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Representative Horn, Senator Fonfara, Representative Polletta, Senator Fazio, and
members of the Finance, Revenue and Bonding Committee, our names are Kate Dias
and Joslyn DelLancey, and we are president and vice president of the Connecticut
Education Association (CEA) respectively, which represents educators in over 150

school districts across the state.

SB 1 AAC Affordability

CEA supports SB 1, a section of which provides sales tax relief on school supplies and

would impact teachers and families of school children.

Numerous news stories show teachers across the state spending hundreds of dollars
out of pocket for their students and their classrooms. Many Connecticut teachers spend
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more than a thousand dollars each year. In fact, with recent trends in inflation, o ver 70%
of teachers in our 2025 Back-to-School Survey reported spending the same amount or
more money out of pocket than they did the previous school year.

Educators have publicly spoken about spending money out of pocket all year round.!
For example, beyond traditional school supplies, as CEA has testified elsewhere, nearly
half of teachers bring food to the classroom to meet student food insecurity. 2

Furthermore, the impact of sales taxes has consistently been regressive.3 A recent
Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy (ITEP) report notes that for Connecticut,
spending on sales tax represents a larger percentage of income for families in the

bottom 80% of family income than for those in the top 20%. 4

We also support tax deductions on Social Security income. This is one important
strategy for stabilizing the financial condition of those on fixed incomes, such as retired
teachers and others.

As such, during this period of protracted inflation, CEA believes SB 1 An Act Concerning
Affordability would be a boost for Connecticut’s teachers, retired teachers, and the
broader array of the state ’s working families.

While we are fully supportive of the affordability components in this bill, we also ask that
committee members consider enacting an income tax credit to attract and retain
teachers in Connecticut. As it stands, salaries continue to lag inflationary increases and
starting pay among educators remains woefully low in many communities across the
state. A $1,500 income tax credit for educators would send a signal to young adults
seeking a career that Connecticut needs, supports, and values its teachers. It would
also help retain teachers who seek to leave the profession for careers with better pay
and conditions.

SB 514 AAC Community Partnership Opportunity Agreements

1 Many CT teachers pay out-of-pocket for school supplies. educators say:  https://www.ctinsider.com/news
[education/article/ct-teachers-paying-for-classroom-school-supplies-20811762.php

2 New Research from HelloFresh Sounds the Alarm on Rising Student Hunger Ahead of Spring Break:
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20250317843890/en/New-Research-from-HelloFresh-Sounds-

the-Alarm-on-Rising-Student-Hunger-Ahead-of-Spring-Break

3 How Do State and Local Sales Taxes Work? - ITEP: https://itep.org/how-do-state-and-local-sales-taxes-
work/

4 Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy (ITEP). (2024, August 26). Who pays? 7th edition. ITEP.

https://itep.org/whopays-7th-edition/ .



CEA is opposed to SB 514. CEA is committed to improving learning processes and
outcomes, and as such we are concerned about public-private partnerships that tie
investor returns and profit making to academic achievement metrics. Our concern and
opposition are twofold.

First, we are concerned about the extension and proliferation of educational technology
and Al-based “intensive tutoring” methods. Recently this has often meant “high-dosage
tutoring” or “high-impact tutoring.” Such purported tutoring innovations typically include
virtual instruction and the introduction of education technology conducted by uncertified
instructors and tutors. They are also limited in their scope and monopolize time resulting
in a narrowing of the curriculum.

Tutoring models under contract in Connecticut include many out-of-state providers that
are untested and may be unfamiliar with state requirements. Some include virtual
learning platforms, which can be flashy and attractive, but are costly and
counterproductive to the goal of improving student outcomes. This is especially true for
students with intellectual disabilities who need personal attention and support.
Furthermore, recent neuroscience research presented in congressional testimony has
demonstrated the harmful effects of educational technology over the past 20 years on
students' cognitive development.®

Second, this proposal would enable investors to place bets with the Department of
Economic and Community Development (DECD) in a race where the child development
of kindergarteners and the ability of 6-, 7-, and 8-year-olds to read are at stake. We are
concerned that investor-driven public-private partnerships as proposed in SB 514
prioritize profit making over student learning. We are concerned that such a program
invites the gaming or manipulation of outcomes or worse, corruption. We are also
concerned that underfunded school districts seeking to fill funding gaps could become
reliant on investor income, leading to distortions of curricula and the fundamental
mission of local schools.

For example, SB 514 provides “success payments” to investors based on highly-
subjective measures. Lines 75 through 85 define these as “recognition of the acquisition
of a high-yield economic asset upon the achievement of the performance metrics and of
the projected lifetime value of such achievements to the state.” Such language invites
significant payments to be made to individual “investors” based on highly-subjective
measures such as “lifetime value” and what constitutes a “high-yield economic asset.”

This proposal, which would enable “investors” to gamble on student outcomes, is not
new. <&ilt was first tried, and failed, in the 1970s under the label “performance

5 Testimony of Dr. Jared Cooney Horvath, PhD, Med, before the U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce,

Science, and Transportation, Jan. 15, 2026. https://www.commerce.senate.gov/services/files/A19DF2E8-
3C69-4193-A676-430CFOC83DC2



contracting.” Such initiatives involved increased class sizes with uncertified instructors
who implemented rote educational technology.

Ultimately, such experiments in performa nce contracting in over 150 school districts
across the United States were either mired in scandal or less than successful. Within
two-to-three years, performance contracting was entirely terminated.” Rather than
making efficiency gains, studies even found that performance contracting “costs were at
least twice those of traditional instruction.”® We fear that the failed performance
contracting of yesterday will be the “Community Partnership Opportunity Agreements” of
today.

We support the Committee exploring partnership models of schooling and offer more
appropriate and successful forms of partnership-based schooling models for
consideration: community schools and teacher-led schools. Community schools® would
help meet the multi-faceted needs of our students and their families, and we would
welcome collaboration with DECD and other agencies, such as the State Department of
Education, on scaling such models. Community schools in numerous ways align with
DECD’s mission and would align with the intent of SB 514 to link early childhood
education with enhanced readiness for K-3. Alternative models that could also be
combined with community schools are those that are teacher-led, with long-r unning
examples such as the Boston Teachers Union K-8 Pilot School based in shared
leadership.

CEA welcomes conversations with the Committee and DECD on community schools
and teacher-led schools as a partnership model to invest in. Both models have a long
and successful history in Connecticut and are well worth investing in at scale.

6 Page, E. B. (1972). How we all failed in performance contracting 1. Educational Psychologist, 93),
40-42. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461527209529079

7 Ascher, C. (1996). Performance Contracting: A Forgotten Experiment in School Privatization. The Phi
Delta Kappan, 77(9), 615 -621. http://www.jstor.org/stable/20405659

8 Campbell, R. F., & Lorion, J. E. (1972). Performance contracting in school systems by Roald F.
Campbell and James E. Lorion. C.E. Merrill Pub. Co.

9 Community Schools | NEA: https://www.nea.org/student-success/great-public-schools/community-
schools



