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 Overview: 
 
Parents in average and low-wealth communities throughout New York will go to the polls this May to 
ǾƻǘŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ нлмн-13 budget. Many will once more no doubt do so feeling deep 
disappointment ς even rage ς at their school board, 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 finally abolish the inequity between the education children 
ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άƘŀǾŜέ ŀƴŘ άƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘέ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ǎǘŀǘŜΦ  
 
The nearly $20 billion of state aid that will be distributed to school districts this fiscal year will still leave 
hundreds of thousands of our children shortchanged.  Too 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 preserve the largess they incessantly enjoy from 
New York State. 
 
 
While the scenario depicted above unfolds in the not-too-distant future, it is not as speculative as it 
might appear. Rather, it describes in future tense an all-too-real circumstance that has been imposed 
upon a majority of New York State communities over each of the past three years.      
 
For more than a decade nearly every researcher who has studied state education aid formulas, their 
distribution and school finance recognizes the inequities, distortions, favoritism and contrived nature of 
school state aid funding.  Yet the Governor, the Assembly and especially the Senate have been unwilling 
to address it.  
 
Although the distribution of school aid has always been contentious, the roots of the current problem 
date back to 1988. On September 19 of that year, Senator Ralph Marino, commenting on the leadership 
hold the Long Island delegation was continuing to consolidate in the upper house, told the New York 
Times, ά¢ƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƘƛŦǘΣ ŀƴŘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ Upstaters have really realized that and accepted 
ƛǘΦέ  
 
{ŜƴŀǘƻǊ aŀǊƛƴƻΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǇǊŜŎǳǊǎƻǊ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƴǎƛŘƛƻǳǎ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƘƛŦǘ ς the 
creation of something known as the ά{ƘŀǊŜǎ !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘέ, which, with its inception the following year, 
instituted a calculated, methodical and political shift in the distribution of school aid that has continued 
for more than 20 years. 
 
The Shares Agreement was essentially established to reflect the notion that education aid should flow 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 
ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ƻǊ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǘax and income wealth.     
 
Given the acutely onerous impacts the Shares Agreement has on disparities in school aid distribution, 
combined with the razor-thin majorities that have existed in the Senate since 2007, the Statewide 
School Finance Consortium (SSFC) undertook a two-part analysis and assessment that places a special 
focus on the 20 state Senators that represent the more than 350 school districts that comprise SSFC 
membership.   
 
Part I provides a deep examination of state support of public school funding over the past four years 
starting with the creation of the new Foundation Aid formula spearheaded by the Spitzer Administration 
in 2007. 
 
Part II is a performance appraisal of the 20 state Senators representing SSFC school districts reflective of 
the 2011-12 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 
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Senate district with comparisons to higher wealth and low wealth communities in other parts of New 
York.     
 
Conclusions of the SSFC research appear on page 48. Key assertions include: 
 

¶ With no changes in the education aid formula, an estimated 100 to150 school districts will 
not have the cash reserves to sustain themselves over the next two years as they face state-
created mandates, contractual obligations and pension costs. Simply put, in many locales 
residents will not be able to fund their school district. 
 

¶ Unfair state aid distribution is not, as some say, a geographic issue that pits Upstate vs. 
Downstate. There are over three dozen Downstate school districts that share similar wealth 
and poverty factors as those Upstate and the same bleak future as SSFC member districts. 
Indeed, the needs of these districts are as underrepresented by their own Senator is as true 
those in SSFC districts.  

 
¶ Members of the Senate have been preoccupied with ascension to and maintenance of power, 

personally and as a conference. Regardless of which party has had the majority in the house, 
each party has ignored numerous opportunities to solve the equitable funding issue.  

 
¶ There are 20 Senators, Republicans and Democrats, that represent SSFC member school 

districts.   Past behavior of this delegation has enabled state aid unfairness to continue since 
2007.  Their performance will be imperative to the success of any initiative that results in 
greater equity, fairness, transparency and predictability in state aid distribution and will also 
likely prove to be a determining factor in who holds the leadership in the next Senate. 
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Part I ς An Examination of State Support for Public School Funding Since 2007 
 
State aid to school districts is determined by a formula that is contained within the state Education Law. 
In 2007-08 Governor Elliott Spitzer and the Legislature created a new state aid distribution system that 
was designated as Foundation Aid.  The conception behind the creation of Foundation Aid was two-fold: 
 
¶ First, to ensure that more funding would flow to school districts to help them meet renewed 

calls by the Board of Regents for increased student performance and higher graduation rates ς 
known as the Contract for Excellence 
 

¶ Second, to satisfy the recent decision handed down by the New York Court of Appeals in the 
Campaign for Fiscal Equity (CFE) case that cited the constitutional mandate that the state is 
obligated to provide sufficient financial resources to schools to provide all children with a 
άǎƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ ōŀǎƛŎέ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ.   

 
While the CFE case focused solely on the inequitable distribution of education aid to New York City, the 
ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ !ƛŘ ǿŀǎ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ŀƛŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ŀƎŀƛƴ 
to help them comply with the wŜƎŜƴǘǎΩ /ƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ŦƻǊ 9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜΦ 
 
Further, the distribution of these sufficient resources was to reflect the needs of the school district 
based on its wealth.  Low wealth and average wealth school districts would receive greater per pupil aid 
support to reflect a greater relationship between their income and property wealth and student 
population composition (for example, higher levels of children who were impoverished, non-English 
speakers or evidenced other at-risk indicators).   
 
The plan called for a phase-in of the new aid formula over four years to allow the state to gradually 
reallocate the resources needed to meet its objectives. In other words, Foundation Aid allocations 
would increase annually for districts from 2007-08 through the 2010-11 school year, at which time 
schools would arrive at the full funding levels defined under the new formula. It was not to be.   
 
¢ƘŜ tƭŀƴ ¢Ƙŀǘ 5ƛŘƴΩǘ ²ork 
 
By the third year of the phase-in, the state began to experience a severe financial crisis.  As a result 
Foundation Aid was frozen in the third year of implementation (2009-10) 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 (2010-11).  Of further concern, on the third year of the planned phase-in, the state 
ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ŀ άōŀŎƪ ŘƻƻǊέ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƛŘ Ŏǳǘ ς ƳƻǊŜ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άŘŜŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέ ς that was 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ DŀǇ 9ƭƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ !ŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘ όD9!ύΦ !ǎ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ !ƛŘ ǿŀǎ άŦǊƻȊŜƴέ, total education 
aid was simultaneously cut. 
 
Specifically, ǘƘŜ Ŏǳǘ ƛƴ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƛŘ ǘƻ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ŜǊŀŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ fiscal 
deficit with portions of the monies promised to schools redirected to other uses.  GEA cuts totaled 
about $2.14 billion.  Adding insult to injury, reflecting the tardy receipt of federal Medicaid money, the 
ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ōƻƻƪǎ ǿŜǊŜ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ Ϸмон Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ōŜƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƘŜƭŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƛŘ ŀƭƭƻǘƳŜƴǘ 
checks sent to school districts in June 2011.  Some modest aid increases were provided  ς building 
construction aid, BOCES aid as partial reimbursements, transportation aid and support of programs for 
students with disabilities, to name a few ς but these in no way mitigated the damage wrought by GEA 
cuts.   
 
For the 2011-12 school year, the state implemented another, deeper, GEA cut of $2.79 billion of 
promised aid to school districts. The amount of cuts was reduced by a last-minute partial restoration of 
$229 million, which will be discussed later in this examination. 
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Luckily, over the last two school years the federal 
government, through various subsidies, largely tied 
to economic Stimulus programs provided almost 
$1.3 billion to help school districts retain 
employees and educational programs.  However, 
this federal funding will run out by the end of the 
2011-12 school year, creating a de facto budget gap 
for school districts that continue to try to maintain 
employment positions previously financed by 
federal Educational Jobs Funds (EJF) or Stabilization 
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 totaled $4.826 billion over the last two school 
years.  This is significant by any measure. 

 
Although school districts have been able to rely on 
the soon-to-be-exhausted federal monies to 
support educational programs and maintain staff, 
the ongoing responsibility to provide funding to 
school districts still rests with the Legislature and 
Governor.  To date, no specific strategy or plan has 
been developed by state government to replace the 
federal funds or ς more importantly ς to finish the 
original Foundation Aid implementation scheme. 
 
The data in the above graph provides a backdrop of 
ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƛŘ Ŏǳǘǎ όD9!ύ and 
illustrates how difficult it is ς and will continue to be 
ς for low wealth and average wealth school districts 
to maintain basic programs.  
 

 
GEA Cuts-The Budget Impact 2010-11 
 
The following graphs focus on the relevant distribution over the last two budget years of state aid cuts 
to districts across the state.  The trends displayed in these graphs are reflective of every school district in 
the state. 
 
The scatter plot below shows the increased burden placed on school districts with state aid cuts under 
the Gap Elimination Adjustment enacted into law for 2010-11.  The horizontal axis represents the 
Combined Wealth Ratio (CWR). The CWR is a district's income and property values compared 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 reduction as a percent of ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ōudget 
called Total General Fund Expenditures (TGFE).  The CWR changes slightly each year, so the graphs have 
considered CWRs up to 1.25 as basically average wealth.  
 
These graphs have been truncated at a CWR of 8.0 as the data beyond that displays the same pattern as 
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.  Additionally, it would only show the enormous wealth of about a dozen 
school districts that end up with such low-impact 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 very few and the 
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 less.  In terms of property and income values they are only 
slightly above average to well below average. These districts represent communities of average wealth 
to the poorest districts in the state.  
 
The districts in the green box represent districts that have a CWR greater than 1.5 (property and income 
values equal to or greater than 1.5 times the state average). These are the wealthiest state districts. 
 
The poorest districts, those in the red box, had the greatest negative impact on their budgets caused by 
the loss of state aid under the Gap Elimination Adjustment cuts. However, the wealthier districts in the 

green box have the smallest 
negative impact on their 
budgets caused by the loss of 
state aid under the GEA cuts.  
 
As demonstrated, this 
distribution system is clearly 
inequitable.  This is especially 
true for average and below 
average wealth 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 
reǎŜǊǾŜǎΧƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ 
combination of any or all of 
these approaches. 
 

This has created a particularly vicious cycle for the poorest districts ς those that are least able to pay 
higher taxes and are already struggling to maintain even basic, mandated educational programs, cutting 
staff to the bone and using nearly exhausted reserves. 
 

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 both 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 
relationship between the 
Income Wealth of each 
district and their 

corresponding negative budget impact of the GEA cuts is provided to the left.   
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This scatter plot demonstrates the increased burden placed on school districts with GEA cuts for the 
year indicated on the 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 vertical axis represents the state 
aid cut as a percentage ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ {ŎƘƻƻƭ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ .ǳŘƎŜǘ ό¢DC9ύΦ  
 
Districts in the red box have an APWR of 1.25 or less.  These districts, in terms of income values, are only 
slightly above average to well below average and represent 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 under the GEA cuts. 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 the GEA cuts. The districts in the green box represent those districts that have 
an APWR greater than 1.5 (income values equal to or greater than 1.5 times the state average). These 
districts represent the wealthiest districts in New York State. 
 
This again demonstrates that the distribution system is clearly inequitable.  The shift of burden from the 
budge to the tax levy would be incredible for the districts that are most dependent on state aid. The 
poorest districts will be required to have the largest percent tax levy increases if the state aid cuts being 
offered by the Governor are put into place.   Further, the average and below average wealth districts 
possess the least income capacity to create and maintain reserves and educational programs with the 
current tax burden.   

 
The Property Wealth of each district provides another measure of negative impact to the budget based 
ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǿŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ƛǘΩǎ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ άǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘŀȄΦέ   
 
The scatter plot below shows the increased burden placed on school districts with state aid cuts under 
the Gap Elimination Adjustment enacted into law for the 2010-11 budget year.  The horizontal axis 

represents the Pupil Wealth 
Ratio (PWR). The PWR is a 
district's property values 
compared to the state 
average.  An average PWR 
equals 1.  Districts with a PWR 
higher than 1 are wealthier 
than average. The vertical axis 
represents the state aid cut as 
a percent of each School  
5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ .ǳŘƎŜǘ ό¢DC9).  
 
Districts in the red box have a 
PWR of 1.25 or less.  These 
districts, in terms of property 
values, are only slightly above 
average to well below 
average. These districts 
represent communities of 
average wealth to the poorest 
districts in New York State.  
 
The poorest districts (red box) 
had the greatest decrease in 

state aid, which therefore triggered an increase in their tax levies that was usually mitigated by 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.  
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However, the wealthier districts (green box) have the smallest decrease in state aid and the smallest 
increase in their tax levies (caused by the loss of funding under state aid cuts).  These districts have a 
PWR greater than 1.5 (property values equal to or greater than 1.5 times the state average) and 
represent the wealthiest districts in New York State. 
 
Again, this distribution is inequitable.  The average and below average wealth districts have the least 
property wealth ς and therefore lack the capacity to create and maintain reserves and educational 
programs as they possess limited to marginal taxing capacity.  By contrast, the poorest districts, those 
least able to pay higher taxes and already struggling to maintain educational programs, endured the 
brunt of the GEA cuts with the diminishment of their programs, staff and savings accounts. 
 

 
GEA Cuts-The Budget Impact 2011-12 
 
The same trends that existed in 2010-11 continued into 2011-12 ς except that the negative impacts 
became more ominous.   
 
The scatter plot below shows the increased burden placed on school districts with GEA cuts for the 
2011-12 budget year.  The horizontal axis represents the Combined Wealth Ratio (CWR). The vertical 
axis represents the state aid reduction as a percent of the each school dƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩs budget (TGFE).  
 
Districts in the red box have a CWR of 1.25 or less. These districts represent communities of average 
wealth to the poorest districts in New York State.  

The poorest districts (red 
box), endured the greatest 
negative impact on their 
already weakened budgets 
caused by the loss of 
additional state aid with 
the GEA cuts.  
 
However, the wealthier 
districts (green box) have 
the smallest pressure on 
their budgets caused by the 
GEA cuts.   The districts in 
the green box denote those 
districts that have a CWR 
greater than 1.5 (property 
and income values equal to 
or greater than 1.5 times 
the state average). They 
represent the wealthiest 
districts in the state. 
 

The inequity once more shows through. The cuts are deeper and the patterns are the same. For the 
second consecutive year, poor and average wealth districts must struggle with the impact of the GEA on 
their budget and hence their tax levy. The poorest districts, those least able to pay higher taxes and 
already struggling to maintain educational programs ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ Ŏǳǘǎ, must dig deeper into 
program, staff and into their savings to offset a drastic increase in tax levy that voters would likely not 
support.  
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The same trend that existed in 
2010-11 based on Income 
Wealth distribution continues 
into 2011-12, but the negative 
effect is deeper. 
 
The poorest districts (red box) 
will have the greatest decrease 
in state aid and pressures to 
decrease their budget to 
control their tax levy as a direct 
result of the massive GEA cuts.  
 
The wealthier districts (green 
box) again have the smallest 
strain on their budgets with 
minimal if any impact on tax 
levies ς a result of the 
considerably lower GEA cuts 
per student.  The districts in 
the green box represent those 

that have an APWR greater than 1.5 (income values equal to or greater than 1.5 times the state average) 
ς the wealthiest state districts. 
 
School district residents pay their property taxes with their income.  Those of marginal income fare the 
worst under the GEA cuts.   
 
Just like the Income Wealth distribution of the GEA cuts, Property Wealth cuts display the same basic 
pattern.  The scatter plot below shows the increased burden placed on school districts with the GEA cuts 
for budget year 2011-12.  The horizontal axis represents the Pupil Wealth Ratio (PWR). The PWR is a 

district's property values compared to 
the state average.  An average PWR 
equals 1.  Districts with a PWR higher 
than 1 are wealthier than average. The 
vertical axis represents the GEA cut as 
a percent ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀŎƘ {ŎƘƻƻƭ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ 
Budget (TGFE).  
 
Districts in the red box have a PWR of 
1.25 or less.  These districts, in terms of 
property values, are only slightly above 
average to well below average. They 
represent communities of average 
wealth to the poorest districts in New 
York State.  These districts will have the 
greatest decrease in state aid per 
student and greatest negative impact 
on their budgets and tax levies due to 
the loss of revenue under the GEA cuts.  

 
The wealthier districts in the green box have the smallest decrease in state aid and the smallest impacts 
on their budgets and thus on their tax levies caused by the GEA cuts. The districts in the green box 
represent the wealthiest in the state ς those districts that have a PWR greater than 1.5 (property values 
equal to or greater than 1.5 times the state average).  
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Obviously, the shift in financial burden would need to be borne by the tax levy if the district budget 
could not absorb it. As demonstrated in previous data the poorest districts, those least able to pay 
higher taxes and already struggling to maintain educational programs, could have the largest percent tax 
levy increases due to the GEA state aid cuts.   Again, in terms of equity and the fiscal health of these 
districts, the current system of state aid cuts is unacceptable, inequitable and wrong. 
 
The average and below average wealth districts have cut considerably from their meager resources to 
merely survive as a viable community school district.  This is the 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 are desperately trying 
to retain staffs levels that are already insufficient, class sizes that are too large and the growing inability 
to assist students with special needs.   
 
While SSFC has no member districts in Westchester, Nassau, Suffolk, Orange, Putnam or Rockland 
counties, our data has always analyzed all districts in the state.  We have often included data in our 
reports, programs, presentations and meetings from other regions of the state. Some of these data are 
presented in the next graph.   
 

It is readily apparent from the graph 
that the scatter plot has the same 
pattern as the data of the entire state.  
Further each of the districts within the 
red box has a CWR less than 1.21 and a 
Free and Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL) 
percent of at least 24% -- meaning that 
almost one of every 4 children are at 
some level of poverty. 
 
The districts in these counties, as in the 
entire state, that are average or below 
average wealth, have experienced a 
more dramatic negative impact on 
their budgets as a result of the GEA 
cuts than  districts of above average 
wealth.   Consequently, the impact of 
ǘƘŜ Ŏǳǘǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ ά¦ǇǎǘŀǘŜ ǾǎΦ 

5ƻǿƴǎǘŀǘŜέ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ƛǎǎǳŜ ς it is a wealth and demographic issue.   
 
The impacts of state aid cuts on the budgets of average and below average wealth school districts is 
clearly a critical challenge. With cost escalations and uncertain revenues, budgets have been severely 
strained.  Basic as well as elective educational programs have been lost to the point where the quality 
and veracity of the educational program is problematic.    
 
! ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ ƻƴ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘΦ .ǳǘ ƛǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ 
ƻƴ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǘŀȄ ƭŜǾȅΦ  [ŜǾȅ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŀ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜΦ  
Except for minor miscellaneous sources of revenue, the tax levy along with state aid and appropriated 
fund balances are the primary counter-balance to budget expenditures.     
 
¢ŀȄ ƭŜǾȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ŀƭternative for obvious 
reasons ς school district residents are loath to increase taxes and do so only reluctantly. National 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 the highest 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 Cuts-The Levy Impact 2010-11 and 2011-12 
 
The next set of graphs highlights the impact of GEA cuts on the tax levies of school districts that are not 
able to identify alternative sources of revenue to support their current budget. 
 
To cover GEA cuts for budget year 2010-11 as indicated on the graph below, some districts needed to 
increase their levies in 2010-11.  Due to the unrealistic level of increases called for in most cases, these 

levies were in fact not boosted by the 
amount shown in the graphs.  Instead 
higher tax levy increases were kept at 
modest levels by districts making 
sometimes massive cuts to 
educational programs, interscholastic 
and co-curricular activities, 
transportation, deferred equipment 
and bus purchases ς not to mention 
the loss of over 10,000 school district 
employees state-wide 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 districts barely, if at all, 
reached any discomfort level. 
 
The poorest districts will have the 

greatest increase in their tax levies caused by the loss of state aid under the 2010-11 GEA cuts.  This 
includes the Federal JOBS Restoration money of $608 million to be spent over the 2010-11 and 2011-12 
school years.  Most of the funds, approximately $400 million, will be spent in 2011-12 alone.  Average 
and below average wealth school districts ς and especially the poorest districts ς simply do not have the 
capacity to shift this incredible burden to the tax levy.  
 
Going forward school districts in the red box must continue to cut staff, programs and services and 

whatever reserves that exist to avoid 
adding to the tax burden.  This is the 
same strategy used by school 
districts in the 2009-10 budget year 
when Foundation Aid was frozen.  As 
noted, this will diminish the ability 
these districts will have to provide a 
viable educational program ς and 
again underscores that the impacts 
of GEA are unacceptable, inequitable 
and wrong. 
 
To cover state aid cuts for budget 
year 2011-12, the graph at left shows 
how some districts would have 
needed to increase their levies.  
Again, the high figures of up to 
almost 45% are unrealistic to put 
before voters and will be avoided by 
more budget, program and staff cuts, 
as well as the use of any existing 
reserves.  
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The poorest districts (red box) were in the greatest jeopardy to increase tax levies caused by the loss of 
state aid under GEA.  Also, as noted, this is the last year to spend the federal JOBS Restoration money if 
a district had not already exhausted these funds in the 2010-11 school year.  
  
The complete demonstration of unfairness permeates these data. The poorest districts again would 
have been required to endure the largest percent tax levy increases.  So, for the third consecutive year, 
school districts in the red box will continue to cut staff, programs and services and use up whatever 
reserves exist to avoid additions to the tax burden in their communities.   
 
As depicted in the graph below, SSFC non-member regions suffer the same problems 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 current and frozen 
state aid formula and the current size 
and formula for the GEA cuts will 
diminish the length of time average 
and low wealth districts will have to 
provide a viable educational program.  
The wealthiest districts ς those with 
the greatest revenue generation 
power and the largest reserves ς and 
those less dependent on state aid will 
be able to maintain their significant 
and quality programs for a 
considerable period of time with little 

major affect on budget or tax levy. 
 
The 2011-12 Partial Restoration: 
 
At the behest of the state legislature there was a small, partial restoration of state aid to school districts. 
This restoration totaled $229 million for the 2011-12 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 targeted to districts where there was a critical need in favor of a political assurance that 

άŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ƎŜǘǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΦέ 
 
One-third 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 
ƛƴ άǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴέ ό8.5% of the total) 
that went to the wealthiest 
districts would have had a greater 
positive impact if they had been 
distribuǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƴŜŜŘƛŜǎǘ 
school districts.  This was a 
politically-motivated decision not 
an educationally sound fiscal 
decision. 
 


