AVDECACE and TNEN SOME:
T'he Eirst Tien Years off Sheiii V.

O'Nelll'Implementation




1996 Holding of the Supreme Court ofi Connecticut:
Affirmative Obligations of the: State

Duty to Provide Education: “Our Connecticut constitution...
contains a fundamental right te education and a corresponding

affinmative state ebligation te implement and maintain that rgnt.”
(238 Conn. 1 at 21)

Duty ter Previde an Effective Remedy 1o Segregation: “(I]n
[ne context of public education, IN'WhIcH the state has an
affirmative obligation... te equalize educational epportunity,
the state’s awareness of... Severe racial and ethnic iselation
IMposes upon; the state the responsibility to remedy.
‘'segregation ... because of race...” (238 Conn. 1 at 29)




Justice delayed Is justice denied.

Plaintiff Milo Sheff, at the time of the original filing and in a recent photograph.




Agreed-Upon Goals ofi the 2003
Stipulation and Order

. Magnet Schools: “open and operate two new
host magnet schools of approximately 600
students each, for approximately 1200
students per year, each year”

. Open Choice: enrollment “will be expanded
annually to reach a capacity equal to the
annual demand for seats;” at /east 200
additional seats per year

OVERALL GOAL: a minimum of 30% of Hartford-
resident minority students in desegregated
school settings by the end of the 4-year period



Iihe state: censistentiy faleadiiermeet geals or
REW magnet scheol enreliment:
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Sources: June 15, 2005 Fact Stipulation (2003-2005 data); “Hartford Area Interdistrict Magnet Schools,” provided
to Plaintiffs by the Connecticut State Department of Education, November 16, 2005, via facsimile (2005-06 data);
and “Missing the Goal: A Visual Guide to Sheff vs. O’Neill School Desegregation,” by J. Dougherty et al., Trinity
College, June 2007 (*2006-07 figure only).
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The failure to enroll more Hartford
students in magnet schools does
not reflect a lack of demand.

As ofi Nevember 2005, nearly students
were on waitlists for CREC magnet schools. The

waliting list for the University ofi Hartford Magnet
school alone numbered 3,168.

(Source: “CREC Magnet School Waiting List,” provided to Plaintiffs by the Connecticut State
Department of Education, November 23, 2005, via facsimile.)




The state has also failed to meet the
desegregation standard* within magnet schools.

2005-2006

Did Not
Meet
Standard
11

Data from The Connecticut State Department of Education, as analyzed by Dr. Leonard Stevens.
*Desegregation Standard: Percentage of minority students in any school exceeds the Sheff region
percentage of minority students by no more than 30 percentage points.



The state also failed to secure the number of seats
for the Open Choice program required: by the 2003

agreement.
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“Actual” data from The Connecticut State Department of Education, as analyzed by Dr. Leonard Stevens; June 15,
2005 Fact Stipulation; and “Missing the Goal: A Visual Guide to Sheff vs. O’Neill School Desegregation,” by J.
Dougherty et al., Trinity College, June 2007 (*2006-07 figure only). “Goal” figures from 2003 Stipulation and Order.




The failure to enroll the required
number of Hartford students in the
Open Choice program does not
ieflect a lack of demand.

Even without aggressive marketing to inform families
about Open Choice, hundreds ofi students were placed
on a waltlist for Open Choice each of the 4 years of

the 2003 Agreement.




PElNCcen o) HarrrorrI~ eslgent

MInory's SCNOOIS DY
Level of S hool Integratlon

Actual: 12%

Integrate Integrate

10%

Minimum
Goal:
Additional
18%
Integrated
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“Every passing day denies these children
thelr constitutional right to a substantially
equalleducational opportunity.

EVENR passing day shorichanges these
children inithelr: aoility te: learm to
contribute te their own well-neing and to
that ofi this state and nation.’

(238 Conn. 1 at 46)




PDEMmand=aiVenrsystem

Reguires: the state torplan mere effectvely e
make: stre: seluitions Wil Work

Concrete Improvements 1o make! It easier for

fiamilies; te participate. In: /el schoels

Alms to Impreve guality: ofi Sheff-and all
Hartford-area schooels, even non-magnets

Schools can be a maximum of 75% minority.

OVERALL GOAL: to meet 80% of demand for
Integration by 2013




EESURIEMENColESHUlIaNRNS/erestanlishied that
alRstdERSHRENSEdierd region have: a gt
o) z2if) Ifriee)retiec) eeftieziilo)p):

SEHEMENIMOVES LOVWANE a sy stem in which
BYER/AStldERT WG WISHES! 1) EXErcISe this right
czlf) clo) o).

iere arer sl enchmarks to make sure that the
epPEHUNILEST e INtEgrated education Increase
steadiiy ever time. he state must meet these
RUMErRcal geals, UL the aim IS to make the
aveallapiin/ e ntegrated education propertionate
10 thier demand for It.




Effective planning to make sure
that Sheff solutions work.

1 Detailed Comprehensive Management Plan will outline

goals and how the State will meet and measure them.
1 This Is the first time the state has ever implemented a
comprehensive plan to coordinate all Sheff remedadles.

1 SDE Sheff Office will oversee the implementation of
the Plan and serve as the central authority responsible
for the planning, development, and implementation of
all Sheff programs.

1 Agreement makes the state accountable for taking
certain clearly defined steps and meeting goals for
Integrated education.



Effective planning to make sure
that Sheff solutions work.

1 New Regional School Choice Office will support
collaborations between the State and stakeholders,
who will implement Sheff programming, including
CREC and the City of Hartford,.

1 Office will also include a representative of the Sheff
plaintiffs.

1 Settlement increases the plaintiffs’ ability to have input
INto and enforcement of the terms ofi the agreement,
and provides plaintiffs with meaningful opportunities
1o go back to court Iff the state isn't complying.




Reguired steps to increase the
SUcCCess off Shefl: schoeols.

Sitate myst:

Conduct euireach ter Hartierd anad stibuifHan
parents te; Nelp determine WhRICH LyPeS) ofi
pregrams WillNeermest popular

EStanlisii metheds ter detelimine: Capacity/in
subuIHanRrdisthcts for Open Choice, and te
INCIrease participation By subuiHean; dIStHEtS

Establish clear precesses fier cheosing the
ocation and design of new magnet schools

-Help magnet schools improve educational
performance and become more integrated




StSUs ty frexs It sasler for farnllles o
geirtlelgeits I Sngff senouls.
Improvements include:

1 A single application process for Hartford-
resident minority students who wish to apply




StSUs ty frexs It sasler for farnllles o
geirtlelgeits I Sngff senouls.
Improvements include:

1 General marketing and targeted recruiting in
historically underrepresented communities to
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