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Summary of Major Areas of Focus 

 

 ECS Funding 

o Halting additional cuts or other harms to ECS funding is priority number 

one for Danbury. 

 Mandates 

o No further trickle-down mandates and cost cuts that require the 

municipality or board of education to pick up the slack.  

o Example the TEAM (Teacher Mentoring program) 

o TEAM is a teacher induction program. 

o TEAM now costs Danbury over $80,000 in additional resources, because 

state funding cuts required BOE funding. 

o Monitor seat belt proposal for School busses 

 Special Education Costs 

o Including, but not limited to, SPED insurance programs; specific details on 

how the program will be implemented, and who will run such program 

o Transient populations moving Danbury district without sending funding for 

education 

 Construction 

o Reimbursement rates for expansion of modules at schools with rising 

student populations  

 City Grant’s  

o Grants that can be used to supplement Municipal cost and programs the 

city is required to run  

o Looking for any additional funding after budget cuts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1 

STATE BUDGET 

 

Support: 

 

The Danbury Public Schools have not regained the resources for students they lost 

due to many years of inadequate state funding for education; years during which those 

districts incurred cost increases of approximately 3%. This is true despite the fact that 

prior to school year 2016-17 nearly every municipality in Connecticut received a slight 

increase in its Education Cost Sharing (ECS) Grant for three continuous years.  

 

The result for Danbury has been a gradual decrease in the scope of educational 

programs offered to Danbury’s children and, in some cases, a decrease in the quality 

of these programs. 

 

Connecticut needs a new K-12 funding formula now because: 

• There is no unified and consistent funding system that provides 

resources for every child enrolled in a Connecticut public school. 

Connecticut currently uses more than 10 different funding formulas to 

fund public schools. 

• Currently, funding for districts and schools is not allocated according to student needs. 

• The foundation for school funding is not grounded in the actual cost of 

educating a child. 

 

The state has reduced municipal and education funds and grants and is seeking to shift 

the burden of education funding to local districts and municipalities. This is particularly 

disruptive when these cuts are made after the start of the school year and then result in 

greater cumulative impact on districts requiring larger cuts than would have been 

necessary. For example: Budget reductions made after the start of the school year 

require many districts to laying off staff and incur the expense of unemployment 

benefits.  

 

Districts plan appropriately by not filling vacant positions as opposed to filling positions and 

then laying off staff with unemployment benefits. 

 
Recommendations: 
 

Establish a new school funding formula that reflects the core values of: Equity, Innovation, 
Coherence, Transparency, Fairness and Accountability that are research based that has been, or 
can be, vetted or verified. 

 

Sustain and grow forthcoming Alliance funding in relation to the above formula. 

 

Discontinue the trend of reducing municipal and education funds and grants, particularly after the 
start of the school year, and require ECS funding to be established no later than the end of the 
legislative session. 

 

 



UNFUNDED MANDATES 

 

Over several years the state government has imposed many mandates on school 

districts. Some of those mandates are directly related to the mission of public 

education and many of them are not. All mandates not directly related to the mission 

of the public schools have constituted a considerable mission creep that has diverted 

staff time, attention and financial resources and hampered district efforts to 

accomplish their basic mission. For example, public schools are required to provide 

transportation services for students in nonpublic schools to the same level of service 

they provide for in-district public schools. 

 

The state government: 

• estimates the cost of mandates and almost always either grossly 

underestimates the local cost or does not consider the local cost at. For 

example, the requirement to include an administrator at each PPT 

meeting, the Medicaid mandate that actually increases overall costs to 

some districts, and additional professional development time for certified 

and non-certified staff (e.g., dyslexia, PMT and DCF). 

• Unpredictable cost for special education throughout the school year due to 

students moving in and out of district (the no-nexus DCF students). 

• sets unrealistic deadlines for districts to meet mandates. 

• creates mandates that have, in no instance, been allocated sufficient 

state funds to cover the entire cost. Partially unfunded mandates have 

now become the norm. 

 

Unfunded mandates, such as the lack of funding for the TEAM mentoring program 

for new teachers, now constitute a major impediment for school districts as they 

strive to transform themselves to meet the expectation that all children will leave 

public education prepared to continue learning what they need to know and be able 

to do to live productive lives and be effective citizens in our democracy. 

 

Recommendations: 

 

Danbury also strongly urges the state government to refrain from imposing any additional 
mandates upon us until the present mandate structure has been studied and reformed. 

 

Danbury supports the Medicaid mandate only if profitable to a district. For cost savings and 
efficiency, allow districts to combine efforts and use a third party for billing. 

 

Danbury also requests that state government establish a process for considering new mandates 
that includes district representation in exploration committees, sunsetting mandates when 
funding is eliminated, and conducting a cost analysis to determine fiscal impact on local districts. 

 
 
  



SPECIAL EDUCATION 

 

Children with special educational needs should have those needs effectively 

accommodated in public schools. School districts across Connecticut routinely make 

every effort to accommodate these needs but are hindered by four factors: financial, 

regulatory, statutory, and interagency responsibility. 

 

FINANCIAL 

1. Inadequate financial support. There is inadequate financial support at both the 

federal and state levels. The federal government has failed to meet its goal to 

fund 40% of the cost, and the state government has eliminated a general 

special education grant for local districts while underfunding the only 

remaining grant designed to provide districts financial relief. 

2. Budgetary Planning. Every child with special needs has a legal right to have 

those needs met. Many times, costs associated with these needs are 

unpredictable and unanticipated and emerge after the approval of budgets. 

Given the number of children in any one district and the costs of meeting 

their needs, current financial structures constrain the ability of local districts 

to estimate special education costs in their annual budget cycles. 

REGULATORY 

Burden of Proof. Current regulations require the automatic placement of 

burden of proof on local school districts when parents and districts disagree 

on the appropriate program for a child regardless of who brings the matter to 

due process. This places an undue burden on districts. The United States 

Supreme Court has ruled that the burden of proof in special education due 

process cases can be assigned to the party that brings the case forward. 

STATUTORY 

Current state legislation allows parents to unilaterally arrange for an 

evaluation of their children at district expense. 

INTERAGENCY RESPONSIBILITY 

Efforts are being made by the Department of Children and Families (DCF) to 

require districts to pay for residential costs, as well as educational costs, 

associated with placements of children for whom DCF has responsibility. 

Currently, DCF pays for these residential costs, most recently determined to 

be approximately $6.5 million annually. 

 

Recommendations: 

 

Remove the funding cap on the Special Education Excess Cost Grant, and redefine excess cost 
to be three times a district’s per pupil expenditure. 

 

Assign the burden of proof in special education due process cases to the party that brings the 
matter to due process, as is law in more than 90% of the other states. 

  



ALLIANCE DISTRICT FUNDS 

 

To varying extents, Alliance Districts face the challenge of local municipalities not 

providing sufficient funds for the basic operations of their school systems while having 

to use the Alliance District Grant to implement strategies aimed at increasing student 

achievement. Underfunded basic operations reduce or eliminate positive impacts that 

would be realized from the use of Alliance District Grant funds. For example, when 

districts are insufficiently funded, basic operations such as class size are adjusted 

upwards and student achievement is negatively impacted. 

 

This situation is a symptom of the fact that the Connecticut system for funding public 
education needs systemic reform. 

 

Recommendations: 
 

The Alliance District Program should continue to be fully funded in 2018-19. 

 

Sustain Alliance funding in relation to proposed new school funding formulas. 

 

Alliance Funds be sent directly to school districts rather than the general fund and that 

Alliance funds be prohibited from supplanting operating funds. 

. 
  



STUDENT DATA PRIVACY ACT 

 

The Student Data Privacy Act that was enacted by the state government in 

2016 seeks to protect confidential information regarding students; however, 

whose costs are unfeasible for individual school systems. 

 

While Danbury is supportive of student data privacy, the Student Data Privacy Act 

places an undue burden on our school district. We must then reallocate scarce 

resources away from vital areas, including student learning, to the implementation of 

the Student Data Privacy Act. 

 

Recommendations: 

 

We recommend a revision of the Student Data Privacy Act to require the maintenance of a single 
warehouse with an approved vendors /products list vetted by the CSDE. This warehouse should 
be accessible to every educator statewide and would eliminate duplication of effort and expended 
resources while helping to ensure adherence to student data privacy. 

 

Ensure the Connecticut Student Data Privacy Act conforms to federal standards while removing 
onerous provisions of the Act that are unfeasible for districts to implement. 


