REGARDING THE GOVERNOR’S BUDGET PROPOSAL AND THE NEED FOR AN INCREASE IN
FUNDING FOR
AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PROGRAMS

Good afternoon. My name is William Davenport, and I have been teaching agriscience (formerly vocational
agriculture) at Nonnewaug High School in Woodbury for the past 27 years, [ am aiso the director of the program
and just finished recruiting 90 students for next year’s freshman class. The dilemma I had was that we had over
170 applications of worthy candidates for those 90 spots. These students come from over 24 different cities and
towns surrounding Region 14, ranging from Danbury, Ansonia, Bethel, Newtown and Bethany to Watertown, New
Milford, Prospect and Naugatuck. We currently have a total of 325 students in the Ellis Clark Regional Agriscience
and Technology program, which represents one third of the Nonnewaug High School population. Sounds like a
magnet school, doesn’t it? Students coming together from a variety of diverse backgrounds and locations to learn a
specialty subject and pursue in-depth career training while attending a'comprehensive high school!
Two years ago, I was one of 12 citizens appointed to the Governor’s Task Force to Study State Education Funding.
According to Public Act 11-48, An Act Implementing Provisions of the Budget Concerning General Government,
this task force was established to study issues relating to state funding for education in the context of state
constitutional requirements. The act specifically fequired the task force to focus on the Education Cost Sharing
formula with consideration to state grants to interdistrict magnet schools, regional agriculfural science and
technology education centers, and funding issues relating to the cost of special education for the state and
municipalities. During this endeavor, the committee was divided into three separate subcommiitees, each with a
specific purpose as we divided up the task force’s charge into these three areas: the ECS formula subcommiitee, the
Special education subcommittee, and the School choice subcommitiee. I chaired the School choice subcommittee
and my fellow subcommittee members being Senator Andrea Stiliman and OPM Secretary Ben Barnes. After
nearly two years and at least 26 meetings later, the Task force released our final report in early January.
The commitiee’s goal was to finish our work before the beginning of the session and in enough time for the
Governor to consider using some if not all of our recommendations in his proposed budget. When the Governor’s
budget was released, it contained some of our recommendations on the ECS formula, some on special education,
but for some reason forgot about the school choice recommendations that were unanimously approved in the Task
Force’s final report.
As a Task Force member, and as the chair of the school choice subcommittee of the task force, I respectfully ask
that the education committee and the legislature please include the school choice subcommittee’s recommendation
as well into your adjustments to the Governors’ Budget. The recommendations called for increasing the funding for
the state’s original magnet school programs, the 19 regional agriscience and technology programs, so that they will
be funded at the same level as the non-sheff magnet schools are now, since these programs are very similar in their
operation and purposes. All of the reasons are explained in detail m our final report. The cost of this
recommendation is estimated at 3 million per year, phased in over the next four years, for a total of 12 million
dollars. This was deemed by the entire Task Force as a “reasonable ask.”
The Governor’s budget proposal includes more than 70 million dollars more for magnet schools, 30 million more

for charter schools, 30 million more for Open choice schools, yet less than $200,000 more for agriscience programs



the first year, and no increase for the 2" year. I think these programs were forgotten about in the development of
this budget. That is the only reason I can come up with when I see that over 220 million dollars of new money has
been dedicated to education funding, and I think that it is reasonable to request that 12 million of that new money (3
million per year, phased on over the next four years) go towards funding tﬁe Task Force’s school choice
recommendation.

I need to remind the education committee that besides the vo-tech schools, the agriscience programs are the only
school choice programs that have a direct impact on job growth in Connecticut, as our sole purpose is to prepare
students for careers in the 5 Billion Dollar Connecticut agricultural industry, an industry that has over 5,00 job
openings per year that go unfilled and that employers must go out of state to find suitable employees to fill these
positions, yet we have already built these 19 regional agriscience programs tﬁat are one third empty due to lack of
funding, yet have waiting lists of 8™ graders interested in attending. So we have the programs to teach these
students, we have the Connecticut jobs waiting for them once they graduate, yet I just sent out 80 lefters telling
these students we cannot accept them into our program. This needs to end, and the ECS Task Force’s school choice
recommendation will do so if the legislature will act on this and include this recommendation into your adjusted
version of the budget in front of you.

The Governor also mentioned his interest in investing in the field of Biotechnology as a potential growth
sector in our state that can help stimulate the economic growth our state so desperately needs. Did you know that all
19 regional agriscience programs teach biotechnology in their curriculum, and that the Sound school agriscience
program in New Haven has its own Biotechnology lab where its students work with Yale professors in
biotechnology research as a part of the agriscience curriculum? I don’t know of many high schools in the state that
offer biotechnology as a major course of study like the agriscience programs offer.

In his State of the Union address, President Obama called for an increase in career and technical education,
and for need for funding for vocational training in high school to improve the economy. Once again, agriscience
programs invented this concepf, and have been succeeding in doing so since 1920. This is yet another reason why
these are model programs that need adequate funding in order to reach more students.

Again, as a Task Force member, as the chair of the school choice subcommittee of the task force, as the
2004 Connecticut Teacher of the Year, and as a dedicated 27 year veteran educator who for the 10™ year in a row,
just had to send 80 rejection letters to 8™ graders who want to pursue a career in the Connecticut agricultural
industry, I respectfully ask that the education committee and the legislature please include the school choice
subcommittee’s recommendation as weil into your adjustments to the Governors’ Budget. Those 8™ graders
deserve a chance to become productive citizens and valuable employees in this industry where the jobs are waiting
for them.

Thank you for your time.

William Davenport, Director

2004 Connecticut Teacher of the Year _

Agriscience and Technology Teacher, Ellis Clark Regional Agriscience and Technology Program,
Nonnewaug High School, Region 14 School District, 5 Minortown Rd. Woodbury, CT 06798  (203-266-4038)



ECS TASK FORCE FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR SCHOOL CHOICE PROGRAMS

BEFORE

CURRENT STATE PER STUDENT SUPPORT
FOR SCHOOL CHOICE PROGRAMS, 2012-2013
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TASK FORCE CHARGE

Public Act 1148, An Act Implementing Provisions of the Budget Concerning
General Government, established a task force to study issues relating to state funding for
education in the context of state constitutional requirements. The act specifically required
the task force to focus on the Education Cost Sharing formula with consideration to state
grants to interdistrict magnet schools, regional agricultural science and technology
education centers, and funding issues relating to the cost of special education for the state
and municipalities.

The task force’s final report on its findings and recommendations must be
submitted to the governor and the Appropriations and Education committees. The task
force terminates on the day it submits its final report.



RECOMMENDATIONS/EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NOTE: Due to the state's current budget constraints, the Task Force offers its recommendations
without a specific recommendation for more ECS funding and with the understanding that
- implementation of the recommendations may be hindered or delayed.

ECS Formula

Eliminate uncertainty of annual ECS grants by establishing a target for the total grant
amount and criteria to maintain the grants over a period of years.
Adopt a new ECS formula that:
o weighs income more heavily in determining town wealth than under current
formula,
o uses Free and Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL) eligibility to determine student need,
o raises perstudent foundation amount, and
O freezes minimum aid to wealthiest towns.
Reserve part of the ECS grant for low-performing districts and create incentives to adopt
best practices.

School Choice Programs

Increase state per student grants for non-Sheff host magnets and regional agriscience center
programs, and fund them equally to help provide more equitable funding of school choice
programs. 7 )

Phase-in the grant increase over four years at annual steps of 25%, 50%, 75% and 100% of
the difference between the current grant and the new target.

Maintain existing funding structures for (1) Connecticut technical high schools, (2) state
charter schools, (3) host and regional education service center (RESG)-operated Sheff
magnet schools, and (4) RESC-operated non-Sheff magnet schools.

Special Education

»

Provide state funding for 100% of both the regular and special education costs of state-
agency placed students.

Increase and guarantee the special education excess cost grant and include a fixed
definition of "excess" for all districts, such as $50,000.

Increase state monitoring of districts with a disproportionate percentage of special
education students for numerous aspects of special education including percentage of
students in each special education classification, percentage of local budget spent on special
education, cost of outofdistrict placements, and special education students' achievement
and participation in assessments.



FUNDING FOR SCHOOL CHOICE PROGRAMS

PA 1148 requires the Task Force, in studying issues related to education funding, to give
consideration to state grants to interdistrict magnet schools and regional agricultural science and
technology education centers. :

Summary of Findings

Through its choice programs, Connecticut offers students and parents a range of quality,
flexible public education options. These programs allow each student to find a setting or
educational theme that can help the student reach his or her potential. Connecticut's school
choice options include interdistrict magnets, charters, technical high schools, and regional
agriscience technology centers. Argiscience centers operate within existing high schools. (For
additional information on the state's school choice programs please see the Task Force's Interim

Report.)

Choice programs in the Hartford area help address the Sheff v. O'Neill court decision and
settlement that aim to reduce racial isolation for Hartford students. Because of this, magnet
schools located in Hartford and surrounding towns that help address the Sheff settlement are
known as Sheff magnets and those located in other parts of the state are known as non-Sheff

magnets,

Connecticut's choice programs receive varying levels of state support (see Table 6).
Currently, non-Sheff host magnet schools receive a state operating grant of $7,085 for each student
from outside the host district, and regional agriscience technology centers receive $1,750 for each
student. This compares to (1) Sheff magnets receiving either $13,054 or $10,443 per outof-district
student (with Hartford-operated schools receiving the higher amount) and (2) state charter schools
receiving $10,200 per student, with scheduled increases in FYs 14 and 15 to $11,000 and $11,500,
respectively. Technical high schools are state-operated and therefore are fully supported by state
funds.



TABLE 6: FUNDING FOR CHOICE PROGRAMS

A AEthough state law allows for logal charter schools, no » tocal charter schools are currentiy o:;EFatlng so they are notincluded in
i this table.
i *#* Under current law, this amount is for FY 13 only. it is scheduled to increase to $11,000 in FY 14 and to $11,500 in FY 15 and

ConnecticutTechmca T Sch;olsare 100%s{ate-funded ) T Mo ) ﬁc;l-':em

Sources: CT General Statutes, PA 12-116, and PA 12-1, December Speclal Session.

i Schocls .

Hartford Host Magnet Schoof 513,054 for each student from outside Yes None
SO ... .5 Y _ S R _
State charter schools* $10,200 per student** . L) _____ None
. RESC-Operated Sheff Magnet $10,443 per student Yes Yes
: School {Hartford region) o

i Edison Magnet Schaol, $8,180 per student : S _ Yes
{Merlden . . . e e e e e e —
r Non-Sheff RESC Magnet - 57,900 per student Yes “Yes
{ enrolling fess than 55% of Amount varies by !
i students from a singie town e i sthool
§ Non-Sheff RESC Magnet 67,085 for each student from outside the : Yes Yes
i enrolling 55% or more of dominant town/$3,000 for each student !
; students from a single town from the dominant town i
(lotherthanEdison) et e e e e e e
5 Non-Sheff Host Magnet $7,085 for each student from outside host Yes - " Sometimes ]
¢ School town/$3,000 for each student from the host i
. I O e e e
Regional AngSClence Centers Si 750 ¢ per student plus per-student Yes Yes, ‘up toa
‘ supplemental grants of {a) elther $500 or " maximum of !
$60 depending on enrollment and (b} 5100 : $7,992 per |
per student if funds are available. student

thereafter. {The FY 13 increase had been $10,500, but PA 12-1, December Speclal Sesston {deficit mitigation act), reduced it to
$10,200.) '

Recommendations
The Task Force recommends that the state:

o Provide a consistent and equitable level of state support for school choice programs.
» Maintain existing funding structures for (1) Connecticut technical high schools, (2) state
charter schools, (3) host and RESC-operated Sheff magnet schools, and (4) RESC-operated non-

Sheff magnet schools.

e Based con the similarities of their current funding structures and relatively low current state
operating grants {see Table 6}, fund non-Sheff host magnet schcoois and regional agriscience
programs equally as follows:



o For each in-district student attending a regional agriscience program, provide a state
grant of $3,000 (equal to the state grant host towns teceive for each of their students
attending their magnet schools).

o For each outofdistrict student attending a regional agriscience program or a non-Sheff
host magnet, provide a state grant equal to two-thirds of the state average regular
program expenditures (RPE) for education for the prior year, plus 10% to compensate
for more expensive specialized programs.

Using the average perstudent RPE for 2011-12 ($10,134), the proposed equalized
funding for each outofdistrict student would be $11,150. If the state provided two-
thirds of this amount, it would increase the state grant for each outofdistrict student
(1) by $386, from $7,085 to $7,471, for non-Sheff host magnet schools and (2) by
$5,721, from to $1,750 10 $7,471, for regional agriscience centers.

o As is already the case for magnet schools, limit sending district tuition for students
attending agriscience programs to no more than the difference between the siate per-
student grant and the prior year's average pet-pupil cost of the program. This would
reduce sending town tuition from the current maximum of $7,992 per student to
approximately $3,500 to $4,500 per student. For less wealthy towns, perstudent ECS
grants will more than cover this level of perstudent wition.

o Phasein the increased state grants over four years at 25%, 50%, and 75% of the
difference between the current grant and the fully funded target grant.

10



APPENDIX B: ECS TASK FORCE SCHOOIL CHOICE SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT
1. Provide a consistent and more equitable level of state support among school choice programs.

2. Fund non-Sheff host magnet school programs and regional agriscience programs equally by
providing the following:

a. For In-District (host school) students, the state would provide a standard $3,000 per student
grant for each program.

b. For QutofDistrict {sending town) students, use the state average regular program expenditures
(RPE) plus 10% (to compensate for more expensive specialized programs) as the true cost, and the
state would provide a grant for 2/3 of this amount for each outofdistrict student attending these
schools. Their sending towns would be responsible for paying tuition for the amount up to, but
not to exceed, the difference between the average NCEP and the state’s contribution.

3. Allow each sending town’s current ECS per pupil grant to reflect its ability to pay and give some
relief to less wealthy towns.

For Example: Direct cost = $11,150  2/3 = $7,471(state aid)  1/3 = $3,67%sending town
tuition)

TABLE 1: ECS GRANTS AND MAXIMUM TUITIONS

Town ECS grant Maximum tuition | “ECS money retained”
{2011-2012} charged feven though
‘ student leaves)
Ansonia $5,241 53,679 $1,562
Naugatuck $5,719 $3,679 52,040
Southbury ’ 4755 $3,679 none
Bridgewater $592 $3,679 none
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Currently,

A. Non-Sheff host magnets receive $7,085 per student state support, and charge an average of
$4,000 tuition for each sending town student, total average amount now collected is approximately
$11,085 per student.

Change: Host schools would receive $7,471 per student, and charge up to $3,679 wition, total
possible amount collected would now be $11,150 per student.

Impact: Provide more state support for non-Sheff host magnet schools, and some sending town
relief '

B. Agriscience schools receive $1,750 per student state support, and charge $7,997 tuition for
sending town students, total amount now collected is $9,742 per student.

Change: Host schools would receive $7,47 [ per student, and charge up to $3,679 tuition, total
possible amount collected would now be $11,150 per student.

Impact: Provide more state support for host agriscience schools, and provide large sending town
relief. .

NOTE: Both schools could charge up to $3,679 tuiton, yet most would charge a lower rate, as
magnet schools do now, to continue to encourage distxicts to send students to these school choice
programs, which would provide for more sending town relief.

4. The increased subsidy for both schools would be phased in over four years (25% each year).

5. Due to their unique funding structures, charter schools and Vocational Technical schools

would be left out of the ECS formula.

Four Year PhaseIn Plan

TABLE 2; ENROLLMENT (2011-2012)

Ty of Sehiaol’s 2 B indlistick Studénts: ” Outi o Htiict Stideits Total Envollrient
Non-Sheff Host Magnet Schools 7920 , . 4,646 . 12,566
Regional Agriscience Schools - 1,407 1,838 ‘ 3,245

Additional Cost to the State

Non-Sheff Host Magnet Schools - Total new money needed: $1.8 million dollars '

$7.471 - $7,085 = $386 X 4,646 out of district students = $1.8 million dollars more for magnets

25



(2/3 cost - existing grant = $386 new funds X 4,646 students = $1.8 million more for magnets) _

YEAR ONE: 25% of the increase = $450,000 for magnets
YEAR TWO: 25% of the increase = $450,000 for magnets , -
YEAR THREE: 25% of the increase = $450,000 for magnets :

YEAR FOUR: 25% of the increase = $450,000 for magnets

TOTAL AFTER FOUR YEARS: $1.8 million for more for magnets

Regional Agriscience Schools - Total new money needed: $12.4 million dollars

a. $7,471-$1,750 = $5,721 X 1,838 out of district students = $10.5 mﬂhon dollars for out of
district students

(2/3 cost ~ existing grant = $5,721 new funds X 1,838 students = 10.5 million more)

b. $3,000 - $1,750 = $1,250 X 1,407 in district students = $1.8 million dollars for in-districe
students

(new indistrict funding level - existing grant = $1,250 new funds X 1,407 students = $1.8 million)

YEAR ONE: 25% of the increase = $3.] million for agriscience
YEAR TWQ: 25% of the increase = $3. [ million for agriscience
YEAR THREE: 25% of the increase = $3.1 million for agriscience
YEAR FOUR: 25% of the increase = $3.1 million for agriscience

* Total new money needed in 1* year: $4SO 000 (magnets) plus 3.1 million (agriscience) =
$3.55 million

* Total new money needed in 2" year: $450,000 (magnets) plus 3.1 million (agnsc:xence) =
$3.55 million

s Total new money needed in 3* year: $450,000 (magnets) ptus 3.1 million (agriscience) =
$3.55 million

* Total new money needed in 4* year: $450,000 (magnets) plus 3.1 million (agriscience) =
$3.55 million

TOTALNEW MONEY TO ACCOMPLISH MORE EQUITY AFTER FOUR YEARS: $14.2
million
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND RESULTS

Recommendation #1: Provide a consistent and more equitable level of state support among
schoof chofce programs,

Result #1:

After the four year phase-in plan, both non-Sheff host magnets and agriscience programs will be at
$7,471 state support per student, which brings them both closer to achieving equity of state
support for all school choice programs. (Charters are at $10,500, RESC Operated Sheff Magnets
are at $10,443, VoTech is at $12,764.)

Table 3. Comparison of Current and Proposed Support for School Choice Programs
BEFORE

CURRENT STATE PER STUDENT SUPPORT
FOR SCHOOL CHOCE PRCGRAMS, 20522013
A IR I T
==

Vo-Teth Cirarter RESG  MNoaShed Host Aghsclence
Schocls Schocls  Operated Shef  Magnels Hehools
agnats

AFTER

PROPOSED STATE PER STUDENT SUPPCRT
FOR SCHOOL CHOICE FROGRAMS
Tsngess - - v oo

Va-Teeh RESC  HonShetHost Agdsclance
Schools Schools  Oparated Shel  Magnsty Schools
Magnels

Recommendation #2Z: Fund non-sheff host magnet school prograrms and regional agriscience
programs equally,

Result #2;

After the four year phase-in plan, both non-Sheff host magnets and agriscience programs will be
funded equally at the level of $7,471 state support per student, and all sending towns will have the
same maximum tuition charge {up to $3,679), regardless of which regional school choice program
they send their students to {magnet or agriscience).
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Recommendation #3: Alfow each sending town’s current ECS per pupil srant to reflect their
ability to pay and give some relief to less wealthy towns.

Result #3:

Sending towns, regardless of which program they send their students to, will get a reduction in
tuition payments required (because of the increased level of state support per student). Also, since
they have always “retained” the ECS payments for these students even though they leave their
towns, the current ECS structure reflects their ability to pay, thus this concurs with the current
SDE practice of ushering more state support to towns with more financial need. (i.e. less wealthy
cities like Naugatuck get to “keep” much more of their larger piece of ECS money than wealtchier
towns like Southbury.) '

Recommendation #4: The increased subsidy for both schools would be phased in equally over
four yvears (25% each year).

Result #4:

» Total new money needed in 1* year: $450,000 (magnets) plus 3.1 million (agriscience) =
$3.55 million

o Total new money needed in 2 year: $450,000 (magnets) plus 3.1 million {agriscience) =
$3.55 million

» Total new money needed in 3" year: $450,000 (magnets) plus 3.1 million (agriscience) =
$3.55 million

¢ Total new money needed in 4% year: $450,000 (magnets) plus 3.1 million (agfiscience) =
$3.55 million

TOTAL NEW MONEY TO ACCOMPLISH MORE EQUITY AFTER FOUR YEARS: $14.2

million

Recommendation #5: Due to their unique funding structures, charter schools and vocational
technical schools would be left out of the ECS formula,

Result #5:

Because their current funding mechanisms are unique and vastly differentfrom the regional
magnet schools and the agriscience programs, charter schools and Vocational Technical schools
are left as they are, and would remain out of the ECS formula.

IMPORTANT NOTE:

Although this proposal will cost the state more money, it is actually relieving the 150+ sending
towns of that same amount of money due to decreasing the tuition charged to these towns, since
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the state is increasing its funding share for these two regional programs, as well as providing all of
the host towns (towns that host the non-Sheff host magnets and regional agriscience programs) with

more state support.

The bottom line is that the state will be picking up more of the cost of these programs, more in
line with its financial commitment with the other school choice programs {charter, Sheff magnet
and vo-tech) while all towns in the state will benefit financially (reduce their costs because the state
is increasing their share of the financial burden) with this proposal.
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