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TESTIMONY OF THE 

CONNECTICUT COALITION 

FOR JUSTICE 

IN EDUCATION FUNDING 
 

TO THE 

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 

March 3, 2015 

 

Senator Bye, Representative Walker, Education Subcommittee Chairs Senator Slossberg and 

Representative Fleischmann, and esteemed members of the Appropriations Committee:  

The Connecticut Coalition for Justice in Education Funding appreciates this opportunity to 

submit comments pertinent to Governor’s Bill No. 6824, An Act Concerning the State Budget 

for the Biennium Ending June Thirtieth 2017, and Making Appropriations Therefore and Other 

Provisions Related to Revenue.  

 
Before addressing the Governor’s proposed education budget, CCJEF wishes to express deep 
disappointment with what’s being proposed.  More than half (53.5%) of the Governor’s 
proposed cuts come from items in the so-called “Children’s Budget” that comprises a third of 
the General Fund.1  Programs that benefit young children and youth will thus carry a 
disproportionate burden of cuts — programs operated by the State Department of Education, 

Office of Early Childhood, Department of Children and Families, Department of Developmental 
Services, and higher education.   
 
Within this grim context, we wish to focus our remarks on the Education Cost Sharing (ECS) 
Grant, the State’s primary education equalization aid program that delivers funding to 
municipalities to support their PK-12 public school districts. 

 
 Education Equalization Grants (Line T425) 
 
For the sake of brevity, for just this evening we’ll turn an almost blind eye to the inequity 
pertaining to the FY16 and FY17 inclusion of some $102.83 million and $112.06 million for 
charter schools that are buried within the Education Equalization figures.  Those figures 
represent an $11.7 million increase in FY16, plus another $9.2 million in FY17.  That makes for a 
$21 million proposed funding increase over the biennium for schools serving only 1.3% of the 

                                                           
1 “Impact of the Governor’s FY 2016 Budget on Children,” CT Voices for Children, Rev. February 23, 2015. 
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state’s public school students who attend the 18 privately run/publicly funded schools, while 
the 93.5% of students served in traditional local and regional school districts are to receive an 
increase of zero.  And remember, the traditional and regional school districts must provide 
transportation, health, and special education for charter schools. 
 
So rather than belabor the charter funding inequities and the ongoing expansion of that 
shadow school system despite how beset with unaddressed problems, lax state oversight, and 
lack of transparency it appears to be, CCJEF will focus on the fact that the Governor’s budget 
proposes to level fund the ECS based on FY15 appropriations.  No district/town would get more 
than it received in FY15, nor less (although Bridgeport would receive $700,000 less beginning in 
FY16, due to the expiration of a grant-in-aid to the city). 
 
The ECS has failed to keep pace with the actual cost of schooling over the past 25 years since 
it has been in operation.   An analysis conducted by CCJEF last April showed just how flat ECS 
funding has been, in terms of its actual buying power:  from 1989-90 through 2013-14, after 
accounting for inflation, only $62 million in real funding was added.  Yet over this same time 
period, the mandates and performance expectations on schools have risen dramatically, as 
have student needs and the cost of successfully operating schools and meeting students’ 
learning needs.  
 
That the ECS has long been flat-funded, when taking the actual cost of schooling into 
consideration, is hardly news.  But taking a close look at just what today’s ECS means in terms 
of per pupil allocations can be quite startling, as shown in the Appendix.   
 
While it’s true that districts rely on the total ECS appropriation for their budget decisions, even 
the most cursory examination of the differing levels of ECS funding annually that goes to 
districts requires looking at the per pupil share (i.e., dividing the district’s total allocation by its 
resident student count), inasmuch as each district serves differing numbers of students.  That is 
precisely what the Appendix does for every town’s FY15 allocation.  Columns F and M provide 
the per pupil amounts.   
 
Note the stark disconnect between the ECS foundation level of $11,525 per pupil and the 
amounts that actually go to sustain our public school children.  In FY15, the average ECS 
allocation across all 169 municipalities is just $3,282 per pupil.  75% of all municipalities 
receive less than $5,000 per pupil.  In inflation-adjusted terms, 45 communities today receive 
less per pupil than they received 40 years ago, prior to Horton v. Meskill.  Meanwhile, Net 
Current Expenditures per Pupil for FY14 ranged from $12,031 to $26,137, though NCEP doesn’t 
capture the full cost of schooling or reflect the total fiscal burden on municipalities.  Despite 
such a dismal funding record, traditional public schools that serve 510,221 PK-12 students are 
proposed to be flat-funded for the next two years. 
 
Columns C-E and J-L of the Appendix show the small increase each town received in FY15, 
with color coding to represent the 10 Alliance/Reform Districts and 20 other Alliance Districts.  
Roughly comparable increases were received in FY14.  The increases for all 30 Alliance Districts, 
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of course, have come with “strings” relating to Commissioner-approved new or expanded 
programs.  These small ECS increases, aka Alliance District grants, went from being ECS 
entitlement monies to being treated as “conditional” categorical grants that are somehow 
expected to transform struggling school districts.  Remarkable, too, is the fact that these 
Alliance District grants in some cases amounted to paltry amounts (e.g., Killingly received a $46 
per pupil increase, Norwalk $25 per pupil, and Stamford $49 per pupil).   
 
Over the last three years, the practice has been for the State to add a meager $50 million to the 
ECS annually, with about 94% of that increase going to Alliance Districts as conditional grants.  
However, that $50 million increment has now been wiped away by the biennium budget 
proposal.  Instead, districts — or rather, their municipalities’ property taxpayers — will be left 

with 100% of the price tag for continuing whatever improvements were set into motion by past 
targeted support, or else any forward momentum that may exist may be halted for a lack of 
funding.  
 
The Governor’s proposed budget would provide no ECS increases for the biennium.  Not since 
the Great Recession wrought four years of frozen ECS funding for FY09 – FY12 have school 
districts and local property taxpayers been hit this severely.   
 
So, is the intent to starve the public schools, reverse any purported progress in school 
reform/turnaround, contract programs and staffing, and ignore state and federal mandates?  
Or is the intent merely to push off even more of the cost of educating students to towns and 
cities and force local property taxes to backfill ever more of the State’s constitutional 
burden? 
 
The Governor’s proposed budget continues the State’s long, shameful track record of refusing 
to fund the school funding formula that it has designed and enacted into law.  Not only has the 
2013 revised ECS formula not been followed, but also the State is at least some $640 million 
short of fully funding it — and there appears no plan to work toward closing that gap over the 

coming biennium.   
 
In part because of so many policy changes over the years designed to reduce the State’s 
funding obligations, the ECS formula remains fundamentally broken, in that it bears little 
relation to the actual cost of educating Connecticut’s children.  Even fully funded in its current 
form, the level of funding and distribution of monies would not suffice to remedy the 
inadequacies and inequities of an inherently flawed and unconstitutional school funding 
system.    
 
Indeed, examples of the scope of State underfunding can be seen in the 2005 findings of the 
education adequacy cost study commissioned by CCJEF and conducted by Augenblick, Palaich & 
Associates (Denver), with input and data provided by the Rell Administration and the 
Department of Education.  Based just on 2004 student enrollments and cost structures, State 
standards, and state/federal mandates as of January 2005, APA estimated that … 
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 Ansonia schoolchildren were being underfunded by some $5,576 per pupil 
(that’s approximately $6,845 per pupil today) 
 

 Bridgeport underfunded by some $7,320 per pupil ($8,986 per pupil today) 
 

 Bristol underfunded by $4,780 per pupil ($5,868 per pupil today) 
 

 East Hartford underfunded by $5,350 per pupil ($6,568 per pupil today) 
 

 Danbury underfunded by $5,370 per pupil ($6,592 per pupil today) 
 

 Hartford underfunded by $4,992 per pupil ($6,128 per pupil today) 
 

 Killingly underfunded by $4,632 per pupil ($5,686 per pupil today) 
 

 Meriden underfunded by $4,468 per pupil ($5,485 per pupil today) 
 

 Milford underfunded by $3,226 per pupil ($3,960 per pupil today) 
 

 New Britain underfunded by $8,028 per pupil ($9,855 per pupil today) 
 

 New Haven underfunded by $3,886 per pupil ($4,770 per pupil today)  
 

 New London underfunded by $3,875 per pupil ($4,757 per pupil today) 
 

 Norwalk underfunded by $2,578 per pupil ($3,265 per pupil today) 
 

 Norwich underfunded by $5,419 per pupil ($6,652 per pupil today) 
 

 Stamford underfunded by $3,417 per pupil ($4,194 per pupil today)  
 

 Stratford underfunded by $4,953 per pupil ($6,080 per pupil today) 
 

 Torrington underfunded by $5,300 per pupil ($6,508 per pupil today) 
 

 Waterbury underfunded by $6,294 per pupil ($7,726 per pupil today)  
 

 West Hartford underfunded by $4,237 per pupil ($5,201 per pupil today)  
 

 West Haven underfunded by $4,422 per pupil ($5,428 per pupil today) 
 

 Windham underfunded by $4,090 per pupil ($5,021 per pupil today) 
 

And the underfunded list goes on and on, including districts of all sizes, locales, and population 
mixes across DRG B-I communities.2  An updated adequacy cost study, of course, would look at 
the increased standards, mandates, changes in the demographic makeup of districts and 
current learning needs of their students, as well as cost structures (and geographical 
differences therein) since January 2005, i.e., as they are today.  However, it is hardly plausible 
that the State’s underfunding of schools over the past 10 years has lessened. 
 

                                                           
2 The 2005 APA Adequacy Cost Study is available at http://ccjef.org/documents/new-pdfs/CCJEF_APA_Adequacy 
_Study_6.05.pdf.  For additional information about this study, please contact the authors of this testimony.  The 
Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis online CPI calculator (https://www.minneapolisfed.org/) was used to provide 
2015 equivalents to the 2005 adequacy per pupil underfunding estimates, with values downloaded on 03/02/2015. 
 

http://ccjef.org/documents/new-pdfs/CCJEF_APA_Adequacy%20_Study_6.05.pdf
http://ccjef.org/documents/new-pdfs/CCJEF_APA_Adequacy%20_Study_6.05.pdf


5 
 

CCJEF would be remiss not to add just a few words decrying the funding cuts to several other 
grant programs that impact the fiscal health of the public schools: 
 

 Priority District Grants (T427) provide needed improvement funds for highly distressed 
school districts.  The Governor’s budget proposes to cut this grant by $6.5 million in 
FY16 and maintain that same lower level in FY17.  
 

 The long-standing cap on Special Education Excess Cost Grants (T431), which impacts 
every school district, was left firmly in place at $139.8 million for both FY16 and FY17.  
School districts spent more than $1.8 billion on SPED during 2013-14, yet the State 
continues to support just a tiny fraction of those ever-rising costs.  
 

 Bilingual Education (T426) was level funded at $1.9 million for both years of the 
biennium, despite a widespread recognition that English language acquisition has to 
become more of a priority.  Should HB 6835 pass — and CCJEF hopes that it will, 
inasmuch as it represents the latest expert opinion in the field — bilingual education 

program eligibility would be extended from 30 months to 60 months, in which case 
districts will need additional funding to support those important services.    
 

 Transportation of School Children (T422) was level funded at $24.9 million for the 
biennium and the cap on that reimbursement retained.  In 2013-14, municipalities spent 
some $301.4 million on public pupil transportation. 
 

 Funding for the biennium was proposed to be slashed by $4.7 million for the 
Commissioner’s Network (T410), even though SB 942 seeks to increase the number of 
schools to as many as 25 new schools in a single year.  Expansion of the network, or 
even maintenance at its current level, seems unlikely to be successful, given the 
proposed funding cuts. 
 

 Two other line items worth mentioning among many more that we wish there were 
time to raise:  Youth Service Bureaus face a $1.3 million cut and threatened transfer out 
of the Department of Education into the Department of Children and Families, despite 
the integral role those programs play in working with youth, their schools, and 
community partners.  Adult Education (T423) was cut by more than $400,000; Adult 
Education programs play a vital role in communities, for example, in reaching out-of-
school and school dropouts or other youth and adults who lack a few credits from 
graduating, and by generally lifting the level of education within communities of all 
kinds.   
   

Finally, distinguished members of this Appropriations Committee, is this the kind of education 
budget the State of Connecticut should be adopting for the coming biennium just as trial in the 
landmark CCJEF v. Rell education adequacy and equity lawsuit is poised to commence in the 
Fall?   
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Respectfully submitted on behalf of CCJEF by: 
 
 
James J. Finley, Jr.     Dianne Kaplan deVries, Ed.D. 
CCJEF Consultant for Gov’t Services   CCJEF Project Director 
jimfinley1955@att.net, (203) 804-6895   dianne@ccjef.org, (603) 325-5250 
 

Herbert C. Rosenthal     Lee Erdmann 
CCJEF President     CCJEF Vice President & Executive Director 
hcrosenthal@aol.com, (203) 426-0660  lerdmannccjef@gmail.com, (860) 308-4832 
 
 
 
 
 

 
#   #   # 

 

The Connecticut Coalition for Justice in Education Funding (CCJEF) is a broad-based coalition of 

municipalities, local boards of education, statewide professional education associations, unions, other 

pro-education advocacy organizations, parents and Connecticut schoolchildren aged 18 or older, and 

other concerned Connecticut taxpayers.  Member school communities are home to more than half of all 

public school students, including some three-fourths of all minority students, those from low-income 

families, and students from homes where English is not the primary language.  

CCJEF, P.O. Box 260398, Hartford, CT 06126 

mailto:jimfinley1955@att.net
mailto:dianne@ccjef.org
mailto:hcrosenthal@aol.com
mailto:lerdmannccjef@gmail.com
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A B C D E F G H I J K L M

Funding Status         
Color Key:

10 Alliance/          
Reform Districts                             

Other 20 Alliance 
Districts

Non-Alliance               
139 Towns

Adequate?  NO  
Equitable?  NO

Funding Status       
Color Key:

10 Alliance/           
Reform Districts 

Other 20 Alliance 
Districts

Non-Alliance         
139 Towns

Adequate?  NO  
Equitable?  NO

 $ Difference $ Per Pupil* % Increase  $ Difference $ Per Pupil* % Increase
Andover 2,379,549 5,370 9 0.23 4,182 Montville 12,768,219 23,355 9 0.18 5,115
Ansonia 16,548,642 441,774 175 2.74 6,550 Morris 657,975 0 0 0.00 2,016
Ashford 3,933,350 691 1 0.02 6,398 Naugatuck 30,805,615 433,550 94 1.43 6,712
Avon 1,233,415 390 0 0.03 361 New Britain 85,008,849 3,981,169 362 4.91 7,729
Barkhamsted 1,668,460 6,266 10 0.38 2,779 New Canaan 1,495,604 0 0 0.00 358
Beacon Falls 4,128,939 8,819 9 0.21 4,416 New Fairfield 4,468,243 14,410 5 0.32 1,690
Berlin 6,311,635 14,070 5 0.22 2,074 New Hartford 3,187,717 9,164 8 0.29 2,875
Bethany 2,053,378 5,839 6 0.29 2,254 New Haven 154,577,620 4,139,061 220 2.75 8,210
Bethel 8,261,688 25,076 9 0.30 2,804 Newington 13,031,837 62,358 14 0.48 2,978
Bethlehem 1,319,337 537 1 0.04 3,248 New London 25,677,518 856,868 243 3.45 7,272
Bloomfield 6,230,536 318,129 146 5.38 2,855 New Milford 12,127,127 20,562 5 0.17 2,752
Bolton 3,046,046 3,728 5 0.12 3,785 Newtown 4,441,264 55,274 11 1.26 899
Bozrah 1,249,912 3,152 9 0.25 3,625 Norfolk 381,414 0 0 0.00 1,749
Branford 1,911,260 43,524 13 2.33 576 North Branford 8,252,689 12,025 6 0.15 3,901
Bridgeport 179,600,148 5,875,912 283 3.38 8,662 North Canaan 2,091,790 246 1 0.01 4,836
Bridgewater 137,292 0 0 0.00 796 North Haven 3,393,016 51,632 15 1.55 984
Bristol 45,348,587 1,195,250 141 2.71 5,346 North Stonington 2,906,538 0 0 0.00 3,716
Brookfield 1,555,658 10,085 4 0.65 553 Norwalk 11,275,807 276,610 25 2.51 1,002
Brooklyn 7,087,589 13,189 11 0.19 5,666 Norwich 36,195,392 1,500,625 279 4.33 6,723
Burlington 4,394,032 17,552 10 0.40 2,553 Old Lyme 605,586 0 0 0.00 528
Canaan 209,258 0 0 0.00 1,806 Old Saybrook 652,677 0 0 0.00 460
Canterbury 4,754,383 0 0 0.00 7,208 Orange 1,185,863 37,525 16 3.27 502
Canton 3,457,436 16,161 9 0.47 2,004 Oxford 4,677,464 4,531 2 0.10 2,234
Chaplin 1,893,763 427 1 0.02 6,352 Plainfield 15,600,016 20,111 9 0.13 6,638
Cheshire 9,506,203 57,648 13 0.61 2,066 Plainville 10,405,528 30,768 13 0.30 4,403
Chester 675,408 5,038 10 0.75 1,406 Plymouth 9,913,763 16,414 9 0.17 5,653
Clinton 6,502,667 0 0 0.00 3,225 Pomfret 3,136,587 2,927 5 0.09 4,957
Colchester 13,761,528 16,742 6 0.12 4,833 Portland 4,394,272 20,662 14 0.47 3,066
Colebrook 508,008 779 4 0.15 2,335 Preston 3,077,693 0 0 0.00 4,973
Columbia 2,573,616 4,438 6 0.17 3,660 Prospect 5,405,931 12,568 9 0.23 3,797
Cornwall 85,322 0 0 0.00 591 Putnam 8,471,318 138,233 113 1.66 6,908
Coventry 8,935,142 7,606 4 0.09 4,917 Redding 687,733 0 0 0.00 427
Cromwell 4,499,307 36,232 18 0.81 2,194 Ridgefield 2,063,814 0 0 0.00 391
Danbury 29,554,523 2,260,278 214 8.28 2,794 Rocky Hill 3,587,753 53,752 21 1.52 1,390
Darien 1,616,006 0 0 0.00 326 Roxbury 158,114 0 0 0.00 629
Deep River 1,720,239 3,714 6 0.22 2,669 Salem 3,114,216 0 0 0.00 4,614
Derby 7,905,484 370,263 227 4.91 4,841 Salisbury 187,266 0 0 0.00 544
Durham 3,993,506 3,006 2 0.08 3,226 Scotland 1,450,663 358 2 0.02 6,437
Eastford 1,116,844 0 0 0.00 5,512 Seymour 10,072,953 35,498 15 0.35 4,142
East Granby 1,377,206 13,531 15 0.99 1,505 Sharon 145,798 0 0 0.00 611
East Haddam 3,779,206 6,298 5 0.17 3,072 Shelton 5,286,265 70,237 14 1.35 1,031
East Hampton 7,690,997 12,073 6 0.16 3,870 Sherman 244,327 0 0 0.00 433
East Hartford 48,811,203 2,747,630 337 5.96 5,983 Simsbury 5,633,072 53,275 12 0.95 1,267
East Haven 20,004,233 339,150 97 1.72 5,745 Somers 6,024,473 21,854 14 0.36 3,985
East Lyme 7,138,163 5,296 2 0.07 2,653 Southbury 2,631,384 59,305 22 2.31 955
Easton 593,868 0 0 0.00 410 Southington 20,361,334 83,740 12 0.41 3,016
East Windsor 5,789,350 87,920 66 1.54 4,354 South Windsor 13,071,926 29,859 7 0.23 2,947
Ellington 9,722,237 32,282 12 0.33 3,518 Sprague 2,641,208 3,895 9 0.15 5,950
Enfield 28,973,638 72,509 13 0.25 5,181 Stafford 9,958,369 12,537 8 0.13 6,024
Essex 389,697 0 0 0.00 417 Stamford 10,605,319 771,300 49 7.84 680
Fairfield 3,590,008 0 0 0.00 348 Sterling 3,231,103 8,861 14 0.27 5,107
Farmington 1,611,013 0 0 0.00 400 Stonington 2,079,926 0 0 0.00 872
Franklin 948,235 0 0 0.00 3,558 Stratford 21,391,105 158,774 21 0.75 2,891
Glastonbury 6,552,432 61,067 9 0.94 995 Suffield 6,267,018 36,912 16 0.59 2,661
Goshen 218,188 0 0 0.00 577 Thomaston 5,737,258 11,013 10 0.19 5,237
Granby 5,536,473 26,151 13 0.47 2,741 Thompson 7,682,218 3,471 3 0.05 6,924
Greenwich 3,418,642 0 0 0.00 397 Tolland 10,902,485 16,187 6 0.15 3,825
Griswold 10,922,908 23,416 13 0.21 5,920 Torrington 24,565,539 72,609 16 0.30 5,509
Groton (Town of) 25,625,179 0 0 0.00 5,111 Trumbull 3,310,992 59,908 9 1.84 494
Guilford 3,058,981 0 0 0.00 860 Union 241,791 306 3 0.13 2,198
Haddam 1,823,044 20,631 15 1.14 1,369 Vernon 19,650,126 602,747 165 3.16 5,370
Hamden 27,018,047 1,435,027 213 5.61 4,013 Voluntown 2,550,166 0 0 0.00 6,193
Hampton 1,339,928 0 0 0.00 7,162 Wallingford 21,769,831 28,875 5 0.13 3,557
Hartford 200,830,551 3,901,373 179 1.98 9,217 Warren 99,777 0 0 0.00 596
Hartland 1,358,660 0 0 0.00 4,738 Washington 240,147 0 0 0.00 684
Harwinton 2,774,080 6,119 7 0.22 3,069 Waterbury 132,732,623 7,260,366 403 5.79 7,363
Hebron 7,016,070 20,763 11 0.30 3,701 Waterford 1,485,842 0 0 0.00 500
Kent 167,342 0 0 0.00 529 Watertown 11,951,602 29,716 10 0.25 4,064
Killingly 15,871,254 110,973 46 0.70 6,556 Westbrook 427,677 0 0 0.00 502
Killingworth 2,245,206 3,323 3 0.15 2,346 West Hartford 18,181,174 804,495 79 4.63 1,786
Lebanon 5,524,550 679 1 0.01 4,863 West Haven 45,496,942 1,287,813 179 2.91 6,323
Ledyard 12,178,128 17,390 7 0.14 4,874 Weston 948,564 0 0 0.00 394
Lisbon 3,927,193 0 0 0.00 6,331 Westport 1,988,255 0 0 0.00 346
Litchfield 1,517,026 3,840 4 0.25 1,502 Wethersfield 8,518,846 94,032 24 1.12 2,175
Lyme 145,556 0 0 0.00 483 Willington 3,718,418 3,647 5 0.10 5,266
Madison 1,576,061 0 0 0.00 479 Wilton 1,557,195 0 0 0.00 363
Manchester 34,476,141 1,264,506 174 3.81 4,738 Winchester 8,187,980 136,807 107 1.70 6,380
Mansfield 10,186,654 18,296 10 0.18 5,450 Windham 26,753,954 856,464 263 3.31 8,210
Marlborough 3,201,941 13,472 12 0.42 2,743 Windsor 12,476,044 280,905 71 2.30 3,167
Meriden 59,964,898 2,049,568 228 3.54 6,663 Windsor Locks 5,274,785 207,854 116 4.10 2,956
Middlebury 738,899 13,020 10 1.79 577 Wolcott 13,696,541 4,724 2 0.03 5,035
Middlefield 2,142,785 4,656 7 0.22 3,206 Woodbridge 732,889 5,120 3 0.70 496
Middletown 19,648,776 1,031,667 201 5.54 3,833 Woodbury 942,926 23,284 19 2.53 762
Milford 11,381,824 148,237 23 1.32 1,739 Woodstock 5,463,651 4,547 3 0.08 4,140
Monroe 6,613,738 20,769 6 0.32 1,922

APPENDIX — HB 6824 Would Freeze FY16 & FY17 ECS Grants at FY15 Level

FY15 ECS Increase Over FY14 FY15 ECS             
Total Per Pupil      
Appropriation*         Municipality

FY15 ECS          
Total 

Appropriation  

FY15 ECS Increase Over FY14 FY15 ECS             
Total Per Pupil      
Appropriation*         

FY15 ECS          
Total 

Appropriation  Municipality

* Per pupil calculations based on resident student counts for Oct 2013, as per ECS Formula

Sources:  Public Act 14-47 for FY14 and FY15 ECS grant amounts; SDE / OPM FY15  ECS shell (April 2014) was source of resident student counts.


