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I. Introduction   
 
From the moment the Governor released his proposed budget on February 18 until the day he signed the final 
version as revised by the General Assembly on June 30, one message came through loud and clear: children need 
more of a voice in the political process. While a good third of Connecticut’s General Fund spending supports social, 
educational, and family assistance programs that benefit children, it is these very same programs that suffer 
disproportionately when budget deficits mandate cuts. Indeed over three-quarters of cuts in the final budget for 
Fiscal Year 2016 are to funding that supports Connecticut’s children and their families. These cuts, totaling $201.7 
million, are part of a larger proposal to close the State’s deficit of over $1 billion in the state fiscal year that began 
July 1, 2015 (FY1 2016). 
 
At the start of the budget season, Office of Policy and Management Secretary Ben Barnes stated that many parts of 
the budget cannot be touched as the expenditures are mandated by court orders or contractual agreements; as a 
result, he explained, a disproportionate share of budget cuts must come from “discretionary” line items, including 
those that fund services for children and families. But just as we must keep our promises to contractors, pensioners 
and lenders, so too must we maintain our promise to the next generation: that every child will be able to grow up 
healthy, safe, and with the opportunity to reach his or her full potential. While the final budget makes an effort to 
maintain investments in our next generation — including closing our budget shortfall with the adoption of some 
new revenues — overall, children and their families continue to foot more than their share of the state’s fiscal woes. 
 

In order to identify trends in state support for children and families, Connecticut Voices for Children created a 
“Children’s Budget”: a compilation of all major state investments in children, including programs that provide for 
the well-being of children and their families. The Children’s Budget allows us to assess appropriations over time, 
determine if the state has met its responsibility for investments in children and families, and compare cuts made to 
the “Children’s Budget” to those made in other line items. For the purposes of this analysis, unless otherwise noted, 
all funding comparisons are made to “current services” level — the level of funding required to maintain services at 
the level they were the previous year given routine changes, such as inflation and caseload adjustments.  
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For Fiscal Year 2016, the final budget cuts funding that will impact the safety, health, and education of 
Connecticut’s children, with a total reduction of $201.7 million (3.3% of the Children’s Budget) as compared to an 
overall decrease or cut of only 0.2% in the rest of General Fund spending. Significant cuts include: 
 

 $133.0 million from the State Department of Education (mostly from capping statutory formula grants to 
municipalities, which provide funding for critical education and education-related services); 

 $29.1 million from the HUSKY health insurance program for low-income children and families; 

 $20.7 million from higher education (the Board of Regents, University of Connecticut, and Office of Higher 
Education); and 

 $5.8 million from the Office of Early Childhood. 
 

These cuts in appropriations for the fiscal year that began July 1, 2015 are exacerbated by decisions on the revenue 
side of the state budget that decrease tax breaks for working families, including a delay in fully restoring 
Connecticut’s Earned Income Tax Credit, which provides targeted financial help to our lowest-income working 
parents. While some new revenues are included to close the deficit – notably, capping the corporate net operating 
loss tax credit at 50% of net income in any income year, and making the personal income tax more progressive – 
these changes do not outweigh the cumulative regressive impact of the overall revenue structure due to the deferral 
of the EITC restoration, an elimination of the sales tax exemption for clothing and footwear below $50, and 
changes to the Property Tax Credit. 
 
In short, as has too often been the case in recent years, the budget just adopted falls short of the investments 
necessary to support children and families and asks working families to shoulder much of the burden to address the 
state’s deficits. A fairer, more balanced approach would rely on more progressive revenue to not just preserve but 
expand important investments in children. 
 

II. The Children’s Budget 
 

While gross state investment in children and families grew from FY 2015 to FY 2016, that growth was not enough 
to keep up with inflation, caseload growth, and other routine changes.  Indeed the amount appropriated to 
programs supporting children and families in FY 16 fell by $201.7 million from current services levels.2 This amount 
represents a cut of 3.3% to the Children’s Budget, in contrast to the overall cut in funding for non-Children’s 
Budget programs of just 0.2%. Over half of the Children’s Budget decline comes from cuts to the State Department 
of Education ($133.0 million), with substantial cuts coming from funding for Medicaid/HUSKY A ($29.1 million), 
and higher education ($20.7 million). While the Children’s Budget comprises only a third of the General 
Fund, nearly ninety percent of all budget cuts in the final budget (87.7%) come from items in the 
Children’s Budget. 
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  FY 2016 Current 
Service 

Estimates 

FY 2016 
Appropriated3 

Change from 
Current 
Services  

Percent 
Change 

Young Children     
State Department of Education $3,209,426,866 $3,076,469,041 $132,957,825 -4.1%
Office of Early Childhood $277,262,440 $271,504,757 $5,757,683 -2.1%
Department of Children and Families $828,498,662 $823,134,632 $5,364,030 -0.6%
DSS Medicaid (HUSKY A)4 $805,459,200 $776,318,560 $29,140,640 -3.6%
DSS TANF $104,370,000 $103,169,575 $1,200,425 -1.2%
DSS HUSKY B (CHIP) $33,690,000 $33,690,000 $0 0.0%
DSS CT Children's Medical Center $15,579,200 $14,605,500 $973,700 -6.3%
DDS Early Intervention $39,186,804 $39,186,804 $0 0.0%
DDS Behavioral (Voluntary) Services $33,017,277 $29,895,908 $3,121,369 -9.5%
DOL Jobs First  $18,051,623 $17,751,623 $300,000 -1.7%
DPH School-Based Health Clinics $12,048,716 $11,747,498 $301,218 -2.5%

Youth      
Board of Regents  $353,813,840 $354,410,751 $596,911 0.2%
University of Connecticut $258,812,447 $240,031,389 $18,781,058 -7.3%
Office of Higher Education $47,178,537 $44,655,866 $2,522,671 -5.3%
DOL Workforce Investment Act $31,284,295 $32,104,008 $819,713 2.6%
DMHAS Young Adult Services $82,898,847 $80,206,667 $2,692,180 -3.2%
JUD Juvenile Alternative Incarceration $28,442,478 $28,442,478 $0 0.0%
JUD Youthful Offender Services $18,177,084 $18,177,084 $0 0.0%

Total Children’s Budget $6,197,198,316 $5,995,502,141 $201,696,175 -3.3%
General Fund $18,592,100,000 $18,362,169,386 $229,930,614 -1.2%
Non-Children's Budget $12,394,901,684 $12,366,667,245 $28,234,439 -0.2%

 
III. Revenues  
 

The final FY 2016 budget makes substantial changes on the revenue side of the balance sheet, including5 the 
following tax changes to current law (and their estimated FY 16 General Fund revenue gain and loss): 
 

● Increases the Hospital Net Revenue Tax rate to 6% from 5.5% (allowing the state to qualify for 
additional federal funding): $207.0 million 

● Caps corporations’ use of Net Operating Loss in calculating tax liabilities for any income year to 50% of 
net income: $156.3 million 

● Delays a transfer of resources from the General Fund to the Special Transportation Fund: $152.8 
million 

● Makes the personal income tax more progressive by (1) raising the existing top rate from 6.7% to 6.9% 
and (2) establishing a new top marginal rate of 6.99% for single filers with incomes over $500,000 and 
couples with incomes over $1 million: $151.5 million 

● Eliminates the sales tax exemption on clothing and footwear under $50: $136.8 million 
● Lowers the Property Tax Credit phase out threshold from $64,500 for individuals (or $100,500 for 

couples) to $49,500 for individuals (or $70,500 for couples); as well as reduces the credit from $300 to 
$200 in FY 17: $52.0 million 

● Maintains the 20% surcharge on corporation business taxes: $44.4 million 
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● Lowers – from 70% to 50.01% – the maximum percentage of corporate tax liability that can be reduced 
through tax credits: $42.5 million 

● Increases the cigarette tax by $0.25 to a total of $3.65 in FY 16 (and an additional $0.25 in FY 17 to a 
total of $3.90): $21.7 million 

● Requires mandatory combined reporting of corporate profits (effective 1/1/16): $14.9 million 
● Postpones full restoration of Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) to 30% from the current 27.5% of the 

federal EITC: $11 million 
● Increases the sales and use tax on luxury goods from 7% to 7.75%: $6.2 million 
● Limits use of tax credits to offset the Hospital Net Revenue Tax liability to 50.01%: $2.8 million 

 

The final budget also earmarks shares of the Sales and Use Tax revenues for both transportation (0.3% effective 
10/1/15, rising to 0.4% effective 10/1/16) and municipalities (0.3% effective 1/1/16, rising to 0.4% effective 
5/1/17), which reduce General Fund revenues – that could be used for other purposes – by a combined $264.3 
million in FY 16 and a total of $482.5 million in FY 17. In FY 18, the share of the Sales and Use Tax revenues 
earmarked for transportation and municipalities increases to 0.5% each. 
 
In total, the FY 16 budget includes $802.1 million in net new revenue. Some of the revenue side changes improve 
the equity of Connecticut’s tax system; for example, higher top rates for the personal income tax make our tax code 
more progressive, and requiring combined reporting of corporate profits ensures local businesses are not at a 
disadvantage compared to multi-state corporations that can shift their Connecticut earnings out of state to avoid 
paying taxes. Other changes, however, make the tax code more regressive with a disproportionate increase in the tax 
burden — state and local taxes paid as a share of their family income — on the state’s lowest-income residents. For 
example, the state EITC, a highly effective anti-poverty program that was scheduled to increase to 30% of the 
federal EITC benefit, was held flat in the final budget — amounting to an effective tax hike on low-income families. 
This popular bipartisan program currently benefits working low-income families in all 169 of Connecticut’s towns, 
awarding an average annual benefit of over $400 to roughly 190,000 households with an average income of 
$17,649.6 Full restoration of the EITC to 30% would have increased monies immediately available to low income 
families by approximately $60. Other regressive tax changes include the elimination of the sales tax exemption on 
clothing and footwear and changes to the property tax credit. 
 

A recent analysis by the Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy (ITEP)7 found that overall, despite the 
increased progressivity of the personal income tax, the revenue provisions in the final FY 16 budget made our tax 
code more regressive. The sales and excise tax changes fall most heavily on the poorest 20% of Connecticut 
residents (those with incomes below $25,000), while the income tax changes fall about the same on all taxpayers, 
with the exception of the top 1% (residents with incomes over $1,331,000). Overall, the effective state and local tax 
rate for taxpayers with incomes under $25,000 will be about 11.0% under this new budget, double the 5.5% 
effective tax rate for taxpayers with income over $1,331,000. In FY 15, those effective rates were 10.5% for 
taxpayers with incomes under $25,000 and 5.3% for taxpayers with income over $1,331,000. The chart below lists 
the new effective tax rates by income group and shows the change from FY 15.  
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Income Group 
Lowest Second Middle Fourth Top 20% 

20% 20% 20% 20% Next 15% Next 4% Top 1% 

Income Range 
Under $25,000 – $46,000 – $76,000 – $121,000 – $294,000 – $1,331,000 

$25,000  $46,000 $76,000 $121,000 $294,000  $1,331,000 or more 

 Sales & Excise Taxes 6.8% 4.9% 3.8% 3.2% 2.2% 1.4% 0.8% 
 Change: Sales & Excise Taxes 0.357%  0.207%  0.171%  0.144%  0.103%  0.064%  0.039%  
 Property Taxes 5.3% 3.5% 4.8% 5.0% 4.2% 2.6% 1.2% 
 Change: Property Taxes8 –0.046%  –0.063% –0.071% –0.063% –0.049%  –0.020%  –0.007%  
 Income Taxes –1.1%  1.1% 3.2% 4.0% 4.6% 5.4% 5.8% 
 Change: Income Taxes 0.108%  0.150%  0.142%  0.110%  0.038%  0.126%  0.261%  
Total Taxes 11.0% 9.5% 11.8% 12.1% 11.1% 9.5% 7.7% 
Federal Deduction Offset –0.0%  –0.3%  –0.9%  –1.4%  –1.8%  –1.7%  –2.2%  
OVERALL TOTAL FY 16 11.0% 9.2% 10.9% 10.7% 9.3% 7.8% 5.5% 
Overall Change from FY 15 0.40% 0.30% 0.20% 0.20% 0.10% 0.10% 0.20% 

Source: Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy 
 

At a time when Connecticut’s poorest residents are still hurting from the recession and longer-term wage stagnation, 
Connecticut enacted a budget that adds to the fiscal challenges already facing many of Connecticut’s low and middle 
income children and families. While many deep cuts were avoided through increased revenue, the aggregate impact 
was to increase the regressive structure of our state and local tax system.   
 
IV.  Fringe Benefits, Debt Service, and Rainy Day Fund 

 
In contrast to the cuts to the Children’s Budget, the proposal maintains commitments to addressing the state’s 
contractual obligations, including making increased payments to employee pensions, health care, and debt service. 
The final budget maintains the state’s contribution to the State Employee Retirement System (SERS) at a current 
services level of $1,097 million ($1.1 billion) in FY 16, an increase of $127 million from FY 15. (Concurrent with 
these contributions is the debt services on accrued pension liability.) It also funds at current services level the 
healthcare costs of current and retired employees for a total of $1,356 million ($1.36 billion) in the upcoming fiscal 
year, representing growth of $133 million from the previous year. Payments owed on Connecticut’s debt are set to 
grow $143 million to a total of $1,651 million ($1.65 billion, or 9.0% of General Fund spending). Altogether, these 
three items account for $403 million (or 35.5%) in current services growth and their total cost is $4.1 billion, or 
22.3%, of the General Fund. 
 
With respect to the state’s Budget Reserve Fund, commonly known as its Rainy Day Fund, the state did take much-
needed action to reform current practices. The final budget implementer increased the Rainy Day Fund’s cap from 
10% to 15% of net General Fund expenditures and standardized deposits into the Fund whenever volatile revenue 
streams are above historic norms, thereby providing much-needed stability to our state’s budgeting process. 
However, the budget failed to make a deposit into the Fund, which currently holds $519.2 million, just 2.9% of 
proposed FY 16 expenditures, an amount far shy of the 15% target needed to withstand the impacts of another 
recession. Even this small reserve is at risk, as the Comptroller has stated that any deficit that remains when the FY 
15 budget is finally certified will be closed with a transfer from the Rainy Day Fund (as of August 1, that deficit 
stood at $70.9 million).  
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V.   Health 
 

Child and family health insurance coverage was an area of significant debate throughout the session, with questions 
arising as to the coverage of both pregnant women and parents. The final budget makes cuts totaling an estimated 
$29.1 million (3.6%) to Connecticut’s HUSKY health insurance program, with low income parents and caregivers 
bearing the brunt of the changes. 

Most notably, the final budget eliminates Medicaid (HUSKY A) coverage for roughly 20,000 parents (or other 
relative caregivers) of children on HUSKY A with incomes above 155% of the federal poverty line ($31,100 per 
year for a family of three). (The Governor’s original proposal would have rolled back parent eligibility further to 
138% of the poverty line). While most of the affected parents will not be terminated from HUSKY coverage until 
August 1, 2016 because they have earned income and therefore are eligible for “transitional medical assistance,” 
about 1,200 parents are at risk of losing coverage September 1, 2015 unless they fit into another HUSKY coverage 
category or their income has gone down.  

The decreased coverage in HUSKY A was coupled with an assertion that the roughly 20,000 parents above 155% of 
the federal poverty line who are no longer eligible for HUSKY A coverage will be able to purchase federally 
subsidized insurance through the Access Health CT marketplace. Research shows, however, that many of these 
adults are unlikely to find comprehensive, affordable insurance. Families may forego purchasing coverage or 
accessing care due to premiums, new co-pays, and other out-of-pocket costs that they are not asked to pay under 
HUSKY. The result will undermine the gains Connecticut has made in the last decade in reducing the number of 
uninsured residents. This risk goes beyond the adult population: we know from national research and the experience 
of other New England states that when parents lose health insurance coverage their children are at risk of also 
becoming uninsured and not getting the care they need. Recognizing this risk, Connecticut has taken steps to try to 
prevent children from erroneously losing coverage when their parents are no longer eligible for HUSKY, including 
moving only the parents to the transitional medical assistance coverage category and not the children; highlighting 
continuing eligibility of children in the notices families are receiving, and communicating this information through 
webinars and other means to community outreach workers that assist families with gaining and keeping coverage. 

The final budget eliminates coverage for children in HUSKY B whose families pay an unsubsidized rate to buy into 
the program, affecting about 300 children. Since 2014 these families have had a choice of purchasing coverage 
through HUSKY B or commercial coverage offered through Access Health CT. Enrollment in HUSKY B 
unsubsidized coverage has steadily decreased since the inception of the health insurance marketplace. It will be 
important for the HUSKY program and Access Health CT administrators to track and report on whether these 
children (as well as the thousands of HUSKY A parents losing coverage during the next year) maintain insurance 
coverage through plans offered by the insurance marketplace or through employment, or instead become 
uninsured.   

Fortunately, the final budget does maintain Medicaid coverage for pregnant women with income up to 263% of the 
federal poverty line ($52,837 per year for a family of three; a pregnant woman counts as two people). This is a 
marked departure from the Governor’s original proposal which would have almost halved the income limit (and put 
Connecticut out of compliance with federal law). Research shows that helping pregnant women get the care they 
need during and after pregnancy is essential to women’s health and the delivery of a healthy newborn. Moreover, 
Medicaid provides for one year of automatic coverage for newborns so long as the baby is born to a woman already 
on Medicaid without requiring a new application to enroll the baby. Maintaining eligibility for pregnant women, 
therefore, means that more babies on HUSKY A will receive automatic coverage.    
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The final budget also maintains current Medicaid reimbursement rates for providers, but requires the Department 
of Social Services to find $17 million in unspecified savings in the Medicaid program. Without adequate 
reimbursement, the pool of providers willing to provide care would have likely declined, leading to problems 
gaining access to necessary health care despite having health insurance.  

Outside the HUSKY program, cuts are also imposed on important health services for children and young adults. 
Included in these cuts are:  

 Reduced funding for Healthy Start by $179,000 (12.5%) in FY 16 and an additional $143,000 (10.0%) in FY 17. 
Healthy Start provides case management for pregnant women, new mothers and their babies on HUSKY, with a 
focus on reducing adverse health impacts from high-risk pregnancies. 

  Reduced funding for the Young Adult Services program within the Department of Mental Health and Addiction 
Services (DMHAS) by $2.7 million (3.2% of current services). 

 Reduced funding for school based health centers by $301,000 (2.5% of current services). School based health 
centers, located in twenty-two communities across the state are essential to improving the health and well-being of 
some of the state’s most vulnerable children and youth, providing easily accessible primary, oral and behavioral 
health services on or near school grounds to 44,000 children each year. This cut will impact direct services. 

Finally, the proposed budget maintains funding for Independent Performance Monitoring of the HUSKY program 
($182,043), albeit with a 12.5% cut from current services. HUSKY Monitoring is a small but important and 
longstanding effort to ensure that scarce public dollars spent on the HUSKY program are actually providing 
children and families with access to needed care. Connecticut Voices for Children conducts this project, providing 
data analyses concerning trends in enrollment, and the extent to which children and pregnant women are receiving 
preventive and treatment services in the HUSKY program. 

VI.   K-12 and Higher Education   
 

The final budget for FY 16 reduces spending on public K-12 education by more than $130 million (4.1% of total 
state spending on education). The majority of these cuts come from capping various statutory formula grants that 
reimburse towns for crucial services including special education and transportation. These state-funded services are 
essential, and in some cases, legally required, for all children to receive an adequate education. The capping of these 
grants passes the costs off to the local taxpayers, leaving it to municipalities to ensure funding is sufficient. In 
addition to these cuts, the final budget reduces funding for the Commissioner’s Network, created to support 
turnaround schools, by $4.7 million. These cuts will have significant consequences for the availability of resources 
and support that schools in the Commissioner’s Network, many of which are located in our poorest cities and 
towns, currently receive. The flat-funding of statutory formula grants and cuts to the Commissioner’s Network have 
a disproportionate impact on districts with high transportation costs and greater need for institutional support as 
turnaround schools, often the very same schools serving the most vulnerable children in the state. 
 
The Education Cost Sharing (ECS) formula underlies the Education Equalization Grants, the State’s principal form 
of education aid to towns (and is unrelated to the statutory formula grants referenced above). The final budget 
increases ECS spending by $13.5 million9 in FY 16 – $3.2 million of those funds will be distributed to municipalities 
that are currently receiving less than 50% of their ECS grant amount. While the total ECS funding represents an 
improvement on the Governor’s proposed budget, which capped ECS grants, it is not entirely clear whether the 
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ECS formula was used to calculate the distribution of these funds. The final budget also dedicates $12.4 million in 
current services spending to charter school expansion. This funding will create 1,235 new seats in charter schools in 
FY 2016 and support the opening of two new charter schools in Bridgeport. 
 
The final budget appropriates funding for the School-Based Diversion Initiative (SBDI) program, a program 
designed to reduce in-school arrests, expulsions, and out-of-school arrest as part of the Second Chance Society 
Initiative. The budget also maintains a commitment to create 1,836 new seats in inter-district magnet schools, but 
places limits on further magnet school expansion to schools adding subsequent grade levels, schools moving into 
permanent facilities, and schools aiming to expand racial and economic diversity. The final budget allocates $1.25 
million in FY 16 for bilingual education, which will enhance classroom training and development opportunities 
across the state.   
 
The final budget for Higher Education makes cuts totaling $21.9 million to the Office of Higher Education, the 
University of Connecticut, and the Board of Regents for Higher Education. These cuts represent a significant 
improvement over the Governor’s proposed cuts announced in February. The cuts are achieved primarily through 
the reduction in funding for the Next Generation Connecticut Program (the Governor’s initiative to expand 
education and research in the STEM fields at UConn), the elimination of the Governor’s Scholarship Awards to 
Connecticut residents attending private institutions in state, and through a reduction in funding for the Transform 
CSCU 2020 Program.   
 
VII.  Early Care and Education 
 
The final budget increases funding from FY 15 for School Readiness in Priority10 and Competitive11 School Districts 
by $1.77 million and $0.23 million, respectively. These additional funds support a rate increase in the full-day, full-
year School Readiness rate (from $8,670 to $8,924). The final budget does not include any additional funding for 
new preschool slots beyond those created by the Smart Start Program and the Federal Preschool Expansion Grant 
awarded to Connecticut in December 2014. 

Though School Readiness sees an increase in funding, this comes at the expense of funding for Care4Kids, 
Connecticut’s largest child care subsidy program. Not only does the $2 million increase for School Readiness come 
directly from funds dedicated in previous years to Care4Kids, but the final budget also moves $1.3 million from 
Care4Kids to the Early Head Start – Child Care Partnership.12 The final Care4Kids budget does include additional 
funding for a contract-mandated increase in rates for family child care and kith and kin providers ($2.1 million in 
FY 16 and $3.3 million in FY 17). However, the final budget cuts Care4Kids by $3 million in FY 16 and FY 17. In 
sum, total funding for Care4Kids services actually decreases by $0.90 million13 in FY 16. This cut means that 
funding for existing services must be used to cover the rate increase for family child care and kith and kin providers. 
Rather than adding funding to pay for the rate increase, fewer children will be served by Care4Kids. 

The final budget makes small cuts to programs that ensure quality improvements and a two-generation approach 
across the state’s early education network. In particular, the budget makes a small cut to Community Plans for Early 
Childhood ($0.70 million), and cuts Child Care Quality Enhancements to $3.11 million, down from the FY 15 
appropriation of $3.26 million. The final budget also cuts School Readiness Quality Enhancement to $4.68 million, 
down from the FY 15 appropriation of $5.20 million. While the Governor’s proposed budget would have 
eliminated Help Me Grow, Family School Connection, and Family Empowerment Programs, the final budget 
restores these programs,14 albeit by maintaining the Governor’s rescissions and imposing an additional 10% 
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reduction. The budget implementer allocates $1.5 million from the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families federal 
block grant in FY 16 and FY 17 to a Two-Generational Approach Pilot Program in six towns.15 

In evaluating the impact of the final budget on early care and education, it is important to not look at any one 
program or line item in isolation. Funding for early care and education must be evaluated as a system of services for 
children and their families. For example, while School Readiness sees an increase in the final budget, this increase is 
funded by reallocating money from Care4Kids, such that net spending on Care4Kids declines. Likewise paying for 
the rate increase for family child care and kith and kin providers – a necessary and long-awaited change - comes at 
the expense of serving fewer children. Research shows that the first few years of a child’s life are the most critical 
for brain development and future life outcomes; thus it is crucial that Connecticut invest in our youngest children 
by increasing net spending on high-quality, comprehensive early care and education programs, not just by moving 
money around.  

VIII. Child Welfare and Juvenile Justice 
 

The final budget includes a $5.4 million cut from current services to the state’s Department of Children and 
Families (DCF), amounting to a 0.6% reduction. This decline results primarily from decreases in congregate care 
capacity ($2.6 million), the elimination of private residential treatment rate increases ($3.2 million), and making 
permanent the Governor’s rescissions from earlier in 2015 ($1.8 million). While the Governor proposed a $114 
million transfer of juvenile programs from the Judicial Department’s Court Support Services Division (CSSD) into 
the Department of Children and Families (DCF), which would have included a $9.9 million cut to juvenile 
programs, the final budget does not include the transfer or the cut 

This decline in the DCF budget continues a multi-year trend. The decline is largely attributable to deliberate 
reductions in the use of congregate care, and a shrinking caseload due to increased efforts to divert children from 
entering care, both commendable goals. However, the decision to shrink the budget, rather than retain savings and 
re-allocate them within DCF’s budget, disregards the fact that reductions in congregate care and diversion have 
implications that carry costs of their own. Keeping children in families, rather than congregate settings, requires a 
robust array of community services to support these children and families. And though the total number of children 
in care has declined, those who do enter care have increasingly complex needs, requiring more caseworker time and 
attention and an equally-complex array of services. DCF remains under federal court supervision to meet the needs 
of children in its care, and the federal court-appointed monitor has urged that there must be meaningful investment 
in frontline staffing and development of services that meet the needs of those children remaining in care.16 The 
state’s failure to adequately invest money into DCF places strain on the agency and jeopardizes the well-being of 
our state’s most vulnerable children, to whom the state, as putative parent, owe a special responsibility. 
 

IX.   Conclusion 
 

The State has an obligation to close its deficit and pay down its debts, but Connecticut also has an obligation to its 
children and families – an obligation to ensure that no child wants for basic needs, every child has access to needed 
healthcare, and every child receives a high quality education. If we renege on this debt to our children, we put them 
at risk for a lifetime of poverty, illness, and economic hardship, putting our state’s long-term prosperity at risk.  
 
Connecticut cannot afford to continue burdening those families with the least – the very families that are home to 
our state’s increasingly diverse workforce of tomorrow. When we allow public investments in children’s healthcare 
and education to erode, we run the risk that more children will be shut out of economic opportunity simply because 
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of the circumstances of their birth. The final FY 16 budget tries to avoid some of the most devastating cuts to 
children and families by adopting additional revenue, but unfortunately the cumulative effect of those changes is to 
make our tax system more regressive. A more balanced approach to forming the budget, one that supports our 
children and families with more progressive revenues, would afford us greater opportunity to make essential 
investments in our children and our future success. 
                                                            
1 In this analysis, “FY” refers to the state fiscal year. Connecticut’s Fiscal Year 2016 began July 1, 2015 and will end June 30, 2016. 
2 Current services denotes the level of funding required to maintain services at the level they were the previous year given routine changes 
such as inflation and caseload adjustments. Throughout the analysis, unless otherwise noted, budget cuts/increases are measured as 
compared to FY 16 current services levels rather than FY 15 spending because it is a more accurate reflection of service cuts. 
3 To ensure accurate comparisons to current services levels, some of the final appropriations for FY 2016 were adjusted to reflect transfers 
from one agency to another. For example, the Early Intervention program, previously housed in the Department of Developmental 
Services, was split between the Department of Social Services and the Office of Early Childhood in the FY 16 budget. This appropriation 
was subtracted from the line items for both DSS and OEC to maintain accurate year-over-year comparisons. 
4 The final FY 16 budget does not delineate the portion of Medicaid funding spent on children and families, so this amount represents the 
best estimate given the most recent data available. It assumes all funds cut from HUSKY A will harm kids and families, as well as an 
estimated 32% of the remainder of the funding. The 32% figure, which represents the most recent data available, does not apply to cuts 
that would not fall on children or parents whatsoever. 
5 For a more complete summary of the revenues changes, see Connecticut General Assembly, Office of Fiscal Analysis, Budget Summary FY 
16-17 Budget (June 30, 2015), pp. 10-13, available at http://cga.ct.gov/ofa/Documents/year/HLT/2015HLT-
20150630_Budget%20Summary%20of%20the%20FY%2016%20-%20FY%2017%20Budget.pdf 
6 See: Connecticut Voices for Children, “How Will Proposed Budget Cuts Impact Your Town?” 
http://www.ctvoices.org/sites/default/files/files/CCKF/2015%20Mar%2030/bud15cutsimpacttowns.pdf (March, 2015). 
7 Connecticut Voices for Children would like to thank Meg Wiehe in particular for her time, expertise, and technical assistance. 
8 Note that the Property Tax Credit changes are reflected under the Personal Income Tax (and are relatively small in FY 16, growing larger 
in FY 17). The property tax changes instead reflect the changes to Connecticut’s car tax. 
9 This number differs from figures reported by other organizations because of our decision, referenced in the introduction, to compare 
final appropriations to current services estimates. 
10 Priority School Districts are defined by Conn. Gen. Stat. 10-266p. A full list of Priority School Districts can be found here: 
http://www.ct.gov/oec/lib/oec/earlycare/sr/sroverview.pdf at p.4. 
11 Competitive School Districts are defined as districts that either have at least one “severe need” school (where 40% or more of students 
are in the reduced price or free lunch program; see http://www.cga.ct.gov/ofa/Documents/year/APPJF/2015APPJF- 
20150427_Appropriations%20Committee%20Budget%20FY%2016%20-%20FY%2017.pdf at p.292) or would be ranked 1 to 50 when all 
towns are ranked in ascending order according to town wealth (see http://www.ct.gov/oec/lib/oec/earlycare/sr/sroverview.pdf). A full 
list of Competitive School Districts can be found here: http://www.ct.gov/oec/lib/oec/earlycare/sr/sroverview.pdf at p.4. 
12 The Early Head Start – Child Care Partnership is a federally matched program enables Early Head Start grantees to partner with center-
based and family child care providers to provide high-quality, comprehensive, full-day, full-year services to infants and toddlers from low-
income families. 
13 The final budget reallocates $8.3 million from the “Other” line item to Care4Kids, and includes a $2.1 million contract-mandated 
increase in rates for family child care and kith and kin providers ($3.3 million in FY 17). The final budget also moves $1.3 million from 
Care4Kids to the Early Head Start – Child Care Partnership. The final budget allocates $2 million from the Care4Kids budget to School 
Readiness Priority ($1.77 million) and Competitive ($0.23 million) School Districts to increase the full-day, full-year reimbursement rate 
from $8,670 to $8,924. It also cuts Care4Kids by $3 million. Thus the apparent Care4Kids net increase of $4.1 million in FY 16 in 
comparison to the final FY 15 budget: 8.3 + 2.1 – 1.3 – 2 – 3 = 4.1. Note that total funding for Care4Kids services sees a net decrease of 
$0.9 million: $3 million cut - $2.1 million for the contractually mandated increase for family child care and kith and kin providers = $0.90 
million net cut. Since there is no additional funding allocated to Care4Kids, funding for existing services must be used to cover the rate 
increase for family child care and kith and kin providers. 
14 These programs are all components of the line item “Children’s Trust Fund” in the Office of Early Childhood. 
15 See, S.B. 1502 Section 404, “An Act Implementing Provisions of the State Budget for the Biennium Ending June 30, 2017 Concerning 
General Government, Education and Health and Human Services,” (June 2015), available at 
http://www.cga.ct.gov/2015/TOB/S/2015SB-01502-R00-SB.htm. The six towns are New Haven, Great Hartford, Norwalk, Meriden, 
Colchester, and Bridgeport. 
16 See, Juan F. v. Malloy exit Plan, Quarterly Report, January 1, 2015 – March 31, 2015, Civil Action No. 2:89 CV 859 SRU. Available at 
http://www.ct.gov/dcf/lib/dcf/positive_outcomes/pdf/1st_qtr_2015_report_final.pdf. 


