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Chairman Maynard, Chairman Fleischmann and honorable members of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Appropriations Subcomimittee,

1 appear before you today in very strong opposition to HB 6380 “An Act Concerning the
Budget for the Biennium Ending June 30, 2013.”

For the record, I am State Representative Mary Fritz of the 90" District, serving parts of
the towns of Wallingford and Cheshire.

The genesis of my objections begins with Section 16 of the bill which addresses
transferring the operations of the vocational technical schools to local systems or to a
RESC. Needless to say, this is a terrible idea.  The vocational technical school system -
16 schools strong - as a system has done extremely well for the young people of the state.
Yet, this proposal would tum these schools over to systems with failing schools or with
safe harbor schools when in all testing the vo-tech schools students far exceed percentage
wise the students of the local systems. Ihave attached a chart which clearly demonstrates
this but for the record let me cite a few examples. Remember this is the percentage of
students who were at or above the 2010 CAPT test in math.

Meriden ILEA 57.3% - Vo-tech 85.6%
Milford LEA 75.5% Vo-tech 90.9%
Norwich LEA 30.8% Vo-tech 90.2%

SERVING CHESHIRE AND WALLINGFORD



Reading:

Meriden LEA 68.2% Vo-tech 92.6%
Milford LEA 81.2% Vo-tech 93.5%
Norwich LEA 25.9% Vo-tech 85.3%

Science and writing continue in the same vein.

Also for your clarification, I have included a chart which demonstrates the date of
graduation, the percent of those going on to higher education and to the armed services. -

I asked a gentleman from OPM why was this happening! The response was “maybe to
make them into magnet schools?” :

Folks- these are Connecticut’s original magnet schools.

Now let’s talk about discipline

— 5 minutes late, parents get a call

— No message clothes at all

~ Fool around, don’t do your work and YOU ARE GONE!

— All young men must wear a belt, no **** cracks in vo-tech schools .

So, in our local schools, none of these measures exist! So we’re going to turnover a
highly disciplined and educated population to systems that are failing. :

Common sense — would tell us all that the methods of the vo—tech schools should be
adopted universally throughout the state. : »

I also have additional concerns about the bill. :

- 1. Agricultural science schools appear regularly in the bill are the vo-ag schools next on
the block? _
2. It’s very unclear what happens to the people in this system. When the transfer takes
place do they remain state employees or are there expenses passed on to-the local?

3. Bureaucracy
Section 19- Create a statewide advisory counsel
Section 21- A technical education coordinating counsel -

4. This bill is like Mulligan’s Stew- everything together- vo-tech schools,
community colleges, higher education, office workplace competitiveness, magnet
schools, charter schools- result: hodge podge :

5. For two years we have been promoting and legislating message to promote
regionalism, yet this bill completely destroys a very successful regional entity- the
vo-tech schools

In conclusion, I thank you for your time and respectfully ask you that you eliminate
consideration of the vo-tech schools as a budget saving measure. Remember, you’ll be
denying over 10,000 students a good education and a job. During the recession graduates



of the vo-tech schools all worked- I thought it was the year of jobs- supportmg thls bill
makes the promise of jobs a lie!

Thank you.

Mafcy Fritz
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ZABLE 2: 2007-2010 ACHYEVEMENT GAP_BY SUBGROUP

% CLOSING / WIDENING

Mathematics Scionce Reading Writing
Total Mathematics Total Science Total Reading Total Writing
% Y% % % % % Y %
AtiAbove | At/Above | At/Above | At/Above AtAbove | AtlAbove | AttAbove AY{Above
2007-2010 Goal _ {Proficiencyl Goal Proficiencyl  Goal Proficlency!  Goal Proficlency,
District : '
Black &ind White
Hispanic and White 2.2 4 ‘ 3
ELL/MNon BLL 350 o 0.1
SPED/Non SPED T 2.8 1 ] 8.3
" __FIR Lunch/Full .27 2.4 : j
Female/Male 2.1 1.3
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ath, science, reading and writing have decreased the across all academic ereas at proficiency and goal levels.
4p with the exceplion of a slight increase in reading for

1e gender subgroup .
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CADPT RESULTS 2007- 2010
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Black, Hispanic and white students have increased In both goal and proficiency levels in math, science and witing and
at the proficlent level in reading.

The gap between black and white students continues to close In all areas at proficient and goal levels, We see a simifar
trend with the gap in all academic areas between Hispahic and white atudents reaching proficiency and above levals,
The graphs belaw display a visual representation of the gap between Hispanics, blacks and whites in 2007 and in 2010,
You can clearly see the gap decllnlng In 2010, with reading and wriling having a small gap betwasn the ethnic groups. -
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Free and Reduced Meals ,

The percentape of economically disadvantaged students has had significant increasss In both goat and proficient scores
for math, sclence and writing and at the proficlent feve! for reading. The number of sludents reaching profisiency In read-
ing has Increased by 7,2 percentage points since 2007, Math proficleticy has Increased by 9 parcentage polnts and writ-
ing by 11.3 percentage points, The graph below is a visuzl representation of the growth pattern In this subgroup.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION

Students receiving speclal education services have made great gains across all areas, For example, In writing there -
was ah increase of 25,6 percentage points at the proficiency level and above, & 15.2 point growlh In math, a 14, 9 point
growth In reading and & 12.9 point growth in sclence since 2007, The graph below Is a visual representation of the
growth patiem In this subgroup,
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English Language Leamers , _
English Language Leamer's scores have continued to grow. For example since 2007, math has a gain of 21,6 percent-
age points at the proficlency level, a 19.7 point galn In reading proficiency and a 23.4 point galn in writing, The graph
below is a visual representation: of the growth pattern in this subgroup.
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TITLE § SCHOOLS

Ths Cannecticut Technical High School Systern has four Tille | schools, all of which have made great progress over the -
past four years, The graphs below and continuing onto page 6 are visual represeniations of each Title | school's growth

over 4 years,
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2007-2010 increase [ decrease

Math % Sclence % {Reading %iReadling % Writlng %{Writing %
Subgrotps Year Goal oal Proficient iGoal Proficlent {Boal Proficient
Male 2007 84.4 1.4 33.3 85.4 25.4 75.8° 27.6 75.5
Male 2008 44.3 85.6 39,9 5.7 .6 82 37.4 88,2
Male 2009 39,9 BS 35 84.6 24,2 77.8 29,4 87.4
Male 2010 416 84.8 3.6 88,1 24,5 80.1 40 Ba.1
2007-2010 increase / decrease |5 ' 5 ey 09 ?ﬁ@g Ay %E}?'%é
Female 2007 15.7 62.9 13,7 73,1 | 301 80 39.2 a7 -
Female 2008 22.1 72,7 18,1 715 26.9 82 45,7 92.7
Female 2009 20,9 68.7 13.6 70.5 Aol 816 38.8 92
Female 2010 23.5 73.2 8.4 78.2 28.9 56,4 52,9 94
2007-2018 increase [ decrensa m, -,é' ‘_ ] ' 1.2 “? eI 8 R
Black 2007 7. 54.3 59 62 18.6 69.6 2.7 74.6
Black 2008 15,1 63 8.9 62,6 @4 | 724 324 87.5
{Black 2009 15,5 §0.9 11.7 62 19 73.6 26,6 86.7
Black - 2010 141 66,1 14.6 69.8 19,2 79 421 88,5
2007-2010 incrense / decrease . e i ; K,' i é : s bikhEfRs "_ .F g .?t:‘:. : 1
[Hispanic 2007 153 626 | 115 | 693 | 241 | 749 | 308 | 7.9
Hispanic 2008 21.7 719 16.9 69,1 225 77.9 35,3 88.8
Hispanic 2009 20,5 712 14.9 57.8 23,2 75 26.3 87,7
Hispanic 2010 24.9 74.3 15 755 | ‘190 | s06 | 409 50,3
- 20107-2010 increase / decrease e ?a_ 0 ! ; 4,2 ";-1 .w;?’. ) i "
White 2007 38.3 85.2 37.5 89.6 309 | 803 34 815
IWhite 2008 49,2 80,3 45.4 90,9 324 86.6 45.3 91.1
White 2008 43.2 87.3 36,7 89,3 20.6 82.6 37,2 90.3
White 2010 449 | 872 | 432 925 | 307 | #a2 | 47, 90,6
2007-2010 [ncrease [/ decrease . i AR e 02 iR
F/R Meals 2007 12.7 64.8 15.6 70,7 23.5 72.8 27.9 77.8
£/R Meals 2008 24.9 72.4 20.3 70.5 20.4 77.3 3.4 87.4
£/R Meals 2009 23,8 711 16.8 705 22,9 76 27 87.5
F/R Meals 2010 73.8 18.9 76.8 9.3
2007-2010 increase / decrease e R AT
Special Ed, 2007 11.1 50 13,7 58.1 . . 10.1 45.4
Special £d. 2008 - 18.4 64,3 16.4 63.3 12 52 115 66.8
Special £d, 2003 26.3 64,2 17 60.4 134 62.6 9.3 70.9
Speciaf Ed. 2010 213 65.2 16 71 9.7 651 | 14 7
- 2007-2010 Increase { decrease UG e Y i '&1‘:‘5& HaEtag
ELL 2007 7 3.9 48.8 10.9 61.2 13,2 60,5
EAL 2008 14.9 61 45,2 11.3 68.7 15.5 76.7
ELL 2009 11.5 76.3
ELL 2010 19.1 84,9
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CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
CONNECTICUT TEGHNICAL HIGH SCHOOL SYSTEM

CTHSS VS, LEA

PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENT ON *ma

2010 CAPT READING

CAPT READING

Technical School

LEA
Ansonia 77.5 88.5
Bridgeport 38,9 85.4
Danbury 66.8 74.4
| Groton 82.5 72.2
. New Haven 59 72.9
_ Hartford 64.3 74.7 -
Killingly| - 70.8 785
Manchester 76.9 824
Meriden 68.2 92.6
Middletown| 70.5 80.3
 Milford 81.2 93.5
New Britain 59,1 68.4
Norwich 25,9 85.3
Torrington - 81.1 84.5
Waterbury 61.1 035
Windham| 56 80.8




CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
- CONNECTICUT TECHNICAL HIGH SCHOOL SYSTEM

CTHSS VS, LEA

PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENT ON THE

2010 CAPT WRITING
CAPT WRITING
| . LEA Technical School
Ansonia| 717 89.1
Bridgeport 50.9 96
Danbury 70.2 88.4
Groton . 792 77.9
New Haven 707 82.8
" Hartford 68,1 84.4
Killingly| 738 89.9
Manchester 84.1 93.8
~ Meriden 71.8 93
Middletown 74.3 . 86
Milford 84.4 98,3
__New Britain 58.7 85.3
Norwich 26.9 96.3
Taorrington 82.8 91.5
Waterbury!- 75.5 95.6
Windham 58.8 88.7




- CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
CONNECTICUT TECHNICAL HIGH SCHOOL SYSTEM

. CTHSS VS, LEA o
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFIGIENT ON THE
2010 SCIENCE
CAPT SCIENGE e
LEA Technical School
Ansonia 7233 g
Bridgeport 8717, 84.8
Danbury 67.8 B5
Grofon{ 75.3 76.7
New Haven 53.1 51
Hartford| 49.9 54,3
Killingly 77.4 956.3
Manchester 76 89.4
Meriden 62.1 95.8
Middletown 78.4 83
Milford| 84.8 96.5.
New Britain 46.1 74.4
‘Norwich 214 95.7
Torrington 83,3 - 92,6
Waterbury 46.1 90.2
Windham 56.8 90.1




CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
CONNECTICUT TEGHNICAL HIGH SCHOOL SYSTEM

~ CTHSS VS. LEA

PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENT ON THE
| 2010 GAPT MATHEMATICS
CAPT MATHEMATICS
LEA * Technhical School
Ansonia 615 77 :
Bridgeport 33.7 82.2
Danbury 62.1 76.3
Groton 74 70.4
" New Haven 49.4 59.4
Hartford ' 52,2 62.9
Killingly 66.1 89.3
Manchester 69 84.4
Meriden 57.3 85.6
- Middletown 66 844 -
Miiford 78.5 80.9
New Britain 49 69.9
Norwich 30.8 90.2
Toriington 745 87.2
Waterbury 41.1 844
Windham 451 - 85.3
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Activifies of Gradustes : Didtrict Lt
% Pursuing Highor Bducation (Degree and Non-Degres Programs) 433 8d.l
% Emplayed (Clvillan Employment and in Armed Services) 472 13K)]
Graduate Summary Nuttiber of % % in % Avalinhte Of Those Avajlable for
‘ Gradustes Pursuing Military for Employment
Education ~ Employment % with % with
Fulltime Job  Fulltime Job
Related to Unrelated 1o
Trathing Traininp

Auto Body Repair 4 374 4.4 . 538 63.3 24.5
Aulvtnotive Mechanic 222 360 36 30,0 577 252
Baking 16 625 0.0 37.5 16,7 167 |
Bioscience 15 93.3 0.0 6.7 100.0 6.0
Environmontal :
Technology : .
Carpentry 4184 M2 49 57.6_ 56.6 274
Culinary Arts 207 594 2.9 300 43.5 306
Digsel Mechanics ‘ 11 455 0.0 4.5 66,7 -33.3
Technolopgy ‘ :
Draﬂiggf: Atchitectural 29 SRE 34 379 182 63.6
Drafting: Machine _ 103 63.1 2.9 24.3 64,0 16,0
Ertly Care and : 4 57.4 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0
Education ‘ :
Blectrical 205 26.3 4.4 63,9 74.8 12.2

1 Electromechanical 3z 43.8 3.1 S04 62,3 6.3
Electronics 99 5.6 3.0 33.3 27.3 30,3

| Fashion Techhology 46 67.4 2.2 247 20,0 50.0
Graphic : 7% 55,1 51 321 40.0 320
Communleations
Halidressing/Barbering/ 214 40.2 0.5 50.5 59.3 157
Cusmﬂolugy_ -
Health Technology 64 8.4 0.0 14.3 55.6 I
Heating/Ventilation/Ajr . 107 327 3 579 82,3 1.3
Conditioning .
Hotelﬂ—!ospimlily .14 74 0.0 214 100.0 6.0
Technology . ‘ -
Information Support 75 65.3 6.7 R4.0 50,0 16.7
and Services ‘
Manufacturing 134 28,1 2.2 59.0 72,3 6.5
Technology ' : :
Masonry 38 44,7 26 474 61.1 22,2
Microsomputer 10 0.0 109 100 100.0 00
Software Technician . N
Plumbing and Heating 140 157 6.4 70.7 59.6 28,3
Welding 14 60 7 9.9 84,6 15.4
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906-00
SAT® It Reasowing Test Distejct State % of Distriats In | SAT® ), The lowest
Clags of 2008 State with Equal or pus!slible _?gore ofl
Lower Scores each SAT® § subteal
% of Qraduntes Tested : 334 74.3 is 200; the highest
Average Svore Mathematicy 422 507 8.5 possihle scors is 590,
Critleal Readihg 424 503 7.8
Writing 416 506 7.0
Graduation snd Dropout Ratoes Digtriet | * State %% of DHstricts in State with
Equal or Less Desirable Rates
Gradusation Rate, Class of 2008 96.8 52.1 67.9
Cumilative Four-Year Dropout Rate for Clasg of 2008 24 6.6 619
2007-08 Annual Dropout Rate for Grade 9 mrough 12 0,3 2.5 §7.6
Physica) Fitness, Tho Physteal Fliness; % of | District State % of Districts in State with
agenssment includes tests for | Stadents Kenchiog Eqgoal or Lower Percent
Aexibillty, abdorminal Health S¢tnndard on Al Reaching Standard
strength and endurance, Four Yests 12.5 36.2 374
upper-body strength and .

aerobic endurnnce.

RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURES

© DISTRICT EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES, 2007-08
Rxpenditures may be supported by local tax revenues, state grants, federal grants, municipal In-kind services, tuition

and other sources,

Note that the state figures Include expenditures for the education of both clementary snd

secondary students, CTHSS oxpenditures do nuot include penesal fund fringe benefils charged to the State

Compiroler,
Expendifures ‘Total ExponiHures Per Pupil
Al fipures are unavudited. {in 1000s) District Secondayy Btnio
. Socondery

Districts )
Instructional Staff and Seryiges 372,221 87,238 £7,813 $7,522
Instructional Supplies and Equipment $7,947 3796 $320 $271
Improvement of instruction and £921 592 $386 bdde
Educational Media Services ‘
Student Support Services 316,045 $1,608 3720 $306
Admnistration and Support Services 822950 §2,300 51,828 51,369
Plast Operation pnd Maintenanes 521,749 52,180 $1,517 $1.377
Olher 94,254 F426 $33l 3151
Totsl 5146,087 $14,641 514,310 502,805
Additional Expoenditures , ”
Land, Buildings, and Debt Service §7,322 8734 $2,027 51,759




