
	  
Middle	  Schools	  
-‐	  What	  is	  the	  impact	  on	  the	  middle	  schools?	  
	  
New	  Lebanon	  
-‐	  How	  is	  NLS	  school	  population	  increasing	  if	  no	  new	  housing	  is	  being	  built?	  
	  
Preschools	  
-‐	  M&M	  should	  be	  consulting	  with	  area	  preschools	  for	  current	  data	  
-‐	  How	  are	  preschoolers	  moving	  in	  captured	  in	  projections?	  
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Economy	  
-‐	  Does	  data	  take	  into	  consideration	  economy?	  Does	  it	  reflect	  anomalies	  of	  past	  few	  years	  of	  
economic	  challenges	  and	  current	  “burgeoning”	  economy?	  
	  
Race	  Identification	  
-‐	  How	  is	  race	  identified?	  How	  is	  it	  calculated?	  
-‐	  How	  is	  it	  defined	  by	  the	  Statute?	  
	  
Census	  
-‐	  How	  might	  the	  census	  data	  -‐	  that	  for	  the	  first	  time	  in	  history	  fewer	  than	  half	  of	  the	  
incoming	  national	  Kindergarten	  population	  is	  white	  –	  impact	  or	  inform	  our	  current	  
problem?	  (Statistics	  needs	  to	  be	  confirmed)	  
	  
Kindergarten	  Start	  Date	  
-‐	  How	  might	  a	  change	  in	  the	  eligible	  age	  to	  start	  Kindergarten	  impact	  the	  projections?	  
	  
Past	  Redistricting	  
-‐	  Has	  any	  redistricting	  been	  implemented	  since	  1997,	  other	  than	  to	  open	  the	  International	  
School	  at	  Dundee?	  

	  
Achievement	  

-‐	  How	  will	  academic	  achievement	  be	  a	  part	  of	  this	  process?	  What	  is	  the	  impact	  on	  
achievement?	  How	  are	  you	  defining	  and	  measuring	  the	  impact	  of	  any	  change?	  
-‐	  Money	  spent	  on	  addressing	  RB	  &	  FU	  is	  better	  spent	  on	  improving	  achievement	  
-‐	  None	  of	  the	  proposed	  options	  will	  improve	  academic	  achievement	  
-‐	  Concern	  with	  pairing	  high	  performing	  schools	  with	  low	  performing	  schools	  
-‐	  Provide	  research	  to	  show	  benefits	  of	  racially	  balancing	  schools	  
-‐	  Can	  we	  provide	  longitudinal	  data	  of	  impact	  on	  achievement	  through	  high	  school	  of	  racially	  
imbalanced	  schools	  and	  racially	  balanced	  schools?	  
-‐	  Aren’t	  there	  economies	  of	  scale	  for	  concentrations	  of	  like	  needs?	  
-‐	  Rather	  than	  focusing	  on	  racially	  balancing	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  racial	  balance,	  why	  not	  focus	  on	  
the	  intent	  –	  to	  provide	  the	  best	  education	  possible	  –	  allocate	  funding	  where	  it	  is	  needed.	  

	  
Address/Clarify	  plan	  development	  process	  

-‐	  Too	  tight	  a	  time	  frame	  for	  making	  a	  decision	  that	  will	  have	  such	  a	  large	  impact;	  rushing	  to	  
judgment	  
-‐	  Do	  something	  now,	  we	  can't	  wait	  anymore	  for	  a	  solution	  
-‐	  When	  will	  the	  Board	  make	  a	  decision?	  
-‐	  How	  will	  the	  Board	  make	  their	  decision?	  What	  are	  the	  criteria	  for	  making	  a	  decision?	  
-‐	  When	  will	  we	  see	  a	  proposed	  plan?	  
-‐	  When/how	  will	  the	  plan	  be	  developed?	  
-‐	  Why	  can't	  the	  Board	  wait	  until	  after	  the	  election	  to	  allow	  the	  new	  Board	  to	  vote?	  
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-‐	  Focus	  on	  the	  Facility	  Utilization	  issue	  –	  what	  would	  that	  look	  like	  without	  the	  Racial	  
Balance	  Statute	  in	  play?	  
-‐	  How	  involved	  will	  the	  school	  principals	  be	  on	  the	  process	  and	  plan	  development?	  
-‐	  What	  have	  other	  communities	  done?	  How	  successful	  were	  the	  solutions?	  Look	  at	  Julian	  
Curtiss	  and	  ISD,	  and	  other	  Districts	  
-‐	  What	  is	  the	  contingency	  plan	  for	  NLS	  if	  decisions	  are	  delayed?	  

	  
Racial	  Balance	  Statute	  

-‐	  Seek	  legal	  counsel	  
-‐	  Investigate	  the	  constitutionality	  of	  the	  statute	  
-‐	  What	  is	  the	  impact	  of	  non-‐compliance?	  What	  would	  the	  State	  do?	  
-‐	  Do	  you	  project	  any	  other	  schools	  will	  be	  out	  of	  compliance?	  
-‐	  If	  HAS	  and	  NLS	  were	  in	  compliance,	  would	  you	  still	  need	  to	  redistrict?	  
-‐	  Concern	  with	  challenging	  statute	  resulting	  in	  negative	  perception	  of	  Greenwich	  
-‐	  How	  is	  racial	  balance	  defined?	  
-‐	  In	  reviewing	  the	  options,	  would	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  solutions	  be	  unconstitutional?	  
Would	  there	  be	  a	  disproportionate	  and	  discriminatory	  impact	  on	  our	  minority	  population?	  
-‐	  Our	  middle	  schools	  and	  high	  school	  are	  racially	  balanced,	  why	  implement	  such	  a	  
disruptive	  plan	  when	  all	  students	  experience	  racial	  balance	  at	  the	  secondary	  level	  
-‐	  If	  Greenwich	  were	  to	  challenge	  the	  statute,	  what	  would	  we	  be	  required	  to	  do	  while	  the	  
case	  was	  pending?	  
_	  Has	  anyone	  ever	  successfully	  challenged	  the	  State	  on	  this	  statute?	  

	  
Residency	  Verification	  

-‐	  How	  are	  you	  going	  to	  make	  sure	  that	  the	  students	  that	  are	  enrolled	  in	  our	  schools	  are	  
eligible	  to	  be	  enrolled?	  
-‐	  Be	  sure	  anyone	  that	  should	  not	  be	  attending	  our	  schools	  is	  accounted	  for	  before	  using	  
projections	  to	  make	  a	  decision	  
-‐	  Why	  is	  residency	  verification	  only	  done	  once	  at	  elementary	  school?	  	  
-‐	  Why	  is	  it	  more	  difficult	  to	  get	  a	  Town	  Beach	  Card	  than	  to	  verify	  residency	  for	  the	  schools?	  
-‐	  Include	  proof	  of	  vehicle	  registration	  

	  
Transportation	  

-‐	  Do	  not	  support	  placing	  children,	  especially	  elementary	  children,	  on	  a	  bus	  for	  long	  
distances/periods	  of	  time	  
-‐	  Cost	  of	  transportation	  required	  in	  these	  options	  too	  high.	  	  
-‐	  Where	  would	  the	  funding	  for	  transportation	  come	  from?	  What	  would	  be	  giving	  up?	  
-‐	  Consider	  environmental	  impact	  

	  
Board	  Vote/Board	  Attendance	  

-‐	  What	  must	  the	  Board	  know,	  what	  information	  must	  they	  have	  before	  they	  will	  make	  a	  
decision?	  
-‐	  What	  are	  the	  criteria	  for	  making	  the	  decision?	  
-‐	  Why	  can't	  this	  wait	  until	  the	  new	  Board	  is	  elected?	  
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-‐	  Why	  aren’t	  all	  Board	  members	  attending	  these	  forums,	  listening	  to	  the	  public	  comments	  
and	  questions?	  

	  
Real	  Estate	  Values	  

-‐	  Concern	  with	  property	  values	  
-‐	  Realtors	  should	  not	  be	  “steering”	  clients	  toward	  one	  school	  or	  away	  from	  another	  

	  
Costs	  

-‐	  What	  is	  cost	  of	  lawsuit?	  
-‐	  What	  is	  cost	  of	  transportation?	  
-‐	  What	  is	  cost	  of	  options?	  
-‐	  Will	  state	  fund	  any	  of	  the	  costs	  associated	  with	  addressing	  Statute?	  

	  
Conceptual	  Options	  

-‐	  Oppose	  Option	  4	  –	  do	  not	  believe	  a	  Parkway	  and	  New	  Lebanon	  “pairing”	  makes	  sense	  –	  too	  
far	  
-‐	  Oppose	  redistricting	  –	  Board	  should	  not	  be	  permitted	  to	  force	  families	  away	  from	  
neighborhood	  schools	  
-‐	  Oppose	  all	  options	  –	  do	  nothing	  
-‐	  Implement	  minimal	  change	  to	  get	  by	  next	  two	  years	  and	  then	  re-‐evaluate	  the	  projections	  
-‐	  Not	  acceptable	  to	  create	  three	  “zones”	  –	  further	  exacerbates	  divide	  between	  high	  
income/low	  income	  portions	  of	  Town	  
-‐	  How/When	  will	  we	  know	  what	  options	  are	  on/off	  the	  table?	  
-‐	  Have	  you	  looked	  at	  varying	  class	  size	  guidelines	  and	  what	  that	  would	  do	  to	  address	  facility	  
utilization?	  
-‐	  If	  a	  school	  is	  not	  racially	  imbalanced,	  overcrowded,	  or	  underutilized	  –	  why	  should	  they	  be	  
impacted?	  
-‐	  Support	  redistricting	  and/or	  grade	  reconfiguration	  –	  neighborhood	  schools	  do	  not	  work	  in	  
the	  demographic	  make	  up	  of	  our	  community	  –	  children	  deserve	  to	  have	  equitable	  
educational	  experiences	  –	  its	  time	  to	  fix	  this.	  
-‐	  It	  doesn’t	  make	  sense	  to	  bus	  children	  across	  Town	  that	  can	  walk	  to	  their	  school	  now.	  
	  

Facilities	  
-‐	  Need	  improvements	  in	  facilities	  before	  investing	  dollars	  in	  addressing	  enrollment	  issues	  

	  
Suggestions	  for	  Solution	  

	  
-‐	  Parkway	  as	  STEM	  School	  –	  offering	  choice	  (or	  “magnet”)	  seats	  
-‐	  Parkway	  as	  Mandarin	  Chinese	  School	  	  –	  offering	  choice	  (or	  “magnet”)	  seats	  
-‐	  Parkway	  as	  K-‐8	  or	  K-‐6	  school	  
-‐	  Offer	  a	  Bilingual	  program	  
-‐	  Offer	  a	  language	  immersion	  program	  
-‐	  Offer	  before	  and	  after	  school	  programs/childcare	  
-‐	  Single-‐gender	  magnet	  school	  
-‐	  Increase	  classroom	  space	  at	  New	  Lebanon	  School	  –	  build.	  	  
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-‐	  Support	  for	  Grade	  Re-‐organization	  
-‐	  Support	  for	  Choice	  
-‐	  Support	  for	  No	  Change	  
-‐	  Survey	  parents	  –	  find	  out	  what	  they	  want	  
-‐	  Town	  should	  build	  affordable	  housing	  across	  Town	  
-‐	  Preschool	  in	  one	  building	  or	  a	  Preschool/Kindergarten	  pairing	  
-‐	  Implement	  minimal	  change	  to	  get	  by	  next	  two	  years	  and	  then	  re-‐evaluate	  the	  projections	  
-‐	  Dual	  Districts	  -‐	  Break	  up	  into	  two	  school	  Districts	  
-‐	  Voluntary	  reassignment	  from	  overcrowded	  schools	  to	  under-‐utilized	  schools	  
-‐	  Make	  NLS	  and	  HAS	  	  PreK-‐5	  Schools	  and	  all	  others	  K-‐5	  for	  comparison	  purposes	  
-‐	  Single	  grade	  redistricting	  
-‐	  Explain	  why	  Charter	  schools	  are	  not	  an	  option	  
-‐	  Allow	  all	  Parkway	  students	  to	  attend	  CMS,	  then	  make	  seats	  available	  at	  Parkway	  for	  students	  form	  
other	  attendance	  areas	  –	  CMS	  would	  be	  the	  draw	  
-‐	  ISD	  becomes	  a	  full	  magnet	  and	  feeds	  into	  WMS,	  another	  IB	  school.	  Those	  in	  current	  ISD	  attendance	  
area	  could	  choose	  either	  ISD	  or	  OGS.	  
-‐	  Consider	  the	  Montclair,	  NJ	  model	  	  
-‐	  Voucher	  system	  
	  

Considerations	  as	  Plan	  is	  Developed	  
	  
-‐	  Time	  –	  need	  time	  to	  properly	  plan	  for	  implementation	  of	  selected	  option	  	  
-‐	  Transportation	  –	  distance	  &	  cost	  
-‐	  Before	  School	  and	  After	  School	  Childcare	  	  
-‐	  Pick	  up	  and	  drop	  off	  timing	  
-‐	  Different	  school	  start	  times	  
-‐	  There	  are	  natural	  neighborhood	  lines,	  try	  to	  minimize	  disruption	  
-‐	  Will	  students	  currently	  in	  a	  given	  school	  be	  grandfathered,	  once	  the	  plan	  is	  implemented?	  
-‐	  Will	  magnet	  families	  be	  able	  to	  remain	  in	  their	  current	  school	  of	  choice?	  Request	  grandfathering	  
current	  magnet	  students.	  
-‐	  Address	  the	  Parkway	  split	  to	  CMS	  &	  WMS	  as	  part	  of	  any	  solution.	  
-‐	  Phasing	  in	  plan	  
-‐	  Desire	  to	  walk	  or	  bike	  to	  school	  
-‐	  Will	  preschool	  classes	  remain	  at	  Hamilton	  Avenue?	  
-‐	  Maintain	  themes	  at	  current	  magnet	  schools	  
-‐	  Minimize	  disruptions	  to	  status	  quo	  
-‐	  Magnets	  (voluntary	  choice	  to	  attend	  themed	  school)	  are	  an	  option:	  the	  District	  has	  not	  run	  
magnets	  according	  to	  best	  practices	  –	  clear	  theme,	  provide	  transportation,	  District	  support,	  
marketing,	  and	  adequate	  ‘magnet	  seats’	  –	  and	  magnets	  could	  be	  the	  solution	  
-‐	  If	  Magnets	  are	  the	  solution,	  make	  sure	  there	  are	  enough	  choice	  seats	  available	  
-‐	  What	  is	  contingency	  plan?	  What	  if	  selected	  plan	  doesn’t	  work?	  How	  much	  time	  does	  the	  District	  
have	  to	  be	  in	  compliance	  with	  Statute?	  To	  address	  overcrowding	  and	  under-‐utilization?	  
-‐	  Working	  parents	  (school	  hours,	  distance	  for	  home,	  juggling	  multiple	  locations/start	  times,	  before	  
and	  after	  school	  childcare)	  
-‐	  Proximity	  to	  after	  school	  programs	  (not	  at	  school)	  
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A	  Summary	  of	  June	  20th	  Board	  of	  Education	  Decisions	  and	  Timeline	  
On	  Facilities	  Utilization	  and	  Racial	  Balance	  Issues	  	  

	  
Introduction	  
In	   October	   2012,	   the	   Board	   of	   Education	   identified	   the	   need	   to	   develop	   a	   plan	   to	   address	  
overcrowded	   schools,	   under-‐utilized	   schools	   and	   racial	   balance	   issues	   in	   the	   District.	   	   An	  
extensive	   enrollment	   and	   demographic	   data	   analysis	   has	   been	   conducted	   and	   presented	   at	  
several	  meetings.	   	  These	  included	  nine	  Public	  Forums	  and	  14	  small	  group	  sessions	  to	  gather	  
input	  from	  stakeholders	  on	  the	  conceptual	  options.	  	  
	  

SUMMARY	  OF	  DECISIONS	  
	  
At	  its	  June	  20,	  2013	  meeting,	  the	  Board	  of	  Education	  took	  action	  on	  identifying	  acceptable	  
methods	   to	   address	   the	   issues	   and	   next	   steps.	   	   These	   next	   steps	   will	   be	   executed	  
concurrently.	  
	  
Methods	  to	  Address	  Facility	  Utilization	  and	  Racial	  Balance	  
All	  Board	  members	   indicated	  a	  preference	  for	  developing	  plans	  that	  relied	  on	  choice,	  
giving	  parents	   the	  decision	  on	  whether	   to	   change	   from	  their	  neighborhood	  school	   to	  
attend	  a	  different	  school.	  	  
	  
The	   BOE	   approved	   the	   development	   of	   several	   detailed	   plans	   to	   address	   these	   issues	  
utilizing	  the	  following	  methods,	  which	  can	  be	  used	  independently	  or	  in	  combination:	  
	  

• Partial	  magnet	  using	  only	  voluntary	  choice	  *	  
• Partial	  magnet	  using	  voluntary	  choice	  and	  some	  redistricting	  *	  
• Choice	  for	  students	  attending	  crowded	  schools	  to	  move	  to	  under-‐utilized	  schools	  
• Minimal	  redistricting	  for	  purposes	  of	  facility	  utilization	  
• Expand	  New	  Lebanon	  School	  

	  
*	  A	  partial	  magnet	  school	  has	  a	  student	  body	  comprised	  of	  students	  from	  the	  
designated	   neighborhood	   attendance	   area	   as	   well	   as	   students	   from	   other	  
attendance	   areas	  who	   apply	   to	   attend.	   	   Greenwich	   currently	   operates	   four	  
partial	  magnet	  schools.	  	  

	  
	  
Market	  Research	  
The	   Board	   voted	   to	   engage	   an	   outside	   firm	   to	   conduct	  market	   research	  with	   Greenwich	  
families	   on	   what	   features	   and	   elements	   would	   attract	   families	   to	   a	   partial	   magnet;	   e.g.,	  
transportation	  policies,	  themes	  like	  IB,	  STEM,	  6	  to	  6,	  language	  immersion.	  
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Residency	  Verification	  
The	  BOE	  authorized	  the	  residency	  verification	  of	  all	  students	   in	  Kindergarten	  through	  5th	  
grade	  for	  the	  2013-‐2014	  school	  year	  by	  October	  1,	  2013.	  	  The	  purpose	  is	  to	  confirm	  that	  all	  
enrolled	  elementary	  students	  are	  eligible	  to	  attend	  the	  Greenwich	  public	  schools	  and	  that	  
the	  Board	  is	  using	  accurate	  data	  to	  make	  decisions	  regarding	  facility	  utilization	  and	  racial	  
balance.	  
	  
The	   Greenwich	   Public	   Schools’	   standard	   process	   requires	   five	   documents	   to	   verify	  
eligibility	  to	  register	  for	  school	  –	  photo	  ID,	  notarized	  affidavit	  of	  parent/guardianship,	  two	  
utility	  bills,	  proof	  of	  homeowner	   (mortgage,	  property	   tax	  bill	   or	  deed)	  or	   lessee	   (current	  
lease)	  .	  The	  Town’s	  Beach	  Pass	  application	  process	  only	  requires	  two	  proofs	  of	  residency,	  
	  
This	  Kindergarten	  through	  fifth	  grade	  residency	  verification	  process	  will	  begin	  on	  July	  1st	  
and	  will	  be	  completed	  by	  October	  1,	  2013.	   	  Families	  will	  be	  notified	  with	  more	  details	  via	  
ParentLink	  (telephone	  and	  email.)	  
	  
	  
Legal	  Challenge	  
The	  Board	  confirmed	  it	   is	  continuing	  to	  evaluate	  the	  potential	   for	  a	   legal	  challenge	  to	  the	  
State	  statute	  and	  regulations	  regarding	  racial	  balance.	  	  The	  Board	  also	  confirmed	  its	  intent	  
to	   work	   with	   the	   State	   Department	   of	   Education	   and	   State	   Board	   of	   Education	   on	  
alternative	  ways	   to	   implement	   the	   regulations	   in	   Greenwich,	   including	   using	   the	   unique	  
schools	  designation	  identified	  in	  the	  regulations.	  
	  
	  

TIMELINE	  
	  
The	  Administration	  will	   develop	   specific	   plans	   for	   presentation	   at	   the	  BOE’s	  August	   29th	  
meeting.	   	   The	   plans	   will	   include	   information	   on	   description	   of	   option,	   school	   locations,	  
program	   elements	   necessary	   for	   success,	   impact	   on	   objectives,	   number	   of	   students	  
impacted,	  middle	  school	  implications,	  impact	  on	  existing	  magnets,	  staffing,	  pros/cons,	  and	  
costs.	  	  
	  
The	  Board	  has	  scheduled	  the	  following	  meetings	  to	  address	  this	  issue:	  
	  
Tuesday,	  July	  30	  (Site	  TBD,	  7pm):	  	  	  	   BOE	  meeting	  to	  review	  progress	  
Thursday,	  August	  29	  (GHS,	  7pm):	   	   Public	  comment,	  BOE	  review	  of	  options	  	  
Thursday,	  September	  12	  (GHS,	  7pm):	   Public	  comment,	  continuation	  of	  BOE	  review	  
Thursday,	  September	  26	  (GHS,	  7pm):	   Public	  comment,	  continuation	  of	  BOE	  review	  	  
Thursday,	  October	  10	  (CMS,	  7pm):	  	   Public	  comment;	  BOE	  vote	  	  
	  

*	  *	  *	  *	  *	  *	  *	  *	  *	  *	  *	  *	  *	  *	  *	  
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Greenwich, Connecticut 

 

 
 

 

Date of Meeting _____July 30, 2013_________________________ 
 
 

Title of Item: Further Discussion of Facility Utilization and Racial Balance Options 

 

 

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION ITEMS 

 
 
_ _  Action required 
 
_X _ Informational only 
 
 
 Submitted By_Dr. William McKersie  
 

Position   Superintendent 
 
   
 

I will be present at Board Meeting to explain if called upon 
 
   __X_    ____ 
     Yes       No 
 
Synopsis of Proposal: 
Please review all five attachments carefully. 
 
After BOE consideration and discussion on July 30, we hope to achieve two objectives 
so that we may move forward: 
 

1. We are seeking your support to move ahead with the attached draft approach 
and a development process that will actively engage key stakeholders to 
research, explore and identify model designs with the greatest potential for 
success.  

 
2. We are seeking your feedback and guidance on the attached draft approach so 

that we may revise and expand this document for formal approval at the August 
29th BOE meeting. 

 
Recommended Action: 
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THE GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Office of the Superintendent 

290 Greenwich Avenue    Greenwich, CT 06830     
(203) 625-7425 
William S. McKersie, Ph.D., Superintendent 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
July 25, 2013 
 
 
TO: Greenwich Board of Education 
FROM: William S. McKersie, Ph.D., Superintendent 
RE: Overview of “Preliminary Proposal 7.30.13” – Facility Utilization & Racial 

Balance 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The issues of facility utilization and racial imbalance faced by our district are being closely 
examined.  There have been many thoughtful discussions and opportunities for input from 
all members of our community related to these issues over the last several months.  
Throughout the process, one message rang loud and clear, students and parents are 
passionate about their neighborhood schools as well as having a choice of where students 
attend school matters.  
 
The District administration has listened carefully to all input and is responding in a 
thoughtful and reasoned manner.  A work group of District administrators was assembled 
over the summer to investigate options for creating solutions.  This team includes: 
 

 William McKersie, Superintendent 
 Irene Parisi, Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum, Instruction & Professional 

Learning 
 Ben Branyan, Managing Director of Operations 
 Kim Eves, Director of Communications 
 John Curtin, Special Projects Manager 
 Patricia Allen, Principal – Parkway School 
 Jill Flood, Principal – North Street School 
 Teresa Ricci, Principal – International School at Dundee 
 Barbara Riccio, Principal – New Lebanon School 
 Cynthia Womack, Principal – Hamilton Avenue School 
 Stephanie Rogen, Consultant – Greenwich Leadership Partners 

 
The work group has been engaged in careful discussion based on feedback from the 
community, research and direction from the Board of Education (BOE).  Once a final 
direction is established by the BOE, the work group will expand at each participating school 
to include staff and parents. 
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PRELIMINARY PROPOSAL 7.30.13 
At the upcoming July 30 Board of Education meeting, we will introduce a choice-based and 
voluntary approach to address the issues of racial balance and facility utilization across the 
district.  The goal is to establish the conditions for greater choice, improved racial balance 
and optimal facility utilization across the entire district. The choice-based approach 
integrates the potential means as outlined by the BOE in the June 20, 2013 Summary of 
Decisions: 
 

 Partial magnet using only voluntary choice 
 Partial magnet using voluntary choice and some redistricting 
 Choice for students attending crowded schools to move to underutilized schools 
 Minimal redistricting for purposes of facility utilization 
 Expansion of the New Lebanon School facility 

 
The choice-based approach centers on the development of two partial magnet schools in 
the underutilized Parkway and North Street Schools.  As partial magnets, Parkway and 
North Street still would be the neighborhood schools for all students residing in the two 
respective attendance zones. 
 
We recognize that there are two additional issues we must address within the scope of our 
work: 
 

1. How do we alleviate the overcrowding in New Lebanon School for Fall 2014? 
a. Do we include minimal redistricting to address the overcrowding? 
b. Do we make a capital investment to expand the New Lebanon facility? 

 
2. How do we sustain and strengthen our efforts to close the achievement gap at New 

Lebanon and Hamilton Avenue? 
a. The evidence is clear that both schools are improving results and that the 

achievement gap is narrowing (by as much as 10 percentage points over the 
past four years).  How do we accelerate this growth? 

b. Hamilton Avenue is one of two Digital Learning Phase One Schools.  How do 
we make this initiative the center-piece of accelerating student achievement 
at Hamilton Avenue? 

 
Our intention in putting forth a choice-based approach is to honor our commitment to 
neighborhood schools as we expand choice, improve educational outcomes and meet the 
expressed needs of Greenwich students, staff and parents.  We believe this approach is 
ideal for the following reasons: 
    

a) GPS MISSION ALIGNMENT: Through a choice system, GPS will have an opportunity 
to develop magnet designs (and associated learning models) that will align with and 
advance the mission of the GPS schools, the Vision of the Graduate, and our strategic 
vision for academic achievement in Greenwich.  A priority will be coordinating the 
choice approach with our related initiatives in personalized and digital learning--so 
that GPS has a coherent, interactive system of school innovation. 
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b) OPPORTUNITY TO TRANSFORM LEARNING ACROSS SCHOOLS:  A choice 
approach creates a broad platform for transformed teaching and learning and the 
development of innovative practices that can be tailored to meet the needs of 
students and schools across the system.   

 
c) CHOICE FOR ALL: This approach is grounded in choice and voluntary enrollment 

rather than forced redistricting for all – with particular attention to the needs of the 
attendance area in the school design. Choice increases the opportunities for 
families and students to align their learning styles and preferences with a variety of 
models. 

 
d) LONG TERM FLEXIBITY IN UTILIZING OUR EXISTING FACILITIES: A choice 

approach pursues optimal utilization of existing facilities, rather than commitments 
to capital intensive and fixed investments in expanded or new structures.  This 
creates greater flexibility for the long term as populations and enrollments across 
the district fluctuate.  

 
The “Preliminary Proposal – 7.30.13” is a high level outline describing the rationale and a 
plan to research and develop a choice approach.  After BOE consideration and discussion 
on July 30, we hope to achieve two objectives so that we may move forward: 
 

1. We are seeking your support to move ahead with this approach and a development 
process that will actively engage key stakeholders to research, explore and identify 
model designs with the greatest potential for success.  

 
2. We are seeking your feedback and guidance on the attached draft approach so that we 

may revise and expand this document for formal approval at the August 29th BOE 
meeting. 

 
We are excited by the enormous educational opportunities that have surfaced in what, to 
date, has been a complex and provocative issue within the district.   
 

 We see this as an opportunity to advance the mission of the Greenwich Public 
Schools and increase student achievement through expanded choices among 
innovative learning models for all families in the district. 

 We recognize that the formal solution is one that must be developed in partnership 
with the community and we propose a deep examination of the practical issues and 
supports (such as transportation and other budget intensive factors) that we must 
address in order to be successful.  

 We recognize this is not a “build from scratch” approach.  We will seek lessons from 
the successful process to design and implement the ISD model.  Similarly, we will 
examine what has challenged the effectiveness of the district’s other magnet models.   

 
Finally, we will work to ensure that all of our recommendations are rooted in choice and 
the expressed needs and interests of our students and families in every attendance area 
across all eleven elementary schools. 
 
We look forward to your questions, feedback and guidance as we develop a more robust 
and detailed proposal for the August 29, 2013 meeting.  
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
DRAFT 

Preliminary Proposal 7.30.13 -- Facility Utilization and Racial Balance  
A Rationale for Addressing the Issue and Moving Forward 

William S. McKersie, Ph.D. – Superintendent  
1. Executive Summary  
 
The District administration has listened carefully to all input and is responding in a thoughtful and reasoned 
manner.  A work group of District administrators was assembled over the summer to investigate options for 
creating solutions.  This team includes: 
 

 William McKersie, Superintendent 
 Irene Parisi, Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum, Instruction & Professional Learning 
 Ben Branyan, Managing Director of Operations 
 Kim Eves, Director of Communications 
 John Curtin, Special Projects Manager 
 Patricia Allen, Principal – Parkway School 
 Jill Flood, Principal – North Street School 
 Teresa Ricci, Principal – International School of Dundee 
 Barbara Riccio, Principal – New Lebanon School 
 Cynthia Womack, Principal – Hamilton Avenue School 
 Stephanie Rogen, Consultant – Greenwich Leadership Partners 

 
The work group has been engaged in careful discussion based on feedback from the community, research and 
direction from the Board of Education.   
 
The district administration is proposing to research and design two partial magnet schools in order to: 
 

 Address issues of overcrowding (New Lebanon) and racial imbalance (New Lebanon and Hamilton 
Avenue Schools) 

 Address underutilization of North Street School and Parkway School. 
 

The addition of two new partial magnet schools would advance the Greenwich Public Schools as a vibrant, diverse 
and nationally recognized District that strives to deliver superior and innovative educational opportunities to the 
highest standards for 21st century learning for all students. 

 
In October 2012, the Board of Education stipulated that a plan to address these issues will: 1) increase academic 
achievement, 2) account for enrollment trends and efficient use of facilities and 3) improve racial balance in 
schools.  

 
The proposed solution of two partial magnets is designed to address facility utilization and racial imbalance as we 
honor our commitment to neighborhood schools, expand choice, improve educational outcomes and meet the 
expressed needs of our constituents 

Havemeyer Building 

290 Greenwich Avenue 

Greenwich, Connecticut 06830-6521 

Tel: (203) 625-7400 

William S. McKersie, Ph.D.                         William_McKersie@Greenwich.k12.ct.us                          

Superintendent of Schools 
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This solution is developed based on the acceptable means offered by the BOE together with our 
recent research and consultation with the community.   We formulated four guiding principles 
based on research, feedback from the community and guidance from the BOE: 

 
Guiding principles: 

 
 We value and respect neighborhood schools 
 We value and respect choice for ALL students and families, recognizing there is no “one 

size fits all” for education  
 We value access to the best individualized educational opportunities for all students, 

wherever they are located in the system 
 We have a responsibility to innovate and set the standard for world class education in 

Greenwich 
 

We believe that this approach meets the requirements of the BOE (as outlined at the June 20, 2013 
BOE meeting) and allows for the greatest amount of flexibility and choice, today and for the future, 
for the following reasons:  

  
 The magnet designs (and associated learning models) will advance the Mission of the 

GPS and the Vision of the Graduate, and promote choice for students and families among 
innovative and differentiated approaches to instruction, content and learning 
opportunities across the elementary schools in the district.   

 
 This proposal creates a broader platform for transformed teaching and learning and the 

development of innovative practices that can be shared and scaled throughout the 
individual schools and across the system.  
 

 Access, equity and educational quality will be our standards regardless of location.  In 
response to the clear preferences of our community, all students will have access to 
their respective neighborhood schools but may elect to attend a partial magnet school 
on a voluntary basis in order to meet their needs/interests.  Options are diversified, and 
will reflect leading and research based practices in education, technology enabled 
learning and instruction.   
 

 The proposal considers two currently underutilized school facilities, North Street and 
Parkway, as likely partial magnet model candidates – allowing us to optimize current 
facilities without committing to capital intensive and fixed investments in expanded or 
new structures.  This creates greater flexibility for the long term as populations and 
enrollments across the district fluctuate.  

 
2. What Problem are We Trying to Solve? 
 

 Racial Imbalance: We want to improve racial balance in the student populations at 
Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon Schools.  The measure would be enrollments as of 
October 2017—a date that allows for three years of implementation to rebalance student 
enrollment (the CT State Board of Education has allowed phased solutions).    

 
 Overcrowded/Underutilized Schools: We want to alleviate facility overcrowding and 

underutilization.  For New Lebanon we would be concerned with enrollment in Fall 2014.  
For North Street and Parkway schools the first point of concern would be Fall 2017. 
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 Achievement Gaps: We want to sustain and strengthen academic performance for all 

students as we reduce the current achievement gap for elementary school children across 
the district.  The measure would be a system of multiple indicators of achievement and 
growth (to be developed over the 2013-14 academic year). 

 
3. What is Our Opportunity? 
 
While the issues of overcrowding and racial imbalance must be addressed in the short term, our 
most important objective over the long term is to improve educational outcomes and opportunities 
for all students in the district. 

 
 Our plan will provide an opportunity to improve teaching and learning for all students by 

offering new elementary school choices (magnet models) that enhance choice, expand 
learning models, leverage technology, and foster new and innovative teaching/learning 
practices that can be shared and scaled throughout the district.  

 
 The plan will also be in alignment with and supported by efforts within GPS to offer choice 

and alternative learning models with minimal redistricting. 
 
 In the development of a new offer (magnet), we recognize that we must also support and 

strengthen the existing offers in those schools that are currently overcrowded/imbalanced 
(New Lebanon and Hamilton Avenue).   

 
 Finally, we have focused on North Street and Parkway Schools as the partial magnet sites 

because there is both space and capacity.  Both schools will benefit from optimal utilization, 
vibrant models for learning and a more racially balanced student population. 

 
4. Targeted Outcomes: The GPS Mission, Vision of the Graduate, and Strategic Priorities 

 
The GPS Mission, Vision of the Graduate and Strategic Vision for the Future create the context and 
articulate the outcomes for which the proposed solutions for racial imbalance and facility 
utilization are developed. 

 
GPS Mission:  

 to educate all students to the highest levels of academic  achievement; 
 to enable them to reach and expand their potential; and 
 to prepare them to become productive, responsible, ethical, creative and compassionate 

members of society. 
 
The Vision of the Graduate: The Greenwich Public Schools are committed to preparing students to 
function effectively in an interdependent global community. Therefore, in addition to acquiring a 
core body of knowledge*, all students will develop their individual capacities to: 
 
o    Pose and pursue substantive questions 
o    Critically interpret, evaluate, and synthesize information 
o    Explore, define, and solve complex problems 
o    Communicate effectively for a given purpose 
o    Advocate for ideas, causes, and actions 
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o    Generate innovative, creative ideas and products 
o    Collaborate with others to produce a unified work and/or heightened understanding 
o    Contribute to community through dialogue, service, and/or leadership  
o    Conduct themselves in an ethical and responsible manner 
o    Recognize and respect other cultural contexts and points of view  
o    Pursue their unique interests, passions and curiosities 
o    Respond to failures and successes with reflection and resilience 
o    Be responsible for their own mental and physical health 
 
*The core body of knowledge is established in local curricular documents which reflect national and 
state standards as well as workplace expectations.  

 
Strategic Priorities for Greenwich Public Schools:  The overarching goal within the GPS is to 
transform teaching and learning for the needs of the 21st century. We have four critical areas of 
focus: 

 
 Adoption of the Common Core and National Science Standards 
 Transition to personalized instruction through digital learning strategies 
 Evaluation by multiple measures of progress 
 Innovation and R&D that bring best practices to scale 

 
Our priorities will be addressed through approaches on the district level (digital learning and 
personalized learning initiatives) as well as within specific efforts in individual schools (magnet 
models, digital learning pilots and personalized learning initiatives). 
 
5. The Preliminary Recommendation: 
 
Our initial recommendation is designed to expand choice, improve educational outcomes via our 
strategic priorities, and meet the expressed needs of our constituents while we address facility 
utilization and racial imbalance.   

 

INNOVATIVE MAGNET SCHOOLS:  We will offer two innovative, partial magnet models in the 
currently underutilized North Street and Parkway Schools that allow neighborhood children to 
remain if they choose while offering new spots for students who elect to leave their current 
school. The magnet designs will be developed based on market and school research and will 
align with the mission of the GPS schools.  Both partial magnets will center on models for 
learning that augment the rich offering of innovative and differentiated approaches to 
instruction, content and educational opportunities within the District. 

 
Our recommendation is a two pronged approach in order to:  

 
 Develop attractive, innovative magnet models (a blend of three of the methods approved by 

the Board of Education in June)  
 

 Strengthen and effectively communicate the benefits of the existing models under 
consideration (New Lebanon and Hamilton Avenue) so that they may continue to be robust 
and attractive schools for self- selecting students and families. 
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6. Research, Design, Timetable and Work Plan 
 
With the strategic priorities and four guiding principles in mind, we will work with a diverse task 
force that engages parents, students, teachers, and leadership to design a magnet model that 
harnesses and integrates the best and most advanced learning approaches for students.  Our design 
and model(s) for learning will align with GPS Mission and may consider: 
 

 Digital learning and literacy 
 Individualized and personalized learning approaches 
 Research based Pedagogy, Content and Curricula (e.g., interdisciplinary models, dual 

language immersion, STEAM, project and problem based learning ) 
 Extended School Day. Wrap around programming 
 Pre-school Programs 
 University partnerships  
 Private/public collaborations (both industry and educational) 
 Links to MS and HS options 
 

Research and School Design Work Plan  
 

 7/30/2013 -- Present Preliminary Proposal 7.30.13 to the BOE on July 30, 2013 and solicit 
feedback 
 

 8/29/2013 -- Incorporate feedback and develop a formal proposal that specifies outcomes, 
indicators of success and a timeline for research and development during the upcoming 
academic year. 

 
 8/13-10/13 -- Perform market research to assess New Lebanon and Hamilton Avenue 

community needs and readiness/willingness to choose a magnet model. 
 

In addressing the racial balance and facilities utilization needs of the GPS Community, the 
values of the constituents in various neighborhoods need to be considered in constructing 
any plan moving forward. In schools sited for racial imbalance there is a strong cultural bias 
that the school functions not only as a learning center, but also as a community center for 
the inhabitants of the attendance area.  Residents value the option of being able to walk to 
their place of work, worship, shops, learning center, medical care providers, library, etc. 
They are deeply rooted in being  members of a community that shares resources and works 
together to care for the old and young alike. The school is often the center of this activity. To 
help New Lebanon and Hamilton Avenue School families consider a different magnet school, 
answers to the following questions would be required: 

 
 Where would questions regarding social service needs be answered (i.e., health 

care, mental health, etc.)? 
 

 Where would parental support for learning English be met? 
 

 How would parents communicate with school professionals in person if they could 
not walk to the education facility and / or affordable public transportation is not 
available? 
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 What services would be provided for before/after school care that is affordable and 
accessible? 

 
 How would their questions be answered if on-the-spot translation services were not 

available? 
 

 How will they be recruited and made aware of district-wide educational 
choices/opportunities available to them and their families? 

 
The workgroup will identify the mechanisms necessary to attract students into the New 
Lebanon and Hamilton Avenue School catchment areas so that their racial makeup mirrors 
the District wide averages for Greenwich.  Factors to consider include: 
 

 The extent to which transportation will attract students 
 The extent to which advertising will attract students 
 The extent to which programs at New Lebanon / Hamilton Avenue School will 

attract students 

 
 10/2013 – After incorporating findings from Market Research and BOE and community 

feedback, prepare formal proposal to include: 
 
 Rationale  
 Preliminary SWOT/GAP ANALYSIS of the existing 11 elementary schools  
 Potential learning models for the partial magnets designs 
 Examples of innovative school designs 
 Measures of success (short and long term) 
 Immediate/interim solutions for New Lebanon 2014  
 Identification of  opportunities to support and strengthen programs at New Lebanon 

and Hamilton Avenue School 
 

 Post October 2013 -- Once the proposal is approved and planning formally 
commences we will form a diverse work team to address and implement the 
following: 
 
 Learning Model Design(s) 
 
 Accessibility  

 Examine lottery systems to facilitate re-balancing and equity 
 

 Research transportation issues and questions 
 

 Research student/family needs, preferences and interests 
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 Resources and Logistics  
 

 Master Facility Plans 
 

 We project the following Budget considerations: 
 

 FY13-14         Budget = $250,000 
 Further data analysis by M&M 
 Market Research RFP 
 Consultant money for program/theme development 
 Project facilitator contract 
 Release time for GEA members at magnet schools for design? 
 A/E design money for potential facility enhancements 
 Materials required for magnet theme 
 Professional Learning for school based staff  
 NOTE: Providing cost/budget by subsection would be 

premature, given infant stage of development. 
  

 FY14-15         Budget = TBD 
 Transportation cost  
 Facility Enhancements, if needed (CIP) 
 Ongoing Professional Learning  
 Additional Staffing 
 Consumables for magnet theme 
 Per Pupil Spending 

 
 New Lebanon Facility Expansion 
 
This proposal does not incorporate expansion of the New Lebanon facility.  
However, preliminary analysis this Spring suggests that there are two options to 
expand the school, resulting in two additional classrooms.  These options are 
explained in the following chart.  A caveat is that these options are presented 
without the required analysis of need based on updated student enrollment and 
projected effects of two new partial magnets in the GPS. 
 

Options New 
Rooms 

Issues 

Modular on Site 2 $250K+ for site work (ramps, awnings, foundation, blasting).   
$2,000/month rental ($24k/FY).  
Currently this project is unbudgeted. 

Build new administration 
space in front of the school. 
Remodel existing  
administration space as new  
classrooms. 
 

2 This would situate administrative offices by the entrance to the 
 school, which would enhance security.  Additionally, it would  
create space to house the two new sections and provide a more  
collaborative use of space moving forward if sections should  
decrease.  Projected construction cost is $400,000. Currently this  
project is unbudgeted.   
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7. Key Dates 
 
 

 July 30, 2013 -  BOE Meeting, review of plan development progress to date 
 

 August 29, 2013 – BOE Meeting, present rationale and outline for research and 
development process that will shape the formal proposal to be presented October 10 to 
BOE with public comment 

 
 September 12, 2013 – BOE Meeting, continued BOE review and public comment (revision 

and iteration) 
 

 September 26, 2013 – BOE Meeting, continued BOE review and public comment  
 

 October 10, 2013 – BOE Meeting, public comment and targeted BOE vote on Proposal 
plan 
 

 November 2013 - Proposal to CT State Board of Education  
 

 August 2013- August 2014 - Design and Development  
 

 Fall 2014 - (School Openings) 
 
 Fall 2014 – 2017- Enrollment monitoring as one indicator of effectiveness 

 
8. Conclusion 

 
This proposal addresses the immediate concerns related to racial imbalance and facility utilization 
but more importantly, considers the long term goal to improve academic outcomes, foster 
innovation and offer choice across learning models for each and every student in the district.  

 
o Local students could opt out or remain.  Students in other localities may move based on 

preferences.  All schools must meet the academic standards of GPS in their respective 
models.  

 
o Magnet models will be robust and valuable learning environments that foster innovation, 

collaboration and modeling opportunities for the entire district.  
 

Design of the models must align with GPS vision and strategic priorities and evolve from 
qualitative and quantitative research into community needs and preferences, student 
achievement, and best practices nationally and globally 
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
July 30, 2013 
 
Dear GPS Parents and Families: 
 
We hope this letter finds you in good health and enjoying the summer with your friends and families.    
 
As you are aware, the issues of facility utilization and racial imbalance faced by our District are being 
closely examined.  There have been many thoughtful discussions and opportunities for input from all 
members of our community related to these issues over the last several months.  Throughout the process 
one message rang loud and clear--students and parents are passionate about their neighborhood schools, 
and having a choice of where students attend school matters.  
 
The district administration has listened carefully to all input and is responding in a thoughtful and 
reasoned manner.  A work group of District administrators was assembled over the summer to 
investigate options for creating solutions.  The work group has been engaged in careful discussion based 
on feedback from the community, research and direction from the Board of Education. 
 
At the Board of Education (BOE) meeting at Cos Cob School this evening, a draft of this proposal will be 
presented by Dr. McKersie for review and discussion by the BOE.  The draft proposal identifies North 
Street and Parkway Elementary Schools as the potential sites for new partial magnet schools. (A “partial 
magnet” is both a neighborhood school—providing unlimited enrollment opportunity for students in the 
attendance area—and a school that students from outside the school attendance area may select.) 
 
At this time, models for learning, or themes, for the partial magnets have not been determined. The 
District soon will engage a market research firm to gather extensive information and feedback from all 
key stakeholders, including parents and staff, related to factors influencing school choice and the design 
of these new models for learning. No decisions regarding the design of the models will be made until this 
research has been completed and shared.  Staff and parents will be included in the design and 
implementation phases. 
 
Attached to this letter is the draft proposal that will be presented by Dr. McKersie tonight.  The meeting 
will be held at Cos Cob School beginning at 7pm.  Based on BOE feedback, a second draft will be 
presented at the August 29, 2013 BOE meeting, with ample opportunities for public comment and input.  
There will be additional opportunities for public comment and input at the September and October BOE 
meetings as subsequent drafts are developed.  
  

Havemeyer Building 

290 Greenwich Avenue 

Greenwich, Connecticut 06830-6521 

Tel: (203) 625-7400 

William S. McKersie, Ph.D.                         William_McKersie@Greenwich.k12.ct.us                          

Superintendent of Schools 
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This is an exciting time in education.  We embrace the opportunity to work together to make all of our 
great schools even greater. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
William McKersie, Superintendent 
Irene Parisi, Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum, Instruction & Professional Learning 
Ben Branyan, Managing Director of Operations 
Kim Eves, Director of Communications 
John Curtin, Special Projects Manager 
Patricia Allen, Principal – Parkway School 
Jill Flood, Principal – North Street School 
Teresa Ricci, Principal – International School of Dundee 
Barbara Riccio, Principal – New Lebanon School 
Cynthia Womack, Principal – Hamilton Avenue School 
Stephanie Rogen, Consultant – Greenwich Leadership Partners 
 
 
Attachment 
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
July 30, 2013 
 
Dear Colleagues: 
 
We hope this letter finds you in good health and enjoying the summer with your friends and families.    
 
As you are aware, the issues of facility utilization and racial imbalance faced by our District are being 
closely examined.  There have been many thoughtful discussions and opportunities for input from all 
members of our community related to these issues over the last several months.  Throughout the process 
one message rang loud and clear--students and parents are passionate about their neighborhood schools, 
and having a choice of where students attend school matters.  
 
The district administration has listened carefully to all input and is responding in a thoughtful and 
reasoned manner.  A work group of District administrators was assembled over the summer to 
investigate options for creating solutions.  The work group has been engaged in careful discussion based 
on feedback from the community, research and direction from the Board of Education.   
 
At the Board of Education (BOE) meeting at Cos Cob School this evening, a draft of this proposal will be 
presented by Dr. McKersie for review and discussion by the BOE.  The draft proposal identifies North 
Street and Parkway Elementary Schools as the potential sites for new partial magnet schools. (A “partial 
magnet” is both a neighborhood school—providing unlimited enrollment opportunity for students in the 
attendance area—and a school that students from outside the school attendance area may select.) 
 
At this time, models for learning, or themes, for the partial magnets have not been determined. The 
District soon will engage a market research firm to gather extensive information and feedback from all 
key stakeholders, including parents and staff, related to factors influencing school choice and the design 
of these new models for learning. No decisions regarding the design of the models will be made until this 
research has been completed and shared.  Staff and parents will be included in the design and 
implementation phases. 
 
Attached to this letter is the draft proposal that will be presented by Dr. McKersie tonight.  The meeting 
will be held at Cos Cob School beginning at 7pm.  Based on BOE feedback, a second draft will be 
presented at the August 29, 2013 BOE meeting, with ample opportunities for public comment and input.  
There will be additional opportunities for public comment and input at the September and October BOE 
meetings as subsequent drafts are developed.  
  

Havemeyer Building 

290 Greenwich Avenue 

Greenwich, Connecticut 06830-6521 

Tel: (203) 625-7400 

William S. McKersie, Ph.D.                         William_McKersie@Greenwich.k12.ct.us                          

Superintendent of Schools 
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This is an exciting time in education.  We embrace the opportunity to work together to make all of our 
great schools even greater. 
 
Warm regards,  
 
Bill McKersie, Superintendent 
Irene Parisi, Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum, Instruction & Professional Learning 
Ben Branyan, Managing Director of Operations 
Kim Eves, Director of Communications 
John Curtin, Special Projects Manager 
Patricia Allen, Principal – Parkway School 
Jill Flood, Principal – North Street School 
Teresa Ricci, Principal – International School of Dundee 
Barbara Riccio, Principal – New Lebanon School 
Cynthia Womack, Principal – Hamilton Avenue School 
Stephanie Rogen, Consultant – Greenwich Leadership Partners 
 
 
Attachment 
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GREENWICH	  PUBLIC	  SCHOOLS	  
Greenwich,	  CT	  

	  

Updated	  7/20/13	  

	  

FACILITY	  UTILIZATION	  &	  RACIAL	  BALANCE	  
Addressing	  overcrowded	  schools,	  under-‐utilized	  schools,	  	  

and	  racially	  imbalanced	  schools	  
	  

Fall	  2013	  
OPPORTUNITIES	  FOR	  PUBLIC	  COMMENT	  	  

	  
In	  2012-‐2013,	  the	  Board	  of	  Education	  and	  District	  administration	  conducted	  extensive	  data	  analysis	  and	  
review	  of	  current	  conditions	  and	  projected	  trends	  in	  enrollment.	  Numerous	  public	  hearings,	  forums	  and	  
small	  group	  discussions	  were	  held	  in	  order	  to	  receive	  community	  feedback	  on	  the	  data	  analysis	  and	  possible	  
approaches	  for	  addressing	  the	  facility	  utilization	  and	  racial	  balance	  issues.	  At	  their	  June	  20,	  2013	  meeting,	  
the	  BOE	  provided	  direction	  to	  the	  administration	  to	  develop	  a	  proposed	  plan	  that	  could	  include	  one	  or	  more	  
of	  the	  following	  means	  to	  address	  racial	  balance	  and	  facility	  utilization	  issues:	  voluntary	  choice	  (through	  
school	  choice	  and/or	  partial	  magnets),	  minor	  redistricting	  for	  addressing	  capacity	  issues,	  and	  expansion	  of	  
New	  Lebanon	  School.	  	  The	  BOE	  also	  indicated	  it	  will	  explore	  the	  possibility	  of	  a	  legal	  challenge.	  	  
	  
The	  documents	  associated	  with	  the	  presentations	  and	  discussions	  are	  available	  on	  the	  GPS	  Web	  Site.	  The	  
Greenwich	  community	  is	  encouraged	  to	  provide	  feedback	  as	  the	  process	  continues	  via	  the	  following	  venues:	  

	  

PUBLIC	  COMMENT	  OPPORTUNITIES	  

	   *	  August	  29,	  2013:	  Public	  Hearing	  at	  BOE	  Meeting,	  Greenwich	  High	  School,	  7pm	  

	   *	  September	  3,	  2013:	  Public	  Forum/Hearing	  in	  Spanish	  at	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  School,	  7pm	  	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  (Conducted	  in	  Spanish	  with	  English	  translation,	  childcare	  available)	  

	  	  	   *	  September	  12,	  2013:	  Public	  Hearing	  at	  BOE	  Meeting,	  Greenwich	  High	  School,	  7pm	  

	   *	  September	  26,	  2013:	  Public	  Hearing	  at	  BOE	  Meeting,	  Greenwich	  High	  School,	  7pm	  

	   *	  October	  10,	  2013:	  Public	  Hearing	  at	  BOE	  Meeting,	  Central	  Middle	  School,	  7pm	  
	  

PROPOSED	  PLAN	  PRESENTATION,	  REVIEW	  &	  ACTION	  

*	  July	  30,	  2013:	  Update	  on	  Plan	  Development	  (BOE	  Meeting,	  Cos	  Cob	  School,	  7pm)	  

	   *	  August	  29,	  2013:	  Proposed	  Plan	  Presentation	  (BOE	  Meeting,	  GHS,	  7pm)	  

*	  October	  10,	  2013:	  Greenwich	  BOE	  Action	  on	  Proposed	  Plan	  (BOE	  Meeting,	  CMS,	  7pm)	  

*	  November	  2013:	  Present	  Plan	  to	  Connecticut	  Board	  of	  Education	  (Hartford,	  CT)	  
	  

TARGETED	  PLAN	  IMPLEMENTATION:	  
2014-‐2015	  School	  Year	  

	  

ADDITIONAL	  PUBLIC	  INFORMATION	  &	  ONLINE	  PUBLIC	  COMMENT:	  
Facility	  Utilization	  &	  Racial	  Balance	  Web	  Page:	  http://www.greenwichschools.org/page.cfm?p=10833	  
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Greenwich, Connecticut 

 
 
 
 
Date of Meeting _____August 29, 2013_________________________ 
 
 
Title of Item: Facility Utilization and Racial Balance Update 
 
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION ITEMS 
 
 
__   Action required 
 
_X _ Informational only 
 
 Submitted By_Dr. William McKersie  
 

Position   Superintendent 
   

I will be present at Board Meeting to explain if called upon 
 
   __X_    ____ 
     Yes       No 
 
Synopsis of Proposal:  
 
The District administration is proposing a long-term and multifaceted solution to our facility utilization and 
racial balance challenges.  The recommended solution is to manage enrollment through voluntary choice 
incentivized by innovative differences in school programs and learning models, rather than through 
mandated redistricting.  The solution has four major parts, each of which will require a decision by the 
Board of Education: 

1.  Develop magnet framework at North Street and Parkway during the 2013-2014 school year and begin 
implementation in September 2014.  This would expand the network of magnet schools to six (Hamilton 
Avenue, International School at Dundee, Julian Curtiss and New Lebanon School). 

2. Review and revise the existing magnet programs with changes to be implemented in September 2014. 

3. Renovate New Lebanon School and expand the number of standard classrooms 

4.  Develop and implement plans for better distribution of enrollment across the District’s three middle 
schools. 

a.  Consider opening Western Middle School as an International Baccalaureate Magnet School 

b.  Consider modifying the split of Parkway students between Western and Central Middle Schools 
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SECTION I: INTRODUCTION, PROBLEM STATEMENT AND CONTEXT 

INTRODUCTION 

In developing a proposed solution for addressing facility utilization and racial balance 
issues in the GPS, we intend to turn what could be a negative situation into a major 
opportunity for fresh and vital work to advance the academic, social and civic outcomes 
for all students.  To paraphrase the calls from other major education leaders across the 
United States, we need to redesign the GPS to create a system of schools that meets 
every child where he or she is. Greenwich has the opportunity to tailor the education we 
offer, rather than mass produce it. We need a new understanding of child development 
and educational purpose from early childhood onward.  Our schools should not be 
constrained by boundaries of time and space that narrow our curriculum and limit our 
aspirations. We should harness technology to accelerate and personalize learning. And, 
we need to compensate for the vast enrichment differences that attach to home lives 
and experiences.  

PROBLEM STATEMENT 

The proposal will address three issues that the District is facing: 

 Racial Imbalance: We want to improve racial balance in all schools with 
immediate attention to the student populations at Hamilton Avenue and New 
Lebanon Schools.  

 Overcrowded/Underutilized Schools: We want to alleviate facility 
overcrowding and underutilization by establishing a fluid and flexible mechanism 
for enrollment management based on choice opportunities for families. 

 Achievement Gaps: We want to sustain and strengthen academic performance 
for all students as we reduce the current achievement gap for elementary school 
children across the district.  

What follows is a long term, sustainable and multifaceted approach to addressing these 
issues. This document intentionally is a “working plan.”  It presents the key strategic and 
structural elements of the plan.  Operational and school-level details will be developed 
once the BOE has reviewed this proposal and set direction for the next phase of work. 
As is explained in Section Two of this document, the District administration is ready to 
activate a district-wide and school level design, implementation and evaluation process 
once the BOE concurs on the direction. 

SETTING THE CONTEXT: The Larger Educational Opportunity 

In addressing the facility utilization, racial balance and achievement gap issues, it is 
important to understand the context within which the proposal is presented. We believe 
that the best solutions to our most immediate problems must first and foremost serve 
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the educational needs of our students. Therefore, we propose a solution in which all 
endeavors in the District to improve student outcomes are considered.  

Mission  

The Mission of the Greenwich Public Schools is to educate all students to the highest 
level of academic achievement, to enable them to reach and expand their potential and 
to prepare them to become productive, responsible, ethical, creative and 
compassionate members of society.  

Vision of the Graduate 

The Vision of the Graduate outlines the capacities that, in addition to acquiring a core 
body of knowledge, each student is expected to develop by the time they graduate from 
Greenwich High School. These capacities were identified by a cross role group of 
members of the Greenwich Community with feedback from the broader community, 
after careful research into the attributes necessary for students’ success in college and 
career.  See –  

http://www.greenwichschools.org/page.cfm?p=61 

Call to Action: Transforming Teaching and Learning 

In preparing today’s students for the college experiences and career opportunities of 
tomorrow, it is imperative that we transform the traditional models of teaching and 
learning. The digital age has provided continuous and widespread access to 
information. Educators must expand instructional strategies to teach all students how to 
access, apply and synthesize information and use their knowledge to solve complex 
problems.  

GPS District Commitments:  

The District administration has identified specific commitments in areas such as 
standards, curriculum, resources, pedagogical models, and student outcome measures 
that are intended to serve every student.  These commitments ensure a consistency of 
experience for every student. They are as follows: 

1. Standards 

 Common Core 

 Next Generation Science Standards 

2. GPS Curriculum 

 Synthesis of the Common Core Standards in all content areas 

 Math Program 
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 Scope and Sequence of content, enduring understandings, essential 
questions, concepts and skills taught in particular disciplines or cross 
disciplines 

3. Teaching Resources and Pedagogical Models 

 Digital learning as a tool for Personalized Learning 

 Universal Design for Learning 

 Comprehensive Literacy 

 Math Workshop 

 Inclusion/Response to Intervention 

 Middle School Model 

4. Student Outcomes 

 Vision of the Graduate 

 Board Goals 

 Identified Learning Targets 

 Formative Assessments 

 Summative Assessments 

 Performance Assessments 

Fundamental to our District Commitments is the Common Core. The Common Core 
State Standards (CCSS) provide an internationally benchmarked and nationally 
consistent framework for describing what students must know or be able to do in 
preparation for college and work success. Districts across the county, including 
Greenwich, are aligning curricula and identifying models for learning that meet and 
exceed these standards. For Greenwich, the Common Core Standards are the base line 
for our students. The Greenwich curriculum, teaching modalities, and instructional and 
extra-curricular experiences are designed to deliver outcomes that go well beyond the 
Common Core Standards.  

Reorganizing for Excellence: The Network Model  

The District administration has established a new organizational design – a Network 
Model. We are distributing decision making to the buildings within a model where 
problem solving is achieved through collaboration and the application of specific 
knowledge across the schools. Schools will access central administration for support 
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where and when needed. We intend to spark innovation and opportunities for choice at 
the building level in identifying the professional learning needs, instructional practices, 
staffing and other resources that are geared to meet the needs of individual students 
represented within a given network. 

Strategic Focus: Innovation and Choice – An Organizing Framework 

Our Call to Action for transforming teaching and learning will be achieved with a 
strategic focus on fostering a capacity for innovation and opportunities for choice within 
a set of District Commitments.  

 "Innovation involves implementing something new that adds value or quantifiable 
gain for student learning, typically through collaborative efforts."   

o We want to expand from differentiating our instruction to personalization of 
learning by providing multiple resources to students and teachers and 
strengthening our priority work by using a blend of approaches in order to 
ultimately "raise the bar, and plug the gap." 

 Choice involves creating the conditions for families, students, and GPS 
professionals to make decisions that personalize learning.   

o For families and students, it means picking from a broader set of school 
options.   

o For GPS professionals, it means having the flexibility within a set of 
district-wide commitments to choose the optimal instructional approaches 
for their school and students.  

Innovation and choice as a strategic, organizing framework will offer Greenwich 
residents a system of schools in which students can access high quality learning 
environments that best align with their needs and interests.  It will also foster a system 
of schools in which successful new and innovative practices can be easily shared, 
replicated and scaled.   

Guiding Principles – Facility Utilization and Racial Balance 

The District administration views the challenges surrounding facility utilization and racial 
balance as an opportunity to pursue strategies that support our strategic focus of 
innovation and choice. The proposal outlined in this document is grounded in four 
guiding principles, developed in response to the broadly expressed viewpoints of our 
Board, our leadership and faculty, and most importantly, our community: 

 We value and respect neighborhood schools 

 We value and respect choice for all students and families, recognizing there is 
no “one size fits all” for education. 
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 We value access to the best individualized educational opportunities for all 
students, wherever they are located in the system. 

 We have a responsibility to innovate and set the standard for world class 
education in Greenwich. 

Leadership Commitment 

It is essential to note that GPS’s principals have come together over the summer to 
voice unanimous support for “Innovation and Choice” as an organizing strategic 
framework. We know that leadership consensus is an essential prerequisite to 
meaningful change and improvement.  

 

SECTION II: APPROACH AND SCOPE OF WORK 

APPROACH 

The District administration is proposing a long-term and multifaceted solution to our 
facility utilization and racial balance challenges.  This section presents the solution and 
the scope of work.   

The solution is to manage enrollment through voluntary choice incentivized by 
innovative differences in school programs or learning models, rather than through 
mandated redistricting.  The solution has four major parts: 

 Add two additional partial magnet schools (North Street and Parkway) to the 
existing network of four partial magnet schools (Hamilton Avenue, International 
School at Dundee, Julian Curtiss and New Lebanon School). 

o Develop magnet framework at North Street and Parkway during the 2013-
2014 school year and begin implementation in September 2014. 

 Review and revise the existing magnet programs with changes to be 
implemented in September 2014. 

 Renovate New Lebanon School and expand the number of standard classrooms 

 Develop and implement plans for better distribution of enrollment across the 
District’s three middle schools 

o Consider opening Western Middle School as an International 
Baccalaureate Magnet School  

o Consider modifying the split of Parkway students between Western and 
Central Middle Schools 
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This section outlines the proposed solution with special attention to: 

 A Rationale 

 The Impact on Students 

 Scope of Work, including 

o Leadership Teams for Research & Development 

o Parent & Community Outreach 

o Enrollment Management 

o Transportation 

o New Lebanon Renovation 

o Multiple Performance Measures 

o Budgeting & Financing 

It is essential to remember that this is a “working plan.”  The key elements of the plan 
are presented.  However, details will be developed once the BOE has reviewed this 
proposal and set direction for the next phase of work.  In several of the design areas, 
key “research and development questions” are listed as examples of critical work to be 
completed. The District administration is ready to activate a district-wide and school 
level design, implementation and evaluation process once the BOE concurs on the 
direction.  

Rationale 

There are two approaches to managing enrollment issues: 1) periodic adjustment of 
school attendance areas through redistricting, or 2) providing managed choice through 
a magnet program.  Managed choice is the District administration’s preferred option, 
based on careful consideration of BOE, staff, parent and community feedback. We are 
enthusiastic about the benefits of a robust managed choice program for sparking 
innovation, driving educational excellence, and creating flexibility in enrollment 
management across the GPS.  We must note, however, that in the short term, the more 
efficient and cost effective mode of enrollment management would be traditional 
redistricting.  

 Innovation and Personalization of Learning: Instructional innovation at the 
school level within the overarching GPS District Commitments is a key strategy 
for raising achievement for all students while closing the gaps in achievement 
among students.  Magnet programs allow schools to more formally differentiate 
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instructional models to meet the needs of a specific population.  Parent choice 
allows for a better match between student learning styles and the instructional 
model.  Successful innovations can be scaled to the district level.  

 Sustainable, Long Term Solution to Enrollment Management: In addition to 
meeting a strong community preference for voluntary rather than mandated 
movement, a magnet system based on choice would be more flexible in 
managing changing enrollment patterns.  While the five year enrollment trends 
projected in the spring still hold, the rate at which the population is shifting among 
the elementary attendance areas may be slower than expected (see Appendix 1: 
2013-2014 Projected versus Actual Enrollment).  A magnet choice system 
implemented through a lottery gives us the flexibility to adjust to demographic 
shifts as they happen.  Mandated redistricting is a static solution that can only be 
adjusted through further redistricting. 

 Expansion of New Lebanon: While adding space at New Lebanon School 
seems counterintuitive given the projected slight decline in overall elementary 
population, the additional capacity would alleviate projected overcrowding at NL 
and open up magnet seats. It would also address the inefficiency inherent in 
running an elementary school with two sections per grade.  Adding space to the 
overall elementary network would also provide additional flexibility when trying to 
balance enrollments and ameliorate the projected overcrowding in schools 
located in the southwestern corner of town (New Lebanon, Hamilton Avenue and 
Glenville).   

Impact on Students 

The District administration, with the assistance of Milone and MacBroom (Appendix 1) 
analyzed a series of technical questions central to the impact of any solution on 
students and schools.  The key questions considered: 

1. North Street and Parkway Schools – What is the number of students required in 
each facility to operate at 90 percent capacity? What would be the available 
capacity for neighborhood versus magnet students in each school? 

2. Hamilton Avenue School – What would be the number of students required to 
move to other schools to improve racial balance while optimizing facility 
utilization? 

3. New Lebanon School – What would be the number of students required to move 
to other schools to alleviate overcrowding and improve racial balance? 

4. Cos Cob School – What would be the number of students required to move to 
other schools to alleviate overcrowding concerns? 
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5. Glenville School – What would be the number of students required to move to 
other schools to alleviate overcrowding concerns? 

6. Transportation Scenarios –What would be the various options and costs for 
providing transportation between Hamilton Avenue and North Street/Parkway 
Schools, as well as between New Lebanon and North Street/Parkway Schools? 

7. Minimal Redistricting for New Lebanon – What would be a redistricting scenario 
to alleviate overcrowding at NL with minimal movement of students? 

8. PreK Analysis – What would the effects on racial balance of different approaches 
to the location of PreK programs? 

The District administration also is working with Milone and MacBroom to standardize 
our methodology and system for enrollment projection.  A strong lesson from the last 
several months of work on facility utilization and racial balance is that the GPS 
needs to have a systematic and periodically reviewed process for Enrollment 
Management.  

Key findings from the analysis of these eight questions are presented below.  Readers 
can find the full analysis compiled by Milone and MacBroom in Appendix 1. 

 Findings Regarding Racial Balance: 

o As is to be expected, , the impact of expanding the magnet program on 
racial balance at Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon is dependent upon 
the number of students of color from those schools who choose to attend 
magnet schools outside of their home attendance area. 

o The renovation of New Lebanon School would open additional magnet 
seats and provide the opportunity to address racial balance at the school 
by movement both in and out. 

o Even the relocation of all preschool sections from their current locations to 
the most racially imbalanced schools (New Lebanon and Parkway) would 
not have a substantial impact on racial imbalance (see: Appendix 1, 
Milone and MacBroom, slides 22 – 28).  

 Findings Regarding Facility Utilization: 

o Assuming the enrollment projection holds, approximately 250 students 
need to move from Cos Cob, Glenville, Hamilton Avenue and New 
Lebanon to North Street and Parkway in order to achieve the target of 
90% to 95% utilization at all elementary schools by the fall of 2017 (see 
Appendix 1,  Milone and MacBroom, slides 3 to 21).  
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o In the immediate  term (2014-2015 academic year) overcrowding at New 
Lebanon could be addressed through limited redistricting affecting 38 to 
92 students depending on the option (see: Milone and MacBroom, slides 
29 to 39) 

 Findings Regarding Middle Schools 

o If all elementary schools are operating at 90% to 95% of capacity and the 
elementary feeder pattern remains the same, the middle schools will 
operate within capacity (i.e., Eastern close to capacity and Western below 
capacity). 

o Consider resetting middle school placement based on home attendance 
area at the end of middle school and opening Western Middle School to 
magnet students with the International Baccalaureate Middle Years 
Program as a magnet feature.   We would potentially have to run 
additional hub buses from the eastern part of town to Western Middle 
School.   

SCOPE OF WORK 

The District administration’s proposed solution requires us to address the following 
issues in order to successfully plan and execute across the system and in individual 
schools. 

Leadership Teams for Research and Development 

Magnet work groups with member representation (staff, parents and community) will be 
formed to ensure an inclusive approach to developing successful magnet schools and a 
system for choice:  

 Form a District work group (Magnet Coordinating Team)  to develop plans for: 

o Parent & Community Outreach on Choice Options 

o Hub Transportation 

o Lottery Administration 

o Middle School Enrollment and Magnet School Implications 

 Magnet school work groups (School Based Teams) to identify program elements 
and learning models that would encourage parents to voluntarily move from their 
neighborhood school to a magnet school: 
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o Assess learning needs of target population (both students residing within 
the school attendance area and potential magnet students). 

o Research innovative practices and school design models. 

o Use survey data to develop a magnet student profile 

 Research & Development Questions: 

1. Would the magnet program at Parkway and North Street be phased in 
one grade at a time or open to all grades simultaneously?  

2. What are the specific elements of the magnet programs at North Street 
and Parkway? 

3. Is it possible to resolve the middle school feeder pattern that splits the 
Parkway attendance area between Central and Western? 

4. What options will teachers have to transfer to or from the new magnet 
schools? 

Parent & Community Outreach on Choice Options 

 A successful system of schools in which innovation and choice is the organizing 
framework requires a community that is educated and informed regarding the 
respective options, the benefits and the supports available to individual students.  
Effective and proactive communication, education and outreach strategies must 
be developed and implemented across the community to equip parents and 
educators with the information they need to determine what school best meets 
the needs of the student.  

 Develop and implement a sustained magnet school marketing plan so that 
parents can make an informed choice between their neighborhood school and a 
magnet school. 

Enrollment Management  

 Revise the timing of magnet school open houses and the magnet school lottery 
to better anticipate enrollment patterns and balance enrollment. 

 Revise the guidelines for the magnet school lotteries to: 

o Require registration in the student’s home school prior to applying for 
admission to a magnet school. 

o Give every student potential access to a magnet school. 
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o Weight the lottery chances of students applying from schools at or above 
capacity to magnet schools. 

o Weight the lottery chances of students to achieve a better balance of diversity 
(qualification for free or reduced price lunch / dominant language). 

 Research & Development Questions: 

o When developing a more comprehensive approach to enrollment 
management is it possible to find permanent “homes” for preschool sections? 

Transportation 

 Provide transportation to and from magnet schools using a “hub” system rather 
than traditional bus stops.  The hub system would be selective in that it would 
provide transportation based on the priorities for redistributing students. 

o Transportation to and from magnet schools would continue to operate under 
the current District procedure. 

o A hub transportation system would be added from the western and central 
parts of town to Parkway and North Street to facilitate movement from racially 
imbalanced and/or overcrowded schools to the new magnet schools. 

New Lebanon Renovation 

 The District administration has concluded for educational and enrollment reasons 
that New Lebanon School requires renovation.  Adding two classrooms, as was 
considered this spring, now is deemed insufficient.  The rest of the school would 
still be too small for effective and equitable educational programming.  It also 
would not alleviate the anticipated growth in enrollment on the western end of 
Greenwich.  A larger school would help reduce pressures on Hamilton Avenue 
and Glenville Schools.  It also would allow for more magnet students. 

 The District administration proposes an Architectural and Engineering Feasibility 
Study to analyze the potential of expansion on the New Lebanon site.  The study 
would be completed by December 2013. 

 The District administration proposes developing a plan to take advantage of the 
Connecticut Statutory provision for 80% reimbursement of building costs for 
“Diversity” schools.  Any capital improvements at New Lebanon, as a racially 
imbalanced school, qualify for 80% reimbursement from the State. If a new 
building is pursued, this would require formal establishment of a Building 
Committee and adherence to all Town of Greenwich requirements for facility 
development and construction.  
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 Two key considerations: 

o How to provide appropriate education space for New Lebanon students prior 
to the renovation? 

o How to manage the relocation of New Lebanon students during renovation?   

 A Capital Improvement Proposal (CIP) for the renovation of New Lebanon School 
would be developed in fall of 2014. 

 Research & Development Questions: 

1. Where will students from New Lebanon be placed during the renovation?   

2. What impact would relocation of these students have on the magnet 
program? 

3. What impact will a renovated facility for New Lebanon have on the magnet 
choice program for both incoming and outgoing students? 

Multiple Performance Measures 

All work in the GPS must be gauged through a systematic set of multiple performance 
measures.  While the particular measures may vary based on initiative, in all cases they 
must include a cohesive set of process and outcome indicators.  We are overdue in 
establishing a multiple measure system.  We now intend to develop such a system 
through the Digital Learning Initiative and the effort to address facility utilization and 
racial balance.   

The performance measures for the expanded magnet program will be similar to those 
being developed for the Digital Learning Environment initiative in terms of combining 
process and outcome measures.  For expansion of school choice, four sets of 
measures are paramount:  

 Design & Implementation Measures: Develop indicators of the effectiveness of 
the process of designing and implementing magnet options.  These would be 
benchmarks measures of work and actions that should lead to effective 
establishment of expanded and higher quality magnets. 

 Innovation and Scale Measures: Develop a measure of innovation that would 
include the numbers and types of innovative practices, the impact of those 
practices on student learning and the scalability across the District. 

 Formative Measures: Develop measures that focus on interim student academic 
performance. 
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 Summative Measures: Develop student outcome measures that parallel the 
goals of an expanded magnet program. 

o For consideration: The percentage of minority students in each elementary 
school will be within 25% of the district average by September 2016. 

o For consideration: All elementary schools will operate at 90% to 95% of 
capacity by September 2016. 

o For consideration: Reduce the gap in academic achievement between 
students who qualify for free and reduced price lunch and students who do 
not qualify for free and reduced price lunch in grades three through five by 
50% by spring 2017 as measured by SBAC language arts and 
mathematics using assessment data from spring 2014 as a baseline.  

 Research & Development Questions: 

1. How can we measure innovation? 

2. What interim measures will be used to track the progress of the expanded 
magnet program? 

Budget and Financing 

The District administration will develop by mid-October a district-wide budget 
addressing three primary areas: 

 A District work group will develop a budget for implementing an educational 
outreach plan, hub transportation system and revised lottery system.   

 School work groups will develop a budget for both developmental and ongoing 
costs, based on a Budget Template (see prototype in Appendix 2). 

 New Lebanon Architectural and Engineering Study and New Lebanon Capital 
Improvement Plan Proposal.
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SECTION III: WORKPLAN 

This work plan is organized around five major tasks.  We delineate specific work and delivery dates within each of the five 
areas.   

I. Board Review and Public Engagement 
II. Market Research 
III. Magnet Planning & Implementation 
IV. Expansion of New Lebanon School 
V. Residency Verification 

 
 BOARD REVIEW AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 
 

• An iterative process using public engagement, research and development to address: 
• Rationale and Approach 
• Model Design 
• Process for Magnet Lottery Guidelines 
• Transportation 
• Logistics, including marketing, communications and lottery timing 
• Budget: R&D and ongoing expenses 
• Potential Impact on FURB 
• Potential Impact on Middle School Enrollment 
• Budget Proposal for October approval to fund development of magnet models 
• Budget projections for 2015-16 and ongoing costs 
• Feasibility Study regarding New Lebanon Renovation 
• Performance Measures	

Task Responsibility Due Date Status 
Present Revised Preliminary Proposal to BOE for 
approval 

McKersie  8/26/13 to 
BOE  

 8/27/13 
Public 
Posting 

In process 

Public Hearing at BOE Meeting McKersie 8/29/13  
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Public Forum / Hearing in Spanish McKersie, Ospina / 
Kail 

9/3/13  

Update on Market Research/BOE review of FURB team 
work and public comment 

McKersie 9/4/13 BOE 
Distribution 

 

Public Hearing at BOE Meeting McKersie 9/12/13  
Update on Market Research and BOE review of FURB 
team work and public comment 

McKersie 9/18/13 BOE 
Distribution 

 

Public Hearing at BOE Meeting McKersie 9/26/13  
Update on Market Research; BOE vote on Proposal 
plan 

McKersie 10/2/13 BOE 
Distribution 

 

Public Hearing at BOE Meeting McKersie 10/10/13  
Proposal to CT State Board of Education BOE/McKersie TBD  
Updates on Design and Development from Magnet 
Coordinating Team and School Based Work Teams  
 

McKersie TBD March 2014 is target 
date for magnet 
model selection 

 
 
MARKET RESEARCH 
	
METIS to perform market research to assess elementary school community needs and interests and ability/readiness to 
choose neighborhood schools versus magnet models 

Task Responsibility Due Date Status 
Metis/Superintendent/FURB Team Conference calls to 
plan and guide focus group protocols 

Metis/McKersie 8/19/13 In Process 

Initiate Survey Research Metis/McKersie 8/30/13 In Process 
Initiate Focus Group Research Metis/McKersie 9/3/13  
Metis Preliminary Report Based on Survey Research Metis/McKersie 9/6/13  
Metis Final Report Based on Survey Research and 
Focus Groups 

Metis/McKersie 9/23/13  
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MAGNET PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Progress updates provided monthly to BOE through implementation Fall 2014 

Task Responsibility Due Date Status 
Establish school based work teams (to include parents and 
school faculty and administration) to address all proposal 
elements and open questions: 

 
 Learning Model/Magnet Themes 
 Strengthening and coordination of existing magnets 
 School Level Budget – Three Year Projection 
 School Level Performance Management 
 Integration of Digital Learning and other initiatives 

 

School Based Teams 
(SBTs): 
 

 North Street 
 Parkway 

 
 Existing Magnet 

Team  

9/30/13 Review with 
BOE 

Prepare and Present process guidelines and objectives for 
School Based Teams 

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 

10/2013 Review with 
BOE 

Transportation 
 Develop a system for transportation to and from 

magnet schools using a “hub” system rather than 
traditional bus stops.   

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 

10/2013 Review with 
BOE 

Evaluate Market Research and Develop School Based 
Research to Develop Understanding of interests and 
Preferences and Propose Options 

School Based Work 
Teams 

11/2013 Review with 
BOE 

Budgeting & Finances 
Develop a district-wide budget addressing three primary 
areas: 

 A District level budget for implementing an educational 
outreach plan, hub transportation system and revised 
lottery system.   

 School budgets for of both developmental and ongoing 
costs, based on a Budget Template (see prototype in 
Appendix) 

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 
School Based Work 
Teams 

12/2013 Review with 
BOE 
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 New Lebanon Architectural and Engineering Study and 
New Lebanon Capital Improvement Plan Proposal 

Parent & Community Outreach 
 Develop and implement a sustained magnet school 

marketing plan so that parents can make an informed 
choice between their neighborhood school and a 
magnet school. 

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 
School Based Work 
Teams 

12/2013 Review with 
BOE 

Multiple Performance Measurement System 
Develop a performance measurement system:  

 Design & Implementation Measures 
 Innovation and Scale Measures 
 Formative Measures of Student Outcomes  
 Summative Measures of Student Outcomes 

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 

12/2013 Review with 
BOE 

Research, Develop and Test Options for Magnet 
Designs/Details with internal and external stakeholders 

School Based Work 
Teams 

12/13-3/14 Review with 
BOE 

Enrollment Management  
 Revise the timing of magnet school open houses and 

the magnet school lottery to better anticipate enrollment 
patterns and balance enrollment. 

 Revise the guidelines for the magnet school lotteries 

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 

01/2014 Review with 
BOE 

Select and begin creation of magnet school for implementation 
academic year 2014-15  

Magnets Coordinating 
Team with School Based 
Work Teams 

3/14-9/14 Review with 
BOE 

 

NEW LEBANON EXPANSION 
Task Responsibility Due Date Status 

Develop a plan to take advantage of the Connecticut Statutory 
provision for 80% reimbursement of building costs for 
“Diversity” schools.   

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 

10/2013  

Develop a CIP Proposal for the renovation of New Lebanon 
School would be developed in fall of 2014. 

Branyan 9/2014  

Renovation of New Lebanon School  2013-2015  
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RESIDENCY VERIFICATION 
 
Students Entering Grades K-5 and 9 

Task Responsibility Due Date Status 
Verification Process Implemented Branyan 7/1-10/1 In Process 
Weekly Status Update to Superintendent, BOE and 
Community 

Branyan/McKersie 8/1-10/1 In Process 

Contingency Planning for Non-Compliance as of 10/1/13 
 Staff Changes – Will be none.  Contractually set for the 

13-14 School Year 
 Class Size Changes – Will be determined on case by 

case basis 
 Student Notice and Support – Develop system for 

notifying families and students of removal from school 
in a positive way 

 Legal Review – Review legality of all actions related to 
residency and school registration 

 Communications Plan – Staff, Parents, BOE, 
Community 
 

McKersie/Flanagan/Princi
pals/ Eves 
 

10/1 In Process 
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SECTION IV: FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

1. How are actual enrollments running against projected enrollments by school?  Will 
changes in actual enrollments substantially impact the five year enrollment 
projection presented last spring by Milone and MacBroom? 

Using the Milone and MacBroom (M&M), actual enrollments exceed the projection 
at International School at Dundee, North Street, Parkway and Riverside.  Actual 
enrollments are less than the projection at Cos Cob, Glenville, Hamilton Avenue, 
Julian Curtiss, New Lebanon, North Mianus and Old Greenwich (see appendix).  
Once enrollment has settled after the start of the school year, Milone and 
MacBroom will revise the five year enrollment projection and we will revisit our 
planning assumptions for addressing racial balance and facility utilization issues.  It 
is important to remember that enrollment projections are planning tools and that 
greater variance can be expected in projections by school than in the overall district 
projection.   

2. Has elementary residency verification impacted actual enrollments? 

All students enrolled in Kindergarten verified residency as they registered.  
Kindergarten actual enrollment currently exceeds the M&M projection by 12 
students.  72% of the students previously enrolled in the district (Grades 1-5 and 
Grade 9) have verified residency through August 26th.  It is not possible to 
determine the impact of residency verification on actual enrollment until the 
verification process is complete on October 1st.    

3. How many students need to move in order to address racial imbalance, facility 
underutilization and overcrowding? 

In 2013-2014 approximately 150 students would have to move to achieve 90% to 
95% facility utilization across all eleven elementary schools.  Hamilton Avenue and 
New Lebanon would both met the statutory requirements for racial balance if 10 
minority students moved to other schools and 10 non-minority students moved in as 
magnet students. 

4. What would it cost to expand New Lebanon by two classrooms versus addressing 
overcrowding through redistricting?  What are the time constraints of each 
approach? 

Part of the proposal is to complete a conceptual architectural and engineering study 
of the facility at New Lebanon to explore the possibility of adding space (see page 
12).  Once that study is completed in December, we will have a better idea of what 
it would cost to renovate the school.  It is important to note that as a racially 
imbalanced “Diversity School” New Lebanon would qualify for 80% reimbursement 
on renovation work.  Milone and MacBroom developed three redistricting scenarios 
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to address overcrowding at New Lebanon (see page 10).  Redistricting could be 
accomplished immediately and renovation would take three years.  

5. What are the benefits or risks to one additional magnet school rather than two 
additional magnet schools in terms of innovation, achievement and resources? 
Would a system of choice schools without magnet components be preferable to 
magnet schools? 

The proposal is to manage enrollment issues through choice.  As such, it creates a 
magnet system using schools where enrollment in the school attendance zone is 
less than the capacity of the school.  Both North Street and Parkway are 
significantly under enrolled at this time.  A key to the success of the proposal is to 
make these seats available through a magnet school to students who are attending 
overcrowded or racially imbalanced schools. 

Offering choice without the incentives of magnet programming would likely be 
unsuccessful in attracting the voluntary movement necessary to address facility 
utilization and racial balance issues.  

6. How does this proposal to drive choice impact Middle School programing and 
choice for attending Middle School? 

If each elementary school was operating at 90% to 95%, there would be an 
imbalance with Eastern utilized close to capacity and Western operating under 
capacity.  Opening Western to magnet students would help address this imbalance 
(see page 10).  

7. What is a partial magnet and how does it work? If you choose to opt out of your 
neighborhood magnet, how does that happen? What can you choose – any 
elementary or only magnets? Are you offered supports like transportation? 

Partial magnet schools draw students from a set attendance area and accept 
magnet students from outside of the attendance area on a space available basis.  
Under the current guidelines, students attending a magnet school from within the 
magnet school attendance area may apply to magnet schools outside of their home 
attendance area.  The current magnet school transportation policy is included in the 
magnet school guidelines.  See: 

http://www.greenwichschools.org/uploaded/district/pdfs/Magnet_Schools/2013_Appl
ication_Process/BOE_Magnet_Guidelines_1-10-13.pdf 

8. Is it possible to project and include impact of transportation as part of a “choice” 
proposal? 
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The initial evaluation of transportation options is focusing on running a “hub” system 
that would transport students from overcrowded or racially imbalanced schools to 
the new magnets, North Street and Parkway (see page 12). 

9. What innovations are envisioned through this proposal and what do these 
innovations look like? Where can we point to achievement gains in our current 
magnets?  

The basic concepts surrounding innovation and choice are outlined on page 5.  At 
this point it would be premature to discuss specific innovations prior to the formation 
of school work groups. 

10. Will a multiple magnet model with a variety of designs increase system complexity 
and make it more difficult to lead and manage? How do you manage increasing 
system complexity while streamlining central office? 

The network model described on page 4 moves in the direction of better defining 
the relationship between school and district management.  The emerging model is 
one of instructional innovation at the school level within the framework of broader 
District Commitments.  While this management model was not developed to 
accommodate magnet schools, its core principles are aligned with innovation at the 
school level. 

11. What are the associated costs and supports needed when moving children into 
different schools in order to facilitate the social, emotional and academic transitions 
they experience? 

Providing support for magnet students as they transition into a new school is part of 
the magnet planning process and will be presented in detail in October. 

12. If we are focused on and successful in developing a solution that first and foremost 
addresses our achievement gap, will the state be more lenient? 

The intent of the State Statute on racial imbalance is to address gaps in 
achievement.  While we may not agree with the mechanism prescribed by the 
statute, we share the same concern.  The guiding principles outlined on page 5 
summarize our position on providing the best possible education for each student 
within the context of neighborhood schools and choice.  

13. What is our commitment to existing magnets – supporting and strengthening them? 

In addition to forming work groups at North Street and Parkway to develop new 
magnet schools, Hamilton Avenue, Julian Curtiss, ISD and New Lebanon will form 
work groups to review and revise the existing magnets. 

APPENDIX  Page 196 of 487



 August 29, 2013 Page - 23 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SECTION V: APPENDICES 

APPENDIX  Page 197 of 487



Greenwich Public Schools
Elementary Actual and Projected Enrollment (MM)

2013-2014

K GR 1 GR 2 GR 3 GR 4 GR 5 TOT
Actual 82   93   67   75   58   66   441   
Projected 93   95   65   82   60   70   465   
Actual 62   63   61   60   65   66   377   
Projected 50   63   64   60   67   62   366   
Actual 67   86   56   82   53   62   406   
Projected 71   85   68   87   59   61   431   
Actual 46   54   65   50   67   54   336   
Projected 52   52   63   53   69   56   345   
Actual 58   50   63   54   68   57   350   
Projected 61   54   63   60   62   55   355   
Actual 42   44   47   48   35   40   256   
Projected 48   47   50   48   42   38   273   
Actual 69   81   72   73   80   73   448   
Projected 84   89   67   79   85   76   480   
Actual 65   51   64   69   58   64   371   
Projected 58   48   63   69   62   62   362   
Actual 73   62   53   72   66   69   395   
Projected 68   67   53   75   68   68   399   
Actual 42   46   23   38   39   37   225   
Projected 30   38   23   43   38   39   211   
Actual 84   72   81   91   84   83   495   
Projected 63   65   74   86   82   85   455   
Actual 690   702   652   712   673   671   4100   
Projected 678   703   653   742   694   672   4142   

K - 5

CC

ISD

GL

HA

JC

NL

NM

NS

OG

PK

RV
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Greenwich	  Public	  Schools
Residency	  Verification	  as	  of	  8/26/13

Count	  of	  Students Residency	  Verified
School Yes No Grand	  Total
Cos	  Cob	  School 331 110 441
Glenville	  School 311 94 405
Greenwich	  High	  School 617 41 658
Hamilton	  Avenue	  School 160 176 336
International	  School	  at	  Dundee 271 106 377
Julian	  Curtiss	  School 233 117 350
New	  Lebanon	  School 156 100 256
North	  Mianus	  School 350 98 448
North	  Street	  School 249 122 371
Old	  Greenwich	  School 267 128 395
Parkway	  School 155 70 225
Riverside	  School 344 151 495
Grand	  Total 3444 1313 4757

Count	  of	  Students Residency	  Verified
School Yes No
Cos	  Cob	  School 75% 25%
Glenville	  School 77% 23%
Greenwich	  High	  School 94% 6%
Hamilton	  Avenue	  School 48% 52%
International	  School	  at	  Dundee 72% 28%
Julian	  Curtiss	  School 67% 33%
New	  Lebanon	  School 61% 39%
North	  Mianus	  School 78% 22%
North	  Street	  School 67% 33%
Old	  Greenwich	  School 68% 32%
Parkway	  School 69% 31%
Riverside	  School 69% 31%
Grand	  Total 72% 28%

GHS	  Students	  not	  verified	  matriculating	  from:
CMS 13
EMS 2
WMS 13
New/other 13
Total 41
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Description  Year 1 Expense
(Developmental) 

 Reoccurring Cost
(Ongoing) Account Code

Staffing

1

2

3

Sub-Total -$                        -$                        

Professional Learning

1

2

3

Sub-Total -$                        -$                        

Consultants

1

2

3

Sub-Total -$                        -$                        

Materials/Textbooks

1

2

3

Sub-Total -$                        -$                        

Transportation

1

2

3

Sub-Total -$                        -$                        

Communication/Marketing

1

2

3

Sub-Total -$                        -$                        

Capital Improvements

1

2

3

Sub-Total -$                        -$                        

TOTAL -$                        -$                        

 FY 2014-2015 Budget Template for 
Facility Utilization and Racial Balance
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Comprehensive Enrollment Data & Facility 
Analysis

Additional Information

August 29, 2013

Introduction

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 2

 Targeted Number of Students for Voluntary 
Choice Slots at North Street and Parkway

 Targeted Number of Students for Reduction 
in Enrollments at Cos Cob, Glenville, 
Hamilton and New Lebanon

 PreK Analysis for Racial Balance
 Minor Redistricting for New Lebanon 

Enrollment Reduction with Minimal Student 
Movement

 Satellite Area Redistricting for New Lebanon 
Enrollment Reduction
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Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 3

North Street and Parkway

North Street and Parkway - Facilities

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 4

 Based on Current Program Deployment – Each School Maintains Current Level of PreK and Specials 
Rooms- Not Counted Toward Utilization

 Based on Current Average Class Sizes of 19.5 Students 

School
Standard 

Rooms

Std. Rms 

Used for 

Specials

Std. Rms 

Used for 

PreK

K‐5 

Std. 

Room

North St 31 6 2 23
Parkway 25 6 3 16

Current Program Deployment: North Street 

and Parkway Facilities

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 21

Parkway 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 14

TOTAL 6 6 6 6 6 6 35

Number of Sections to Achieve 90% Utilization

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 67 67 67 67 67 67 404

Parkway 47 47 47 47 47 47 281

TOTAL 114 114 114 114 114 114 684

Student Loading to Achieve 90% Utilization

 North St loaded @ 19.5  = 449
 Target (90%) = 404

 Parkway loaded @ 19.5  = 312
 Target (90%) = 281

 To attain 90% Utilization at North St would require 3 sections per grade with 3 “swing 

room” to accommodate  enrollment bubbles.

 To attain 90% Utilization at Parkway would require 2 sections per grade with 2 “swing 

room” to accommodate  enrollment bubbles.  

 “Swing Rooms” may also accommodate PreK to attain targeted utilization.
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North Street and Parkway – Additional 
Students

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 5

 Assumes Even Split Between Grades
 Currently Two Sections of PreK in North Street and Three Sections in 

Parkway Not Included Here

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 9 19 4 ‐2 5 5 40

Parkway 17 9 24 4 9 8 71

TOTAL 26 28 28 2 14 13 111

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 4 11 22 8 1 9 55

Parkway 24 19 9 24 6 11 93

TOTAL 28 30 31 32 7 20 148

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 15 6 15 25 10 4 75

Parkway 17 26 20 9 26 9 107

TOTAL 32 32 35 34 36 13 182

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street ‐9 17 10 18 27 13 76

Parkway 25 19 26 20 12 27 129

TOTAL 16 36 36 38 39 40 205

Projections of ADDITIONAL Students Needed

to Achieve 90% Utilization in 2013‐14

Projections of ADDITIONAL Students Needed

to Achieve 90% Utilization in 2014‐15

Projections of ADDITIONAL Students Needed

to Achieve 90% Utilization in 2015‐16

Projections of ADDITIONAL Students Needed

to Achieve 90% Utilization in 2016‐17

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 4 ‐6 20 13 20 29 80

Parkway 17 27 20 26 21 14 125

TOTAL 21 21 40 39 41 43 205

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 4 6 ‐2 22 16 22 68

Parkway 18 20 27 20 27 23 135

TOTAL 22 26 25 42 43 45 203

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 3 6 10 2 24 19 64

Parkway 19 21 20 27 21 28 136

TOTAL 22 27 30 29 45 47 200

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 3 5 10 13 5 27 63

Parkway 18 21 21 20 28 23 131

TOTAL 21 26 31 33 33 50 194

Projections of ADDITIONAL Students Needed

to Achieve 90% Utilization in 2017‐18

Projections of ADDITIONAL Students Needed

to Achieve 90% Utilization in 2018‐19

Projections of ADDITIONAL Students Needed

to Achieve 90% Utilization in 2019‐20

Projections of ADDITIONAL Students Needed

to Achieve 90% Utilization in 2020‐21

North Street and Parkway Student Needs

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 6

 North Street Needs Approximately an 
Additional 80 Students

 Parkway Needs Approximately an Additional 
120 Students

 Implementation Affects Numbers
 Phase In Additional Enrollments? Open to 

Younger Grades Only in Initial Years 
 When Implemented?

 PreK Impacts Utilization
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North Street Phase-In

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 7

Potential for Phase In of Choice Programming 
– North Street

 Consider Adding 13 Students to Each of K, 1st

and 2nd Grade Cohorts in 2014-15
 Less Likely to Get Older Students to Opt to 

Change Schools
 Through Subsequent Classes and 

Matriculation, Reach Full Choice 
Enrollment by 2017-18

Parkway Phase-In

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 8

Potential for Phase In of Choice Programming 
– Parkway

 Consider Adding 20 Students to Each of K, 
1st and 2nd Grade Cohorts in 2014-15
 Less Likely to Get Older Students to Opt to 

Change Schools
 Through Subsequent Classes and 

Matriculation, Reach Full Choice 
Enrollment by 2017-18
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Middle School Phase-In

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 9

Phase In of Choice Programming 
 Enter Middle School System as 6th

Graders in 2018-’19
 7th Enter in 2019-’20, 8th Enter in ‘20-’21
 Through Matriculation, Reach Full Choice 

Enrollment by 2020-21

 10 Additional Students/ Grade at Western
 23 Additional Students/ Grade at Central

North Street & Parkway Phased-In 
Projections

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 10

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 76 86 60 67 60 51 400 89.1%
Parkway 50 40 47 41 46 53 277 88.8%
TOTAL 126 126 107 108 106 104 677

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 76 74 82 58 64 58 412 91.8%
Parkway 49 47 40 47 40 44 267 85.6%
TOTAL 125 121 122 105 104 102 679

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 77 74 70 78 56 61 416 92.7%
Parkway 48 46 47 40 46 39 266 85.3%
TOTAL 125 120 117 118 102 100 682

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 77 75 70 67 75 53 417 92.9%
Parkway 49 46 46 47 39 44 271 86.9%
TOTAL 126 121 116 114 114 97 688

Phased‐In Open Choice 

 Enrollment Projections 2017‐18

Phased‐In Open Choice 

 Enrollment Projections 2018‐19

Phased‐In Open Choice 

 Enrollment Projections 2019‐20

Phased‐In Open Choice 

 Enrollment Projections 2020‐21

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 76 86 60 67 60 51 400 89.1%
Parkway 50 40 47 41 46 53 277 88.8%
TOTAL 126 126 107 108 106 104 677

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 76 74 82 58 64 58 412 91.8%
Parkway 49 47 40 47 40 44 267 85.6%
TOTAL 125 121 122 105 104 102 679

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 77 74 70 78 56 61 416 92.7%
Parkway 48 46 47 40 46 39 266 85.3%
TOTAL 125 120 117 118 102 100 682

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

North Street 77 75 70 67 75 53 417 92.9%
Parkway 49 46 46 47 39 44 271 86.9%
TOTAL 126 121 116 114 114 97 688

Phased‐In Open Choice 

 Enrollment Projections 2017‐18

Phased‐In Open Choice 

 Enrollment Projections 2018‐19

Phased‐In Open Choice 

 Enrollment Projections 2019‐20

Phased‐In Open Choice 

 Enrollment Projections 2020‐21
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Enrollment Reductions – Cos 
Cob, Glenville, Hamilton Ave 

and New Lebanon

Enrollment Reductions - Facilities

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 12

School
Standard 

Rooms

Std. Rms 

Used for 

Specials

Std. Rms 

Used for 

PreK

K‐5 Std. 

Rooms 

Avail.

Cos Cob 29 6 23

Glenville 27 5 22

Ham Ave 29 5 4 20

New Lebanon 17 3 14

Current Program Deployment

 Based on Current Average Class Sizes of 19.5 Students 
 Based on Current Program Deployment – Each Maintains PreK and Specials 

Rooms- Not Counted Toward Utilization

 Cos Cob loaded @ 19.5  = 449
 Target (90%) = 404

 Glenville loaded @ 19.5  = 429
 Target (90%) = 386

 Ham Ave loaded @ 19.5  = 390
 Target (90%) = 351

 New Leb loaded @ 19.5  = 273
 Target (90%) = 246
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 90% Utilization at Cos Cob requires 3 sections/grade with 2 “swing room” to 
accommodate enrollment bubbles.

 90% Utilization at Glenville requires 2 sections/grade with 2 “swing room” to 
accommodate enrollment bubbles.  

 90% Utilization at Hamilton Ave requires 3 sections/grade

 90% Utilization at New Leb requires 2 sections/grade with 1 “swing room” to 
accommodate enrollment bubbles.  

 “Swing Rooms” may also accommodate PreK to attain targeted utilization.

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob 67 67 67 67 67 67 402

Glenville 64 64 64 64 64 64 384

Hamilton Ave 59 59 59 59 59 59 354

New Lebanon 41 41 41 41 41 41 246

TOTAL 231 231 231 231 231 231 1,386

Student Loading to Achieve 90% Utilization

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 20

Glenville 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 20

Hamilton Ave 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 18

New Lebanon 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 13

TOTAL 12 12 12 12 12 12 72

Number of Sections to Achieve 90% Utilization
Under Current Average Class Sizes (19.5 Students)

Enrollment Reductions - Facilities

Enrollment Reductions – Projected Number 
of Students to Reduce

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 14

Status 
Quo

Begin 
Phase-In

Phase-In 
Complete

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob ‐26 ‐28 +2 ‐15 +7 ‐3 ‐63

Glenville ‐7 ‐21 ‐4 ‐23 +5 +3 ‐47

Hamilton Ave +7 +7 ‐4 +6 ‐10 +3 +9

New Lebanon ‐7 ‐6 ‐9 ‐7 ‐1 +3 ‐27

TOTAL ‐33 ‐48 ‐15 ‐39 +1 +6 ‐128

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob ‐10 ‐27 ‐32 +1 ‐12 +6 ‐74

Glenville 0 ‐6 ‐27 ‐7 ‐32 +5 ‐67

Hamilton Ave ‐19 +10 +8 ‐1 +7 ‐12 ‐7

New Lebanon ‐12 ‐11 ‐7 ‐10 ‐12 ‐1 ‐53

TOTAL ‐41 ‐34 ‐58 ‐17 ‐49 ‐2 ‐201

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob ‐11 ‐11 ‐31 ‐34 +4 ‐13 ‐96

Glenville ‐7 +1 ‐10 ‐30 ‐14 ‐32 ‐92

Hamilton Ave ‐17 ‐14 +11 +11 0 +5 ‐4

New Lebanon ‐11 ‐17 ‐13 ‐7 ‐15 ‐11 ‐74

TOTAL ‐46 ‐41 ‐43 ‐60 ‐25 ‐51 ‐266

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob ‐13 ‐12 ‐15 ‐32 ‐29 +3 ‐98

Glenville 0 ‐7 ‐3 ‐13 ‐39 ‐13 ‐75

Hamilton Ave ‐6 ‐12 ‐14 +13 +12 ‐2 ‐9

New Lebanon ‐2 ‐16 ‐19 ‐13 ‐13 ‐15 ‐78

TOTAL ‐21 ‐47 ‐51 ‐45 ‐69 ‐27 ‐260

Change in Students to Achieve 90% Utilization

2016‐17

Change in Students to Achieve 90% Utilization

2013‐14

Change in Students to Achieve 90% Utilization

2014‐15

Change in Students to Achieve 90% Utilization

2015‐16

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob ‐16 ‐15 ‐16 ‐16 ‐28 ‐31 ‐122

Glenville ‐6 +1 ‐11 ‐6 ‐21 ‐38 ‐81

Hamilton Ave ‐9 ‐2 ‐12 ‐10 +15 +11 ‐7

New Lebanon ‐7 ‐6 ‐17 ‐20 ‐19 ‐12 ‐81

TOTAL ‐38 ‐22 ‐56 ‐52 ‐53 ‐70 ‐291

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob ‐15 ‐17 ‐19 ‐17 ‐12 ‐30 ‐110

Glenville ‐4 ‐6 ‐3 ‐14 ‐13 ‐20 ‐60

Hamilton Ave ‐7 ‐5 ‐2 ‐8 ‐8 +13 ‐17

New Lebanon ‐6 ‐11 ‐7 ‐18 ‐26 ‐18 ‐86

TOTAL ‐32 ‐39 ‐31 ‐57 ‐59 ‐55 ‐273

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob ‐13 ‐16 ‐21 ‐20 ‐13 ‐13 ‐96

Glenville ‐4 ‐4 ‐10 ‐6 ‐22 ‐12 ‐58

Hamilton Ave ‐10 ‐3 ‐4 +1 ‐6 ‐10 ‐32

New Lebanon ‐6 ‐11 ‐13 ‐7 ‐24 ‐25 ‐86

TOTAL ‐33 ‐34 ‐48 ‐32 ‐65 ‐60 ‐272

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob ‐13 ‐14 ‐20 ‐22 ‐16 ‐15 ‐100

Glenville ‐4 ‐3 ‐8 ‐13 ‐13 ‐21 ‐62

Hamilton Ave ‐8 ‐6 ‐3 ‐1 +3 ‐8 ‐23

New Lebanon ‐5 ‐11 ‐12 ‐13 ‐13 ‐23 ‐77

TOTAL ‐30 ‐34 ‐43 ‐49 ‐39 ‐67 ‐262

Change in Students to Achieve 90% Utilization

2017‐18

Change in Students to Achieve 90% Utilization

2018‐19

Change in Students to Achieve 90% Utilization

2019‐20

Change in Students to Achieve 90% Utilization

2020‐21
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Enrollment Reductions - Summary

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 15

 Cos Cob - Reduce Enrollments by 
Approximately 90 Students

 Glenville - Reduce Enrollments by 
Approximately 65 Students

Enrollment Reductions + Preliminary 
Estimation of Racial Balance

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 16

 Hamilton Ave - Reduce Enrollments by 
Approximately 20 Students

 Hamilton Ave is 67% Minority 

 Estimated reduction 14 minority students

 260 Minority Students/389 Total 
Students = 66.8% Minority

 Assumes students opting for choice reflects current 
composition of student body

APPENDIX  Page 208 of 487



Enrollment Reductions + Preliminary 
Estimation of Racial Balance

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 17

 New Lebanon - Reduce Enrollments by 
Approximately 70 Students

 New Lebanon is 71% Minority (2012-13)

 Estimated reduction 50 minority students

 136 Minority Students/191 Total Students 
= 71.2% Minority

 Assumes students opting for choice reflects current 
composition of student body

 Public survey to better determine split

Enrollment Reductions Phase In

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 18

Potential for Phase In of Choice Programming 
Consider Adding Students to Each of K, 1st and 

2nd Grade Cohorts in 2014-15
 Less Likely to Get Older Students to Opt to 

Change Schools
 Through Subsequent Classes and 

Matriculation, Reach Full Choice 
Enrollment by 2017-18
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Enrollment Reductions Phase In

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 19

 Cos Cob – Start with K-2 in 2014-15; 16 Per 
Cohort

 Glenville – Start with K-2 in 2014-15; 12 Per 
Cohort

 Hamilton Ave – Start with K-2 in 2014-15; 4
Per Cohort

 New Lebanon – Start with K-2 in 2014-15; 13 
Per Cohort

Middle School Phase-In

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 20

Phase In of Choice Programming 
 Smaller classes enter Middle School 

System as 6th Graders in 2018-’19
 Smaller 7th Enter in 2019-’20, Smaller 8th

Enter in ‘20-’21
 Through Matriculation, Reach Full Choice 

Enrollment by 2020-21

 Est. 16 Fewer Students/ Grade at Central
 Est. 29 Fewer Students/ Grade at Western
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Phased-In Reduction Projections

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 21

Status 
Quo

Begin 
Phase-In

Phase-In 
Complete

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob 93 95 65 82 60 70 465

Glenville 71 85 68 87 59 61 431

Hamilton Ave 52 52 63 53 69 56 345

New Lebanon 48 47 50 48 42 38 273

TOTAL 264 279 246 270 230 225 1,514

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob 61 78 83 66 79 61 428

Glenville 52 58 79 71 96 59 415

Hamilton Ave 74 45 47 60 52 71 349

New Lebanon 40 39 35 51 53 42 260

TOTAL 227 220 244 248 280 233 1,452

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob 62 62 82 85 63 80 434

Glenville 59 51 62 82 78 96 428

Hamilton Ave 72 69 44 44 59 54 342

New Lebanon 39 45 41 35 56 52 268

TOTAL 232 227 229 246 256 282 1,472

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob 64 63 66 83 80 64 420

Glenville 52 59 55 65 91 77 399

Hamilton Ave 61 67 69 42 43 61 343

New Lebanon 30 44 47 41 41 56 259

TOTAL 207 233 237 231 255 258 1,421

Projected Enrollments with Phased‐In Reduction in 2013‐14

Projected Enrollments with Phased‐In Reduction in 2014‐15

Projected Enrollments with Phased‐In Reduction in 2015‐16

Projected Enrollments with Phased‐In Reduction in 2016‐17

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob 67 66 67 67 79 82 428

Glenville 58 51 63 58 73 90 393

Hamilton Ave 64 57 67 65 40 44 337

New Lebanon 35 34 45 48 47 40 249

TOTAL 224 208 242 238 239 256 1,407

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob 66 68 70 68 63 81 416

Glenville 56 58 55 66 65 72 372

Hamilton Ave 62 60 57 63 63 42 347

New Lebanon 34 39 35 46 54 46 254

TOTAL 218 225 217 243 245 241 1,389

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob 64 67 72 71 64 64 402

Glenville 56 56 62 58 74 64 370

Hamilton Ave 65 58 59 54 61 65 362

New Lebanon 34 39 41 35 52 53 254

TOTAL 219 220 234 218 251 246 1,388

School K 1 2 3 4 5 K‐5

Cos Cob 64 65 71 73 67 66 406

Glenville 56 55 60 65 65 73 374

Hamilton Ave 63 61 58 56 52 63 353

New Lebanon 33 39 40 41 41 51 245

TOTAL 216 220 229 235 225 253 1,378

Projected Enrollments with Phased‐In Reduction in 2018‐19

Projected Enrollments with Phased‐In Reduction in 2019‐20

Projected Enrollments with Phased‐In Reduction in 2020‐21

Projected Enrollments with Phased‐In Reduction in 2017‐18
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PreK Analysis
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PreK Facilities

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 23

 Due to Building Requirements for PreK, the 
Following Facilities May Best Accommodate

 Hamilton Avenue

 New Lebanon

 North Mianus

 North Street

 Old Greenwich

 Parkway

PreK Enrollments

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 24

 Assumes GPS to Continue to Offer 10 
Sections of PreK – Approximately 150 
Students

Year

PreK 

Total 

Enroll

PreK 

Minority

% 

Minority

2008‐09 150 50 33.3%
2009‐10 146 43 29.5%
2010‐11 147 45 30.6%
2011‐12 145 56 38.6%
2012‐13 150 69 46.0%

Greenwich PreK Enrollments
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Current Racial Balance

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 25

Total K‐5
K‐5 

Minority
%

Total 

PreK‐5

PreK‐5 

Minority
%

Cos Cob 434 129 29.72% 434 129 29.72%
Curtiss 344 165 47.97% 344 165 47.97%
Dundee 369 153 41.46% 369 153 41.46%
Glenville 407 97 23.83% 407 97 23.83%
Hamilton 353 240 409 274 66.99%
New Leb 261 186 71.26% 261 186 71.26%
North Mianus 465 129 27.74% 465 129 27.74%
North St 387 102 414 119 28.74%
Old Greenwich 395 59 425 71 16.71%
Parkway 239 40 272 45 16.54%
Riverside 482 112 23.24% 482 112 23.24%

PreK‐5 4,282 1,480 34.56%

K‐5 4,136 1,412 34.14%

2012‐13 Enrollments

= School with PreK

PreK Analysis Assumptions

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 26

 Without Considering Space Limitations 
(Unable to Make Assumptions on Which 
Students Would Move Out to Free Space

 Move All PreK to Least Racially Diverse and 
Most Racially Diverse Schools (New Lebanon 
and Parkway)

 Assume Even Split Between Two Schools

 Review Impact on District wide Racial 
Balance
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PreK Movement for Racial Balance

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 27

Total K‐5
K‐5 

Minority
%

Total 

PreK‐5

PreK‐5 

Minority
%

Cos Cob 434 129 29.72% 434 129 29.72%
Curtiss 344 165 47.97% 344 165 47.97%
Dundee 369 153 41.46% 369 153 41.46%
Glenville 407 97 23.83% 407 97 23.83%
Hamilton 353 240 67.99% 353 240 67.99%
New Leb 261 186 336 221 65.77%
North Mianus 465 129 27.74% 465 129 27.74%
North St 387 102 26.36% 387 102 26.36%
Old Greenwich 395 59 14.94% 395 59 14.94%
Parkway 239 40 314 74 23.57%
Riverside 482 112 23.24% 482 112 23.24%

PreK‐5 4,286 1,481 34.55%

K‐5 4,136 1,412 34.14%

= School with PreK

2012‐13 Enrollments

 New Leb percent minority reduced by 5.5%.  Still imbalanced.

 Parkway percent minority increased by 7%.  No longer impending imbalance.

PreK Analysis for Racial Balance

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 28

Minimal Impact on Racial Balance

 Existing Imbalances >30% Deviation 
From District wide Averages

Only 150 PreK Students Total (3.5% of 
Total PreK-5 Enrollment); Less Than 
Half Minority

Movement of Current and Planned PreK
Enrollments Cannot Significantly 
Impact Racial Balance 
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Minor Redistricting

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 30

Redistricting for Space Considerations at New Lebanon, 
Attempting to Move as Few Students As Possible

 Moves a Total of 92 Students Residing in Proposed Area 
(2012-13 PK-5 Enrollment)

 38 of 69 PK-5 Living in Proposed Area 1 attend New Leb

 54 PK-5 Students Living in Proposed Area 2 attend 
Hamilton Ave

Proposed Minor Redistricting-
New Leb-Ham Ave/ Ham Ave-Curtiss
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Proposed Minor Redistricting-
New Leb-Ham Ave/ Ham Ave-Curtiss

1

2

Proposed Minor Redistricting-
New Leb-Ham Ave/ Ham Ave-Curtiss

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 32

* Not all redistricted students are expected to attend their re-assigned school

 Under the proposed scenario, Julian Curtiss would be over 
capacity

 Capacity concerns are alleviated at New Lebanon and 
Hamilton Ave

 Middle School Impacts54 Students from Western to Central

Total Students Capacity % Utilization Minority Students % Minority

Students 

Receiving Free 

and Reduced 

Lunch

% Free 

and 

Reduced 

Lunch 

Hamilton Avenue School 348 390 89.2% 234 67.2% 189 54.3%
Julian Curtiss School 387 351 110.3% 198 51.2% 125 32.3%
New Lebanon School 223 273 81.7% 159 71.3% 133 59.6%

Proposed Minor Redistricting, 2012‐13 Enrollments, K‐5

APPENDIX  Page 216 of 487



Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 33

Redistricting / PreK Relocation for Space Considerations at 
New Lebanon, Attempting to Move as Few Students As Possible

 Moves a Total of 68 Students (2012-13 PK-5 Enrollment)

 38 New Lebanon Students living in Proposed Area 1 Redistricted to 
Hamilton Ave

 2 Sections (30 students) PreK Relocated from Hamilton Ave to 
North Street

 2 Full Sized Classrooms Gained at Ham Ave =  additional space for 39 
Students

 Sufficient Space at North Space to Accommodate 2 Additional Sections 
of PreK

Proposed Minor Redistricting-
New Leb- Ham Ave/ 2 PreK to North St

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 34

1

Proposed Minor Redistricting-
New Leb- Ham Ave/ 2 PreK to North St
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Proposed Minor Redistricting-
New Leb- Ham Ave/ 2 PreK to North St

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 35

 Hamilton Avenue utilization is relatively unchanged

 Sufficient Space at North Space to Accommodate 2 
Additional Sections of PreK

 Capacity concerns are alleviated at New Lebanon

 No impact at Middle School Level= Movement w/in 
Western MS Feeder

Total Students Capacity % Utilization Minority Students % Minority

Students 

Receiving Free 

and Reduced 

Lunch

% Free 

and 

Reduced 

Lunch 

Hamilton Avenue School 391 429 91.1% 267 68.3% 216 55.2%
North Street 387 409 94.6% 102 26.4% 8 2.1%

New Lebanon School 223 273 81.7% 159 71.3% 133 59.6%

Proposed Minor Redistricting, 2012‐13 Enrollments, K‐5
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Satellite Redistricting
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Satellite Redistricting
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Redistricting for Space Considerations at New 
Lebanon, Using Satellite District to Move 

Fewest Students Possible

 38 New Lebanon Students living in Proposed 
Area 1 Redistricted to Parkway

Satellite Redistricting

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 38

1
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Satellite Redistricting– Parkway and New 
Lebanon Impacts

Prepared for Greenwich Public Schools Slide 39

Total 

Students
Capacity % Utilization

Minority 

Students
% Minority

Students Receiving 

Free and Reduced 

Lunch

% Free and 

Reduced 

Lunch 

Parkway School 277 312 88.8% 67 24.2% 25 9.0%
New Lebanon School 223 273 81.7% 159 71.3% 133 59.6%

Proposed Minor Satellite Redistricting 2012‐13 Enrollments, K‐5

 Capacity concerns are alleviated at New Lebanon

 Sufficient Space at Parkway to Accommodate students

 No impact at Middle School Level - Assumes Western 
split remains at Parkway
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Community	  Schools,	  a	  Prac3cal	  and	  Pragma3c	  Plan	  for	  
Student	  Achievement,	  Facility	  Overcrowding,	  and	  Racial	  

Diversity	  
at	  	  

New	  Lebanon	  and	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  Elementary	  Schools	  

Peter	  Sherr	  	  
Peter	  von	  Braun	  

Greenwich	  Board	  of	  Educa3on	  
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The	  Greenwich	  BoE	  can	  take	  prac3cal	  and	  pragma3c	  steps	  to	  
address	  persistent	  achievement	  gap	  and	  other	  challenges	  using	  
current	  resources	  and	  reflec3ng	  community	  values	  and	  desires	  
Facts	  
•  Many	  students	  at	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  and	  New	  Lebanon	  Schools	  are	  con3nuously	  underperforming	  

peers	  in	  other	  Greenwich	  elementary	  schools.	  	  This	  “achievement	  gap”	  has	  persisted	  for	  many	  
years	  

•  8	  of	  11	  elementary	  schools	  are	  running	  at	  or	  near	  capacity	  measured	  by	  number	  of	  required	  
classrooms	  to	  service	  children	  within	  current	  aQendance	  areas	  

•  Connec3cut	  has	  laws	  requiring	  school	  districts	  to	  remedy	  racial	  isola3on	  in	  schools	  and	  suppor3ng	  
regula3ons	  requiring	  adherence	  to	  strict	  racial	  quota	  targets	  in	  individual	  schools.	  	  	  

•  CT	  State	  Board	  of	  Educa3on	  has	  demanded	  remedy	  for	  “racial	  imbalance”	  (variance	  to	  student	  
body	  racial	  composi3on	  targets)	  at	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  and	  New	  Lebanon	  schools	  

Recommenda3ons	  
•  Implement	  pragma3c	  plan	  that	  addresses	  student	  achievement,	  overcrowding,	  and	  racial	  isola3on	  

with	  minimal	  disrup3on	  to	  other	  schools	  	  in	  the	  Greenwich	  Public	  School	  system	  
•  Communicate	  to	  CSDE	  that	  Greenwich	  is	  currently	  and	  will	  remain	  in	  compliance	  with	  racial	  

balance	  statutes	  and	  regula3ons	  by	  maintaining	  magnet	  school	  programs	  at	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  and	  
New	  Lebanon	  Schools	  

•  Implement	  comprehensive	  package	  of	  ini3a3ves	  at	  HA	  and	  NL,	  based	  in	  proven	  best	  prac3ce	  	  to	  
close	  the	  “achievement	  gap”	  for	  underperforming	  student	  groups	  par3cularly	  Hispanic	  and	  free	  &	  
reduced	  lunch	  eligible	  cohorts	  

•  Execute	  “suppor3ng	  ac3ons”	  including	  funding	  and	  accelera3ng	  digital	  learning	  to	  supercharge	  
closing	  the	  achievement	  gap	  along	  with	  other	  ini3a3ves	  
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Our	  plan	  is	  based	  on	  priori3es	  and	  principles	  reflec3ve	  of	  
Greenwich	  community	  v.	  policy	  priori3es	  and	  views	  from	  HarWord	  

1.  Student	  Achievement	  
2.  Facili3es	  U3liza3on	  
3.  Racial	  Balance	  
The	  Board	  of	  Educa3on	  has	  said	  student	  achievement	  is	  the	  top	  priority	  in	  
any	  racial	  balance	  plan.	  	  But,	  most	  planning	  to	  date	  has	  priori3zed	  compliance	  
with	  CT	  State	  Racial	  Balance	  Regula3ons	  and	  improving	  facility	  usage.	  
	  
Any	  plan	  should	  be	  based	  in	  principles	  embraced	  by	  Greenwich	  community:	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

Need	  to	  preserve	  educa3onal	  opportunity	  equity	  and	  not	  create	  systems	  of	  
“haves	  –	  have	  not”	  school	  programming	  

•  Neighborhood	  schools	  evolving	  into	  
Community	  schools	  

•  Parental	  decision-‐making	  and	  choice	  
•  Local	  control	  	  
•  Public-‐private	  partnerships	  
•  Proven	  best	  prac3ces	  

•  Educa3ng	  each	  student	  to	  their	  individual	  
poten3al	  

•  Equity	  and	  equality	  
•  Deep	  parental	  involvement	  in	  schools	  
•  Efficient	  use	  of	  resources	  
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Greenwich	  should	  apply	  proven	  best	  prac3ce	  examples	  to	  
improve	  achievement	  in	  schools	  with	  majority	  free	  &	  reduced	  
lunch	  popula3ons	  

Best	  Prac*ce	  we	  have:	  
ü  Strong	  School	  Leadership	  
ü  Standards	  Based	  Curriculum	  
ü  Good	  Teachers	  
ü  High	  Quality	  Professional	  Development	  
ü  Use	  of	  data	  to	  drive	  decisions	  
ü  Internal	  Capacity	  for	  Accountability	  

Best	  Prac*ce	  we	  need	  to	  add:	  
q  Emphasis	  on	  Early	  Literacy	  
q  More	  Academic	  Learning	  Time	  
q  Technology	  to	  Enhance	  Learning	  
q  Increased	  Parental	  Involvement	  

“Involve	  the	  community	  in	  schooling”	  

q  Early	  Childhood	  Educa3on	  Programs	  
q  Mandatory	  Summer	  School	  

•  Contras3ng	  high	  performing	  and	  low	  performing	  schools	  with	  poverty,	  many	  	  
states	  (Illinois,	  Texas,	  Wisconsin,	  California)	  are	  implemen3ng	  effec3ve	  
comprehensive	  programs	  to	  successfully	  address	  achievement	  gaps	  

•  Integrated	  program	  of	  leadership,	  personnel,	  school	  characteris3cs,	  curriculum	  
and	  instruc3on,	  and	  community	  factors	  required.	  	  Can	  not	  cherry	  pick	  elements.	  

•  Extensive	  parental	  involvement	  that	  is	  culturally	  aware	  including	  opportuni3es	  to	  
improve	  literacy	  and	  paren3ng	  skills	  is	  one	  of	  the	  highest	  leveraged	  strategies	  to	  
improve	  achievement.	  	  	  

*	  Derived	  from	  “Golden	  Spike”	  High	  Poverty	  High	  Performing	  Schools	  ,	  NCREL	  and	  other	  studies	  
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…there	  are	  further	  best	  prac3ce	  examples	  to	  improve	  
achievement	  in	  schools	  with	  majority	  Hispanic	  popula3ons	  

•  Southern	  California	  has	  one	  of	  the	  highest	  concentra3ons	  of	  schools	  with	  majority	  
La3no	  popula3ons	  and	  provides	  successful	  exemplar	  in	  closing	  the	  achievement	  gap.	  

•  Educa3onal	  experts	  in	  Hispanic	  public	  educa3on	  sefngs	  endorsed	  	  integrated	  
program	  	  with	  cri3cal	  unified	  themes:	  

–  Cri3cal	  Role	  and	  responsibility	  of	  educa3on	  leaders	  and	  ins3tu3ons	  
–  Adjus3ng	  teacher	  expecta3ons	  of	  students	  
–  Relevant,	  culturally	  engaging	  curricular	  design	  and	  offerings	  
–  Improved	  Student	  achievement	  through	  empowered	  students	  
–  Increased	  parent	  involvement	  and	  adult	  educa3on	  
–  Accessibility	  to	  academic	  assistance	  and	  tutoring	  programs	  
–  Community	  engagement	  and	  resource	  usage	  

•  Three	  recommended	  prac3ces	  are	  cri3cal	  for	  success:	  
–  “Community	  engagement	  and	  community	  	  serve	  as	  the	  hub	  for	  improved	  academic	  

achievement	  for	  schools	  and	  students”	  –	  Make	  the	  school	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  community	  
–  Coordinate	  and	  use	  pedagogy	  and	  interven3ons	  to	  address	  students	  struggling	  in	  both	  

math	  and	  language.	  
–  Implement	  parent	  educa3onal	  programs	  	  to	  support	  parents	  with	  limited	  educa3onal	  

experience	  

*	  Derived	  from	  “Addressing	  the	  Achievement	  Gap”	  California	  State	  University,	  Fullerton	  (Orange	  County)	  
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Strong	  indicators	  that	  Greenwich	  is	  already	  in	  compliance	  with	  
Connec3cut’s	  racial	  balance	  statutes	  and	  regula3ons	  

•  Greenwich	  is	  already	  in	  compliance	  with	  State	  mandates.	  	  Because	  Hamilton	  
Avenue,	  Dundee,	  Julian	  Cur3s,	  and	  New	  Lebanon	  are	  magnet	  schools,	  they	  are	  
designated	  as	  “unique	  schools”	  under	  state	  educa3on	  regula3ons	  and	  exempt	  
from	  the	  strict	  racial	  target	  system.	  	  	  Therefore,	  the	  Greenwich	  BoE	  need	  not	  take	  
any	  further	  ac3on	  beyond	  regular	  repor3ng	  of	  student	  body	  demographics	  

•  BoE	  should	  vote	  to	  reaffirm	  it’s	  intent	  to	  comply	  with	  current	  CT	  racial	  balance	  
statutes	  and	  regula3ons,	  reaffirm	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  and	  New	  Lebanon	  	  Schools	  are	  
magnet	  schools,	  and	  indicate	  BoE	  will	  con3nue	  to	  report	  student	  body	  
demographics	  consistent	  with	  CSBE	  regula3ons	  for	  	  designated	  “Unique	  Schools”	  

•  BoE	  should	  reply	  to	  the	  Connec*cut	  State	  Board	  of	  Educa*on	  demand	  for	  a	  new	  
racial	  balance	  plan	  that	  Greenwich	  Public	  Schools	  comply	  with	  and	  will	  con*nue	  
to	  comply	  with	  current	  	  statutes	  and	  regula*ons	  	  on	  racial	  balance	  

•  BoE	  should	  ini3ate	  collabora3on	  with	  parent	  and	  volunteer	  groups	  with	  standing	  
who	  are	  examining	  CT	  state	  statutes	  with	  an	  eye	  to	  iden3fying	  ways	  to	  preserve	  
our	  Neighborhood	  /	  Community	  schools	  

•  BoE	  should	  establish	  a	  clear	  posi3on	  on	  par3cipa3ng	  or	  leading	  cons3tu3onal	  
challenge	  to	  exis3ng	  CT	  Racial	  Balance	  statutes	  as	  a	  last	  resort	  
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Implement	  integrated	  program	  of	  ini3a3ves	  at	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  
and	  New	  Lebanon	  Schools,	  based	  in	  proven	  best	  prac3ce	  	  to	  close	  
the	  “achievement	  gap”	  for	  underperforming	  student	  groups	  

1.  Recast	  or	  strengthen	  the	  magnet	  school	  programs	  at	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  and	  New	  
Lebanon	  Schools	  

•  Hamilton	  Avenue	  has	  not	  had	  a	  meaningful	  magnet	  program	  since	  2010	  
•  Magnet	  program	  should	  be	  refocused	  on	  academic	  themes	  with	  intense	  rigor.	  	  Poten3al	  

op3ons	  could	  include	  English	  immersion,	  Science	  Technology	  Engineering	  Math	  (STEM),	  or	  
Core	  Knowledge.	  	  

•  Assign	  “3ger-‐team”	  of	  Central	  Office	  administrators	  to	  strengthen	  and	  support	  stronger	  
implementa3on	  of	  BoE	  best	  prac3ces	  including	  Leadership	  Development,	  Teacher	  
assessment	  and	  professional	  development,	  and	  data	  driven	  student	  analysis	  and	  decision	  
making.	  

2.  Tailor	  programs	  content	  and	  delivery	  methods,	  both	  academic	  and	  social/
emo*onal,	  to	  the	  needs	  of	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  and	  New	  Lebanon	  school	  
communi*es	  

•  Community	  school	  parents	  should	  help	  determine	  which	  programs	  are	  best	  able	  to	  address	  
the	  needs	  of	  kids	  and	  parents,	  including	  adult	  educa3on,	  Pre-‐K	  and	  extended	  school	  day	  

•  Any	  addi3onal	  programing	  should	  be	  academically	  focused	  including	  tutoring,	  homework	  
assistance,	  and	  total	  immersion	  English	  instruc3on	  

•  Programming	  should	  be	  coordinated	  with	  other	  public	  agencies	  and	  charitable	  organiza3ons	  
to	  support	  the	  whole	  child	  
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Implement	  integrated	  program	  of	  ini3a3ves	  at	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  
and	  New	  Lebanon	  Schools,	  based	  in	  proven	  best	  prac3ce	  	  to	  close	  
the	  “achievement	  gap”	  for	  underperforming	  student	  groups	  

3.  Aggressively	  cul*vate	  and	  encourage	  produc*ve	  partnership	  and	  affilia*ons	  with	  
community	  organiza*ons	  that	  can	  support	  community	  schools	  

•  We	  should	  learn	  from	  the	  successful	  example	  of	  the	  New	  Lebanon	  –	  Bryam	  nexus	  that	  
includes	  the	  Byram	  Archibald	  Neighborhood	  Center,	  Byram	  Shubert	  Library,	  St.	  Paul	  Church	  
and	  others.	  

•  Programing	  must	  consider	  equity	  of	  opportunity	  across	  	  GPS	  system	  and	  should	  leverage	  
public-‐private	  partnerships	  

4.  Redirect	  exis*ng	  Adult	  Educa*on	  Program	  to	  engage	  parents	  more	  deeply	  in	  their	  
child’s	  academic	  success	  

•  Support	  at	  home	  supercharges	  learning	  in	  the	  classroom,	  if	  we’re	  serious	  about	  success	  we	  
need	  to	  engage	  the	  whole	  family.	  	  	  ADP	  could	  offer	  evening	  instruc3on	  to	  parents	  in	  
neighborhood	  schools	  in	  English	  literacy,	  basic	  math,	  business	  courses,	  similar	  to	  those	  
already	  offered	  to	  students	  at	  Greenwich	  High	  School	  
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We	  need	  to	  implement	  suppor3ng	  ini3a3ves	  to	  achieve	  a	  
comprehensive	  plan	  to	  succeed	  

5.  Accelerate	  Digital	  Learning	  Ini*a*ves	  and	  obtain	  “surge”	  investment	  in	  temporary	  
staff	  to	  support	  central	  office	  and	  school-‐level	  DL	  team	  

–  Technology	  enabled	  learning	  enables	  skill	  development	  and	  remedia3on	  based	  on	  
individual	  student	  needs	  

6.  Implement	  “fair	  and	  equal”	  Residency	  Verifica*on	  System	  
–  BoE	  must	  con3nue	  build	  community	  confidence	  in	  our	  stewardship	  of	  town	  resources,	  

while	  balancing	  commitment	  to	  provide	  	  educa3on	  services	  to	  all	  Greenwich	  residents	  
–  Annual	  verifica3on	  for	  all	  students	  assures	  fair	  and	  equal	  system	  

7.  Collaborate	  with	  Housing	  Authority	  of	  Town	  of	  Greenwich	  and	  Town	  of	  Greenwich	  
Zoning	  Compliance	  to	  assure	  safe	  living	  condi*ons	  for	  children	  

–  Without	  compromising	  student	  or	  parental	  privacy,	  BoE	  should	  explore	  collabora3on	  with	  
other	  Town	  departments	  responsible	  for	  safe	  living	  condi3ons	  of	  resident	  children	  

8.  Develop	  new	  school	  capacity	  forecas*ng	  system	  
–  BoE	  needs	  reliable	  forecasts	  to	  appropriately	  plan	  facili3es	  and	  budgets.	  	  The	  current	  

forecast	  and	  planning	  models	  must	  be	  updated	  to	  provide	  more	  reliable	  informa3on	  to	  
the	  BoE	  

9.  Allow	  cross	  district	  registra*on	  for	  Interna*onal	  Baccalaureate	  program	  at	  
Western	  Middle	  School	  

–  Interna3onal	  School	  at	  Dundee	  students	  primarily	  aQend	  	  overcrowded	  Eastern	  Middle	  
School	  for	  Grade	  6	  through	  8.	  	  Many	  parents	  have	  expressed	  interest	  in	  con3nuing	  with	  
IB	  Middle	  Years	  program.	  	  BoE	  should	  	  designate	  WMS	  as	  a	  District-‐wide	  Magnet	  School	  
and	  allow	  parents	  to	  enroll	  students	  from	  any	  Elementary	  school	  
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Greenwich	  is	  a	  community	  enriched	  by	  diversity	  and	  must	  make	  
efforts	  to	  address	  any	  real	  or	  perceived	  racial	  isola3on	  in	  schools	  

BoE	  must	  canvass	  to	  determine	  if	  there	  any	  students	  who	  feel	  racially	  isolated	  
in	  their	  current	  neighborhood	  school	  
•  Fundamentally,	  we	  believe	  in	  parental	  choice	  to	  enable	  families	  to	  place	  

children	  in	  schools	  where	  they	  can	  succeed	  and	  thrive	  
•  Op3onally,	  BoE	  should	  consider	  expansion	  of	  a	  choice	  program	  to	  enable	  

any	  elementary	  school	  student	  in	  an	  underperforming	  or	  crowded	  school,	  
or	  who	  may	  feel	  racially	  isolated,	  to	  aQend	  another	  school	  within	  
Greenwich,	  with	  transporta3on	  provided.	  

•  BoE	  should	  run	  a	  pilot	  trial	  between	  one	  largely	  minority	  school	  and	  a	  high	  
performing	  majority	  white	  school	  with	  classroom	  capacity	  (?)	  
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Elementary	  School	  Capacity	  
Greenwich	  will	  need	  all	  available	  elementary	  schools	  open	  to	  
meet	  current	  and	  projected	  student	  popula3on	  

Classrooms	  Required	  for	  Kindergarten	  through	  Grade	  5	  Enrollment	  

Eastern	  Zone	   Central	  Zone	   Western	  Zone	  

ISD	   NM	   RV	   OG	   CC	   JC	   NS	   PK	   GL	   HA	   NL	  

Standard	  
Rooms	   20	   28	   28	   31	   29	   22	   31	   25	   27	   29	   17	  

Special	  
Rooms	   2	   5	   4	   6	   6	   4	   6	   6	   5	   5	   3	  

Capacity	   18	   23	   24	   25	   23	   18	   25	   19	   22	   24	   14	  

Enrolled	  
2013/14	   18	   23	   24	   20	   22	   18	   19	   12	   22	   20	   14	  

Available	  
Capacity	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   5	   1	   -‐-‐	   6	   7	   -‐-‐	   4	   -‐-‐	  

•  Overcrowding	  is	  most	  prevalent	  in	  schools	  in	  eastern	  zone	  of	  Greenwich	  
•  Pre-‐K	  programs	  should	  be	  placed	  where	  capacity	  exists	  rather	  to	  minimize	  

extensive	  capital	  building	  investments.	  	  
•  Parkway	  School	  is	  required	  to	  be	  open	  to	  service	  District’s	  current	  and	  

projected	  Pre-‐K	  through	  Grade	  5	  student	  enrollment	  (per	  John	  Cur*n)	  
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Immediate	  Next	  Steps	  for	  BoE	  

•  No3fy	  State	  BoE	  that	  Greenwich	  complies	  with	  exis3ng	  state	  law	  to	  
which	  exempt	  HA	  and	  NL	  schools	  from	  racial	  target	  system	  	  

•  Form	  neighborhood	  advisory	  group	  to	  iden3fy	  major	  educa3onal	  
needs	  in	  each	  community	  (e.g.	  extended	  school	  day,	  culturally	  
relevant	  programing,	  aters	  program,	  Adult	  educa3on)	  

•  Complete	  the	  residency	  verifica3on	  canvass	  	  
•  Refine	  aQendance	  and	  capacity	  projec3ons	  based	  on	  observed	  

2013-‐14	  data	  
•  Revise	  implementa3on	  to	  accelerate	  Digital	  Learning	  rollout	  and	  

request	  interim	  funding	  for	  other	  elementary	  schools	  
•  Reassess	  and	  repriori3ze	  capital	  plan	  with	  special	  aQen3on	  to	  

short-‐term	  and	  long-‐term	  plan	  at	  New	  Lebanon	  School	  
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Summary	  
Community	  Schools	  is	  a	  prac3cal	  and	  pragma3c	  plan	  reflec3ng	  
desires	  and	  values	  of	  Greenwich	  parents,	  residents	  and	  
taxpayers	  
•  Protect	  and	  enhance	  neighborhood	  schools	  
•  Orient	  neighborhood	  schools	  to	  serve	  par3cular	  needs	  of	  

their	  community	  –	  student	  and	  adult	  
•  Focus	  on	  academic	  achievement	  
•  Transforma3on	  based	  one	  proven	  best	  prac3ce	  rather	  than	  

local	  experimenta3on	  
•  Simplicity	  and	  consistency	  rather	  than	  complexity	  and	  

differences	  
•  Provide	  choice	  to	  those	  students	  who	  feel	  racially	  isolated	  
Most	  Important:	  
•  Educa3onal	  equity	  as	  to	  outcomes	  
•  No	  redistric3ng	  
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Appendix-‐-‐Legal	  Op3ons	  

•  On	  August	  27,	  2013,	  Greenwich	  public	  school	  parent	  and	  aQorney,	  Ben	  Bianco,	  sent	  a	  leQer	  to	  the	  
Connec3cut	  Department	  of	  Educa3on	  asser3ng	  that	  both	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  and	  New	  Lebanon	  are	  
Greenwich-‐designated	  intradistrict	  magnet	  schools	  and	  are,	  therefore,	  “unique	  schools”	  under	  Reg.	  
10-‐226e-‐1(10).	  	  Unique	  schools,	  as	  per	  Reg.	  10-‐226e-‐9,	  are	  NOT	  subject	  to	  racial	  balancing	  requirements.	  
	  

–  The	  State	  DoE	  has	  not	  responded	  to	  Mr.	  Bianco’s	  leQer.	  
	  

•  As	  men3oned	  at	  the	  Greenwich	  BoE	  mee3ng	  on	  August	  29,	  2013—and	  elsewhere—the	  State	  has	  
apparently	  stated,	  off	  the	  record,	  that	  to	  achieve	  “unique	  school”	  status	  an	  intradistrict	  magnet	  must	  be	  a	  
“full	  magnet.”	  	  The	  term	  full	  magnet,	  of	  course,	  appears	  nowhere	  in	  any	  State	  or	  Federal	  statute.	  
	  

•  Regardless,	  it	  is	  obvious	  that	  even	  the	  State	  does	  not	  believe	  it	  has	  the	  legal	  authority	  to	  enforce	  racial	  
balancing	  on	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  and	  New	  Lebanon.	  	  In	  numerous	  e-‐mail	  correspondence	  and	  phone	  
conversa3ons	  with	  Greenwich	  public	  school	  parents	  over	  the	  last	  few	  weeks,	  Kenneth	  Imperato	  
(Coordinator	  of	  Choice	  Programs	  for	  the	  State	  DoE),	  Regina	  Hopkins	  (Manager	  of	  Magnet	  Schools	  for	  the	  
State	  DoE),	  and	  Laura	  Anastasio	  (aQorney	  for	  the	  DoE)	  have	  made	  the	  following	  statements:	  
	  

–  “[I]t	  is	  at	  the	  discre3on	  of	  the	  Greenwich	  Public	  Schools	  as	  to	  whether	  or	  not	  the	  program	  design	  
dis3nguishes	  the	  school	  as	  an	  intra-‐district	  magnet	  school.”	  (Imperato)	  

–  “Intradistrict	  magnets	  are	  subject	  to	  the	  rules	  established	  by	  the	  district’s	  governance	  
structure	  .	  .	  .	  .”	  (Hopkins).	  

–  An	  intradistrict	  magnet	  school	  is	  defined	  by	  the	  local	  district,	  not	  the	  State.	  (Hopkins)	  
–  The	  State	  has	  no	  laws	  or	  regula3ons	  defining	  the	  term	  intradistrict	  magnet	  school.	  (Anastasio)	  
–  The	  State	  BoE	  has	  no	  wriQen	  defini3on	  of	  the	  term	  intradistrict	  magnet	  school.	  (Anastasio)	  
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Sources	  Consulted	  

•  The	  Achievement	  Gap,	  Harvard	  University	  	  -‐	  	  March,	  2013	  
•  Greenwich	  Public	  Schools	  Consulta3ve	  Services	  for	  Digital	  Learning	  Findings	  and	  

Recommenda3ons	  February,	  2013	  
•  Addressing	  the	  Achievement	  Gap	  California	  State	  University	  at	  Fullerton	  	  -‐	  	  October,	  2009	  
•  CREATING	  "NO	  EXCUSES"	  (TRADITIONAL)	  PUBLIC	  SCHOOLS:	  EVIDENCE	  FROM	  HOUSTON	  /

w17494,	  NATIONAL	  BUREAU	  OF	  ECONOMIC	  RESEARCH	  1050	  MassachuseQs	  Avenue	  
Cambridge,	  MA	  02138	  	  -‐	  	  October	  2011	  

•  CLOSING	  ILLINOIS’	  ACHIEVEMENT	  GAP:	  	  LESSONS	  FROM	  THE	  “GOLDEN	  SPIKE”	  HIGH	  POVERTY	  
HIGH	  PERFORMING	  SCHOOLS,	  Northern	  Illinois	  University	  Center	  for	  Governmental	  Studies	  	  -‐	  	  
June,	  2002	  	  

•  North	  Central	  Regional	  Educa3on	  Laboratory	  (NCREL)	  recently	  completed	  a	  study	  of	  high	  
performing	  high	  poverty	  schools	  in	  Wisconsin	  (NCREL,	  2000).	  	  
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Background 

At the August 29, 2013 Board of Education Meeting, the Superintendent and Administration 
presented a working proposal for how to address Facility Utilization & Racial Balance.  The 
proposal outlines a long-term and multifaceted solution.  It provides a problem statement, 
context explanation, larger strategic rationale, a specific approach and a detailed work plan. By 
design, the proposal highlights the next necessary steps to be detailed planning by a district-wide 
work group (of administrators, staff and parents) and site-specific work groups for each of the 
involved schools (these work groups also would include administrators, staff and parents). 
 
The Board of Education (BOE) reviewed the proposal on August 29 and raised a series of 
questions.  In turn, the Superintendent has organized the questions into seven issues for further 
analysis and explanation.  The seven issues, framed as questions: 
 

1. How Do We Resolve Unique School Question?  
 

2. What are the Educational Effects for Students in Concentrated vs. Diverse 

learning Environments? 
 

3. What is the Benefit of a Flexible Enrollment Management System and How 

Does it Work? 

 
4. What is the Correct Definition of a Magnet School and How Does it 

Encourage a Successful Choice Based System?  

 
5. What is the Process for Designing or Strengthening Magnets and How Will 

the Community Be Involved? 

 
6. What is the inventory of support programs within school and before or after 

school for Hamilton Avenue School and New Lebanon School?  

 
7. What are the cost estimates for transportation options? 

 
At the September 12, 2013 BOE Work Session, the Superintendent and Administration will 
provide explanation and analysis on each of these questions.  Background information for four of 
the issues (#1, 2, 6 and 7) is presented in this document.  All other information will be presented 
verbally at the Work Session, with documentation to follow thereafter. 
 
ISSUE #1: How Do We Resolve the Unique School Question?  

 
1.  The administration recommends that the BOE move quickly to resolve how to address the 
question of whether or not New Lebanon and Hamilton Ave qualify as “Unique Schools” as 
defined by the State of Connecticut.  We hope that the BOE can determine at the September 12, 
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2013 Work Session the specific next steps for obtaining an answer or ruling from the State Board 
of Education and Commissioner. 
 
ISSUE#2: What are the Educational Effects for Students in Concentrated vs. Diverse 

Learning Environments?  

 
The BOE seeks clarification, based on research and evidence of best practices, about what is 
known about the effects on learning of students being in schools with high concentrations of 
low-income students as opposed to schools with a diverse mix of socio-economic levels. 
 
The Superintendent conducted a literature review and has arrived at a clear and definite 
conclusion.  Statistical and qualitative research strongly supports the conclusion that low-

income students are far more likely to perform well academically in schools with diverse 

socio-economic levels than low-income students in schools with high concentrations of low-

income students.  Concentrating low-income students with other low-income students dampens 
academic performance, even beyond which any extra investment of programs and interventions 
can overcome.  Thus, the Greenwich Public Schools, to ensure the best educational opportunities 
for its low-income students, must arrive soon at solutions that reduce concentrations of low-
income students.   
 
Highlights of the literature review are presented below.  The scholarly sources are diverse—in 
discipline and methodology—but come largely from a highly regarded compendium published in 
2013 by Oxford University Press.  Entitled Closing the Opportunity Gap: What America Must 

Do to Give Every Child an Even Chance (edited by Prudence Carter and Kevin Welner), the 
book assembled research-based essays from a wide-range of leading scholars to answer the 
essential question, “How to close the opportunity gap that leads to the achievement gap?”  
 
Three essays are especially apt for the BOE’s question about concentration effects.  I have 
provided a summary of key points for each essay. In several places I raise up “Big Cautions” for 
the GPS. 
 

I. KEVIN WELNER and PRUDENCE CARTER – “Achievement Gaps Arise from 

Opportunity Gaps” (Welner is Professor of Educational Policy, University of 
Colorado Boulder; Carter is Associate Professor of Sociology, Stanford University 
and Co-Director of the Stanford Center for Educational Opportunity). 

 
 Achievement gaps persist due to failure to adequately address the roots of the cause: 

opportunity gaps. 
 Educational disparities and intergenerational economic inequality are highly correlated 

with skin color, ethnicity, linguistic and social class status. 
o The longer the lower-status groups have less access to opportunities, the more 

inequality has compounded the adverse effects. 
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 OECD Study: US has among the lowest rate of intergenerational social 
mobility internationally and one of the highest rates (correlations) of 
influence of parental SES on student achievement and later earnings. 

 National Statistics 
o HS Graduation Rate: 78 percent (2010) – Highest since 1976 

 Whites and Asians: 94 and 83 percent 
 Black and Latino: 66 and 71 percent 
 Dropout rates for Black and Latino more than double the national average 

o Failure Rates 
 20 percent of AA will fail one grade in k-12, compared to 10 percent 

overall 
o College Prep Enrollment 

 One-third or less of AA, Latino and NA students 
 50 percent for Asian and White  

 Big caution #1:  

o “Narrow focus on the AG predictably leads to policies grounded in high stakes 
testing, which in turn leads to narrow thinking about groups of students, their 
teachers and their schools.  While these assessments attempt to determine where 
students are, they ignore how they may have gotten there and what alternative 
pathways might be available for future students. Schools, principals and teachers 
are told they have no excuses and they will be held accountable for results.  
Similar pressure is exerted on students.  This accountability, however, is rarely 
extended to those making the demands.  Policymakers are not required to provide 
supports necessary for equitable learning opportunities, nor are they held 
accountable for the consequences of these tests…”  

 Big caution #2: 

o Need to understand that, while the fair and sensible provision of educational 
resources among schools is absolutely necessary, it is not sufficient to cast out 
inequality.  Sometimes the presumed effects of resource-rich schools are 
countervailed by other social factors.  Racial, ethnic, class and gender dynamics 
that pervade the wider society permeate school walls with great ease. 

o Karolyn Tyson (Ch. 12) calls attention to the contradictions embedded in schools 
with more material resources: 

 Students of different social groups may attend “good” schools together, but 
the segregation that often occurs within them belies claims of equal 
opportunity. 

 In many schools, AA, Latino and NA students are rarely exposed to the 
upper-levels of college prep classes. 

 Interplay between the structure of tracking and student performance and 
behavior is powerful. 
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II. GARY ORFIELD – “Housing Segregation Produces Unequal Schools: Causes & 

Solutions” (Orfield is Professor of Education, Law, Political Science & Urban 
Planning, UCLA.) 

 
 Educational opportunity is directly and deeply connected to housing.  Segregated 

neighborhoods linked to segregated schools produce unequal education. 
 Segregation gains from 1960s-80s have been largely lost.  Latino segregation in 

particular has increased. 
 Vast majority of schools serving predominantly low income children of color offer worse 

education than White and Asian students typically receive. 
o Lower test scores 
o Higher dropout rates 
o Weaker college preparation 

 Poor children are at greater risk of having developmental difficulties; chronic, untreated 
medical problems; and inadequate nutrition (Rothstein, Ch. 5) 

 School compounds these inequities because they are deeply affected by social 
inequalities. 

o Most important variables for improvement:  
 Teacher quality 
 Student peer groups 
 Support for teachers and students 
 Curriculum 
 Level of Instruction 

o Teacher effectiveness and quality challenged by high concentration 
 Higher Turnover 
 Higher within district and public criticism 
 More inexperienced teachers 

 Achievement Gap has widened, after years of narrowing 
o Declined from 1960s-80s 
o Little progress since 
o HS grad rate gap has narrowed 
o Latino-White achievement gap increased (Black-White has fallen slightly) 

 Solutions 
o Unrestricted school choice plans often left minority schools totally segregregated, 

as white populations selected out 
o Managed/Controlled Choice programs have been better, but many have been 

dropped due to Supreme Court rulings about race-based educational decisions. 
 Better: Magnet Schools with firm desegration policies 

 Dropped due Supreme Court ending many desegregation plans 
(1991) and blocking desegregation controls (2007) 
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III. RICHARD ROTHSTEIN (2013) – “Why Children from Lower Socioeconomic 

Classes, on Average, Have Lower Academic Achievement Than Middle-Class 

Children” (Rothstein is Research Associate at the Economic Policy Institute and 
Senior Fellow at the Chief Justice Earl Warren Institute on Law and Social Policy at 
UC Berkley School of Law.) 
  

 Common View: Many low-income children have been successful in school despite their 
family hardships.  If these children can succeed, all should be able to do so.  Thus, public 
schools must be failing if they produce large gaps in academic achievement between 
middle class white and low-income minority youth. 

 Problem with the Common View: Suffers from a lack of sophistication about the 
academic and behavioral differences that are typically produced by social and economic 
differences. 

o Every human characteristic, despite wide distribution, has a central tendency or 
average.   

o It will also always be the case that, on average, lower-class children will achieve 
at lower levels than children from higher social classes.  This is true in every 
industrialized country.  On international tests, every country has an achievement 
gap comparable to the United States. 

 If two groups of students attend equally high-quality schools, the group with lower SES 
will have lower average academic achievement than the more fortunate group.  Each of 
the following well-documented social class differences has a palatable though small 
effect on academic achievement, but the cumulative effect explains much of the 
achievement gap: 

o Health matters: sight, diet, iron-deficiency anemia, toxins, asthma, pediatric care, 
stress 

o Affordable housing 
o Parents have less education 
o Parents work more transient and stressful 
o Dual income challenges 
o Different parenting styles and approaches 

 
 Big Caution #3: Concentrating Disadvantage 

o The negative effects of lower social class are exacerbated when large numbers of 
disadvantaged students are concentrated in particular schools.   

 Remediation becomes the norm 
 Teachers have little time to challenge the exceptional students 

o Isolation of low-income black and Latino students has been increasing nationally. 
o Integrating these students into schools where more privileged students 

predominate is an essential prerequisite for narrowing achievement gaps and 
enhancing the opportunities for learning. 
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o Poorly performing segregated schools cannot be turned around unless their 
isolation is addressed. 

o In high poverty environments, the problems students bring to school are so 
overwhelming that policy should never be premised on the assumption that they 
could be overcome by even the most skilled and dedicated faculty.  While schools 
can make a difference; they cannot erase the damage done by concentrated 
poverty. 

o Bryk et al (2010) – Investigation of reform in Chicago Public Elementary 
Schools.  

 Schools that made a difference had well-developed and aligned 
curriculum, collaboration between teachers and principals, and involved 
parents and community. 

 But surprise: Well-designed programs made little or no difference in 
schools serving neighborhoods of concentrated poverty. 

 Bryk et al Conclusion: “Our findings about schooling in truly 
disadvantaged communities offering a sobering antidote to a heady 
political rhetoric arguing that all schools can be improved.” 

o Statistical and qualitative studies document positive effects of school integration. 
Ranges from Gary Orfield to Eric Hanushek 

 Hanushek study in Texas on 4th-7th Grade Math Performance 
 Reducing black student concentration would not have a significant 

effect on white students and could reduce black-white achievement 
gap by 10 percentage points. 

 In literature review by Vigdor and Ludwig (2008) evidence strong 
that school segregation link to test score gap is compelling.  

 Montgomery County, MD Evidence (Powerful Example) 
o County purchased apartments in suburban DC, designated 

them for families eligible for public housing. 
o Families were randomly assigned 
o Allowed a scholar to track reading and math results in a 

quasi-experimental (randomized) study 
o Three-quarters of the students were African American 
o Results: 

 Students attending schools with fewer than 20 
percent low income outperformed similar children 
from schools with higher concentrations. 

 Benefits of integration disappeared when 
concentration of low-income exceeded 35 percent 

o Ultimate point: Benefits of integration were far greater than 
the benefits of substantial additional resources in a more 
isolated school. (Schwartz, 2010) 
 

 Big Caution #4: No Success Sustained or at Scale 
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o What about claims that some schools with high concentrations of disadvantaged 
students have higher achievement? 

o Certainly some schools do have higher achievement and should be imitated. 
 Remember, however: Always a distribution of human and institutional 

behavior, with exceptions outside of the average or typical. 
o However, no schools serving high concentrations of low income students have 

demonstrated consistent and sustained improvement that closes—not just 
narrows—achievement gaps. 

o Counter claims tend to be based on insufficient evidence: 
 Schools where have well-educated parents 
 Schools that filter students at point of entry 
 Schools that have concentrated on teaching to the test narrowly 
 Schools achieving success relative to low standards for proficiency 
 Charter school claims 

 Based on minimally proficient levels of success 
 Have not been sustained  
 Self-selection biases at work 

o Not serving truly comparable populations of students 
 
To provide additional research perspective, we have attached to this update a two page briefing 
by the organization PSEA Education Services Division entitled, “Student Achievement is More 
than Academic.”  The briefing, citing 17 different sources, concludes clearly that racial 
segregation impedes achievement and that racial integration matters for white and minority 
students. 
 
 
ISSUE #6: What is the inventory of support programs within school and before or after 

school for Hamilton Avenue School and New Lebanon School?  
 

The following question was submitted to the principals at Hamilton Avenue School, New 
Lebanon School, North Street School and Parkway School by Dr. McKersie: 
 
Please send me a simple list of all before and after school programs that your schools have or 

participate in.  And, if possible, please include a rough number of student participation. 

Programs would include those in your schools, as well as those provided by partner agencies, 

such as BANC, Boys and Girls Club, YMCA, Library, etc.  You also should include any school 

vacation programs, such as February School (do not worry about summer vacation, however). 

 
The principals responded with the following information: 
 
Hamilton Avenue: 
 

 Before School AM Literacy Tutorial - 60 - 65 students 
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 Early Bird Morning Program - 15 students 
 AFTERS' Program  (PTA Sponsored) - 65 students 
 After school Math Tutorial - 30 students 
 After school Literacy Tutorial - 12 students 
 YWCA - 8 students 
 YMCA - 21 students 
 Boys & Girls Club - 80 - 90 students 
 CCI Homework Club (2x a week) - 15 students 
 February Academy (3 days) - 30 students 
 Girls Inc. - 13 girls 

 
New Lebanon School: 
 

 Befores – 40 students 
 Afters – 45 students 
 Boys and Girls Club – 40+ students 
 Archibald (BANC) – 67 students 
 YMCA – 12 students 
 YWCA – 3 students 
 Homework Club – 20+ students 
 February School – 45 students 
 CMT Prep / Math Facts – 60 students 
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North Street School: 
 

 Befores classes- 42 students 
 Afters classes- 205 students 
 After school reading academy (CMT prep)- 44 students 
 After school math academy (CMT prep)- 38 students 
 Boys and Girls Club- 6 students 
 YMCA- 1 student 
 YWCA- 11 students 
 NSS Mornings- 6 students 

 
Parkway School: 
 

 Befores -  126 students 
 Afters -  518 students 
 Editorial Board – 15 Students 
 Before School Remedial Support - Literacy - 12 students 
 After School Math Tutorial -20 students 
 After School Literacy Tutorial - 20 students 

 
We can provide additional analysis of this information based on BOE questions. 
 

 

ISSUE #7: What are the cost estimates for transportation options? 

 

The Administration recommends that a Hub-Based System be instituted as part of a new school 
choice process.  A Hub Stop would be established at Western Middle School and Central Middle 
Schools, with a dedicated bus running from each Hub to and from North Street School and 
Parkway School (IF they are determined to be new schools of choice). 
 
It is difficult to estimate costs without particulars finalized.  However, the following assumptions 
provide preliminary insights as to costs: 
 

 The price per bus is approximately $74,500. Each bus can transport 72 students to one 
school. 

 
 For example, if New Lebanon will send students to Parkway and North Street that 

requires two buses. 
 

 If you add Hamilton Avenue to Parkway and North Street, that would require an 
additional two buses. 
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 TOTAL would be four buses @ $74,500 EACH = $298,000. 
 

APPENDIX  Page 246 of 487



 

 

 

 

Student Achievement is More than Academic 
 Racial Segregation Across Schools  
 
Racial Segregation Impedes Achievement.  The Supreme Court knew that in 1954, when they found that 
racially segregated schools inherently deprive specific students the best opportunities to learn. Today, however, 
almost two-thirds of African-American children still go to schools that are “majority minority,” and about 4 of ten 
sit in classrooms that are 90 to 100 percent minority.

1
 Latino students are the most segregated students of color 

in the country, with more than three-quarters attending majority-minority schools;
2
 many Latino students live and 

go to school in such highly-segregated communities that they have very little exposure to English.
3
  

 
Despite the Supreme Court decision and decades of local integration efforts that followed, K-12 public schools 
remain some of the most segregated institutions in the nation. Evidence is clear, however, that the Supreme 
Court got it right; racial segregation in schools drives inherently unequal outcomes, and integration is key to 
closing student achievement gaps. As educators develop programs and policies intended to close student 
achievement gaps, we must acknowledge the critical role that racial segregation plays in perpetuating inequality.  
 
A large body of research documents the deleterious effects of segregation on the achievement of students of 
color. For example, even after controlling for family background variables, previous achievement, and peer 
effects, students assigned to elementary schools with a majority of African-American students are likely to end 
up with lower test scores, lower grade point averages, and lower placements in secondary school curricular 
tracks.

4
 Minority segregation in schools remains a significant predictor of low graduation rates, even when the 

effect of several other school indicators is controlled,
5
  and dropout levels rise as the level of minority 

segregation in a school increases.
6
  

 
The negative impact of segregated schooling continues even after graduation; differences in wages earned by 
African-American adults from segregated and integrated schools are statistically significant even after controlling 
for student social and background characteristics.

7
 Segregated children grow into segregated adults who are 

uncomfortable in integrated settings, where most high-quality jobs and higher education opportunities reside.
8
  

 
Education policymakers who are committed to closing student achievement gaps simply cannot ignore the 
relationship between racial segregation and student achievement. What was true fifty years ago remains true 
today: segregated schools deprive specific students of the best opportunities to learn.  
 
Racial Integration Matters for White and Minority Students.  Research not only clarifies the deleterious 
impact of racial segregation; it also clarifies the extent to which racial integration benefits all students.  

• Academic Benefits of Racial Integration 
o African-American students attending integrated schools, compared to those attending schools 

with majority-minority populations, are more likely to enter white-collar jobs and have more 
years of formal education.

9
  

o Learning in diverse settings encourages complex and critical thinking.
10
 For example, one study 

found that students in racially and ethnically diverse classrooms, “showed the greatest 
engagement in active thinking processes, growth in intellectual engagement and motivation and 
growth in intellectual and academic skills.”

11
 

o Decreasing the racial isolation of African-American students in school could have a substantial 
impact on closing achievement gaps. Even when other variables are controlled, desegregation 
improves the test scores of African-American students and does not adversely impact the 
performance of white students. One study found that desegregating students in Texas would, by 
itself, close the test score gap between African-American and white students by 15 percent. 

12
 

• Social Benefits of Racial Integration 
o Almost all teachers and about nine out of ten students agree that it is important for students of 

different racial and ethnic groups to interact, but substantially fewer students and teachers 
believe that interracial interaction currently occurs in their schools.

13
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o Students from every racial and ethnic group who attend integrated schools report a higher level 
of personal civic engagement than students who attend segregated schools. 

o Cross-race friendships that develop in integrated schools encourage broad, positive attitudes 
across students of different races,

14
 and where different groups have more contact, levels of 

prejudice are significantly lower than within isolated groups.
15
 

o African-American and white students who attend integrated schools are more likely to have 
friends from a racial group other than their own, more likely to work in integrated workplaces, 
more likely to live in integrated neighborhoods, and more likely to favor integrated schools for 
their own children. These differences persist even when researchers control for socioeconomic 
status, prior achievement, and student location.

16
 

o White students who attend integrated schools say that their integrated experience better 
prepared them for work and public life in diverse communities.

17
  

 

Recent Supreme Court cases have narrowed substantially the ability of states and districts to engage in race-
based school assignments. However, specific measures to support integration are still possible, provided that 
racial considerations do not predominate over non-racial considerations in decision-making. Several districts, for 
example, have implemented socioeconomic school integration plans. Others have created academic programs 
such as language immersion or International Baccalaureate to attract white, middle-class families to schools 
with large percentages of minority students. Districts may also strategically build new schools on borders of 
traditionally segregated neighborhoods, drawing attendance zones that differ from segregated housing patterns. 
 
As educators, policymakers, and other education stakeholders try to meet the accountability demands placed on 
public schools, it is important to acknowledge that academic practices are only a part of the solution. The 
evidence is clear: efforts to close student achievement gaps are fundamentally incomplete unless they confront 
persistent racial segregation in schools. Schools that intensely stratify students by race simply cannot be 
effective agents of social equality, and comprehensive policies to support student achievement must include 
measures to reduce racial segregation within the education system. 
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Summary:	  	  Issues/Challenges	  

•  Achievement	  
–  Improved	  achievement	  to	  be	  the	  focus	  as	  plans	  are	  
made	  to	  address	  facility	  u1liza1on	  and	  racial	  balance	  

•  Facility	  U1liza1on	  
– Overcrowded	  elementary	  schools	  
– Underu1lized	  elementary	  schools	  

– Middle	  school	  enrollment	  variance	  

•  Racial	  Balance	  
– New	  Lebanon	  and	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  Schools	  

1	  
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Ac1ons	  to	  Date	  

•  Methodical	  examina1on	  of	  issues	  using	  third	  party	  
experts	  

•  Careful	  formula1on	  of	  proposed	  direc1on	  with	  broad	  
based	  community	  involvement	  (over	  20	  large	  and	  
small	  group	  mee1ngs	  and	  forums)	  

•  Elimina1on	  of	  redistric1ng	  as	  an	  op1on;	  Focus	  on	  
Innova1on	  and	  Choice	  

•  Alterna1ve	  proposals	  presented	  and	  discussed	  by	  
Board	  in	  August/September	  

2	  
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Poten1al	  Alterna1ves:	  	  Address	  Racial	  Balance	  

Racial	  Balance	  Alterna1ves	  
–  Legal	  challenge	  

•  Cons1tu1onality	  of	  Statute	  
•  Applicability	  of	  Unique	  Schools	  clause	  in	  regula1ons	  

–  Choice	  	  
•  Permits	  enrollment	  in	  school	  outside	  neighborhood	  zone	  

–  Add	  1	  or	  2	  new	  magnet	  schools	  (North	  Street,	  Parkway)	  
–  Choice	  to	  enroll	  in	  any	  underu1lized	  school	  

–  Redistrict	  	  
•  Board	  voted	  to	  reject	  this	  op1on	  on	  6/20/13	  

–  Review	  and	  strengthen	  exis1ng	  magnet	  schools	  

3	  
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Poten1al	  Alterna1ves:	  	  Facility	  U1liza1on	  

Facility	  U1liza1on	  Alterna1ves	  
–  Choice	  

•  Add	  1	  or	  2	  magnet	  schools	  
•  Choice	  for	  students	  in	  overcrowded	  schools	  to	  enroll	  in	  underu1lized	  school	  

–  New	  Lebanon	  expansion	  
–  Review	  and	  strengthen	  exis1ng	  magnet	  schools	  
–  Note:	  	  Redistric1ng	  eliminated	  as	  an	  op1on	  per	  Board	  votes	  on	  6/20/13	  and	  9/26/13	  

Findings	  based	  on	  June	  data:	  	  	  
–  Overcrowding	  –	  severe	  at	  New	  Lebanon,	  need	  to	  monitor	  Glenville	  and	  Cos	  Cob	  
–  Underu1lized	  schools	  -‐	  Parkway,	  North	  Street,	  Old	  Greenwich	  
–  Current	  enrollment	  supports	  11	  elementary	  schools	  

Note:	  	  If	  New	  Lebanon	  (NL)	  construc1on	  project	  is	  part	  of	  approved	  racial	  balance	  plan,	  
it	  is	  eligible	  for	  State	  reimbursement	  at	  80%.	  	  If	  NL	  is	  designated	  a	  Unique	  School	  
and	  thus	  no	  racial	  balance	  plan	  is	  required,	  then	  State	  reimbursement	  for	  
construc1on	  project	  would	  be	  at	  Greenwich’s	  typical	  20%	  rate.	  

4	  
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Poten1al	  Alterna1ves:	  	  Achievement	  
•  Achievement	  

–  As	  plans	  to	  address	  u1liza1on	  and	  racial	  balance	  are	  developed,	  
their	  focus	  should	  remain	  on	  academic	  needs	  of	  all	  students	  

–  Integrate	  efforts	  with	  other	  District	  priori1es	  that	  are	  focused	  on	  
achievement,	  like	  Common	  Core,	  Digital	  Learning,	  new	  math	  
curriculum,	  etc.	  

–  Review	  and	  strengthen	  programs,	  services	  and	  magnet	  themes	  in	  
Title	  1	  schools,	  if	  appropriate	  

–  Enhance	  community	  and	  family	  programming	  to	  support	  
engagement	  and	  student	  achievement	  at	  New	  Lebanon	  and	  
Hamilton	  Avenue	  Schools	  

–  Add	  1	  or	  2	  new	  magnet	  schools.	  	  If	  theme	  is	  to	  be	  part	  of	  magnet,	  
it	  should	  meet	  needs	  of	  all	  learners.	  	  Services	  should	  be	  included	  to	  
provide	  real	  choice	  for	  all	  families.	  	  	  

5	  
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Specific	  Recommenda1ons	  

•  Plans	  have	  been	  recommended	  by	  the	  Administra1on,	  
Board	  members	  and	  members	  of	  the	  public	  

•  Some	  elements	  in	  each	  of	  these	  Plans	  have	  
commonali1es	  

•  For	  next	  steps,	  Board	  will	  develop	  the	  Board	  Plan	  by	  
element	  

•  Once	  Board	  Plan	  is	  approved,	  Administra1on	  will	  form	  
workgroups	  of	  staff	  and	  parents	  to	  develop	  more	  
detailed	  implementa1on	  plans,	  periodically	  repor1ng	  to	  
Board	  and	  community	  

6	  
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Tonight’s	  Agenda	  

•  Board	  will	  discuss	  new	  informa1on	  
– Flexible	  enrollment	  management	  system	  

– Achievement	  gap	  research	  
– New	  Lebanon	  facility	  issues	  

•  Board	  will	  confirm	  the	  informa1on	  that	  is	  s1ll	  
needed	  to	  be	  able	  to	  vote	  on	  Board	  Plan	  

•  Board	  will	  discuss	  process	  for	  vo1ng	  on	  Board	  
Plan	  at	  its	  October	  10th	  

7	  
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	  Development	  of	  Board’s	  Plan:	  	  
October	  10th	  Discussion	  and	  Vote	  

•  Board	  will	  vote	  on	  each	  element	  of	  a	  Board	  Plan,	  
star1ng	  with:	  
Unique	  Schools	  

•  If	  State	  confirms	  that	  New	  Lebanon	  and	  Hamilton	  
Avenue	  Schools	  are	  Unique	  Schools,	  	  

–  Iden1fy	  what,	  if	  any,	  Plan	  is	  needed	  for	  facility	  u1liza1on	  and	  
achievement	  issues	  

•  If	  State	  disagrees	  that	  New	  Lebanon	  and	  Hamilton	  
Avenue	  Schools	  are	  Unique	  Schools,	  

–  Decide	  if	  BOE	  challenge	  Statute,	  challenge	  Regula1on	  or	  
develop	  Racial	  Balance	  Plan	  

8	  
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	  Development	  of	  Board	  Plan:	  	  
October	  10th	  Discussion	  and	  Vote	  

•  Board	  will	  vote	  on	  each	  element	  of	  a	  Board	  plan,	  	  con1nuing	  with:	  

–  If	  Plan	  is	  needed	  for	  Racial	  Balance,	  ideas	  are:	  
•  Add	  1	  or	  2	  new	  magnets	  with	  real	  choice	  (NSS	  and/or	  Pkwy)	  

BOE	  to	  set	  parameters	  around	  scope	  of	  workgroup	  efforts	  (including	  
theme	  development	  guidelines,	  possibility	  of	  no	  theme,	  middle	  school	  
assignments,	  transporta1on,	  services,	  lohery	  rules,	  phasing,	  resources,	  
etc.)	  	  	  

•  Add	  choice	  to	  enroll	  in	  any	  underu1lized	  school	  
•  Review	  and	  strengthen	  exis1ng	  magnets/Title	  1	  school	  programs	  

–  BOE	  to	  set	  parameters	  around	  workgroup	  efforts	  to	  consider	  all	  elements	  
of	  school	  experience	  to	  beher	  support	  achievement	  for	  all	  students	  
(including	  themes,	  District	  ini1a1ves,	  services,	  programs,	  pre-‐K,	  family	  
involvement,	  community	  support,	  resources,	  etc.)	  and	  magnet	  logis1cs	  
(transporta1on,	  middle	  school	  assignment,	  lohery	  rules,	  etc.)	  

•  New	  Lebanon	  expansion	  –	  capacity	  and	  support	  spaces	  

9	  
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	  Development	  of	  Board	  Plan:	  	  
October	  10th	  Discussion	  and	  Vote	  

Board	  will	  vote	  on	  each	  element	  of	  a	  Board	  plan	  con1nuing	  with	  Facility	  
U1liza1on.	  	  These	  elements	  may	  be	  part	  of	  a	  Racial	  Balance	  Plan	  if	  one	  is	  
developed	  or	  may	  be	  needed	  if	  no	  Racial	  Balance	  Plan	  is	  required.	  

•  Plan	  for	  Facility	  U1liza1on	  includes	  following	  ideas:	  
–  If	  exis1ng	  choice	  op1ons	  do	  not	  provide	  for	  enough	  movement	  to	  address	  

overcrowded	  schools,	  consider:	  
•  Add	  1	  or	  2	  new	  magnets	  
•  Provide	  choice	  to	  underu1lized	  schools	  

–  BOE	  to	  set	  parameters	  around	  scope	  of	  workgroup	  efforts	  to	  develop	  plan	  
proposal	  for	  content	  and	  logis1cs	  	  for	  either	  selec1on	  

–  Review	  and	  strengthen	  exis1ng	  magnets/Title	  1	  schools	  (services,	  programs,	  
magnet	  themes,	  etc.)	  

–  New	  Lebanon	  facility	  issues	  (if	  not	  part	  of	  racial	  balance	  plan,	  reimbursement	  
rate	  is	  20%	  ;	  if	  part	  of	  a	  racial	  balance	  plan,	  then	  reimbursement	  rate	  is	  80%)	  

–  Middle	  schools	  –	  impact	  of	  exis1ng	  magnet	  school	  rules	  for	  middle	  school	  
assignment;	  Parkway	  School	  split	  for	  middle	  school	  

–  WMS	  as	  a	  magnet	  middle	  school	  
–  Note:	  	  Redistric1ng	  eliminated	  as	  an	  op1on	  per	  Board	  votes	  on	  6/20/13	  and	  

9/26/13	  
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Informa1on	  Needs	  

•  In	  addi1on	  to	  the	  informa1on	  already	  received,	  
the	  Board	  needs	  some	  addi1onal	  data	  in	  order	  to	  
develop	  its	  Plan:	  
–  Response	  from	  Commissioner	  regarding	  Unique	  
Schools	  designa1on	  

– Market	  research	  report	  
– Updated	  enrollment	  forecasts	  

•  These	  are	  expected	  prior	  to	  October	  10th	  BOE	  
mee1ng,	  allowing	  BOE	  to	  vote	  on	  Board	  Plan.	  	  If	  
sufficient	  informa1on	  is	  not	  available,	  vote	  will	  be	  
deferred.	  

11	  
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Public	  Forum	  

Addi1onal	  Public	  Forum	  
Tuesday,	  October	  8,	  2013	  
Central	  Middle	  School	  

7	  pm	  

Opportunity	  to	  provide	  addi1onal	  input	  prior	  to	  
Board	  ac1on,	  expected	  on	  October	  10.	  

12	  
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New Lebanon School Renovation 
Update for Board of Education 

September 26, 2013 
 

William S. McKersie, Ph.D., Superintendent 
Ben Branyan, Managing Director of Operations 

 

1 
 

Background 
As part of the Facility Utilization and Racial Balance Proposal (August 29, 2013), the 
District administration recommended that an Architectural and Engineering Feasibility 
Study be conducted regarding renovation of the New Lebanon School.  The proposal said 
the following: 
 

 The District administration has concluded for educational and enrollment reasons 

that New Lebanon School requires renovation.  Adding two classrooms, as was 

considered this spring, now is deemed insufficient.  The rest of the school would still 

be too small for effective and equitable educational programming.  It also would not 

alleviate the anticipated growth in enrollment on the western end of Greenwich.  A 

larger school would help reduce pressures on Hamilton Avenue and Glenville 

Schools.  It also would allow for more magnet students. 

 The District administration proposes an Architectural and Engineering Feasibility 

Study to analyze the potential of expansion on the New Lebanon site.  The study 

would be completed by December 2013. 

 The District administration proposes developing a plan to take advantage of the 

Connecticut Statutory provision for 80% reimbursement of building costs for 

“Diversity” schools.  Any capital improvements at New Lebanon, as a racially 

imbalanced school, qualify for 80% reimbursement from the State. If a new building 

is pursued, this would require formal establishment of a Building Committee and 

adherence to all Town of Greenwich requirements for facility development and 

construction.  

The administration outlined the additional considerations and questions: 

 Two key considerations: 

o How to provide appropriate education space for New Lebanon students prior to 

the renovation? 

o How to manage the relocation of New Lebanon students during renovation?   

 A Capital Improvement Proposal (CIP) for the renovation of New Lebanon School 

would be developed in fall of 2014. 

 Research & Development Questions: 
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Ben Branyan, Managing Director of Operations 
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1. Where will students from New Lebanon be placed during the renovation?   

2. What impact would relocation of these students have on the magnet program? 

3. What impact will a renovated facility for New Lebanon have on the magnet 

choice program for both incoming and outgoing students? 

Update 
Since August 29, the BOE has sought greater information on the District administration’s 
analysis and plans regarding the recommended study.  Several supplementary points may 
be helpful to the BOE. 
 
Refined Plan and Timeline 
In response to questions about the timeline in the August 29 proposal (see page 12), we 
offer a refined plan with major milestones. Please note that the timeframe now shows that 
we are considering a construction phase of July 2016-Summer 2018. It is important to note 
that the intensity of construction will shape duration of project. Lastly, the dates mirror the 
existing CIP/Budget cycle in the Town. 
 

Estimated Date Task 
Fall 2013 Request Feasibility Study money through 

CIP 
Fall 2013 Receive authorization for NL A/E Study 
January 2014 Results of NL Architectural/Engineering 

Study 
July 2014 Begin Feasibility Study 
Fall 2014 Request Design money through CIP 
July 2015 Begin Design Phase 
Summer 2015 Student relocation plan created 
Fall 2015 Request Construction money 
July 2016 Begin Construction Phase 
August 2018 “New” school open 

 
We have not determined the alternative school site(s) for New Lebanon students during 
the two year construction phase (Fall 2016-Spring 2018).  We do not know if Parkway, for 
instance, would be the location of students during the construction.  We would make those 
decisions in the spring of 2015 as we approach relocation finalization in summer of 2015. 
  
Special Focus of the Architectural and Engineering Feasibility Study  
A special focus of the study would be a brief structural analysis to determine the feasibility 
of adding a second level to the school.  Given the unique site characteristics, the options to 
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expand horizontally appear to be limited, however, vertical expansion may be an option. To 
determine the intensity of vertical expansion a structural analysis is needed. The results of 
the study will help to address immediate questions regarding expansion options and create 
a more targeted feasibility study of New Lebanon expansion.  
 
Comparative Space Analysis 
The BOE has sought metrics comparing the current New Lebanon space to other GPS 
elementary schools.  For instance, what is the comparative size of classrooms? What is the 
comparative size of the Media Center and other common spaces? What are the comparative 
challenges across schools in terms of shared offices and PPE support spaces? What are the 
comparative needs across schools in terms of using alternative spaces (i.e., stage) for 
classroom space? 
 
The District administration has not answered these questions due to time limitations. We 
believe they are appropriate queries to be considered during the recommended study.  We 
welcome a discussion on this matter with the BOE. 
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
 

Greenwich, Connecticut 
 

Date of Meeting: September 26, 2013 

Title of Item: 

Facility Utilization and Racial Balance Update 

 

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION ITEMS 

 Action Required 

X Informational Only 

Submitted By: William McKersie, Ph.D. 

Position: Superintendent of Schools 

I will be present at Board Meeting to explain if called upon: 

X YES  NO 

Synopsis of Proposal:  

 
Recommended Action (if appropriate): 
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Continuation of the Facility Utilization & Racial Balance Discussion 
And a Call to Action 

William S. McKersie, Ph.D., Superintendent  
September 26, 2013 

 
Background 

At the September 12, 2013 Board of Education Meeting, the Board continued its review and 
discussion of the Superintendent and Administration’s August 29, 2013 proposal regarding 
Facility Utilization & Racial Balance. The August 29 proposal articulates a strategic 
direction for the district and a collaborative, school based approach for addressing the 
priority concerns of Student Achievement, Facility Utilization and Racial Balance.   

The August 29 proposal outlines a long-term and multifaceted solution to address the 
educational needs of our students within a choice based system. It provides a problem 
statement, context explanation, larger strategic rationale, a specific approach and a detailed 
work plan. It clearly reflects the community’s strongly expressed preference for choice over 
redistricting. 

The Board raised a series of questions in response to the proposal.  The administration 
grouped the questions into seven sets:   

1. How Do We Resolve Unique School Question?  

2. What are the Educational Effects for Students in Concentrated vs. Diverse learning 
Environments?  

3. What is the Benefit of a Flexible Enrollment Management System and How Does it 
Work?  

4. What is the Correct Definition of a Magnet School, How does it encourage a 
Successful Choice Based System and What Does Research Say about Magnet School 
Effectiveness? 

5. What is the Process for Designing or Strengthening Magnets and How Will the 
Community Be Involved?  

6. What is the inventory of support programs within school and before or after school 
for Hamilton Avenue School and New Lebanon School?  

7. What are the cost estimates for transportation options? 

At the September 12 Board Meeting, the administration presented responses to the issues 
of Unique Schools, educational effects, support programs at Hamilton Avenue and New 
Lebanon, and transportation costs (i.e., issues #1, 2, 5 and 7).  The balance of questions is 
addressed in this memorandum.  
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Call to Action 

We recommend that the BOE approve the direction proposed by the administration so that 
we may move forward with research, planning and design in a timely and thoughtful 
manner. The administration recognizes that there are several proposals and approaches 
under consideration, including the effort to determine whether or not Hamilton Avenue 
and New Lebanon qualify as Unique Schools. 

We believe that it is imperative to begin work as the Board resolves questions raised by the 
alternative proposals. District staff, students and families need clarity on direction as soon 
as possible to mitigate growing confusion across the district and community, as well as to 
ensure an effective planning and implementation process.  

Additional Analysis 

For the September 26, 2013 Board Meeting, the administration is presenting additional 
analysis on the issues of Flexible Enrollment Management Systems, Magnet School 
Definitions and Research, and the process for designing or strengthening magnets (issues 
#3, 4 and 5).   

In addition, we attach our updated work plan.  The work plan is step by step outline of the 
approach the central administration would pursue in collaborating with schools and 
parents to design a choice based solution that facilitates enrollment management and 
fosters innovation that can be scaled throughout the district. There are critical touch points 
for review and decision making by the Board as we work through the process and address 
specific questions related to implementation. This work plan has been revised since its 
submission on August 29 to reflect the current status of decision making; it can be revised 
again depending on the Board’s final decision timeline.  

 

ISSUE #3: What is the Benefit of a Flexible Enrollment Management System and How 
Does it Work?1 

There are two approaches to managing enrollment issues: 

1) Periodic adjustment of school attendance areas through redistricting; 

2) Providing controlled choice through a magnet program.   

Given the strong community preference for maintaining neighborhood attendance areas as 

they currently exist, choice is the preferred option in Greenwich.  Most districts typically 

                                                 
1
 To repeat, this memorandum examines issues #3, 4 and 5.  The September 12 Board Meeting Memorandum 

examines issues #1, 2, 6 and 7. 
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use redistricting to redistribute the student population to and from racially imbalanced 

schools, or to shift students from overcrowded to underutilized schools.   

A system of partial magnet schools based on choice gives Greenwich the flexibility to adjust 

to demographic shifts as they happen.  Contrast this with mandated redistricting, which is a 

static solution that can only be adjusted through further redistricting. 

The mechanism for redistributing students voluntarily from their neighborhood 

attendance area to magnet schools is a lottery similar to the one already in operation 

within the District.  Parents file an application to place their child in a magnet school.  

When applications exceed the number of magnet seats available, a lottery is used to place 

students in the magnet school. 

Since magnet schools operate based on choice, there is no guarantee that the parents and 

students who choose to participate will meet the capacity and diversity objectives of the 

program. Giving magnet applicants preference based on geographic or demographic factors 

(a weighted lottery) is our recommendation for increasing the chances that students 

enrolling as magnet students will help to alleviate overcrowding in their home schools and 

ensure that the diversity in each school mirrors the overall diversity of the District.  It is 

important to note that recent court decisions prohibit the use of the race or ethnicity of an 

individual student as a factor in school placement. 

Based on our experience over the last five years with magnet school guidelines, the 

following revisions in the magnet guidelines are suggested for consideration:  

 Require registration in the student’s home school prior to applying for 

admission to a magnet school.  The bulk of the magnet applicants are enrolling in 

Kindergarten.  Magnet applicants are currently required to establish residency, but 

not register in their home school.  As a result, it becomes difficult to ascertain actual 

enrollment and determine the number of magnet seats that are available in magnet 

schools. 

 Revise the timing of magnet school open houses and the magnet school lottery 

to better anticipate enrollment patterns and balance enrollment.  The current 

system allocates magnet seats based on projected rather than actual enrollment.  

However, delaying magnet selection is problematic given the spring Kindergarten 

open house schedule and the desire of most parents to place their children in a 

school as soon as possible. 

 Set an optimal number of sections per grade level for each of the 11 

elementary schools based on the constraints of the facility.  Calculate the 

District average class size for each grade.  Multiply the number of sections in a grade 

in a school by the District average to establish building “target enrollment” for that 

grade.  If the average class size in a grade in a school exceeds the target enrollment 

in that grade, then students enrolled in that school and grade would receive 

preference in the magnet lottery.  Magnet schools, by definition, should be operating 
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considerably under capacity based on attendance area enrollment in order to 

provide seats for magnet students.  This magnet lottery preference would increase 

the efficiency of the neighborhood schools as well as the magnet schools by 

decreasing the variance in class size across the District and reducing the number of 

sections employed at the elementary level to the minimum required to operate 

within the Board of Education class size guidelines.     

 Give preference to students based on their free or reduced price lunch status 

and/or dominant language to achieve a better balance of diversity within each 

school.  The current magnet school lottery guidelines do not consider demographic 

factors.  While race or ethnicity cannot be considered when placing individual 

students, there is no prohibition to giving preference to students based on their 

socio-economic status.   

Underlying the rationale for a Flexible Enrollment Management System is the research-

based recognition that high concentrations of low-income students in one or more schools 

is a major problem for Greenwich’s mission to help all students achieve educational 

success.  Irrespective of state mandates, the administration has concluded that Greenwich 

must promote greater racial (socio-economic) balance through a choice-based enrollment 

management system.   

As presented at the September 12th Board meeting, the research on the impact of high 

concentrations of economically disadvantaged students on achievement is clear: Statistical 

and qualitative research strongly supports the conclusion that low-income students 

are far more likely to perform well academically in schools with diverse socio-

economic levels than low-income students in schools with high concentrations of 

low-income students (Welner and Carter, 2013; Orfield, 2013; Tyson, 2013; Rothstien, 

2013; Heckman, 2013; Bryk et al., 2010; Schwartz, 2010; Hanushek, 2009; Vigdor and 

Ludwig, 2008).   

We have indications that the concentration effect applies in Greenwich.  Hamilton Avenue 

and New Lebanon have concentrations of low income students that constitute over 50% of 

their enrollment.  These schools are the lowest performing elementary schools in the 

District as measured by the percentage of students achieving at the goal level or above on 

the Connecticut Mastery Test.  Furthermore, a disaggregation of test scores by school 

indicates that low income students enrolled at Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon lag 

behind the achievement of their low income peers in other Greenwich elementary schools. 

We must assume that the District and the community have a compelling interest in 

reducing the socio-economic isolation of low income students attending Hamilton Avenue 

and New Lebanon.  This could be addressed by giving preference to magnet applicants 

based on socio-economic status.  Magnet applicants to Julian Curtiss, Hamilton Avenue and 

New Lebanon Schools (Title 1 Schools with high concentrations of low income students) 

would receive preference based on their lack of qualification for free or reduced price 
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lunch.  Magnet applicants to International School at Dundee, North Street and Parkway 

would receive preference based on their qualification for free or reduced price lunch.   

Since African American and Hispanic students disproportionately qualify for free and 

reduced price lunch, giving magnet school preference based on socio-economic status 

should result in better racial balance as well.  

 

ISSUE #5:  What is the Correct Definition of a Magnet School, How Does it Encourage a 
Successful Choice Based System and What Does Research Say About Magnet School 
Effectiveness? 

There is no “official” definition of a magnet school.  In practice, most magnet schools have 

no neighborhood attendance area and fill their seats through an application process.  A 

magnet theme or instructional model is used to induce students and parents to choose the 

magnet school rather than the school serving the area in which they reside.  Interdistrict 

magnets draw students from outside as well as inside the school district in which they are 

located.  Intradistrict magnets draw students from different schools located within a school 

district.  Greenwich currently operates four intradistrict partial magnet schools. 

Instructional innovation at the school level within overarching District Commitments is a 

key District strategy for raising the achievement of all students while closing the gaps in 

achievement among students.  Magnet programs allow schools to more formally 

differentiate instructional models to meet the needs of a specific population.  Parent choice 

allows for a better match between student learning styles and the instructional model.  

Successful innovations can be scaled to the district level at which point they would cease to 

be a magnet feature.  

The research on magnet schools is far reaching and points to the following conclusion: 

When well designed, implemented and supported, magnet schools can make a 

measurable difference in student learning.  However, magnet schools in and of 

themselves are not the reason; rather, when they make a difference in student 

learning, it is because they ensure the necessary conditions are present to advance 

student outcomes, including: coherent and focused principal-led teams of teachers; 

standards with aligned curriculum, instructional plans, formative and summative 

assessments, and professional development; parent choice and support; 

extracurricular programs and supports; and community partners and supports. 

Essential to effective magnets is district level support via a well-designed and 

publicized school choice system; marketing and parent education programs; 

evaluation and monitoring; and transportation. 
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Genevieve Sigel-Hawley and Erica Frankenberg, of the National Coalition on School 

Diversity,2 in an October 2011 Research Brief (copy attached to this report) highlighted the 

following major findings on the effects of magnet schools: 

1. Older studies suggest that magnet schools are associated with increased student 

achievement, higher levels of student motivation and satisfaction with school, 

higher levels of teacher motivation and morale, and higher levels of parent 

satisfaction with the school (p. 1). (See Note #2 in Sigel-Hawley and Frankenberg.) 

2. Magnet school students are more likely to enroll in racially and economically 

diverse environments than charter school students.  “[This] trend matters because 

research continues to indicate that enrollment in high minority segregated school 

environments is linked to harmful educational outcomes, while enrollment in 

racially integrated schools is associated with myriad educational benefits” (p. 2). 

3. “Connecticut’s inter-district regional magnet schools: Higher levels of racial 

diversity, better academic and social/emotional outcomes compared to non-magnet 

schools…based on pair of peer-reviewed 2009 studies” (p. 2). (See Note #4 in Sigel-

Hawley and Frankenberg: Bifulco, Cobb & Bell, Can Interdistrict Choice Boost Student 

Achievement? The Cause of Connecticut’s Interdistrict Magnet School Program, 31 

Education Evaluation & Policy Analysis 323, 2009.) 

4. One of the most widely-cited studies on magnet schools and achievement is by 

Adam Garmoran of the University of Wisconsin (1996) finds magnet schools more 

effective at raising reading and social studies achievement than regular public 

schools, Catholic or secular private schools (p. 3).  (See Note #6 in Sigel-Hawley and 

Frankenberg.) 

5. Studies from large, urban districts in California find higher levels of racial diversity, 
math achievement and graduation rates in magnet schools, according to a 2007 
study in the San Diego Unified School District and a 2008 study in the Los Angeles 
Unified School District (pp. 3-4). (See Notes #9 and #10 in Sigel-Hawley and 
Frankenberg.) 
 

                                                 
2
 Founded in 2009, the National Coalition on School Diversity seeks a greater commitment to racial and 

socioeconomic integration in Federal K-12 education policy and funding.  NCSD has a Research Advisory Panel to 

ensure that its advocacy efforts are informed by the “most current, methodologically sound research on school 

integration.”  Member organizations include the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund; American 

Civil Liberties Union; Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law; Asian American Legal Defense and 

Education Fund; Charles Hamilton Houston Institute for Race and Justice at Harvard Law School;  Civil Rights 

Project at UCLA;  University of North Caroline Center for Civil Rights; Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race and 

Ethnicity at the Ohio State University; Chief Justice Earl Warren Institute on Race, Ethnicity and Diversity at UC 

Berkeley School of Law; Education Law Center; Institute on Race and Poverty at the University of Minnesota; 

Education Rights Center, Howard University School of Law; Campaign for Educational Equity, Teachers College, 

Columbia University. 
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6. A 2011 study using econometric analysis shows that magnet schools effectively 

create racially diverse student bodies and are linked to beneficial academic 

outcomes (p. 4).  (See Notes #11 and #12 in Sigel-Hawley and Frankenberg.) 

7. Magnet school faculties are more racially diverse and more stable than regular 

public school faculties, pointing to the important positive effects that magnet 

schools can have on the stability and experience of teachers (p.4).  (See Notes #13-

16 in Sigel-Hawley and Frankenberg.) 

Additional research can be presented as the Board deems necessary.  For now, however, 

the administration finds this research summary to be compelling.  The sponsoring group, 

National Coalition for School Diversity, has an advocacy agenda, but its work is framed by 

high level research and a highly regarded Research Advisory Panel.   

As noted above, the basic lesson from research on magnet schools is clear: when well 

designed and implemented, with clear focus on the attributes of effective schools, 

magnets can make a measurable difference in student academic and 

social/emotional success.   

 

ISSUE#6: What is the Process for Designing or Strengthening Magnets and How Will 
the Community Be Involved? 

The process for designing and strengthening magnet schools centers on representative 
work groups who will collaborate to develop a sustainable model.  The approach will be 
iterative, with clearly defined touch points where the BOE will review, endorse and/or 
modify the evolving model.   

At the system wide level, a District work group will be responsible for developing plans for 
educational outreach, transportation, and District lottery guidelines.  At the individual 
schools, magnet school work groups will identify program elements and learning models 
that would encourage parents to voluntarily move from their neighborhood school to a 
magnet school including: 

 Assess learning needs of target population (both students residing within the school 

attendance area and potential magnet students); 

 Research innovative practices; 

 Use survey data to develop a magnet student profile; 

 Develop an instructional model that will attract students from outside of the magnet 

school attendance area and raise achievement for all students attending the magnet 

school. 
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The District work group will act as the guiding team, linking the work of the magnet school 

work groups to ensure consistency, collaboration and the coordination of choices.  Ideally, 

the system will offer a full complement of learning models and can support parents and 

students in evaluating and choosing the schools that best align with their particular 

learning interests and preferences.  

The plans developed by the work groups will be subject to community scrutiny and Board 

review.  The attached updated work plan details the action steps and opportunities for 

public discourse as a plan is developed.    
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SECTION III: UPDATED WORKPLAN 

This work plan is organized around five major tasks.  We delineate specific work and delivery dates within each of the five 
areas.   

I. Board Review and Public Engagement 
II. Market Research 
III. Magnet Planning & Implementation 
IV. Expansion of New Lebanon School 
V. Residency Verification 

 
 BOARD REVIEW AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 
 

• An iterative process using public engagement, research and development to address: 
• Rationale and Approach 
• Model Design 
• Process for Magnet Lottery Guidelines 
• Transportation 
• Logistics, including marketing, communications and lottery timing 
• Budget: R&D and ongoing expenses 
• Potential Impact on FURB 
• Potential Impact on Middle School Enrollment 
• Budget Proposal for October approval to fund development of magnet models 
• Budget projections for 2015-16 and ongoing costs 
• Feasibility Study regarding New Lebanon Renovation 
• Performance Measures 

Task Responsibility Due Date Status 
Present Revised Preliminary Proposal to BOE for 
approval 

McKersie  8/26/13 to 
BOE  

 8/27/13 
Public 
Posting 

Complete 

Public Hearing at BOE Meeting McKersie 8/29/13 Complete 
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Public Forum / Hearing in Spanish McKersie, Ospina / 
Kail 

9/3/13 Complete 

Update on Market Research/BOE review of FURB team 
work and public comment 

McKersie 9/4/13 BOE 
Distribution 

Complete 

Public Hearing at BOE Meeting McKersie 9/12/13 Complete 
Update on Market Research and BOE review of FURB 
team work and public comment 

McKersie 9/23/13 BOE 
Distribution 

In Process 

Public Hearing at BOE Meeting McKersie 9/26/13  
Update on Market Research and Projected Enrollment McKersie 10/3/13 BOE 

Distribution 
In Process 

Public Hearing at BOE Meeting; BOE vote on Proposal 
plan 

McKersie 10/10/13  

Proposal to CT State Board of Education BOE/McKersie TBD  
Updates on Design and Development from Magnet 
Coordinating Team and School Based Work Teams  
 

McKersie TBD March 2014 is target 
date for magnet 
model selection 

 
 
MARKET RESEARCH 
 
METIS to perform market research to assess elementary school community needs and interests and ability/readiness to 
choose neighborhood schools versus magnet models 

Task Responsibility Due Date Status 
Metis/Superintendent/FURB Team Conference calls to 
plan and guide focus group protocols 

Metis/McKersie 8/19/13 Complete 

Initiate Survey Research Metis/McKersie 8/30/13 Complete 
Initiate Focus Group Research Metis/McKersie 9/3/13 Complete 
Metis Preliminary Report Based on Survey Research Metis/McKersie 9/6/13 Complete 
Metis Final Report Based on Survey Research and 
Focus Groups 

Metis/McKersie 9/23/13 In Process 
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MAGNET PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Progress updates provided monthly to BOE through implementation Fall 2014 

Task Responsibility Due Date Status 
Establish school based work teams (to include parents and 
school faculty and administration) to address all proposal 
elements and open questions: 

 
 Learning Model/Magnet Themes 
 Strengthening and coordination of existing magnets 
 School Level Budget – Three Year Projection 
 School Level Performance Management 
 Integration of Digital Learning and other initiatives 

 

School Based Teams 
(SBTs): 
 

 North Street 
 Parkway 

 
 Existing Magnet 

Team  

10/17/13 Review with 
BOE 

Prepare and Present process guidelines and objectives for 
School Based Teams 

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 

10/2013 Review with 
BOE 

Transportation 
 Develop a system for transportation to and from 

magnet schools using a “hub” system rather than 
traditional bus stops.   

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 

10/2013 Review with 
BOE 

Evaluate Market Research and Develop School Based 
Research to Develop Understanding of interests and 
Preferences and Propose Options 

School Based Work 
Teams 

11/2013 Review with 
BOE 

Budgeting & Finances 
Develop a district-wide budget addressing three primary 
areas: 

 A District level budget for implementing an educational 
outreach plan, hub transportation system and revised 
lottery system.   

 School budgets for of both developmental and ongoing 
costs, based on a Budget Template (see prototype in 
Appendix) 

 New Lebanon Architectural and Engineering Study and 

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 
School Based Work 
Teams 

12/2013 Review with 
BOE 
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New Lebanon Capital Improvement Plan Proposal 
Parent & Community Outreach 

 Develop and implement a sustained magnet school 
marketing plan so that parents can make an informed 
choice between their neighborhood school and a 
magnet school. 

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 
School Based Work 
Teams 

12/2013 Review with 
BOE 

Multiple Performance Measurement System 
Develop a performance measurement system:  

 Design & Implementation Measures 
 Innovation and Scale Measures 
 Formative Measures of Student Outcomes  
 Summative Measures of Student Outcomes 

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 

12/2013 Review with 
BOE 

Research, Develop and Test Options for Magnet 
Designs/Details with internal and external stakeholders 

School Based Work 
Teams 

12/13-3/14 Review with 
BOE 

Enrollment Management  
 Revise the timing of magnet school open houses and 

the magnet school lottery to better anticipate enrollment 
patterns and balance enrollment. 

 Revise the guidelines for the magnet school lotteries 

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 

01/2014 Review with 
BOE 

Select and begin creation of magnet school for implementation 
academic year 2014-15  

Magnets Coordinating 
Team with School Based 
Work Teams 

3/14-9/14 Review with 
BOE 

 

NEW LEBANON EXPANSION  
Task Responsibility Due Date Status 

Develop a plan to take advantage of the Connecticut Statutory 
provision for 80% reimbursement of building costs for 
“Diversity” schools.   

Magnets Coordinating 
Team 

10/2013  

Develop a CIP Proposal for the renovation of New Lebanon 
School would be developed in fall of 2014. 

Branyan 9/2014  

Renovation of New Lebanon School McKersie 2013-2015  
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RESIDENCY VERIFICATION 
 
Students Entering Grades K-5 and 9 

Task Responsibility Due Date Status 
Verification Process Implemented Branyan 7/1-10/1 In Process 
Weekly Status Update to Superintendent, BOE and 
Community 

Branyan/McKersie 8/1-10/1 In Process 

Contingency Planning for Non-Compliance as of 10/1/13 
 Staff Changes – Will be none.  Contractually set for the 

13-14 School Year 
 Class Size Changes – Will be determined on case by 

case basis 
 Student Notice and Support – Develop system for 

notifying families and students of removal from school 
in a positive way 

 Legal Review – Review legality of all actions related to 
residency and school registration 

 Communications Plan – Staff, Parents, BOE, 
Community 
 

McKersie/Flanagan/Princi
pals/ Eves 
 

10/1 In Process 
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Greenwich	  Board	  of	  Educa1on	  

Public	  Forum	  on	  

Facility	  U1liza1on	  and	  Racial	  Balance:	  

Current	  Status	  and	  Op1ons	  

Prepared	  by	  Leslie	  Moriarty,	  Chairman	  

October	  8,	  2013	  
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Start	  of	  Project:	  	  	  
FURB	  Issues/Challenges	  iden1fied	  in	  2012	  

•  Racial	  Balance	  
–  New	  Lebanon	  and	  Hamilton	  Ave	  Schools	  cited	  by	  State,	  
with	  request	  for	  new	  plan	  to	  solve	  imbalance	  

•  Facility	  U1liza1on	  
–  Overcrowded	  elementary	  schools	  
–  Underu1lized	  elementary	  schools	  
– Middle	  school	  enrollment	  variance	  

•  Achievement	  
–  Achievement	  improvement	  to	  be	  the	  focus	  as	  plans	  are	  
made	  to	  address	  facility	  u1liza1on	  and	  racial	  balance	  

1	  
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Racial	  Balance:	  	  Iden1fied	  Op1ons	  

•  New	  Lebanon	  and	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  Schools	  cited	  
in	  June	  2012.	  	  New	  plan	  requested	  by	  State.	  

•  Op1ons	  iden1fied:	  
– Challenge	  cons1tu1onality	  of	  Statute	  
– Use	  Unique	  Schools	  sec1on	  of	  Regula1ons	  
– Develop	  racial	  balance	  plan	  based	  on	  choice	  	  
	   	  (all	  alterna1ves	  using	  redistric1ng	  rejected	  by	  Board)	  

2	  
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Racial	  Balance:	  	  Status	  of	  Each	  Op1on	  

Current	  Status	  of	  Each	  Op1on:	  

•  Challenge	  cons1tu1onality	  of	  Statute:	  
–  Board	  consulted	  aYorney.	  	  Issues	  of	  Standing	  as	  well	  
as	  1me,	  cost	  and	  uncertainty	  iden1fied.	  

•  Use	  Unique	  Schools	  sec1on	  of	  Regula1ons	  
–  LeYer	  to	  Commissioner	  asser1ng	  Unique	  Schools	  
status.	  	  Response	  not	  yet	  received.	  

•  Develop	  Racial	  Balance	  Plan	  based	  on	  choice	  	  
–  	  Need	  to	  resolve	  Unique	  Schools	  status	  first	  

3	  
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Facility	  U1liza1on:	  	  October	  2012	  Data	  

Data	  provided	  in	  October	  2012	  Enrollment	  Report:	  

4	  schools	  projected	  to	  be	  significantly	  overcapacity	  
by	  2017-‐2018	  

	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2012-‐13 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2017-‐18	  

Cos	  Cob 	   	   	  434 	   	   	  539	  
Glenville 	   	   	  409 	   	   	  502	  
New	  Lebanon 	  261 	   	   	  301	  

North	  Mianus 	  465 	   	   	  496	  

4	  
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Facility	  U1liza1on:	  	  October	  2013	  Data	  

Revised	  projec1ons	  in	  October	  2013	  Enrollment	  
Report	  developed	  using	  more	  detailed	  enrollment	  
analysis	  	  

2	  schools	  projected	  to	  be	  at	  or	  overcapacity.	  
	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Oct	  2012E	  for 	  Oct	  2013E	  for	  
	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	   	  	  	  2012-‐13 	  	  	  	  2017-‐18 	   	  	  	  	  2017-‐18	  

Cos	  Cob 	   	   	   	  434 	   	  539 	   	   	  490	  

Glenville 	   	   	   	  409 	   	  502 	   	   	  426	  
New	  Lebanon 	   	   	  261 	   	  301 	   	   	  287	  

North	  Mianus 	   	   	  465 	   	  496 	   	   	  459	  

5	  
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Facility	  U1liza1on:	  	  Analysis	  of	  Classrooms	  
October	  2013	  

6	  
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Facility	  U1liza1on:	  	  Residency	  Verifica1on	  

BOE	  voted	  to	  verify	  residency	  of	  all	  students	  in	  K	  –	  5th	  grade	  	  

As	  of	  October	  8,	  2013:	  
25	  (or	  0.6%)	  of	  4,102	  K-‐5	  students	  not	  verified	  

Hamilton	  Ave: 	   	  12 	   	   	   	  New	  Lebanon: 	   	  2 	   	  	  
Julian	  Cur1ss: 	   	  	  	  4 	   	   	   	  Cos	  Cob:	   	   	   	  1	  
Parkway: 	   	   	  	  	  3 	   	   	   	  Old	  Greenwich: 	   	  1	  
Glenville: 	   	   	  	  	  2 	   	   	   	   	   	  	  
[ISD,	  North	  Mianus,	  North	  Street,	  Riverside	  are	  fully	  verified]	  

Results	  do	  not	  change	  racial	  balance	  compliance	  or	  
overcapacity	  calcula1ons.	  

7	  
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Facility	  U1liza1on:	  	  Market	  Research	  

Goal:	  	   	  Parent	  views	  on	  Elementary	  School	  Choice	  

Methodology:	  Survey	  of	  all	  elementary	  school	  families	  
	   	   	   	   	  7	  focus	  groups,	  par1cipants	  randomly	  selected	  

Findings:	  
•  Strong	  support	  for	  neighborhood	  schools	  (83%	  of	  

respondents)	  
•  Prefer	  choice	  to	  redistric1ng,	  but	  skep1cal	  that	  choice	  would	  

be	  successful	  
•  For	  the	  17%	  of	  families	  that	  stated	  they	  would	  prefer	  or	  

consider	  choice,	  the	  important	  factors	  are	  innova1ve	  teaching	  
model,	  transporta1on,	  sibling	  preference,	  middle	  school	  
feeder	  paYern,	  ager-‐school	  programs.	  

8	  
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Facility	  U1liza1on:	  	  Poten1al	  Op1ons	  

•  New	  Lebanon	  School	  expansion	  and	  renova1on	  
•  Exis1ng	  magnet	  schools	  -‐-‐	  review	  and	  strengthen	  themes	  

and	  programs,	  where	  appropriate	  
	  (e.g.,	  stronger	  academic	  focus,	  achievement	  gap	  strategies,	  
community	  and	  family	  programming,	  loYery	  rules,	  middle	  
school	  assignment)	  

•  Addi1onal	  school	  or	  schools	  of	  choice	  
–  1	  or	  2	  new	  choice	  schools,	  either	  with	  or	  without	  theme;	  or	  
–  Allow	  choice	  to	  any	  underu1lized	  school	  

•  Middle	  School	  
–  Western	  Middle	  School	  as	  magnet	  school	  
–  Review	  Middle	  School	  catchment	  zones	  (Parkway,	  magnets)	  

9	  
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Achievement	  as	  Part	  of	  FURB	  Plan	  

•  Focus	  on	  achievement	  opportuni1es	  as	  evaluate	  
FURB	  op1ons	  

•  Narrowing	  but	  persistent	  achievement	  gap	  
between	  FRL*	  and	  non-‐FRL*	  students	  

•  Is	  concentra1on	  of	  high	  need	  students	  at	  New	  
Lebanon	  and	  Hamilton	  Avenue	  Schools	  the	  best	  
way	  to	  meet	  the	  needs	  of	  these	  children?	  

*	  FRL	  =	  free	  or	  reduced	  price	  lunch	  eligibility	  

10	  
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Achievement	  as	  Part	  of	  FURB	  Plan:	  	  Op1ons	  

•  FURB	  Op1ons	  that	  relate	  to	  Achievement	  
– New	  Lebanon	  School	  expansion	  and	  renova1on	  
– Exis1ng	  magnet	  schools	  -‐-‐	  review	  and	  strengthen	  
themes	  and	  programs	  where	  appropriate	  

	  (e.g.,	  stronger	  academic	  focus,	  achievement	  gap	  
strategies,	  community	  and	  family	  programming)	  

– Addi1onal	  school	  or	  schools	  of	  choice	  
•  1	  or	  2	  new	  choice	  schools,	  either	  with	  or	  without	  
theme;	  or	  

•  Allow	  choice	  to	  any	  underu1lized	  school	  

11	  
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Next	  Steps:	  	  October	  10th	  BOE	  Mee1ng	  

Goal:	  	  Vote	  on	  elements	  of	  the	  plan	  to	  address	  all	  FURB	  issues	  	  
	   	  	  	  	  	  	  IF	  necessary	  informa1on	  available.	  	  	  

Racial	  balance: 	  	  
	  No	  response	  yet	  from	  Commissioner	  on	  Unique	  Schools.	  
	  Response	  is	  necessary	  to	  determine	  approach.	  

Facility	  u1liza1on:	  	  
	  Revised	  informa1on	  on	  enrollment	  projec1ons	  and	  residency	  
verifica1on.	  
	  Discuss	  rela1ve	  merits	  of	  op1ons	  and	  possibly	  vote	  on	  plan	  to	  
address	  facility	  issues	  	  

Achievement:	  
	  Discuss	  elements	  that	  address	  achievement	  in	  context	  of	  
FURB	  op1ons	  and	  consider	  as	  part	  of	  any	  vote	  on	  plan 	  	  

12	  
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Process	  Going	  Forward	  

• 	  	  	  Vote	  on	  program	  elements	  to	  address	  FURB.	  

• 	  	  	  Vote	  on	  BOE’s	  guidelines	  for	  these	  elements	  –	  
	  goals,	  scope	  of	  work,	  resource	  limita1ons	  

• 	  	  	  Detailed	  plans	  for	  elements	  to	  be	  developed	  by	  
	  Administra1on,	  using	  workgroups	  comprised	  of	  
	  staff	  and	  parents,	  guided	  by	  the	  BOE’s	  
	  expecta1ons.	  

• 	  	  	  Incorporate	  into	  BOE	  2014-‐2015	  opera1ng	  and	  
	  capital	  budgets.	  

• 	  	  	  Detailed	  plans	  to	  be	  approved	  by	  BOE.	  
13	  

APPENDIX  Page 293 of 487



APPENDIX  Page 294 of 487



APPENDIX  Page 295 of 487



 

 

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Greenwich, Connecticut 

 
 
Date of Meeting _____October 10, 2013_________________________ 
 
 
Title of Item:    Discussion and Possible Action on Facility Utilization and Racial Balance 
 
 
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION ITEMS 
 
_X_  Possible Action  
 
__ Informational only 
 
 Submitted By_______William S. McKersie__________________ 
 

Position ___________Superintendent of Schools______ 

 
 
 
I will be present at Board Meeting to explain if called upon 
 
   __X_    ____ 
     Yes       No 
 
 
 
Synopsis of Proposal:  
Attached is the final submission from Metis Associates: the report of survey and focus group findings and 

a supplemental report with annotated survey data for the total respondent population and by school. 

 

 
 
Recommended Action (if appropriate) 
 

For decision-making purposes, please refer to Facility Utilization and Racial Balance reports submitted by 

administration as part of Board Meeting documents on August 29th, September 12th, and September 26th. 
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Greenwich Public Schools 
Elementary School Choice  
 

Final Report of Parent Survey and Focus 
Group Data 
 

 
 

S U B M I T T E D  T O :  

William S. McKersie, Ph.D. 
Superintendent of Schools 
Greenwich Public Schools 
290 Greenwich Avenue 
Greenwich, CT 06830 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction  
Greenwich Public Schools (GPS) is a district of 15 schools and approximately 9,000 

students. Over the past decade, student enrollment across the district has remained stable; 
however, the distribution of students within the district’s 11 elementary school attendance zones 
has become increasingly disparate. This is the result of changes in the distribution of the 
population, demographic characteristics, and housing patterns. The changes have led to 
heightened concerns about the utilization of school buildings and racial balance across the 
district.  

In response to these concerns, the GPS Board of Education charged Superintendent William 
S. McKersie with developing a plan to examine and address facility utilization and racial balance 
issues in the district, within the context of maintaining excellent educational opportunities for all 
students. As part of the plan, GPS hired Metis Associates to conduct research on elementary 
school choice through the administration of a survey to parents of all elementary school students 
in the district and six focus groups with a sample of GPS elementary school parents. The survey 
was administered online and in paper format from August 20 through September 5, 2013. Focus 
groups were conducted on September 18, 23, and 24, 2013.  

Metis developed the survey in close consultation with the superintendent and members of 
the task force for the racial balance and facility utilization issues. Furthermore, the survey was 
reviewed by members of the Board of Education, task force members, school principals, outside 
consultants for the district, and PTAC representatives. The district used a variety of methods to 
publicize the survey among elementary school parents, including messages through the district’s 
Parentlink, emails, flyers in Friday folders, and paper copies distributed in elementary school 
buildings. A total of 2,186 surveys were completed, representing 79.3% of the 2,758 households 
in GPS with elementary school students. A comparison of the respondent group to the district 
population on several variables, including child’s school, race/ethnicity, eligibility for free or 
reduced-price lunch, and English for speakers of other languages (ESOL) services showed that 
the survey data can be viewed confidently as representative of districtwide perceptions.   

Focus groups were conducted with a sample of 68 parents of GPS elementary school 
students who volunteered to participate (2.5% of the households in GPS with elementary school 
students). The superintendent informed parents about the focus groups in a letter distributed via 
email to parents of GPS elementary school students on September 10, 2013. The district used a 
random process to select participants for each group; attendance ranged from 5 to 19 
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participants. Five of the six groups were conducted in English and one was conducted in 
Spanish.1  

This final report provides key findings from the parent survey and focus groups as well as 
detailed results for two subgroups—parents who currently enroll their child in a neighborhood 
school but who would prefer to choose a school outside their neighborhood, and parents who 
currently enroll their child in a school outside their neighborhood. 
Key Findings: Parent Surveys and Focus Groups 
Most parents of GPS elementary students prefer to keep their child in a 
neighborhood school, even if given the option of school choice. Almost three-
quarters of the respondents to the parent survey (73%) indicated that if given the immediate 
choice between their neighborhood school and a school of their choosing outside of their 
neighborhood, they would prefer the neighborhood school. Parents with children enrolled in 
Hamilton Avenue, Julian Curtiss, and the International School at Dundee (ISD) were generally 
more open to the idea of enrolling their child in a school outside of their neighborhood than 
were parents with children at other GPS elementary schools. Parents with children in Riverside, 
Old Greenwich, and North Mianus Elementary Schools were more likely to prefer 
neighborhood schools. Parental preferences for neighborhood schools were generally similar 
across racial and ethnic groups.  
 
Parents said they prefer neighborhood schools because they help foster a 
strong sense of community and parental involvement. In the focus groups, 
respondents explained that they prefer a neighborhood school because it is a part of the 
community and therefore tends to attract greater parental involvement. They added that they like 
interacting with other parents at bus stops or community events. Almost two-thirds of the 
survey respondents (65%) rated having their child(ren) attend a school with other children from 
their neighborhood as extremely important to them. Respondents also explained that many 
Greenwich families make deliberate choices to live in neighborhoods based on the attendance 
zones of elementary schools.  
 
Some parents are frustrated that the district is considering school choice as 
a means to address both the facility utilization and racial balance issues, and 
they are skeptical that school choice is a viable solution to the issues. Some 
focus group respondents felt that racial balance and facility utilization are two separate issues 
that should be addressed with different strategies. They thought that the district was trying to 
solve both problems with a single strategy—school choice—which lessened the likelihood of 
success. Furthermore, some parents didn’t think that offering choice would solve the racial 

                                                   

1 An additional focus group is scheduled for October 7, 2013, with parents of students in North Mianus and 
Riverside Elementary Schools. Findings from this group will be submitted in an addendum to the report. 
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balance issue because the district cannot predict or determine which families will take advantage 
of the choices. These parents believe that the district should use resources for school 
improvement efforts that benefit all students rather than for new programs that would impact 
only a few students across the district. They were also concerned that school choice would 
allocate more resources to some schools, which they believed to be unfair, even if those schools 
are underperforming compared with other GPS schools. 
 
A large majority of the respondents, however, support voluntary choice over 
any form of forced redistricting. Parents in the focus groups were afraid that the district 
is planning to redistrict the school attendance zones. As a result, many said they would support 
school choice options because they are better than mandated redistricting. However, they added 
that the quality of a school’s academic program was more important to parents in Greenwich 
than themes or other aspects of a school. 
 
When asked to choose a preferred theme, respondents identified the 
International School at Dundee model or STEM as their top choices. Several 
focus group respondents identified ISD as a very successful program and thought that it would 
be logical for GPS to replicate that program elsewhere—to, as one parent said, “create ISD2.” 
Furthermore, 28 percent of survey respondents said they would definitely choose a school outside 
of their neighborhood if it offered opportunities for their child to develop new skills in science, 
technology, engineering, and math (STEM). An additional 22 percent said they would probably 
choose a school outside of their neighborhood if it provided STEM opportunities. 
  
The feeder pattern from elementary to middle school is important to 
parents; about a third of survey respondents would consider a school outside 
of the neighborhood if it allowed their child to matriculate to the GPS 
middle school they prefer. On the survey, 31 percent of respondents said they would 
definitely choose a school outside their neighborhood if the school feeds into the middle school 
that they prefer. An additional 22 percent said they would probably choose a school outside of 
their neighborhood if it feeds into their preferred middle school. The availability of before- or 
after-school or prekindergarten programs, however, would not have a strong impact on parents’ 
school choice decisions. 
 
Many respondents indicated that bus transportation to and from school is an 
absolute necessity for their family; however, many focus group respondents 
thought that the district should use resources for educational purposes 
rather than providing buses for children to attend non-neighborhood schools. 
Almost a third of the survey respondents (32%) indicated that bus transportation, either door-to-
door (22%), from a central location (5%), or any other bus transportation (4%), was absolutely 
necessary for their family, meaning that they would not consider sending their child to the school 
unless it was offered. However, some parents expressed concerns about the resources required 
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to provide transportation. One parent commented, “Everything is a cost-benefit analysis, 
depending on what the choice is; $75,000 for a bus is a lot of money.”
 

Key Findings: Subgroups of Respondents 

A small group of GPS parents would prefer to send their elementary school 
child to a school outside their neighborhood if a voluntary school choice 
option was provided. A total of 88 survey respondents indicated a preference for sending 
their child to a non-neighborhood elementary school. The majority of these parents have 
children who currently attend one of four GPS elementary schools: Hamilton Avenue (21 
parents), Julian Curtiss (13 parents), New Lebanon (12 parents), and Cos Cob (10 parents). 
African American and multiracial parents were more heavily represented in this group than in 
the total survey population. 
 
Parents who prefer to enroll their child in a school outside their 
neighborhood said they would be most influenced by innovative teaching 
models, individualized learning services, and the school’s middle school 
feeder pattern. Two-thirds of the survey respondents in this subgroup indicated that they 
would definitely prefer for their child to attend a school outside their neighborhood if it was better 
for their child in terms of providing innovative teaching models (66%) or meeting his or her 
individual learning needs (66%), or if it feeds into the middle school that they prefer (67%). 
Other important aspects that would cause a parent in this subgroup to definitely prefer for their 
child to attend a school outside their neighborhood included the use of technology in daily 
learning (52%) and the types of electives and specials that are offered (40%).  
 
This subgroup of parents also would be likely to choose a non-neighborhood 
school that provides unique learning opportunities in the areas of STEM, 
university partnerships, and hands-on learning. On the survey, 71 percent of the 
respondents in this subgroup said they would definitely choose a school outside their 
neighborhood if it offered opportunities for their child to develop new skills in science, 
technology, engineering, and math (STEM). More than half of these (56%) indicated that they 
would definitely choose a non-neighborhood school that offered the opportunity for their child to 
benefit from a partnership with the college, university, or other outside agency, such as a 
museum.  

 
Priority enrollment for siblings, availability of after-school programs, and 
door-to-door transportation are important to many respondents in this 
subgroup. A third or more of the respondents indicated that each of these services was 
absolutely necessary for their families (40% for sibling priority, 34% for after-school enrichment, 
and 32% for door-to-door transportation). 
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Parents who currently enroll their children in schools outside of their 
neighborhood place a higher value on the presence of innovative teaching 
models and the diversity of the student population in their child’s school than 
do other GPS parents. Seven in 10 respondents who currently enroll their child in a non-
neighborhood school said that it is extremely important to them that their child’s school offers 
innovative teaching models. Other parents (that is, parents with children in neighborhood 
schools) were less likely to say that the use of innovative teaching models is extremely important 
(58%). The proportion of respondents who said the racial and socioeconomic diversity is 
extremely important was also greater among parents who currently enroll their children in a school 
outside their neighborhood than among other parents (23% to 13%).  
 

Recommendations 
The data presented in this report suggest the following recommendations. 

 The district should continue to conduct community outreach or forums at the 
schools for the purpose of conveying accurate information to parents and 
community members about the district’s proposed strategies for addressing the 
racial balance and facility utilization issues.  
 

If the district decides to develop new choice or magnet programs, it should do the following: 

 Select themes that focus on innovative teaching models and hands-on learning 
about real-world issues, such as International Baccalaureate, STEM, 
environmental and global issues, or instructional strategies, including Montessori 
or Paedeia. 

 Consider developing a K–8 school to attract families who indicated that the 
elementary-to-middle-school feeder pattern would affect their school choice 
decisions. 

 Identify the aspects and components of ISD that are effective and attractive to 
parents from outside the school zone and use them as best practices when 
developing new programs or themes. 

 Develop programs or themes that do not require a large investment in 
resources in order to reassure families and staff in non-magnet schools that 
resources will not be drained or redirected from their schools to the new 
programs. 

 Research cost-effective strategies for transportation, such as bus hubs and 
transfer spots, to reduce the costs of implementing choice programs. 

 Provide sibling priority for enrollment in any new choice or magnet programs. 
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Overview 

Introduction  
Greenwich Public Schools (GPS) encompasses 15 schools with an enrollment of 

approximately 9,000 students in grades pre-K through 12. Over the past decade student 
enrollment across the district has remained stable; however, the distribution of students within 
the district’s 11 elementary school attendance zones has become increasingly disparate, a result 
of changes in the distribution of the population, demographic characteristics, and housing 
patterns, especially in the southwestern area of the district which borders the city of White 
Plains, New York. The changes have led to heightened concerns about the utilization of school 
buildings and racial balance across the district. Student enrollments in three elementary 
schools—Glenville, Cos Cob, and New Lebanon—are showing early indicators of 
overcrowding, such as high kindergarten enrollments. Other schools in the northern and eastern 
areas of the district are currently under capacity for enrollment. Additionally, in two schools—
Hamilton Avenue and New Lebanon— the non-White minority student enrollment has grown 
substantially, causing these schools to be identified by the Connecticut State Department of 
Education as racially imbalanced.  

In January 2013, as a response to these issues, the GPS Board of Education charged 
Superintendent William S. McKersie with developing a plan to examine and address facility 
utilization and racial balance issues in the district, within the context of maintaining excellent 
educational opportunities for all students. From January through August 2013, GPS conducted 
extensive analyses of enrollment and demographic data, offered numerous public comment 
sessions for community members, and organized a series of meetings of the district’s task force 
for these issues to inform the planning process. In August 2013, GPS also issued a request for 
proposals to retain the services of an external consultant to conduct market research on 
elementary school choice. The scope of the research was designed to collect data in order to 
better understand community opinions about school choice and further inform decision making 
concerning issues of facility utilization and racial balance. 

GPS hired Metis Associates to conduct research through the administration of a survey to 
parents of all elementary school students in the district and six focus groups with a sample of 
GPS elementary school parents. Metis, a national research and evaluation firm with more than 
20 years of experience examining issues related to school choice and parental options, worked in 
consultation with the superintendent and members of the task force, school principals, and the 
PTA Council (PTAC) to create a survey to collect parents’ opinions about the importance of 
different elements of elementary schools to their families; their current level of satisfaction with 
their child’s school on those elements;; and the impact of various school characteristics and 
opportunities on their decisions to choose a neighborhood school or another school outside of 
their neighborhood. The survey was administered online and in paper format from August 20 
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through September 5, 2013, and was completed by 2,186 parents. Metis submitted an interim 
report of survey findings on September 11, 2013. 

Metis also conducted six focus groups with 68 parents of GPS elementary students on 
September 18, 23, and 24, 2013, to collect more detailed information and opinions about topics 
that were addressed in the survey. This final report recaps some key findings from the interim 
report and provides findings from the parent focus groups and additional analyses of survey data 
for two subgroups of respondents—parents who currently enroll their child in a neighborhood 
school but who would prefer to choose a school outside their neighborhood, and parents who 
currently enroll their child in a school outside their neighborhood. 

 

Research Methodology 
The survey of GPS elementary school parents was developed by Metis to collect feedback 

on various topics related to school attributes and parental preferences. To inform the survey 
development, Metis conducted a thorough review of district documentation on the facility 
utilization and racial balance issues and conducted several conference calls with the 
superintendent and members of the task force to understand the key elements of the issues. 
Metis developed a draft survey that was reviewed by members of the Board of Education, the 
superintendent and task force members, school principals, outside consultants for the district, 
and PTAC representatives. The feedback and edits to the survey were incorporated by Metis, in 
consultation with the superintendent and members of the task force, into the final version of the 
survey. The survey was posted online in English and Spanish on August 20, 2013, and was 
closed on September 5, 2013. Paper versions of both surveys were available at all elementary 
schools; online versions were available in school computer labs. 

The district notified parents about the survey via a variety of methods, including messages 
through the district’s Parentlink, emails, flyers in Friday folders, and paper copies distributed in 
elementary school buildings. In a letter to parents that was attached to the survey, the 
superintendent invited all parents to complete the survey, with instructions to submit only one 
survey per household. Furthermore, in order to discourage multiple responses by an individual, 
the online survey was restricted so that only one survey could be submitted per personal 
computer. A complete list of the distribution methods that were employed by the district to 
encourage parent participation is provided below: 

 Parentlink messages via telephone and email to parents of all elementary school students, 
with survey links in English and Spanish, on August 20, August 28, and August 30, 2013;  

 distribution of paper surveys during welcome-back-to-school coffees, volunteer fairs, 
and school communications and at the district’s public meeting on September 3, 2013;; 

 making computer labs in schools available for parents to complete the survey; and 

 personal communications by principals to encourage parent participation in the survey. 
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A total of 2,186 surveys were completed, representing 79.3 percent of the 2,758 households 
in GPS with elementary school students. The majority of the responses (N = 2,102, or 96.2%) 
were collected with the online English-language version of the survey. An additional 65 
responses were collected with the online Spanish version and 19 with paper surveys (8 in English 
and 11 in Spanish).  

The response rate is very robust for a parent survey and provides a representative sample of 
the elementary school parents in the district. Figures 1 and 2 present the distribution of survey 
respondents by child’s school, race/ethnicity, eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch, and 
English for speakers of other languages (ESOL) services, and provide a comparison to 
districtwide data for elementary schools.2 These results show that the proportion of survey 
respondents in each of these groups does not vary from the proportion in the total district 
enrollment by more than two percentage points, with the exception of respondents from 
Hamilton Avenue Elementary (variance of three points) or eligibility for free or reduced-price 
lunch (variance of seven points). This comparison of the respondent group to the district 
population shows that the survey data can be viewed confidently as representative of districtwide 
perceptions. 

Focus groups were conducted with a sample of 68 parents of GPS elementary school 
students who volunteered to participate (2.5% of the households in GPS with elementary school 
students). The superintendent informed parents about the focus groups in a letter distributed via 
email to parents of GPS elementary school students on September 10, 2013.3 The letter included 
a brief description of the purpose and topic of the groups, a schedule for the focus groups, and 
instructions for how parents should indicate their interest in participating. The district collected 
contact information for each interested parent and used a random sampling process to select up 
to 20 participants for each group. Attendance across the six groups ranged from a high of 19 
participants to a low of 5 participants.  

                                                   

2 Greenwich Public Schools pre-K through 12 enrollment, as of September 9, 2013. 
3 The letter was sent to all parents of students in nine of the 11 elementary schools. Inadvertently, the letter was 

not sent to parents at North Mianus or Riverside Elementary Schools. Another letter was sent to these 
parents on October 1, 2013 to invite them to a focus group that will be held on October 7, 2013. Data from 
this focus group will be included in an addendum to this report. 
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 The focus groups were conducted using a semistructured protocol with questions about the 
level of support for elementary school choice in GPS and the importance of specific factors, 
including academic theme, middle school feeder patterns, extended day programs, 
prekindergarten programs, and transportation, for parents’ decisions about whether to enroll 
their child in a neighborhood school or a school of their choosing outside of their 
neighborhood. Five of the six groups were conducted in English and one was conducted in 
Spanish.  

 Figure 3 shows the number of focus group participants by school. The focus group sample 
was selected for the purpose of providing contextual data to supplement the survey data and was 
not based on a statistical stratification of the total population. Complete data on the 
characteristics of the focus group sample are included in the appendix. 

Figure 1. Comparison of Survey Respondents and Total District Elementary 
School Enrollment, by Elementary School 
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Figure 2. Comparison of Survey Respondents and Total District Elementary 
School Enrollment, by Race/Ethnicity, Eligibility for Free/Reduced-Price 
Lunch, and Students Who Receive ESOL Services 

 
Figure 3. Number of Focus Group Participants, by Elementary School 
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Key Findings From Parent Surveys and Focus Groups 

The issue of school choice impacts the entire GPS community because it involves many 
community-wide concerns, such as the distribution of students, allocation of resources, 
utilization of facilities, and transportation. This section presents key findings, based on feedback 
provided on the survey and in focus groups, that represent common viewpoints of elementary 
school parents across the district. The findings examine responses from parents about their 
preferences to enroll their child in a neighborhood school or a school of their choosing outside 
of their neighborhood and about the extent to which various aspects or conditions within 
elementary schools impact their preferences. The results expand on preliminary findings that 
were presented in the interim report on the following topics: 

 
 opinions about the idea of school choice versus neighborhood schools, 
 the influence of academic themes in schools on parental decisions, 
 middle school feeder patterns and how they relate to elementary school choice, 
 the importance of extended-day and prekindergarten programs in parental decisions, and 
 how transportation affects decisions about school choice. 
 

 These districtwide findings are important in understanding how the community feels about 
general concepts of school choice as it relates to issues of facility utilization, racial balance, and 
high-quality educational opportunities for all students. However, most community members will 
not choose to participate in school choice regardless of the types of options that are provided. 
Therefore, it is also important to examine the data for different subgroups of the community to 
understand what choices are attractive to parents who would be most likely to take advantage of 
school choice and what aspects are most important to parents who have already made the choice 
to enroll their child in a non-neighborhood school. These findings are presented in the following 
section of the report.  
 
 The discussion begins with districtwide findings. 
 
Opinions About Elementary School Choice 

Most parents of GPS elementary students prefer to keep their child in a 
neighborhood school, even if given the option of school choice.  
 
 Almost three-quarters of the respondents to the parent survey (73%) indicated that if given 

the immediate choice between their neighborhood school and a school of their choosing 
outside of their neighborhood, they would definitely prefer their neighborhood school. Another 10 
percent indicated that they would probably prefer their neighborhood school, and 10 percent were 
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undecided, meaning they reported they don’t know or need more information to make this decision.  
 

 A small minority of respondents said they would definitely prefer to enroll their child in a school of 
their choosing outside of their neighborhood (5%) or they would probably prefer a school of their choosing 
outside of their neighborhood (3%). These data are presented in Figure 4. 
 

Figure 4. Parents’ Immediate Enrollment Preferences 

“If given the choice right now, would you prefer that your child(ren) attend your 
neighborhood school or would you prefer them to attend a school of your 
choosing outside of your neighborhood?”  

 
 
Parents with children enrolled in Hamilton Avenue, Julian Curtiss, and the 
International School at Dundee (ISD) were generally more open to the idea 
of enrolling their child in a school outside of their neighborhood than were 
parents with children at other GPS elementary schools. 
  
 As shown in Figure 4-A, fewer than half of the respondents with children enrolled in 

Hamilton Avenue (40%), ISD (48%), or Julian Curtiss (47%) indicated that they would 
definitely prefer to keep their child enrolled in their neighborhood school. These percentages are low 
when compared to districtwide preferences (73%). Furthermore, one in four respondents 
(25%) from Hamilton Avenue indicated that they would definitely or probably prefer to enroll their 
child in a school of their choosing outside of their neighborhood. The percentages from ISD (18%) and 
Julian Curtiss (16%) were lower but not insignificant.  
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 Conversely, the overwhelming majority of the survey respondents with children enrolled at 
Riverside, Old Greenwich, and North Mianus Elementary Schools indicated that they would 
definitely prefer to keep their child enrolled in their neighborhood school. As shown in Figure 4-B, 93 
percent of respondents from Riverside, 90 percent from Old Greenwich, and 86 percent 
from North Mianus gave this response.  

 
Figure 4-A. Enrollment Preferences: Hamilton Avenue, Julian Curtiss, New 
Lebanon, and ISD 

“If given the choice right now, would you prefer that your child(ren) attend your 
neighborhood school or would you prefer them to attend a school of your 
choosing outside of your neighborhood?”  
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Figure 4-B. Enrollment Preferences: Parkway, Cos Cob, North Street, 
Glenville, North Mianus, Old Greenwich, and Riverside 

“If given the choice right now, would you prefer that your child(ren) attend your 
neighborhood school or would you prefer them to attend a school of your 
choosing outside of your neighborhood?”  

 
 
Parental preferences for neighborhood schools were generally similar across 
racial and ethnic groups.  
 
 When responses about preferences for neighborhood or non-neighborhood schools were 

disaggregated by the respondent’s race or ethnicity, the data revealed few differences in the 
proportions who said they definitely prefer a neighborhood school for their child. Among White 
respondents—the largest group, with 1,238 respondents—77 percent said they definitely prefer 
a neighborhood school; an additional 9 percent probably prefer it.  

 
 The data were similar for Hispanic and multiracial respondents, as shown in Figure 5. 

Among the 208 Hispanic respondents, 71 percent definitely and 8 percent probably prefer a 
neighborhood school. Similarly, among the 138 multiracial respondents, 67 percent definitely and 8 
percent probably prefer a neighborhood school.  
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 Fewer (57%) Asian respondents responded that they definitely prefer a neighborhood school, but a 
higher proportion (21%) said they probably prefer a neighborhood school. Only 41 percent of 
African American respondents said they definitely and 14 percent probably prefer a neighborhood 
school; however, these data should be interpreted with caution due to the relatively small 
number of respondents (N = 29). 

 

Figure 5. Responses by Race/Ethnicity 

“If given the choice right now, would you prefer that your child(ren) attend your 
neighborhood school or would you prefer them to attend a school of your 
choosing outside of your neighborhood?”  

 
 
Parents said they prefer neighborhood schools because they help foster a 
strong sense of community and parental involvement.  
 
 In the focus groups, respondents explained that they prefer a neighborhood school because 

it is a part of the community and therefore tends to attract greater parental involvement. 
They added that they like interacting with other parents at bus stops or community events, 
and they think it is beneficial to have their children go to school with other children on their 
street or in their close neighborhood. One parent described why she prefers neighborhood 
schools with the following comment:  
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“In neighborhood schools, kids walk to school, parents like to see each 
other, everything is community based, and that is what we like about our 
schools. We have no desire to put our child on a bus. We want to make sure 
that Greenwich has good schools for all students. You are not going to 
accomplish that by adding special programs and transportation.”  

 
On the survey, a parent wrote,  

 
“I strongly feel that social connections and relationships with local friends 
are extremely important and difficult to replicate outside of the 
neighborhood school.” 

 
 Respondents also explained that many Greenwich families make deliberate choices to live in 

neighborhoods based on the attendance zones of elementary schools. A focus group parent 
stated, “We made our choice. We chose our home. We chose our schools.” Some parents 
added that their neighborhood school is not merely the school that is nearby, but the school 
that they chose by deliberately moving to a particular area of Greenwich. For example, a 
survey respondent wrote,  
 

“We chose where we live and have arranged our lives and our jobs so that 
our children can attend [name of school]. We did what we have to to get to 
the school we wanted.” 

 
Another respondent similarly reported,  

 
“We moved to Greenwich and paid a premium to live in [name of 
neighborhood] in particular for the sense of community, most of which is 
the result of neighborhood schools.”  

 
To this end, the concept of the neighborhood school is also melded to a decision that has 
already been made about school quality and offerings.  
 
 Furthermore, almost two-thirds of the survey respondents (65%) rated having their 

child(ren) attend a school with other children from their neighborhood as extremely important 
to them. Another 20 percent of the respondents said this is important to them, and 9 percent 
said it is somewhat important. Very few respondents said it is not very important (5%) or not at all 
important (2%). 
 

Parents in the focus groups expressed frustration that GPS is considering 
school choice as a means to address what they consider are two separate 
issues—facility utilization and racial balance. Furthermore, they were 
skeptical that school choice is a viable solution to the issues. 
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 In the focus groups, some parents expressed their belief that racial balance and facility 

utilization are two separate issues that should be addressed with different strategies. They 
thought that the district was trying to solve both problems with a single strategy—school 
choice—which lessened the likelihood of success. One parent expressed his frustration with 
the comment,  
 

“It is a two-pronged analysis and we are operating in a vacuum. People are 
angry at the BOE [Board of Education] for just throwing out ideas and not 
pinning down their agenda.”  

 
Another parent added,  
 

“The town is taking one approach to solve two issues. It feels like they are 
pitting one school against another, but parents really care about all schools 
in Greenwich. All students end up together in high school. But choice 
implies that some schools will get more resources than others.” 

 
 Furthermore, some parents didn’t think that offering choice would solve the racial balance 

issue because the district cannot predict or determine which families will take advantage of 
the choices. They worried that new magnet programs may attract more White families than 
non-White families from the racially imbalanced schools, which could exacerbate the issue. 
A focus group member provided the comment that  
 

“Just setting up magnet schools is not going to address the achievement gap 
and the SES [socioeconomic] issues in this town. You may have an academic 
theme that attracts a lot of people, but you are not going to address any of 
the issues that you want to resolve.” 

 
Respondents said that parents care about all children in Greenwich; 
therefore, the district should use resources for school improvement efforts 
that benefit all students rather than for new programs that would impact 
only a few students across the district. 

 
 Focus group respondents were adamant in their views that parents in Greenwich care about 

all students and want equally high-quality options for all students. One parent stated, “Right 
now, we want to make sure that we get the quality everywhere in town. And we want to 
make sure that we have the proximity of the neighborhood school.” Another parent added, 
“It is more about student performance. And the focus that we have been pursuing in 
Greenwich is racial balance rather than performance.”  
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One parent acknowledged the current inequities but did not think that school choice was a 
good solution:  
 

“Something is wrong with how BOE is tackling the issues. There is an 
inequity of the education that students at New Lebanon are getting 
compared to at Old Greenwich. BOE is not addressing the gap—just the 
racial balance and facility utilization. Clearly there is an issue that some 
schools are over- or under-enrolled. The focus needs to be on, do all schools 
provide an equal education and athletic opportunities.” 
 

 Respondents were also concerned that school choice would allocate more resources to some 
schools, which they believed to be unfair, even if those schools are underperforming 
compared with other GPS schools. One parent was concerned that “every single thing that 
we are discussing has a price tag, and where is that money coming from? Is it going to be 
drawn from the other elementary schools, and are we going to lose funding for other 
things?” 

 
When asked to choose between voluntary choice and some form of 
redistricting, almost all parents preferred voluntary choice.  
 
 Parents in the focus groups were afraid that the district is planning to redistrict the school 

attendance zones. As a result, many said they would support school choice options because 
they are better than mandated redistricting. One parent commented, “I would rather have 
people choose to go elsewhere than for the BOE to decide to redistrict and some children 
can’t go to neighborhood schools.”  
 
Another parent added,  
 

“In general, people like having [a] choice option, they like having the choice 
that would benefit them for a myriad of reasons, whether it provides the 
academics that I am looking for, it provides the day care options, all kinds of 
different things, and they would like that…Some people would like these 
things, but people also don’t want to be forced to do things. That is what I 
am hearing.” 

 
Impact of Various Options on School Choice Decisions 
 
The overall quality of a school’s academic program is more important to 
parents than a theme or thematic curriculum. Yet when asked to choose a 
preferred theme, respondents identified the ISD model or STEM as their top 
choices. 
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 In the focus groups, parents felt strongly that test scores and the quality of a school’s 

academic program were more important to parents in Greenwich than themes or other 
aspects of a school. As one parent stated, “What is most attractive to parents in Greenwich 
is, how does a school compare with other schools in the area? Even more important than 
neighborhood.” Another parent answered, “What would attract parents? A phenomenal 
program, high test scores, low class size.” 
 

 Several focus group respondents identified ISD as a very successful program and thought 
that it would be logical for GPS to replicate that program elsewhere—to, as one parent said, 
“create ISD2.” Some added that the BOE should focus their research on ISD to find out 
what works well at that school so they can replicate it in another location. Two parents 
commented: “It sounds like ISD is a success story, so why not adopt the model at Parkway?” 
and “I love OG [Old Greenwich] but the school just pales in comparison to ISD.”  
 

 STEM was also attractive to some parents—28 percent of survey respondents said they 
would definitely choose a school outside of their neighborhood if it offered opportunities for 
their child to develop new skills in science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM). An 
additional 22 percent said they would probably choose a school outside of their neighborhood 
if it provided STEM opportunities. STEM was the highest ranked of all response items that 
were listed in the survey item. Complete data for this survey question are included in the 
supplemental report of survey data. 

 
The feeder pattern from elementary to middle school is important to 
parents; about a third of survey respondents would consider a school outside 
of the neighborhood if it allowed their child to matriculate to the GPS 
middle school they prefer.  
 
 In the focus groups, there was some support for considering an elementary school outside of 

their neighborhood if it was guaranteed that their child could attend the middle school they 
prefer. But focus group respondents added that they would not choose a magnet elementary 
school if their child was not allowed to return to their zoned middle school, if preferred. On 
the survey, 31 percent of respondents said they would definitely choose a school outside their 
neighborhood if the school feeds into the middle school that they prefer. An additional 22 
percent said they would probably choose a school outside of their neighborhood if it feeds 
into their preferred middle school. Complete data for this survey question are included in the 
supplemental report of survey data. 

 
Findings from the survey and focus groups suggest that the availability of 
before- or after-school or prekindergarten programs would not have a 
strong impact on parents’ school choice decisions. However, some 
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respondents acknowledged that families with two working parents might be 
attracted to a school with extended-day services, such as a 6-to-6 program. 
 
 Most of the focus group respondents said they would not benefit from a school that offered 

before- or after-school services, such as a 6-to-6 model, but some said that they know 
families with two working parents who would find this model attractive. However, the 
participants also raised some concerns about how the district would provide late 
transportation for students and who would pay for the additional services. One respondent 
said that he doesn’t think it is right for some parents to be asked to pay for other families’ 
after-school day care costs. 
 

 Furthermore, on the survey, only 13 percent of respondents said the availability of before- or 
after-school programs would influence them to definitely choose a school outside their 
neighborhood over their neighborhood school. Another 13 percent said they would probably 
choose a school outside of their neighborhood based on the availability of before- or after-
school programs.  

 
 In addition, only 9 percent of survey respondents said they would definitely choose a school 

outside their neighborhood and another 10 percent would probably choose a school outside 
of their neighborhood if it offered a preschool program with automatic enrollment in 
kindergarten. Complete data for these survey questions are included in the supplemental 
report of survey data. 

 
Many respondents indicated that bus transportation to and from school is an 
absolute necessity for their family; however, many focus group respondents 
thought that the district should use resources for educational purposes 
rather than providing buses for children to attend non-neighborhood schools. 
 
 Almost a third of the survey respondents (32%) indicated that bus transportation, either 

door-to-door (22%), from a central location (5%), or any other bus transportation (4%) was 
absolutely necessary for their family, meaning that they would not consider sending their child 
to the school unless it was offered. This finding was echoed by some focus group 
respondents; one parent stated,  
 

“You are never going to have a successful magnet program and really 
expect people to go outside their neighborhood if you do not provide 
transportation. I know that holds a lot of people back.”  
 

 Yet, other focus group respondents did not think that the investment in transportation was a 
good use of resources. One parent said, “Each bus is 75 grand. I would rather pay a teacher 
than a bus.” Other parents added, “Choice could be very expensive;; busing, after and before 
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school, is expensive” and “Everything is a cost-benefit analysis, depending on what the 
choice is; $75,000 for a bus is a lot of money.”
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Findings From Subgroup Analyses  

The findings presented in this section examine the preferences of two subgroups of survey 
respondents.  

 
 Subgroup 1: This subgroup includes parents who indicated that they would prefer to send 

their child to a non-neighborhood school based on their response to the survey question, “If 
given the choice right now, would you prefer that your child(ren) attend your neighborhood 
school or would you prefer them to attend a school of your choosing outside of your 
neighborhood?” The subgroup consists of 88 respondents, including 46 who reported that 
they would definitely prefer that their child attends a school of their choosing outside their neighborhood and 
42 who said they would probably prefer a school outside their neighborhood. The group does not 
include any respondents who currently have children enrolled in a school outside their 
neighborhood school. 

 
 Subgroup 2: This subgroup includes parents whose children currently attend a school 

outside of their neighborhood, identified because they responded No to the survey item, “Is 
this your neighborhood school?” The responses from this subgroup, which comprises 163 
respondents, are presented at the end of the section and are compared to the responses of 
parents who enroll their child in a neighborhood school.  
 

Characteristics of Respondents in Subgroups 

The distribution by school of the respondents in each subgroup is presented in Figure 6. As 
shown, the majority of respondents in subgroup 1—parents who would prefer to send their 
child to a non-neighborhood school—have children who currently attend Hamilton Avenue 
(21), Julian Curtiss (13), New Lebanon (12), or Cos Cob (10). The majority of respondents in 
subgroup 2—parents with children currently attending non-neighborhood schools—have 
children who are enrolled in ISD (57). Sizeable numbers in subgroup 2 also have children who 
attend Julian Curtiss (23), North Street (17), and Hamilton Avenue (16). 

 
The characteristics of the subgroups, including race/ethnicity and whether their child 

receives special services in school, are presented in Table 1. Similar information is also presented 
for the total survey population. Table 1 shows that subgroup 1 includes a slightly higher 
proportion of African American (8%) and multiracial (14%) respondents than the total survey 
population (2% and 7%, respectively). Subgroup 2 has a racial/ethnic distribution that is more 
reflective of the total population. In addition, subgroup 1 includes a higher proportion of 
respondents whose children receive free or reduced-price lunch (13%) or ESOL (10%) services 
in school than the total population (6% and 8%, respectively). Subgroup 2 comprises a higher 
proportion of respondents with children who receive special education and learning support 
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services (20% compared to the total population’s 13%). The reader is reminded that with the 
exception of White respondents, these percentages are based on small numbers of respondents. 
 
Figure 6. Number of Respondents by School (Subgroups 1 and 2) 

 
 

Table 1. Comparison of Demographic Characteristics of Subgroups and 
Total Survey Population  

Characteristic Subgroup 1  Subgroup 2  
Total Survey 
Population  

Race/ethnicity 
White 46 (54%) 95 (59%) 1,240 (64%) 
Hispanic 8 (9%) 21 (13%) 215 (11%) 
Asian 9 (10%) 18 (11%) 189 (10%) 
African American 7 (8%) 1 (0.6%) 29 (2%) 
Multiracial 12 (14%) 17 (11%) 139 (7%) 
Other 4 (5%) 8 (5%) 129 (7%) 

Services provided to child(ren) in school 
Free or reduced-price lunch 11 (13%) 6 (4%) 111 (6%) 
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Characteristic Subgroup 1  Subgroup 2  
Total Survey 
Population  

ESOL  9 (10%) 7 (5%) 144 (8%) 
Special education or learning support 10 (12%) 31 (20%) 252 (13%) 
Gifted education 15 (17%) 19 (13%) 324 (17%) 

 

Key Subgroup Findings 

 
Parents who prefer to enroll their child in a school outside their 
neighborhood said they would be most influenced by innovative teaching 
models, individualized learning services, and the school’s middle school 
feeder pattern. 
 
 Two-thirds of the survey respondents in subgroup 1 indicated that they would definitely prefer 

for their child to attend a school outside their neighborhood if it was better for their child in 
terms of providing innovative teaching models (66%) or meeting his or her individual 
learning needs (66%), or if it feeds into the middle school that I prefer (67%). An additional 
20 percent (approximately) of the respondents said they would probably prefer the non-
neighborhood school if it was better for their child in these areas. These results are 
presented in Figure 7-A.  
 

 Other important aspects that would cause a parent in subgroup 1 to definitely prefer for their 
child to attend a school outside their neighborhood included the use of technology in daily 
learning (52%) and the types of electives and specials that are offered (40%).  
 

 Services for students or parents who speak languages other than English and the racial or 
socioeconomic diversity of the school would not be strong influences on the subgroup’s 
school choice decisions (Figure 7-B). 
 

This subgroup of parents also would be likely to choose a non-neighborhood 
school that provides unique learning opportunities in the areas of STEM, 
university partnerships, and hands-on learning.  
 
 On the survey, 71 percent of the respondents in subgroup 1 said they would definitely choose 

a school outside their neighborhood if it offered opportunities for their child to develop new 
skills in science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM). An additional 22 percent said 
they would probably do so (Figure 8-A). 
 

 More than half of subgroup 1 respondents (56%) indicated that they would definitely choose a 
non-neighborhood school that offered the opportunity for their child to benefit from a 
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partnership with the college, university, or other outside agency, such as a museum. Another 
24 percent said they would probably do so for those reasons.  
 

 In addition, just over four in 10 respondents in subgroup 1 would definitely choose a school 
outside their neighborhood if it offered opportunities for their child to participate in hands-
on learning of real-world issues (44%) or engage in exploration of environmental or global 
issues (41%). 

 
Priority enrollment for siblings, availability of after-school programs, and 
door-to-door transportation are important to many respondents in this 
subgroup. 
 
 Just over half of subgroup 1 respondents (51%) reported that they would definitely choose a 

school outside of the neighborhood if it offered their family a priority for sibling enrollment; 
12 percent said they would probably do so (Figure 9-A). Furthermore, 40 percent of the 
respondents indicated that sibling priority is an absolute necessity for their family when 
choosing a school for their children (Figure 10). 
 

 Four in 10 subgroup 1 respondents said they would definitely choose a school outside of the 
neighborhood based on the availability of after-school enrichment or sports programs (40%) 
and door-to-door transportation (40%) (Figure 9-A). About a third of the respondents 
indicated that each of these services was absolutely necessary for their families (34% for after-
school enrichment and 32% for door-to-door transportation; Figure 10). 
 

 Several factors had less of an influence on parents’ decisions. A quarter or less of the 
respondents in subgroup 1 indicated that they would definitely choose a non-neighborhood 
school based on the availability of any of the other services listed, including prekindergarten 
(25%), before- (23%) or after-school care (25%) services, bus transportation from a central 
location (23%), and parent workshops (25%) (Figures 9-A and 9-B). 

 
There were an additional 191 survey respondents who were undecided in 
their preferences for neighborhood or non-neighborhood schools. Some of 
their responses were similar to those of subgroup 1.  
 
 An additional 10 percent of the survey respondents (N = 191) indicated that they don’t know 

about their preferences for a neighborhood or non-neighborhood school and need more 
information to make their choice.  
 

 The responses of this group were similar to those of the subgroup who definitely or probably 
prefer a school outside their neighborhood, though they were not as favorable to choice 
options. For example, 56 percent of undecided respondents said they would definitely prefer 
to send their child to a school outside their neighborhood if it was better at meeting the 
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individual learning needs of their child, and 41 percent would definitely prefer a non-
neighborhood school if it offered innovative teaching models or opportunities for students 
to engage in hands-on learning about real-world issues. In addition, 50 percent said they 
would definitely prefer a non-neighborhood school that offered opportunities for their child 
to develop new skills in science, technology, engineering, and math. 

 
Figure 7-A. School Characteristics, Responses by Subgroup 1 (Part 1) 
“How likely would you be to choose a school outside of your neighborhood IF it 
was better for your child(ren)’s learning interests or needs because of each of the 
following characteristics?”  
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Figure 7-B. School Characteristics, Responses by Subgroup 1 (Part 2) 

“How likely would you be to choose a school outside of your neighborhood IF it 
was better for your child(ren)’s learning interests or needs because of each of the 
following characteristics?”  
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Figure 8-A. School Opportunities, Responses by Subgroup 1 (Part 1) 

“How likely would you be to choose a school outside of your neighborhood if it 
offers the following opportunities for your child?”  
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Figure 8-B. School Opportunities, Responses by Subgroup 1 (Part 2) 

“How likely would you be to choose a school outside of your neighborhood if it 
offers the following opportunities for your child?”  
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Figure 9-A. School Services, Responses by Subgroup 1 (Part 1) 
“How likely would you be to choose a school outside of your neighborhood if it 
offers the following services for your family?”  
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Figure 9-B. School Services, Responses by Subgroup 1 (Part 2) 
“How likely would you be to choose a school outside of your neighborhood if it 
offers the following services for your family?”  
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Figure 10. Necessary School Features, Responses by Subgroup 1 
“Is anything listed below ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY for you or your family, 
meaning that you would enroll your child ONLY IF the school offered it?”  

 
 
Parents who currently enroll their children in schools outside of their 
neighborhood place a higher value on the presence of innovative teaching 
models and the diversity of the student population in their child’s school than 
do other GPS parents. 

 Seven in 10 respondents who currently enroll their child in a non-neighborhood school 
(subgroup 2) said that it is extremely important to them that their child’s school offers 
innovative teaching models, and another 25 percent said it is important. Other parents (that is, 
parents with children in neighborhood schools) were less likely to say that the use of 
innovative teaching models is extremely important (58%) or important (29%) (Figure 11-A). 
Furthermore, 50 percent of respondents with children in non-neighborhood schools are 
currently very satisfied with the use of innovative teaching models in their child’s school, 
compared with 37 percent of other respondents (Figure 12-A). 
 

 The proportion of respondents who said the racial and socioeconomic diversity is extremely 
important was also greater among parents who currently enroll their children in a school 
outside their neighborhood than among other parents (23% to 13%). These results are 
presented in Figure 11-B. Respondents in subgroup 2 also were more likely to be very satisfied 
with the racial and socioeconomic diversity of the student population in their child’s current 
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school (44% to 37%, respectively). These data are shown in Figure 12-B.  
 

Parents whose children attend non-neighborhood schools are less likely to 
value the proximity of the school to their home or the fact that their child 
attends school with other children from their neighborhood.  

 Compared with respondents with children in neighborhood schools, subgroup respondents 
were less likely to rate it extremely important is located less than ½ hour from their home (76% 
to 87%) or that their child attends school with children from the neighborhood (27% to 
69%). They were also less likely to believe that their child being able to walk to school is 
extremely important (12% to 37%). These results are presented in Figures 11-A and 11-B.  

 

Figure 11-A. Percentage by Subgroup Who Responded “Extremely Important” 
to the Survey Item “Please rate how important each is to you and your family.” 
(Part 1)  
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Figure 11-B. Percentage by Subgroup Who Responded “Extremely Important” 
to the Survey Item “Please rate how important each is to you and your family.” 
(Part 2) 
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Figure 12-A. Percentage by Subgroup Who Responded “Very Satisfied” to the 
Survey Item “Please rate how satisfied you are with these aspects at your child’s 
current school.” (Part 1) 
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Figure 12-B. Percentage by Subgroup Who Responded “Very Satisfied” to the 
Survey Item “Please rate how satisfied you are with these aspects at your child’s 
current school.” (Part 2) 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 

 The data collected through surveys and focus groups with parents of GPS elementary school 
students reveal a strong preference throughout the district for neighborhood schools and a 
general skepticism that forms of school choice will be effective. However, analyses of data for 
subgroups of respondents and the more detailed information that was obtained from the focus 
groups highlighted the following conclusions. 

 
A small group of GPS parents would prefer to send their elementary school 
child to a school outside their neighborhood if a voluntary school choice 
option was provided.  
 
 A total of 88 survey respondents indicated a preference for sending their child to a non-

neighborhood elementary school. The majority of these parents have children who currently 
attend one of four GPS elementary schools: Hamilton Avenue (21 parents), Julian Curtiss 
(13 parents), New Lebanon (12 parents), and Cos Cob (10 parents). African American and 
multiracial parents were more heavily represented in this group than in the total survey 
population. 

 
 This group of parents indicated that their preference to send their child to a non-

neighborhood elementary school would be most influenced by the availability of innovative 
teaching models, individualized learning services, the school’s middle school feeder pattern, 
and opportunities for their children to develop new skills in science, technology, engineering, 
and math. 

 
 Many respondents indicated that bus transportation to and from school is absolutely 

necessary for their family in choosing a school. Yet, many parents in the focus groups 
believed that the district should use resources for educational purposes rather than providing 
buses for children to attend non-neighborhood schools. 

 
An additional 10 percent of the survey respondents (N = 191) indicated that 
they don’t know about their preference for a neighborhood or non-
neighborhood school and need more information to make their choice.  
 
 The responses of this group were similar to those of the subgroup of respondents who 

definitely or probably prefer a school outside their neighborhood, though they were not as 
favorable to choice options.  
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A large majority of the respondents, however, support voluntary choice over 
any form of forced redistricting. 
  
 Nevertheless, many parents who participated in the focus groups did not think school choice 

is a viable solution to the district’s racial balance and facility utilization problems.  
 
 Furthermore, they believe the district should use its resources to develop strategies that will 

improve all schools to benefit all children rather than to create a school choice program that 
will affect only a few families. 

 

Recommendations 
The data presented in this report suggest the following recommendations. 

 The district should continue to conduct community outreach or forums at the 
schools for the purpose of conveying accurate information to parents and 
community members about the district’s proposed strategies for addressing the 
racial balance and facility utilization issues.  
 

If the district decides to develop new choice or magnet programs, it should do the following: 

 Select themes that focus on innovative teaching models and hands-on learning 
about real-world issues, such as International Baccalaureate, STEM, 
environmental and global issues, or instructional strategies, including Montessori 
or Paedeia. 

 Consider developing a K–8 school to attract families who indicated that the 
elementary-to-middle-school feeder pattern would affect their school choice 
decisions. 

 Identify the aspects and components of ISD that are effective and attractive to 
parents from outside the school zone and use them as best practices when 
developing new programs or themes. 

 Develop programs or themes that do not require a large investment in 
resources in order to reassure families and staff in non-magnet schools that 
resources will not be drained or redirected from their schools to the new 
programs. 

 Research cost-effective strategies for transportation, such as bus hubs and 
transfer spots, to reduce the costs of implementing choice programs. 

 Provide sibling priority for enrollment in any new choice or magnet programs. 
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Greenwich, Connecticut 

 
 
 
Date of Meeting _____October 24, 2013_________________________ 
 
 
Title of Item:    Further Discussion and Possible Action on____________ 
    _Facility Utilization and Racial Balance________________ 
 
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION ITEMS 
 
 
_X_   Action required 
 
___ Informational only 
 
 
 Submitted By_______Ms. Leslie Moriarty______________________ 
 

Position ___________Board Chair________________________ 
 
   

I will be present at Board Meeting to explain if called upon 
 
   __X_    ____ 
     Yes       No 
 
 
Synopsis of Proposal: 
 
Racial Balance Update:  On October 10, 2013, the Board of Education (BOE) received a 
letter from the Commissioner of the State Department of Education responding to the 
letter sent by BOE Chair Leslie Moriarty on the Unique Schools status of New Lebanon  
 

(continued on next page) 
 
Recommended Action (if appropriate) 
 
Motion that the Board agrees it is in the best interest of the Greenwich Public Schools to 
try to reach a mutually acceptable resolution with the State Board of Education 
regarding racial balance.  Such resolution, which might include submission of a plan to 
address Greenwich’s racial imbalance while still maintaining our Unique Schools status, 
should be accomplished as soon as possible. 
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Synopsis of Proposal (continued): 
 
and Hamilton Avenue Schools. (Both letters are attached and available on the 
Greenwich Public Schools website.)  Members of the Board have reviewed the letter and 
the Board has met with counsel regarding the legal aspects of the Unique Schools 
status issue.  The Board has identified the following options to respond to the State. 
 

1) Assert Unique School status and do not supply a racial balance plan 
Would expect the State Department of Education will respond with 
administrative and/or court action 

 
2) Maintain Unique School status, but supply a racial balance plan 

Preserves Greenwich’s rights for future options, but acknowledges 
State’s position and tries to work within the system by developing a 
mutually acceptable resolution 

 
3) Supply a racial balance plan without asserting Unique School status 

Develop plan to work towards meeting State guidelines 
 
 
The Board has already made some decisions regarding actions to address facility 
utilization and, if it were necessary, could be applicable to a racial balance plan.  The 
Board has voted on the following: 

• Authorized the feasibility study for the New Lebanon School facility to 
identify the facility needs to deliver an appropriate educational 
environment and address the enrollment projections for this magnet 
school. 

• Authorized the development of a plan to strengthen the programming 
at New Lebanon, Hamilton Avenue and Julian Curtiss Schools for the 
purpose of increasing achievement for all students. 

• Authorized the evaluation of potential magnet themes for Hamilton 
Avenue School for the purpose of increasing achievement for all 
students. 

• Authorized Western Middle School as an intradistrict partial magnet 
school offering the International Baccalaureate program.  

• Determined that redistricting will not be used to address racial balance 
or facility utilization 

 
 

Additionally, the Board has discussed alternate ways to increase choice within the 
District to address shifting capacity issues.  The ideas have included (a) providing more 
transportation within our magnet system; (b) adding one or two additional magnet 
schools; (c) adding one additional school of choice (no magnet theme); (d) providing 
choice to any under-utilized school.  The Board has not taken any action on any of 
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these ideas and thus will need to continue to consider how or if they may be part of 
future actions or plans.  
 
Going forward, it is proposed that the Board work with the State Department of 
Education to identify a mutually acceptable resolution to address racial balance 
concerns.  It should be noted that this resolution should also address the District’s 
overcrowding issues.  The resolution should be accomplished as soon as possible so the 
District can have time to properly implement any solutions. 
 
 
Facility Utilization Update:  At the last meeting, the Board took action on several 
strategies to address the District’s facility utilization issues (see page 2).  The Board 
discussed but did not take action on adding an additional school of choice at North 
Street School.  The Board asked the Superintendent to provide more information on 
how that concept could be structured.  That document is attached for the Board’s 
review and discussion. 
 
Based on the need to determine a strategy to address racial balance, it is 
suggested that the Board not take action on the proposal to add another 
school of choice at this meeting.  There is the potential that the Board and the 
Administration may need to coordinate any additional strategies to address facility 
utilization and racial balance. 
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Proposal Identified at October 10, 2013 BOE Meeting 

The Superintendent was asked by the Board of Education (BOE) to prepare the outline of 
what a school of choice at North Street School would entail based on the proposal made at 
the October 10, 2013 meeting.  This proposal was made as part of a solution to address the 
District’s facility utilization issues.  This document presents the series of issues and 
proposed alternatives for the Board’s use as a discussion document. 

The proposal presented at the Board meeting was as follows:  (a) make North Street School 
a school of choice to which any Greenwich student is able to apply to attend, subject to 
space availability, with priority given to students from overcrowded schools; (b) there 
would be no special theme implemented at NSS; (c) choice students would go to the middle 
school assigned to their home address; (d) transportation would be provided from New 
Lebanon School since that is the most seriously overcrowded school. 

 

North Street School Enrollment Capacity 

North Street has the capacity for 500 students, based on 25 standard classrooms plus 
dedicated space for specials.  Enrollment at North Street School is projected to range from 
339 to 360 students over the next ten years.  Currently, the District operates two preschool 
classes at North Street.  Based on the enrollment projections, there is space available for 
choice students at North Street.  The following table provides the detailed projections. 

     

 

Year K 1 2 3 4 5 K-5

2014 - 2015 63 63 47 60 66 57 356

2015 - 2016 58 62 60 45 58 63 346

2016 - 2017 69 57 59 56 43 55 339

2017 - 2018 66 68 54 56 54 41 339

2018 - 2019 65 65 68 49 55 50 352

2019 - 2020 64 65 61 61 49 52 352

2020 - 2021 65 64 61 58 59 47 354

2021 - 2022 65 64 60 58 56 57 360

2022 - 2023 65 64 61 57 56 54 357

2023 - 2024 67 65 60 57 55 54 358

North Street Enrollment Projections

(Attendance Area Students)
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Based on these projections, North Street is scheduled for 19 sections in 2014-2015, with 
three sections in grades K, 1, 3, 4, and 5 and two sections in grade 2.  There would be two 
preschool sections for 2014-2015, thus leaving six available rooms.   

These projections result in the following number of sections and average class sizes for the 
students in the attendance zone: 

North Street School Enrollment - Attendance Area Only

 

 

North Street School Enrollment with a Choice Plan 

The administration recommends that a school choice program at North Street be modest in 
number of students and sections.  Target enrollment would be 400 K-5 students plus 
preschool students.  This would indicate choice seats availability of up to about 50 students 
be enrolled per year, with a suggested cap of 9 students per grade (which equates to 3 or 
fewer choice students per classroom).  It would be expected that in the initial year, there 
would be more interest by choice students in the lower grades; however there is room to 
accommodate students at all grades. 

This would entail increasing the number of K-5 sections from 19 to 20.  There would be 
room to increase the number of preschool sections if desired.  To understand the impact on 
class sizes, the following charts show the projected number of sections and class sizes with 
choice students assuming the maximum of 9 students per grade were enrolled.  As can be 
seen in the following chart, class sizes would be comparable to District averages and have 
less variation from grade to grade than other neighborhood schools: 

 

 

Year K 1 2 3 4 5 K-5 Year K 1 2 3 4 5 K-5

2014 - 2015 4 3 3 3 3 3 19 2014 - 2015 15.8 21.0 15.7 20.0 22.0 19.0 18.7

2015 - 2016 3 3 3 2 3 3 17 2015 - 2016 19.3 20.7 20.0 22.5 19.3 21.0 20.4

2016 - 2017 4 3 3 3 2 3 18 2016 - 2017 17.3 19.0 19.7 18.7 21.5 18.3 18.8

2017 - 2018 4 4 3 3 3 2 19 2017 - 2018 16.5 17.0 18.0 18.7 18.0 20.5 17.8

2018 - 2019 4 4 3 3 3 2 19 2018 - 2019 16.3 16.3 22.7 16.3 18.3 25.0 18.5

2019 - 2020 4 4 3 3 2 2 18 2019 - 2020 16.0 16.3 20.3 20.3 24.5 26.0 19.6

2020 - 2021 4 4 3 3 3 2 19 2020 - 2021 16.3 16.0 20.3 19.3 19.7 23.5 18.6

2021 - 2022 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 2021 - 2022 16.3 16.0 20.0 19.3 18.7 19.0 18.0

2022 - 2023 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 2022 - 2023 16.3 16.0 20.3 19.0 18.7 18.0 17.9

2023 - 2024 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 2023 - 2024 16.8 16.3 20.0 19.0 18.3 18.0 17.9

Sections Average Class Size

APPENDIX  Page 345 of 487



North Street School Enrollment with Choice Students (with maximum number of 9 choice students per 
grade) 

 

 

This model is based on the assumption that the existing North Street enrollment patterns 
will continue; that is, the number of student cohorts annually decreases from Kindergarten 
to fifth grade.  However, there is ample room under the class size guidelines in the upper 
grades to absorb a higher cohort survival rate for neighborhood students and still 
accommodate choice students. 

The increase in number of sections at North Street School may or may not be offset by a 
reduction in other buildings, depending on how many and from which schools the choice 
students move.  The impact on the cost for specials staffing would also depend on the 
changes in number of sections.  NSS specials staff would be able to accommodate the 
additional sections with, at most, an additional .2 FTE, with a possibility that no additional 
specials staff will be needed based on the needs of other schools . 

 

Magnet Theme 

The proposal recommended that there would be no specialized theme at a new choice 
school given the large number of changes and initiatives at the elementary school level, 
which require significant staff attention.  However, if the inclusion of a theme would 
increase the success of the choice program, then the Board might consider the investigation 
of a complementary program impacting achievement for all the students in the school.   

Middle School 

The market research confirmed that the choice of middle school has been a factor in the 
decision to be a magnet student.  For the four existing magnet schools, the current policy 

Year K 1 2 3 4 5 K-5 Year K 1 2 3 4 5 K-5

2014 - 2015 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 2014 - 2015 18.0 18.0 18.7 23.0 25.0 22.0 20.5

2015 - 2016 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 2015 - 2016 16.8 17.8 23.0 18.0 22.3 24.0 20.0

2016 - 2017 4 4 3 3 2 3 19 2016 - 2017 19.5 16.5 22.7 21.7 26.0 21.3 20.7

2017 - 2018 4 4 3 3 3 2 19 2017 - 2018 18.8 19.3 21.0 21.7 21.0 25.0 20.7

2018 - 2019 4 4 4 3 3 3 21 2018 - 2019 18.5 18.5 19.3 19.3 21.3 19.7 19.3

2019 - 2020 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 2019 - 2020 18.3 18.5 23.3 23.3 19.3 20.3 20.3

2020 - 2021 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 2020 - 2021 18.5 18.3 23.3 22.3 22.7 18.7 20.4

2021 - 2022 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 2021 - 2022 18.5 18.3 23.0 22.3 21.7 22.0 20.7

2022 - 2023 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 2022 - 2023 18.5 18.3 23.3 22.0 21.7 21.0 20.6

2023 - 2024 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 2023 - 2024 19.0 18.5 23.0 22.0 21.3 21.0 20.6

Average Class SizeSections

APPENDIX  Page 346 of 487



allows magnet students to choose to either go the middle school in the attendance zone for 
their magnet school or return to the middle school assigned to their home address.  In 
order not to have an unanticipated change in the middle school enrollment projections, it is 
suggested that the choice students attending North Street School be required to attend the 
middle school assigned to their home address.  If the Board wants all the choice/magnet 
students to have the same rules, then the Board can consider changing that rule for the 
other four magnet school students; though the Administration would recommend 
grandfathering current families under the existing rule.  

 

School Choice Process and Transportation 

Transportation is an additional consideration for the proposal to make North Street School 
a school of choice.   The market research identified transportation as a factor in choosing to 
become a magnet student.  During the focus group and the Board public forums, 
transportation was of particular importance for the New Lebanon and Hamilton Avenue 
families.   

The current transportation policy for magnet students is as follows:  Transportation is 
provided if the student lives within the middle school attendance zone of the magnet 
elementary school.  However, students can buy a bus pass if there is space availability on an 
existing bus route.  The cost for the bus pass in 2013-2014 is $220.   

Transportation cost is a concern for the District.  As such, it is recommended that a 
different approach be used for North Street School; one that relies on hub transportation 
and is differentiated to focus on the one school with the most immediate capacity issues.  
Since overcrowding is most severe at New Lebanon, the Administration recommends the 
Board provide hub transportation to magnet/choice schools as appropriate.   Specifically, 
the Board should consider adding transportation to North Street, and could consider 
adding transportation to Julian Curtiss since there is capacity to accept additional magnet 
students.  Transportation is already offered to attend Hamilton Avenue School if normal 
criteria for a bus is met.  A minimum ridership would be suggested to make it a cost 
effective strategy.  The cost for one bus operating on a hub schedule is approximately 
$70,000.   Further, the District recommends that transportation not be provided from other 
Central Middle School feeder schools as the current transportation policy would offer. 

 

Lottery Priorities 

Applications for students who wish to attend North Street School would be open to all 
students in the district.  If there are more applications than seats (reference the suggested 
cap on the choice students per grade), the district would have a lottery similar to the 
magnet lottery currently run for the existing magnet schools.  The lottery preferences 
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would be designed to address the facility utilization issues and could change annually if 
necessary.   

A proposal for lottery preferences to address the facility utilization issues for the 2014-15 
year is as follows:   

 
• New Lebanon students 
• Cos Cob students 
• Other Greenwich elementary students 
• Students who are children of Town of Greenwich or Greenwich Board of Education 

employees 

The District also recommends that the lottery priorities for the four existing magnet 
schools be reviewed to align with current enrollment issues.  The Administration will bring 
this to the Board in December 2013.  

 

Other Issues 

There will be other operational issues that need to be addressed if this proposal moves 
forward.  Several are: 

1) Currently, the starting times of the new school of choice and the lottery priority 
schools are different.  The District should determine what issues, if any, that may 
cause parents. 

2) Most school services and programs follow the student (e.g., special education, 
ELL).  However, there may be some school-sponsored programming or 
community-sponsored programming that is impacted.  The potential solutions to 
address issues can be evaluated once the choice students have been identified. 

3) It is recommended that the Board continue to endorse an open process involving 
staff and parents in decisions that impact programs and services in the schools. 

 

Budget Implications 

The financial cost of establishing North Street as a school of choice cannot be fully 
determined until the students have been identified.  However, the largest cost factors 
would be transportation (described above) and staffing.  Staffing costs would include the 
possible increase of 1 section at North Street if there was no offsetting decrease at another 
school and possible increase of specials staffing of up to .2 FTE (if the number of sections 
increases beyond current capacity for the specials staff).  The administration will develop 
cost projections as part of final planning.  
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Greenwich, Connecticut 

 
 
 
Date of Meeting _____November 7, 2013________    _________________ 
 
 
Title of Item:        Discussion and Possible Action on Next Steps to Address 

Facility Utilization and Racial Balance______            _______ 
 
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION ITEMS 
 
 
_ _   Action required 
 
_ X_ Informational only 
 
 
 Submitted By_______Ms. Leslie Moriarty______________________ 
 

Position ___________Board Chair________________________ 
 
   

I will be present at Board Meeting to explain if called upon 
 
   __X_    ____ 
     Yes       No 
 
 
Synopsis of Proposal: 
 
This agenda item is to identify the next steps for addressing facility utilization and racial 
balance.  At its October 24, 2013 meeting, the Board of Education (BOE) voted to try to reach a 
mutually acceptable resolution with the State Department of Education (SDE).   The BOE asked 
its representative to meet with the SDE to understand the process and expectations.  The 
 

(continued on the next page) 
 
Recommended Action (if appropriate) 
 
None 
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following information was shared at that meeting (summary document attached): 
 

1. The SDE indicated Greenwich should submit a plan that will stabilize and begin to 
improve the racial balance in two of its schools. 
 

2. The SDE indicated it will primarily evaluate the plan on its impact on the racial statistics 
since that is the basis of the Statute.  SDE would want to see proposed actions that 
permit the SDE to reasonably project that the plan will stabilize the trends and possibly 
start improving them.  The criteria in developing the plan should be the following:  does 
it positively impact racial balance. 

 
3. The SDE confirmed its interpretation of the Unique Schools section of the regulations as 

applying to only schools with no attendance zone.  All other schools, even those 
designated as Unique Schools, would be included in the racial balance list and fall under 
the Commissioner’s oversight.  The Commissioner would request a plan, either formal or 
informal, addressing the racial balance statistics as a condition of continued status as a 
Unique School. 

 
For its next steps, the Greenwich BOE needs to determine its response to the SDE.  The BOE has 
already taken action to address issues that will improve the achievement and operations of our 
District.  These actions are also expected to have a positive impact on racial balance.  These 
actions are all based on the Board’s support for neighborhood schools and parent choice.    The 
BOE voted to do the following: 
 

1. Conduct a feasibility study for the renovation and/or expansion of New Lebanon School.  
The issues to be studied include defining what are the needs for the school’s facilities to 
support a 21st century learning environment that accommodates the programs and 
services needed for the forecast enrollment.  As part of the study, consideration will be 
given to the impact of accommodating additional magnet students as well as the needs 
of the neighborhood students. 
 

2. Evaluate alternate magnet themes at Hamilton Avenue School.  The Board is interested 
in developing an identifiable unifying theme that supports academic achievement.  This 
modification will allow a sharper focus on achievement of all students and have the 
potential of attracting additional magnet students. 

 
3. Focus on the achievement gap with differentiated programming and services.  The 

entire district will benefit if the performance of the underperforming students show 
greater than average growth.  The efforts taken to address these needs to date, while 
showing some efficacy, have not yielded enough sustained progress.   The Board wants 
to better support the staff and students by evaluating and implementing proven 
strategies.  It would be expected that this programming would make three of the 
current magnet schools more attractive for new magnet families. 

 
4. Add Western Middle School as an intradistrict partial magnet school offering the 

International Baccalaureate (IB) program.  Greenwich students have the opportunity to 
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experience the IB primary years program at two of Greenwich’s magnet schools -- New 
Lebanon School or International School at Dundee.  The ability to continue this program 
into the middle years may encourage more families to choose to be a magnet family at 
both the elementary and secondary levels.  

 
5. Evaluate the current magnet selection process and rules to determine if they meet the 

District’s current objectives.  The evaluation is to include the identification of changes 
that would result in greater movement for racial balance and facility utilization. 

 
From the outset, the BOE indicated it will make decisions that are in the best interest of our 
students and our District.  The Board needs to determine two things:  (a) will the combined 
impact of these actions be sufficient to meet the meet SDE criteria of stabilizing and improving 
the current racial imbalance, and (b) does the BOE believe it is in the District’s interest to 
consider an additional action to encourage more movement.  The Board can consider, at a 
minimum, options previously identified: 

 
• Open seats at underutilized schools (one or more of the three schools that have 5 year 

projections of lower enrollment than capacity -- North Street School, Old Greenwich 
School, or Parkway School).  This can be done as a school of choice (no theme) or a 
magnet school (theme).  This would provide more choice, assist with facility utilization 
and impact racial balance.  Issues surrounding transportation, lottery protocol, caps per 
grade, middle school designation, costs and other factors would need to be considered. 

 
• Add preschool sections at an underutilized school to create movement with the idea 

that some of those children will stay in that school for their elementary years.  This 
option assists the Board with its early literacy goals while also impacting racial balance.  
Issues surrounding transportation, lottery protocol, caps per grade, middle school 
designation, costs and other factors would need to be considered.  

 
• Determine actions necessary for New Lebanon School and Hamilton Avenue School to 

more closely comply with the SDE working definition of a unique school.   
 
Possible Next Steps  
 
 From the outset, the BOE indicated it will make decisions that are in the best interest of 

our students and our District.  The BOE will need to determine if it believes the actions 
taken to date are sufficient to meet the SDE’s stated standard of stabilizing the racial 
trends and possibly improving them.  If not, the BOE will need to determine what else is 
needed to develop a credible plan. 
 

 If the BOE believes more is needed for a plan to meet the SDE’s stated goal of stabilizing 
and possibly improving the trend, it can request the Superintendent identify and 
develop an additional element to be part of the actions already taken by the Board, 
which together would comprise a racial balance plan.  Such recommendations should be 
developed with the involvement of parents and staff.  
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November 4, 2013 
Summary of October 29th Meeting with representative of State Department of Education 
 
• The purpose of the meeting was open dialogue with the State Department of Education 

(SDE) regarding process and SDE’s expectations for Greenwich’s response to racial 
imbalance notification. 

 
• Key message from SDE was that Greenwich is being asked to provide a plan that shows 

actions that may credibly be expected, at a minimum, to stabilize and, hopefully, to improve 
the statistics.  

 
• SDE is asking Greenwich to amend its 2007 plan to address the reasons or contributing 

factors that made it unsuccessful in improving or eliminating racial imbalance.  SDE will 
primarily evaluate the plan on its impact on the racial statistics since that is the basis of the 
Statute.  SDE would want to see proposed actions that permit the SDE to reasonably project 
that the plan will stabilize the trends and possibly start improving them.  The criteria in 
developing the plan should be the following:  does it positively impact racial balance. 

 
• SDE confirmed its interpretation of Unique Schools portion of the regulations, which are: 

o A school is automatically designated a Unique School if it has no students designated 
to attend (i.e., no attendance zone).  For those schools, SDE will keep statistics on 
racial composition but not include it on any list that cites imbalance. 

o All other schools, including those that have been designated as Unique Schools, 
would be placed on the imbalance list if it meets the definitions cited in the 
regulations and thus will fall under the Commissioner’s oversight.  In such situations, 
the Commissioner will want to see a plan to address racial balance, whether a formal 
plan in accordance with the regulations or a less formal plan, as a condition of 
continued status as a Unique School. 

o It was stated that the State BOE has no power to prescribe a particular solution; they 
can only reject a proposed plan and request a new plan be submitted. 

 
• Based on the discussion, it seems that the path forward is for the Greenwich BOE to 

develop a revision to the 2007 plan that would permit it reasonably to predict that the plan 
will stabilize and possibly improve racial balance.  Once developed, the plan should be 
submitted to the SDE/SBOE for approval.   No timeline was discussed, but there is some 
expectation for continued progress by the Greenwich BOE.  

 
 
 
TBM 
11/3/2013 
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Greenwich, Connecticut 

 
 
 
 
Date of Meeting _  January 9, 2014___________ 
 
 
Title of Item:    Facility Utilization and Racial Balance Update 
 

 
 
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION 
ITEMS 
 
 
__   Action required 
 
_X__ Informational only 
 
 
 Submitted By______Ms. Barbara O’Neill_______________________ 
 

Position __________Board Chairman_________________________ 
 
   
 

I will be present at Board Meeting to explain if called upon 
 
   __X_    ____ 
     Yes       No 
 
 
Synopsis of Proposal: 
 
 
 
 
 
    
 
Recommended Action (if appropriate) 
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Synopsis of Proposal: 
The purpose of this agenda item is to determine the Board’s next steps in addressing facility 
utilization and racial balance challenges. The Board has undertaken an extensive effort over the 
past year to evaluate the alternatives to address the State’s letter that Greenwich Public Schools 
are out of compliance with the State regulation on racial balance and the over-capacity issue at 
New Lebanon School.  
 
The Board of Education, (BOE) at the October 24, 2013 meeting voted it was in their best interest 
to try to reach a mutually acceptable resolution with the State Department of Education (SDE). 
Based on conversations with the SDE, the State is expecting Greenwich BOE to respond to their 
request for an amended plan which may credibly be expected, at a minimum, to stabilize and, 
hopefully, to improve the statistics.   
 
The Greenwich Board of Education has already voted on certain actions, which may comprise 
some or all of an amended plan. These actions reinforced the Board’s commitment to support 
neighborhood schools, prioritize academic achievement and have a positive impact on racial 
balance 
 
These decisions are: 
 

1. Evaluate potential magnet themes at Hamilton Avenue School that develop an 
identifiable unifying theme supporting academic achievement. This modification will 
allow a sharper focus on achievement of all students and have the potential of attracting 
additional magnet students. The Administration is to complete this work by March 30, 
2014. 

 
2. Evaluate programs and services focused on the achievement gap and achievement for all 

students at New Lebanon, Hamilton Avenue and Julian Curtiss Schools. Programs to be 
targeted are: K-3 reading, technology to personalize instruction, data to drive instruction, 
programs to increase parent involvement and other strategies focused on achievement. It 
would be expected that this programming would make three of the current magnet 
schools more attractive for new magnet families. The Administration is to complete this 
work by March 30, 2014.  

 
3. Add Western Middle School with its middle years International Baccalaureate program 

as a partial magnet school for all students in the district. Greenwich students have the 
opportunity to experience the IB primary years program at two of Greenwich’s magnet 
schools New Lebanon School or International School at Dundee. The ability to continue 
this program into the middle years may encourage more families to choose to be a 
magnet family at both the elementary and secondary levels.  

 
4. Evaluate renovation and/or expansion of New Lebanon School to create additional 

magnet seats, serve the increasing neighborhood enrollment and support a 21st century 
learning environment. As part of the study, consideration will be given to the impact of 
accommodating additional magnet students as well as the needs of the neighborhood 
students. If this action is part of an approved racial balance plan, then the project may 
qualify for 80% State reimbursement of eligible construction costs. The funding for the 
feasibility study is included in the 2014-15 capital budget. The Administration was also 
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asked to identify the short-term strategies to address over-crowding at New Lebanon 
School by February 20, 2014. 

 
5. Evaluate the rules surrounding the existing magnet school program, including 

transportation, middle school assignment and lottery protocols. At the December 19, 
2013 meeting, there was a discussion of the draft of the lottery protocol. The discussion 
concluded with a decision to have the administration re- look at the suggested revisions.  

 
There were also some ideas discussed as possible additional elements if the Board believes it 
needs to augment strategies to address facility utilization and/or racial balance. These include 
modifying the current elementary choice options to some or all under-utilized schools, additional 
changes to the rules for magnet schools, and expanding preschool in under-utilized schools.  
 
 
NEXT STEPS 
There are several activities underway to address academic achievement and the short term and 
long term impacts of over-crowding at New Lebanon School. The Board will have an opportunity 
to discuss this work in the coming months.   
 
The BOE from the beginning of this process has affirmed it will make decisions that are in the 
best interest of our students and our District. The Board needs to determine its response to the 
State for racial balance. Based on Board decisions to date, the remaining options include: 
 

1. To submit an amended plan or not 
 

2. Submit an amended plan that asserts unique school status for New Lebanon and Hamilton 
Avenue Schools and describes all approaches to address racial balance. These actions 
would include the existing and recently approved actions. 
 

3. Submit an amended plan that asserts unique school status for New Lebanon and Hamilton 
Avenue Schools and describes all approaches to address racial balance. These approaches 
would include existing and recently approved actions to address racial balance and would 
include an additional element or elements to those already decided by the Board. The 
Board needs to identify the goal for these additional elements (e.g., more opportunity for 
movement). If this is the selected path, it is suggested that the Board task the 
Administration with identifying alternate proposals using an inclusive process that 
involves parents and staff with its development. 
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GREENWICH	  PUBLIC	  SCHOOLS	  
Greenwich,	  CT	  

	  
New	  Lebanon	  School	  

FACILITY	  UTILIZATION	  UPDATE	  FOR	  2014-‐2015	  SCHOOL	  YEAR	  
February	  19,	  2014	  

_________________________________	  
	  
New Lebanon School’s (NLS) Kindergarten will be held at the Byram Archibald Neighborhood Center 
(BANC) for at least the 2014-2015 school year. NLS Kindergarten students will begin each school day at 
BANC for their academic classes, and will then take a school bus to NLS for the second half of their day for 
lunch, recess and specials (FLES, art, music, physical education, and media).  
 
This solution: 

- ensures that current NLS Kindergarten-4th Grade students maintain their elementary school experience 
at the New Lebanon School facility, 

- frees up three classrooms to address the projected enrollment needs for Grade 1-5 in 2014-2015, and 
- creates a safe and appropriate learning environment for our incoming Kindergarten students, while 

maintaining a connection to the New Lebanon School facility. 
 
The District would like to acknowledge BANC’s Board of Trustees for their cooperation and support in securing 
this location for our students.  
 
NLS has 14 classrooms and the projected enrollment for 2014-2015 will require 16 classrooms. After nine years 
of declining enrollment, New Lebanon School has experienced increasing enrollment since 2010 – 2011. NLS is 
projected to continue this increasing trend through at least 2015-2016, at which point it is expected to stabilize. 
Based on expected enrollment of 276 students for the next school year, three classes of Kindergarten will be 
held at BANC in 2014-2015. This will provide adequate space for the 12 sections projected for grades 1-5 at 
NLS in 2014-2015, leaving two classrooms available for instruction in the Advanced Learning Program (ALP), 
Special Education (SpEd), English Language Learning (ELL), and Reading. 
 
District and school administrators explored multiple options. We have arrived at the most viable solution for 
providing for the educational needs of all K-5 NLS students and maintaining class size guidelines, in a fiscally 
responsible manner. 
 
SHORT AND LONG TERM NEW LEBANON SCHOOL FACILITY PLANS 
A number of steps have been taken to address the facility utilization needs for NLS in both the short and long 
term: 
 
2013-2014 School Year:  

- The K-5 enrollment this year filled all 14 available classrooms at NLS. Based on class size 
guidelines, enrollment in two grades -- 1st and 3rd – warranted two additional sections. As a short-
term solution, two instructional aides were provided at each grade level to create more favorable 
ratios of teachers to students. 

- The Board of Education approved a Pre-Feasibility Study ($25,000), which is nearly completed, and 
will be presented in March 2014. This study will provide a square footage analysis as well as offer 
local and state benchmarks for high quality school facilities. 

- The Board of Education approved $100,000 in the 2014-2015 Capital Plan for a Feasibility Study to 
be conducted in the Summer of 2014. This study will provide a deeper facility analysis and begin to 
develop options for addressing facility needs.  

- District administration developed a short-term solution-- Kindergarten at BANC-- to address 2014-
2015 facility needs.  

 
2014-2015 School Year:  

- Kindergarten students are located BANC, freeing up three classrooms at NLS 
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- Feasibility study will be conducted for long-term building project 
- Pending Board of Education approval, the District will implement viable solutions to meet facility 

needs for 2015-2016. 
 
2014-2015 NEW LEBANON SCHOOL KINDERGARTEN AT BANC 
District and school administration have worked together to create a safe and appropriate educational setting for 
NLS Kindergarteners in the 2014-2015 school year. The following information provides an overview of a number 
of considerations and solutions that have been developed for implementing this plan. It is not intended to be an 
exhaustive list. 
 
School Day Schedule (Note: This schedule is similar to the current K schedule at NLS): 
Breakfast Program will be provided at BANC 
Morning the school day will begin at 8:15, with academic classes running until 12:15 
Transportation (mid-day) students will be transported by school bus from BANC to NLS daily from 12:20 -

12:30p.m. 
Recess will be held at NLS from 12:40 - 1:00 p.m. 
Lunch will be held at NLS from 1:00 - 1:30 p.m. 
Specials will be held at NLS (FLES, art, music, physical education, and media) 
After School students will be dismissed from NLS, following standard practices 
Other Considerations: 
Student Need 
Supports/Accommodations: 

certified staff and support staff will deliver instructional and support services as needed 
at the BANC facility (SpEd, ELL, Reading, mental health services, etc.) 

Administrator Oversight NLS Principal and Assistant Principal will schedule regular visits to the BANC site. A 
Lead Teacher at BANC will be responsible for communications and operational 
coordination.  

Nursing NLS Nurse will cover nursing needs at BANC 
Clerical Support: will be provided while students are at the BANC facility, providing clerical support and 

monitoring visitors to the building 
Custodial Services will be provided  
Materials and Resources will be moved from NLS to BANC 
Phones & Technology (phones, computers, smart boards, copier, etc.) all telephone and technology needs 

will be accommodated and comparable to those in the current Kindergarten 
classrooms. 

Security BANC has security cameras, locked doors and buzz-in system similar to NLS 
 
 
 
“The Byram Archibald Neighborhood Center (BANC) is a community resource that serves Byram and the 
western section of Greenwich CT. Its purpose is to provide a safe and structured environment to the young 
people of Greenwich. Through its various programs, including after-school, summer camps and sports teams, 
BANC offers a safe haven to do homework, learn social skills and be part of a team. 
 
The BANC center was donated to the Byram community in 1977 by Marie Athlie Archibald. Built in 1920, the 
center has served as a candy factory and a Masonic temple until being renovated in 1981 into its current 
neighborhood center form. Several renovations have taken place since and the BANC center is a real 
community center that serves hundreds of local children.” 
 
http://www.bancgreenwich.org/ 
 

### 
 

Contact: Kim Eves, Director of Communications 
Greenwich Public Schools 

203-625-7415 or kim_eves@greenwich.k12.ct.us 
www.greenwichschools.org 
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GREENWICH	PUBLIC	SCHOOLS	
Public	Engagement	for	Facilities	Utilization	and	Racial	Balance	

	

Revised	March	12,	2014	

Date	 Time	 Location Public	Engagement	Opportunity	

5/23/13	 1:00	pm	
	

6:00	pm	
7:00	pm	

Central	Office	
	
Central	Middle	School	
Central	Middle	School	

 New	Lebanon		&	Hamilton	Avenue	Principals	&	PTA	
Presidents	

 Press	Briefing	
 BOE	Meeting	Public	Hearing		

5/28/13	 8:30	am	 	  Elected	Officials	

5/29/13	 10:00	am	
3:00	pm	

Central	Office	
Greenwich	High	School	

 PTAC/PTA	Presidents	
 Teachers	Advisory	Committee	

5/30/13	 7:00	pm	 Central	Middle	School  Public	Forum	

5/31/13	 9:15	am	 Greenwich	High	School  Greenwich	Association	of	Realtors	

6/3/13	 7:00	pm	 Western	Middle	School  NLS/HAS	Parents	&	Staff	(Translated	&	Childcare)	

June	 Various	 Building	Based	  Meetings	with	Individual	Principals	

6/6/13	 1:00	pm	
6:00	pm	
7:00	pm	

Central	Office	
Greenwich	High	School	
Greenwich	High	School	

 Meet	w/NLS	&	HAS	Principals	&	PTA	Presidents	
 Press	Briefing	
 BOE	Work	Session	Public	Hearing	

6/10/13	 12:00	pm	 Central	Office	  Youth	Services	Council	–	Community	Organizations	

6/11/13	 6:30	pm	
7:30	pm	

Western	Middle	School
Western	Middle	School	

 New	Lebanon	&	Hamilton	Avenue	Parents	&	Staff	
 Public	Forum	

6/12/13	 8:30	am	
12:30	pm	

Central	Office	
Town	Hall	Cone	Room	

 Elected	Officials	
 PTAC/PTA	Presidents	

6/14/13	 11:00	am	 Town	Hall	Meeting	Room  Public	Forum	

6/17/13	 11:00	am	 Town	Hall	Meeting	Room  Greenwich	Association	of	Realtors	

6/19/13	 7:00	pm	 Eastern	Middle	School  Public	Forum	

6/20/13	 7:00	pm	 Greenwich	High	School  BOE	Meeting	Public	Hearing	

7/15/13	 10:00	am	 Hartford	  Update	State	Board	of	Education	

7/30/13	 7:00	pm	 Cos	Cob	School	  BOE	Meeting	Proposed	Plan	Progress	Update	

8/29/13	 1:00	pm	
	

6:00	pm	
7:00	pm	

Central	Office	
	
Greenwich	High	School	
Greenwich	High	School	

 New	Lebanon,	Hamilton	Avenue,	North	Street	&	
Parkway	principals	and	PTA	representatives	

 Press	Briefing	
 BOE	Meeting	Public	Hearing	

9/3/13	 7:00	pm	 Hamilton	Avenue	School  Public	Forum	in	Spanish	with	Childcare	

9/12/13	 7:00	pm	 Greenwich	High	School  BOE	Meeting	Public	Hearing	

9/17/13	 9:00	am	 Central	Office	  Elected	Officials	

9/19/13	 11:00	am	 Town	Hall	Cone	Room  PTA	Council	

9/24/13	 12:30	pm	 Town	Hall	Cone	Room  Youth	Services	Council	

9/25/13	 10:00	am	 Town	Hall	Cone	Room  Greenwich	Association	of	Realtors	

9/26/13	 7:00	pm	 Greenwich	High	School  BOE	Meeting	Public	Hearing	

10/8/13	 7:00	pm	 Central	Middle	School  BOE	Presentation	and	Public	Forum	

10/10/13	 7:00	pm	 Central	Middle	School  BOE	Meeting	Public	Hearing	
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Greenwich Public Schools
CMT Reading by Student Subgroup

Hamilton Avenue   Grades 3 - 5

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
All Groups Students Tested 116 132 158 147 145

Advanced 14.6% 12.1% 16.5% 19.8% 15.8%
Goal 56.0% 53.7% 53.1% 59.1% 49.6%
Proficient 76.7% 71.1% 67.0% 76.1% 73.2%

Asian Students Tested 7 9 12 12 10
Advanced 28.5% 33.2% 33.5% 33.8% 29.5%
Goal 100.0% 66.8% 75.1% 58.3% 60.2%
Proficient 100.0% 77.8% 83.4% 83.1% 80.3%

Black Students Tested 14 12 16 17 24
Advanced 21.4% 16.8% 19.1% 29.7% 17.0%
Goal 57.2% 49.6% 49.8% 64.7% 49.9%
Proficient 85.8% 66.1% 68.5% 76.5% 79.4%

Hispanic Students Tested 44 53 69 68 61
Advanced 4.5% 0.0% 4.4% 10.3% 13.0%
Goal 41.0% 45.3% 44.9% 50.0% 44.0%
Proficient 63.7% 62.3% 59.5% 69.1% 68.8%

White Students Tested 51 58 61 50 50
Advanced 19.6% 18.9% 26.2% 25.9% 15.9%
Goal 62.7% 60.2% 58.9% 69.8% 54.0%
Proficient 82.3% 79.2% 72.0% 83.8% 74.2%

Female Students Tested 63 68 86 82 80
Advanced 15.8% 10.3% 18.6% 23.4% 16.2%
Goal 55.5% 58.8% 58.1% 62.2% 54.7%
Proficient 76.2% 79.4% 69.8% 78.1% 80.1%

Male Students Tested 53 64 72 65 65
Advanced 13.2% 14.0% 14.0% 15.2% 15.4%
Goal 56.7% 48.3% 47.1% 55.2% 43.2%
Proficient 77.4% 62.4% 63.7% 73.7% 64.7%

SPED Students Tested 6 7 20 6 7
Advanced 0.0% 14.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 33.3% 42.8% 9.9% 16.6% 0.0%
Proficient 66.6% 57.0% 19.8% 33.3% 0.0%

ALP Students Tested 26 20 29 31 27
Advanced 46.2% 59.9% 58.7% 67.8% 59.2%
Goal 84.6% 95.0% 100.0% 100.0% 96.3%
Proficient 96.2% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

ELL Students Tested 12 14 14 15 13
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 8.4% 7.0% 7.1% 6.9% 15.6%
Proficient 41.7% 28.6% 43.0% 27.1% 46.4%

F/R Lunch Students Tested 55 63 76 78 80
Advanced 3.6% 3.3% 5.4% 7.7% 8.7%
Goal 41.8% 34.9% 43.3% 47.3% 42.3%
Proficient 67.3% 60.2% 59.2% 66.6% 67.5%
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Greenwich Public Schools
CMT Writing by Student Subgroup

Hamilton Avenue   Grades 3 - 5

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
All Groups Students Tested 137 151 164 164 171

Advanced 12.4% 17.3% 21.5% 18.9% 18.1%
Goal 56.9% 60.2% 61.0% 62.2% 52.4%
Proficient 81.8% 82.0% 86.6% 84.8% 78.9%

Asian Students Tested 7 9 12 12 10
Advanced 14.2% 44.2% 58.7% 16.3% 39.6%
Goal 100.0% 77.8% 83.4% 67.2% 59.6%
Proficient 100.0% 88.8% 100.0% 100.0% 90.0%

Black Students Tested 22 16 17 17 26
Advanced 13.7% 18.8% 23.7% 35.7% 15.5%
Goal 54.4% 49.8% 64.6% 82.5% 50.0%
Proficient 68.3% 62.4% 82.1% 94.3% 84.4%

Hispanic Students Tested 50 64 71 75 77
Advanced 4.0% 12.7% 12.9% 15.9% 12.8%
Goal 52.0% 56.3% 59.1% 55.9% 51.5%
Proficient 82.0% 81.2% 87.4% 84.0% 76.5%

White Students Tested 58 62 64 60 58
Advanced 18.9% 17.7% 23.4% 18.3% 22.5%
Goal 56.8% 64.5% 57.8% 63.3% 53.6%
Proficient 84.5% 87.1% 84.4% 80.0% 77.7%

Female Students Tested 70 76 89 87 92
Advanced 21.4% 19.8% 24.9% 25.3% 22.7%
Goal 62.8% 71.1% 69.8% 70.2% 63.9%
Proficient 88.6% 86.8% 91.1% 94.3% 88.0%

Male Students Tested 67 75 75 77 79
Advanced 3.0% 14.7% 17.4% 11.7% 12.7%
Goal 50.7% 49.3% 50.5% 53.2% 39.1%
Proficient 74.6% 77.2% 81.2% 74.1% 68.4%

SPED Students Tested 26 25 26 23 33
Advanced 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 7.7% 8.0% 7.6% 8.6% 6.0%
Proficient 30.7% 43.9% 50.0% 21.4% 21.1%

ALP Students Tested 27 20 29 31 27
Advanced 40.7% 40.0% 58.8% 61.3% 44.6%
Goal 92.6% 100.0% 93.2% 96.8% 96.4%
Proficient 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

ELL Students Tested 13 16 15 17 17
Advanced 0.0% 6.2% 0.0% 0.0% 6.1%
Goal 46.2% 43.9% 39.8% 29.9% 23.6%
Proficient 69.3% 74.9% 93.4% 77.0% 71.0%

F/R Lunch Students Tested 70 78 81 89 96
Advanced 5.7% 14.2% 11.2% 13.4% 9.3%
Goal 48.5% 50.0% 49.4% 57.3% 48.6%
Proficient 74.4% 75.5% 81.5% 79.9% 76.0%

APPENDIX  Page 360 of 487



Greenwich Public Schools
CMT Mathematics by Student Subgroup

Hamilton Avenue  Grades 3 - 5

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
All Groups Students Tested 123 135 161 154 157

Advanced 16.3% 27.4% 26.1% 28.6% 15.9%
Goal 48.8% 64.4% 57.1% 63.0% 52.2%
Proficient 70.7% 86.7% 82.0% 84.4% 80.9%

Asian Students Tested 7 9 12 12 10
Advanced 28.6% 55.6% 58.3% 41.7% 40.0%
Goal 85.7% 77.8% 91.7% 91.7% 50.0%
Proficient 100.0% 88.9% 100.0% 91.7% 100.0%

Black Students Tested 14 12 17 17 24
Advanced 0.0% 16.7% 23.5% 41.2% 12.5%
Goal 42.9% 41.7% 41.2% 64.7% 50.0%
Proficient 71.4% 66.7% 70.6% 76.5% 66.7%

Hispanic Students Tested 46 57 70 70 70
Advanced 8.7% 15.8% 15.7% 18.6% 10.0%
Goal 37.0% 52.6% 47.1% 52.9% 51.4%
Proficient 63.0% 80.7% 75.7% 82.9% 80.0%

White Students Tested 56 57 62 55 53
Advanced 25.0% 36.8% 32.3% 34.5% 20.8%
Goal 55.4% 78.9% 66.1% 69.1% 54.7%
Proficient 73.2% 96.5% 88.7% 87.3% 84.9%

Female Students Tested 64 68 87 84 84
Advanced 12.5% 26.5% 27.6% 26.2% 14.3%
Goal 42.2% 69.1% 62.1% 63.1% 53.6%
Proficient 67.2% 89.7% 82.8% 86.9% 84.5%

Male Students Tested 59 67 74 70 73
Advanced 20.3% 28.4% 24.3% 31.4% 17.8%
Goal 55.9% 59.7% 51.4% 62.9% 50.7%
Proficient 74.6% 83.6% 81.1% 81.4% 76.7%

SPED Students Tested 11 9 21 11 14
Advanced 9.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 27.3% 33.3% 9.5% 27.3% 14.3%
Proficient 45.5% 77.8% 42.9% 36.4% 57.1%

ALP Students Tested 27 20 29 31 27
Advanced 44.4% 75.0% 75.9% 90.3% 74.1%
Goal 96.3% 100.0% 89.7% 96.8% 96.3%
Proficient 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

ELL Students Tested 12 15 16 16 20
Advanced 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 12.5% 0.0%
Goal 16.7% 26.7% 12.5% 37.5% 15.0%
Proficient 33.3% 66.7% 62.5% 68.8% 45.0%

F/R Lunch Students Tested 58 65 78 81 90
Advanced 3.4% 16.9% 11.5% 19.8% 10.0%
Goal 37.9% 52.3% 44.9% 49.4% 46.7%
Proficient 67.2% 84.6% 75.6% 81.5% 76.7%
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Greenwich Public Schools
CMT Science by Student Subgroup

Hamilton Avenue   Grade 5

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
All Groups Students Tested 50 48 49 59 54

Advanced 8.0% 2.1% 10.4% 16.9% 16.6%
Goal 47.9% 37.5% 42.8% 69.3% 53.4%
Proficient 80.0% 72.8% 61.3% 88.2% 79.3%

Asian Students Tested 4 2 3 6 3
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 34.5% 32.8% 32.4%
Goal 49.8% 48.7% 67.6% 66.8% 67.2%
Proficient 100.0% 48.7% 100.0% 83.6% 100.0%

Black Students Tested 8 7 8 3 8
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 67.8% 0.0%
Goal 37.4% 14.4% 37.2% 100.0% 49.6%
Proficient 87.6% 42.8% 49.5% 100.0% 74.7%

Hispanic Students Tested 17 17 26 23 22
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.6% 18.2%
Goal 29.5% 23.8% 38.3% 56.4% 54.0%
Proficient 58.9% 76.5% 54.0% 87.0% 72.4%

White Students Tested 21 22 12 27 21
Advanced 19.0% 4.5% 17.1% 14.7% 18.9%
Goal 66.6% 54.5% 50.1% 77.5% 52.2%
Proficient 90.3% 81.8% 75.3% 89.0% 85.3%

Female Students Tested 26 28 23 32 27
Advanced 7.7% 3.5% 13.2% 15.7% 18.5%
Goal 49.9% 39.4% 30.4% 75.0% 58.9%
Proficient 80.7% 78.5% 52.3% 93.8% 81.1%

Male Students Tested 24 20 26 27 27
Advanced 8.3% 0.0% 8.0% 18.4% 14.7%
Goal 45.8% 34.7% 53.8% 62.7% 47.9%
Proficient 79.2% 64.8% 69.2% 81.6% 77.5%

SPED Students Tested 9 9 13 6 11
Advanced 11.1% 0.0% 8.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 22.2% 11.1% 15.6% 16.6% 26.5%
Proficient 66.7% 22.2% 30.9% 33.3% 63.0%

ALP Students Tested 15 6 11 14 8
Advanced 26.6% 16.7% 36.7% 64.0% 61.8%
Goal 86.7% 100.0% 90.5% 100.0% 100.0%
Proficient 93.3% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

ELL Students Tested 4 3 8 4 5
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 0.0% 0.0% 24.6% 0.0% 40.3%
Proficient 25.3% 100.0% 37.5% 50.9% 59.3%

F/R Lunch Students Tested 27 21 29 29 28
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 10.4% 7.2%
Goal 25.9% 24.1% 31.0% 48.3% 53.2%
Proficient 74.1% 76.4% 58.9% 82.9% 63.8%
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Greenwich Public Schools
CMT Reading by Student Subgroup

New Lebanon   Grades 3 - 5

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
All Groups Students Tested 90 84 100 111 109

Advanced 15.5% 11.9% 21.9% 20.5% 16.3%
Goal 62.2% 55.7% 58.9% 65.3% 56.5%
Proficient 81.1% 70.0% 76.9% 82.7% 72.1%

Asian Students Tested 5 4 3 4 3
Advanced 20.0% 0.0% 66.7% 25.1% 67.1%
Goal 40.0% 75.0% 66.7% 75.0% 67.1%
Proficient 100.0% 75.0% 100.0% 75.0% 67.1%

Black Students Tested 6 5 8 15 7
Advanced 16.6% 0.0% 12.6% 6.6% 0.0%
Goal 49.9% 19.7% 37.3% 46.1% 42.3%
Proficient 49.9% 80.1% 61.4% 79.8% 56.4%

Hispanic Students Tested 41 46 51 51 59
Advanced 2.4% 0.0% 5.9% 9.7% 10.1%
Goal 48.7% 41.1% 41.2% 52.9% 42.2%
Proficient 75.5% 56.2% 64.8% 70.5% 62.4%

White Students Tested 38 29 38 41 40
Advanced 28.9% 34.5% 42.0% 38.8% 24.7%
Goal 81.6% 82.7% 86.8% 87.4% 79.8%
Proficient 89.5% 89.6% 94.6% 100.0% 89.9%

Female Students Tested 45 45 52 53 43
Advanced 22.2% 8.9% 23.1% 26.1% 18.3%
Goal 66.7% 57.7% 61.4% 65.4% 67.1%
Proficient 86.7% 73.1% 76.6% 84.6% 83.2%

Male Students Tested 45 39 48 58 66
Advanced 8.9% 15.3% 20.7% 15.3% 15.1%
Goal 57.7% 53.5% 56.2% 65.3% 49.6%
Proficient 75.5% 66.4% 77.1% 81.0% 64.9%

SPED Students Tested 7 5 5 5 4
Advanced 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 14.3% 0.0% 19.9% 19.6% 24.5%
Proficient 28.6% 19.9% 40.2% 39.2% 75.4%

ALP Students Tested 22 20 29 28 23
Advanced 54.6% 45.1% 58.9% 57.2% 56.4%
Goal 100.0% 100.0% 89.7% 100.0% 100.0%
Proficient 100.0% 100.0% 96.6% 100.0% 100.0%

ELL Students Tested 10 10 10 19 14
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 39.8% 19.7% 0.0% 16.0% 7.3%
Proficient 59.7% 39.4% 40.0% 47.4% 21.3%

F/R Lunch Students Tested 33 49 59 58 62
Advanced 9.1% 4.0% 10.1% 15.3% 6.4%
Goal 54.5% 38.5% 44.1% 51.4% 43.3%
Proficient 72.8% 52.7% 66.1% 72.3% 62.5%
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Greenwich Public Schools
CMT Writing by Student Subgroup

New Lebanon   Grades 3 - 5

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
All Groups Students Tested 97 91 111 122 122

Advanced 21.6% 20.8% 12.6% 17.9% 14.6%
Goal 64.9% 63.6% 63.1% 64.7% 63.9%
Proficient 83.5% 84.6% 78.4% 87.0% 85.2%

Asian Students Tested 5 4 3 4 3
Advanced 0.0% 75.0% 33.3% 25.1% 33.2%
Goal 80.0% 100.0% 100.0% 50.0% 67.1%
Proficient 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 75.0% 67.1%

Black Students Tested 6 6 10 16 9
Advanced 49.9% 0.0% 0.0% 12.2% 33.0%
Goal 49.9% 33.1% 49.5% 62.3% 44.4%
Proficient 83.4% 67.0% 70.2% 87.7% 77.7%

Hispanic Students Tested 47 51 58 59 68
Advanced 8.5% 9.7% 8.6% 13.6% 8.8%
Goal 55.2% 54.7% 53.6% 52.7% 58.9%
Proficient 78.7% 76.4% 72.6% 81.5% 82.4%

White Students Tested 39 30 40 43 42
Advanced 35.9% 36.8% 20.0% 25.5% 18.9%
Goal 76.9% 80.0% 77.5% 83.7% 76.2%
Proficient 87.2% 100.0% 87.4% 95.4% 92.7%

Female Students Tested 48 48 55 56 46
Advanced 27.0% 29.1% 19.9% 26.5% 21.7%
Goal 77.0% 70.7% 72.6% 78.6% 84.6%
Proficient 85.4% 85.3% 89.0% 94.6% 97.9%

Male Students Tested 49 43 56 66 76
Advanced 16.3% 11.5% 5.4% 10.6% 10.4%
Goal 53.0% 55.6% 53.7% 52.9% 51.3%
Proficient 81.6% 83.7% 68.0% 80.5% 77.5%

SPED Students Tested 14 12 16 16 17
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 6.2% 6.2% 5.7%
Goal 14.4% 8.3% 18.7% 12.3% 23.6%
Proficient 35.8% 33.2% 43.9% 44.3% 41.2%

ALP Students Tested 22 20 29 28 23
Advanced 50.0% 50.1% 24.1% 39.3% 39.2%
Goal 90.9% 95.0% 96.5% 92.9% 100.0%
Proficient 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

ELL Students Tested 13 13 16 23 20
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 6.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 30.7% 30.7% 18.8% 35.4% 30.6%
Proficient 69.2% 69.1% 37.7% 65.8% 60.6%

F/R Lunch Students Tested 36 54 69 67 74
Advanced 11.1% 16.5% 10.0% 17.8% 13.5%
Goal 61.1% 55.4% 55.2% 60.0% 55.4%
Proficient 83.3% 79.6% 72.6% 82.4% 79.8%
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Greenwich Public Schools
CMT Mathematics by Student Subgroup

New Lebanon  Grades 3 - 5

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
All Groups Students Tested 92 86 104 117 112

Advanced 21.7% 19.8% 25.0% 19.7% 23.2%
Goal 54.3% 52.3% 66.3% 62.4% 57.1%
Proficient 84.8% 77.9% 81.7% 85.5% 83.9%

Asian Students Tested 5 4 3 4 4
Advanced 0.0% 25.0% 66.7% 50.0% 50.0%
Goal 20.0% 100.0% 100.0% 75.0% 75.0%
Proficient 60.0% 100.0% 100.0% 75.0% 75.0%

Black Students Tested 6 5 9 15 7
Advanced 16.7% 0.0% 11.1% 13.3% 14.3%
Goal 33.3% 0.0% 22.2% 40.0% 28.6%
Proficient 66.7% 40.0% 55.6% 80.0% 57.1%

Hispanic Students Tested 43 48 54 56 61
Advanced 18.6% 8.3% 11.1% 12.5% 11.5%
Goal 51.2% 43.8% 55.6% 53.6% 42.6%
Proficient 83.7% 68.8% 74.1% 78.6% 78.7%

White Students Tested 38 29 38 42 40
Advanced 28.9% 41.4% 44.7% 28.6% 40.0%
Goal 65.8% 69.0% 89.5% 81.0% 82.5%
Proficient 92.1% 96.6% 97.4% 97.6% 97.5%

Female Students Tested 47 47 54 55 46
Advanced 21.3% 14.9% 24.1% 16.4% 23.9%
Goal 55.3% 46.8% 57.4% 58.2% 63.0%
Proficient 87.2% 76.6% 74.1% 85.5% 93.5%

Male Students Tested 45 39 50 62 66
Advanced 22.2% 25.6% 26.0% 22.6% 22.7%
Goal 53.3% 59.0% 76.0% 66.1% 53.0%
Proficient 82.2% 79.5% 90.0% 85.5% 77.3%

SPED Students Tested 8 7 7 9 6
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 11.1% 16.7%
Goal 25.0% 14.3% 42.9% 33.3% 33.3%
Proficient 62.5% 28.6% 42.9% 55.6% 66.7%

ALP Students Tested 22 20 29 28 23
Advanced 63.6% 70.0% 65.5% 57.1% 65.2%
Goal 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 92.9% 87.0%
Proficient 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

ELL Students Tested 12 12 13 23 17
Advanced 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 5.9%
Goal 50.0% 33.3% 30.8% 43.5% 17.6%
Proficient 75.0% 58.3% 53.8% 65.2% 58.8%

F/R Lunch Students Tested 34 50 63 63 64
Advanced 8.8% 14.0% 15.9% 14.3% 14.1%
Goal 41.2% 46.0% 55.6% 58.7% 45.3%
Proficient 70.6% 74.0% 76.2% 81.0% 75.0%
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Greenwich Public Schools
CMT Science by Student Subgroup

New Lebanon   Grade 5

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
All Groups Students Tested 43 28 28 42 45

Advanced 9.3% 14.2% 7.0% 16.5% 6.6%
Goal 48.8% 35.5% 39.2% 51.9% 48.6%
Proficient 81.4% 85.7% 82.1% 75.8% 73.2%

Asian Students Tested 2 1 2
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 0.0% 0.0% 50.0%
Proficient 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Black Students Tested 4 2 9 4
Advanced 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 25.0% 0.0% 21.5% 25.0%
Proficient 75.1% 49.7% 55.2% 74.4%

Hispanic Students Tested 17 18 20 20 24
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.2% 0.0%
Goal 35.3% 27.5% 34.8% 50.1% 33.5%
Proficient 70.5% 77.8% 80.0% 69.8% 58.4%

White Students Tested 20 9 6 11 17
Advanced 15.0% 44.4% 33.0% 45.1% 17.6%
Goal 70.0% 55.6% 66.9% 81.5% 76.2%
Proficient 90.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 94.2%

Female Students Tested 20 13 13 21 19
Advanced 10.0% 15.3% 0.0% 4.9% 10.3%
Goal 40.0% 38.2% 46.0% 42.2% 62.7%
Proficient 80.0% 84.4% 76.6% 61.4% 84.1%

Male Students Tested 23 15 15 21 26
Advanced 8.7% 13.2% 13.1% 28.2% 3.8%
Goal 56.5% 33.1% 33.2% 61.6% 38.3%
Proficient 82.5% 86.8% 86.9% 90.2% 65.3%

SPED Students Tested 7 5 4 4 7
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 14.3% 0.0% 24.9% 0.0% 14.2%
Proficient 28.6% 60.1% 75.1% 24.8% 42.8%

ALP Students Tested 10 7 6 11 10
Advanced 30.0% 57.1% 33.3% 45.7% 29.8%
Goal 90.0% 85.7% 100.0% 90.9% 100.0%
Proficient 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

ELL Students Tested 4 3 4 3 9
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Goal 0.0% 32.9% 0.0% 0.0% 22.5%
Proficient 49.9% 65.8% 51.1% 0.0% 33.3%

F/R Lunch Students Tested 8 17 19 23 26
Advanced 0.0% 0.0% 5.2% 12.9% 0.0%
Goal 25.0% 29.1% 31.4% 43.2% 26.7%
Proficient 74.9% 82.3% 79.0% 64.8% 57.5%
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New Lebanon School
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 GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
 

Greenwich, Connecticut 
 
Date of Meeting: March 20, 2014 
 
Title of Item:   New Lebanon School Pre-Feasibility Study       
 
Policy Reference: E - 051      
     

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATIONAL ITEM 
 
______X______ Action Requested            Informational Only 
 
  Submitted By: __William S. Mckersie, PhD             _ 
 
  Position:  _Superintendent                             __ 
 
  I will be present at Board meeting to explain if called upon: 
 
     ___X__                    _____ 
             Yes            No 
 
Overview 
At the October 10, 2013 Board of Education Work Session, the Board of Education 
authorized $25,000 from the current operating budget to perform a limited focus study 
on New Lebanon Elementary School.  
 
The Pre-Feasibility Study provides a “jump start” for the full Feasibility Study, which will 
be paid for by capital funds of $100,000 (requested for FY 2014-2015). If capital funds 
are available, a Request for Proposals (RFP) will be released in the spring 2014 to 
begin July 1, 2014. 
 
Attached is the Pre-Feasibility Study of expansion options at New Lebanon Elementary 
School. In preparing the document, KSQ (District’s architect) met numerous times with 
the Superintendent, Managing Director of Operations, Director of Facilities, and New 
Lebanon School Principal. 
 
 
Highlights 
 

• The benchmark analysis shows New Lebanon School is below average as 
compared to all District elementary schools in numerous site features, classroom 
inventory and all core common areas. 

 
• Preliminary Planning & Zoning review suggests that there is sufficient floor area 

ratio to expand on present location. However, other site characteristics, such as 
steep slopes, place constraints on construction. 
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• The maximum square feet calculation, potential state reimbursement, and draft 

education specification is based on the current grade configuration (e.g. no 
PreK). Any modifications to grade configuration will adjust calculations, etc. 

 
• Five options were reviewed. Only Options C and D meet education/program 

needs. Options A-C requires swing space during construction. 
 

• Independent cost analysis estimates construction costs between $29.9M to 
$34.7M. Estimates do not include architect/design fees. Cost estimates will 
change as design progresses.  

 
• Construction schedule anticipates start date of July 2016 with 18-24 month 

construction window, depending on option. Estimated completion date is 
January/June 2018. 

 
 
Next Steps 
There are major next steps indentified at the close of the study. Some steps of note are: 
 

• Create master project schedule. 
 

• To be eligible for the 80% Diversity Grant reimbursement, the Board of Education 
will need to include additional magnet seats at New Lebanon in Greenwich’s plan 
to address identified racial imbalances submitted to the State of CT.  

 
• Release RFP for Full Feasibility Study. 

 
• Exploring timing of creation of Building Committee. 

 
 
Recommend Action 
None at this time. 
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS

KSQ Architects PC

New Lebanon School (K-5)
25 Mead Avenue, Greenwich, CT

20 March 2014

New Lebanon ES Feasibility 
Expansion Study
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Preliminary Benchmark Analysis
Planning & Zoning Overview
CT State School Construction Grants 
Proposed Space Allocation
Alternative School Expansion Diagrams
Concept Comparisons
Next Steps 

New Lebanon ES Feasibility 
Expansion Study

Report Contents:

KSQ Architects PC

--------------- [3-10]
------------------- [11-16]

-------- [17-20]
--------------------- [21-24]

---- [25-45]
--------------------------- [46-50]

------------------------------------------ [51-52]
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Preliminary Benchmarking Analysis

New Lebanon ES Feasibility 
Expansion Study

KSQ Architects PC
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PRELIMINARY BENCHMARKING ANALYSIS

BUILDING ENTRANCE

• Gymnasium
• Cafeteria
• Media Center

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Site Features

Classroom Inventory

Core Common Areas
Each school building will contain core facilities space sufficient for that 
school’s student population. Core facilities include but are not limited 
to gymnasiums, auditoriums, cafeterias, media centers, computer 
labs, teacher work areas, music rooms, art rooms and storage areas. 

All school facilities will contain sufficient classroom space to
accommodate class size guidelines and the curriculum, as well as the 
programmatic needs and policies approved by the Board of Education.

Outdoor athletic and play facilities at each school will be sufficient to 
support its student population and its programmatic needs, and will be 
equitable across the District.

District / CT State Elementary Benchmark
This report recognizes the Glenville Elementary School as a district 
wide benchmark for the Town of Greenwich, for educational program 
and floor area space standards.

Floor Area Comparisons
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(m)

(m)

(m)

(m)

(m)

(m)

District E.S. 
Benchmark

(m)Meets or exceeds 
average

Meets 
average

Below 
average

Not 
Applicable

Magnet 
School

Basis for 
Study

PRELIMINARY BENCHMARKING ANALYSIS

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY 5

SITE FEATURES

School Access to 
Playgrounds

Open Field 
Space

Parking Spaces # per 
staff

Courtyards Kindergarten 
Playspace

Community 
Walkability

Cos Cob ± 75 1.3

Glenville ± 100 1.9

Hamilton Ave ± 50 0.6

ISD ± 50 1.0

Julian Curtiss ± 75 1.2

North Mianus ± 90 1.4

North Street ± 50 0.9

Old Greenwich ± 75 1.3

Parkway ± 75 1.9

Riverside ± 50 0.8

New Lebanon ± 30 0.5
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(m)

(m)

(m)

District E.S. 
Benchmark

(m)

PRELIMINARY BENCHMARKING ANALYSIS

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY 6

* 1995 Addition – Two (2) 1,000 sf K-Classrooms

CLASSROOM INVENTORY

School Instructional 
Classrooms

Class Size 
(8yr High)

Class Size 
(Current)

Average 
Class Size

K-
Classroom

1st

Grade
2nd

Grade
3rd

Grade
4th

Grade
5th

Grade

Cos Cob 23 490 445 21.3 960 sf 980 sf 750 sf 715 sf 715 sf 775 sf

Glenville 22 433 406 19.7 1,000 sf 900 sf 850 sf 850 sf 850 sf 850 sf

Hamilton Ave 20 339 335 16.9 880 sf 800 sf 800 sf 800 sf 800 sf 775 sf

ISD 18 378 378 21 730 sf 930 sf 750 sf 730 sf 745 sf 740 sf

Julian Curtiss 18 345 345 19.2 835 sf 745 sf 740 sf 765 sf 750 sf 740 sf

North Mianus 23 464 448 20.2 1,000 sf 850 sf 750 sf 815 sf 675 sf 700 sf

North Street 23 368 368 16 980 sf 825 sf 830 sf 840 sf 860 sf 800 sf

Old Greenwich 23 397 397 17.3 950 sf 860 sf 705 sf 705 sf 705 sf 860 sf

Parkway 16 225 225 14.1 820 sf 765 sf 765 sf 800 sf 825 sf 750 sf

Riverside 24 495 495 20.6 1,045 sf 875 sf 710 sf 715 sf 715 sf 715 sf

New Lebanon 14 293 263 21 *1,000 sf 720 sf 720 sf 670 sf 670 sf 675 sf

(m) Magnet 
School

Basis for 
Study
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(m)

(m)

Gym Floor Area Comparison

Overlay of 40’x70’ Typical Elementary Gym Clear Floor Area

(m)

(m)

PRELIMINARY BENCHMARKING ANALYSIS

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY 7

CORE COMMON AREAS - GYM/AUDITORIUM

4,671 sf 5,067 sf

5,931 sf

4,450 sf

3,893 sf

3,800 sf

3,502 sf

3,201 sf

3,321 sf

2,808 sf

Gym Gym / 
Audit.

CC

GL

HA

ISD

JC

NM

NS

OG

PW

RS

NL

6,480 sf

S
ta

ge

S
ta

ge

S
ta

ge

S
ta

ge

S
ta

ge

S
ta

ge

S
ta

ge

S
ta

ge

S
ta

ge

District E.S. 
Benchmark

(m) Magnet 
School

Basis for 
Study

Gym Gym

Gym/Auditorium

Gym/Auditorium

Gym/Auditorium

Gym/Auditorium

Gym/Auditorium

Gym/Auditorium

Gym/Auditorium

Gym/Auditorium

Gym
Cafe/

Auditorium
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Kitchen

(m)

(m)

(m)

(m)

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY 8

Lunch 
Room

Lunch 
Room

Lunch 
Room

Lunch 
Room

Lunch 
Room

Lunch 
Room

Lunch 
Room

(K)

(K)

(K)

(K)

(K)

(K)(K)

PRELIMINARY BENCHMARKING ANALYSIS
CORE COMMON AREAS - CAFETERIA & KITCHEN

Lunch 
Room

(K)

Cafe Cafe / 
Audit.

sf per 
student

CC 9.75

GL 8.87

HA 12.28

ISD 8.59

JC 5.64

NM 4.92

NS 10.25

OG 7.93

PW 12.20

RS 4.80

NL 4.75
965 sf

1,690 sf

1,730 sf

Lunch 
Room

Lunch 
Room

Lunch 
Room

(K)

615 sf

1,405 sf

540 sf

3,125 sf

650 sf

3,775 sf

2,390 sf 860 sf

3,250 sf

1,950 sf

1,200 sf

3,150 sf

1,875 sf
875 sf

2,750 sf

4,338 sf

Stage

Stage

3,605 sf

2,380 sf

650 sf

2,205 sf 1,945 sf

(K)

285 sf

1,250 sf

855 sf

2,750 sf

4,114 sf

District E.S. 
Benchmark

(m) Magnet 
School

Basis for 
Study

Cafeteria Floor Area Comparison:

Lunch Room & Kitchen

1,324 sf

3,014 sf

3,058 sf

(K)

1,056 sf

(K)
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(m)

(m)

(m)

(m)

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY 9

CORE COMMON AREAS - MEDIA CENTER
PRELIMINARY BENCHMARKING ANALYSIS

Media Floor 
Area

CC 4,415 sf

GL 4,250 sf

HA 3,600 sf

ISD 3,670 sf

JC 3,085 sf

NM 2,900 sf

NS 2,920 sf

OG 4,505 sf

PW 4,210 sf

RS 4,985 sf

NL 2,200 sf
4,415 sf

4,985 sf

4,505 sf

4,210 sf

4,250 sf

3,600 sf 3,670 sf

3,085 sf 2,920 sf

2,900 sf 2,200 sf

District E.S. 
Benchmark

(m) Magnet 
School

Basis for 
Study

Media Center Floor Area Comparison:

Stacks, Meeting Room, Computer Room
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(m)

(m)

District E.S. 
Benchmark

(m)

(m)

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY 10

School Cafeteria Gymnasium Gym/Audit. Cafetorium Media Center Music Art Community / 
PTA Room

Cos Cob

Glenville

Hamilton Ave

ISD

Julian Curtiss

North Mianus

North Street

Old Greenwich

Parkway

Riverside

New Lebanon

PRELIMINARY BENCHMARKING ANALYSIS
SUMMARY - CORE COMMON AREAS

(m)Meets or exceeds 
average

Meets 
average

Below 
average

Not 
Applicable

Magnet 
School

Basis for 
Study
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS

KSQ Architects PC

Town of Greenwich 
Planning & Zoning Overview

New Lebanon ES Feasibility 
Expansion Study
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY 12

KSQ Architects has completed an overview of the Town of Greenwich 
Planning & Zoning regulations as these regulations apply to the New 
Lebanon School Campus.

KSQ Architects also met with Town of Greenwich Planner Marek
Kosikowski on 26 November 2013 in order to confirm basic 
assumptions. 

NORTH 

PLANNING & ZONING OVERVIEW

25 Mead Avenue

The campus at 25 Mead Avenue is a dynamic site that presents 
various features such as steep slopes, rock outcropping, dense forest 
and proximity to I-95. 

Site Characteristics

An example of the Town of Greenwich Planning & Zoning approval 
process with a benchmarking timeline. 

Greenwich Zoning Approvals
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PLANNING & ZONING OVERVIEW

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY 13

NORTH 

Part B –
1.07 ac 

Part C –
1.08 ac 

Part A –
2.88 ac 

Campus is assembled from 3 parcels and totals approximately 5 Acres. 

25 MEAD AVENUE

Mead Avenue
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Schedule of Zoning Criteria

Lot Area 
(sf/ac)

F.A.R. 
Permitted

Max Achievable 
Floor Area

Total Existing 
Floor Area

Front Yard 
(ft.)

Side Yard 
(ft)

Rear Yard 
(ft.)

Building Height 
(ft. / stories)

Existing Site (A+B) 172,188 sf / 3.9 .55 94,703 sf 30,920 sf (.18) 25 ft 25 ft 25 ft 35 ft / 3

Full Site (A+B+C) 219,185 sf / 5.0 .55 120,551 sf 30,920 sf (.14) 25 ft 25 ft 25 ft 35 ft / 3

PLANNING & ZONING OVERVIEW
25 MEAD AVENUE

25’-0”
Building 
Setback

NORTH 

30,920 sf

Site A
Site B

Site C
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PLANNING & ZONING OVERVIEW
SITE CHARACTERISTICS

A

B

C

D

E

F

Steep Slopes

Open space / recreation

Proximity to I-95

Proximity to single-family homes

Limited on-site parking

Dense forested area / ravine

AA

B

C

D

E

F

W
es

se
ls

P
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ce

Ja
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es
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t
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 S
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Mead Ave

D

G Proximity to Town Library

G

NORTH 

(+/- 30’ elev. change)

(with steep slopes)
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GREENWICH ZONING APPROVALS

16GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY

PLANNING & ZONING OVERVIEW

Preliminary Application

Circulate to Town Departments 
for Review

Architectural Review
Special Exception ZBA

Preliminary Decision
(within 65 days)

P & Z Commission Hearing

Final Application

Circulate to Town Departments 
for Review

P & Z Commission Hearing

Decision
(within 65 days)

OSF Review

TIME FRAME
2-3 MONTHS

4-6 MONTHS

1-3 MONTHS

2 MONTHS

9-14 MONTHS

Office of School Facilities
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS

KSQ Architects PC

CT State School Construction Grants

New Lebanon ES Feasibility 
Expansion Study
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REIMBURSEMENT BONUS APPROVALS
CT STATE SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION GRANTS

18GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY

State Reimbursement by Connecticut State Statue
C.G.S. 10-286h Diversity Schools = 80%

Eligible local or regional boards of education, for purposes of a diversity school, shall be 
eligible for reimbursement of eighty percent (80%) of the reasonable cost of any capital 
expenditure for the purchase, construction, extension, replacement, leasing or major 
alteration of diversity school facilities, including any expenditure for the purchase of 
equipment, in accordance with this section. To be eligible for reimbursement under this 
section, a diversity school construction project shall meet the requirements for a school 
building project established in this chapter, except that the Commissioner of 
Construction Services may waive any requirement in this chapter for good cause.

Proportion of pupils of racial minorities in all grades of the school is greater than twenty-
five percent (25%) of the proportion of pupils of racial minorities in the public schools in 
all of the same grades of the school district.

School Board must demonstrate evidence of a good-faith effort to correct the existing 
disparity in the proportion of pupils of racial minorities in the District, as determined by 
the Commissioner of Education.
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18-24 MONTHS

CM as Advisor

CM as     
Constructor

LOCAL REQUIREMENTS

19GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY

CT SCHOOL BUILDING PROCESS

TIME FRAME

BOE AE / CM OSF

LEGEND

BOE Needs Assessment

BOE File ED049 ** Local
Authorization

Form Bldg Comm.

Required

Construction System

Hire Design Team

OSF Prep Meeting

Design Process

Annual submission in June 
(Consider June 2015)

Three Req.
Authorizations

Enrollment 
Projections

Write Ed
Specifications

Cost Estimating
Worksheets

Eligible /
Ineligibles

Space Standard
Worksheet

Reimbursement &
Bonuses

Board of Education Architecture / Engineering / Construction Manager Office of School Facilities Building Committee
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APPROVALS OVERVIEW

20GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY

CT OFFICE OF SCHOOL FACILITES

OSF Prep Meeting

TOTAL TIME FRAME = 2 to 3 Years

Project Team List Determine Phases

PCTOSF Rejects Application

PCT Submission

OSF Accepts for Plan Review

Local Review & Sign Off OSF Review & Sign Off

Town Schedule PCT

Town Letters
EDOs

Design Team
Letters

OSF Checklist
Cost Estimates

State Mods
Design Documents

Agency 
Approvals

DPW
DPH
EPA
DEP
STC
DPS

Project Approved for Bid

Modify / Correct

OSF Approved

Design / Approval Sequence

Refer to Previous Slide

BOE AE / CM OSF ST/FED

Board of Education Architecture / Engineering / Construction Manager Office of School Facilities CT State / Federal

OSF Approved

LEGEND
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS

KSQ Architects PC

Proposed Space Allocation

New Lebanon ES Feasibility 
Expansion Study
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State Standard Space Specifications
Grades

Projected Enrollment Pre-K / K 1 2 3 4 5

Allowable Square Footage per Pupil

0-350 124 124 124 124 124 156

350-750 120 120 120 120 120 152

DERIVE MAX. GROSS AREA per CT STATE SPACE 
SPECIFICATIONS

1. Under the column headed “Projected Enrollment”, find the range within which your school’s highest 
projected 8 year enrollment falls.

2. Using the figures on that line, complete the grid below for only those grades housed within the school.
Pre-K 0 6

K 124 7

1 124 8

2 124 9

3 124 10

4 124 11

5 156 12

a) Total (grades Pre-K-12) 776

b) Number of grades housed 6

c) Average [a / b] 129.33

d) Highest projected 8-year 293 **

e) Maximum square feet [c x d] 37,894.7 sf

PROPOSED SPACE ALLOCATION

** Based on 10/10/13 
Annual Enrollment Report

APPENDIX  Page 393 of 487



20 March 2014 GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY 23

Area # Area Total

K-Class w/ Toilets 1,000 sf 3 1,000 sf 3,000 sf

1st Grade Class w/ Toilets 720 sf 3 850 sf 2,550 sf

2nd Grade Class 670 sf 3 850 sf 2,550 sf

3rd Grade Class 670 sf 2 800 sf 1,600 sf

4th Grade Class 670 sf 2 800 sf 1,600 sf

5th Grade Class 675 sf 2 800 sf 1,600 sf

Total 15 12,900 sf

Art Room w/ Kiln 686 sf 1 900 sf 900 sf

Music w/ Instrumental Rm 503 sf 1 1,000 sf 1,000 sf

Multi-Media Center 1,996 sf 1 3,000 sf 3,000 sf

Cafeteria w/ Kitchen 1,250 sf 1 2,000 sf 2,000 sf

Gymnasium/Auditorium 2,808 sf 1 3,500 sf 3,500 sf

Stage 697 sf 1 1,000 sf 1,000 sf

Total 7 11,400 sf

Custodial Office 118 sf 1 150 sf 150 sf

Receiving / Storage 130 sf 1 300 sf 300 sf

Boiler Room 607 sf 1 745 sf 745 sf

Toilet Rooms (Girls/Boys) 280 sf 2 300 sf 600 sf

Total 1,795 sf

In
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l S
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s

C
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e 
C

om
m
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m
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is

tra
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n 
/ S
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rt

Area # Area Total

Main Office w/ Conference 232 sf 1 600 sf 600 sf

Principal’s Office 180 sf 1 200 sf 200 sf

Assistant Principal’s Office 1 150 sf 150 sf

Health Suite 165 sf 1 300 sf 300 sf

Faculty Room w/ Toilet 255 sf 1 300 sf 300 sf

Work Room / Mail Room 118 sf 1 200 sf 200 sf

Speech Office 66 sf 1 150 sf 150 sf

Social Work Office 56 sf 1 150 sf 150 sf

Reading Rooms 183 sf 2 400 sf 800 sf

Teachers Planning 1 200 sf 200 sf

Total 3,050 sf

Special Ed. Resource Room 368 sf 1 600 sf 600 sf

World Language Office 1 200 sf 200 sf

ESL Classroom 1 600 sf 600 sf

OT/PT 1 400 sf 400 sf

ALP Classroom 1 750 sf 750 sf

Total 2,550 sf

Total Net Building Area 31,695 sf

Existing Proposed Existing Proposed

PROPOSED SPACE ALLOCATION
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DRAFT EDUCATIONAL SPECIFICATION
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PROPOSED SPACE ALLOCATION

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY 24

Summary of Proposed Building Area for Improved New Lebanon Elementary School

Total Proposed NET Program Area =  31,695 nsf

Industry Standard Grossing Factor of 40% =  (+/-) 44,500 gsf

Total Permitted Gross Building Area Per  / CT Diversity Guideline =  37,894 gsf

Difference = (+/-) 6,500 sf (would NOT be eligible for CT State reimbursement)

Net Area: Clear floor area within each
classroom or other program space

Gross Area: Entire building area including exterior walls / 
bathrooms / stairs / etc.
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS

KSQ Architects PC

School Expansion Options

New Lebanon ES Feasibility 
Expansion Study
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NORTH 

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY

Overall Floor Plan

Administration

K 1st 1st 2nd 2nd 2nd

K              K  

Gym / Auditorium

3rd 5th 3rd

4th 5th 4th

Media 
Center

Art Music

Café / 
Kitchen

Boiler

Mech

T     T

T     
T

Existing Building (gsf)

30,920 gsf

SCHOOL EXPANSION OPTIONS
EXISTING FLOOR PLAN LAYOUT

Instruction Space

Core Common Area

Administration/Support

Special Use Rooms

Facilities / Service

Corridors / Circulation

Security Vestibule Entry

ESL Classroom 
w/ World 

Language

Reading 
Room

(2 Sections)
Special Ed

(4 Sections)  

Stage

OT/PT

P.E.

ALP

Administration
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Build new classroom wing over 
existing North classroom wing.

NORTH 

SCHOOL EXPANSION OPTIONS
OPTION A

3-5

K1-2

Area of new 
classroom wing 

above
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NORTH 

SCHOOL EXPANSION OPTIONS
OPTION A

Site Plan
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Mead Ave

Footprint of New Upper Level Classroom Wing
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Instruction Space

Core Common Area

Administration/Support

Special Use Rooms

Facilities / Service

Corridors / Circulation

Security Vestibule Entry

Area of New Construction

29

NORTH 

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY

Gym / Auditorium

Media 
Center

Art

Music / Band

Cafe

Boiler

Mech

T     T

Kitchen

Lower School (K-2nd)

N
ew

 S
ta

ir 
&

 E
le

va
to

r

1st 1st 1st 2nd 2nd 2nd

K              K             K

SCHOOL EXPANSION OPTIONS
OPTION A

Floor Plan - Main

Lower Level 32,879 sf

Upper Level 9,471 sf

Total GSF 42,350 sf

Sp. 
Ed

ALP

Reading 
Room

Administration

Stage

OT/PT
T     
T

P.E.

WL

ESL
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NORTH 
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Upper School – (3rd – 5th)

3rd 3rd 4th 4th 5th 5th
T 

T

Floor Plan - Upper

SCHOOL EXPANSION OPTIONS
OPTION A

Lower Level 32,879 sf

Upper Level 9,471 sf
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Demolish existing North classroom wing 
and build new two-story wing with new 
level BELOW.

NORTH 

SCHOOL EXPANSION OPTIONS
OPTION B

Area of new two-
story classroom wing

K1-2

3-5
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Demolish existing North classroom 
wing and build new two-story wing 
with level BELOW + Expand Core 
Common Area over the steep slope.

NORTH 

SCHOOL EXPANSION OPTIONS
OPTION B-ALTERNATIVE

Area of gym 
expansion
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Demolish the entire existing New 
Lebanon School.  Activate the 
eastern edge of the campus for 
parking and core common spaces…

Academic wings on the upper 
elevations of the campus.

NORTH 

SCHOOL EXPANSION OPTIONS
OPTION C

Area of new 
classrooms at grade

New core 
common spaces 

below
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Build on the adjacent ball field for 
while maintaining the existing school 
during construction.

NORTH 

SCHOOL EXPANSION OPTIONS
OPTION D
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Upper School (3rd – 5th)

Lower School (K-2nd) Floor Plan - Main
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Compare and Contrast Options 
A, B, C & D:

NORTH 

SCHOOL EXPANSION OPTIONS
COMPARISONS
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Swing Space

Option A Option B / B-Alt Option C Option D

Meets Program 

Impact to Neighbors

Cost

Need to vacate 
existing north 

classroom in order to 
build over. 

Allow for 12 
Temporary 

Classrooms for 2 
school years.

Need to explore options to 
relocate the entire school 
population during 2-Year 

construction period.

No need for swing 
space.

PROPOSED OPTION COMPARISONS
SWING SPACE

Need to vacate 
existing north 

classroom wing in 
order to demolish and 

re-build.

Allow for 12 
Temporary 

Classrooms for 2 
school years.
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Swing Space

Option A Option C Option D

Meets Program 

Impact to Neighbors

Cost

While this option 
meets all classrooms 
area requirements, 

certain special 
instruction spaces and 
core common areas 
will remain deficient. 

This option would meet 
the programmatic 

requirements 
recommended by the 

proposed District 
standard. The proposed 

layout maximizes the 
space needed to 

include specialized 
classroom space and 
core common areas.

MEETS PROGRAM

PROPOSED OPTION COMPARISONS
MEETS PROGRAM

This option would meet 
the programmatic 

requirements 
recommended by the 

proposed District 
standard. The proposed 

layout maximizes the 
space needed to 

include specialized 
classroom space and 
core common areas.

MEETS PROGRAM✓ ✓

While this option 
meets all classrooms 
area requirements, 

certain special 
instruction spaces and 
core common areas 
will remain deficient. 

Option B / B-Alt
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Swing Space

Meets Program 

Impact to Neighbors

Cost

This option would not 
change the current 

conditions.

All existing driveways, 
drop-offs, parking, 

access to play space, 
etc. would all remain 

the same.

PROPOSED OPTION COMPARISONS
IMPACT TO NEIGHBORS

Option A Option B / B-Alt Option C Option D

This option would change 
the current circulation 

within the site and 
neighborhood. A new 

student drop-off area at 
the east side of the new 
building would reduce 
traffic / noise impacts 

with the adjacent 
residential neighbors.

New Baseball field in 
place of the existing 

school – also adjacent to 
residential neighbors. 

This option would 
dramatically improve 

circulation patterns within 
the campus. Quiet / 

courtyard spaces would be 
oriented to the neighbors, 
while vehicle access and 

traffic generation would be 
adjacent to the interstate.

This option would not 
change the current 

conditions.

All existing driveways, 
drop-offs, parking, 

access to play space, 
etc. would all remain 

the same.
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PROPOSED OPTION COMPARISONS
INDEPENDENT COST ANALYSIS

Subtotals A B B-Alt C D

(1) Materials/Sitework $11,885,550 $13,346,680 $13,763,960 $14,385,220 $14,855,420

+ Sustainability

+ Escalation/Phasing

+ General Conditions/Insur.

+ Design Contingency

(2) Construction Cost $19,308,110 $21,681,720 $22,711,404 $22,256,030 $23,345,126

+ Construction Contingency

+ Construction & Project Manager

+ Soft Costs / AE Fees

+ Swing Space $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 T.B.D. None

(3) Estimated Project Cost $29,900,000 $33,200,000 $34,700,000 $31,700,000 $33,200,000

Included Project Costs
15% construction contingency
Temporary classrooms (swing space) for Options  A & B
20% soft cost budget
2.5% Project Manager / Construction Manager Fee

Included Construction Costs
All “bricks and mortar” / ‘Hard’ construction cost 
5% allowance for sustainable initiatives
Allowance for construction phasing
Escalation (9% per year)

(*) Budget Costs developed by an independent 
construction cost specialist.
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GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS

KSQ Architects PC

Next Steps / Areas of Inquiry…

New Lebanon ES Feasibility 
Expansion Study
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NEXT STEPS / AREAS TO FOLLOW UP

GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS – NEW LEBANON SCHOOL: FEASIBILITY EXPANSION STUDY 52

To be eligible for the Diversity Grant, additional magnet seats at New Lebanon needs to be included in the 
Greenwich BOE’s plan to address identified racial imbalance submitted to State.

Conduct Phase I: Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)

Confirm campus title / deed history for Parcels A, B & C.

Release RFP (Request For Proposals) for Full Feasibility Study. (Spring 2014)

Begin Feasibility Study July 1, 2014 ($100,000 requested in FY 14-15)

Exploring timing of creation of Building Committee

Study application of C.G.S. 10-286h Diversity Schools (80% reimbursement) for school expansion options.

For Option C (new school at existing location): Confirm viability of finding a temporary school building for 2 years.

For Option D (new school on existing ball field): Confirm Greenwich Planning & Zoning implications.
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 GREENWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
 

Greenwich, Connecticut 
 
 
Date of Meeting: April 3, 2014 
 
 
Title of Item:   Presentation on Achievement Gap Plan 
 
 
 
 

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION OR PRESENTATION OF INFORMATIONAL ITEM 
 
 
______ ______ Action Requested           X Informational Only 
 
  Submitted By: __William S. McKersie, PhD             _ 
 
  Position:  _Superintendent                             __ 
 
  I will be present at Board meeting to explain if called upon: 
 
     ___X__                    _____ 
             Yes            No 
 
Synopsis of Proposal: 
 
Recommend Action: 
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Closing the Achievement Gap 

A Report to the Greenwich Board of Education 

Executive Summary 

Attached is a printout of the PowerPoint deck that will be the basis for the Achievement Gap 
Report at the April 3rd workshop meeting. The printout is provided as background reading; at the 
meeting, we will be presenting an edited version for discussion. 

The Center for School Change was engaged as an external partner because it has worked directly 
with districts attempting to close gaps and raise achievement. Staff members have extensive 
experience as central office administrators, principals and teachers in urban, suburban and rural 
districts in Connecticut and across the nation. The Center’s executive director, Andrew 
Lachman, came to the Center after serving for 13 years as one of the senior advisors on policy 
and program development to former superintendents Anthony J. Alvarado and Elaine Fink in 
Manhattan’s Community School District 2. Deputy director Richard Lemons, in his work with 
the Education Trust, the Institute for Urban School Improvement (UConn) and the Harvard 
Change Leadership Group, has partnered directly with districts and schools to audit current 
conditions, understand systemic problems, craft strategic plans and implement targeted 
interventions on behalf of closing achievement gaps. 

The Center has worked closely with Superintendent McKersie and the Achievement Gap 
Workgroup to design an iterative inquiry process to address the district’s needs.  In the course of 
the project thus far, we have analyzed both local and national evidence, organizing our findings 
in an evidence-based conceptual framework.   

Research Regarding the Achievement Gap 

The printout provides an overview of current research regarding the achievement gap. The 
achievement gap refers to any significant and persistent disparity in academic performance 
between different cohorts of students. Given the increasing inequality in our society, it is 
noteworthy that the income achievement gap is now considerably larger than the racial gap, a 
reversal of the pattern 50 years ago (see slides 5-15, pages 3-8). 

The Center conducted a review of national data, research and best practices regarding the 
strategies implemented by schools and districts that have successfully closed gaps. These schools 
– be they “90-90-90”, “Dispelling the Myth” or “It’s Being Done” schools – prove that 
educational performance need not be a function of poverty. Instead, education can be the solution 
to poverty. The evidence from these schools and districts clearly demonstrates that closing gaps 
is achievable and that it is within a district’s and school’s power to develop a comprehensive 
approach for dramatic achievement gains in schools with high concentrations of low-income 
students (see slides 16-22, pages 8-11 and slides 52-53, pages 25-26). 
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School Equity Studies  

Pursuant to the RFP, the Center conducted school equity studies at the four Title I schools (Julian 
Curtiss, Hamilton Avenue, New Lebanon, and Western Middle School). These schools are the 
lowest performing schools in the district (see slides 25-28, pages 13-14). The purpose of these 
studies was to understand the impact of current efforts to close achievement gaps and to compare 
current efforts with known best practice strategies for gap closing. We reviewed performance 
data and artifacts; interviewed administrators, staff and parents; and observed classrooms and 
small group interventions. We shared the results of the school equity studies with the schools’ 
leadership teams and the district’s Achievement Gap Workgroup.  

In the PowerPoint, cross-school findings are organized using the empirically-tested Essentials of 
School Improvement framework developed by Professor Anthony Bryk and his colleagues at the 
University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School Research. Bryk’s framework posits five 
essentials that impact the instructional core: the interactions of teachers, students and content that 
occur in the classroom. The Five Essentials are: Professional Capacity (human resources and 
professional development); School Learning Climate (order and safety, student-teacher 
relationships); Parent, School and Community Ties (outreach, cultural competency, community 
services); Instructional Guidance (curriculum frameworks, activities, tools); and Leadership as 
the Driver for Change (see slides 35-51, pages 18-26). 

Findings 

Our review of the research literature and best gap-closing practices point to potential strategies 
for addressing Greenwich’s persistent achievement gap. Lessons learned about what it takes to 
improve and sustain high performance for all students include a sense of urgency and willingness 
to do whatever it takes; clear, shared and high expectations for each and every child; improved 
quality of teaching and learning in all classrooms; targeted interventions to accelerate students 
not meeting standards; extended learning time; high-quality pre-school; comprehensive 
supportive services; and increased family engagement. 
 
Based on our analysis of the four target schools and our review of the effective strategies 
employed across the country, the Center has highlighted strategic opportunities that map onto the 
Bryk framework and that Greenwich Public Schools should consider:  

• Create affordable, high-quality preschool to reduce the preparation gap 
• Expand learning time beyond the normal school day and in summer to accelerate learning 
• Increase intellectual rigor demanded of students within classrooms 
• Strengthen data systems and data usage to track critical questions relative to accelerating 

learning 
• Create comprehensive parent and community engagement strategies 
• Consider strategies that can reduce concentration effects. 

These strategic opportunities are not suggested as silver bullets. They would need to be 
developed and implemented recognizing the community context and the local circumstances, 
assets and challenges. 

Conclusion 

Much has been written recently about the growing inequality in our country and the economic 
and social impacts of the “tale of two cities.” The persistent achievement gaps in the Greenwich 
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Public Schools have consequences for individual life outcomes (lack of college or career 
training, unemployment, poverty, poor physical and mental health, incarceration) and for our 
society and economy (reduced productivity, crime, government services, budget deficits).  While 
much of the achievement gap may be caused by issues arising before and beyond the control of 
districts and schools, poverty and zip codes should not determine a child’s destiny. As our report 
indicates, districts and schools – including the Greenwich Public Schools – do have the means, 
the tools, and the ability to address and close the achievement gap. 

We look forward to the discussion at the April 3 meeting. 
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Closing the Achievement Gap 
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The Connecticut Center 
for School Change 

The Connecticut Center for School Change is a 
statewide, non-profit organization with a mission to 

help all districts teach all students to achieve at 
high standards.  We support comprehensive preK – 
12 educational reform through technical assistance, 
leadership development programs, conferences and 

seminars, research and application of best 
practices. 

 

2 
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Objectives 

To place this project within a broader context relative to 
current research regarding the achievement gap 

 

To summarize themes from observations at Julian 
Curtiss, New Lebanon, Hamilton Avenue, and Western 
Middle School 

 

To explore policy and practice actions that could close 
Greenwich’s achievement gaps 
  

4 
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The Achievement Gap 

The achievement gap refers to any significant 
and persistent disparity in academic 
performance or educational attainment 
between different groups of students, such as 
white students and minorities, for example, or 
students from higher-income and lower-income 
households.  
    The Glossary of Education Reform 

    (http://edglossary.org/achievement-gap/)  

5 
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Sample of Major Subgroups that 
Tend to Exhibit Achievement Gaps 

• Students from higher-income and lower-income 
households and communities 

• White and minority students 
• Male and female students 
• Native English-speaking students and students 

who are learning English 
• Non-special education students and special 

education students 

6 
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An Important New Trend 
 

While achievement gaps between students of 
color and white students still exist, they are 
becoming less significant than socioeconomic 
gaps, which are widening. 

 

7 
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The Income Gap 

The achievement gap between children from high- and low-
income families is roughly 30 to 40 percent larger among 
children born in 2001 than among those born twenty-five 
years earlier. 
 
The income achievement gap is now considerably larger than 
the black-white gap, a reversal of the pattern fifty years ago.   
       Sean Reardon 
 
 
Source:  Reardon, S.F. (2011).  “The Widening Academic Achievement Gap Between the Rich and the Poor:  New Evidence and 
Possible Explanations.” in  Whither Opportunity? Rising Inequality and the Uncertain Life Chances of Low-Income Children.  New 
York: Russell Sage Foundation.   
See also Porter, A. “Rethinking the Achievement Gap.”  University of Pennsylvania GSE News.  Retrieved February  18, 2014 from 
https://www.gse.upenn.edu/node/269. 

8 
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There are Multiple Contributing 
Causes to the Achievement Gap 

9 

Before 
and 
Beyond 
School 
Sources 

School 
Sources 

Before and Beyond 
School Sources: 
• Birth weight 
• Lead poisoning 
• Hunger and nutrition 
• Reading to young 

children 
• Television watching 
• Parent availability 
• Student mobility 
• Parent participation 

School Sources 
• Rigor of curriculum 
• Teacher experience 

and attendance 
• Teacher preparation 
• Class size 
• Technology-assisted 

instruction 
• School safety and 

climate 

Source:  Barton, P. E. (2004).  “Closing Achievement Gaps:  Why Does the Gap Persist. “ Educational Leadership. Volume 62 
(Number 3).  APPENDIX  Page 436 of 487



Consequences of the Achievement 
Gap for the Individual 

• Less likely to attend college or participate in post-
secondary training 

• Reduced wages; less likely to enter the middle class 

• More likely to utilize government-sponsored services  

• More likely to suffer from chronic physical and mental 
health conditions 

• Less likely to participate as active citizen (voting, 
volunteering, etc.) 

• More likely to experience incarceration 

 

 
10 
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Consequences of the Achievement 
Gap for Society 

Existing gaps impose the economic equivalent of 
a permanent national recession—one 
substantially larger than the deep recession the 
country is currently experiencing. 

     McKinsey & Company  

 
 

 

Source:  McKinsey & Company (2009).  The Economic Impact of the Achievement Gap in America’s Schools.   Retrieved March 1, 2014, from 
http://mckinseyonsociety.com/the-economic-impact-of-the-achievement-gap-in-americas-schools/#sthash.f0l647wb.dpuf 

 
11 
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National Achievement 
Gap Patterns 
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Source: 

Since 1999, large gains for all groups of students,  
especially students of color 
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Source: 

Since 1999, performance rising for  
all groups of students 
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While some progress has been made 
in elementary and middle schools, 
overall gaps remain significant and 

persistent.  Yet these overall patterns 
mask important variations. There exist 
schools that prove that achievement 

gaps are far from inevitable. 
Here are but two . . . 

15 
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George Hall Elementary School 
Mobile, Alabama 

• 549 students in grades PK-5 

• 99% African American 

• 99% Low Income 

Source:  Slide from The Education Trust.  Data from Alabama Department of Education.  
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Source: 

Big Improvement at George Hall Elementary 
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Source: 

Exceeding Standards: George Hall students  
outperform white students in Alabama 
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Halle Hewetson Elementary School 
Las Vegas, NV 

• 962 students in grades PK – 5 

– 85% Latino 

– 7% African American 

• 100% Low Income 

• 71% Limited English  

 Proficient 

 
Note: Data are for 2010-2011 school year 

 Source:  Courtesy of The Education Trust.  Data from Nevada Department of Education 
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Exceeding Standards at  
Halle Hewetson Elementary 
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In Summary 
Achievement gaps are persistent and significant, and their 
existence has profound impact on individuals and society.  

  

There has been some success over the last decade in 
narrowing  certain gaps at the elementary and middle 
school levels, but there is still vast room for growth. 

 

Despite persistent national and state trends, there is 
significant variation in school and district performance 
relative to different subgroups.  This demonstrates that 
schools and districts can have significant impact on 
closing gaps. 

23 
APPENDIX  Page 450 of 487



Greenwich Achievement 
Gap Context 
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Greenwich Achievement Data 
Preliminary Findings 

• While closing slightly over the last eight years, there is a persistent gap 
in the percentage of students scoring at goal between high need and 
low need students. 

• Title 1 schools have three times more high need students than          
non-Title 1 schools, and the percentage of high need students in        
Title 1 schools is increasing. 

• A significant percentage of high need students in Title 1 schools have 
multiple risk factors. 

• In non-Title 1 schools, 90% of low need students are consistently 
scoring at goal or above. In Title 1 schools, the percentage of low need 
students scoring at goal is declining. 

• In non-Title 1 schools, the percentage of high need students scoring at 
goal is increasing. In Title 1 schools, the percentage of high need 
students scoring at goal is flat. 

• When benchmarked against other Connecticut schools with similar 
levels of student need, Greenwich Title 1 schools exceed “expected” 
performance. 
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Greenwich School Equity 
and Achievement Gap 

Study 
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School Equity Study Objectives 

• To understand the core gap closing strategies 
being used by the school 

• To understand the way these strategies are 
being implemented 

• To assess the likelihood that these strategies 
will have the desired impact 
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Methodology 
• Mixed-method analysis 

– Review of current student performance data 

– Analysis of key school artifacts (e.g. school 
improvement plan) 

– 2-day site visits 
• Semi-structured interviews with administrators and 

staff 

• Teacher focus groups 

• Parent focus groups 

• Classroom observations 

• Strategy inventory 

• Observations of other key school events and practices 
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Data Descriptive Summary 
Julian Curtiss Hamilton Avenue New Lebanon Western Middle 

# administrative interviews 4 4 4 4 

# teacher focus groups  
(# of teachers) 

2 
(14) 

3 
(23) 

4 
(23) 

4 
( 37 ) 

# classroom observations 16 20 18 28 

# parent focus groups  
(# of participants) 

2 
(16) 

2 
(12) 

1 
(9) 

1 
(7) 

School events and practices 
observed 

•Hallways 
•Breakfast Program 
•Afterschool Interventions  
•All Hands on Deck-
Kindergarten  
•Small group literacy, 
writing & math instruction 
•Large group mini-lessons 
•Orchestra 

•Hallways 
•Kindergarten planning 
meeting 
•Early morning literacy 
•Small group literacy 
instruction 
•Digital Learning: reading, 
math 

•Hallways 
•Breakfast Program 
•Supplemental ESL & 
Reading  
•Math Intervention & 
Reading 
•Kindergarten-Power up! 
•Bilingual kindergarten 
•Small group literacy  & 
math instruction 
•FLES 
•ALP  

•Hallways 
•Lunchroom 
•Assembly 
•Advisory base 
•Data team 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Sample artifacts analyzed •School Improvement Plan 
•4th and 5th grade mobility 
data 
•Intervention Plan 
•PD Calendar 
•CMT Reading & Math Data 
•2013-14 Professional 
Development Agenda  

•School Improvement Plan 
•2013-14 Professional 
Development Agenda 
•Small group reading  
instruction menu  
•Rubric for small group 
instruction indicators  
•CMT Reading & Math Data 
 

•School Improvement Plan 
•Kindergarten Birthday 
Data 
•K IDT Sept-Nov 2013 
•CMT Reading & Math 
Data 
•Reading Group Indicators 
•F&P Benchmark Fall 
2013-14 
•Self assessment 
inventory, Teacher 
Evaluation Plan 

•School Improvement 
Plan 
•CT School Performance 
Report 
•Behavior protocols 
•Capstone description 
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High-level Findings 
What follows is a summary of cross-school 

patterns identified through school equity studies 
conducted at Julian Curtiss, New Lebanon, 

Hamilton Avenue, and Western Middle School.  
The findings and examples of supporting 

evidence are organized by the Essentials of 
School Improvement framework developed by 

professor Anthony Bryk and his colleagues at the 
University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago 

School Research.   
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Essentials of School Improvement 
Model: Anthony Bryk 

34 
Source:  Bryk, A. et al. (2010).  Organizing  Schools for Improvement.  University of Chicago Press. 

This is one of the soundest empirically-supported models explaining the 
variables most correlated with a school’s ability to improve over time.  
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Findings Related to Instructional 
Guidance System 

35 
Source:  Bryk, A. et al. (2010).  Organizing  Schools for Improvement.  University of Chicago Press. APPENDIX  Page 462 of 487



Instructional Guidance: 
Interventions 

• These schools are using a systematic RTI 
(Response To Intervention) process to identify 
interventions relative to identified gaps.  

• There is a strong focus on vocabulary 
acquisition. 

• In some cases, students are pulled out of tier I 
core classroom instruction for small-group or 
individual interventions. 

• In some cases, there is insufficient monitoring 
of efficacy of interventions. 
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Instructional Guidance: 
Initiative Intensity 

• Many of the current core strategies are not 
intense enough to produce acceleration of 
learning for students farthest behind. 

– Extended day opportunities are voluntary and 
limited. 

– Instructional interventions (time, lesson design, 
teaching strategies, pacing) are not powerful 
enough to close gaps. 
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Instructional Guidance: 
Data Mining 

• There is not a comprehensive, accessible, 
user-friendly data system to provide metrics. 

• There is insufficient data mining to measure 
progress (or lack of it) in addressing gaps. As 
examples: 

– School readiness, by preschool 

– Impact of after-school learning opportunities 

– Middle school readiness, by elementary school 
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 Findings Related to 
Classroom Instruction 

39 
Source:  Bryk, A. et al. (2010).  Organizing  Schools for Improvement.  University of Chicago Press. APPENDIX  Page 466 of 487



Classroom Instruction: 
Intellectual Rigor 

• The level of cognitive load demanded of students 
in classrooms observed was relatively low level, 
as defined by either Bloom’s Taxonomy or Webb’s 
Depth of Knowledge. 
– Teacher questioning of students primarily recall 

– Instructional tasks predominantly remembering and 
understanding vs. analyzing and evaluating 

• There were a  few examples of classroom 
teachers demanding more challenging intellectual 
work. 
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Findings Related to 
Professional Capacity 

41 
Source:  Bryk, A. et al. (2010).  Organizing  Schools for Improvement.  University of Chicago Press. APPENDIX  Page 468 of 487



Professional Capacity 

• Educators 

– express commitment to the students and appear 
invested in raising achievement across the board 
and for those students farthest behind. 

– collaborate to solve ongoing problems. 

– are frustrated that they are not seeing the results 
they desire. 

– say they are not able to achieve mastery with new 
initiatives before moving to new strategies. 
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Findings Related to Parent 
and Community Engagement 

43 
Source:  Bryk, A. et al. (2010).  Organizing  Schools for Improvement.  University of Chicago Press. APPENDIX  Page 470 of 487



Family Engagement 

• Strategies to engage families and caregivers in 
the educational lives of students do not reach 
the majority of the population. 

– Some creative examples (e.g. daily emails and 
home visits) but not scaled cross-grade or schools 

– Insufficient cross-language resources (e.g. mono-
lingual office staff) 
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Preparation Gap 
• There are opportunity gaps that begin long before 

students enter school, and those gaps persist.  Gaps 
are, in part, attributable to: 
– Word gap (National data find children of high-income 

families hear 30 million more words by age 3 than children 
from low-income households) 

– Age students enter kindergarten 
– Quality of opportunities and prior experiences before 

kindergarten 

• There is widespread belief that there is significant 
variation in preschool quality. 

• There is not sufficient access to affordable, high-quality 
programs. 
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Findings Related to School Climate 

46 
Source:  Bryk, A. et al. (2010).  Organizing  Schools for Improvement.  University of Chicago Press. APPENDIX  Page 473 of 487



School Climate 

• Our observations suggest that these are safe 
and orderly environments. 

– Minimal disruptions 

– Compliant students 

– Supportive, caring adults 
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Findings Related to 
Leadership 

48 
Source:  Bryk, A. et al. (2010).  Organizing  Schools for Improvement.  University of Chicago Press. APPENDIX  Page 475 of 487



Building Leadership 
• Principals express commitment to and 

investment in closing achievement gaps while 
raising achievement for all. 

• There is evidence of some targeted leadership 
efforts to acquire and allocate resources for 
specific instructional and support strategies. 

• Leaders in these schools are deliberately 
fostering collaboration for enhanced 
professional capacity. 
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District Leadership 

• School educators and parents suggested that 
district-wide initiatives and mandates, as well 
as the perceived district need for cross-school 
consistency, conflicted with implementing 
school-specific strategies. 

– Scheduling (e.g. part-time positions drove time 
allocations) 

– Curriculum 
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Findings in Summary:  
Assets to Leverage 

• Professional will: School leaders and staff are 
committed to improving the performance of 
all while closing gaps. 

• School climate: Relationships, values and 
norms in the schools are positive and 
supportive. 

• District leadership: The superintendent and 
central office staff are focused on raising 
achievement and closing gaps. 
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Gap-Closing Strategies 
Broad Categories from Research and Practice 

• High-quality preschool 
• Extended learning time (extended day; summer school) 
• Instructional interventions (high-quality teaching) 
• Rigorous curriculum 
• Cultural competence 
• Human capital (teacher placement, data teams) 
• Comprehensive student services (wrap-around programs) 
• Heterogeneous school assignment (busing, magnets) 
• Family engagement 
• Academic climate 
• Motivation, efficacy and grit 

52 
APPENDIX  Page 479 of 487



Gap-Closing Strategy Notes 

• Gap-closing requires acceleration of learning  (> 1 year 
of growth for a year of schooling) 

• Generic improvement strategies tend to not reduce 
achievement gaps; sometimes they expand them. 

• Equality is not the same as equity. 

• Schools and districts often adopt simple, singular 
strategies for shrinking gaps, and these simple 
strategies fail to solve the problem. 

• Implementation and program fidelity are key success 
variables. 

Source:  Singham, M. (2003).  “The Achievement Gap:  Myths and Realities.”  Phi Delta Kappa.  84 (8):  586-591. 
See also Porter, A. “Rethinking the Achievement Gap.”  University of Pennsylvania GSE News.  Retrieved February  18, 2014  from 
https://www.gse.upenn.edu/node/269 
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Essentials of School 
Improvement Model 

54 
Source:  Bryk, A. et al. (2010).  Organizing  Schools for Improvement.  University of Chicago Press. APPENDIX  Page 481 of 487



Greenwich: 
Strategic Opportunities 

• Create affordable, high-quality preschool to reduce the 
preparation gap 

• Expand learning time beyond the normal school day 
and in summer to accelerate learning 

• Increase intellectual rigor demanded of students within 
classrooms 

• Strengthen data systems and data usage to track 
critical questions relative to accelerating learning 

• Create comprehensive parent and community 
engagement strategies 

• Consider strategies that can reduce concentration 
effects. 
 
 
 
 

55 
APPENDIX  Page 482 of 487



Next Steps 

April 3:   Greenwich BoE Workshop  
    Meeting 

April 24:   Greenwich BoE Public  
    Meeting 

April 25-June 30: Work with Superintendent  
    and Achievement Gap  
    Workgroup to develop  
    district and school action  
    plans 
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Student-Based Resource Allocation:  Staffing 
 
There are currently three basic models used to allocate certified staff K-12.  All three are used concurrently. 
 
1. Grade-level enrollment-based model:  (all levels) Toward the goal of achieving desired class sizes within the guidelines:  regular classroom 

teachers; art, music, physical education, foreign language in the elementary school (FLES).   
 

a. The projected/estimated number of elementary class sections is calculated by dividing the total elementary enrollment by 20.  The 
results of this calculation are then compared against the “zero-based” approach of allocating sections based on the projected/actual 
enrollment by grade level by school. 

b. The projected/estimated number of FTE (full time equivalent) required for art, music and physical education teachers at the 
elementary level is calculated by multiplying the number of  sections in a school by the number of periods a week the program is 
offered.  A third factor in this equation, of course, is the number of minutes a week the program meets.  This will yield the total number 
of special area teachers allocated to an individual elementary school.  It should be noted that these formulas are developed to ensure 
that the appropriate number of periods of art, music, and physical education, are offered for each section within each elementary 
school.  The formulas can be increased or decreased depending upon the number of sections of specials needed or any changes in 
the length of the periods of those specials.  Travel time is added for teachers who are split between schools. 

c. At the three Title I schools (Hamilton Ave., Julian Curtiss, New Lebanon) the practice has been to round up when determining the 
number of K-2 sections toward the goal of lower class sizes.  In some instances this results in an additional section.  

d. The three Title I schools may also receive supplemental staffing funded through the Consolidated Grant (ESEA, Title I, etc.) 
e. The four magnet schools (Hamilton Ave., Julian Curtiss, IS Dundee, New Lebanon) receive additional FLES staffing for the magnet 

program, which extends language instruction to grades K-2.  Hamilton Ave. also receives supplemental staffing for the Suzuki 
program. 

f. The current model for Hamilton Ave. uses a lower class size of 15 for grades K-1.   
g. Elementary principals may informally use student need profiles as a factor in determining class sizes at a particular grade level. 
h. The middle school model is based on deploying one certified staff member for every 14.8 students at Central and Eastern, and 14.6 

students at Western.  Based on the expectation that instructional programs are comparable, any variances in class size are the result 
of scheduling.  Scheduling difficulties can also result in small staffing adjustments. 

i. The high school model is based on deploying one certified staff member for every 15.6 students.  Variances in class size are the result 
of course selection and scheduling.  

 
2. Grade-level standards for program needs:  psychologist, guidance counselor, social worker, nurse, advanced learning program (elementary), 

library media specialist, instructional coaches, and learning facilitators. 
 
3. Grade level standards for student needs:  English as a Second Language, Title I, special education teachers and instructional support staff 

(speech and language, etc.).  Staff may be funded through the local appropriation and from federal IDEA and other grants. 
 

Note: Some positions use a hybrid of two or more of the models. An example of this is the Literacy Specialists:  The Literacy Specialist/Coach 
is allocated based upon the specific needs of the students at each school. The Literacy Specialist, works directly with children; The Literacy 
Coach, works directly with faculty.  In the past, assignments of these coaches/specialists have ranged from 0.9 to 3.0 per school depending 
upon specific student and teacher needs. 
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Greenwich Public Schools

2014‐2015 Per Pupil Allocation from all Revenue Sources

2012-2013

School Enroll School Budget Fixed Building 
Costs

Grant: 
Title 1

Grant: 
Title 2

Grant: Title 3 / 
Perkins Grant: IDEA Gifts

CC 456 4,908,781$      (461,141)$        6,551$     2,744$       20,161$           70,266$      4,547,362$         9,972$          

GL 415 4,095,074$      (458,646)$        5,962$     2,497$       168,349$         46,863$      3,860,099$         9,301$          

HA 339 5,473,068$      (445,442)$        245,346$ 4,870$     2,040$       164,988$         35,198$      5,480,069$         16,165$        

ISD 371 4,241,882$      (462,296)$        5,330$     2,232$       91,403$           100,731$    3,979,283$         10,726$        

JC 339 4,517,984$      (451,257)$        151,487$ 4,870$     2,040$       14,988$           40,748$      4,280,860$         12,628$        

NL 276 4,197,390$      (406,699)$        171,095$ 3,965$     1,661$       162,203$         24,071$      4,153,686$         15,050$        

NM 455 5,145,876$      (466,167)$        6,537$     30,727$     95,117$           75,100$      4,887,190$         10,741$        

NS 356 4,766,723$      (468,085)$        5,115$     2,142$       128,240$         83,086$      4,517,221$         12,689$        

OG 370 4,644,787$      (468,085)$        5,316$     2,226$       23,859$           73,759$      4,281,862$         11,573$        

PK 213 2,964,765$      (408,949)$        3,060$     1,282$       103,168$         72,532$      2,735,857$         12,844$        

RV 478 4,836,752$      (463,407)$        6,867$     2,876$       21,134$           109,224$    4,513,447$         9,442$          

K - 5 4068 49,793,082$    (4,960,174)$     567,928$ 58,443$   52,467$     993,611$         731,578$    47,236,935$       11,612$        

CMS 589 7,033,154$      (668,861)$        8,462$     3,544$       326,042$         58,336$      6,760,677$         11,478$        

EMS 804 8,432,747$      (689,579)$        11,551$   4,838$       35,548$           59,199$      7,854,303$         9,769$          

WMS 520 6,437,726$      (690,445)$        226,754$ 7,471$     3,129$       97,991$           52,271$      6,134,897$         11,798$        

6 - 8 1913 21,903,627$    (2,048,885)$     226,754$ 27,483$   11,511$     459,581$         169,806$    20,749,877$       10,847$        

GHS 2576 34,656,784$    (2,388,515)$     -$         37,008$   104,309$   488,894$         231,110$    33,129,590$       12,861$        

K - 12 8557 106,353,493$  (9,397,574)$     794,682$ 122,935$ 168,287$   1,942,086$      1,132,494$ 101,116,403$     11,817$        

Note: Shaded columns are estimates only. State of CT has not released final allocation numbers.

2014-2015 2013-2014 Estimated 
Per Pupil 

Expenditure
Total
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Greenwich Public Schools
Supplemental Funds for Students Performing Below Standard

2014-2015 Based on Spring 2013 Testing

Sch Level Math Reading Total Funds Total $
CC Proficient 16 9 25 $2,500 Proficient $100.00

Basic 7 4 11 $1,925 Basic $175.00
Below Basic 7 17 24 $6,000 $10,425 Below Basic $250.00

GL Proficient 11 7 18 $1,800 Total $150,125.00
Basic 2 2 4 $700

Below Basic 2 6 8 $2,000 $4,500
HA Proficient 31 22 53 $5,300

Basic 10 17 27 $4,725
Below Basic 11 13 24 $6,000 $16,025

ISD Proficient 8 6 14 $1,400
Basic 1 1 2 $350

Below Basic 1 3 4 $1,000 $2,750
JC Proficient 16 13 29 $2,900

Basic 7 5 12 $2,100
Below Basic 5 10 15 $3,750 $8,750

NL Proficient 19 9 28 $2,800
Basic 12 11 23 $4,025

Below Basic 5 16 21 $5,250 $12,075
NM Proficient 7 4 11 $1,100

Basic 2 2 4 $700
Below Basic 1 4 5 $1,250 $3,050

NS Proficient 10 7 17 $1,700
Basic 0 3 3 $525

Below Basic 3 3 6 $1,500 $3,725
OG Proficient 8 7 15 $1,500

Basic 4 3 7 $1,225
Below Basic 2 4 6 $1,500 $4,225

PK Proficient 7 3 10 $1,000
Basic 3 4 7 $1,225

Below Basic 1 4 5 $1,250 $3,475
RV Proficient 4 4 8 $800

Basic 1 1 2 $350
Below Basic 2 2 4 $1,000 $2,150

CMS Proficient 34 22 56 $5,600
Basic 15 12 27 $4,725

Below Basic 7 22 29 $7,250 $17,575
EMS Proficient 13 6 19 $1,900

Basic 5 4 9 $1,575
Below Basic 2 10 12 $3,000 $6,475

WMS Proficient 42 46 88 $8,800
Basic 35 25 60 $10,500

Below Basic 11 17 28 $7,000 $26,300
GHS Proficient 65 78 143 $14,300

Basic 21 18 39 $6,825
Below Basic 20 10 30 $7,500 $28,625

Note: Count based on students who are below goal in both math and reading.
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	Board of Education 2014-2015 Budget Summary
	Introduction
	The Board of Education’s 2014-15 recommended budget of $143,939,653 represents a modest 2.10% increase over the current year’s appropriation of $140,973,844. The proposed increase in the 2014-15 budget is primarily due to contractual salary obligation...
	The Board of Education is proposing an operating budget that maintains current school-based operations, supports the District Strategic Improvement Plan, and provides for changes in curriculum, programs, staffing and resources purposefully designed to...
	Strategic Improvement Opportunities
	Excellence for All
	The Greenwich Public Schools is guided by a formal Mission and the Vision of the Graduate. It is the Mission of the Greenwich Public Schools:
	• to educate all students to the highest levels of academic achievement;
	• to enable them to reach and expand their potential; and
	• to prepare them to become productive, responsible, ethical, creative and compassionate members of society.
	The Vision of the Graduate spells out a comprehensive set of academic, personal, and interpersonal attributes essential for college and career success.  Developed and implemented in 2009, the Vision of the Graduate calls for Greenwich graduates to mas...
	We are focused on transforming teaching and learning in order to best prepare students to succeed in a rapidly changing world. Beyond simply acquiring knowledge, students must have a deep understanding of concepts and skills and be able to think criti...
	Personalized learning provides the opportunity not only for teachers to differentiate instruction based on the learning needs of small groups of students or individual students, but for students to take advantage of opportunities to explore mastery of...
	The District’s long-term plan for creating a personalized learning environment focuses on seven strategic opportunities for improvement: Educator Quality, Evaluation and Development, Standards, Board Goals, Digital Learning Environment, Multiple Measu...
	Educator Quality, Evaluation and Development
	Greenwich benefits from having among the highest quality educators in the state and nation. Teachers and school leaders are essential to student achievement; they are the most fundamental resource we have in our pursuit of educational excellence. We c...
	The proposed 2014-2015 Budget largely maintains staffing and class size guidelines at the current year’s level. The budget includes a minimal funding request to round out staffing in targeted areas where current staffing levels are inadequate relative...
	The staffing request supported by the 2014-2015 Budget reflects a net 2.7 FTE increase over current staffing levels. The staff positions include:
	- the addition of a music teacher at GHS to meet increased demand for the music program;
	- increasing five Assistant Principal positions to full-time to provide critical supervision at the school level for teacher support and evaluation;
	- the addition of one part-time administrator for the CLP/Arch alternative high school program;
	- staffing for AVID at Central Middle School; and
	- replacing staff lost to the reduction in the Immigrant Youth Grant.
	The increase in FTEs is offset by the need for two less elementary sections/teachers and multiple small adjustments in staffing. Only one of the 2.7 FTEs for which adjustments are proposed requires the corresponding cost in benefits. Against a total s...
	Critical to educator quality is comprehensive evaluation and support. The District began implementing its Teacher Evaluation and Professional Learning (TEPL) Plan in 2009. This year, the State mandated that all districts adopt its System for Educator ...
	Standards
	The District began transitioning to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) for ELA/Language Arts and Mathematics in 2012, with full implementation starting in 2013. The Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) are set for approval by the State Board o...
	Board Goals
	 Reading: The percentage of Grade 3 students at Goal/Mastery in CMT Reading will be 83% by 2015.
	 Writing: The percentage of Grade 8 students at Goal/Mastery in CMT Writing will be 87% by 2015.
	 Mathematics: The percentage of 8th grade students successfully passing Algebra I will be 75% by 2015 to be measured by standardized test and GPS district math test.
	Digital Learning Environment (DLE)
	We know that students must be digitally literate to succeed in college and career. Indeed, higher education representatives repeatedly tell us that Greenwich students will be hampered in their college studies if they are not prepared to use digital to...
	Digital learning is not new to the Greenwich Public Schools.  The District has been investing in computers, smart boards, better Internet connections and one-to-one learning pilots for several years.  The big step as of last year is to place digital l...
	The District is implementing the DLE in three phases to provide the instructional strategies and resources to support a personalized learning environment. Phase I (2013-2014) of the plan provides system-wide infrastructure improvements and a curriculu...
	The District is currently preparing for the administration of a new standardized test that is aligned with the Common Core State Standards – the Standards Based Assessment Consortium (SBAC) test. The GPS is participating in the field test of the SBAC,...
	Achievement Gap
	Our largest and most persistent challenge is the gap in achievement between students from low socio-economic backgrounds and their more affluent peers. Standardized test scores as well as other indicators reflect a significant gap in achievement. This...
	The good news is that the Greenwich Public Schools’ efforts since 2004 to narrow the achievement gap have paid off:
	In 2004, the achievement gap between GPS students qualifying for Free or Reduced Price Lunch and students not qualifying for FRPL in grades 3-5 in Reading was 56%. By 2013, this gap was reduced by 20 percentage points to 36%. (Appendix IV)
	In 2004, the achievement gap between GPS students qualifying for Free or Reduced Price Lunch and students not qualifying for FRPL in grades 3-5 in Math was 54%. By 2013, this gap was reduced by 18 percentage points to 36%. (Appendix V)
	Our achievement gap struggles are similar to other districts in Connecticut.  For example, School Performance Indicators (SPI (Connecticut's primary accountable measurement)) show that Greenwich has several of the highest performing schools in the sta...
	The challenge is that we must find ways to accelerate the narrowing of the achievement gap.  The progress we have made is far better than many districts, but it is not sufficient. We must conduct a review of best practices and consider new approaches....
	Facility Utilization & Racial Balance
	The Achievement Gap is the primary focus in our efforts to address Racial Balance as mandated by the State. The Board has undertaken an extensive effort over the past year to evaluate the alternatives to address the State’s finding that Greenwich Publ...
	Student Well-Being
	The safety and well-being of our students are among our highest priorities. To that end, the District and each school is dedicated to creating a Safe School Climate. The District has employed a comprehensive approach to the prevention of, and response...
	Careful Budget Planning
	Budget development begins with staffing, which represents the largest component of our budget (82.1%) and our most effective resource for impacting student achievement. The budget process follows specific staffing models all of which are based on stud...
	Schools are provided with a per pupil allocation, an allocation that has remained largely unchanged since 2010, to support school-based expenditures.
	District-based Programs and Departments follow a zero-based budgeting process, building their budgets from the ground up each year based on current system-wide improvement plans, and student and staff need.
	Forty-two percent of the 2.10% increase in the 2014-2015 proposed budget as compared to the 2013-2014 budget is due to contractual salary obligations. The remaining fifty-eight percent, or approximately $1.7 million, is targeted for components designe...
	The increase was offset by a careful budgeting process whereby most program areas maintained or made reductions relative to the current year’s budget. Savings were also achieved by eliminating technology-based systems that are redundant with new syste...
	Due to careful budgeting and budget oversight, each year the Board of Education spends within its budget allocation. In fact, the Board of Education has returned unexpended funds each year to the Town, representing a four-year average of 2.23% of the ...
	Summary
	The Greenwich Public Schools provide an excellent education in an increasingly personalized learning environment. The Board of Education, District administration and staff, parents and students are committed to continuous improvement and the determine...
	Respectfully Submitted,
	Barbara O’Neill
	Board of Education Chairman
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