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Overview:

Parents in average and lewealth communities throughout New York will go to the polls this May to
@20S 2y GKSAN A3pKdyet. ManiR wilkonds Inadain® doubi do sofeeling deep
disappointment; even rage; at their school boat, administrators and teachers for cuts in programs,
staffing and opportunities for their children.

This anger will be misplaced. It should rightfully be directed at the Governor and Legislature who will
have once more failed to establish reforms to finabolish the inequity between the education children )
NEOSA@PS Ay (KS aKI @S¢ YR aKIFI@S y2i¢ a0Kz22t RAAGN.

The nearly $20 billion of state aid that will be distributed to school districts this fiscal year will still leave
hundreds of thasands of our children shortchangetioo much of this money will continue to flow to

the wealthiest communities, with the best opportunities reserved for the children who have members of
the Senate who were once again willing to fight hard to preservéatigess they incessantly enjoy from
New York State.

While the scenario depicted above unfolds in the-tmi-distant future, it is not as speculative as it
might appear. Rather, it describes in future tense astcaireal circumstance that has beemposed
upon a majority of New York State communities over each of the past three years.

For more than a decade neadyeryresearchemho hasstudied state educationaid formulas, their
distribution and school finance recognizes the inequities, distos, favoritism and contrived nature of
schoolstate aidfunding Yetthe Governor, the Assemband especially the Senate have been unwilling
to address it.

Although the distribution of school aid has always been contentious, the rédakeaurrent problem
date back to 19880n September 19 of that year, Senator Ralph Marino, commenting on the leadership
hold the Long Island delegatlon was _continuing to consolldate in the upper house, tditkwhe’ ork

Tlmesa¢KSNJS K I YR yL (R2 dnsiteid Raviefdally te&lifed that and accepted
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creation of something known as tie{ K I NX & !, Witk Bith Eﬁeyfcemlon the following year,
instituted acalculated, methodical and political shifttime distribution ofschool aichat has continued
for more than 20 years.

The Shares Agreement was essentially established to reflect the notion that educatiooalid fbw to

the school districts that have the most students. This approach, however, takes little or no account of
other critical indices that should be considered, such as: the number of impoverished of children in a
RAAGNARAOG 2NJ I Geandideymeiveéatha LINR LISNI &

Given the acutely onerous impacts the Shares Agreement has on disparities in school aid distribution,
combined with the razoethin majorities that have existed in the Senate since 2007, the Statewide
School Finance Consortium FE3 undertook a twpart analysis and assessment that places a special
focus on the B state Senators that represent the more than 350 school districts that comprise SSFC
membership.

Part | provides a deegxamination of state support of public schoohtling over the past four years
starting with the creation of the new Foundation Aid formula spearheaded by the Spitzer Administration
in 2007.

Part Il is a performance appraisal of tHes2ate Senators representing SSFC school districts reflective of
the 201112 state education aid budget that was enacted into law. This assessment offers graphs and
other data that illustrates the impacts of aid cuts on both per pupil and property tax levy bases in each



Senate district with comparisons to higher wealtiddow wealth communities in other parts of New
York.

Conclusions of the SSFC research appear on page 48. Key assertions include:

1 With no changes in the education aid formula, an estimdt@@ tal50 school districts will
not have the cash reserves soistain themselves over the next two years as they face state
created mandates, contractual obligations and pension costs. Spauplyn many locales
residents will not be able to fund their school district.

9 Unfair state aid distribution is not, as sorsay, a geographic issue thats Upstate vs.
Downstate There areoverthree dozenDownstate school districts that share similar wealth
and poverty factors as those Upstatad the same bleak future as SSFC member districts.
Indeed, the needs of thesedlricts are as underrepresented by their own Senator is as true
those in SSFC districts.

1 Members of the Senate have been preoccupied with ascension to and maintenance of power,
personally and as a comnce. Rgardless of which party has had the majpiit the house,
each party has ignored numerous opportunities to solve the equitable funding issue.

1 There are 2@BenatorsRepublicangand Democratsthat represent SSFC memtsahool
districts. Past behavioof this delegatiorhasenabled state aid unfairness continue since
2007. Their performance will hmperativeto the success ofry initiative that results in
greaterequity, fairness, transparency and preidibility instate aiddistribution and will also
likely prove to bea determining factor in who holds the leadership in the next Senate



Part Ic An Examination of State Support for Public School Funding Since 2007

State aid to school districtsdetermined bya formulathat iscontainedwithin the state HucationLaw.
In 2007-08 Gowernor Elliott Spitzerand thelLegislature created a new state algtribution systemthat
wasdesignated asoundationAid. Theconceptionbehind the creation of Foundation Awastwo-fold:

9 First,to ensure that mordunding would flowto school districtgo help them meetrenewed
calls by the Board of Regents for increased student perfaomand higher graduation rates
known as theContract for Excellence

1 Secondto satisfy the ecent decisiorhanded down by the New York Court ofp&als in the
Campaign for Fiscal Equity (CFE) taafecited the constitutional mandate that the state is
obligated to provide sufficient financial resources to schools to provide all children with a
GazdzyR &§ yBRzOB A D2y

While the CFE case focused solely on the inequitable distribution of education aid to New York City, the
ONBI A2y C2dzyRFUA2Yy !'AR ¢gka AYSR I { LJNEQ)\F{)\VEI
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Further,the distribution ofthese sufficientesources was to reflect the needs of tbehool district
based on itsvealth. Low wealth and average wealth schadistrictswould receive greater per pupil aid
support toreflect agreater relationship between their income and property weatid student
population composition (for example, higher levels of children who were impoverisheeinglish
speakers or evidenced other-gsk indicators)

The plan alled for aphasein of the new aid formula over four yeats allow the state to gradually
reallocate the resources needed to meet its objectives. In other words, Foundsiti@iocations
would increasannually fordistrictsfrom 200708 through the2010-11 schoolyear, at which time
schools wouldarrive at thefull funding levels defined undehe new formulalt was not to be.

¢KS tfky ¢okld 5ARYyQ(i 2

By the third year of the phasi@, the statebegan to experience a sevefiaancialcrisis As a result

Fowndation Ad was frozen in the third year of implementation (2609) at only 37.5% of the full

implementation target and continued to be frozen into the fourth and original final target year for full
implementation (201€11). Of further concern, on theitld year of the planned phase, the state o
A Y LI SYSYu SR | aol 12 N2 2 NXO daNd HiisS &l ARI%TO\(MJSBERsta I & RS
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aid was simltaneously cut.

Specifically KS Odzi Ay aidl 4GS FAR (2 aoOKz22f RAadidaOla oI &
deficitwith portions of the monies promised to schools redirected to other uses. c@tsfotaled

about $2.14 billion. Adding insult to injury, reflecting the tardy receipt of federal Medicaid money, the
adriSQa 02214 oSNB ol f )/OSR GAOK | FdZNIKSNJ PmMoH Y
checks sent to school districts in& 2011. Some modest aid increases were provigédilding

construction aid, BOCES aid as partial reimbursements, transportation aid and support of programs for
students with disabilities, to name a faybut these in no way mitigated the damage wroudly GEA

cuts

For the 201112 school yearthe state implemented another, deeper, GEA cut of $2.79 billion of
promised aid to school districts. The amowi cuts was reduced by a lastinute partial restoration of
$229 million, which will be discusstader in this examination.



Key Elements in School Aid Changes 2010-11 and 201112 ($ in Billions) |

Program 2010411 201142 Change
Foundation Aid $14894 514894 50
Buiding Aid §2489  §2660 0.7t
Other Aids $4479  §4622  §0.143
Gap Elimination Adjustment (62.138)  (52786) (S0.648)
Restoration of GEA 0 $0229 50229
Federal Offset to 201-11 GEA §0.726 $0 (30.726)
Federal Education Jobs Fund §0.608 §0  (50.08)
Reduicfion to Cover Stats Medicaid Shortfal ~ (50.132) $0  §0432
Total Aids $20925  $19619  (§1.307)

Luckily, ovethe last two school years the federal
government through various subsidies, largely tied
to economic Stimuluprogramsprovided almost
$1.3 billionto help school districts retain
employees and educational pragns. However,
this federal funding will run out by the end of the
2011-12 school yearcreating a de facto budget gap
for school districts that continue to try to maintain
employment positions previously financed by
federal Educational Jobs Funds (EJStalilization
Funds.

Various other federal Stimulus monies and aids to
foster school construction, consolidation of
services, transportation and programs for students

with disabilities aside, the loss of Foundation Aid revenue totale82®billion ower the last two school

years. This is significant by any measure.

Key Elements in School Aid Changes 2010-11 and 2011-12 (§ in Billions) |
Program 201011 201142 Change
Foundation Aid $14894  $14.894 50

(ap Elimination Adjustment (52.138)  (52.786)  (50.648)
Restoration of GEA $0.229  $0.229

Reduction to Cover State Medicaid Shortfall  (50.132) §0 9§02

Total Ads §12624  $12.337  (30.287)
Net Difference (62270)  (52.557)  (80.287)
Total Difference for 2010-11 and 201112 (34‘826)|

GEA CutdheBudget Impact 20141

Althoughschool district$iave been able to rely on
the soonto-be-exhaustedederal monies to

support educationaprograms andnaintain staff

the ongoingresponsibility to provide fundi to

school districtsstill rests withthe Legislature and
Governor To date, 0 specific strategy oplanhas
been developed by state government to replace the
federal funds o more importantlyg to finish the
original Foundation Aid implementationlsame.

Thedatain the abovegraphprovides aackdropof
UKS AYLI OU 27
illustrateshow difficult it is¢ and willcontinue tobe

¢ for low wealth and average wealth school districts
to maintainbasicprogrars.

The followinggraphsfocus on the relevant distribution over the last two budget years of state aid cuts
to districts across the state. The trends displayed in tlyzapls are reflective of every school district in

the state.

Thescatter plotbelowshows the increased burden placed on school districts stdke aid cutsinder
the Gap Elimination Adjustmernacted into lawfor 201011. The horizontal axis represents the
Combined Wealth Ratio (CWR). The CWR is &tssimcome and property valuesompared to the
state average. An average CWR equals 1. Districts with a CWR higher than 1 are wealthier than

average. The vertical axis represents the state aid reductiorpascantof S | O K

caled Total General Fund Expenditures (TGFE) CWR changes slightly each year, sgthgts have
considered CWRs up to 1.25 as basically average wealth.

Thesegrapls have been truncated at a CWR of 8.0 as the data beyond that displays the same gmattern
the data for all other district with a CWR of 2.0 and higher. To go beyond a CWR of 8.0 adds no greater

understanding of these data and serves only to make these data points smaller and more difficult to
discern as the range increases. Additionatiywould only show the enormous wealth of about a dozen
school disticts that end up with such lownpact state aid cuts we fear that the focus on the equity
issues in total would be lost on the shock of the significant inequity exemplified by the veanéethie

aggregate point about equity might be ignored. Therefore, the limit on the CWR has been set at 8.0.
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Districts in the red box have a CWR of 1.25 or lesserms of property and income valud®y are only
slightly above average to well bel@verage. These districts represent communities of average wealth

to the poores

t districts ithe gate.

The districts in the green box represent districts that have a CWR greater than 1.5 (property and income
values equal to or greater thah5times thestate average). Theswe the wealthiest statelistricts.

The poorest districtghosein the red boxhadthe greatestnegative impact on their budgetsaused by
the loss of state aid under the Gap Elimination Adjustnuens However, the wealthier dtricts in the

GEA As % of Budget
0.00 T

Impact of State Aid Cuts 2010-11
CWR to Gap Elimination Adjustment As % of Budget
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This chart shows the impact of state aid cuts on Lower Wealth Districts

compared to High Wealth Districts
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compared to Wealthier districts.
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green box have the smallest
negative impact on their
budgetscaused by the loss of
state aid unde the GEA cuts

As demonstrated,his

distribution system is clearly
inequitable. This is especially
true for average and below
averagewealth districts

where the aid cuts they
experience can only be made
up by major increases in the
local property tax levy (now
essentially impossible

because of the newly

enacted Property Tax Cap

law) or by significant staff

cuts, program cuts or use of
rea SNSax2N a2zys
combination of any or all of
these approaches.

This has created a particularly vicious cycle forpoerest districts; thosethat areleast able to pay
higher taxes andrealready struggling to maintaieven basic, mandategducational programs;utting
staff to the bone and using nearly exhausted reserves.

GEA As % of Budget

0.00

Impact of State Aid Cuts 2010-11
Income Wealth to Gap Elimination Adjustment As % of Budget
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To determine if there was a
possibility that a portion of
the CWR could skew the
result of the GEA cuts, an
analysis of income and
property values was
undertaken. As hbih factors
comprise the CWR, and
because it is known that the
relationships between
property values and income
may be significantly different
across the state, graphs were
created to isolate each
variable independently.

An examination of the
relationshipbetween the
Income Wealthof each
district and their

corresponding negative budget impact of the Giifsis providedo the left.



This scatter plotlemonstrateghe increased burden placed on school distrigtth GEA cutor the

year indicated on th graph. The horizontal axis represents the Alternate Pupil Wealth Ratio (APWR).

The APWR is a district's income values compared to the state average. An average APWR equals 1.

Districts with an APWR higher than 1 are wealthier than average. The Vartisaepresents the state

aid cut as percentage2 ¥ S OK { OK22f S5AaU0NAOGQA . dzRISG 6¢DCYU

Districts in the red box havendPWR of 1.25 or less.h&se districts, in terms of income valyase only
slightly above average to wddelow average antepresent communities of average wealth to the
poorest districts in New York State.

The poorest districts, the ones in the red box, will have the greatest decrease in state aid and increase in
their tax levies caused by the loss of state aid undeiGBE& aits. However, the wealthier districts in the
green box have the smallest decrease in state aid and the smallest increase in their tax levies caused by
the loss of state aid under th@EAcuts The districts in the green box represent those districts tzve

an APWR greater than 1.5 (income values equal to or greater ititimes the state average). These
districts represent the wealthiest districts in New York State.

This again demonstrates that the distribution system is cléadguitable. Thelsft of burdenfrom the
budge tothe tax levywould be incredible for the districtthat are most dependent on state aidhe
poorest districtswill be required to have the largest perceak levy increases if theate aid cuts being
offered by the @vemor are put into place.Further, he average and below average wealth districts
possesghe least income capacity create and maintain reserves aeducational programs with the
current tax burden.

The Property Wealthof each districprovides anotler measure of negative |mpact to the budget based
2y GKS RAAGNARAOGQA LINBPLISNIe ¢SIfdK |yR GKdza AdGQa ¥

The scatter plotbelow showsthe increased burden placed on school districts gitlite aid cutsinder
the GapElimination Adjustmenénacted into lawfor the 201011 budget year The horizontal axis
represents the Pupil Wealth

Impact of State Aid Cuts 2010-11 Ratio (PWR). The PWR is a
Property Wealth to Gap Elimination Adjustment As % of Budget district'sproperty values

compared to the state

The STATEWIDE School Fi Consorti
i ey average. An average PWR

el equals 1. Districts with a PWR
= ————————————————————— highe than 1 are wealthier
4100 % (Thd — than average. The vertical axis
1 i r— represents thestate aid culs

-2.00
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Districts in the red box have a
PWR of 1.25 or les§.hese
districts, in terms of property
values are only slightly above
Bellahily Codficlent =2 ——— average to well below
average. These districts

) represent communities of

4050 average wealth to the poorest
districts in New York State.

PWR (Pupil Wealth Ratio (Property) 1.0 = Average Wealth)

hadthe greatest decrease in
state aid which therefore triggere@nincrease in their tax levidhat was usually mitigatetly districts
through cuts in staff, programming and the use of reserves. This condition was caused by a combination
of the GEA cuts and escalating costs of operation.



However, the wealthier disicts (green bo) have the smallest decrease in state aid and the smallest
increase in their tax levigsaused by the loss éfindingunderstate aid cuts) Thesedistricts have a
PWR greater than 1.5 (property values equal to or greater th&times the state averageand
represent the wealthiest districts in New York State.

Again, hisdistribution isinequitable. The average and below average wealth distnatethe least
property wealthg and therefore lack theapacity b create and maintain serves aneducational
programsas they possess limited to marginal taxing capaddy contrast, lhe poorest districts, those
least able to pay higher taxes and already struggling to maintain educational progmadwsed the
brunt of the GEA cuts witthe diminishment of their programs, staff and savings accounts.

GEA CutdheBudgd Impact 201112

The same trends that existed in 2010 continued into 201112 ¢ except thatthe negativempacts
became more ominous

The scatter plotbelow shows the increased burden placed on school districts @HEA cut$or the
2011-12 budgetyear. The horizontal axis represents the Combined Wealth Ratio (CWR). The vertical
axis represents the state aid reduction ageaicentof the eachschooldA a UsKHUdd@et{TGFE)

Districts in the red box have a CWR of loR%ess.These districts represent communities of average
wealth to the poorest districts in New York State.
The poorest districtéred

Impact of_Enacted State Ald Cu_ts 2011-12 bOX), enduredthe greatest
CWR to State Aid C:;sn/((ia;paﬁlclgégatlon Adjustment) negatlve |mpact on their
’ already weakened budgets
The STATEWIDE School Finance Consortium
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0% [y T districts that have a CWR
ggojﬂ Ll This chart shows the impact of state aid cuts on Lower Wealth Districts t th nls
_3:50,,2 * compared to High Wealth District grea er a . (property
9.0% | \J and income values equal to
132:”2 I 2 Staic Al'; cut%‘hai ;1 lgu:;ti ncgaive fmpact on Tower Wealih districts or greater thanl.5times
105% |- * compared to Wealthier districts.
10.8% the state average). Thye
11.5% CWR (Combined Wealth Ratlo (5 Property + 5 Income] 1.0 = Average Wealth] represent the wealthiest

-12.0%
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The inequity once more shows through. The cuts are deeper and the patterns asarttesFor the
secondconsecutiveyear, poor and average wealth distriinust struggle with the impact of the GEA on
their budget and hence their tax levyhe poorest districts, those least able to pay higher taxes and
already struggling to maintain eduganal programst N2 ¥ U0 KS LING @i digideepesintdNd) a
program, staff and into their savings to offset a drastic increase in tax levy that voters would likely not
support.
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Impact of Enacted State Aid Cuts 2011-12 The same trend that existed in

Income Wealth to State AidOCuts (Gap Elimination Adjustment ) 201011 based oninhcome
mnﬁ;ﬁﬁ‘:‘:xf;mm Wealthdistribution continues

CutsAs % ofBudget e o into 201%12, but the negative
0% I ..o effect is deeper.
'0'5:/" . Pt 20 Ny @ ¢+ o * o N . .
Py G O MW Lo S o . The poorest districtéred boy)
i R i — will have the greatest decrease
oo et in state aid angbressures to
40% s . decrease their budget to
o - control their tax levy as a direct
S5% (Sl Pt 1* result of the massive GEA cuts.
6.5% 3
78 s The wealthier district{green
g5 box) againhave the smallest
5% . strain on their budgets with
40.0% 5 minimal if any impact on tax
o leviesc a result of the
.:;g:f: 4 APWR (Alternate Pupil Wealth Ratio (Income) 1.0 = Average Wealth) ConSiderany IOWGr GEA CUtS

o o5 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5 55 6 65 7 75 s perstudent. The districtsin
the green box represent those
that have an APWR greatiéran 1.5 (income values equal to greater thanl.5 times the state average)
¢ the wealthieststate districts.

School district residents pay their property taxes with their ineorithose of marginal incomerégthe
worst under the GEA cuts.

Just lke thelncome Wealthdistribution of the GEA cut&ropertyWealthcuts display the same basic
pattern. Tle scatter plotbelowshows the increased burden placed on schoolrigdist with the GEA cuts
for budgetyear2011-12. Thehorizontal axis represents the Pupil Wealth Ratio (PWR). The PWR is a
district'sproperty valuesompared to
the state average. An average PWR

Impact of Proposed State Aid Cuts 2011-12
Property Wealth to State Aid Cuts (Gap Elimination Adjustment)

As % of Budget equals 1. Districts with a PWR higher

RN 0 gt than 1 are wealthier than average. The
ST vertical axis represents th8EAcutas
251 — e+ — 1. apercentz2 ¥ UKS SIFOK {OK22f
o DM BRI : Budget(TGFE
-25% N *
T RTRE ) S T m—De—— ’ i Districts in the red box have a PWR of
180 T ¥ b 1.25 or less.These districts, in terms of
S T bl Yo * property valuesare only slightly above
a5 1] S * average to well below average. The
7% LISk e] e represent communities of average
357 11 St wealth to the poorest districts in New
IR AR York State.Thesedistricts will have the
BIRIR 20 greatest decrease in state gier
sy [— , studentandgreatest negativémpact
12.0% | PWR (Pupil Wealth Ratio (Property) 1.0 = Average Wealth

on their budgets andiax leviesdue to
0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 3.5 4 45 5 5.5 6 6.5 7 75 8 the IOSS oi’evenueunder theGEA cuts
The wealthier distrcts in the green box have the smallest decrease in state aid and the snraliesits

on their budgets and thus dieir tax levies caused by tl&EA cutsThe districts in the green box
representthe wealthiest in the statg thosedidricts that have a PWR greater than 1.5 (property values
equal to or greater thaid.5times the state average).
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Obviously, the shift in financial burden would need to be borne by the taxfléwy district budget

could not absorb itAsdemonstratedin previous data the poorest districts, those least able to pay
higher taxes and already struggling to maintain educational programs, could have the largest f@tcent
levy increases due to the GEaAts aid cuts. Again, in terms of equity and the fiddzealth of these
districts, the current system of state aid cugsunacceptable, inequitable and wrang

The average and below average wealth distrizigsecut considerablyrom their meager resource®
merelysurvive as a viable community school didtr Thisisthe second or third successive year that
these districts will be forced to trim their budgets and use reserves. This is a financially unsustainable
situation. After the two or three years of incessant cuts the least wealthy districts apeidsly trying

to retain staffs leved that are already insufficientlass sizes that ared large and the growing inability

to assist students with special needs.

While SSFC has® member districts in Westchester, Nass&uffolk Orange, Putnam drockland
counties our data has always analyzed all districts in the stafée have ofterincludeddatain our
reports, programs, presentations and meetings frother regions of the stateSome of these data are

presented in the nexgraph.

Impact of Enacted State Aid Cuts 2011-12

Westchester, Nassau, Suffolk, Orange, Putnam and Rockland Counties
CWR to State Aid Cuts (Gap Elimination Adjustment)

It isreadily apparent from the graph
that the scatter plot has the same
pattern as the data of the entire state.

As % of Budget . . e .

Cute Ae % of Budcet s ormadee Further each of the districts within the
e , red box has a CWR less than 1.21 and a
0.5% % = Free and Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL)
s | T S P 7 G - percent of at least 24% mearing that
20 e M # almost one of every 4 children are at
3.0% e T - some level of poverty.
-3.5% > .

0/ Qq ”
-4.0% ¥ . . . . .
45% | The districts in these counties, as in the
s I i 7 entire state, that are average or below

o - This chart shows the impact of state aid cuts on Lower Weal districts H
-Z'g; ‘? c]c:np:redtx:l-ligh":\‘calrhI;iszlitctz - : TR average Wealth’ have expe”enced a
-7.0% .‘ State Aid cuts had a great ncganwunpzm nnlo‘\cl Wi Lalth d1 tricts more dramatlc negatlve ImpaCt On
:;.(5]:;0 = u)mpdlcd to Wealthier districts. 1 the”' budgets as a result Of thﬂ
5% cuts than districts of above average

MU 1 s 2 a5 3 s 4 s s ss s w7 o1s o Wealth. Consequently, the impact of
CWR (Combined Wealth Ratio (.5 Property +.5 Income) 1.0 = Average Wealth) u K S odzu a A a y' 2 u I y' d : LJé
52¢gyail iS¢ 3 EiridaNedltiKahddlemograpdizSssue.

The impacts of state aid cuts on the budgets of average and below awseadi school districts is

clearly a critical challenge. With cost escalations and uncertain revebuegets have been severely
strained. Basic as well as elective educational programs have been lost to the point where the quality
and veracity of the edcational program is problematic.
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Exept for minor miscellaneous sources of revenue, the tax levy along with state aid and appropriated

fund balances are the primary countbalance to budget expenditures.
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reasong; school district residents are loath to increasexe¢s and do so only reluctantMational data
confirms that tax levels in New York in general and in some counties (all of which are members of the
SSFC) have some of theltggt property taxes in the nation. In fact, the enactment the Tax Cap law is
proof enough that New Yorkers want a brake applied to tax increases.
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GEA Cutd'he Levympact 2016011 and 201112

The next set of graphs highlights the impact of GEA cuthetax levies of school districts that are not
able to identify alternative sources of revenue to support their current budget.

To covelGEA cut$or budget year 201411 asindicated on thegraphbelow, some districtseeded to
increase their levies in 20101. Due tothe unrealistic level of increases called for in most cases, these
levies were in fact not boosted by the
Impact of State Aid Cuts 2010-11 amount shown in the graphs. Instead
CWR to Gap Elimination Adjustment As % of 2010-11 Levy higher tax levy increases werepteat
11 S TATEWIDE Schoo! Finance Consorium modest levels by distits making

GEAAs % of Levy T ——— sometimes massive cuts to
45.0% educational programs, interscholastic
40.0% and cocurricular activities,
| P transportation, deferred equipment
o R and bus purchasesnot to mention
43. the loss of over 10,000 school district
employees statevide over the last
two years. As demonstrated on the
graph, poor and average wealth
districts again bore the brunt of these
draconian cuts. Conversely, wealthy
school districs barely, if at all,
oo ] PRI reached any discomfort level.
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The poorest districts will have the
greatest increas in their tax levies caused by the loss of state aid under the-2QIREA cuts. his
includes the FederalOBRestoration money of $608 million to be spent over the 2010and 201112
school years. Most of the funds, approximately $400 million bsipent in 201412 alone. Average
and below average wealtttbool districs ¢ and especially the poorest distriagssimply do not have the
capacity toshift this incredible burden to the tax levy.

Going forwardschool districts in the red bomustcontinue to cut staff, programs and services and
whateverreserveghat existto avoid

Impact of Enacted State Aid Cuts 2011-12 adding to the tax burdenThis is the
CWR to ENACTED State Aid Cuts (Gap Elimination same strategy usebly school
Adjustment) As % of 2010-11 Tax Levy districtsin the 200910 budgetyear
Cuts As % of TexLevy The STATEWIDE Sctod FirarcsCorsoriun when Foundation Aigvasfrozen. As

noted, this will diminish tle ability
these districtawill have to providea
viable educational programand
again underscores that the impacts
of GEA areinacceptable, inequitable
and wrong.
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To cover g&te aid cuts for budget
year 201112, the graphat left shows
how somedistrictswould have
neeckdto increase their levies.
Again, he high figures of up to
almost 45%are unrealistic to put
before voters andvill be avoided by
. more budget, pogramand staff cuts,

o — T T as well as the use of any existing
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The poorestistricts(red box)were in the greatest jeopardy to increat levies caused by the loss of
state aid undeiGEA. Also, as noted, thighe last year to spend theefleral JOB$Restoration moneyf
a district had not already exhausted these funds i 201011 school year.

The complete demonstration of unfairness permeates these déta.poorest districtagain would
have been required to endure tHargest percentaxlevy increasesSo,for the third consecutiveear,
school districts in the rethox will continue to cut staff, programs and services aséd upwhatever
reservesexistto avoidadditionsto the tax burderin their communities.

As depicted in thgraphbelow, SSFC neanember regions suffer theameproblems as SSFC member
districts. Wealthy districts, on the
other hand, have a much easier
situation over the two years of GEA
cuts.

Undoubtedly, the continuous
existence of the curnet and frozen
state aid formula andhe current size
and formula for the GEgutswill
diminish the length of timeaverage
and low wealthdistrictswill have to
provide a viable educational program.
The wealthiest districtg those with
the greatest revenue generation
power andthe largest reserves and
those less dependent on state aid will
be ale to maintain their significant
and quality programs for a
considerable period of time with little
major affect on budget or tax levy.

The 201112 Partial Restoration:

At the behest of the state legislature there was a small, partial restoratioratd sid to school districts.

This restoration totaled $229 million for the 2012 school budget year. While the distribution of these

funds appeared on the surface to be based on need, this was not the only criterion. The funds were only

somewhat targetd to districts where theravasa critical need in favor of a political assurance that o
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Onethird of the restoration funds

went to the Big 5 city school

districts (New York, Yonkers,

Syracuse, Rochester and Buffalo),

but over 25%went to the

wealthiest counties in the state.

Less than 45% went to the rest of

the state. The over $19.5 million
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that went to the wealthiest

districts would have had a greater

positive impact if they had been
distribub SR G2 U0UKS aul uSsSQa
school districts. This was a
politically-motivated decision not

an educationally sound fiscal

decision.
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