
FARMINGTON BOARD OF EDUCATION 
DATE: Monday, October 6, 2008 – 7:30 p.m. 

PLACE:   FHS Library 
     

AGENDA 
 

I. Call to Order  
 
II. Pledge of Allegiance 
 
III. Special Student, Faculty and/or Citizen Recognition 

 
IV. Approval of Minutes:  September 22, 2008       VOTE NEEDED 
 
V. Inviting and Receiving Public Comment and Communications 
 
VI. Consideration of Superintendent's Report 

A. No Child Left Behind:  Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Reports 
B. Community Survey Results 
C. Preschool Screening Program 
D. Professional Appointments, Resignations, and Professional Development 

Activities 
E. School-Based Information 

 
VII. Consideration of Business Administrator's Report - None 
 
VIII. Consideration of Committee Reports 

A. Personnel/Negotiations – Kenneth Koos/Tory Stempf, Co-Chairs 
B. Policy – Betsy Kaplan, Chair 
C. Curriculum – Melanie Meehan, Chair 
D. Ad Hoc Communications/Public Relations – Heidi Steir, Chair 

 
IX. Report of Board Chair and Committee Liaisons 

A. Chair Report 
B. CABE Liaison – Patty Stoddard (Mary Grace Reed, Alt) 
C. CREC Liaison – Mary Grace Reed 
D. FHS School-to-Career Committee – Brian Collins 
E. Library Council – Betsy Kaplan, Patty Stoddard 
F. Farmington FOCUS – Patty Stoddard (Betsy Kaplan, Alt) 
G. Farmington Public Schools Foundation – Melanie Meehan 



H. Superintendent’s Interscholastic Athletics Advisory Committee – Ken 
Koos 

I. Chamber of Commerce – Patty Stoddard 
 
X. Unfinished Business 

A. Discussion of Personnel Matter – Executive Search Committee  
 (*proposed for Executive Session) 
  

XI. New Business 
A. Consideration of the Appointment of School Administrator (*proposed 

for Executive Session)  VOTE NEEDED 
 

XII. Consideration of Future Agenda Items  
 
XIII. Inviting and Receiving Public Comments and Communications 
 
XIV. *Executive Session 

A.   Negotiations 
B.   Executive Search Committee 
C. Personnel 

 
XV. Adjournment 
 
 
For the Chair of the Board of Education, 
 
 
 
Robert M. Villanova 
Superintendent of Schools 
 
cc:  Town Clerk – PLEASE POST 



            
CLASSIFICATION:  Superintendent’s Report  Item: VI-A       10/6/08  
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
TITLE:   No Child Left Behind (NCLB):  Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 
  Reports for 2007-08 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
The 2007-08 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Reports were recently released by 
the Connecticut State Department of Education.  These reports include an analysis 
for the district and each school. 
 
The Farmington Public School District and each of the seven (7) Farmington 
Public Schools achieved the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) performance level 
as described on the Connecticut State Department of Education’s AYP Report 
cover sheet.   Each year the percentage of students required to achieve the new 
AYP Performance level must increase through the 2013-14 school year at which 
time the federal NCLB law will require 100% of all students in each school, each 
school district, and each identified school and district subgroups to meet the 
established criteria in reading, writing and mathematics.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copies of the 2007-08 AYP District and School Reports are available through the Office of 
the Superintendent, Town Hall, 1 Monteith Drive, Farmington and on the district’s website, 
www.fpsct.org. 
 

http://www.fpsct.org/










































 
CLASSIFICATION:  Superintendent’s Report        Item: VI-B   10/6/08 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
TITLE: Farmington Public Schools – Community Survey Results 
________________________________________________________________ 
   
The Board of Education is committed to gathering, considering and responding to 
input and feedback from the full spectrum of community stakeholders.  The school 
administration and faculty regularly collect and consider feedback from parents 
and students.  The Superintendent periodically distributes a performance feedback 
survey to elected officials, teachers, and a randomly selected group of 
approximately 200 parents and citizens.  Each of these activities is intended to both 
increase public engagement in the educational system and to assess perceptions 
regarding the services provided.  
 
In September 2007, the Board and Superintendent discussed the need for a 
comprehensive community survey to assist in understanding community 
perceptions regarding various aspects of the services provided through the 
Farmington Public Schools.  The Board commissioned a similar survey in 2001 
and intended to use the results as a baseline for a future survey.  The comparison of 
survey results would, therefore, reflect changes in community perception regarding 
the programs and services presented in the school district.  Words and Numbers 
Research, Inc. from Torrington, Connecticut, was again selected to implement a 
community-wide survey.  The explicit goal of the community survey was to “assist 
the Farmington Public School System in the systematic, objective assessment of 
community perceptions and attitudes regarding educational services.”   
 
After review and consideration by the Board of Education, the administration and 
then the Board’s Communications Committee, the survey was conducted in the 
spring of 2008.  Two new items were added by the Board to the 2008 survey:  (1) 
perceptions about student drug and alcohol use and (2) whether the respondents 
perceived the Farmington Public Schools to have improved, stayed the same, or 
declined.   
 
An explanation of the methodology used and the survey instrument are included in 
the attached report.  However, it is important to note that the 1,500 selected 
respondents (households) were randomly selected and the return rate (21%) was 
higher than initially anticipated and higher than typical for this type of survey.  The 
sample size and return rate increase the confidence level associated with the survey 
results.   Results are disaggregated by households with and without children 
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enrolled in the Farmington Public Schools and by years of residency in 
Farmington. 
 
The survey results provide useful and important information for both Board and 
administration strategic planning for continuous improvement and five-year school 
district goal setting process.  The report is tightly constructed and quite readable.  
Clear summaries are included for each of seven thematic sections.   
 
A comparison of summary results by section from the 2001 and 2008 survey 
results is presented below: 
 
       2001  2008 
1. Product/Outcome Benchmark   3.97  4.06 
2. Programs and Services Benchmark   3.84  3.95 
3. Process/Inputs Benchmark    3.80  3.80 
4. Fiscal Benchmark     3.67  3.63 
5. Physical Resource Benchmark   3.74  3.80 
6. Communication Benchmark    3.63  3.79 
7. Public Engagement Benchmark   3.49         *3.55 
 
*Two items in this section had statistically significant improvements: 

• The collaborative spirit offered by the BOE to the public. 
• Welcome extended to senior citizens (p. 11 of the report). 

These areas are significant because they were areas specifically targeted by the 
Board and the Board’s Communications and Public Engagement Committee. 
 
The report is rich in data points for further Board and administration analysis and 
discussion.  The report summary on p. 21 concludes: 
 

“Remarkably, the 2008 quantitative data in the Community Survey 
achieved even higher scores.  There is a strong sense of support for 
the school system.” 

 
The summary goes on to highlight six specific areas that segments of the 
community would like to see more attention from the Board and administration   
(p. 21). 
 
Dr. Villanova will be prepared to comment on the survey methodology, findings, 
interpretations and possible following actions Monday evening.  The report is 
included with all Board of Education meeting packets for this meeting, and it will 
also be accessible on the Farmington Public School’s website at www.fpsct.org. 

http://www.fpsct.org/
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

 
 

 TERMS  Definition 
 

FPS 
Farmington Public Schools 

Q 
Questionnaire item on the questionnaire; there are 53 items altogether. 

Random Sample 
 
Respondents 

1500 community members randomly selected to be sent a questionnaire  
 
311 community members who returned a questionnaire that was sent 

Respondents with Children Households who had children enrolled in FPS at the time of the survey 
 

Respondents without Children Households who had no children enrolled in FPS at the time of the survey 
 

New Residents Households living in  Farmington for five years or less 
 

Long-term residents Households living in Farmington for over five years 
 

% Percentage of total group 
 

Mean An arithmetic average or sum of a distribution of values divided by the total number of 
values.  A measure of central tendency 

Median 
Midpoint in a distribution. Value that divides distribution in half. 
 

T-tests and Chi Square Analyses 
Statistical techniques used to determine if there are statistically significant differences 
between or among target groups.  p< .05 was the selected probability level. 
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1.00 Background  
 
In 2001, the Farmington Board of Education conducted a Community Survey. The goal of the research 

was to assist in the objective assessment of community perceptions and attitudes regarding the school 

district. The market information was considered valuable to the Farmington Board of Education in 

strategic planning and ongoing decision making.  Also, the data were considered an investment; it would 

establish a baseline for benchmarking community perceptions and attitudes over time.   

 

In 2008, the Community Survey was replicated. Words & Numbers Research, Inc., an independent 

research firm, was selected to conduct the research study for the Farmington Board of Education in 2001 

and again in 2008. The data collected in 2001 was stored in the firm's database so that statistical 

comparisons could be executed.  
 

2.00 Methods 

 

2.10 Data Collection Instrument 
 

A questionnaire called School Support Survey: Community Version was developed by Susan and David 
Carroll, authors of EdMarketing: How Smart Schools Get and Keep Community Support (2nd Edition, 
Solution Tree, Bloomington: IN, 2000). The instrument was designed to provide public schools with a 
way of finding out what households think and feel about their local school systems.  In other words, the 
image of the school system was measured in order to capture the pulse of the community.  

 
The tool was based on the acknowledged principles of test development.  Very simple in design, the 
questionnaire asks that respondents select a rating on a scale of 1 (low) through 5 (high) for 50 discrete 
and generic areas that represent typical public school systems. Some of the areas include goals and 
outcomes, human and physical resources, curriculum and instruction, fiscal management, communication, 
public engagement and other areas.  

 
As a note, the original Community Survey of 50 items was adapted to meet a few specific needs of the 
Farmington Public Schools.  Input from administrators and Board of Education leadership was included 
in modifying some of the questions on the survey.  In 2008, there were three additional items for residents 
to rate: 

 
1. The quality of education at West Woods Upper Elementary School 
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2. The effectiveness of the Board of Education and the Town Council to work in partnership 

 
3. The school system's programs to encourage student health and wellness 

  
 
After rating the 53 areas, respondents were asked to select which two (2) of the 53 items were the most 
important to them.   It was critical to understand what was important to targeted community segments, 
and then compare the areas deemed important with the actual ratings that were achieved on them.  
 
There were two new sections added to the 2008 Community Survey questionnaire. The first asked 
respondents to assess their perceptions about student drug and alcohol use. Was it less than, the same as, 
or more than communities of similar demographic characteristics? Respondents were also asked whether 
they perceived the Farmington Public Schools to have improved, stayed the same- in a positive sense, 
stayed the same- in a negative sense, or declined. An original item on public school expenditures was 
retained from the 2001 survey. 

 
 Finally, respondents were invited to write in comments or suggestions in a space provided, allowing for 
qualitative data in addition to the quantitative.   There were also a few demographic questions that asked 
respondents to indicate whether they currently had children enrolled in the Farmington Public Schools 
and how long they had been residents of the town. 

 
 
2.20 Data Collection Procedure  
 
Words & Numbers Research, Inc. was responsible for designing and directing the sampling strategy used 

to select households for participation in the research.  All taxpaying households were identified in records 

from the town of Farmington.  A listing of these taxpayers was alphabetized by last name to ensure that 

the listing was not in any sequence or order. Then, a systematic random sampling strategy was 

implemented to select 1500 households.  

 

[A random sample is a scientific method for selecting a sample from a large population.  It is used in most 

polling and survey research because the costs and human requirements of using entire populations are 

prohibitive.  If executed correctly, each household has an equal chance of being selected; and, selection of 

one household does not influence selection of another. ] 

 
The 1500 mailing packets contained a cover letter written and signed conjointly by the Superintendent of 

Schools, Dr. Robert Villanova, and the Chairperson of the Board of Education, Mary Grace Reed. The 

letter explained the purpose of the survey.  It also assured respondents of confidentiality and anonymity 
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because the questionnaires would not be opened by or returned to Farmington Public Schools. A postage 

paid, pre-addressed envelope was included for ease of returning the questionnaire to Words & Numbers 

Research, Inc.   

 
The Community Survey questionnaires were mailed to the sample on February 25, 2008 along with an 
established date for returning them on March 24, 2008.  Shortly after the mailing was executed, press 
coverage alerted the community members to the onset of the survey and encouraged participation.  
Additionally, any community resident, who was not selected for participation, was welcome to call the 
Superintendent’s Office and obtain a questionnaire.  Therefore, no resident was excluded from 
participation if they wanted to be included. 

 
 

2.30 Return rate 
From the initial 1500 mailing packets, approximately 311 were completed and returned to Words & 
Numbers Research, Inc. This yielded a return rate of 21%, very satisfactory.  Over one in five members of 
the sample participated in the research. This is juxtaposed with typical market research return rates of 10 
percent or below - on the average.  

 

 

2.40 Data Tabulation and Analysis: Quantitative 
 
Once received at Words & Numbers Research, Inc. questionnaires were transposed into numeric scores for data 
entry and tabulation.  The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), a premier statistical software 
program was used in the research to calculate descriptive statistics.  
 
 

Data were reported for all 311 respondents.  Also, because it was important to determine if there were 

statistical differences among subgroups in the sample, the following comparisons were made.  

 

Farmington households with and without children
Between households with children and those without children enrolled in Farmington Public Schools 

 

New and long-term residents
Between Farmington residents for five years or less (new) and residents for over five years (long-term) 
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There were three statistical comparisons that were executed by Independent t-tests or Chi Square 
Analyses depending on the scaling. The probability level for statistical significance was  p<.05.  These 
statistical procedures compared the following groups on all questions in the survey. 
 
 2008 respondents (N=311) and 2001 respondents (N=306)  

 
 In 2008, households with children in FPS (163/52%) and households without children in FPS (148 or 48%) 

 
 In 2008, residents of less than six years (41 or 14%) and  those residents of more than five years (256 or 86%). 

(Where totals do not add up to 311, some respondents did not answer the demographic questions.) 

 

 

2.50 Data Tabulation and Analysis: Qualitative 
 

Written comments on the questionnaire were read, reviewed and considered together with the quantitative 
data.  In the case of this research, the written comments were in response to a particular question.  
 
 

What are your recommendations to improve the Farmington Public Schools? 
Feel free to add any comments or thoughts you would like to offer. 

 
Some respondents wrote comments on many different topics; some wrote on one topic and some did not 
write any comment at all.  The themes that emerged are summarized in the narrative of this report.  
 
 
 
3.00 Findings 
 
The findings will be reported in separate, narrative sections - Section 3.10 to Section 3.60. 
 
 
 
3.10 Ratings on 53 Questionnaire Items 
 
Respondents rated the fifty-three questionnaire items on a five-point rating scale. The scale ranged from a 

low value of one (1) to a high value of five (5) with corresponding grades 

 
1 = Poor (F) 
2 = Needs Improvement (D) 
3 = Satisfactory (C) 
4 = Very Good (B) 
5 = Excellent (A) 
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The 53 questionnaire items were grouped in seven major thematic areas for ease of interpretation and 

benchmarking.  
1. Product /Outcome 

2. Programs and Services 

3. Process/Inputs 

4. Fiscal  

5. Physical Resources 

6. Communication 

7. Public Engagement 

 
The findings are reported in this order. They are based on comprehensive tables, found at the end of this 

report. 

 
 
 

3.11 Product/Outcome Benchmark 
 

The outcome of what a school system produces is an important benchmark of its success or failure.  From 

the high ratings on areas that composed the Process/Outcome benchmark, it is apparent that the 

Farmington community is aware of what the FPS has achieved.   

 

According to respondents,  

 the reputation of the school system is outstanding (Mean score = 4.3) 

 there is a high graduation and low dropout rate (Mean score = 4.3) 

 the school system itself is better than other similar school systems (Mean score = 4.2) 

 college-bound students are well prepared for postsecondary training (Mean score = 4.1) 

 the overall quality of all schools in the FPS system is high (Mean score = 4.0)   

 FPS students perform very well in meeting established performance standards (Mean score = 4.0) 

 the school system brings pride to the community via honors, awards (Mean score = 4.0) 

 college bound seniors attain admission to selective institutions (Mean score = 3.9);   

 

Each of the above mean ratings was very high and reflective of high satisfaction levels for performance 

indicators.  In two cases there were statistically significant gains from 2001. The ability to graduate 

students and the school system's ability to bring pride to the community were rated significantly higher in 

2008 than in 2001.  
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Comparatively speaking, the school system’s ability to prepare all graduates for varied, post-high 

school options was rated slightly lower at 3.7, but improved from 2001 (3.6). At that time nineteen 

percent of the respondents felt that this was an area needing improvement (ratings below “3” - 

satisfactory). In 2008, 11 percent felt the same.  

 

In 2001, the Average Score on this thematic area was very high at 3.97. In 2008, it was even higher at 

4.06. This is documentation of the fact that the FPS is achieving remarkable outcomes. Overall, the 

Farmington Public School system is doing well in the eyes of the community on areas that evaluate the 

return on tax dollar investment. Please see Table 1. 

 

 
Table 1 

Product/ Outcome Benchmark 
 
Questionnaire Item Number and Stem 2008 

Mean 
2001 
Mean 

2008 
Median 

2001 
Median 

     

Q15 Ability of students to meet established performance standards (Mastery tests) 4.0 3.9 4 4 

Q19 The ability to graduate students (high graduation rate /low dropout rate) * 4.3 4.1 4 4 

Q30 The reputation of the school system (academic achievement, school climate) 4.3 4.3 4 4 

Q33 The ability to prepare all of our graduates for varied, post-high school options 3.7 3.6 4 4 

Q35 Our school system -  in comparison to similar school systems 4.2 4.2 4 4 

Q41 The school system’s ability to place students in selective colleges /universities 3.9 3.9 4 4 

Q43 The school system's ability to bring pride to the community via honors, awards* 4.0 3.8 4 4 

Q45 Ability to prepare college-bound graduates for post-secondary education 4.1 3.9 4 4 

Q52 The overall quality of all schools in our school system 4.0 4.0 4 4 

Average Score 4.06 3.97   

*p<.05 

 
 
 

3.12 Programs and Services Benchmark 
 
There is a high degree of satisfaction with the delivery of programs and services by the FPS.  Many 

ratings on this cluster of questions were near or above 4.0.  As in 2001, the highest rating was obtained 

for the quality of elementary schools (4.2).  Following closely and with similarly high ratings were West 

Woods Upper Elementary, Farmington High and Irving A. Robbins Middle School - in that order of mean 

scores.  

 

The quality of the following programs and services were also rated highly: adult/continuing education, 

athletics and sports, intramural / intra-scholastic activities, and a new area evaluated in 2008 - health and 
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wellness programs.  Respondents perceived these as very satisfactory. Each mean was at or above 3.7. 

Additionally, the quality of extracurricular activities was rated significantly higher in 2008,  although it 

had a high rating in 2001.  

 

There were statistically significant gains in a positive direction for two areas rated lower in 2001. The 

programs for students who have special needs and the programs for students who have special talents or 

giftedness both received significantly higher ratings in 2008. This is documentation of improvement in 

these two areas.  

 

The Average Score for Programs and Services benchmark was 3.95 – very satisfactory and higher than in 

2001. Please see Table 2. 
Table 2 

Programs and Services Benchmark 

 
Questionnaire Item Number and Stem 2008 

Mean 
2001 
Mean 

2008 
Median 

2001 
Median 

     

Q10 The quality of adult/continuing  education programs 4.0 3.9 4 4 

Q11 The quality of education in our elementary schools 4.2 4.2 4 4 

Q12 The quality of education in West Woods Upper Elementary School 4.1 NA 4 NA 

Q13 The quality of education in Irving A. Robbins  Middle School 3.9 4.0 4 4 

Q14 The quality of education in Farmington High School 4.0 4.0 4 4 

Q26 The school system's programs to encourage health and wellness 3.7 NA 4 NA 

Q39 The quality of intramural and intra-scholastic activities 3.9 3.8 4 4 

Q44 Programs for students who have special needs (students with disabilities)* 3.9 3.5 4 4 

Q46 The programs for students who have special talents or giftedness* 3.7 3.4 4 3 

Q48 The quality of our athletics and sports programs 3.9 3.9 4 4 

Q51 The quality of extracurricular activities (music, clubs, etc.)* 4.1 3.9 4 4 

Average Score 3.95 3.84 4 4 

*p<.05 
 
 
 

3.13 Process/ Inputs Benchmark 
 
The Process/ Inputs benchmark consisted of five areas that contribute to school outcomes or products. 

The Average Score of 3.80 reflects satisfaction. It was the same in 2001. 

 

One of the most important inputs, rated very highly (4.1), was the overall performance of teachers and 

professional staff. Also rated very highly (4.1) was the item focused on student performance standards 

that the school system established; this was perceived to be “very good”.  The overall performance of 
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school administrators and the emphasis on socially acceptable and civic behavior of FPS students 

showed levels of satisfaction by the respondents with strong mean scores of 3.9 and 3.6 respectively. 

These four items, taken together, are a strong display of stakeholder satisfaction for the FPS. 

 

Conversely, there was one area where lower mean and median scores were obtained in 2001 and again in 

2008.  The recruitment of multicultural and diversified staff was rated lower by eighteen percent in 2008 

and a quarter of respondents in 2001. This is a challenging area to address with demographics working 

against a broad-based pool, and competition for multicultural staff among school districts, fierce. Yet, 

continued strategies must be developed.  As one respondent wrote: 
 
The racial and ethnic makeup of Farmington is changing. School personnel should reflect this change. All students 
benefit from learning in a diverse environment. 

 

Please refer to Table 3. 

 
Table 3 

Process /Inputs Benchmark 
 

Questionnaire Item Number and Stem 2008 
Mean 

2001 
Mean 

2008 
Median 

2001 
Median 

     

Q2 The overall performance of our teachers and professional staff 4.1 4.2 4 4 

Q8 The overall performance of school administrators 3.9 3.8 4 4 

Q18 The recruitment of a multicultural and diversified staff 3.3 3.3 3 3 

Q23 The emphasis on socially acceptable and civic behavior of our students 3.6 3.7 4 4 

Q32 The student performance standards that our school system has established 4.1 4.0 4 4 

Average Score 3.80 3.80   

No statistically significant differences from 2001 to 2008 
 
 
 

3.14 Fiscal Benchmark 
 
The pocketbook is of paramount concern to the taxpayer.  Therefore, the three questions, grouped around 

the topic of fiscal management or budgetary issues, were important to evaluate.   

 

There is a notable finding on the value of education for the amount of tax dollars spent.   The rating of 3.9 

reflects a great deal of satisfaction with the perceived value of the product that the community is 

purchasing.  This rating did not change from 2001. Additionally, the fiscal management of the school 

system achieved a high rating of 3.6 and slightly higher than in 2001. 
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On the other hand, the ability of the school system to use tax dollars efficiently was rated lower in 

2008. The drop was not statistically significant.  However, a larger segment of 2008 respondents (18%) 

were dissatisfied, and the percentage was greater than in 2001 (11%). Here are two comments written on 

the questionnaires by concerned residents. 

 
The only problem I see is efficiency with tax money spent. This is difficult to solve, I know. 

 
Operate the schools as efficiently as possible to make the best use of taxpayers' dollars. 

 

The Average Score for the Fiscal benchmark was 3.63 - satisfactory and similar to 2001. Please see Table 

4. 

 
 

Table 4 

            Fiscal Benchmark 
 
Questionnaire Item Number and Stem 2008 

Mean 
2001 
Mean 

2008 
Median 

2001 
Median 

     

Q16 The fiscal management of the school system 3.6 3.5 4 4 

Q36 The ability of the school system to use tax dollars efficiently 3.4 3.6 3 4 

Q42 The value of education we provide – for the amount of tax dollars spent 3.9 3.9 4 4 

Average Score 
3.63 3.67   

No statistically significant differences from 2001 to 2008 
 
 
 
 

3.15 Physical Resources Benchmark 
 
The Physical Resources benchmark was composed of five aspects that referred to the physical plant and 

bus /transportation services.  Clearly, the community believes that the maintenance of the interior, as well 

as the exterior of the FPS, is very satisfactory.   Also, there was a sense of safety perceived; the mean 

rating was 3.8. This is also an accomplishment given the national concern about security in our public 

school systems. 

 

Bus transportation and the quality of the classroom (desks, lighting, and air) were rated slightly lower by 

comparison, but still at satisfactory levels. The quality of classrooms was rated significantly higher than 

in 2001. Finally, the Average Score for the Physical Resources benchmark was high at 3.80, indicating 

satisfaction.  This was slightly higher than in 2001.  Please refer to Table 5.  
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Table 5 
Physical Resources Benchmark 

 
Questionnaire Item Number and Stem 2008 

Mean 
2001 
Mean 

2008 
Median 

2001 
Median 

     

Q1 The exterior of the school buildings (cleanliness, general appearance) 4.1 3.9 4 4 

Q29 The safety inside the school buildings 3.8 3.8 4 4 

Q31 The interior of the school buildings  (cleanliness, general appearance) 3.9 3.9 4 4 

Q34 The bus transportation services 3.6 3.6 4 4 

Q50 The quality of the classrooms (desks, lighting, air quality, etc.)* 3.6 3.5 4 3 

Average Score 
3.80 3.74   

*p<.05 

 
 

3.16 Communication Benchmark 
 

There was a high level of satisfaction registered by respondents on the Communication benchmark.  The 

highest rating (4.1) was obtained for the system’s clear definition of its mission and goals. FPS can take 

pride in this accomplishment.  Many school systems fall short in communicating their vision to the 

community.  

 

Second, two marketing tools received high ratings. As in 2001, the Farmington Schools Newsletter 

received a high mean rating of 3.9. On the other hand, the FPS website was rated 3.5 in 2001. There was a 

statistically higher mean rating (3.9) in 2008.  Obviously, improvements were made and noted by the 

community. Since both of these communications tools are large commitments of resources, the return on 

the investment is important to measure. They appear to be cost effective, according to the respondents in 

this Community Survey.  

 

There were four other areas each reflecting high levels of satisfaction. Ease of accessing BOE members 

(3.8), open communication to the public on topics of concern (3.6) and regular updates on the school 

system via the media (3.6) were each very satisfactory. Furthermore, there was a statistically significant 

gain from 2001 on an important area. Communication during the budget process was rated 3.4 in 2001 

and rose to 3.6 in 2008.  

 

The Average Score for the Communication benchmark was 3.79 - up from 3.63 in 2001. These findings 

document a successful effort by the FPS to communicate more effectively with the public over the last 

seven years since the first Community Survey. Please see Table 6. 
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Table 6 
Communication Benchmark 

 
Questionnaire Item Number and Stem 2008 

Mean 
2001 
Mean 

2008 
Median 

2001 
Median 

     

Q3 Clear definition of the school system’s mission and goals 4.1 4.0 4 4 

Q7 Ease of accessing Board of Education members by phone, mail 3.8 3.6 4 4 

Q9 Communication during the budgetary process* 3.6 3.4 4 3 

Q25 Open communication to the public on topics of concern, issues 3.6 3.6 4 4 

Q28 Regular updates on our school system,  communicated through media 3.6 3.5 4 3 

Q47 The Farmington Schools Newsletter 3.9 3.8 4 4 

Q49 Our school system’s web site (www.FPSCT.org)* 3.9 3.5 4 3 

Average Score 3.79 3.63   

*p<.05 
 
 
 
3.17 Public Engagement Benchmark 
 
In 2001 Public Engagement benchmark consisted of eleven items. An important inclusion was made in 

2008. The effectiveness of the BOE and the Town Council to work in partnership was added as the 12th 

item.  The rating of 3.6 reflects a high degree of satisfaction with the relationship between the BOE and 

Town Council, as perceived by respondents.  Please refer to Table 7. 

 

There are several other areas where ratings were very satisfactory: 

 
The feeling atmosphere when entering the schools (Mean score = 4.0) 

The sharing of school facilities with the community at large (Mean score = 3.7) 

The school's responsiveness to input and feedback from the public (Mean score = 3.6) 

The receptivity of school system to new ideas, innovations (Mean score = 3.5) 

The willingness of the BOE to involve the public in decisions (Mean score = 3.5) 

The community commitment offered by teachers and other school staff (Mean score = 3.5) 

 

 

 

There are two statistically significant gains in a positive direction. First, the rating for welcome extended 

to senior citizens (3.6) was statistically significant, rising from 2001 when a mean of 3.2 was attained. 
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This is a noteworthy accomplishment for the FPS. Efforts to bring the senior citizens into the schools 

have made an impression.   

 

Second, the collaborative spirit offered by the BOE to the public had a significantly higher mean score in 

2008 (3.5) than in 2001 (3.3). Unfortunately, the median score of 3 remains for both years, 2008 and 

2001. About 10% to 15% of respondents in both years felt that improvements were needed in 

collaboration between the BOE and the public. Although ratings are higher, work is still needed to move 

the dial up a notch.  

 

Altogether, these nine items reflect the school system’s ability to engage the community whether it is 

through their input, ideas or feedback, or even their actual presence when they visit the FPS.  It appears 

that there is a welcome mat beckoning the community to enter in the figurative and in the literal sense.  

This perception may be based upon actual experiences where the respondents (or their neighbors, friends 

and relatives) have brought ideas, feedback, input to the FPS, or actually visited the campus, and found it 

to be accessible to a public audience. This was not the case in 2001. Therefore, the change in scores for 

these items collectively is an accomplishment that FPS should take pride in. 

 
Table 7 

Public Engagement Benchmark 
 

Questionnaire Item Number and Stem 2008 
Mean 

2001 
Mean 

2008 
Median 

2001 
Median 

     

Q4 The school system's responsiveness to input and feedback from the public 3.6 3.7 4 4 

Q5 Willingness of the Board of Education to involve the public in decisions 3.5 3.6 4 4 

Q6 The feeling /atmosphere when you enter our schools 4.0 4.1 4 4 

Q17 The development of school-business partnerships 3.4 3.3 3 3 

Q20 The effectiveness of the BOE and Town Council to work in partnership 3.6 NA 4 NA 

Q21 The involvement of school administrators in the community 3.3 3.3 3 3 

Q22 The community commitment offered by teachers and other school staff 3.5 3.4 4 3 

Q24 The receptivity of the school system to new ideas, innovations 3.5 3.5 4 4 

Q27 The level of community service performed by our  students 3.4 3.4 3 3 

Q37 Welcome extended to senior citizens (to attend  concerts, sports events)* 3.6 3.2 4 3 

Q38 The sharing of school facilities with the community-at-large 3.7 3.6 4 4 

Q40 The collaborative spirit offered by the Board of Education to the public* 3.5 3.3 3 3 

Average Score 3.55 3.49   

*p<.05 
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In contrast, three areas rated slightly lower are those where the school system must reach outside the 

schoolhouse walls in both a figurative and literal sense and engage the community in tangible and 

meaningful ways.  The areas have a flavor of outreach blended into the item thrusts.  
 

1. The development of school-business partnerships (3.4) 

2. The involvement of school administrators in the community (3.3) 

3. The level of community service performed by our  students (3.4)  

 

For each of these areas the mean scores were below the threshold of 3.5 and the median scores were at 

3.0.  From 2001, there were no changes for any of these areas. This suggests more work is needed. Please 

see Table 8 for the percentages of residents who were unhappy with performance on these areas.  
 

Table 8 
Segment Calling for Improvement on Selected Items 

 
Areas where a segment of respondents would like to see improvements D or F 

2008 
D or F 
2001 

The involvement of school administrators in the community 19% 21% 

The level of community service performed by our  students 12% 17% 

The development of school-business partnerships 17% 13% 

 
Any activities that FPS undertakes to build relationships proactively and externally with the community 

will make the already strong relationship even better 
 

3.20 Differences between Target Groups of Respondents on the 53 Items 
3.21 Differences between Households With and Without Children in the FPS 
 

Statistical comparisons were executed to determine if statistically significant differences existed between 

households with and without children in the FPS on the fifty-three items of the questionnaire.  There were 

sixteen Chi Square Analyses that emerged as significant at the probability level of .05.   These are listed 

in Table 9 with the frequency of responses on the scale of one through five.   

 

Essentially, the quantitative findings convey the message that on 16 areas, households with children 

possess a more favorable perception about FPS than those without children in the FPS. There are more 

grades of A or Excellent awarded to the FPS from residents whose children are enrolled in the school 

system. However, those residents without children in the school share favorable opinions as the grades 

reflect. It is just a case of having stronger, more positive perceptions if a child is attending a Farmington 

public school. Please refer to Table 9. 
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Table 9: Significant Differences between Households With and Without Children 

Households with and without children in the FPS Needs 
Improvement 

Satisfactory Very 
Good 

Excellent 
 

Clear definition of school system’s mission /goals (Q3)     
 

No children in FPS 6% 23% 51% 20% 
Children in FPS 3% 12% 44% 41% 

Responsiveness to input and feedback from pubic (Q4)     
 

No children in FPS 17% 30% 43% 10% 
Children in FPS 11% 33% 33% 23% 

Performance of school administrators (Q8)     
 

No children in FPS 6% 25% 54% 15% 
Children in FPS 6% 18% 43% 32% 

Communication during the budget process (Q9)     
 

No children in FPS 19% 38% 31% 12% 
Children in FPS 7% 29% 40% 24% 

Quality of elementary schools (Q11)     
 

No children in FPS 0% 17% 48% 35% 
Children in FPS 7% 10% 40% 43% 

West Woods Upper Elementary School  (Q12)     
 

No children in FPS 2% 23% 49% 25% 
Children in FPS 7% 11% 44% 38% 

Farmington High School  (Q14)     
 

No children in FPS 3% 22% 51% 24% 
Children in FPS 10% 10% 43% 37% 

Fiscal management of the school system (Q16)     
 

No children in FPS 17% 38% 35% 10% 
Children in FPS 8% 30% 41% 21% 

Ability to graduate students (Q19)     
 

No children in FPS 3% 15% 45% 36% 
Children in FPS 2% 9% 36% 53% 

Effectiveness of the BOE and Town Council to work in 
partnership (Q20) 

    
 

No children in FPS 18% 27% 45% 10% 
Children in FPS 6% 35% 39% 20% 

Community commitment offered by teachers (Q22)     
 

No children in FPS 19% 36% 37% 7% 
Children in FPS 11% 34% 31% 23% 

Socially acceptable and civic behavior of students (Q23)     
 

No children in FPS 14% 38% 37% 10% 
Children in FPS 12% 27% 34% 27% 

    Programs to encourage health and wellness (Q26)     
 

No children in FPS 6% 45% 44% 4% 
Children in FPS 4% 32% 36% 28% 

     Ability to place students in selective colleges (Q41)     
 

    No children in FPS 6% 45% 44% 4% 
    Children in FPS 4% 32% 36% 28% 

Programs for students with disabilities (Q44)     
 

    No children in FPS 5% 32% 45% 17% 
    Children in FPS 10% 20% 34% 36% 

Prepare college bound for postsecondary education (Q45)     
 

    No children in FPS 2% 22% 47% 30% 
    Children in FPS 7% 14% 38% 42% 
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3.22 Differences between New Residents and Long-term Residents 
Statistical comparisons were executed to determine if significant differences existed between new 

residents and long-term residents on the fifty-three items of the questionnaire.  New residents had a 

residency of five years or less, while long-term residents were living in Farmington for over five years.  

There was only one Chi-Square Analysis that emerged significant at the probability level of .05.   Listed 

in Table 10 are the frequencies of responses (on the scale of one through five).  

 

The new residents are awarding higher grades than long-term residents are regarding communication with 

the public on topics of importance. Almost one-third of new residents gave FPS an A or Excellent on this 

item while 18% of the long-term residents did so. As a note, there were similar percentages on the lower 

end of the rating scale, signifying dissatisfaction.  This suggests that ways to be more inclusive to new 

residents might be judicious a few  years down the road when some may have children entering FPS.  

 
Table 10 

Significant Difference between New Residents and Long-term Residents 
 

New residents and long-term 
residents 

Poor Needs 
Improvement 

Satisfactory Very 
Good 

Excellent 
 

Open communication to the public 
on topics of concern (Q25) 

     
 

     New residents 0% 18% 18% 32% 32% 
 

     Long-term residents 5% 7% 35% 35% 18% 
 

                    *p<.05 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.30 What is Most Important to the Community Segments 
 
3.31 All Respondents 
 
After respondents rated the fifty-three items on the Community Survey questionnaire, they were asked to 

select the two areas that were most important. Areas that were perceived as most important, along with 

each area’s respective rating, would reveal meaningful perceptions about the Farmington Public School 

system in the collective eye of the community it served.   

 

The FPS’s ability both to prepare all graduates for varied, post high school options was number one.  

Tied for second were overall quality of all schools in the system and the value of education provided for 

tax dollars spent.  According to respondents, FPS has done a “very good” overall job in the three areas as 

median scores indicate. This is a positive finding. However, attention should be paid to the small segment 
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of respondents (11%) who expressed some dissatisfaction with the school system’s ability to prepare 

all graduates for varied, post-high school options, and discussed in Section 3.11.  

 

 Please refer to Table 11. 

 
Table 11 

Voted Most Important by All Respondents  
 

Voted Most Important  Rank Median  
 

Grade 

The ability to prepare all graduates for varied, post-high school 
options (Q33) 

1st 4 
 

B 

Overall quality of all schools in the system (Q52) 2nd 4 
 

B 

The value of education we provide – for the amount of tax 
dollars spent (Q42) 

2nd 4 B 

 
 
3.32 Differences between Households With and Without Children in the FPS 
 
When respondents were separated by those with and without children in the FPS, interesting results 

emerged.  Households with children in the FPS feel that the overall quality of all schools in the system 

and the ability to prepare all graduates for varied, post-high school options are most important to them.   

FPS is perceived as doing a “very good” job, as median scores document.  Please see Table 12.  

 
 

Table 12 

Voted Most Important by Respondents with Children in FPS 
 

Voted Most Important  Rank Median 
 

Grade 

Overall quality of all schools in the system (Q52) 1st  4 
 

B 

The ability to prepare all graduates for varied, post-high school 
options (Q33) 

2nd  4 
 

B 

 
 

Conversely, those without children in the FPS believe that the value of education for tax dollars spent and 

the ability of the school system to use tax dollars efficiently are the two most important areas. While the 

first area was satisfactory, the second median score of three showed that some of those without children in 

the FPS were dissatisfied. This is an area that the FPS will have to address and make the case for.  As 

demographics change over the next several years, there will be more taxpayers who do not have children 

in the schools, are paying hefty college tuition fees, or have retirement concerns, and will question  - more 

frequently and more vociferously - the tax base needed to fund public education.  Please refer to Table 13.  
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Table 13 

Voted Most Important by Respondents without Children in FPS 
 

Voted Most Important   Rank Median 
 

Grade 

The value of education we provide – for the amount of tax 
dollars spent (Q42) 

1st  4 B 

The ability of the school system to efficiently use tax dollars 
(Q36) 

2nd  3 C 

 
 
 

3.33 Differences between New Residents and Long-term Residents 
 

Interesting differences emerged when respondents were separated by years of residency in the Farmington 

area.  Clearly, the new residents, possibly beginning family planning, want to have strong education for 

their children.   The overall performance of teachers and staff and the overall quality of all schools in the 

system were their choices for most important.  The median scores show a high level of satisfaction with 

each.  Please see Table 14.  

 
Table 14 

Voted Most Important by New Residents 
 

Voted Most Important 
Rank Median 

 
Grade 

The overall performance of our teachers and professional 
staff (Q2) 

1st

 
4 
 

B 

Overall quality of all schools in the system (Q52) 2nd 4 
 

B 

 

The long-term residents share the value for the overall quality of schools in the system. But they also 

would like to see the preparation of all graduates for varied post high school options. Both were rated 

highly, as the median scores document.  Please refer to Table 15. 

 
Table 15  

Voted Most Important by Long-term Residents 
 
 

Voted Most Important Rank Median 
 

Grade 

Overall quality of all schools in the system (Q52) 1st

 
4 
 

B 

The ability to prepare all graduates for varied, post-high 
school options (Q33) 

2nd 4 
 

B 
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3.40 Perceptions  
 
3.41 Amount Spent on Education by the FPS 
 
Posed in both the 2001 and 2008 Community Surveys,  respondents were asked if they thought that the 

Farmington Public School system currently spent too much, too little or just the right amount on 

education.   

In 2001, two of every three community members felt that Farmington Public Schools spent just the right 

amount - or a satisfactory expenditure.   A little less than a quarter thought that the expenditure was not 

enough, and a minority (10%) felt that it was too much.  

 

This changed in a statistically significant way in 2008. Although similar proportions (59%) felt that the 

expenditure was just right, twice as many respondents felt that FPS spends too much, while a smaller 

percentage (21%) felt that it did not spend enough. The statistics underscore the chilly climate that faces 

public education as demographic changes occur with aging Baby Boomers. 

 

Further analysis emphasized this finding. When statistical comparisons were executed by Chi Square 

analysis, more households (24%) with children in the FPS felt that the expenditure on education was not 

enough, while 22% of those without children in the FPS feel that it was too much.  These two segments 

show that dissention exists among these two types of households.  On the other hand, there were no 

significant statistical differences between new and long-term residents on the expenditure issue.  Please 

see Table 16.  

Table 16 

Perception of Expenditure on Education by the FPS 
 

Groups Too much Too little Just right 
 

Don't 
Know 

All Respondents 2008 20% 21% 59%  

All Respondents 2001 10% 24% 66%  

With FPS Children* 13% 24% 52% 11% 

Without FPS Children* 22% 11% 50% 17% 

New Residents  5% 15% 50% 30% 

Long-term Residents  18% 18% 52% 12% 

                                    *p<.05 
 
 
3.42 Overall Image Assessment 
 

The previous discussion underscores highly positive findings for the Farmington Public School in 2008.  

As a corroborative item on the questionnaire, respondents were asked to rate their overall perception or 
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image of Farmington Public Schools. As Table 17 indicates, there is a consensus. The majority (74%) 

feels that FPS has either improved or stayed the same in a positive manner.  This perception exists among 

households with and without children, and for long-term residents. The new residents (who felt that they 

could respond) were positive (55%); yet a large segment were uncertain.  

 

On the other hand, there is a segment of residents (8-16%) who have negative perceptions. In the coming 

years, it will be incumbent upon FPS (and all school systems) to explore creative and effective ways to 

create relationships  - with those who may be less friendly to public education due to changing 

demographics and  those who have children in the schools with expectations that may exceed resource 

allocations.  

Table 17 

Overall Image Assessment 
 

Groups Improved 
 

Same- 
positive 

Combined 
Positive 

Same- 
Negative 

Declined Combined 
Negative 

Don't 
Know 

All Respondents 26% 48% 74% 10% 4% 14% 12% 

With FPS Children 26% 50% 76% 10% 6% 16% 8% 

Without FPS Children 25% 45% 70% 9% 1% 10% 20% 

New Residents 18% 37% 55% 8% 0 8% 37% 

Long-term Residents 27% 50% 77% 10% 4% 14% 9% 

No statistically significant differences when Don’t Know responses are taken out. 
 
3.43 Alcohol and Drug Usage 
 
A new item on the Community Survey queried drug and alcohol use by FPS students,  as perceived by 

respondents. Almost one in five did not know the answer to the question. From those who did respond, 

65% felt that the level of usage was in Farmington was the same as or less than other communities that 

had similar characteristics.  About twenty percent feel that the usage is more. Please see Table 18.  

Table 18 
Drug and Alcohol Usage 

 
Groups Less Same More Don't 

Know 
All Respondents 5% 60% 18% 17% 

With FPS Children 6% 62% 17% 15% 

Without FPS Children 5% 56% 19% 20% 

New Residents 5% 46% 10% 39% 

Long-term Residents* 5% 61% 19% 15% 

No statistically significant differences   
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3.50 Suggestions to Improve FPS  
 
Respondents were asked to suggest ways that the FPS could be improved.  The last question was an open-

ended one and invited respondents to share their thoughts: 

 

What are your recommendations to improve the Farmington Public Schools? 
 
 

The comments written on the questionnaires did not present any consistent themes. They were varied and 

disparate.  The topics addressed issues regarding teachers, schools, school websites, security, lunches, bus 

transportation, facilities, renovation, class size, extracurricular activities, athletics, air quality, school 

programs, community service, substance abuse  and a host of others.  

 

 Given that caveat, the parents with children in the FPS feel that a priority should be the focus on a 

challenging core curriculum across grade levels and in the basic subject areas of math, reading, writing 

and science.  A few parents felt that the breadth of the FPS curriculum was being constrained by an 

emphasis on teaching to the CMT. They wanted to see more flexible and innovative instruction occurring 

within the classroom.   

 

A somewhat contrasting viewpoint was offered by all respondents. Their concern was the academic 

preparation of the average student. The comments focused on the need for a wider range of educational 

options assigned to address the postsecondary plans of this population of students. Here are two 

comments that reflect this sentiment. 
My main problem, past and current, is the emphasis on the college bound student. Not enough training or options for 
non-college bound. 
 
FHS should offer more for students who choose a career that is not college.  
 
 

 
 
 
4.00 Summative Comment 
 
 
In 2001, the Community Survey Report stated that: 
 
 

…the Farmington Public School system is meeting the needs and expectations of the households 
that they serve. The school system possesses an enviable reputation among households with and 
without children, as well as with both new and long-term residents.  
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Remarkably, the 2008 quantitative data in the Community Survey achieved even higher scores. There 

is a strong sense of support for the school system. There were four areas where a segment of the 

community would like to see more attention by the FPS. Strategies to address these can be brainstormed 

and where feasible, implemented.  

 
The recruitment of a multicultural and diversified staff 

The involvement of school administrators in the community 
The development of school-business partnerships 

The level of community service performed by FPS students 
 
 
Most important are two additional areas where segments of dissatisfaction emerged.   
 

The collaborative spirit offered by the Board of Education to the public 
 
The ability of the school system to use tax dollars efficiently 

 
 
These will present a great challenge to the Farmington Public School system and its Board of Education 

in the next few years. As more of the Baby Boomers age, there will be fewer households with children in 

the schools. Residents who vote on the town budget will be ever vigilant about expenditures of precious 

dollars in taxes. Even in the current study, the chasm between households with and without children in 

Farmington Public Schools was beginning to widen from 2001. The bridge between the two must be built, 

maintained, and repaired when necessary.  A comment by one of the respondents sums up the challenge:  

 
After this year I will have no relatives in the FPS system. My grandchild is the last one. As a senior citizen I 
feel I am paying more than my share of tax dollars to educate children that are not my responsibility.  

 
 
The problem (articulated in the comment) is endemic to all American public schools. For Farmington 

Public Schools and its Board of Education, planning for the challenge cannot begin too soon. 
 

 
Respectfully submitted: 
Susan Carroll, Ph.D. 
David Carroll, MSW 



 27
Appendix A 

Measures of Central Tendency and Variation for  
All Respondents on 53 Questions 
 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 
4 = Very Good 
3 = Satisfactory  
2 = Needs improvement  
1 =  Poor 

 
Community Survey: Farmington Public Schools 2008  

Mean 
2001 
Mean 

2008 
Median 

2001 
Median 

1.     The exterior of the school buildings (cleanliness, general appearance) 4.1 3.9 4 4 

2. The overall performance of our teachers and professional staff 4.1 4.2 4 4 

3. Clear definition of the school system’s mission and goals  4.1 4.0 4 4 

4. The school system's responsiveness to input and feedback from the public 3.6 3.7 4 4 

5. Willingness of the Board of Education to involve the public in decisions 3.5 3.6 4 4 

6. The feeling /atmosphere when you enter our schools  4.0 4.1 4 4 

7. Ease of accessing Board of Education members by phone, mail 3.8 3.6 4 4 

8. The overall performance of  school administrators  3.9 3.8 4 4 

9. Communication during the budgetary process 3.6* 3.4 4 3 

10. The quality of adult/continuing  education programs  4.0 3.9 4 4 

11. The quality of education in our elementary schools  4.2 4.2 4 4 

12. The quality of education in West Woods Upper Elementary School 4.1 NA 4 NA 

13. The quality of education in Irving A. Robbins  Middle School 3.9 4.0 4 4 

14. The quality of education in Farmington High School  4.0 4.0 4 4 

15. Ability of students to meet established performance standards (Mastery tests) 4.0 3.9 4 4 

16. The fiscal management of the school system 3.6 3.5 4 4 

17. The development of school-business partnerships 3.4 3.3 3 3 

18. The recruitment of a multicultural and diversified staff  3.3 3.3 3 3 

19. The ability to graduate students (high graduation rate /low dropout rate) 4.3* 4.1 4 4 

20. The effectiveness of the BOE and Town Council to work in partnership 3.6 NA 4 NA 

21. The involvement of school administrators in the community 3.3 3.3 3 3 

22. The community commitment offered by teachers and other school staff 3.5 3.4 4 3 

23. The emphasis on socially acceptable and civic behavior of our students 3.6 3.7 4 4 

24. The receptivity of the school system to new ideas, innovations 3.5 3.5 4 4 

25. Open communication to the public on topics of concern, issues 3.6 3.6 4 4 
*p<.05 
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Community Survey: Farmington Public Schools 2008  

Mean 
2001 
Mean 

2008 
Median 

2001 
Median 

26. The school system's programs to encourage student health and wellness 3.7 NA 4 NA 

27. The level of community service performed by our  students  3.4 3.4 3 3 

28. Regular updates on our school system, as communicated through the media   3.6 3.5 4 3 

29. The safety inside the school buildings  3.8 3.8 4 4 

30. The reputation of the school system (academic achievement, school climate) 4.3 4.3 4 4 

31. The  interior of the school buildings  (cleanliness, appearance) 3.9 3.9 4 4 

32. The student performance standards that our school system has established 4.1 4.0 4 4 

33. The ability to prepare all of our graduates for varied, post-high school options 3.7 3.6 4 4 

34. The  bus transportation services 3.6 3.6 4 4 

35. Our school system -  in comparison to similar school systems 4.2 4.2 4 4 

36. The ability of the school system to efficiently use tax dollars 3.4 3.6 4 4 

37. Welcome extended to senior citizens (to attend concerts, sports events) 3.6* 3.2 4 3 

38. The sharing of school facilities with the community-at-large 3.7 3.6 4 4 

39. The quality of intramural and intra-scholastic activities 3.9 3.8 4 4 

40. The collaborative spirit offered by the Board of Education to the public* 3.5 3.3 3 3 

41. The school system’s ability to place students in selective colleges /universities 3.9 3.9 4 4 

42. The value of education we provide – for the amount of tax dollars spent 3.9 3.9 4 4 

43. The school system's ability to bring pride to the community via honors, awards 4.0* 3.8 4 4 

44. Programs for students who have special needs (students with disabilities) 3.9* 3.5 4 4 

45. Ability to prepare college-bound graduates for post-secondary education 4.1 3.9 4 4 

46. The programs for students who have special talents or giftedness 3.7* 3.4 4 3 

47. The Farmington Schools Newsletter  3.9 3.8 4 4 

48. The quality of our athletics and sports programs 3.9 3.9 4 4 

49. Our school system’s web site (www.FPSCT.org) 3.9* 3.5 4 3 

50. The quality of the classrooms (desks, lighting, air quality, etc.) 3.6* 3.5 4 3 

51. The quality of extracurricular activities (music, clubs, etc.)  4.1* 3.9 4 4 

52. The overall quality of all schools in our school system 4.0 4.0 4 4 

53. The overall quality of all  public schools – nationally 3.1 2.9 3 3 
*p<.05 
 

 
 

http://www.fpsct.org/
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Appendix B 

  
Respondents With and Without Children in the FPS 

Median Scores 
 

2008 Community Survey: Farmington Public Schools  Children 
In FPS 

None 
In FPS 

Children 
 in FPS 

None 
in FPS 

 2008 2008 2001 2001 

1. The exterior of the school buildings (cleanliness, general appearance) 4 4 4 4 

2. The overall performance of our teachers and professional staff 4 4 4 4 

3. Clear definition of the school system’s mission and goals  4 4 4 4 

4. The school system's responsiveness to input and feedback from the public 4 4 4 4 

5. Willingness of the Board of Education to involve the public in decisions 4 4 4 4 

6. The feeling /atmosphere when you enter our schools  4 4 4 4 

7. Ease of accessing Board of Education members by phone, mail 4 4 3 3 

8. The overall performance of  school administrators  4 4 4 4 

9. Communication during the budgetary process 4 3 3 4 

10. The quality of adult/continuing  education programs  4 4 4 4 

11. The quality of education in our elementary schools  4 4 4 4 

12. The quality of education in West Woods Upper Elementary School 4 4 NA NA 

13. The quality of education in Irving A. Robbins  Middle School 4 4 4 4 

14. The quality of education in Farmington High School  4 4 4 4 

15. Ability of students to meet established performance standards (Mastery tests) 4 4 4 4 

16. The fiscal management of the school system 4 3 4 4 

17. The development of school-business partnerships 4 3 3 3 

18. The recruitment of a multicultural and diversified staff  3 3 3 3 

19. The ability to graduate students (high graduation rate /low dropout rate) 5 4 4 4 

20. The effectiveness of the BOE and Town Council to work in partnership 4 4 NA NA 

21. The involvement of school administrators in the community 3 3 3 3 

22. The community commitment offered by teachers and other school staff 4 3 4 3 

23. The emphasis on socially acceptable and civic behavior of our students 4 3 4 4 

24. The receptivity of the school system to new ideas, innovations 4 4 4 4 

25. Open communication to the public on topics of concern, issues 4 3 4 3 

26. The school system's programs to encourage student health and wellness 4 3 NA NA 

27. The level of community service performed by our  students  4 3 3 3 

28. Regular updates on our school system, as communicated through the media   4 4 3 3 

29. The safety inside the school buildings  4 4 4 4 

30. The reputation of the school system (academic achievement, school climate) 5 4 4 5 

31. The  interior of the school buildings  (cleanliness, appearance) 4 4 4 4 

32. The student performance standards that our school system has established 4 4 4 4 

33. The ability to prepare all of our graduates for varied, post-high school options 4 4 4 4 

34. The  bus transportation services 4 4 4 4 

35. Our school system -  in comparison to similar school systems 4 4 4 4 

36. The ability of the school system to efficiently use tax dollars 4 3 4 4 

37. Welcome extended to senior citizens (to attend concerts, sports events) 4 4 3 3 

38. The sharing of school facilities with the community-at-large 4 4 4 4 
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39. The quality of intramural and intra-scholastic activities 4 4 4 4 

40. The collaborative spirit offered by the Board of Education to the public 4 3 3 3 

41. The school system’s ability to place students in selective colleges  4 4 4 4 

42. The value of education we provide – for the amount of tax dollars spent 4 4 4 4 

43. The school system's ability to bring pride to the community via honors 4 4 4 4 

44. Programs for students who have special needs (students with disabilities) 4 4 4 4 

45. Ability to prepare college-bound graduates for post-secondary education 4 4 4 4 

46. The programs for students who have special talents or giftedness 4 4 3 4 

47. The Farmington Schools Newsletter  4 4 4 4 

48. The quality of our athletics and sports programs 4 4 4 4 

49. Our school system’s web site (www.FPSCT.org) 4 4 3 4 

50. The quality of the classrooms (desks, lighting, air quality, etc.) 4 4 3 4 

51. The quality of extracurricular activities (music, clubs, etc.)  4 4 4 4 

52. The overall quality of all schools in our school system 4 4 4 4 

53. The overall quality of all  public schools – nationally 3 3 3 3 

 

http://www.fpsct.org/
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Appendix C 
 

Respondents - New Residents and Long-term Residents 
Median Scores 

 
2008 Community Survey: Farmington Public Schools New  

residents 
Longterm 
residents 

New  
residents 

Longterm 
residents 

 2008 2008 2001 2001 

1. The exterior of the school buildings (cleanliness, general appearance) 4 4 4 4 

2. The overall performance of our teachers and professional staff 4 4 4 4 

3. Clear definition of the school system’s mission and goals  5 4 4 4 

4. The school system's responsiveness to input and feedback from the public 4 4 4 4 

5. Willingness of the Board of Education to involve the public in decisions 4 4 4 4 

6. The feeling /atmosphere when you enter our schools  4 4 4 4 

7. Ease of accessing Board of Education members by phone, mail 4 4 3 4 

8. The overall performance of  school administrators  4 4 4 4 

9. Communication during the budgetary process 4 4 3 3 

10. The quality of adult/continuing  education programs  4 4 4 4 

11. The quality of education in our elementary schools  5 4 4 4 

12. The quality of education in West Woods Upper Elementary School 4 4 NA NA 

13. The quality of education in Irving A. Robbins  Middle School 4 4 4 4 

14. The quality of education in Farmington High School  4 4 4 4 

15. Ability of students to meet established performance standards (Mastery tests) 4 4 4 4 

16. The fiscal management of the school system 4 4 4 4 

17. The development of school-business partnerships 3 3 3 3 

18. The recruitment of a multicultural and diversified staff  3 3 3 3 

19. The ability to graduate students (high graduation rate /low dropout rate) 5 4 4 4 

20. The effectiveness of the BOE and Town Council to work in partnership 3 4 NA NA 

21. The involvement of school administrators in the community 3 3 4 3 

22. The community commitment offered by teachers and other school staff 4 3 4 3 

23. The emphasis on socially acceptable and civic behavior of our students 4 4 4 4 

24. The receptivity of the school system to new ideas, innovations 4 4 4 4 

25. Open communication to the public on topics of concern, issues 4 4 4 4 

26. The school system's programs to encourage student health and wellness 4 4 NA NA 

27. The level of community service performed by our  students  4 3 3 3 

28. Regular updates on our school system, as communicated through the media   4 4 4 3 

29. The safety inside the school buildings  4 4 4 4 

30. The reputation of the school system (academic achievement, school climate) 4 4 5 4 

31. The  interior of the school buildings  (cleanliness, appearance) 4 4 4 4 

32. The student performance standards that our school system has established 4 4 4 4 

33. The ability to prepare all of our graduates for varied, post-high school options 4 4 4 4 

34. The  bus transportation services 4 4 4 4 

35. Our school system -  in comparison to similar school systems 4 4 4 4 

36. The ability of the school system to efficiently use tax dollars 3.5 4 4 4 

37. Welcome extended to senior citizens (to attend concerts, sports events) 4 4 3 3 
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38. The sharing of school facilities with the community-at-large 4 4 4 4 

39. The quality of intramural and intra-scholastic activities 4 4 4 4 

40. The collaborative spirit offered by the Board of Education to the public 4 3 4 3 

41. The school system’s ability to place students in selective colleges  4 4 4 4 

42. The value of education we provide – for the amount of tax dollars spent 4 4 4 4 

43. The school system's ability to bring pride to the community via honors 4 4 4 4 

44. Programs for students who have special needs (students with disabilities) 4 4 4 4 

45. Ability to prepare college-bound graduates for post-secondary education 4 4 4 4 

46. The programs for students who have special talents or giftedness 4 4 3 3 

47. The Farmington Schools Newsletter  4 4 4 4 

48. The quality of our athletics and sports programs 4 4 4 4 

49. Our school system’s web site (www.FPSCT.org) 4 4 4 3 

50. The quality of the classrooms (desks, lighting, air quality, etc.) 4 4 4 3 

51. The quality of extracurricular activities (music, clubs, etc.)  4 4 4 4 

52. The overall quality of all schools in our school system 4 4 4 4 

53. The overall quality of all  public schools – nationally 3 3 3 3 
 

 

http://www.fpsct.org/


CLASSIFICATION:  Superintendent’s Report  Item: VI-C      10/6/08  
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
TITLE:   Preschool Screening Program 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
As part of an effort to identify potential school-related problems in advance of 
school entry, Special Services personnel have developed an extensive screening 
program that brings children ages 3, 4, and 5 to our attention.  Approximately once 
a month throughout the school year parents have the opportunity to meet with 
Special Services staff by appointment to raise questions related to the growth and 
development of their children.  Additional referrals for appointments come from 
community sources including physicians, health clinics, and other social services 
agencies. 
 
The screenings will be held at The Farmington Collaborative Preschool located at 
Irving A. Robbins Middle School.  Staff who interact with the child and parent 
may include a Speech-Language Pathologist, Occupational Therapist, School 
Social Worker and Preschool Teacher.  Parents share information about their child 
through an interview while children interact with one or more staff persons.  
Following the screening, the team will suggest to parents whether further action is 
necessary.  This may range from a follow-up screening to a comprehensive multi-
disciplinary evaluation.   
 
As a result of scheduling meetings monthly, we are able to see children who are 
referred without undue delay.  When necessary, children can be seen almost 
immediately.  Parents have been very pleased with our responsiveness and with our 
ability to provide useful, practical information.  The Preschool Screening Program 
is an important part of an early intervention and prevention program. 
 
Screening dates for the 2008-2009 school year are October 3, 2008, November 7, 
2008, December 5, 2008, January 9, 2009, February 6, 2009, March 6, 2009, and 
April 3, 2009.  It is anticipated that approximately fifty children will participate. 
 
 
 



CLASSIFICATION:  Superintendent's Report   Item:  VI-D     10/6/08 
             
              
TITLE:  Professional Appointments, Resignations and Professional  
  Development Activities 
              
 
Professional Appointments 
Consideration of the appointment of West Woods Upper Elementary School 
Assistant Principal – October 6, 2008. 
 
Resignations 
None 
 
Leaves of Absence 
None 
 
Retirements
None 
 



CLASSIFICATION:  School-Based Information Item: VI-E      10/6/08  
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
TITLE:    National Merit Scholarship Commended Students 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thirteen FHS students have been named Commended Students in the National 
Merit Scholarship Program.  They are Martha Dillon, Eric Duey, Ethan Golab, 
Jordan Haviland, Laura Janeczko, Katie Kaplan, Minwood Kim, Julia 
Kuperminc, Sarah Perillo, Tyler Peterhansel, Kevin Putney, John Urbanik 
and  Prachi Vidwans.  Dr. Breslin will present each student with a Letter of 
Commendation from the National Merit Scholarship Corporation.   
 
More than 1.5 million students took the 2007 Preliminary SAT/National Merit 
Scholarship Qualifying Test last October and of those, 34,000 have been named 
commended students throughout the nation and are being honored for their 
exceptional academic promise.   
 
Congratulations to these students who have demonstrated outstanding academic 
potential by their high performance in the extremely competitive National Merit 
Program. 
 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
TITLE:   NCTE Achievement Awards in Writing 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
The National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) recently recognized one FHS 
senior as among the 525 high school seniors in the nation selected as outstanding 
writers in the 2008 NCTE Achievement Award in Writing.  Congratulations to 
Aleks Krasovsky. 
 
The recipients were chosen from 1,789 students nominated in their junior year by 
their teachers from the 50 states, the District of Columbia, Canada, the Virgin 
Islands, and American school abroad. 
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_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
TITLE:   Union School’s Writing Activity with Village Gate Seniors 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Last year Union School second grade students began a pen pal relationship with 
residents of Village Gate of Farmington.  This year, the same classes of students 
are extending this relationship into third grade.  On September 17, a group of our 
senior pen pals surprised us with a visit and a generous gift of writing supplies. 
This became an opportunity to meet their student pen pals for the first time.  This 
year students will be writing and sharing personal narrative stories and will be 
interviewing their pen pals to collect story ideas.  The third grade teachers are 
planning more opportunities for writing celebrations, including a field trip to 
Village Gate and an Authors’ Tea in The Reader’s Garden this spring.  Students 
are developing writing skills in an authentic context while developing relationships 
with caring and supportive senior citizens.    
 
 
 
 



CLASSIFICATION:  Executive Session   Item:  XIV         10/6/08 
 
 
TITLE:   To Discuss Matters Concerning Negotiations and Personnel 

Matters 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Session  
To adjourn the meeting to executive session as permitted by Connecticut General 
Statutes Section 1-225(a) for the following purposes as allowed by Section 1-
200(6), that is 
 
 Discussion concerning strategy and negotiations. 
 

Discussion concerning the appointment, employment, performance, 
evaluation, health or dismissal of a public officer or employee. 
 
That attendance in the Executive Session shall be limited to: 
 Members of the Board of Education 
 Superintendent of Schools 
 Assistant Superintendent 
 Business Administrator 
 Others whose “testimony or opinion” is required for the period their 

presence is necessary to present information related to the purpose of 
the Executive Session. 
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