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This transmittal serves to summarize several of the systemic achievements and areas of continuing need of the Hartford Public Schools, in accordance with Section 7 of Special Act 01-7.  The continuing statutory charge to the Hartford Board of Education, as a partially appointed and partially elected board until December 5, 2005, is to increase Hartford student achievement; to enhance the quality, adequacy and equality of educational opportunities for Hartford students; and to allocate and manage Hartford resources efficiently and effectively.

At the December 3, 2003, State Board of Education regular meeting, Hartford Superintendent Robert Henry and Hartford Board Chair Michael Borrero summarized many of the initiatives in place in the Hartford Public Schools to meet the academic and social needs of students and their families.  Superintendent Henry and district officials have been working in partnership with several constituencies: Hartford board members; Mayor Eddie Perez and municipal leaders; a higher education blue ribbon commission of university presidents and higher education officials; business and corporate leaders; union officials serving on committees to improve the delivery of instruction in the elementary grades and meet the unique needs of students with disabilities; the presidents of local parent-teacher organizations; a districtwide student council; and CSDE staff members in activities ranging from early childhood services to school construction (see Appendix A).  
Findings from a summary of the impact of partnerships that supported the Hartford Public Schools in 2002-03 indicate that they have resulted in almost double the tutoring services since 1995-96 (1364 individuals in 2002-03), at least 400 individuals serving as mentors, and an estimated value of these activities totaling $9,961,755 (14.5 percent in cash grants and 85.5 percent in in-kind services; see Appendix B).
Analysis of Student Performance Data

Although Hartford student performance has improved in many areas since the start of the state intervention in 1996-97, and during the partnership of corporate and public support for the Hartford Public Schools from 1997 to the present, the current summary of indicators continues to show limited gains for students in Grades 9-12 (see table summary on pp. 6-7).  
On most of the student performance indicators identified in the chart, the district has shown at least a five percentage point gain when comparisons are made to the state averages in 1997 and the current year (e.g., in Connecticut Mastery Test results, dropout rates, access to Advanced Placement [AP] courses and students taking the Scholastic Assessment Test [SAT]).  
In the following areas, achievement levels have not improved or have decreased when compared to state averages in 1996-97: Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT) results in mathematics and science, percentage of students scoring 3 or higher on AP examinations, SAT results, graduates with credit in algebra and graduates with three or more credits in a world language.  These results have major implications for the percentage of Hartford students prepared to enter and succeed in four-year colleges and universities – a main focus of the new Hartford blue ribbon commission formed to recommend strategies to improve college access.

The summary of Hartford student performance indicators also includes comparisons of current-year achievement results with that of the prior year.  (The Connecticut Mastery Test results will be available in the June 2004 Hartford progress report.)  When comparing the CAPT results from 2001-02 and 2002-03, limited gains were made in the percentage of students at or above goal in mathematics and science (from 6.5 to 8.6 percent and from 6.7 to 7.0 percent, respectively).  The percentage of students at or above goal in the reading/language arts and writing/interdisciplinary portions of the CAPT decreased by less than one percentage point (from 13.4 to 12.8 percent, and from 23.0 to 22.1 percent, respectively).   
Reductions in the dropout rate were noted when comparing the cohort rates and annual rates in the last two years; however, comparisons to the state average in these two years still show the Hartford dropout rate as twice the state average.  The percentage of seniors taking at least one AP exam and the percentage that scored 3 or higher on AP examinations decreased between 2002 and 2003 (from 8.2 percent taking one exam to 6.9 percent; from 44.1 percent passing to 27.8 percent).  SAT results showed an increase (from a combined average score of 759 in 2002 to 779 in 2003).  Graduates with a credit in algebra increased from 57.5 percent in 2002 to 71.1 percent in 2003.   Graduates with three or more credits in a world language decreased from 27.9 percent in 2002 to 24.3 percent in 2003.
Improving Curriculum and Instruction
Improving the performance results for Hartford students will continue to require a united response from local, corporate, municipal and state and community officials. Additional research-based approaches should be implemented in the Hartford Public Schools to improve literacy and mathematics instruction for all students, and to address the social needs of students – to support improved student attendance and motivation to succeed.  
Successful literacy practices already found in selected Hartford schools and in Hartford-area magnet schools should be replicated throughout the district.  Department resources for literacy training tied to the Connecticut reading framework should be used by every Hartford school.  District resources should be used to maximize the number of highly qualified reading teachers working with students with low levels of proficiency and to limit class size.  School-based professional development needs in reading and mathematics instruction in research-based practices should be addressed and appropriately budgeted for to meet the needs of all students – especially students with disabilities, English language learners, and gifted and talented students in the Hartford Public Schools.  
Implications for the Hartford Board of Education

Members of the Hartford Board of Education should focus their efforts on policy issues and initiatives as a united body in concert with the leadership of Superintendent Henry.  Board committees should work with Superintendent Henry to establish committees that accomplish the following tasks: 
· review the current Board committee structure to better align the committee structure with initiatives;
· present and adopt a revised committee structure;
· set a committee meeting calendar for 2003-04 and 2004-05;
· review the current procedure for policy review, amend it as needed, and use it as a framework for committee work;  

· work with the Connecticut Association of Boards of Education (CABE) to regularly update polices as laws and regulations change;
· use committee time to:

· determine which board policies will be reviewed in 2003-04 in each initiative area and establish a three-year calendar for review of all policies in each initiative area;
· determine data needs to quantify status of implementation;

· review findings; 
· determine effective support mechanisms for initiatives; and
· establish a format to present at regular meetings and other public meetings summaries of progress and policy recommendations.

The full board should amend the board informational meeting calendar to include periodic reports from Board committees.  It should also amend the Board regular 
meeting calendar, as needed, to include recommended revisions to Board polices for adoption.  CSDE will continue its efforts to assist the Hartford Board of Education to enact these practices.  The Hartford Board of Education is currently working to revise its committee structure.
Magnet Schools

Other systemic actions to improve the achievements of Hartford students and to reduce Hartford student racial, ethnic and economic isolation include the January 2004 Hartford Board adoption of a magnet policy and framework that examine the following areas: strengthening neighborhood schools through the development of engaging schoolwide themes, creating interdistrict host magnet schools, partnering magnet schools with Hartford schools, creating a joint magnet office of the Hartford Public Schools and the Capitol Region Education Council, meeting the requirements in the Sheff v. O’Neill agreement, and aligning school construction needs with the magnet plan (see Appendix C).  The framework was developed in collaboration with the Hartford Board of Education, Mayor Perez, Superintendent Henry, Executive Director Bruce Douglas of the Capitol Region Education Council and CSDE.
Funds to Support Initiatives
Superintendent Henry and the Hartford Board of Education continue to be concerned with the lack of financial resources to strengthen neighborhood schools, support reading intervention programs, support positive behavioral outcomes for students with disabilities in the area of emotional disturbance, and to develop magnet schools.  
Reductions in financial support in 2004-05 from the City of Hartford are anticipated (approximately $20 million).  The summary presented to you in June 2003 continues to ring true today: 
In this time of fiscal constraints, the commitment to Hartford students – who are working to improve their results in reading, writing and mathematics – must continue.  To close the disparities in Connecticut and Hartford’s student achievements requires that we collectively work with increased speed to focus resources in administrator and teacher professional development, curricula and instructional materials that meet the needs of Hartford students.  Teachers, system leaders, parents, community groups and students who are reviewing school improvement goals, accreditation recommendations, school-based practices and achievement results, need more opportunities to present to the Hartford Board of Education.  Their successes and challenges represent the path to further and faster progress. 
The overall message of this communication should be clear: To state and local officials – please continue to provide resources for the further improvement of the Hartford Public Schools.  To the Hartford Board of Education – please stay focused on the need for continuous improvement in student achievements.
Implementation of federal and state requirements to improve teaching and learning in Hartford will continue to be a priority during my tenure as Commissioner of Education.  I look forward to working with Superintendent Henry and the Hartford Board of Education to show accelerated rates of progress for Hartford students.
March 3, 2004
cc:
The Honorable John G. Rowland, Governor, State of Connecticut


The Honorable Thomas Gaffey, Senate Chairman, Education Committee


The Honorable Thomas Herlihy, Senate Ranking Member, Education Committee


The Honorable Demetrios Giannaros, House Chairman, Education Committee


The Honorable Robert Heagney, House Ranking Member, Education Committee


Members of the Hartford Board of Education


Mr. Robert Henry, Superintendent, Hartford Public Schools


Mr. Eddie Perez, Mayor, City of Hartford


Members of the Harford Court of Common Council
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	CMT Math 4, 6, 8: % at/above goal (2)
	2001-02
	30.6
	59.1
	51.8%
	
	
	18
	56
	32.1%

	CMT Math 4, 6, 8: % at/above goal (2)
	2002-03
	29.2
	59.2
	49.3 %
	
	▲
	18
	56
	32.1%

	CMT Reading 4, 6, 8: % at/above goal (2)
	2001-02
	26.1
	62.6
	41.7%
	
	
	19
	60
	31.7%

	CMT Reading 4, 6, 8: % at/above goal (2)
	2002-03
	27.2
	62.7
	43.3%
	
	▲
	19
	60
	31.7%

	CMT Writing 4, 6, 8: % at/above goal (2)
	2001-02
	36.2
	60.0
	60.3%
	
	
	25
	52
	48.1%

	CMT Writing 4, 6, 8: % at/above goal (2)
	2002-03
	39.6
	60.8
	65.1%
	
	▲
	25
	52
	48.1%

	CAPT Math: % at/above Goal (2)
	2000-01
	7.7
	44.6
	17.3%
	
	
	6
	42
	14.3%

	CAPT Math: % at/above Goal (2)
	2001-02
	6.5
	44.0
	14.8%
	
	
	6
	42
	14.3%

	CAPT Math: % at/above Goal (2)
	2002-03
	8.6
	45.1
	19.1%
	
	▬
	6
	42
	14.3%

	CAPT Science: % at/above Goal (2)
	2000-01
	6.8
	43.4
	15.7%
	
	
	6
	35
	17.1%

	CAPT Science: % at/above Goal (2)
	2001-02
	6.7
	43.2
	15.5%
	
	
	6
	35
	17.1%

	CAPT Science: % at/above Goal (2)
	2002-03
	7.0
	43.2
	16.2%
	
	▬
	6
	35
	17.1%

	CAPT Reading/Language Arts: % at/above Goal (2)
	2000-01
	9.0
	42.2
	21.3%
	
	
	7
	35
	20.0%

	CAPT Reading/Language Arts: % at/above Goal (2)
	2001-02
	13.4
	44.8
	29.9%
	
	
	7
	35
	20.0%

	CAPT Reading/Language Arts: % at/above Goal (2)
	2002-03
	12.8
	47.0
	27.2%
	
	▲
	7
	35
	20.0%

	CAPT Writing/Interdisciplinary: % at/above Goal (2)
	2000-01
	17.2
	48.7
	35.3%
	
	
	11
	38
	28.9%

	CAPT Writing/Interdisciplinary: % at/above Goal (2)
	2001-02
	23.0
	51.0
	45.1%
	
	
	11
	38
	28.9%

	CAPT Writing/Interdisciplinary: % at/above Goal (2)
	2002-03
	22.1
	52.8
	41.9%
	
	▲
	11
	38
	28.9%

	Dropouts: 4-year Cohort Rate (3)
	2001
	22.9
	11.2
	204.5%
	
	
	44.1
	15.7
	280.9%

	Dropouts: 4-year Cohort Rate (3)
	2002
	29.7
	10.8
	275.0%
	
	
	44.1
	15.7
	280.9%

	Dropouts: 4-year Cohort Rate (3)
	2003
	21.9
	9.5
	230.1%
	
	▲
	44.1
	15.7
	280.9%

	Dropouts: Annual 1-year Event Rate
	2000
	11.5
	3.0
	383.3%
	
	
	13.4
	3.9
	343.6%

	Dropouts: Annual 1-year Event Rate
	2001
	6.2
	2.6
	238.5%
	
	
	13.4
	3.9
	343.6%

	Dropouts: Annual 1-year Event Rate
	2002
	4.1
	2.1
	195.2%
	
	▲
	13.4
	3.9
	343.6%

	% Graduates to Educational Activity
	2001
	75.0
	79.1
	94.8%
	
	
	65.6
	75.6
	86.8%

	% Graduates to Educational Activity
	2002
	80.5
	79.7
	101.0%
	
	
	65.6
	75.6
	86.8%

	% Graduates to Educational Activity
	2003
	79.6
	80.3
	99.1%
	
	▲
	65.6
	75.6
	86.8%

	% Graduates Employed (4)
	2001
	14.5
	17.1
	84.8%
	
	
	11.2
	18.5
	60.5%

	% Graduates Employed (4)
	2002
	12.0
	13.0
	92.3%
	
	
	11.2
	18.5
	60.5%

	% Graduates Employed (4)
	2003
	11.4
	12.9
	88.3%
	
	▲
	11.2
	18.5
	60.5%
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	Physical Fitness: Percent Passing all 4 Tests (2)
	2000-01
	18.5
	34.2
	54.1%
	
	
	15.3
	28.1
	54.4%

	Physical Fitness: Percent Passing all 4 Tests (2)
	2001-02
	21.7
	34.4
	63.1%
	
	
	15.3
	28.1
	54.4%

	Physical Fitness: Percent Passing all 4 Tests (2)
	2002-03
	20.9
	34.8
	60.0%
	
	▲
	15.3
	28.1
	54.4%

	AP: % of Seniors Taking at Least One Exam
	2001
	8.8
	16.3
	54.0%
	
	
	3.1
	11.8
	26.2%

	AP: % of Seniors Taking at Least One Exam
	2002
	8.2
	16.9
	48.5%
	
	
	3.1
	11.8
	26.2%

	AP: % of Seniors Taking at Least One Exam
	2003
	6.9
	16.4
	42.0%
	
	▲
	3.1
	11.8
	26.2%

	AP: % of Examinations Passed
	2001
	28.1
	70.5
	39.9%
	
	
	37.8
	73.1
	51.8%

	AP: % of Examinations Passed
	2002
	44.1
	72.3
	61.0%
	
	
	37.8
	73.1
	51.8%

	AP: % of Examinations Passed
	2003
	27.8
	71.5
	38.9%
	
	▼
	37.8
	73.1
	51.8%

	SAT I Total Score
	2001
	754
	1005
	75.0%
	
	
	759
	1008
	75.3%

	SAT I Total Score
	2002
	759
	1005
	75.5%
	
	
	759
	1008
	75.3%

	SAT I Total Score
	2003
	779
	1012
	77.0%
	
	▬
	759
	1008
	75.3%

	SAT I: Percent of Graduates Taking 
	2001
	71.5
	77.6
	92.1%
	
	
	47.8
	73.7
	64.9%

	SAT I: Percent of Graduates Taking 
	2002
	67.3
	76.8
	87.6%
	
	
	47.8
	73.7
	64.9%

	SAT I: Percent of Graduates Taking 
	2003
	64.2
	76.2
	84.2%
	
	▲
	47.8
	73.7
	64.9%

	Graduates with Credit in Algebra
	2001
	88.3
	90.0
	98.1%
	
	
	71.9
	85.2
	84.4%

	Graduates with Credit in Algebra
	2002
	57.5
	89.6
	64.2%
	
	
	71.9
	85.2
	84.4%

	Graduates with Credit in Algebra
	2003
	71.1
	89.7
	79.3%
	
	▼
	71.9
	85.2
	84.4%

	Graduates with  3+ Credits  in a World Language
	2001
	34.8
	55.5
	62.7%
	
	
	26.2
	51.7
	50.7%

	Graduates with  3+ Credits  in a World Language
	2002
	27.9
	56.2
	49.6%
	
	
	26.2
	51.7
	50.7%

	Graduates with  3+ Credits  in a World Language
	2003
	24.3
	55.8
	43.5%
	
	▼
	26.2
	51.7
	50.7%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTES:   (1)    An upward arrow indicates improvement of at least five percentage points relative to the state average in 1996-97.

(2) Comparisons of results are across two generations of the tests with some differences in the components.  2003-04 CMT results will be added in June 2004 to reflect three years of achievement results.
(3) Some improvement due to better record keeping starting in 1996-97.
(4) Graduates Employed includes those in military service.
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