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Representative Leeper, Senator McCrory, Representative Zupkus, Senator Berthel, and 
distinguished member of the Education Committee. My name is Kate Field, and I am the
teacher development specialist for the Connecticut Education Association (CEA), which 
represents educators in 150 school districts across the state. 

HB 5323 AAC Various Revisions to the Education Statutes

CEA strongly supports section 7 of HB 5323, which would establish an administrator 
mentoring pilot program run by the Connecticut Association of Schools (CAS). This bill 
reflects an important and welcome recognition: mentoring is most effective when it is 
peer-led, non-evaluative, and focused on professional growth and retention. That same 
principle should apply to teachers as well as to administrators.

A lesson we have learned from the state’s teacher mentoring program (TEAM) is that it 
has become overly focused on compliance rather than support and retention. The 
proposed program avoids this by appropriately placing administrator mentoring within a 
professional organization, CAS, rather than embedding it in accountability or licensure 
compliance. This ensures mentoring is:

· Peer-based
· Professionally relevant



· Non-evaluative
· Focused on growth and retention

Teachers deserve a similar model: a mentoring program run by a professional 
association such as CEA, replacing or fundamentally redesigning TEAMwith a 
clear focus on mentoring and retention rather than compliance and paperwork.

While the Connecticut State Department of Education has found that 
mentoring improves retention and TEAM provides valuable support, its structure does 
not always keep mentoring clearly at the center. Placing greater emphasis on trusted, 
confidential peer support instead of module completion could strengthen its impact 
on retaining early-career teachers.1

Consequently, we ask the committee to consider revising the TEAM program based on 
the model that is being proposed for administrators.

Evidence This Works: New York

In New York City, the United Federation of Teachers administers a comprehensive 
mentoring program guaranteeing first-year teachers trained peer mentors, confidentiality
protections, and a minimum of 40 hours of non-evaluative support. This model is widely 
credited as a key contributor to improved early-career teacher retention, particularly in 
high-need schools. 2

At the state level, New York State United Teachers (NYSUT) implemented union-run 
peer mentoring pilots that report retention rates above 90 percent in participating 
locals. 3 These programs emphasize trust, professional dignity, and sustainability — not 
checklists.
National research reinforces these outcomes. Studies consistently show that teachers 
who receive high-quality, non-evaluative mentoring are significantly more likely to 
remain in the profession beyond their first five years.4

A Better Path Forward for Connecticut

Connecticut should build on section 7 of HB 5323 by:
· Authorizing a union-run mentoring program for teachers, parallel to the CAS 

administrator program
· Shifting away from TEAM as a compliance mechanism and toward retention-

focused mentoring
· Allowing teacher unions to select, train, and support mentors
· Measuring success by retention, satisfaction, and professional growth, not 

module completion
CEA urges the Committee to advance section 7 of HB 5323 and to establish a parallel, 
union-run mentoring program for teachers, replacing the current TEAM model with one 
centered on trust, retention, and professional excellence.

Additional Sources:



National Education Association – Why Mentoring Matters, accessible from:
https://www.nea.org/nea-today/all-news-articles/why-mentoring-matters

HB 5324 An Act Concerning Education Mandate Relief

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony in partial support of HB 5324. While 
this bill takes a positive step toward reducing mandates, it is too limited in scope. CEA 
believes a more comprehensive, long-term strategy is needed and encourages adoption
of the broader recommendations of the Education Mandate Review Advisory Council.
Section 1 – CEA supports Section 1 of the bill eliminating the recurring refresher training 
requirement related to human trafficking identification. 
The initial training remains critically important, but removing the ongoing refresher 
mandate recognizes both the value of educators’ time and the cumulative burden 
of repeated statutory training requirements on school staff.

Section 2 – We recognize rationales for promoting the composting of food waste. The 
value of diverting food waste from landfills to composting facilities accrues to our 
environment. The sorting of waste – a practice that we have all become accustomed 
to doing with recyclables – helps to build an understanding of our collective role as 
stewards of the land. At this time, we believe that more information is necessary 
to determine if the costs and logistical challenges associated with the underlying 
law necessitate a delay in implementation.

Section 3 – CEA is strongly opposed to this section, which exempts the costs associated
with an “overexposure” of a high-cost claim by an individual in a self-insured district 
health plan from the Minimum Budget Requirement (MBR). This is a straw man –
the proposal wrongly implies that such costs distort district budgeting. This is inaccurate 
for two reasons.

First, paid claims ultimately impact the future premiums paid by employees to the school
district in a self-insured plan. In this sense, the impact is smoothed out 
over years. Second, self-insured districts maintain individual and aggregate stop-loss 
reinsurance. These insurance provisions protect self-insured districts from the 
excessive medical costs of one individual or unexpectedly high aggregate costs of 
many individuals.

Consequently, there are revenue streams that offset high-cost claims. Districts receive 
stop-loss insurance revenue based on high-cost claims, and they also receive increased
revenue related to such claims from future premiums. As a result, passage of this 
provision would simply result in boards of education being able to cut 
their school budgets based on falsely premised assumptions – a straw man.

Section 4 – CEA is concerned about the elimination of requirements in section 
4 that address reading proficiency, the mental health of student athletes,and student 
data privacy without review of their impact and efficacy.



While the sections above address discrete policy areas, together they reflect a broader 
concern the Education Mandate Review Advisory Council was charged with 
examining—namely, the cumulative impact of statutory requirements on districts, 
particularly those that affect professional development time, compliance obligations, and
local budget flexibility

Over time, the volume of required professional development, compliance training, and 
reporting obligations has grown significantly. Each individual mandate may be well-
intentioned, but collectively they consume substantial instructional and professional 
learning time and/or create financial strain for districts already operating under tight 
budget constraints.

We respectfully urge the Committee to consider the recommendations put forward by 
the Education Mandate Review Advisory Council, established pursuant 
to Connecticut Public Act 24-4. The Council was created specifically to examine the 
cumulative impact of statutory and regulatory mandates on school districts and to 
recommend practical, cost-effective relief.

Among the Council’s recommendations is the proposal to require a mandatory two-year 
waiting period before newly enacted professional development or training 
requirements take effect. Such a waiting period would allow districts adequate time to 
plan, budget, and integrate new training requirements thoughtfully, rather than layering 
them immediately onto already crowded professional development calendars.

CEA also encourages the Education Committee to work collaboratively with the 
Education Mandate Review Advisory Council to explore long-term, meaningful reforms 
that reduce duplicative or outdated mandates and provide greater flexibility to local 
Professional Development and Evaluation Committees (PDECs). Local PDECs are best 
positioned to tailor professional learning and training requirements to the specific needs 
of their educators and students.

Educators want to engage in high-quality professional learning that strengthens 
instruction and supports students. Creating space and resources for that work requires 
careful consideration and a comprehensive approach. Raised Bill No. 5324 
moves incrementally in the right direction by attempting to provide slightly more 
flexibility, but it does not go far enough. We respectfully urge the Committee to adopt the
Education Mandate Review Advisory Council’s mandate reduction recommendations, 
which offer a more comprehensive and sustainable approach to reducing education 
mandates in Connecticut.

Thank you for your time and consideration




