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Note: This document is intended to serve as an independent analysis of the education 
funding formula contained in the	bipartisan budget proposal (also known S.B. 1502) put 
forth by legislative leaders on October 25. As the formula included in this proposal is first 
implemented in fiscal year 2019, the FY 2019 formula is analyzed here. In a separate 
document, the Connecticut School Finance Project has compared this formula, and 
the FY 2018 education funding in this budget proposal, to other budget proposals and 
provided town-by-town runs of selected grants. All documents are available at 
ctschoolfinance.org/formula-analyses. 
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Formula OverviewA 
S.B. 1502, the budget negotiated by bipartisan legislative leadership and released on 
October 25, 2017, contains a student-based, weighted funding formula, which includes 
a foundation amount, multiple weights for students with additional learning needs, and 
a state-share mechanism to equitably distribute state education dollars based on a 
town’s ability to pay.B The proposed formula only applies to local and regional school 
districts and does not change the 10 other formulas currently used to fund other types 
of public schools in Connecticut.  
 
Cost 
The formula proposed by bipartisan legislative leadership would cost an additional $380 
million over fiscal year 2017 Education Cost Sharing (ECS) grant levels when fully phased 
in. The proposal also increases special education funding by $6.6 million, for a total 
increase of $387 million by FY 2028. This figure does not include state funding for the 
Connecticut Technical High School System, magnet schools, vocational agricultural 
schools, state charter schools, local charter schools, or Open Choice. It also does not 
include payments made by the State to the Connecticut Teachers’ Retirement System 
(TRS) or State contributions to school construction. 
 
Inclusion 
This proposed funding formula is not inclusive of all public school types, as no schools of 
choice are included. This means that under this proposal, there will continue to be 11 
different funding formulas for different types of public schools. 
 
Foundation 
In a funding formula, the foundation amount is intended to represent the estimated 
cost of educating a Connecticut general education student who does not have any 
additional learning needs. The formula proposed in S.B. 1502 includes a foundation 
amount of $11,525 per pupil, which is the same foundation amount as the current ECS 
formula. The formula appears to “incorporate” the State’s share of general special 
education funding into the foundation amount. This foundation amount is not derived 
using verifiable education expenditure data but is based on historical foundation 
amounts.1 However, according to analysis by the Connecticut School Finance Project, 
a foundation amount of $11,525 is within a range of reasonable foundation amounts, 
accounting for the inclusion of special education aid, based on verifiable data (see 
Appendix A). 
 
Weights 
The formula proposed in S.B. 1502 includes three “need-student” weights, which 
increase the per-student allocation for students with additional learning needs. The 
revised proposal includes a low-income student weight of 0.30, which increases the 
foundation amount by 30 percent for students who live in low-income households as 

																																																													
A Unless otherwise cited, all formula specifications and data are retrieved from:  
S.B. 1502, June 2017 Special Session, Gen. Assembly. (Ct. 2017). 
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2017/TOB/s/pdf/2017SB-01502-R00-SB.pdf   
B This document analyzes the school funding formula contained in S.B. 1502. Please note that under S.B. 
1502 the formula would not begin to be phased in until FY 2019. In FY 2018, districts would receive block 
grants based on their FY 2017 grant amounts.  
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measured by eligibility for the free and reduced price meals program of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, known in Connecticut as free and reduced price lunch 
(FRPL). This is the method used in the current ECS formula to count low-income students, 
although recent changes to the USDA program have made this method of counting 
low-income students significantly less reliable.2,3,4 

 
The proposed formula also contains a concentrated poverty weight, which increases 
the per-student allocation for low-income students who live in districts with high 
concentrations of low-income students. The concentrated poverty weight is 0.05, which 
increases the foundation amount for low-income students an additional five percent, 
for a total of 35 percent for those low-income students residing in districts with 
concentrations of low-income students of over 75 percent of district enrollment. The 
current ECS formula does not include a concentrated poverty weight.  
 
The formula proposed in S.B. 1502 includes a weight of 0.15 for English Learners, which 
increases the foundation amount by 15 percent for students who are identified as 
needing to acquire additional English-language skills. The current ECS formula does not 
include a weight for EL students. 
 
State/Local Share Mechanism 
The formula proposed in S.B. 1502 contains an equity metric to distribute state 
education dollars, where the lowest-wealth towns receive the most state education 
aid. In the proposed formula, a given town’s ability to raise money to support its public 
schools is determined by a property wealth factor of 70 percent and an income wealth 
factor of 30 percent, where the current ECS formula contains a property wealth factor 
of 90 percent and an income wealth factor of 10 percent. Town property wealth is 
determined using a town’s Equalized Net Grand List per Capita (ENGLPC), compared 
to the state median town ENGLPC, as calculated annually by Connecticut’s Office of 
Policy and Management (OPM). Town income wealth is determined using a town’s 
Median Household Income (MHI), compared to the state median town MHI, as 
calculated by the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey.  
 
Alliance Districts have a minimum aid ratio of 10 percent. For non-Alliance Districts, the 
minimum aid ratio is one percent. Notably, under this plan, both the original and 
updated lists of Alliance Districts are used, resulting in a total of 33 Alliance Districts (see 
Appendix B). The proposed formula uses a Statewide Guaranteed Wealth Level, or 
threshold factor, of 1.35.  
 
Furthermore, the formula adds additional funding of three to six percent for 
communities that have a Public Investment Communities (PIC) index score of over 300. 
The PIC index is published annually by the OPM.5 The five towns with the highest PIC 
score will receive an additional six percent, the next five towns will receive an 
additional five percent, the next five an additional four percent, and the remaining four 
towns with PIC scores over 300 will receive an additional three percent. 
 
Special Education 
The formula proposed in S.B. 1502 does not disentangle special education funding from 
the ECS grant, and instead leaves state aid for special education “incorporated” into 
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the foundation amount. Approximately 22 percent of the foundation amount is 
considered to be attributable to special education.6  
 
The proposed formula maintains partial reimbursement for students whose programs of 
special education are associated with extraordinary costs through the Excess Cost 
grant. The proposal includes a $7 million increase to the Excess Cost grant in FY 2018 
and a $6.6 million increase in FY 2019. However, this increase is not enough to ensure 
compliance with the federal Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act (IDEA) 
maintenance of support (MOS) requirement, which requires the State maintain at least 
its current level of funding for special education.7 The combined special education 
funding through ECS and the Excess Cost grant is projected to fall short of the level 
required to fulfill the MOS requirement by $14.3 million in FY 2018 and $7.9 million in FY 
2019. The calculation used to derive this estimate can be found in Appendix C. 
 
Phase-in Plan 
Implementation of the formula proposed in S.B. 1502 would not begin until FY 2019, and 
would take an additional nine years to be fully phased in.C In towns for which the 
formula calculates an increase in aid over a town’s final ECS grant in FY 2017, increases 
in aid would be phased in at a rate of 4.1 percent in FY 2019. In FYs 2020-2027, increases 
in aid would be phased in at a rate of 10.66 percent per year. After FY 2028, each town 
would receive 100 percent of its grant, as calculated by the formula.  
 
In towns for which the formula calculates a decrease in aid, when compared to the 
town’s FY 2017 ECS grant, decreases would be phased out at a rate of 25 percent of 
the decrease in FY 2019. For FYs 2020 – 2027, decreases would be phased out at a rate 
of 8.33 percent of the formula decrease per year. In FY 2028, towns would receive only 
the amount calculated by the formula. However, Alliance Districts that would otherwise 
receive a decrease in aid are held harmless at FY 2017 final grant amounts. Notably, 
under this plan, both the original and updated lists of Alliance Districts are used, 
resulting in a total of 33 Alliance Districts (see Appendix B). 
 

 

  

 
  

																																																													
C S.B. 1502 does not contain a school funding formula for FY 2018. Instead, grants are calculated based on 
FY 2017 grant amounts. In FY 2018, all non-Alliance Districts receive a reduction in their ECS grant of five 
percent of their FY 2017 grant amount. Alliance Districts are held harmless to their FY 2017 grant amount. 
This is a total reduction in the ECS grant of $31.4 million in FY 2018. 



	 	 5 

	 	  

Table 1: Funding Formula Characteristics 

 
	
Table 2: Student Need Funding per Pupil  
This table calculates the minimum amount of funding from state and local sources that 
a school district would receive for a student who has different learning needs, based on 
the weights and foundation amount detailed in this funding formula. For example, the 
additional resources allocated for a low-income student in FY 2019, compared to a 
general education student, are determined by the foundation amount ($11,525) 
multiplied by the Income Need Weight (30%) = ($3,458). This is added to the foundation 
to yield the final funding amount for a low-income student. A district would therefore 
receive a minimum of $11,525 + $3,458 = $14,983 per low-income student.  
 

 
 
  

Funding Formula Characteristics 

Foundation Amount • $11,525 

Low-income Students 

• Weight: 0.3 
• Concentration Threshold: .75 
• Concentration Weight: .05 
• Identification Method:  Eligibility for free or reduced 

price lunch (FRPL) 
English Learner (EL) 

Weight 
• Weight: 0.15 
• Concentration Weight: 0 

How District Ability to Pay  
is Determined 

• 70% Property Wealth Factor 
• Determined by Equalized Net Grand List per 

Capita 
• 30% Income Wealth Factor 

• Determined by Median Household Income 

Types of Schools 
Included in the Formula 

• Local and regional boards of education – Yes 
• Charter Schools – No 
• Magnet Schools – No 
• RESCs – No 
• Vo-ag – No 

CTHSS – No 

Student Need 
Funding Per 

Student 
General Education (Non-need) Student $11,525 

Low-income Student $14,983 

Concentrated Low-income Student $15,559 

Low-income and English Learner $16,711 

English Learner $13,254 

Concentrated Low-income English Learner $17,288 
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Estimated Funding Per Pupil 
Table 3: Estimated ECS Funding per Pupil for Towns 
This table displays the estimated ECS funding per pupil by town provided under this 
funding formula. As this formula is first implemented in FY 2019, FY 2019 is the first year 
detailed. The fully-funded grant amounts per pupil are also included, and are 
scheduled for FY 2028 according to the phase-in schedule. This amount does not 
include any other estimated state, local, federal, tuition, or other funding provided to a 
town to educate students. Proposed increases are highlighted in green, while proposed 
decreases are highlighted in red. Funding that is proposed to remain the same is 
highlighted in yellow. The methodology for these estimates can be found at the end of 
this document. 
 

Town 
FY17 ECS  
Per Pupil8 

FY19 Estimated  
ECS Per Pupil 

Fully-Funded 
Estimated  

ECS Per Pupil 
(FY28) 

Andover $5,013 $4,665 $3,621 
Ansonia $6,499 $6,609 $9,179 
Ashford $6,995 $6,548 $5,207 
Avon $221 $195 $117 
Barkhamsted $3,072 $3,075 $3,155 
Beacon Falls $4,650 $4,573 $4,341 
Berlin $2,166 $2,137 $2,051 
Bethany $2,522 $2,381 $1,957 
Bethel $2,742 $2,728 $2,686 
Bethlehem $3,765 $3,387 $2,251 
Bloomfield $2,667 $2,703 $3,542 
Bolton $3,951 $3,781 $3,270 
Bozrah $3,939 $3,953 $4,269 
Branford $729 $760 $1,481 
Bridgeport $8,582 $8,637 $9,914 
Bridgewater $188 $190 $215 
Bristol $5,385 $5,440 $6,743 
Brookfield $521 $421 $119 
Brooklyn $5,819 $5,828 $6,033 
Burlington $2,741 $2,613 $2,230 
Canaan $1,621 $1,368 $606 
Canterbury $7,261 $6,659 $4,852 
Canton $2,086 $2,077 $2,052 
Chaplin $6,896 $6,480 $5,230 
Cheshire $2,175 $2,148 $2,067 
Chester $1,527 $1,576 $2,730 
Clinton $3,495 $3,165 $2,175 
Colchester $5,094 $4,800 $3,919 
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Town 
FY17 ECS  
Per Pupil8 

FY19 Estimated  
ECS Per Pupil 

Fully-Funded 
Estimated  

ECS Per Pupil 
(FY28) 

Colebrook $2,657 $2,472 $1,916 
Columbia $3,589 $3,417 $2,902 
Cornwall $60 $63 $133 
Coventry $5,137 $4,837 $3,937 
Cromwell $2,227 $2,266 $3,178 
Danbury $2,814 $2,902 $4,949 
Darien $85 $86 $116 
Deep River $2,729 $2,739 $2,967 
Derby $5,144 $5,271 $8,222 
Durham $3,339 $2,937 $1,732 
Eastford $5,834 $5,394 $4,073 
East Granby $1,617 $1,638 $2,125 
East Haddam $3,460 $3,372 $3,109 
East Hampton $3,821 $3,627 $3,045 
East Hartford $6,159 $6,255 $8,494 
East Haven $5,665 $5,698 $6,473 
East Lyme $2,620 $2,483 $2,074 
Easton $133 $132 $127 
East Windsor $4,981 $4,981 $4,981 
Ellington $3,550 $3,557 $3,714 
Enfield $5,131 $5,161 $5,873 
Essex $135 $135 $144 
Fairfield $108 $109 $119 
Farmington $271 $233 $119 
Franklin $3,697 $3,343 $2,280 
Glastonbury $1,086 $1,014 $799 
Goshen $233 $230 $222 
Granby $3,001 $2,980 $2,918 
Greenwich $16 $20 $121 
Griswold $6,211 $6,232 $6,724 
Groton $5,213 $5,213 $5,213 
Guilford $797 $628 $119 
Haddam $1,553 $1,570 $1,973 
Hamden $4,246 $4,320 $6,054 
Hampton $7,601 $6,998 $5,190 
Hartford $9,395 $9,475 $11,353 
Hartland $4,924 $4,384 $2,764 
Harwinton $3,329 $3,135 $2,556 
Hebron $4,328 $4,064 $3,274 
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Town 
FY17 ECS  
Per Pupil8 

FY19 Estimated  
ECS Per Pupil 

Fully-Funded 
Estimated  

ECS Per Pupil 
(FY28) 

Kent $89 $90 $128 
Killingly $6,624 $6,624 $6,624 
Killingworth $2,458 $2,110 $1,065 
Lebanon $5,542 $5,068 $3,646 
Ledyard $5,123 $4,974 $4,527 
Lisbon $6,232 $5,577 $3,610 
Litchfield $1,547 $1,439 $1,116 
Lyme $223 $222 $219 
Madison $152 $143 $117 
Manchester $4,609 $4,672 $6,153 
Mansfield $5,491 $5,380 $5,046 
Marlborough $2,918 $2,746 $2,229 
Meriden $6,847 $6,927 $8,792 
Middlebury $709 $686 $618 
Middlefield $3,451 $3,280 $2,770 
Middletown $3,919 $3,999 $5,877 
Milford $1,808 $1,676 $1,279 
Monroe $1,970 $1,744 $1,068 
Montville $5,308 $5,331 $5,875 
Morris $328 $311 $261 
Naugatuck $6,691 $6,745 $8,010 
New Britain $7,593 $7,729 $10,895 
New Canaan $79 $80 $115 
New Fairfield $1,870 $1,687 $1,141 
New Hartford $3,104 $3,057 $2,917 
New Haven $7,976 $8,028 $9,229 
Newington $3,073 $3,101 $3,758 
New London $7,047 $7,171 $10,075 
New Milford $2,865 $2,788 $2,557 
Newtown $1,076 $1,046 $955 
Norfolk $136 $136 $144 
North Branford $4,239 $3,995 $3,261 
North Canaan $5,147 $4,847 $3,948 
North Haven $1,196 $1,214 $1,625 
North Stonington $3,716 $3,496 $2,835 
Norwalk $961 $977 $1,353 
Norwich $6,797 $6,892 $9,095 
Old Lyme $234 $230 $217 
Old Saybrook $94 $96 $123 
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Town 
FY17 ECS  
Per Pupil8 

FY19 Estimated  
ECS Per Pupil 

Fully-Funded 
Estimated  

ECS Per Pupil 
(FY28) 

Orange $662 $532 $140 
Oxford $2,245 $1,989 $1,219 
Plainfield $6,787 $6,748 $6,631 
Plainville $4,312 $4,354 $5,341 
Plymouth $5,926 $5,941 $6,296 
Pomfret $5,142 $4,797 $3,761 
Portland $3,149 $3,174 $3,761 
Preston $4,653 $4,633 $4,571 
Prospect $3,850 $3,654 $3,065 
Putnam $7,265 $7,265 $7,265 
Redding $126 $126 $128 
Ridgefield $115 $115 $116 
Rocky Hill $1,536 $1,585 $2,739 
Roxbury $151 $154 $216 
Salem $4,848 $4,384 $2,989 
Salisbury $32 $36 $128 
Scotland $7,223 $6,768 $5,403 
Seymour $4,440 $4,457 $4,864 
Sharon $47 $51 $135 
Shelton $1,164 $1,186 $1,685 
Sherman $98 $99 $118 
Simsbury $1,452 $1,460 $1,651 
Somers $4,139 $4,075 $3,881 
Southbury $1,363 $1,397 $2,197 
Southington $3,062 $3,080 $3,512 
South Windsor $2,945 $2,802 $2,373 
Sprague $5,704 $5,765 $7,187 
Stafford $6,227 $6,188 $6,070 
Stamford $685 $713 $1,359 
Sterling $5,758 $5,784 $6,388 
Stonington $753 $595 $121 
Stratford $2,995 $3,057 $4,496 
Suffield $2,826 $2,836 $3,086 
Thomaston $5,608 $5,503 $5,187 
Thompson $7,217 $7,217 $7,217 
Tolland $4,126 $3,790 $2,783 
Torrington $5,528 $5,610 $7,526 
Trumbull $519 $419 $119 
Union $2,372 $2,359 $2,319 



	 	 10 

	 	  

Town 
FY17 ECS  
Per Pupil8 

FY19 Estimated  
ECS Per Pupil 

Fully-Funded 
Estimated  

ECS Per Pupil 
(FY28) 

Vernon $5,450 $5,496 $6,566 
Voluntown $6,605 $6,127 $4,695 
Wallingford $3,537 $3,483 $3,319 
Warren $209 $210 $218 
Washington $170 $172 $221 
Waterbury $7,210 $7,347 $10,559 
Waterford $110 $111 $123 
Watertown $4,196 $4,199 $4,265 
Westbrook $91 $93 $123 
West Hartford $2,084 $2,104 $2,551 
West Haven $6,477 $6,567 $8,674 
Weston $112 $113 $116 
Westport $83 $84 $117 
Wethersfield $2,409 $2,475 $4,022 
Willington $5,559 $5,374 $4,820 
Wilton $113 $114 $116 
Winchester $6,957 $6,957 $6,957 
Windham $8,109 $8,233 $11,143 
Windsor $3,081 $3,081 $3,081 
Windsor Locks $3,131 $3,148 $3,530 
Wolcott $5,393 $5,113 $4,272 
Woodbridge $444 $368 $139 
Woodbury $1,082 $1,115 $1,873 
Woodstock $4,281 $4,179 $3,874 
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Formula Equity Analysis 
 
Chart 1: Estimated Distribution of Calculated State Aid Ratio 
This chart displays the calculated state aid ratio for each town under this proposed 
funding formula. The state aid ratio is the formula component that determines the 
percentage responsibility of the State in funding students in each town. Under this 
formula, the Statewide Guaranteed Wealth Level, or threshold factor, is 1.35. Towns with 
lower wealth will have larger aid ratios, while towns with higher wealth will have smaller 
aid ratios. Each dot on the graph represents one town. 
 

 
 

• 36 towns are estimated to receive 1 percent aid under this ratio, which is the 
minimum aid ratio. 

• Mean aid ratio is estimated to be 26.5 percent, while the median aid ratio is 24.4 
percent. 

• 23 towns are estimated to receive greater than 50 percent aid under this ratio. 
• New Britain (81.8 percent) and Hartford (82.9 percent) are estimated to receive 

the largest aid ratio under this formula. 
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Chart 2: Estimated Average State Funding per Pupil by FRPL Subgroup 
This chart displays the relationship between the level of need in a town, as measured by 
the percentage of a town’s students eligible for free and reduced price lunch, and the 
state funding per pupil in FY 2019 allocated to that town under this proposed formula.9 
Each bar represents the towns that fall within a certain level of need. For example, the 
“30-40%” bar represents the average grant funding per pupil for all towns with FRPL 
percentages between 30 and 40 percent. An equitable formula will provide more 
resources per student to districts with more need.  

 
 

 

• Generally, estimated funding per pupil is distributed in an equitable manner. 
• All subgroups are estimated to receive more than $1,000 per student on 

average.  
• Highest-need subgroups receive the largest estimated funding per pupil. 
• $6,950 difference in average per-pupil state funding from highest-need to lowest-

need subgroup. 
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Chart 3: Estimated Average Change in ECS per Pupil by FRPL Subgroup 
This chart displays the relationship between the level of need in a town, as measured by 
the percentage of a town’s students eligible for free and reduced price lunch, and the 
change in ECS funding per pupil allocated to that town in FY 2019 under the proposed 
formula.10 Current ECS funding is defined as FY 2017 ECS grants with rescissions.11 Each 
bar represents the towns that fall within a certain level of need. For example, the “30-
40%” bar represents the average ECS funding per pupil for all towns with FRPL between 
30 and 40 percent. An equitable formula will provide more resources per student to 
districts with more need, but depending on the previous distribution of aid, the change 
in state aid per pupil may not be equitable.  
 

 
 

• Generally, the estimated average change in state funding per pupil is distributed 
in an equitable manner. 

• Highest-need subgroups are estimated to receive the only increases in average 
state funding per pupil. 

• Lowest-need subgroups are estimated to receive decreases in average state 
funding per pupil. 
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Chart 4: Relationship between Estimated State Funding per Pupil and Per Capita Income 
This chart displays the relationship between a town’s estimated state funding per 
student in FY 2019 under the proposed formula and the town’s per capita income.12 
Each dot on the graph represents one town. In an equitable funding formula, towns 
with high per capita incomes would receive less state funding per student than towns 
with low per capita incomes.  
 

 
• Estimated FY 2019 ECS funding per pupil is negatively correlated with per capita 

income. 
• There appears to be a strong linear relationship between ECS funding per pupil 

and per capita income. 
• Towns with high per capita incomes generally are projected to receive less ECS 

per student than towns with low per capita incomes.  
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Estimation Methodology 
The per-pupil grants were calculated by dividing the grant amounts provided in the 
budget proposed by bipartisan legislative leadership by town resident student counts. 
As school choice programs are not included in this formula, specific grant amounts for 
these local education agencies have not been calculated. For more information on 
these estimates, please contact info@ctschoolfinance.org. 
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Appendix A: Foundation Amount 
The following foundation estimate is a performance adjusted foundation based on 
state-level expenditures. It is derived by calculating an average of total state per-pupil 
expenditures on core instructional cost categories for states performing well on the 2013 
National Assessment of Educational Progress.13 Expenditure data is adjusted to 
Connecticut cost-of-living and inflation from 2013-2017.14 Calculation of the relative 
performance of each state includes adjustments for factors such as poverty, English 
proficiency, race and ethnicity, and special education to ensure apples-to-apples 
comparisons between state performance levels.15 
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Appendix B: Alliance District List 
 
Ansonia Hartford Putnam 
Bloomfield Killingly Stamford 
Bridgeport Manchester Thompson 
Bristol Meriden Torrington 
Danbury Middletown Vernon 
Derby Naugatuck Waterbury 
East Hartford New Britain West Haven 
East Haven New Haven Winchester 
East Windsor New London Windham 
Groton Norwalk Windsor 
Hamden Norwich Windsor Locks 

  



	 	 18 

	 	  

Appendix C: Estimated State Special Education Funding Gap 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Funding FY17 Appropriation 
FY18  
LCO No. 10450 
(October 25) 

FY19  
LCO No. 10450 
(October 25) 

 
 
Education Cost Sharing 

 
 
$2,037,587,120 $1,986,183,701 $2,017,131,405 

    
Portion of ECS attributable to 
Special Education (22%) 

$448,269,166 $436,960,414  $443,768,909  

 
Additional Required State 
Funding per IDEA 
Maintenance of Support 

 
$10,000,000   

 
Excess Cost - Student Based $135,555,731 $142,542,860  $142,119,782  
 
    

Total Special Education 
Funding 

$593,824,897 $579,503,274  $585,888,691  

   
 

Estimated Funding  
Gap over FY17  

($14,321,623) ($7,936,206) 
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