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terms of the balance of power of various 
institutions. 

REP. BARTLETT: Thank you, sir. 

Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Thank you, Representative. 

Any further qu~stions for Superintendent 
Adamowski:? 

Seeing none, thank you very much --

STEVEN ADAMOWSKI: -- Thank you. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Superintendent Adamowski. 

Mayor Curry? 

MELANIE CURRY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman -- both 
chairmans . 

Good afternoon, Chairman Fleischmann and Gaffey 
and Education. Committee members. -It's been a 
long time since I sat here. It's nice to see 
so many familiar f.aces. 

I come before you this afternoon House Bill 
5490, AN ACT CONCERNING THE MINIMUM BUDGET 
REQUIREMENT. 

The frustration level at the town level is 
is extremely high because we have. continually 
balanced our budgets on the town side· as 
opposed to the educational side. As those o! 
you who served with me when I was here, you 
know I have been_a strong .educational 

·.proponent. I find it very difficult to come 
before you today and say that the minimum 
budget requirement is so onerous at this point, 
we need relief on the town side . 
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My present budget has just passed. It contains 
a ~.8 percent_ increase in taxes. Education is 
funded, fully funded, at the level it was in 
'08/' 09 because ·of the legislation that you 
passed in S~ptember. 

A couple of weeks ago, I testified in the 
Appropriations Committee, and I quoted Senator 
Gaffey in his response to Senator Boucher when 
she asked him if there would be a minimum 
budget requirement in June of- '09·. And his 
comment, at that.· point, Senator, was that there 
would not be. He and I later 4iscussed it and 
-- as you '-11 see referenced in my ~estimony, 
there are two reports that he s.ent me in 
;relation to the ·minimum budget requirement that 
caused me to consider myposition. And 
-understand ~- have a better ~derstanding of 
.his position in r·elation to the MBR. 

One of them, .the first one that; he sent me, 
confirmed ·that I was right. -- which I love 
that, Senator, thank you. The second one he 
sent me all dealt with the MOE. And, in 
r~lation t~ that, the federal government does 
require that you .-- that we have the minimum -­
MOE stands for maintenance- of effort -- in the 
·relation to the IDEA ·Program or Title I . 
programs, or we would lose in East Hartford, 
alone, about 12 and a half million dollars, if 
we didn't have that. 

So while I encourage you to do something in 
relation to the minimum budget requir~ment, I 
would like you to.keep in mind that we, of 
course, would not want to impact the federal 
dollars coming to us. So I understa~d where 
you're coming' fo·rm, but we pass on 100 percent 
of all money that you give us for education, 
.100 percent goes to education. 

001031 



'. 
I 
I 

.-

• 

•• 

• 

18 
cd EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

March 1:5, 20101 
3:30 P.M . 

What I'm asking for is to look at the mopey 
that the town itself puts towards education. I 
like your ·bill and the idea of taking $'200 for 

.students that are no longer there, no longer in 
a magnet school or a charter school, no longer 
a part of the school system and allowing us to 
adju_st our budgets accordingly. In relation to 
that -- $2000, I believe it was per stuO.ent, 
and I appreciate that consideration. 

Also in thi~ bill, it deals at the end of the 
bill with East Hartford, and it's a -- it's 
more or less a technical change to a change 
that you made last ye~r -for Ea-st Hartford. In 
relat_ion ·to the fact that we passed on a 100 
percent of what you say you're going to give us 
and'then every year whe~ it was adjusted, 
looking back to a mistake that happened years 
ago in .the system, our amount was adjusted and 
we were losing ·UP to a half a million and more 
each year so thank you for that consideration. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Thank you, Mayor Curry . 

Any questions for -Mayor Curry? 

Representative Bartlett. 

REP. BARTLETT: Thank y~u, Mr. Chair. 

I'm not sure I'm quite understanding this. So 
a municipality h~s the ability to, on their 
own, cut thei~ education budget. 

MELANIE CURRY: No, w_e don't. 

REP. BARTLETT: I mean, in terms of how much going 
forward. There's a -- there's a requ'irement, 
~ight now, that you can't go below a certain 
amount that -- that's like cumulative. I don't. 
know what the formula is. But, I mean, if 
you're -- if you're -- I gUess if you're just 
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at that the bare minimum, you can't. But if -·­
I -- I represent a couple of communiti.es that 
are much higher or more than that minimum. So, 
within that they can cut and some do that. 
Some municipalities do that. But what you're 
testifying is that you want to be able to go 
below what the bare minimum is now? 

year in special 
said, I had to 
from '09/'10 

MELANIE CURRY: In September of last 
session, you passed a bill that 
appropriate for '10, '11 and 
and '10/'11, the same amount 
appropriated in '08/'09. 

that we 

REP. BARTLETT: Right .. 

MELANIE CURRY: That means, I have to spend the same 
amount on education this year that I spent in 
'08/'09, even if I had 200 less students in the 
system. 

REP. BARTLETT: But there may be some school systems 
that have more students than that because we 
haven't done a count, for instance, 2008. So 
they -- in many ways feel like they're not 
getting enough money from the state. So I'm 
just concerned about allowing to go down going 
forward when there could feasibly be more 
students in the system than less. I mean, 
perhaps, in East Hartford, there's less, but _my 
concern is statewide that that -- that may not 
be -- that may not be the case. 

MELANIE CURRY: Good point. It may not be the case. 
Although, I think last year or the year before 
wa·s a leveling off of students throughout the 
state of the population -- of the school 
population. There may be towns tha·t do 
experience 

REP. BARTLETT: I appreciate it. t think that your 
testimony's at least raising, I think, a level 
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of concern that we're· saying, we're flat 
funding and we're not doing our census counts, 
which you know we have a provision in one of 
the bill that talks about -- a little bit about 
that but, you know, I think~ it's somewhat 
dangerous. to start meddling with it when we're 
dealing with such old counts,· one way or the 
other, to tell you the truth. I think we need 
to do our count but thank you for --

MELANIE CURRY: An ac·curate count. 

REP. BARTLETT: Yes, an accurate count. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Representative? 

REP. GENGA: Thank you, Senator Gaffey. 

And, thank you, Mayor Curry, for your 
testimony. 

I'd like to add this bill allows communities to 
do that, and it doesn't affect communities, at 
all, if they don't allow that. 

Take an example, if a community has got a g·rand 
iist increase and has held its costs, then, 
obviously, they can afford it. Bu·t a community 
whose grand list goes down, revenues go-down, 
cuts staff, make changes to s·ervices, reduce 
services, should have the ability to be held 
a_ccountable in terms of their community when 
when the State h~s said, We're going to have 
stimulus funds -- whatever the SPF funds are 
called -- stabilization funds, which we're 
going to use to support our share of ECS. 

In East Hartford·, s case, $5.9 million came from 
the 'stimulus funds to balance the number of the 
previous year for ECS. However, the community 
didn't have that opportunity, didn't have that 
leeway. And what is suggested in this bill 
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that they have the opportunity to do that . 

If you'.re looking at next year and you believe 
the numbers, $3. billion, and that's just a 
conservative estimate, what's the State going 
to de;>? The money's not there? What's the 
local community going to do if the money's not 
there? 

I'm a teacher - ... and still consider myself, 
even though I retireq, because I still do a 
little bit -- and the first thing I say to 
myself with students in this program we have 
after school~ they got to eat before they can 
study. And we provide a little bit of 
refreshments for them, and I thin){.with this 
type of a bill, we're saying the same ·thing. 

Thank you. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Thank you, Representative. 

Anything further? 

Senator Stillman. 

The Chair would just ask members that the 
purpose of this is to ask ques:tions to people 
testifying so will you please have questions. 
Thank you. 

SENATOR STILLMAN: Thank yoU; sir. I appreciate 
that. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good to see you again, Mayor. 

MELANIE CURRY: Senator . 

.SENATOR STILLMAN: In -- in terms of this particular 
bill with the minimum -- the MBR portion, are 
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you finding that you are -- you have fewer 
students because the population of the town ha~ 
decreased, or is it because they're .going to 

·different schools, or is that not an issue for 
you? 

MELANIE CURRY; We· do have about :goo kids in magnet 
and charte:r: schools. :How~ver, our population, 
as a whole, has decreased. 

SENATOR STILLMAN: Thank you. 

I thin.k -- .I think that's what the. purpose of 
this language is. ,I Jtnow that in Eastern 
Connecticut, we seem to nave -- we have that as 
well and ·what- happens is communities· are fined, 
and then they have t·o find some more money when 
they didn't need it to begin with.· So it's 
onerous .to the taxpayer so -"" but it does not 
mean that ~tudents are -- don't have the 
necessary funds to be educated. I assume 
that·' s ·the .situation. :i,n East Hartford? 

MELANIE CURRY:. Correct,, c.orre.ct. I'm sure my boa.:r:d 
of ed chairman and probably t-he ent.ire· board 
would disagree with me, but -- on my position., 
but, yes, that·' s accurate. 

SENATOR STILLMAN: Tha~k you very much, 
Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Thank you, Senat-or. 

Thank you very much, Mayor, for being here 
today. I appreciate .it. 

MELANIE CURRY: Thank you, Senator. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Good to see you her.e ag~in .. 

MELANIE CURRY: Thank you. 
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JONATHAN LUIZ: Senator Gaffey, Representative 
Fleischmann, members of the committee, than~ 
you for this opportunity to speak on behalf of 
House Bill 5490. 

My natne is Jonathan Luiz. I'm the town 
administrator of the Town of Columb;i.a. I'd 
like to speC!,k specifically to Section 10. 

(Inaudible.) 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Please proceed~ sir, sorry. 

JONATHAN LUIZ: Thank you. 

I I d like to spea:k specifically on Section 10·, 
which addresses 1 those districts that have 
experienced reductions in student populations. 
The Town of Columbia has a -- is one of those 
districts that has experienced student 
reductions over the years. 

Just to give you an idea of the Town of 
Columbia, we have a K throu.gh 8 school, which 
presently has a student population of about 559 
students. Since the Fiscal Year 2000/2001, the 
Town has lost 28 percent of its student 
population to that K through 9 school. And 
since Fiscal Year ; 05/' 06, we' '!e lost 1·4 
percent. And those numbers are projected to 
decrease at least over the next five years as 
well. 

In Fiscal Yea·r '09/'10, this current year, the 
Board of Education was allotted by the Town, 
approximate, 1 percent reduction in its overall 
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budget for expenditures. And that;s paralleled 
wi.th a, approximate, 3 percent reduction "in the 
student population. Without language like 
Section·1D in the.House Bill, which I'm 
referring or spe~king about -- I•m sorry -­
Columbia sta~ds to ·be penalized if it doesn't 
fund its Bo~.rci of Education in the same amount 
as it did for fiscai year '08;09. 

And so the language in there does allow for 
;reduc.tions to· be. allowed in the amoun.t of 

. . - I 

$2,000 for each· ~tudent·that would--- that 
would be ab.sent ~-- When you compare numbers from 
one previous -- erie fiscal year to the 
previous. In this case, it's Fiscal Year 
'09/'10 to Fiscal-Year '08/'09. 

And so I'm·he~e to say tha~ I think on behalf 
of the Columbia Boa·r~ of Selectmen that number 
.is too small, $2 ,·aoo for each student. 
Obviously, it costs m~re to educate a child on 
a per-pupil bas'is .. ~han $2,0'00. Ahd we're in a 
situation-~ow, wh~re if that was increased, 
let's _say, _$1o,·ooo; even $5, ooo, Col~mbia. 

would be able to ayoid paying any ECS or .avoid 
being penalized rather in future fiscal years 
with respect withholding ECS payments. 

And ~o I -- I. ask on b~balf of the Columbia 
Bo~rd of __ Selectmen that that figure of $2, 000 
be considered for an increase. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Very timely conclusiqn. 

Thank you very much for your testimony. 

Are ·there questions from the members? 

Chairman Fleischmann. 

REP. FLEISCHMANN: Just a quick question . 

( . 
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t appreciate your support of the concept. You 
raised a ·concern about whether ·the $2,000 
figure was appropriate. 

We know that while the cost of educating a 
student is far more than that, marginal costs 
are ditferent than overall cost. 

So that you have a class had 25 students and 
now its only got 2-4 ·students that the change in 
cost is not $10,000 that it•s something closer 
to $2,000. So we've heard that from experts in 
the field. 

Just interested to get you~ response to that. 

JONATHAN LUIZi Well, I can only speak -- I 
understand that. Thank y~u for that comment. 
I can only speak about the Town of Columbia. 
If we had.a 3 percent reduction of. population 
and we've -- ·in student popula-tion in Fiscal 
Year '09/'iO and in Cplumbia's case that's 
resulted in a. overall. 1 percent reduction in 
the budge_t compared to Fiscal Year '08/' 09. 

Still, if we had a reduction of 19 stude~ts at 
$2,000 a. student that doesn't cover our cost .. 
It certainly helps. So I understand your point 
but speaking Columbia's point of vi·ew, it would 
b_e nice tohave that figure raised. 

REP. ·FLEISCHMANN-: Thank you. 

SENATOR GAFFE'Y: '!'hank you, Chairman Fleischmann. 

Any further ques·tions? 

Thank you and good to see with Senator Prague. 

Thank you, Senator. 

SENATOR PRAGUE: Thank you . 
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safeguards in place. to protect students' and 
teachers' privacy? 

We know tbat teacher effectiveness needs to be 
measured by multiple fac~ors that not only 
~nclude student data on academic growth but 
also on social and behavioral. growth. We know 
that important parts of teacher effectiveness 
are school environment, professional 
development, peer review and available 
resourc:e~. Student growth is not just th,e 
re·sult of one. teacher's activities but a 
reflection of other teachers, family, community 
support, school climate a,nd strong leadership. 

So we, therefore., recommend that a task force 
be formed that can cl~rify some .. of these issues 
on how the data will be used, how it will 
inform. teacher effectiveness in regard~ to this 
expansi·on .of the state data system. 

Thank you . 

REP. FLEISCHMANN: Thank you for that very ciear and 
concis·e testimony. 

Are there comments, questions from members of 
the committee? 

If not., thank you very .much for your time 

CAROLE CLIFFORD : '!'hank you. 

REP. FLEISCHMANN: Next Up is Mark Waxenberg to be 
followed by· Mike Sharpe. 

MARK WAXENBERG: Good evening, Representative 
Fleischmann, Senator Gaffey. 

My name is Mark ~axenberg, director of 
Government Relations for the.Conrtecticut 
Education Associat.ion . 
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So I testify al$0 in strong support for House, 
Bill 5493, which would help us to, as a state, 
-have, in place ·a sustainable way _of funding high 
performing charter schools. And I'd l;i.ke to 
note that I am a proud graduate· of public 
schools myself and that I believe that in my 
own case i.t ;truly was having access to an 
incredibly well prepar -- an excellent 
preparation that allowed me then to go on and 
study at some of the most rigorous ins.titutions 
in our country. And so it ;is precisely that 
that I believe and that my org.an;i.zation 
believes should be the opportunity of every 
Connecticut child. And so I thank you very 
m:uch for your consideration. And I ask that 
this committee consider passing both of those 

bot"h of those bills. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Thank you very much for your 
testimony. 

Members. of the Committee; questions? 

I appreciate your time, thank you. 

Kachina Walsh-Weaver, followed by ,Stephen Tracy 
followed by Joe Cirasuolo. 

KACHINA WALSH-WEAVER: Good evening, Senator Gaffey, 
Members of the Committee. I'm Kachina 
Walsh-Weaver. I'm with the Connecticut 
Conferenc.e of Municipalities. I certainly 
appreciate all the testimony that you've heard 
·today on various different issues, and I'm here 
to just kind of remind you of the fiscal impact 
that some of these issues would have on local 
governme~ts :and how they can ef how -- are 
they -- how they· are struggling to pay for 
current services already. 

Raised House Bill 5490, AN ACT CONCERNING 
MINIMUM BUDGET REQUIREMENT, is an attempt to 
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address the predicament. loca1 governments are 
finding themselves in trying to meet the 
minimum 'btiqg~t requirements while funding 
enrollment -- wh;i.le funding and enrollments. may 
.be cha,nging. While this proposal is a step in 
the· right. direc.t'ion, we would certainiy hope 
that the committee would go a little.bit 
farther in providing relief. 

. . . 

Similar to what was already done fo·r this year 
in Pub,l.ic .1\.ct 09-1 of the ;)'une Special Session, 
we're asking that the statutes be amended to · 
allow municipaliti~s to amend approved budgets 
to· account for federa.l ARRA money that might 
going directly to :J_ocal boar~s of educat,ion. ·' 

The Seconda,;ry s·chool. Reform proposal, ...S4R9,. is 
ce;rta,inly Ei.n excel.lent ide.a, . however, we have 
gre.at concern that without state or federal 
funding, ~his' bill ·would be .Yet another 
unfunded mandate placed on local government and 
it could potentially be an enormous one . 

SENATOR GAFFEY: So if we write it that it'.~ subject 
to receiving t;:he .federal funds, you have no 
problem with ~ t:? 

KACHINA WALSH-W~VER: I would think .that as long as 
the federal funds 

SENATOR GAFFEY: If the bill says.· 

KACHINA WALSH-WEAVER: ·.-- T thought the -- my 
recoll~ction of the bill·is. that it says, if 
federal .funds are r!=!cei'v.~d, it starts on one 
date, and if federal funds are not rece·:Lved, it 
would start on an6ther date. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Right .. So we ha,ve· to· get the 
federal funds in order for it to start? 

KACHINA WALSH-WEAVER: At all. 

00l18'7' 
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I urge you to examine the da'ta above and 
conside.r what Jt means for the lives of 
Connecticut residents. Please pas.s an act 
concerning ·s~condary school reform with the 
requirement of a full credit· of comprehensive 
health education. It's only with accurate and 
comprehensive knowledge that our students can 
protect themselves by ~aking healthy and 
informed decis.ions. Thank you, 

SENATOR GAFFEY: Allison, thank you for your 
testimony. 

Any questions from, ·members?. Thank you very 
muc;:h, 

ALLt SON MACINNES • Than.lt you. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: David Calchera. I didn't mean ·to 
skip over you, Dav~d, my eyes· are 'betraying me 
as I look at this list . 

DAVID CAI..CHERA.: (Inaudible) for a long time, 
Senator. 

Senator Gaffey, members of the commit.tee, thank 
you. My name is David Calchera. I'tn 
representing the Connecticut Assoc'iation of 
Public Schoo_l Superintendents as their public 
.policy director -- that CEA group I think that 
that was referr~d to before. 

Firs·t, thank you all for being he·re as long· as 
you have and listening to the variety of 
opinions that we bring to you. You've heard 
from Joe Cirasuolo, our executive director. 
We've heard from a number of superintendents. 
We'll hear from more, and I will not go over 
that ground and will beat the buzzer for you . 
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There are really two points or two pieces of 
legis~ation that I'd like to touch on that. I 
thir:1k have not been touched on sufficiently. 
One is an ACT CONCERNING SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND 
·TEACHER PERFORMANCE PROGRAMS, and what· I would 
like to say about that -is that there's no more 
critical factor in _student lea·r:i:ling_ than having 
an effective teacher. And there is no more 
critical factor in, extended.student learning 
'than having a series of effective teachers 
guided by an etfective ·principal as an 
instructional leader. Superintendents are 
ultimately, re.sp~n~il;>le for what· happens in your 
school E!YStems. . They'· re responsible for the 
hiring, :·s:upe~isioh and, ulti~ately, held · · 
responsible for the ·success or failure of a 
system. ·.By ·t·racking -·- by cO:ntinuing:.to track 
and identify the-producers of the teachers and 
principals who we hire, tpat is, the 
preparation in13t;l.tut.ions it wi~l give 
superintendents t~e head start in knowing where 
we· .should be looking for our best and most · 
effective teachers and will also, I think, 
assist the preparation institutions in helping 
provide them feedback in their own preparation 
·and how teachers are coming_ out prepared to 
teach. So we very m~c.h ·support 4 -- that 
section of .;!!,!L 

I wi.ll not say very much about the minimum 
budget requireme~t. It's been raised several 
times, pro and·eon, ·and by the dialogue and 
certainly the questionS! that the Committee has 
asked, I don't nel;!d to-say anything more except 
that I would only add on behale· of our 
organization that we. have consistently, since 
September, asked ~he Governor a~d 'leadership to 
take a l::?r.oad look· at educational .. funding .. We 
think the minimum budget. requirement issue 
that's raise.d really is only a system ·of a long 
overdue ·review of the entire system of not only 
educational funding but also· the revenue side . 
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Certainly, we need to reduce -- we need to act 
more efficiently in public schools. We need to 
look for opportunities to do what we do in a 
.more effective manner. But at the end of the 
day, there needs to be a balance between 
looking at the entire system of ~evenue as well 
as formula. Thanks for your attention. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: David, thank you very much for your 
testimony. 

Members, care to·ask questions of David? Thank 
you. Appreciate it. 

DAVID CHALERA: Okay. ·Thanks. 

SENATOR GAFFEY: I 1 11 see you on Friday. 

DAVID CHALERA: Yeah. 

SENATOR.GAFFEY: Okay. Shirley Ford? 

SHIRLEY FORD: Good afternoon to you, after a 
long -- extremely long day. 

My name is Shirley Ford, and I'm a _parent and 
I'm a founding parent of the Parept Revolution 
and responsible for·getting the bill passed in 
California. I, myself, was down on the ground 
meeting the parents where they were, _going in 
and out of hot:nes. Getting the feel of what 
parents thought about having power in their 
schools. 

And I just want to say to.you that the parent 
trigger is about one s.imple· thing,· and that's 
giving parents real power. I've heard. a lot of 
things in this room today, and it's a true 
statement. From Cal~fornia to Connecticut, we· 
have the very same issues. We have the very 
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CONNECTICUT COALITION 

·.FoRJV'STIOiD 
IN EDUCATION FUNDING 

TO THE 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

March 15, 1010 

The Connecticut Coalition for Justi.ce in Education Funding appreciates this opportunity to 
submit written comments pertaining to various bills raised before the Education Commi~e 
dUring this short _legislative session. 

. SB 438 -An Act Concerning Charter ~chools and Open Choice Program Funding. 

At issue is the proposed removal, in Section l(a); line 4, of the phrase ''within available 
appropriations." Even assuming that the removal of this caveat would.have no p~cal effect on . 
present or futlJFe appropriationli for charter schools -inasmuch as responsible budgetiilg .l:l85lf8q 

. requites that expenditures always be made within available appropriations- the symbolic ''in J:IM:.~O 
your face" quality of removing this phrase reeks of sp~cial-interest legislation. The removal_of -~ ..,_.,; _ _,._.,. 
the clause would be seriously unfair to eve_ry other educational program and ~I governmental ./:1..8.5JI...'!L 
and nongovernmental ptognimS that steadfastly serve the common good of the people ·of 
Connecticut and which almost annually must come before t¥s legislature tO seek funding for the HSS....'-1:92.. 
maintenance, e_ven the sheer co~tinued existence, of programs that_ deliver vi~ services~ huge l.fB5tfl3= 
segments ofthts state's population. All these programs and agenctes are subJect to "avmlable . -
appropriations." Charter school funding or expansion should not be treated any differently. Nor 
should hopes for scoring all40 points pertaining to charter scbQols, out of a maximum total of 
500 points, on the state's next ARRA!Race to tl:!.e Top application-be allowed to dictate 
preferential treabnent for these schools above all other appropriations or policy proposals riow 
before. the legislature. · 

With ~ference to.Section 3(g), beginning·on line 264, the proposed increases in state grants to 
recejying districts for Open Choice students is .a major step forward in easing the fiscal burden 
on receiving· districts. Nevertheless, even the proposed $2500, $6000, and $9000 levels fall short 
of funding all the essential support services that the recei~g districts necessarily mlister to 
approp~ately accommo~te the exti'!ile~ing ne~ds of most Open Choice students. 

HB 5487- An Act Concerning the Open Choice Program •. 

A $3000 state grant to teceiving districts for- each Open Choice student"is clearly better than the 
current $2500 .. However, in terms of the actual educational costs incurred by'receiving districts, 

1 
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the SSOO difference is oflninimal significance. The funding levels contained in SB 438 would 
go much farther in helping to ease the cost to receiving districts. i:nd are therefore much more . 
likely to result in the·voluntary opening of additional Open Choice slots in suburban districts. 

HB 5489- An Aet C~ncerning.Secondary School Reform. 

The increased hip school graduation requirements proposed in this bill should all be made 
contingent on the state's provision of adequate and equitable funding for its public schools, not 
merely ·on any hoped-for .re~eipt of ARRA/RaCe to the Top or othe'-' fedenil or private-sector 
funding. indeed, the •state"'s recent\msuccessful application would not have·resU,lted in sufficient 
funding to accomplish all that was committed to in that application- and it certainly would. not 

. have made·much impact: in overcoming the many years of,gross-underfunding that has ravaged 
our most struggling. school districts (uniess, of course, priva~zation of "failing" districts and/or 
their schools was the implicit goal). 

HB-5490- An Ac:t Concerning the Minimum Budget Requirement. 

With. reference to Sec. ·l(d), lines 38-43, it is not possible to estimate the pptential impact on 
school districts of the proposed MBR."redliction inasmuch as the Department of Education's 
website has not been up~~d to provide telev~t _enrollment data for FY09, let aione for FYIO. 
(The same time·lagpertains to other education· data that are·importani to transparency of 
goyemment and.have heretofore routinely been proVided on its we}lsite: in a relatively timely 
fashion, including essential fiscal info~tion.). Nor has the Department ever made available 
data showing whi~h municipalities ~tained a·portion ofECS ·aid before passii:J.g on the funds to 
their districts, and in what amounts and percentages, subs~uent to the passage ofPublic.Act 09-
L Until a:11 such data .are made publicly available by the Depm:tment; no further action should be 
taken on this bill. 

That nearly a:11 Connecticut communities are now "fiscally stressed" is a given. That cities and 
towns seek .this rather inodest measure of relief from the MBR for FYI 0 and FYll can thus be 
well understood in these tough budget times. Yet to lessen local contributions for municipalities 
whose school districts are the most academically challenged and resource-starved - thanks to 
die state's decades-long fBilure to adequately arid ec:iuitably fund ·the public schools- seems 
fundamenta:lly co~terproductive. A fair soluti,on: The state should ma:ke up ·the difference in 
lost local aid due to MBR relief for a:11 those school districts, ·including. Priority Districts and , · 
.others, who:have one or more schools listed as being "In Need of Improvement'' on the state's 
most recent NCLB report. 

. . I 

HR 5491 An Ac:t Concerning Cen:ain .School District Reforms To Reduce the 
Achievement Gap in Connectic~t. 

Given the extensive length of this bill an4 the.nuui.ber of different p~ovisions it includes, 
comments here will only highlight those sections that were found to be the-most objectionable: 

• Sec. l(g)(l-4), lines 152-201- Most parents are "QD.likely to have an informed grasp of 
the technical details or fiscal ramifications ofwha~ver intervention-model their petition 
recommends, ll[:t a:lone·understan~' the multitude o:f othedmpacts such action would have 

2 
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~CIC@ 
Connecticut Conference 
~f Independent Colleges 

21 Talcott Notch Road, Suite 1, Fannington, ConnecUcut 06032 
Phone: (860) 678-0005 • Fax: (860) 678-:0006· 

www.theccic.org · 

SubjeCt: S.B. 438, S;B. 440, H.B. 5490, H.B. 5491, H.B. 5493 

3/15/10 

Dear Members of the Education Committee;· 
• 0 

The followi~g are the positions of the Connecticut A$sociation of Public SchQol Superintendents (CAPSS) on five 
bills tha.t are on the ag~n$ of the Education Committee's pu~lic heaong on 3/15/10. 

S.B. 438 ... An Act Concerning Charter Schools and Open· Choi~e Program Funding 

CAPSS supports the major increase in per pupil Open Choice Program Funding that is called for by this bill. We 
regard Open Choice as an effective means for breaking down public school student racial isolation but for the 
Program ~o have the ·appeal that it O"eeds to have to exert~ significant impact, school districts who receive students 
from other districts need to receive more in per pupil funding than is presently the case. The rea~on for this is 
twofold. First, some students who are received from other districts have program needs that cost more than the· 
·present per-pupil allotment. Second, if districts are to make available a significant number·of slots for students 
from other districts, the receiving districts will need to increase teaching staff thus incUrring a cost that is most of 
the tim·e not covered by the present per-pupil allotment. · 

0 

H.B. 5490 -An Act Concerning the Mi11imum ~udget Requirement 

CAPSS favors the r~tention in place of what has been for many years the:Minimum Budget Requirement (MBR) 
because the alteration of only one.facet of the state's system for funding public schooling outside of a 
comprehensive review ofthe entire system will not only not solve basic problems·but will also make that more 
difficult the solving of those problems. The more that .we engage in a patchwork approach to solVing educational 
funding issues, the more we make moreoproblematic the review of an entire system which has serious 
dysfunctions. The time has come for a thorough review of the entire system both in tenns of the spending side· and 
the revenue side. Simply adjusting and/or eliminating the MBR falls far short of doingwhat needs to be done. 

H.B. 5491 -An Act Concerning Certain.School District Reforms to Reduce the. Achievement Gap in 
Connecticut · 

This bill contains two provisions that are.difficult to reconcile under one legislative.pulllose. 

1. CAPSS supports the ~nclu·sion of studen~ learning data as a factor in the evaluati.on of public school 
teachers and principals. Tite most basi~ purpose of scho·oling is to teach students what they need to know 

Albertus Magnus College, Connecticut College, Fairfield Univer&ity,. Goodwin College, 
Mitchell College, Quinnipiac University, Rensselaer at Hartford, s·acred Heart University, Sain~ Josep!'l College, St. Vincent's College, 

Trinity Coll~e, University of Bridgeport, University of Hartford, University of New Haven, Wesleyan Ur:tiversity, Yale University 
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·~---· :e ·coNNECTicuT STA'.rE-Bf>:A-RD-OF-EnucATioN. 
MARK K. MCQUILLAN 

COMMISSIONER 

• 

Education Comm.Jttee 
March 15, 2010 

Testim.ony of Mark K. McQuillan, Commission of Education 

ON 

R&ised Bills 438, 439, 440, 442, 5487, 5489, S490, 5491, 5492, and 5493 
- ------~- ....._... 

Thank you for the opportunity -~o come before you today to speak on a variety of important 
issues, especially as they relate to our state'·s application for Phase .IT of the Race to the Top Grant 
application. ·On Thursday, March-.41h, Conn~cticut was disappointed to learn tha~ it h~d not been 
selected as one of the 16 states chosen to be finalists :in the Phase 1 competition for Race to the Top 
funding. Despite this seiback, Collilecticut is still very much in the running for Phase 2 and a number 
of the bills being heard to4ay will supp~rt out application. 

Secondary School Reform and Online Coilrsework 

In partictllar, HB 5489, An Act Concerning Secondary Scllool Reform, seeks to amend the 
current higb scho9l graduation requirements proposed as a part of the Connecticut Plan-- the 
Secondary School Refonn plan adopted by the State Board of Education. This proposal compliments 
the state's R,ace to the Top application which requires ail districts who sign on as a participating 
district to begin taking the necessary steps ·to implement the Conn·ectic:ut Plan so that the full set of 
revised graduation requirements proposed 1n this bill wHI be fully Implemented by the class of 2018 . 

. While the Department strongly supports HB 5489 as proposed, it recognizes that districts 
across· the state are concerned about any new mandates at this .difficult time. As such, the Department 
wouid recommend revising HB 5489 to mirror what is· being proposed in our Race to the Top 
application, Which involves phasing in the Connecticut Plan in two parts over a period of eight years. 
In Part I, districts will work with the Department and.extemal partners (SERC, the RESC Alliance, 
CAPSS, CAS, CABE, CEA, AFT and higher education) to implement the initial or :foundational work 
needed to effectuate the changes called for in·the Plan, inciuding the hiring of additional mathematics 
and science teachers, in anticipation of the new core curriculu~. In Part II, ·partic~pating districts will 
complete the work needed to staff their schools and prepare teachers for implementing the full set of 
gradu~tion requirements for the class. of 20.18~students who are now in 4th grade. 

The Department believes 'it is crucial to move the Connecticut Plan forward if Connecticut 
wants to continue to be a leader in education and expects to 'build the educated workforce its economy 

165 Capitol A venue • Hartford, Connecticut 061 06 
Tel: (860) 713-6500 Fax: (860) 713-7001 

Email: rnark.mcquillan@ct.gov 
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• to the Top application, due June 111
• The new evaluation system described. above will·have to be 

-------implem~ted across· the state before this data C&n-be-gathered-and reported. 

•• 

HB 5487: AN ACT CONCERNING. THE OPEN CHOICE PROGRAM 

The Departm!=Jlt supports the proposal in this bill which seeks to ·increase the per pupil grant for 
students participating in the OPEN Choice program from $2,500 to $3,000. Ali mentioned previously, 
OPEN Choice p~ays a crucial role.in the Department's plan to ~ec::t the goals of the stipulated 
agreeme11t in Sheffv. O~Neill. We have concerns, however, Utat this slight increase will only have a 
limited effect in .the Sheff regio~ unless the Commissioner is granted the authority to require. 
participation in the OPEN ChC?ice program, based on the district's capacicy to accept additional 
students. · · 

RB 5488: AN'ACT.CONCERNING THE STUDY OF INTERDISTRICT .. EDUCATION 
:rROGRAMS 

The Department would require additional information as to the parameters of this study. Of 
note, this propos~l appears .to overl.ap with Section 22 of Public Act 09:..6 of the .September Special 
Session, which r~quires· the department to create a comprehensive magnet .school plan by J an\Jary 1, 
2011. In addition, the State Board of Education recently adopted a resolution to convene an Ad Hoc 
Committee which has been charged with reviewiilg the funding structure of all public schqol choice 
programs including "intetdistrict education programs." 

JIB 5489: AN ACT CONCERNING SECONDARY SCHOOL RE~ORM 

the Department supports this bill QU~ llDderstands that some revisions may need to be made, as 
delineated above. , 

In addition, we have some concerns about Section 3 of this bill which places a cap on:the 
. number of credits a student can earn in adqlt education. By explicitly delineating that a_student 

enrolled in·a full-time program of study may participate in up to two adult education courses a year, we 
are concerned that this proposal may hl;lve the reverse effect from that which was intended (to limit the 
amo~t ~f coursework a student can take in adult education). This provision is not a crucial 
component of the Department's Secondary School Reform plan and would recommend it be removed 
from this bilL 

HB 5490: AN ~CT CONCERNING THE MINIMUM. BUDGET REQUIREMENT 

The Department has concerns with Section 1 of this bill which allows a town to reduce its 
budgeted appropriation for ·education for the :20 10~.20 f 1 school year to !!Ccount for a declining student 
population. The current {Ilinimum budget requirement (MBR) .only requires districts: to flat fund 
education for this fiscal year _and 'next, at the 2008-2009 fiscal year levels. -Given standard. inflation 
rates, this ·alone.aniounts to a ~ut in-the resources being provided for education this year and next. 
While the MBR's predecessor the Minimum ExpenditUre Requirement (MER) did provide for . 
declining studentS it was only as an offset against ECS grant increases. The Department ca~tions that 
allowing for additional cuts due to declining ~ollment coupled with no increases to ECS will further 
impact the services being .provided in edu¥ation across the state·. · 

The Department supports. section 2 of this bill. 

HB 549.1: AN ACT CONCERNING CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT REFORMS TO REDUCE 
THE ACIDEVEMENT GAP IN CONNECTICUT 

·~·· 
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C~cUAa 

Director, PubUc PoUcy, Connecticut Association ofPubUc School SuperiDteudeuts (CAPSS) 
26 Caya Ave., West Hartford, CT 06110 
W: 860-236-8640 dB 
M: 860-933-2066 
Fax:860-236-8628 
dcalchera@capss.nrg 

To: Education Committee, Connecticut General Assembly 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

David J Calchera, Director Public Policy, CAPSS 

March 15, 2010 

S.D. 440 AAC School District and Teacher Performance Programs; 
B.D. 5490 AAC The Minimum Budget Requirement 

Good afternoon Senator Gaffey, Representative Fleischman and members of the Committee. My 
name is David Calchera and I am representing the Connecticut Association of Public School 
Administrators (CAPSS) as their Director of Public Policy. 

Our Executive Director, Joseph Cirasuolo and a number of our member Superintendents will be 
. providing testimony on a number of Bills today; I will limit my comments t~d 5490. 

There is no mote important factor in student learning than having an effective teacher; preferably 
a series of effective teachers collaborating in a school that is guided by an effective principal as 
instructional leader. While other proposed Bills seek to establish a correlation between high 
performing students and effective principals and teachers, Bill440 attempts a correlation 
between effective teachers and principals and their preparing institutions. 

Superintendents o~ Schools are ultimately responsible for the performance of their districts. As 
consumers of teacher preparation institutions, it would be helpful for us to have an idea of the 
quality of that preparation, at least as measured by the effectiveness of their graduates in our 
classrooms. 

House Bill 5490 attempts to reduce ECS grant amounts to districts experiencing reductions In 
student populations. CAPSS' position is that the entire framework of education funding, 
including funding to magnet, choice and charter programs, is in need of review and revision, 
including sources of revenue as we~l as the formula. This Bill addresses a small piece of that 
formula and should not be applied without a review of the entire process. 

Thank you for your time. 

1 
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Testimony of· 
Mark Waxenberg, Director Gdvemment Relations 

Connecticut Education Association 

Before the 

Education Commiitee 

Re: H.B. #5487 ~n Act Conceming the Open Choice 
Program' · 
H.S. li5ii!J.O. ~n Act Concemlng the. Minimum Budget 
Requirement' 
.II.B. #549.3.. ~n Act Conceming Strategic Planning in state 
Education Policy and Charter School Funding' 
.S.B. #438 ~n Act Concerning Charter Sch,ools and ·Open 
Choice Program Funding' 

March 15, 201 o 

Senator Gaffey and Representative Fleischmann, my name is Mark Wax.enberg 
and I am the Director of Government Relations for the Connecticut Education 
AssoCiation. I am here to comment oil H.B. #5487 'An Act Concerning the. Open 
Choice Program', H.B. #5490 'An Act Concerning the Minimum Budget 
Requirement', H.B. #5423 'An A,ct Concerning Strategic Planning in state 
Education Policy and Charter School Funding', and S.B. #438 'An Act 
Concerning Charter Schools and Open Choice Program Funding'. 

Rather than going bill by bill, I would like to state that the Connecticut Education 
Association supports the rpany choice programs in our state today, but, has 
serious reservations about the bills before you. The bills regarding charter 
schools are being promoted by ConnCAN a Chart,er School Advocacy Group and 
Achievement First, a Charter School.Management OrganiZation ·operating four 
schools in Connecticut. Simply stated, they are seekiJ'Ig millions of dollars for 
these schools, which e!iucates less than 1% of the student public school 
population in Connecticut. They have made and are making claims about the 
necessity for such cbarter school funding in our state but my attachments I and 
attachments II disp!Jte those claims. 

Attachment'l is an examination ofConnCAN's claims regarding Race To The 
Top. Robert Bifulco, who was ~he only school funding expert used in the 
Governor's ECS Task Force 3 years ago, .states in his ConnCAN analysis "The 
budget ofConnCAN is fundamentally an advocacy piece that is des~gned to 
promote a specific view of Charter Schools, and does not help policy makers or 
~e public think carefully about what a Charter School Program should be trying. 
to achieve and how best"to achieve it." · · 



- •--·-----.,...-
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r 
- Attachment II is my presentation before: the StateBoara ofECiucation regarding similar if not the same 

issues before you today.· If you exami.ne my appendices you can see the growth of charters in Connecticut 
. . 

qyer the years. and the per pupil funding as well. The· bottom line is ·that this legislation is asking for 

millions, ·if not tens of millions of state and local tax dollars to go to less than 1% ofthe public school 

stude~t population in Connecticut under the guise of Race To The Top and that's not true. We can not 

· supp~rt such a cost shift of tax dollars. 

The second issue that is before you relates to the MBR (Minimum Budget Requirement) .. The difficulty 

with this proposal is that.it'flies.in the face of Connecticut's Supreme Court case that was heard April22, 

2008 on Education Funding with the decision yet to be released. Upon ·examining the oral transcripts I 

found it very interesting that .in response to ~ducation funding questions from the Justices, the Stated 

relied on. existing funding methodologies provided by the State: Therefore; any modification ofthe MBR 

would. undermine the State's case before the Connecticut Supreme Court. 

I strongly believe if you were to examine the t~scripts you too would come to the conclusion that 
. . 

altering the MBR statute a! this time, would not be· in the best interest of the State. 

In summation, the bills before you deal with very weighty issues that should not be passed without 

modifications and further scrutiny. 

'. 
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~l 
GREAT LA:KES CENTER 
FOR EDUC;\TION RESt:,\RCll & PRACTICE 

htto:/lwww .greatlakescenter .orn 

Conn CAN Can't Support. its Claims 
Mareh 10, 2010 

Brief provides one-sided arguments for change in Connecticut's 
charter school law 

Contact: Teri Battaglieri- (517) 203-~94.0; greatJakescenter@greatlakesceriter.org 
Robert Bifulco- (315) 443-3144; rbifulco@syr.edu 

EAST LANSING, Mi., (March 10, 201 0) - A recently released issue brief.argues that 
liftmg the ¢barter school cap and 'increasing funding for charters would raise low-income 

· student achievement in Connecticut. A new Think Twice analysis ofbrief_fmds.that it is 
one-sided, ignores relevant research on charter schools and offers no evidence to 
support its claim. 

The brief, published by the Connecticut CoaJition for Achievement Now (ConnCAN), 
Connecticut's Charter.Schoo/ Law and Race to the, Top, was reviewed for the Think 
Twice think tank review projec.t by Syracuse Univer~ity ~rofessor Robert Bi~lco. 

In his review, Bifulco explains that the brief is fundamentally an ·advocacy piece that is 
"designed to promote a _specific view of~harter schools, and does not h~lp poJicymakers 
·or the public think carefully about what a charter school program should be trying to 
achieve and how best to achieve it." 

The ConnCAN issue brief claims that "charter schools have demonstrated sust~ined 
success, especially among low-income students" and calls those schools "an essential 
part of closing Conriecticut's achievement gap."· The brief advocates lifting the 
Conilecticut charter school cap and creating a funding mechanism that pays charter 
schools the same _per pupil rate as ·that pupil's home school district. 

Though Bifulco praises·the brjef for pointing to funding questions that may deserve 
attention, he identifies several major shortcomings. The brief fails, for instance, to·use 
any _peer-reviewed, empirical research on charter schools, evert though such research is 

· ample and relevant. Additionally, Bifulco observes that simply liftingthe charter school 
enrollment cap across tl;le board, as the Conn CAN brief recommends, ignores the fact 
that charters can already exc·eed the cap in Connecticut-but only if they demonstrate a 
rec·ord of student achievement. Changing that law to allow expansion f9r ch;mers that · 
do not have such a record may not, as the Conn CAN brief contends, place the state in a 
better position·to receive.Race. to the Top dollars. 

1 3/11120109:17 AM 
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Overall, the b_rief is described by the reviewenrs-providing-"a rather one-sided and 
incomplete analysis of the ·issues at stake." 

Find Robert Bifulco'neview as well :as a link to the ConD.Can issue brief at: 
http://www.greailakescenter .org 

About The Think Twice Project 
The Think Twice project provid~s the public, policy makers· and the press with timely, 
academically sound reviews of selected think tank publications. It is a collaboration of 

. tl'te Education Policy Studies Laboratory at Arizona State University and the Education 
and the Public Interest Center at the University ofColotado at Boulder and is funded by­
the: Great Lakes Center for Education Research and Pr:actic;:e. 

The mission of the Great Lakes Center is to improve public education for 
all students' in the Great Lakes region thn~ugb the· support and 

disseminati9n of high quality, academically sourid research on education 
policy and practices. 

IVisit"the Great takes Center Web Site at: btto://www.f.!J'eatlakescenter.orl! 
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The issue brief entitled "Connecticut's Charter School Law & Race to the Top" by 
the Connecticut Coalition for Achievement Now (ConnCAN) recommends changes to the 
state's charter school law that it argues would improve funding equity and are essential to 
closing the state's achievement gaps. The briers specific proposals deserve careful atten­
tion, particularly its recommendation to tie charter school funding levels to student needs. 
The brief, however, offers no evidence for the claim that expanding charter schoois 
would raise the achievement oflow~income students, and it presents one-sided arguments 
for its policy positions that ignore important considerations. The brief does not provide 
the thoughtful discussion of the state's educational goals and how charter schools might 
further these goals needed to improve charter school policy. 

3 
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Review 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Obama administration's Race to the · 
Top grant competition pushes states to adopt· 
policies that encourage the development of 
high-quality charter schools,. This push ·has 
forced state policymakers to reexamine their 
charter school iaws. An issue brief recently 
released by the Connecticut Coalition for 
Achieyement Now (ConnCan), titled Con­
necticilt 's Cho,.i'(er School Law and Race to 
the Top and aqthored by Tori Tuscheit, illu­
strates the .type of issues ·that are tieing. con­
sidered.1 

This review briefly su~m.arizes ihe recom­
mendations made in the ConnCal) brief and 
considers critically the rationales offered- to 
support them. I do not offer,· and indeed do 
.not have, a· position on whether or not Con­
.necticut ought to adopt the proposed policy 
changes. Rath~, the purpose of the review is 
to highlight the claims made, assess the 
quality of evidence used to support those 
claims, and raise considerations not ade­
quately discussed in. the brief. 

II. ·FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
OF·THE REPORT 

The brief asserts that Connecticut's "charter 
schools have demonstrated sustained st,~c­
cess, especially among low-income stu­
dents" (p. 6), and it . suggests that they are 
"an essential part of closing Connecticut's 
achievement gap" (p. l.l ). It identifies as­
pects of Connecticut's current charter scpool 
law that' it argues have restricted the growth 
ofcharter schools .in the state, created fund­
ing inequities, and wasted re&Ources. It re­
commends lifting the current cap that limits 
charter schools to 300 students and institut­
ing a "money follows students" funding me-

4 

chanism whereby districts would send char­
ter schools an amount equal to the district's 
per-pupil expenditure for each resic;lent stu- . 
dent that the charter scho~l enrolls. these 
changes, the brief suggests, would help to 
close achievement gaps between high- and 
low-income students, improve school fund­
ing equity, eliminate waste; .and make Con­
·necticut more competitive for federal R.ace 
to the Top grant dollars. 

Ill. THE REPQRT'S RATIONALE FOR ITS 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

To support the claim that charter schools 
have demonstrated sustained success ~mong .. 
low-income students, the brief relies primar­
ily on the percentage. of African American 
students in a school achieving "at or above 
goal" on statewide tests as its measure of 
success. 2 specifically, it highlights that the 
percentage of African Americans in charter 
middle schools who meet this standard is 
above the statewide average, and that three 
of the top 10 middle schools in the state on 
this measure are charier schools. The brief 
also points to the fact that one charter school 
saw a larger increase in the percentage of 
students scoring at or, above goal between 
20'08 and 2009 than any other school (p. 6).3 

The argument that the recommended 
changes to the state's·charter school Jaw will 
help to close achievement gaps relies heavi­
ly on the claim that charter schools are espe­
cially effective· at improving the achieve­
ment of low~income students. Specifically, 
the brief argues that eliminating the cap on 
the size of charter schools will allo\V more 

·low-income students to attend high­
performing schools. It also argues that be­
cause charter school funding -depends on an 
annual al>propriation by the state legislature, 
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the current law creates .uncertainty that dis­
courages the opening of new charter 
schoQls-scl)ool.s that presumably would 
help the state's needi.est students. 

In addition to the criticism of fUnding .char­
ter schools through an annual line-item ap­
propriation, the brief takes issue wiih two 
otheraspects of Connecticut's chart;er school 
funding system. According to the report, 
charter schools receive only 75% as much 
funding per pupil as the districts where they 
are located. "Part of the ·reason for the discre­
pancy is that charter school funding is· 
pegged to statewide averages, a,nd is not ad­
justed for: fact that many charter schools· 
serve disproportionate numbers· of low-. 
income students, whi.ch the report argues is 
inequitable. Also, ·the state is. currently re­
sponsible for all charter school funding, and 
charter school enrollments do not necessari~ 
ly result in ·redu.ced state .aid payments for 
district schools, which the report argues 
amounts to a wasteful, double-funding of 
charter school stUdents. Under the funding 
system .recommended in the brief, the dis-

. trict where the· student resides would send 
charter schools an amount equal to its own 
average per-pupil expenditure, \.Vhich would 
have two purported benefits: improve fund­
ing equity and eliminate the double funding 
of charter school students. 

FiJJally, the report argues that these changes 
to its charter school law -would make Con­
necticut more CO~~Jpetitive for the federal 
.Race to the Top grant program, which 
awards points for ensuring favorable condi­
tions for high-performing charter schools~ 

IV. THE REPORT'S USE OF . . 
RESEARCH LITERA Tl!RE 

The _brief does not make use o.f existing re­
. search on charter school performance or 
_charter school fj.lnping. There are no refer-
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ences to peer-reviewed research, even 
though ample research .is relevant, including 
a large literature that addresses charter 
school performance and several studies that 
discuss the difficult issu.es raised by efforts 
to compare· charter school and traditional 
public school funding.4 

V. REVIEW OF THE VALIDITY" OF 

THE FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The percentage of Africa1:1-American stu­
dents in charter schools achieving ''at goal" 
does not tell us a-:tything about how success­
ful Connecticut charter schools have been at 
improving. the performance of ·low-income 
students or even African American students; 

. nor does the fact that a particular charter 
school saw an unusually large. change in the 
percent of students achieving "at goal." The 
reason is simple. The percentage of charter 
school students scoring at some level tells us 
no~iJ:tg .about what those students would 
have achieved in traditional public schools, 
and thus does not ~ell .us Whether charter 
schools "have made impressiye pro·gress in 
increasing achievement among the state's 
neediest students" (p. 9). Examining 
changes in the percentage of students who 
are scoring above some standard is not any 
more ~sefu). Because most charter schools 
are substantially smaller than traditional 
public schools,. they are much more likely to 
see large, year-to-year changes in the per­
centage of students in any category ,simply 
due to random variation. 5 

· 

Having a large percentage of students scor­
ing at or above goal is. certainly not a bad 
thing, It just does not tell us anything· about 
how effective charter schools ·are at improv­
ing the performance of low-inci:>Jt:le students. 
Studies that have made seriou.s attempts to 
answer this question provide little reason to 
believe that charter schools. are consistently 
more effective than traditional _public 
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schools .or. that expansion of the number of 
charter schools will do much to decrease · 
achievement gaps between low-income and 
high-income-students.6 

. 

Of course, just as some traditional public 
schools are particularly effective .at improv­
ing the achievement of low-income students, 
it is likely that some charter schools will be 
similarly effective. The brief is correct that 
limiting enrollments at such charter schools 
may prev:ent some needy students frot:n ac­
cessing a high-quality education. The Con­
nectic~t charter sehoollaw, however, specif­
ically allows .schools with demonstrated 
record.s of student achievement to expand 
beyond the ·statutory ·limit of 300. students, 
and a quick look at the school profiles pro­
duced ·by the . .Connecticut State Department 
of Education indicates that at least- 5 of the 
17 charter schools in the state have been al­
lo~ed to exce~d the 300-student cap. 7 There 
may be good .reasons to remove the enroll­
ment cap on other chat:ter schools. The point 
here is that if the goal is to improve· the . 
achievement of low-income students for the 
least cost, it makes some sense to targe~ ad­
ditional classroom seats, and the attendant 

. resources, to those charter schools that have 
demonstrated ·high levels of achievement­
the current state policy. 

Comparing resource levels· in charter and 
traditional public schools is. frl!-light with 
challenges. Traditional public school dis­
tricts often provide 'in-kind services to char­
ter schools or their students, and charter 
schoQls may not be responsible for provid­
ing the full range of ·services provided by 
traditional public school districts. Jbe brief 
provides no indication of now it was deter­
mined that charter schools end ·up with only 
75% of per-pupil funding that districts re­
ceive; or how, if at all, this comparison ac­
·counts for in-kind servic.es or differences in 
service responsibil~ties, Policymakers should 

6 
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not draw strong conclus.ions from such sim­
·plistic comparisons. 

Nevertheless, if a state is going to allow stu­
dents to enroll .in charter schools, it should 
ensure that those schools have sufficient 

· fundi~g to provide educational prO-gramming 
commensurate with student needs. Thus, the 
argument that charter schools that serve dis­
proportionate shares of low-income students 
should receive high levels of funding has 
merit. Tying charter school funding levels to 
the average per-pupil funding in the sending 
district, however, may not achieve this goai. 
Pue to :local fiscal· constraints, some districts 
might spep.d less than other districts with 
similar student populations or less than is 
needed to raise student achievement to ac­
ceptable standards. In this case, the proposed 
funding policy would merely pass inequities 
in the system for funding traditional public 
schools along ~o chat:ter schools. Also, the 
level of need among students in ·a charter 
school might not match the average level of 
need in the districts where the charter school 
students reside. In fact, tying cha~ school 
funding levels to the district: average migh~ 
provide charter schools incentives to serve 
relatively low-need students. Thus, although 
the funding proposal recommended in this 
brief might well represent an improvement 
in the current charter school law, it may not 
go far enough towards tying funding levels 
to student needs. 

If the primary goal of a charter sc}:loollaw is 
to ·create competition between chatter 
schools and traditional public· school dis­
tricts, then the proposal "to shift responsibili­
ty for mak,ing charter school payments to 
districts may make sense. Such ·a policy 
change, however, could create significant 
revenue losses for districts, and studies of 
how such revenue losses might influence 
service delivery are needed to understand 
the full_ implications of such a change. J~st 
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as imp.ortantly, Jost~ri~g competition be­
tween· schools is only one of several alterna­
tive rationales .for charter school programs. 
For instance, some advocate for charter 
school programs on the grounds that they 
allow educators to exp!3riment- with new 

. practices and foster innovation. The benefits 
of such experimentation, .however, accrue 
statewide, which suggests the· burdens of 

. financing charter schools should be shared 
statewide. Or, if the state wants to encourage 
cooperation among charter schools and tra­
ditional-public school districts, it might want 
to limit the fiscal ·impacts of charter school 
enrollments on ~ditional public schools. 
Thus, the ·wisdom of a "money follows the . 
child" funding mechanism depends on the 
purposes a charter school law is. trying to 
achieve. · . 

Finally, the ·Race to the Top competition will 
indeed consider 'whether a state ensures suc­
cessful conditions for high-performing char­
ters. Whether the changes recommended in 
this brief will improve Connecticut's chances 
in this co~petition depends on bow federal 
guidelines are interpreted. For instance, will a 
policy. that limi~ enrollment growth to char­
ter schools that d~onstrate high levels of 
achievement (the existing policy) be seen as 
inhibiting or encouraging the creatiot:t of 
high-performing charter schools? Ortly . the 
federal officials charged with making those 
decisions can answer that question. More im­
por:tantly, however, decisions about charter 
school policy should be based on judgments 
about .how be~t to promote a state's educa­
tional goals, and states should be wary about 
adopting poliCies solely for the purpose of 
winning this one grant competition . 
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VI. USEFULNESS OF· THE REPORT.FOR 

GUIDANCE OF POLICY 

AND PRAC'I'ICE 

Charter school laws vary widely from state . 
to .state, and the deta~ls of a state's law al­
most certainly influence the number and 
types of charter schools that emerge. Thus, 
the details deserve careful attention. This 
brief is to be commended for calling atten­
tion 'to .some of these· details, and for offer­
ing a set of viable policy recommendations. 
The specific proposals, particularly· the pro­
posal to'link charter ·school funding to stu­
dent needs, deserv'e serious· attention. 

Like f~ too many advocacy pieces, however, 
the brief is desi~ed to promote a specific 
vi~ of charter schools, and it do~s not help. 
policymakers or the · public think carefully 
about what a charter school program should 
be trying· to· achieve and how best to achieve 
it. A more useful brief would begin with the 
goals of a charter school program, or of 
school choice programs more generally; these 
might include the _following: e:xpanding 
choice and empowering parents, fostering 
innovation, promoting racial or economic.· 
i~tegration, raising achievement, creating 
competition among schools for students ·and 
resources, increasing school efficiency, or 
establishing alternative forms of accountabili­
ty. Next, it would discuss 'how the policy 
proposals offered here might. promote certain 
of these objectives but perhaps undermine 
others; and would thereby' clarify what is at 
stake in making decisions on these policy 
details~ In comparison with that type of dis­
cussion, this brief provides a rather one-sided 
and ~complete analysis of the issues at stake. 
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2 The "goal'' standard is·defiile4 by the Connecticut State Department of Education as the knowledge, skills· and 
critical thinking ability that are reasonable to expeci of stu~ts within their grade level, and is a higher 
standard of achievement than the state's ''proficiency" stanaard. See Truscheit, T. (2010, January). The 
state of Connecticut public education: A 2009-2010 report card for our staie 's public schools and public 
policies. New Haven: ConnCAN. · 

3 These facts are drawn from another ConriCan report, Truscheit, T. (2010, .January). The state of Connecticut public 
education: A 2009-2010 report card for our state's public schools and public policies. New Haven: 
ConnCAN. 

4 Far a review of these literatures see Bifulco, R. 8i. Bulklt~y. K~ (2008). Charter schools:In Ladd~ H.F .. and Fiske, 
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Good morning, Chairman Taylor, Commissioner McQuillan, and other membe_rs 
ofthe Board. My name is Mark Waxenberg·from the Connecticut Education 
Association (CEA). 

The context for my remarks b¢gi~s in 1996 when CEA embraced the ·reform 
potential of charter schools. We supported the 1996 law and quickly got down 
to the business of establishing the first unionized charter school in the state, 
lnt~grated Day Ch~rtei' S~hool il'! Norwich. CEA also. has pioneered another 
reform appro~ch known as·commPACT schools. 

Jam here to comment_ on item XI D. It ci:>ntains four" proposals around charter 
schools that would overhaul state law on charter schools and rattle the very 
foundations of education funding. These are enormous issues with enormous 
consequence·s. 

l_nour view, three of the four proposals offer nothing in-the way of realistic or 
responsible options. Only one- revision of the local school_model - offers a 
glimmer of promise. But we hasten to add that we have serious concerns about 
that propose:~!, too. 

Atthe risk of stating the obvious, let me say that complete and comprehensive 
·information is essential to the discussion you are l:lavlng today. In that spirit, I 
have nine attachments to my testimony: #1-all sources of funding for · 
individual charter schools; #2, #3, #4, 5-detail of the dramatic growth of 
charter schools; #6-charter schools in need ot"improve_ment; il7....:1oss of school 
funding if proposal #2 before the_ State Board w~re to be enacted; #8-State 
Auditor of Public Accounts document on ·improvements in accountability 
needed for charter schools; and #9-brochure providing an overview ofthe 
CommPACT schoQI model. 

I will now comment on each specific proposal beginning with a_ note about 
educational policy al')d legislative history. When charters were conceived, 
policymakers studied how to put charter schools and public.schools on equal 
financial footing. Elected policymakers decided it was in the public interes't for 
the state to fund charte"i's at the student ,;foundation level" established in the 
Education Cost Sharing (ECS) gr~nt. That critical policY decision appears to be 
ignored in today's State Board material. 
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Instead, the material prepared for the State Board today by State,De_partment of Education (SDE) staff 
intro(fuces·a new concep~ in· talking about parity .between traditional_ schools and charter schools- .. 
named "average adjusted net per pupil· expenditure." We question why the .staff had to try and come 
up with a new concept to compare expenditures between traditional schools and chartet schools. We 
only have to !ook at Attachment #l.to see that per-pupil expendi~ures in an overwhelming majority of. 
charter schools already surpass the $10,306 parity target identified by staff in the material presente~ to 
the State Board. · · 

Proposal #1 takes that per-pupil e·xpenditure and increases it by $1,000 per student in a !I the charter 
schools in the state. ll1is would cost the state more ~han $5 million, rai.sing the total state budget 
ailocation fOr charters to more than $50 million, and, with growth, might approach a $100 million price 
tag in the future. 

There is another reality· that you need to keep front ~nd center in you~ board discussions: Under current· 
law, charter schools do not pay for transportation,_ special education costs, and nursing services. These 
costs are all borne by the city/town· in which. the charter is located. 

Proposal #2 expects local school districts to take over the fiscal responsibility for charters now borne by 
the state. This cost shifting would create huge financial hardships for local' school districts. Attachment 
·#7 details iocal costs for th.e 75 districts- from urban to rural - that have 10 or more students attending 
charters. You can see that districts immediately would lose more than $17 miiJioli dollars from their 
local budgets- school budgets that.thol!s.ands and thousands of schoolchildren depend on for quality 
education •. In subsequent years,.the situation would get even worse. We cannot expect 'to place the 
lion's share of responsibility for charters on the shoulders of local taxpayers. 

Proposal #3 .is where CEA finds a giimmer of promise. But it dims when we read the reference~ to 
independent governing bodies a.nd contractors managing our schools. These are stro.ng words for 
privatization of our public scho·ols, and they concern us deeply. . 

·Proposal #4 is confusing at its best, and dangerous at its worst. The ptop~>sal seeks to remove phr;;~ses 
ar~d wor~ing that are consistent with other important education statutes . .lt.raises a long list of issues 
connected with accountability and·statutory safeguards. These.are·the same kind of issues that. the 
state auditors raise in my attachment #7 .· . 

In closing, a comment-about the general tone"of the proposals. They seem to assume that traditional 
public schools are adequately funded. There is abundant ·evidence that this is no.t true • 
. Let us also ·not forget that there will be a 14 percent hole in the ECS program once the federal stimulus 
funds evaporate. That is $541 million over two years- more than half a billion dollars that will have'to 
be found in tile state ti~dget for Connecticut's local i?Ublic schools. · 

:cEA would never underestimate the value of charter schools as laboratorie~ of innovation .. Anhe same 
time, we also. ml,!st be mindful of solution~- systemic re{orrii that ean be nurtured in all local school 
districts-:- that" promote high-quality education for all of the students in our state. We ask you to do the 
same. Thank you for this opportunity to share our thoughts with you. 
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School 

Park City 

Highville 

Odyssey 

Side by Side 

New 

~eginnings 

. ElmCity 
AF, 
Bridgeport 

AF, Hartford 

Asylum Hill 

Explorations 

Jumoke 
Integrated 
Day 
Common. 
Ground 
Bridge 
Academy 

Amistad 

ISAAC 
Stamford 
Academy 

Trailblazers 
Totals 

Total 
State/Federal 
Grants Contributions 

$2,03~,102 $0 

$2,939,379 . $0 

$1,748,890 $1,150 

$2,398,023 $0 

$3,793,945 $1,294 

$5,318,106 $726,021 

$1,753,445 $208,834 

$824,798 $2,382,0~3 

$1,339,800 $220 

$867,655 $6,205 

$4,888,583 $911 

$4,007,233 $3,870 

$1,882,314 $25,400 

$3,217,348 $23,594 

$6,598;334 $2,186,345 

$2,667,238 $61,182 

$1,287,392 $273,410 

$1,565,657 $517,858 

I .$49,133,242 $6,418,387 

Charter School Expenditure Analysis 2008-200~ 
SDE E0001C 

Kegu1ar m- 1spec1a1 ta. 
Kind from In-kind from Misc. Interest 
District · District Income Income loans 

'$41,292 $0 $0 $0 

$0 $0 . $0 $9,537 

$0 $92,301 $1,649 $0 

$0 ·$0 $0 $0 

.$0 $63,000 -$7,211 $6,764. 

$0 $0 $0 $6,684 

$0 $0 $0 $5,904 

$0 $0 $3,232 $607 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

$0 $0 $180,873 $23"0 

$0 $0 $123,175 $2,19"8" 

$0 $17,721 $27,030 $8,925 

$0 $0 $10,171 $1,051 

$209,921 $0 $53,435 $0 

$0 $0 $58,612 $22,901 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

$980,219 $116,04"9". $1,582 $5,660 

$788,842 $95,080 7,439 $8,492 
$2,020,274 $384,151 .,. .. 14,409 $78,953 

Other Retained 
Income Income Total 

$0 $0 $0 $2,076,394 

$0 $0 $0 $2,948,916 

$0 $0 $0 $1,843,990 
-· 

$0 $0 $0 $2,398,023 

$0 $13,300 $0 $3,885,514 

$0 $0 .$0 $6,050,811 

$0 $0 $0 $1,968;183 

$0 $0 $3,210,130 

$0 $336,395 . $0 $1,676,415 

$0 $0 $0 $1,054,963 

$0 $137,022 $0 $5,151,889 

$0 $235,410 $543 $4,300,732 

$0 $87,586 $59,985 $2,066,507 

$0 $0 $0 $3,504,298 

$0 $0 $0 $8,866;192 

$0 $309,491 $0 $3,043,911 

$0 $117,355 $32;252· $2,813,919 

$0 $0 $270,352 $3,2! 0 

$0 $1,236,559 $36~~32 _!~.Q!!_~~-?.~7 

1-e 

.. 

PPE· 

$9,270 

$9,8"30 

$10,360 

$10,472 

$10,853 

$11,888 

I $12,301 

I $12,302 

I $12,327 

·I $12,411 
I 
I 
i 

$12,505 

$13,033 

$13,332 

$13,375 

$13;832 

·$16,125 

$21,480 

$21;692 
$12,260 
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Connecticut Charter SchooLData.199_7.=1998_to 2009-2010 

Nuniberof 

State Charter· State P'er-pupil 
Year Schools . Enrollment Total Grant Total Appropriation 

1997-1998 10 1,100 _$6,000 $6,600,000 

1998-1999 13 1,477 $6,5_00 .$9,600,500 

1999-2000 ·14 1,895 $6,500 $12,317-~500 

200Q-2001 14 2,000 $7,000 $14,000,000 
,. 

2001-200~ 13 2,095 $~,000 $14;665,000 

2002-2003 13 2,224 . $7,000 $15,568,000 

. 2003-2004 1i 2~265 $7,250 $16,421,250 

2004·i005. 14 i,693 $7,360 $19,820,480 

2005-2006 . '14 2,921 $7,625 $22,448,000 

2006-2007= 16 3,664 $8,000 . $29,832,500 

2007-2008 16 4,030 $8,650 .$34,880,000' 

2008-2009 18 4,5-41 $9,300 $4i,654,000 

2009-2010 18. 5,170 $9,300 $48,081;000 

From the Connecticut State Department of Edl!cation 
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Connecticut Charter School Student Enrollment 1998-2010 (Budgeted) 

0 ~--~~--~----~----~----~----~----L---~----_.----~----~--~ 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Source: State Department of Education 



I 1e 
I 

.,...- -'· . I . 
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Annual Percentage Increase in Charter School Appropriations 
in Connecticut FY 2000-2010 
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2008-2009 
Connecticut Public Chcuter Schools 
_Sta~us Per No Child Left Behind and -

Connecticut's K-12 AccountabilitY System bas·ed on 
State Departm~nt of Education Data 

Elementary/Middle Charter Schools-in need·of improvement 
Achievement First, Bridgeport 

Bridge Academy 

Park City Prep 

Jumo~e.Academy 

Side by Side Community School 
Trail Blazers Academy 

Elementary/Middle Charter Schools not making AYP 
Achievement First, Hartford Academy 
Achievement Fir~ Bridgeport 

Bridge Academy 
Park City Prep 

J_umoke Ac_ademy 

Odyssey Comm_unity 

Norwich-Integrated Day 

Side by Side Community School 

High School Charters in need of improvement 
Stamford -Academy 

Bridge Academy 

High School Charters not making AYP 
Stamford Academy 

Explorations 

Bridge Academy 

Summary 

001378 

There are fourteen Elementary/Middle Charter Schools in Connetticut. Six (42.9%) are listed 

as in need of improvement compared to only 36~9% of ConnectiC!Jt's public 

Elementary/fV!iddle sch:ools. Also, ofthe fourteen Elementary/Middle Charter Schools in 

Connecticut, eight, or 64% did not ~ake Annual Yearly Progress (AYF'), compared to only 
41.5% of the public Elementary/Middle schools. 

There are five Charter High SchQols in Connecticut. Two of these schools in CQn_necticut or 

(40%) are listed in tieed of improvement, compared to only 29.9% of Conn~cticut public high 
schools. Also, of the five Charter High Schools in Connecticut, th-ree, or (60%) did not make 

AYP, compared to only 38,5% of'public high schools. 
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"Increase the per pupil grant for state charter schools to comparable statewide average 
per pupii rate (which woul.d exclude special education costs)." 

Approximately 75 local school ~istricts.would be adversely affected financially under this 
proposal. 

Below are cities/towns that have· more than 10 students attending charter schools and 
the financial impact on those cities/towns, based on· data from State Department of 
Education. 

.. Town Cost 
Montville $66,242 
Preston . $70,224 
Vernon $77,392 
Waterford .. . 

$98,700 
Winchester $107,247 
Torrington .. I $119,900 
West Haven. ·$167,544. 

Groton ' $188,224 .' 

Stratford I $190,775 
West Hartford I 

$243,544 
Windsor $291,537 .. 

. East Hartford $3'6,4,656 
New London $426,268 
Bloomfield ·$430,612 
Hamden $727,592 
Manchester 

, 
$810,235 

Hartford $1,150,058 

Norwich $1,271,850 
Norwalk $1,983,260 
Stamford $2,389,736 

· Bridgeport $2,896,398 

New Haven $3,745,665. 
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Auditor of Public Accounts 

Agency Response: "~e agree with this finding. The-Department is currently contracting 
the development of a new teacher certification system that will · 
reconcile reven11es to certificates issued. The Department will 
~concile its Adult Education Accountability Reports for attendance 
and tuition to the revenue reports for the same-activity." 

Emerging Issues- Charter Schools: 

Charter schools are pti~lic nonsectarian schools organized as nonprofit corporations. They are 
operated independently of local or regional boards of education. Charters are granted by the State· 
.Board of Education . .As of the report date, there weie'16 charter schools in operation in·the State. 
That number is expected to grow in the future. 

. . 

. Most of the charter school~ ·in the State perform the administratiye and pr:ogram functions 
associated with'theit operations. In response to the increasing demands for providing educational 
services withiO the constraints .of existing budgets, charter schools are exploring new ways to 
acquire the subject.matter·expefti_se to operate while at the same time reducing costs. To date two 
charter-schools have opted to employ the-same management service _organization in order to address· 
those demands and .constraints. 'The Department has'been suppo~ve _and involved with. the charter 
schools and manag~~t serVice organizations as they implement these new workilig relationships. 

The management servic~ organization charges the charter schools a service fee to provide such 
services as.but notlimited to: development of core curricula, budget p~paration, recruiting, start-up 
manage~ent and fiindraising. The charter schools benefit by this arrangement in that they h~ve 
access to subject matter professionais withouthaving to bear the full cost of those professionals. As 
the number of charter schools expands, it becomes increll$ingly likely that the. use and number. of 
_r_nanagement service organizations will expimd with them. · 

However, there are certain emerging issues associated with this ~latively new type ofbusiness 
relationShip. The Department's policies and procedures need to be updated to reflect these emerging 
issues. Accordingly, we make the following rec~mmendations: 

Charter School Governance and Independence: 

Criteria: 

Condition: 

Section l0-66aa(l)(D) of the Connecticut General Statutes defines a 
charter school as a public, nonsectarian school which operates 
independently of any local or regional board of education in 
accordance with the terms of its charter. Further, no member or 
employee of a governing council of a cliarter school shall have a 
personal or financial interest in the assets, real or personal, of the 
school 

Our review of the composition of the governing boards ("boards") fot 
two charter schools and their management service organizationfound 
that several board members serve4 on two or more of the bo!U'ds . 

18 
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- .Auditors of Pu~licAccounts 

. It :was also noted that several employees had been paid by both the 
management service organization and one of the ch8rter schools. 

There is currently no policy prohibiting charter schools and 
management orgaliizations from sharing ·board .members .and/or 
management level employees. 

Effect: Either in appeamnce and/or practice,. the ability of charter schools to 
"operate i~depe~den~y" is compromised by the sharing ofboard 
menibers and employees. Decisions n:t~d~ for the collective good of 
the management service organization and the associated entities, may 
not be in the best interests of an individual charter school. 

Cause: The Department has .not established a formal policy and monitoring 
procedures . to prevent and/or detect the presence of interlocking 
board men:tbers and .the sharing of man~ge~ent level employees .by 

. charter schools and their management service organizations, It was 
noted that ·the Departnient had taken steps to address this .matter, 
however no formal policy with respect ·to this emerging issue has· 
been .gene~ted to date. 

R~commendaiion: The Department should .establish a formal policy that prohibits 
c)larter schools and their management service organizations from 

·sharing board members_ and ma,nagement level employees. The 
. policy· should be distributed to all charter schools. In addition, th~ 
. Department should establish· monitoring procedures designed to 

periodically test for the presence of shared board menibers anc;l 
management ·level employees by charter. schools and their 
management service organiZations. (See Recommendation _13.) 

Agency Response: ''The State Department of Education agrees in part wi~ this 
recommendation. We agree that a· board member serving on. a 
management service organization that provides servjces to a charter 
school precludes such board member from simultaneously serving on 
the charter school governing· board· whic"h retains the management 
organization. We do not believe that a similar policy concerning 
management level employees is warranted at this time~ However, the 
Department will revise the EDOOl(C) to monitor for related party 
~gement issues and the financial-impact of sharing management 
level employees." · 

Calculation of Service Fee Rates by Management Service Organizations: 

Cr.iteria: Pursuant to Section 10-66ee(c)(l) of the Connecticut General 
StatUtes, "the State shall pay in accordance wit~ this subsection, to 
the fiscal authority for a State char:ter school, for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 2006, seven thousand siXhundred twenty-five dollars 
· ft?r each student enr_olled in such school, and for each fiscal year 

a r· 
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Auditor of Public Accounts 

: ~ 

Condition: 

Effect.~ 

· thereafter, eight thousand dollars for each student enrolled in such 
school." 

With respect to the service fees charged by the management service 
organization for services rendered to .the two charter schools, o:ur 
review noted the following: 

• The Department has not yet developed a policy with respect 
to the application and use of service fees by charter" schooi 
management service organiZations. 

• The service. agreement does not specifically identifY the direct 
and indirect costs that haye been f~ctored into the service fee 
rate . 

• Some of the services listed in the ~greements in exchange for 
the service fee appear to be one time or intermittent ~ nature. 

• The Department has not reviewed the cost analysis and 
supporting documentation used by the management service · 
organization to calculate the service fee rate charged to the 
two charter schools. · 

There is an indeterminate risk that the s~ice fee rate charged by the 
management service organization may recover costs from the charter 
schools in excess of the· services provided. As noted above, charter 
school funding and the service fees charged by the management 
service organization are both based upon. enrolb:nent. . 

By extension, the State is also at risk of making grant payments to the 
charter schools .for .administrative and prognim services not fully 
rendered by the management service organization. 

It is possible that the service fee rate in effect does not sufficiently 
recover the costs associated with the services performed ·by the 
management service organization oo behalf of .its client charter 
schools. Such a determination could have a bearing on the qualitY of 
services provided by the management service organization for .its 
client charter schools.· 

Ca~se: The use of a management servic~ organization by the charter schools 
is a relatively new business arrangement. As such, the Department 
has not had the oppo$Jnity to develop policy with respect to the 
application and ·use of-service fees . 

Recommendation: The Department .should develop a policy with respect to the 
methodology used by management service organiZ!ltions to calculate 
.service fee rates. the policy· should be distributed to ail charter 
schools. At a minimum, the policy should provide guidance on how 
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service· fee rates should be calculated and what constitutes allowable 
costs. In addition, the Depa,rtment should. ·establish monitoring 
procedures designed to penodically test the service fee rates charged 
by management service organizations to determine if the rates are 
properly calculated an~ supported. (See Recommendation 14.) 

Agency Response: "'The State Department of Education agrees in part with the 
. rec9DUDendation. The Department will explore the 'basis for 
management fees charged to charter schools through an examination 
of managem~t service org~ization agreements. The ·Department 
will review the services performed and the fee paid for sticb serviceS. 
·Based upon this analysis, the Department will evaluate the need to 
establish policies and deveiop monitoring procedures as considered 
necessary. " 

Fund Transfers between· Charter Schools and Management Service Organizations: 

Criteria: 

Condition: 

Section 1 0-66aa( I )(D) of the Connec.ticut General Statutes defines a -
c~er school as a public, nonsectarian school which oper:ates 
independently of any local or· regional board of education in 
accordance with the terms ·of its charter. 

Section 1 0-66ee( e) of the Connecticut General Statutes states that, 
"Notwithstanding any ·provision of the general statutes to tbe 
contrary, if at the end of a fiscal year amounts received by a State 
charter school, pursuant to subdivision ( 1) of subsection (c) of this 
section, are unexpended, the charter school, (1) .may use, for the 
expenses of the charter school for the .following fiscal ye&J:, up .to ten 
per cent of such amounts, and (2) may (A) create a reserve fund to 
.finance a specific capital or equipment purchase or another specified 
project as may be approved. by the commissioner, and {B) deposit 
into -such fund up· to five per cent of such amounts." 

The financial information for two charter schools and their 
management service· organization for 2005 and 2006 proper~y 
disclosed several non-interest bearing advances among the related 
parties: 

One non'-in~rest bearing transfer in fiscal year 2005 in the amount of 
$90,000 was between the two charter schools affiliated with the 
management service organization; another- transfer in fiscal year 2006 
in the amount or'$369,354 was, between the charter school and the 
management service orgailization~ 

Our .review found that there are several emerging issues ·associated 
with. :monetary transfers ~etween these affiliated non-profi~ 
organizations: 

,. 
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Auditor of Public Accounts 

Effect: 

00138~l 

• Whiie there may be a collective benefit in t~s of 
minimizing the costs a~sociated with cash management for 
.the affiliated group of non-profits, such transfers may not be 
in the financial or operational interest.of an individual charter 
·schooi and its students. 

• The transferor surrenders direct control over the transferred 
funds and relinquishes the potentialinvesbnent income from 
those funds. · 

• The Deparbnent has no policy allowing or prohibiting 
unsecured_, non-interest bearing advances to affiliated non­
profit organizations. 

• Charter schools are lim1ted by law. in the use of excess funds 
received from the State' grant. There are no· existing 
Deparbnental monitoring procedures to determine the 
co~position of the transferred amounts among affiliated 
organizations. 

Charter schools that make unsecured, non-interest bearing loans to 
affiliated organizationS subject themselves to additional financ.ial and 
operationai risk. A default ir!,the "loan" by one organization .could. 
have a negative, cascading effect on the other affiliated organizations . 

Further, in the .absence of monitoring procedures, it is possible that 
the transferred amounts could include State or Federal grant funds in 
violation of applicable laws. 

Cause: The use ofmana:gementservice organizations by chart~ schools ".is a 
relatively new· type of business. relationship. By extension, the 
transfer of funds among the affiliated organizations is· a relatively_ 
new type of transaction. Currently, there is no Dep·artmental policy 
allowing or prohibiting unsecured, non-interest bearing transfers 
among charter: schools and their management service organizations. 

There are no momtoring procedures in place to determine whether the 
transfers included State or Federa] grant funds. · 

Recommendation: The Depa11ment should develop a policy with respect to unsecured, 
n!:>n~interest bearing transfers between charter schools and their 
management service organizations. The policy should be distributed 
to all charter schools. At a minimum, the policy should prohibit the 
use of State and Federal grant funds for such purposes. The policy 
should describe the conditions under which· such" transfers are 
allowable, require the approval of the charter schools' board of 
directors and require that the_ transfers be properly secured and 
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_interes~ bearing. (See Recomme_ndati_on 15.) 

Agency R,esponse: "11ui State Depar:tntent of Education agrees in part with this· 
recommendation. The ·Department will.fonnalize a policy to prohibit 
the use of State_ and FedeiJtl grant funds with respect to unsecured, 
non-interest bearing transfem ~tween charter schools and 
~anage~ent service organizations. -.Concem1ng transfem of !)Oil­

State or Federal fundS, the Department will moni~or such transfem · 
and evaluate the rieed for develop~g • more comprehensive policy 
and related procedures." 
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CommPAq Schools, a five-year school reform -program ··headed by the University of 
Connecticllts Neag ·School of Education, Is off to an encauraging start as it tackles one of the 
nation's most urgE!nt educational problems -the achievement gaps that find children of PQVerty 
and eolor lagging behind their other classmates in Connecticut are among the largest in the 
nation. 

In ·an urban sctlool landscape littered with ·failed and often fleeting experiments, CommMCT is 
designed for the long haul,- .backed by th~ research expertise of a major university and 
supported by a coalition of organizations representing teachers, principals and superintend~~ts. 

In additioo to UCorin's Neag-School, CommPACT founders include the Connecticut Federation of 
School Administrators, the. Connecticut Education Asso¢iation, the American Federation. of 
Teachers - Connecticut, the ·connecticut Association of Public School Superintendents and the'­
Connecticut AssoCiation of Urban Superintendents. 

Beginning in_ t!te fall o(2008 'and for five years, the CornmPACT model' is beln·g piloted in eight 
schools in Connecticut's poorest cities and is expected to impa!=t approximately 17,000 K-12 
students. 

The name Com"rnPACT symbolizes the commitment required by the partners within each sCh~ol 
including community members, parents, administrators, children, and teachers-. This .collective 
effort ·marks a radical shift fro~. the top-d~wn operations common to most,school systems. 

CommPACT Schools CO~!Jrt (2008-2013) includes: 

Bridgeport: Barnum School and Longfellow School 
Hartford: M.D. Fox 
New Haven:_ Davis St. School and Hill Central 
New London: Shoreline Academy 
Waterbury: Washington Elementary School and West Side Middle School 

I 
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CommPAcr Schools FAQs 

1. What are CommPACT $Chools1 CommPACT Scho!Jis are existing public schools that remain 
accountable to their schqol districts while being granted increased flexibility in governjlnce, 
budgeting and curriculum. A partnership of school district administrators, school representatives, 
teachers, communitY leaders, and parents shares in the decision-making. Supported by the 
University of Connecticurs · Neag School of Education and its Institute for Urban School 
Improvement, CommPACT Schools work collaboratively with experts in education to enhance 
student learning. 

.. , 
2. What are the beiutftts af. reorpnfzlna as a CommPACT School? CommPACT Schools create an 
empowering and trusting work environment f~r. teachers and administrators. This accomplishes 
two things which, together, create better student learning conditions: 

• A greater sense· iJf shared vision, mission and ownership enhances the teaching and learning 
experience. Teachers- and administrators are integral to the CommPACT Schools' development, 
planning and decision-making structures. 

• A better ability to attract and retain highly-qualified teachers-especially in the urban areas 
where CommPACT schools have been established. Research has shown that .the attraction and 
r~tention of teachers is !inked to whether teachers are able to share in the school-level decisions 
that affect the students they teach. 

3. How does a CommPAcr School become established? In 2008, the first cohort of CommPACT Schools was selected from schoqls 
that applied to participate in the program. As part of the application process, 90 percent at each school had to agree to become a 
CommPACT School. In addition, the school administrators, superintendents, and local unions had to agree to support the school as a 
CommPACT School. Under guidance from. UConn staff,. the schools spent six months preparing the application and ~ecuring the 
stakeholders' support. Eight schools were selected by the executive board of the CommPACT Schools Partners, which includes the 
presidents or executive directors of the Connecticut Education Association (CEA), Connecticut Federation of Teachers (AFT -CT), 
Connecticut Association of Public School Superintendents (CAPSS), Connecticut Federation of School Administrators, and dean of the 
Neag School of Education at UConn. The first cohort of eight schoois began work in the fall of 2008. Seven of the eight schools were 
on the NCLB watch list regarding AYP. 

4. What Is the Neal School of Education's role In the CommPACT Schools Initiative? By partnering with higher education, the 
CommPACT Schools are strongly connected to a resource for research-based practices. The Neag School's Institute for Urban School 
Improvement serves as the independent support center for the CommPACT Schools, providing expertise in data-sathering and · 
analysis, priority-setting. and designing professional development to support research-based practices. The Institute for Urban 
Schoollmprove!Tient assigns site developers who provide on-site coaching and support. 

s. How are children selected to attend a CommPAcr School-won't CommPAcr Schools Just attract the best students? 
CommPACT Schools operate under existing local school attendance policies, drawing students as they would have before achieving 
CommPACT status. 

&. What do CommPAcr Schools cost the district? CommPACT Schools are reorganized public schools and, therefore, are not 
duplicative of existing services. Apart from the initial reorganization cost of releasing teachers for planning and start-up, a school 
that reorganizes as a CommPACT School does not cost the district any additional funds. CommPACT Schools are given the same 
budget they would have received as a traditional public school. Key to CommPACT Schools is that those who are closest to the 
students are empowered to make decisions about how best to tailor the budget with the goal of improving student learning. 

7. How Is the CommPAcr Schools' outside support funded? Funding of the CommPACT Schools initiative takes a team effort. Using 
privately-raised funds, UConn's Neag School of Education provided financial support during the first year of operation for necessary 
planning, for a series of informational meetings at each potential school site, and for the school application and selection processes. 
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2 CommPACT FAQs 

• Working collabora~ively as a team, the partners worked. with the Connecticut General Assembly to allocate $480,000 to the 
Jileag School'~ Institute for IJrb;m School lmpro~ement to fund the. imple~entation and day-to-day operation of the 
CommPACT SchoQis initiative. 

• With a $.250,000 award, The NEA· Foundation is funding the Neag School's evaluation of the CommPACT Schools initiative. 
The NEA Foundation offers programs and grants that support educators' effort$ to close ·achievement gaps an.d :increase 
student achievement. 

• Other private-support includes: Near and Far Foundation- $10,000, JP Morgan Chase -.$25;000 i[lnd the Fairlield County 
Community Foundation - $20,000. · · 

a. What !s the role. of the school district tn a Co~J~II'iP~ School? The school district is an active partner with its ComtnPACT Schoois 
and. agrees to support the increased autonomy of the school site,_ participate as a resource to the school; and support public 
repo!1ins of each CommPACT Schoors_performance and operation assessments. 

9. Haw are the teachers unions Involved? The teachers unions are active partners in the life of the CommPACT School. AFT -CT and 
CEA were key founders of the .CqmmPACT Schools initiative. The unions are an integral part of _the decision-,making and governance 
process at ~oth ~he local school level and state l~el. Meeting the needs of all students requir~ that we engage the expertise and 
professionalism of union members and their leaders.as resources for sc;hool improvement., · · 

10. Haw do COmmPACr ~-coexist with collective barplnJna apeementsi' Teachers lft!Orklng In· CommPACT Schools are 
covered under collective bargaining agreements, particularly ·those agreer,:nents that pertain to salary. However, teachers hi a 
ComniPACT School may agree to alter parts· of their collective bargaining agreement relating to day-to-day working·condltions·if they 
believe- It will'impi'OVe student learning. Such flexibility has been ·proven to increase efficiency· and, most important; to increase 
collaboration in schools by bett~r utillzin~ the distribUtion of time and human resources. 

11. Why Is th~ reform dlffeient from past school refonns? Generally speakin& public school reform efforts in the past have been 
neither systemic; nor organic. The· CommPACT School model is organic because the impetus to· reorganize as a CommPACT School 
come5.from tear;hers and administrators working-together. Without expressed mutual interest, no reorganization can occur. This 
modef is aiso svstemic because' it fundamentally changes the governance and declslon-,maklng structures that affect student learning 
most directly. · 

12. What does the tenn •evidence-based practice'" mean when used In the context of CommPACT Schools? Evidence-based 
practice refers to school practices that research has shown to be effective in addressing a particular challenge in a particular context. 
Much of the education practice now in use by moSt schools has limited research to support·its efficacy. Additionally, many research­
based practices do not examine the.spec;ific context inwhich'the intervention is e~ective or the conditions necessary for successful 
implementation. In CommPACT Schools, processes are put in place to ensure that practices are both researih-bas.ed and proven 
effective for a sc~Jool's particular condition. Essential to CommPACT Schools is that the leadership teams: identify which research-
based practices will work best in. their particular school, with their particular students. · 

13. Are CommPACr Schools charter sch~IS? No. The current charter schools in Connecticut operate under state, cl:larters and 
accept students through a lottery. In contrast, Co!'!mPAcr schools operate within a-local·town or ciW school district an·d take all 
students within a specific local school attendance area. It is important to note that CommPACT schools were initiated by teachers 
unions. and that shared decisi~n-making is a hallmark of these new schools. This shared decision-making is supported by research­
based, student improv_ement strategies. 

14. Are CommPACr Schools magnet schools? No. CommPACT :Schools take existing schools and_ convert them to schools that 
employ evidence-based practi~es in all aspects of school operation including governance, budget and curriculum. 
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EDGOIC Analysis of Achievement First (AF) Charter Schools 

School State Department of Service Fee to Percentage of Grant 
Education Grant Achievement First 

Amistad $5,961,300.00 $476,904.00 8.0% 
Achievement First 

Bridgeport $1,488,000.00 $148,800.00 10.0% 
Achievement First 

Hartford $492,900.00 $237,150.00 48.1% 
Elm City $4,733,700.00 $364,572.00 7.7% 

Total $12,675,900.00 9.68% 

The only other Charter $c~olln Connecticut that pays a management fee Is Charter School . 
for Young Children on Asylum Hill. It pays, $80,450 to Capitoi.Region Education Council, or 
6.4% of the state gral"!t. . ... , d 
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- -MAYOR 

www.d.east·hartford.ct.us 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

Testimony on: ·Raised Bill $490 (LC0-2156) 
An AetConceming tbe .Minimum Budget Requirement 

Good aftemoon,.Chairman Fleishman and G~ and Education Committee Members. 

·1 come before you tliis afternoon to discuss Rai!;ed Bill5420- the MBR bill. The frustration level of 
inany towns is that ·we_ have been supporting edUcation over the years at the expense of the town side 
·of the budget We still have to pick up garbage, maintain public safety through Fire and Police 
Departments and run the remained of Town Hall on what is left on ttJ_e ''Town side of our budget. 

_ Education is approximately 55% of East-Hartford's eoqre budget We have always passed on 10001(, 
ofthe money-we ~ive from th~ state. 43% of the School Boards Budget is State funded in 10/11. 
That is a decrease _from previous )1l&rs due to the ARRA money we received. With the ARRA money 
and "the ECS funds \ve are flat funded for 09/10 and 10/11 for education from the state. 

A ~up1e of weeks~ I testified in Appropriations that you, Senator Gaffey bad ~weied Senator 
Boucher on the Senate floor that there would- be no MBR in this budget but then in September's 
speeial session a MBR was passed. -This _committed aU towns to spending the same amount of dollars 
in 09/~9 and 10111 that they did in 08/09. This made it mandatory that we add $3.5 Million that we 
cut on the Town of East Hartford's side of the budget for 09/10 •. We did this mid year in Jariuary of 
20_10. 

Since that time I. want to ~you Senator Gaffey for sending me OFA report 0141 and 01~ 1. The 
first report confirmed that my:p6sition was con-eel You did not have to establish a MBR to accept the 
ARRA funds. However 0151 Report does confmn that if we do not contin~e with a MOE we put at 
risk om Title 1 funds and our IDEA funds. · 

So while I support the bill before you on MBR, I think we should get claiificati9n from the Federal 
·Govetnment that we could proceed with this and not impact those funds. It would seem to me that if a 
Sc:hool system ~ less,children residing in their town and not at magnet schools or charter schools, we 
should be able to lower the MiniiD.um. Budget Requirement 

1-aliio would like to confirm that I strongly support the clarifying language at the end of this bill in 
relation· to East Hartford: Last year, this ~as addressed but a year was not referenced so that now 
becomes necessary. I am surprised to find it here and not in a technical revision bill. The inequity we 
have faced over the years with this has become inipossible. Each year to be _told we would receive "x" 
number ofdollars and to have it given over-to the Board of Education and then have it adjUsted by 
sOmetimes over half a million, is not a hit we can sustaiD. The town side of the budget takes the 
adjustment while the Board receives the full funding. Tha:nk you for your consideration of this and 
-theMBR. . 
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TESTIMONY 
of the 

CONNECTICUT CONFERENCE OF MUNICiPALITIES 
to the 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
March 15, 2010 

CCM is Connecticut's statewide. association ofto:wns and cities and the V,oice .of. local go~emment- yo11r parblm in. 
governing Connecticut. Our .members represent over 93% of Connecticut's. population. We· appreciate this 
opportunity to provide testimony to you on issues·ofconcem to towns and ~ities. 

Jlaise_d House Bill 5490 "An Act Concerning the Mir#mum Bllllget Requirement•. 

This bill is an attempt to address the. predicament local governments finding themselves in trying to. meet· the 
minlmum budget requirements (MBR) while fUnding_ and· _enrollment may ·be changing: While this proposal iS a 
step in the right direction, it does not go far enough to provide the.relieflocal governments need. . . 

The. Minimum Budget Requirement, Section 30 of Public A.ct 09-6 of the September Special Session, states: 

.. I . 
for ~e fiscal years eliding June 30, 2010, and June 30, 2011, the budg~ appropria~on for education shall 
be no less than the budgeted appropriation for education for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2009, minus any 
reductions ~e pursuant to section 19 of public act 09-1 of the June19 sp:cial session. 

This mandate means that, no matter what efficiencies can be found in board of education budgets, they cannot be 
reduced In an era when every other state and local agency are having their budgets closely examined one entity -
boards of-education -,are beyond scrutiny ~d .beyond· savings. Conilecticut is facing an enormous budget: hole if 
FY12. ~emptjng any part of government from being reviewed for efti~iencies iS a luxury that property taxpayers 
cannot' afford. 

The Minimum Budget Requirement must be elimiDated for FY l0-.1.1·to' ~ow municipalities to find savings for their 
property taxpay!'fl. Every commilil_ity in Connecticut spends more on K-12 public education than they receive from 
the State. 

An altemati\'e, during these perilous. economic times, would be to require that m~cipalitie~ continue· to spend m,ore 
on ·education than they receive from the State. · 

In addition, as was already·~one.for.this year (PA 09-1, June 19 Sp~cial Session, Section 19), municipalities should 
again be allowed to amend approved budge~ to account for federal ARRA fimds being paid directly to boards of 
education. Otherwise some boardS will receive 114% of what is allocated by the town because th~ must finalize their 
own bud~ets before knowing what state grant distributions Will be and how much they will rec~ive. 

###### 

If you have any questions,·please con~t Kachina Walsh-Weaver, Senior Legislative Associate ofCCM 
via email kweaver@ccm-ct.org or via phone (203) 498-3026. · 
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TESTIMONY 
of the 

CONNECTICUT CONFERENCE OF-MUNICIPALITIES 
to the · 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
March 1_5; 2010 

. -

..... oq.•: 

C~ is Connecticut's stateWide associa,tion oftowns and· cities_ and the voice oflocal-govemment - your dll. :.111 
partners in goveriling_ Connecticut. Our members represent over 93% of Connecticut's population: We .J:f!2a!::!D 
appreciate this oppo~ty to provide testimony to you on issues of concern to towns and cities. 

CCM opposes Raised Hous~ Bill 5493 "An Aci Concerning Strategic Pllln,.ing in State Education Policy 
and Charter School Funding"~ • · 

. -

Among other things, . this bill would take needed education funding from local and regional bo!U'Cis _of 
education by reallocating .funding to state charter schools in amounts mul~plied by the number of students 
attending from local districts. 

There is. a false asS1,111lption that the absence of oile student from a school results in a ~uction in costs for 
that schooi.district equal to tha,t st\ldent's per pupil expenditure. this is not at all accurate- school buildings 
still must be operated and mairitained; school buses must still nin the~ routes; the same classes must still be 

. offered for'the remaining students; and the overall administration of the district continues to caro- the same 
bUrden. · 

In good fiscal times such a p~posal would damage public schools_. In today's fiscal.environment it would be 
devastating. It is important to remember that "state charter schools" ate created ·and implemented tbrough a 
process that local school dis_tricts do not govern. Allowing the~e entities to be created ~d ·then reducing 
education funding to towns and cities to pay for them is creating yet a,nother unfunded state mandate on 
local governments. -Please remeinb.er that. the Education ~ost Shiuing grant has been "flat funded" for the 
current and next fiscal years and the_formula has never been.fully ~plemented. The State's share ofK-12 

. public edu~tion costs is at '36.8%, the lowest in over a: quartet-century. Even worse, in FY 2012 federal 
stabilization money will be .gone and the State will find itself $271 million beiow even that level. There has 
never been. a single year increase of $271 million in ECS "funding, wliich would be nece~sary in, FY 11-12 
just to keep. funding at FY 08-09 levels:· 

Towns and cities hav.e also recently .suffered a "$100 million cut in state aid in this biennium; the State is 
cUITently grappling wi.th a $500-$700 lnlllion current year deficit; and, in excess of a. $3-billion "deficit 
faces·us in the out" years. Other areas 9f State education funding in Connecticut are also falling well .behind 
the need: · · 
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Dear Andrew and Marilyn, 

As you are aw.are, ~aised Bill 5490 which has .been referred to the Education .Committee 
proposes to add an.aniendm:ent to Section l(d) to allow municipalities to reduce the.MBR 
threShold by a d~strict's deere~ in enrollm~t calculated at $2000. per student. Thus, if a 
distric~'s enroiiJ:nentd~clliiedby SO students, $100,000. would be-used in the calculation 
to further reduc~ the MBR requirement." 

This is an irrational pJ:emise that a decline in student CJ.lWilment would result in the 
reduction ofexperises. Typically~ when enrollment declines itis across many grades, it is 
not at one or two grade levels whereas teachers from that grade level are eliminated. 
School distric~ presently reallocate st~ffbased on student enrollment and -when feasible 
redu~e personnel as wamnted. Furthermore, as you are aware, the ARRA BGS ~ding 
component has ·already hnpacted the 2009,;,201 P MBR threshol~ byreducing it the 
amount calculated at the 14% reimbursement to Boards of Education. 

From my perspective"; this is another unfoun_ded attempt to further reduce already austere 
school budgets that are not meeting the· needs of our children. 
This proposed Bill is'not go_od for kids and I urge you· to advocate for the resources 
needed for our children. · 

Sincerely~ 

Anthony J. Bivona . 
. Superintendent of Brookfield Public Schools 
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Smte Capiro~ Room 110 
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. Td. (860) 240-0511 
LeBeau@senatedems.ct.gov 
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~tat£ of ctonn£cticnt 

SENATE . 

th . 
March 15. , ~010 

Senate Co--Chair Thomas Gaffey 
House Co--Chait Representative Andrew Fleischmann 
Education Committee- · 
300 Capitol Avenue 
Hartford. CT 06106 · 

DEPV'IT PREsiDENT Pao TEMPORE 

· Chair 
Commerce Com~ttee 

Mnnlm-
Finana:, Revenue. lie· Bonding Committee 
~ative Management Committee 

TransponatiC?n.Commiaee 

Dear Chairs, Vice~· Ranking Members and Membez:s of the Education Committee: 

Testimony in Support,. ot JIB:-.54.90 .. An Act Concemibg the Mimmw:iJ Budget 
Requirement. . 

. . 
GOod afternoon, I want to tbarik Co-Chairs Gaffey and Fleischmann, Vice Chaks Fonfara 
and Reyp.olds, Ranking Meinbers Caligiuri arid Giuliano, as well as "distinguish~ 
nu;mbers of the . Education Committee for ·the opportunity to testify on behalf of 
HB-5490, An Act Concerning the Minimum Budget ~quirement. 

This legislation fixes inequities in education fundiri.g and assists in restoring fairness tp 
East Hartford and other communities in our ·state. · 

These goals are accomplished by allowing school disnicts whose student population has 
. · declined to ~uce budgeted appropriations for edu.cation purposes of the minimum 
budge~ requiremen~. Furthez:, the legWa,pon fixes ~ problem with the equalization aid 
grant for. East Hartford 

Thank .you again for you affording me the opportunity to speak before the Committee on 
this matter and in advance for your consideration of this important legislation. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/<i~; £! !L__ 
Gary LeBeau · 
State Senator, 3rd District 
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Subject: TESTI_MONY RE: HB 5490- AN Acr CONCERNING THE MINIMUM BUDGET 
REQUIREMENT -

Dear Chris, 

I would very much appreciate this testimony being presented to the education committee. 

Re: Bill5490, 

As First-Selectman Of Eastford CT I would request that you· relay a few points concerning Bill 
.-5490, and MB~ in partic;ular to the comf!1ittee. Eastford is a.s~all rural town of 1,800 persons . 
with an·annual budgetof 4.8 ·million, 7 4% of Which is the BOE: bUdget -Without effecting education 
programs, significant sWings in th~ ~OE budget are frequent because of varying numbers of high 
.school stu~ents attending our designated high school, Woocfstock Academy in any given year, 
special education costs swings, and other factors., There Is no leveling effect in a budget this 
small. The effect of the preceding without room for adj!Jstment may easily account for 5-10% of · 
the education budget in any given ·year . .MBR requirements force an almost unbearable burden 
on the town· side of ttl~ budget which must try to adjust for this, plus rising cost, plus reductions in 

. state revenL!e, plus addilional"ma·ndates, Oudge of probate~ etc.), all in only 25% of the budget . 
Eastford has four full·time employees on the town side. The MBR requirements effect will' be a 
basically unfunded.PWs depa~ent, I"QB~ p,:Ogram, and il1frastructure. -

Basically what I. am trying to convey is that while I believe ltle original intent of not allOWing an 
increase in ECS funding to be used to effeetively lower tuces; although practically easy for 
disingenuou·s people to circumvent, was not ill intentioned.' HOWEVER, -
IT IS FISCALLY IRRESPON~IBLE-FOR THE STATE TO MANDATE EDUCATION 
EXPENDITURES WHILE REDUCING 'REVENUES, WHICH .WE ALL KNOW WILL BE A FACT 
OF LIFE IN THE UPCOMING BUDGETS. . I 

We CAN fairly and equitably manage our ·own budgets at the local level if we are simply allowed 
to do so: 

The current mitigation language in the proposed_ bill is woefully narrow· and almost insignifiCant. 

PLEASE- REPEAL THE Ma.R. REQUIREMENT IMMEDIATELY~ET US DO OUR JOBS. 

A sincere thank~you; 

Allan E. Platt 
First Selectman 
Eastford, CT 
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