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FORWARD

During the current 1974-1975 fiscal year, the State of New York will
allccate nearly three billion dollars to the State's more than 700 school
districts, serv%ng 3.4 million pupils. Developing an understanding of the
rationale for the diéfribufion of these monies is essential if we are to
correctly answer the following questions:

- Are the pupils attending the public schcols of
New York City denied equal educational opportunities
because of inequities in the New York State system
of financing public education?

- If the New York SfaTe system of financing public
education is inequitable, what changes should be
considered in reforming the present system?

Obviously, our answers to these questions will strongly influence our
seérch for new revenues to arrest the confinﬁing erosion of funding for the
New York City public school system. [|f the present system for financing |
education in the State of New York is equitable, then the Board of Education,
elected officials and community organizafioﬁs must look to the Mayor, City
Council and the Board of Estimate for significan% increases in city tax }evy
funding for the public schools. On the other hand, if the present system of
financing the schools is found not to be equitable, then we must look to the
Governor and the State legislature for fiscal justice.

The purpose of this report is To‘éxplain and examine the 1974-1975 state
educaffon aid formulae in Iighf of the questions concerning equity raised
above. Our concerns, however, are not simply bookkeeping in nature; nor do

they eminate exclusively from our very real concerns for the future of large
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urban schoo! districts in general and the New York City schoo! system in
particular (although we admit openly that we are not altogether objective
commentators). Such sel!f-serving concerns wou]d obviously be self-defeating
and would be sumharily rejected by the elected representatives of the tax

payers of the State of New York. !n the landmark 1954 Brown v Bodrd of

Education case, Chief Justice Warren made the following observations:

Today, education is perhaps the most importanT —
function of state and local governments. Com-
pulsory schoo! attendance laws and the great
expenditures for education both demonstrate our
recognition of the importance of education to

our democratic society. |t is required in the
performance of .our most basic public responsi-
bilities, even service in the armed forces. T
-is the very foundation of good citizenship. Today
it is a principal instrument in awakening the
chi:ld to cultura! values, in preparing him for
later professional training, and in helping héim

to adjust normally to his environment. In these
days, it is doubtfu! that any child may reasonably
be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the
opportunity of an education. Such an opportunity,
where the state has undertaken to provide it, is

a right which must be made available to all on
equal terms.

[f we accept this interpretation of the state's role in public education,
and we~think it is fair to say that most people do, then we come face-to-face
with a key consfffufional question: Should a child's access to equa! educa-
+ional opportunity be solely a function of his or her residence? We think
not. As we move into our analysis the reader should come to recognize that
this quesfion,'which‘we consider crucial, represents nothing more Than.a

restatement of the questions concerning equity posed earlier.
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The State Legisiature is currently considering changes in the methods
used to allocate state aid to the State's 700 plus schcol districts for
fiscal year 1975-1976. We hope that this report will be a useful contri-
bution to this most important effort. ldeally, it will stimulate some
legislators to push for basic reforms in the method of allocating funds
so that state education aid will be distributed fairly to all children no
méTTer where they live in accordance with the constitutional mandate to
insure each chilq equal opportunity.

We offer a few perTinenT facts that highlight our situation. The City
School District of New York presently receives 27 percent of all state

educafioﬁ aid and has:

- 32% of all pupils.

- 50% of all pupils scoring two or more years below ' - - -
their grade level, below minimum competence, in
reading and mathematics tests.

- 63% of all school age children from families with
-incomes below the poverty level.

- 90% of all hispanic pupils.

Other large cities in the State--Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse, Yonkers,

Albany--find themselves in similar situations.

- The state financial aid received by large city
schoo! districts is not equal to the educational

needs of their pupils.

Our intended audience for this report is parents, tax payers and fiscal

non-experts. Every attempt has been made to illustrate new or complex
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ideas or concepts through the use of charts, graphs or tables, We would
|ike to know if we have succeeded; We Intend to revise and update this
documehf after formulae tor state ald to education have been adopted for
fiscal year 1975-1976. Comments, criticisms and advice are not only
welcomed but solicited.

Thg analysis presented here grew out of an earlier reform of the methods
used to allocate monies to the thirty-two comﬁunify school districts in
New York City. Many of the notions of equal opportunity initially explored
in that report are résfafed here.* However, in this effort, Dr. Ronald K.H.
Choy, my abie assistant, having the gbéd sense to stay out of administration,
deserves recogni+ion aé senior author, although | accept fully the consequences
of any errors in fact or judgmeht contained in this report. Or. Choy and |
were also ably assisted by Ronald J. Rudolf and Leigh S. Marriner, members
of the staff of the Educational Policy Deveiopment Unit in the Office of
t+he Deputy Chancellor. The charts and graphs were executed by Jacqueline
Wong. Antoine Ector assisted with computations, and Madeline Romero typed
;fhe Tex+ and tables.

Many individuals helped us.To explain the background and development
of the present sfafe aid formulae. Without guidance and assistance from
Bertha Leviton, Director of School Financial Aid with the New York City
Board of Education, we could never have completed this report. Her endless
knowledge of the in's and out's of state aid was invaluable. Secretary to
t+he Board of Education, Harold Siegel's comments and advice were always

incisive and germane. We also would like to acknowledge the support of

*1The 1974-1975 Al location Formulae", Policy Paper No. 2, June 27, 1974,
prepared by Office of the Deputy Chancellor, Educational Policy Development
Unit, Board of Education of the City of New York.
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Chancel lor |rving Anker, who provided the push when the going got tough;
the encourageménf of James Regan, President of the New York City Board

of Education;.and the information-filled dialogues with Isaiah Robinson,
Vice President and Chalrman of the Finance Committee of the New York City

Board of Educatlion.

BERNARD R. GIFFORD
Deputy- Chancel ior
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I. STATE AID PHILOSOPHY

The distribution of state financial aid among the Sfafe's more than
700 school districts is accomplished by formulas. The state education aid
formulas are the practical solutions to the resource allocation question:
How should educational resources be distributed? Before explaining how the

state aid formulas actually work, it is essential to uncderstand their

philosophical basis.

The philosophical basis for the present state aid formula was elaborated

more then 50 years ago by George Strayer and Robert Haig:

The state should insure equal educational facilities

to everyone within its borders at a uniform rate
throughout the state in terms of the burden ot tax-
ation. The tax burden of education should throughout
the state be uniform in relation to taxpaying ability,
and the provision of the schools should be uniform in
relation to the éducable population desiring education.¥

In short, the Stai2 of New York shouid guarantee a minimum level of expenditure
per pupil sufficient to provide an "equal" (read "minimum adequate") education,
no matter how poor the child or school district. Each»and every child should
have equal access to this minimum adequate education no matter where he or

she lives.

*George D. Strayer and Robert M. Haig, Financing of Education ‘in
The State of New York (New York, 1923), p.173.
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I. THE STATE'S RESPONSIBILITY

The State of New York assumes the responsibility for supporting and
maintaining free public schools. Article XI, Section |, of the Constitution

of the State of New York provides that:

The legislature shall provide for the maintenance and
support of a system ¢f free common schools, wherein
all of the children of the state may be educated.

In discharging its responsibility, the State permits local school districts
to organize and operate public schools. The State also sets and enforces

minimum educational standards that al! local boards of education must follow.

A. The Need For State Aid-

School districts in the State of New York raise monies for public
education by taxing real property: funds available for schools = tax
rate X property value. In order tfo raise the same total revenue, a
district rich in properfy need apply a lower tax rate than a district
poor in property. For the same tax rate, a rich district can raise
more revenue for education than a poor district.’

The State financially aids local school districts to insure that
the lack of wealth is not an obstacle to praviding the minimum educa-
tional program. An active financial role by the State is needed because

the revenue raising capacity of local school districts varies considerably

(Table I-1 and Figure I-1):

- The "richest" district has over forty times the full
valuation of real taxable property per pupil of the
"poorest" district.

- While about 75% of the districts are below the state
average full value per pupil, the "average" district
still has eight times the per pupil revenue raising
capacity of the "poorest" district.

ERIC . i5.
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Without state aid, poorest districts would be forced to tax themselves
heavily in order to meet the State's minimum educational requirements while

richer districts would have a relatively lighter tax burden.

- For example, for 1974-1975, the State has established
$1,200 as the "minimum adequate" expenditure per pupil.

* A district with "average" full value of real taxable
property per pupil would have to impose a tax rate
of $27.72 per $1,000 of its full. value in order to
raise $1,200 per pupil (Figure [-2).

* Pocantico Hills, a "rich" district in Westchester
County, would have to impose a tax rate of only
$5.48 per $1,000 of its full value in order to
raise $1,200 per pupil.

Levittown, a "modest" dis¥rict in Nassau County,
would have to impose a tax rate of $52.80 per
$1,000 of its full value in order to raise $I,200

per pupil.

* Salmon River, a "poor" district in Franklin County
would have to impose an unbelievable tax rate of
$226.33 per $1,000 of its full value in order to
raise $1,200 per pupi!.

* New York City would have to impose a tax rate of
$19.57 per $1,000 of its full value in order to
raise $1,200 per pupil.

- If a district wishes to spend more than the established
"minimum adequate" amount, a richer district could raise
the extra dollars more painlessly than a poor district.

16




TABLE I-1

DISTRIBUTION OF

- FQEE;PROPERTY VALUATION PER PUPIL*
1972-1973
DISTRICT
FULL VALUE NUMBER PERCENT
PER_PUP|L** OF DISTRICTS OF DISTRICTS
$ 0 - $14,999 74 10%
15,000 - 29,999 332 47
30,000 - 44,999 .. | 148 21
45;000 - 59,999 67 9
60,000 - 74,999 36 | 5
75,000 - 89,999 19 3
90,000 - 32 5
TOTAL ;;; :;;;

¥ Ald payable in 1974-1975 is based on 1972-1973 full value per bupil.
#*For the 708 school districts with eight or more teachers:

Lowest = $5,302
Average = $43, 300
Highest = $218,967

New York City = $61,324

17
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FIGURE 1-2
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State financial aid Is supposed to rectify this situation so that
a school district's revenue raising capacity is not an obstacle to

providing a minimum adequate educatlion.

8. Resource Allocation Criteria

The means for distributing state aid among school districts is
a set of formulas. The formulas are practical solutions to the

quesfion: How should educational resources be distributed?

There are two groupings of criteria for allocaTTng educational

resources -among school districts:

-

- Equal educational opportunity for all youth.

- Equal protection under the laws for every person.

The remainder of this section explains each of these criteria.
Section Il explains how the 1974-1975 state education aid formula
actual ly works, and Section 111 analyzes the formula in light of

its philosophical foundations.

21



2. EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

In developing formulas forﬂa|loca+ing state aid to schoo!l districts,
t+he State of New York must follow federal and state laws that prohibit
discrimination against any student, regardliess of sex, race, eThnichy,
or place of residency. In short, the formulas legislated by the state
to allocate monies to school districts must be consistent with the idea

of "equal educational opportunity for all youth'.

However, "equal educational opportunity" can be defined .in three
ways: dollars, resources, and outcomes. Each definition. impliesa

different allocation strategy and formula.

A. Input Equalization

A state aid formula that gives equal! dollars per pupil follows
an input equalization strategy. There is no conceptual problem in
d5¥ining what is meant by an equal input of dol lars. Only proper
accounting is needed to verify equality. An equal dollar input
strategy would result in a simplified state aid formula and would. . .

" also minimjze +he influnece of non-objective criteria on the dis-

tribution of resources.

The current New York state aid formula recognizes the legitimacy

B 3

of allocating egual dollars per pupil. The formula is based on:a
"foundation amount' pé?wg;gfl so that each district is assured enough

financial sﬁpporf to provide a "minimum adequate" education. F}nancial
suppoff in excess of this foundafiqn amount is a matter of local choice

and is funded from local sources. Table 2-1 and Figure 2-1 show the range

of spending per pupil across the State.’

e 22
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An equal dollar per pupi! strategy would be consistent with "equal
educational opportunity" only if equal dollars coqu_puréhase equal
services in every schoo! district in the state. This is not the case
because purchasing power of a dollar varies across the State.

B. Resource Equalization

1 . ) .
An allocation strategy that attempts to compensate for differences

in the purchasing power of the dollar among the State's ‘more than 700 schools
districts is a resource equalization strategy. The term "resources"r

means the value of all human and non-human‘inpﬁfs into education --

services of teachers, administrators, and support staff; materials and

supplies; types of facilities; and so forth.

In order to insure "equa! educational opportuntiy" each district
would have fTo be given enough money to purchase the same:'mix or "package"
of resources per pupil.

- The problem is that equal dollars do not buy equal
resources everywhere.

For a variety of reasons, (e.g., differences in teacher salaries,
in workload factors, and in the prices of instructional materials)
districts vary both in ease of access to resources and in the prices
they must pay for resources of given quality and quantity. Since

.input costs are variable, districts cannot provide equal programs

or equa! educational opportunity when their levels of spending are the

same.
- A resource equalization strategy requires that dollars
be allocated unequally to compensate for interdistrict i
variations in the cost of dolng business.
- | 23
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TABLE 2~|

DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENSES PER PUPIL

1973-1974 )
EXPENSE NUMBER OF
PER PUPIL DISTRICTS
$ 0-§% 999 9
1,000 - 1,099 | 50
1,100 = 1,199 124
{,200 - 1,299 149 )
1,300 - l,399 : 73
1,400 - 1,499 60
1,500 - 1,599 39
1,600 - 1,699 35
1,700 - 1,799 28
1,800 - 1,899 \ 24
1,900 - 1,999 24
2,000 - 2,499 | 69
2,500 - 2,999 13
3,000 or more __fi
703
"Note: Medlan = $1,300 (approx!mafely)

Average = $1,472
New York City = $2,142
For 1973-1974, Foundatlon amount Is $860.

PERCENT
OF DISTRICTS

7
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STATE OF NEW YORK EXPENSES PER PUPIL
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This means that cost levels in each district must be measured in
such a way that the necessary adjustments in purchasing power per

dollar can be computed.

One example of the need for a cost of doing business adjustment
is teacher salaries. Across the State of New York, the median
teacher salary paid by districts varies over 10 percent both above

and below the overall median for the State (Table 2-2 and Figure 2%2).

With $13,371, some districts would not be able to hire a teacher
While other districts could hire a teacher and still have money left

over for supplies.

C. OQutcome Equalization

State aid formulas based on an educational outcome equalization
strategy fs a relatively new idea. |t has come into prominence
because of studies, such as Tﬁe Coleman Report, showing the importance
of non-school factors, including racial discrimination and socioccomic
status, in deférmining educational results. From these studies it
is clear that even if resources are distributed with perfect equallty
and all districts are equally well managed, there would still be wide
disparities in pupil achievement because of differences in their pupil
populations.

- To bring achievement in all districts up to an
‘agreed-upon standard (equal educationaloutcome),
it would be necessary to allocate resources to

compensate for differences in the difficulty of
educating diverse pupil populations.

no
-3
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Stated differently, it would be necessary to allocate resources in
proportion to "educational need," where "need" refers to the amount

of resources per pupil, relative to the amount required In an

"average" district, to produce a gi;en level of educational achievement.
Both relative need and relative cost would havé to be considered in

distributing funds to districts.

The current formula does not recognize the poverty of pupils as a
factor in determining educational needs or state aid. A child on
welfare who lives in Harlem receives the same state aid as a child who
lives in the richest district in the state, Pocantico Hills, but a
child on welfare who lives in the South Bronx receives more than twice

as much state aid as his friend in Harlem.

The current formula does give |imited recognition to the legitimacy
of weighting pupils according to their relative educational needs.
Pupils who score below minimum competency, two or more yearg below grade
level, on reading and mathematics tests are given an additional weight.

- The present formula ignores a bilingual student

on welfare, living in the South Bronx, and reading
1.5 years below grade level.

2

Pupils who are handicapped are also given an additional weight. These
extra weighfs convert puplls to aidable pupil units .that measure the

spending requirements of a school district.

N
Q.

e
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TABLE 2-2

STATE OF NEW YORK MEDIAN TEACHER SALARY

1973-1974
MED AN ‘ . MEDI AN . R
GEOGRAPHIC REGION SALARY | NDEX GEOGRAPHIC REGION SALARY INDEX
Syracuse Region Capitol District
Cayuga $10,500 79 Albany $11,370 85
Cortland - Columbia
Madison Fulton
Onondaga Greene
Oswego Montgomery
Rensselaer
Saratoga
Schenectady
Schoharie
Binghamton Region Rochchester Region
Broome 10,670 80 Genesee 11,986 90
Chenango Livingston
Delware Monroe
Ostego Ontarlo
Tioga Orleans
Tompkins . Senéca
. "Wayne
Yates
Upper Mohawk Vailey Buffalo Region
vvvv Her i kmer 10,730 : 80 ‘Erie 12,010 90
Oneida Niagara
: Wyoming
Northern Region State of New York 13,371 110
Franklin 10,750 80
Jefferson
Lewis
St. Lawrence
Jamestown Region Mid-Hudson Region
Al legany 1,145 ° 83 Dutchess 13,580 102
Cattaraugus Orange
Chautauqua _Putnam
Rockland
Sulllvan
Ulster
Westchester
Elmira Pegion Long !Island Reglon
Chemung 11,202 84 . Nassau 14,928 112
Schuyler Suffol k
Steuben
Laks Champlain-Lake George New York City Region
Clinton 11,260 84 New York 15,300 114
Essex Bronx
Hami | ton Kings
Warren Queens |
washington Richmond
Source: The Univesity of +the State of New York,

The State Educat!on Department Information
Center on Education, "Public Schol Pro-

fessiona! Personne! Report,

July 1974.

1973-1974,"

29
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FIGURE 2-2
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3. EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS
The Constitution of the United States and the Constitution of the

State of New York guarantee every citizen equal protection of the laws:

- All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and
subject to the~jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the
United States and of the State wherein they reside. No
State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge
the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United
States; nor shall any State deprive any person of life,
liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor
deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal
protection of the |aws.

(14th Amendment, Section I)

- No person shall be denied the equal protection of the
laws of this state or any subdivision thereof. No person
shall, because of race, color, creed or religion, be
subjected to any discrimination in his civil rights by
any other person or by any firm, corporation, or in-
stitution, or by the state or any agency or subdivision

~of the state.

(Article |, Section 11)

For developing criteria to allocate educational resources among school
districts, the question arises: What factors have to be recognized to
guarantee equal protection of the laws? There are three factors:
- Financial willingness of a school district to support
its public schools. '

- Financial ability of a school district to support its
+  public schools.

- <Educational resource needs of the children who live in
a school district. :

Each of these factors can be measured in numerous.ways. To the extent
‘that more equitable measures are used in a state aid formula, resources

are distributed more fairly.

32
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A. Financial Willingness

The financial willingness of a school district to support -its public

schools should be measured two ways:

- The amount spent per pupil.

- The tax rate for raising local revenue.

The State of New York has established and enforces educational
standards to insure that every child receives at least a minimum
adequate education. This is consistent with the input equalizafion.
- strategy to promote equa! educational opportunity. Each local
school district has the opTion.of providing more than the minimum

educational program for its pupils.

For purposes of allocating state aid, The‘STaTe of New York
establishas a dollar amount per pupil that approximates the cost of
actually providing a minimum adequa+e educaffon. A district spending
at least this "foundation" amount is eligible for the maximum state
aid determined by formula. A district spending less than the foundation

amount has its state aid reduced proporticnately.

The tax rate a district is willing to impose on itself is a measure
of the "price" it is willing to pay for its public schools. This measure
of financial willingness is vitally important because of the tremendous

differences in schoo! districts' revenue raising capacity. Even if the
"poorest" districts in the State were willing to tax themselves to the

allowable limit, they could not raise anywhere near the revenue that

: 33
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the "richest" districts could raise with only a modest Tax‘rafe. If
is the policy of the State of New York to dlsfrlbufeiald to districts
in proportion to thelr willingness to tax themselves, up to a specified
limit. Beyond this limit school districts are not rewarded for extra

effort.

B. Financial Ablility

The measure of the financial ability of school districts to support
their public schools should first be based on their ability fo raise
revenue by taxation. In the State of New York, there are three major

tax bases: real property, income and sales. Most school districts

rely almost exclusively on real property taxes, and this is the measure

of financial ability that is included in the state ald formula..

Another financial ability factor that should be recognized is that
+he tax base of any given jurisdiction or st of jurisdictions must

support more than just public schools. All local government services --

‘police, fire, public assistance, highways, administration, etc. --

must draw on the same tax base as'publlc schools. A district's or
group of djsfricfs' tax basg should be adjusted downward for the amount
that Is actually available for public schools. The current state aid
formula does not make this adjustment. A district that must devote

an unusual ly large proportion of its tax base to other local government
services abpears to have a greater financial capacity to support its

public schools than it real ly does.

31
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A third financial ability factor that should be recognized is that
the cost of doing business varies tremendously across the State. Since
a dollar of local tax levy does not have the same purchasing power
everywhere, the measure of financial capaclity of school dlsfricfs to
support thelr public schools should include an adjustment for the
cost of doing business. This would equalize the purchasing power of
each schdol district's local tax levy and support a resource equalization

strategy for promoting equal educational opportunity.

It Is the policy of the State of New York to distribute state aid
o) aé to equalize differences in school district's financial ability to
support their public schools. A "poor":disfricf.should receive more state
aid than a "™'rich" district and all districts with the same financial

ability should receive the same state aid.

'C. Educational Resource Needs

The measure of the educational resource needs of the pupils who
attend public séhools should first be based on the number of pupils
enrolled in the échéols. Then there should be recognition that all
pupils do not have the same resource requirements. As a matter of

sound educational policy, certain pupils may require more resources

.for smaller classes, specialized equipment, or specialized teachers.

For resource allocation purposes, these pupils would count more
heavily than other pupils. Providing the extra resources supports the

outcome equalization strategy for promoting equal educational opportunity.

35
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The State of New York has long recognized that certain pupils
need extra educational resources in order to bring their educational
attainment up to minimum standards. Handicapped children, illiterate-
childrén, and non-English speaking children have expliqifly been
given special educational resources since the turn of the century.
Since 1968, students who scored two or more years below their grade
level norm, below minimum competence, on the Pupil Evaluation Program
(PEP) tests have been given additional state aid to support their special

educational needs.

While the concept and policy of supporting s,ecia; educational
needs is well established, the question of how 1wuch extra weigﬁf
should be given to these pupils is still being debated. The current
po!iey of the State of New York is to give (Figure 3-1):

- An_exfra 0.25 weight to pupils who score below
minimum competence on the PEP tests.

- An extra |.00 weight to non-severely handicapped
pupils. '

- An extra 0.25 weight to secondary school pupils.

- An extra |.00 weight to handicapped pupils in
occupational education classes.

- Severely handicapped pupils receive aid from a
separate formula.

This weighting scheme equalizes differences in the educational resource
requirements of pupils. An "educationally needy" pupil receives more
state aid than a "regular" pupil. Applying the proper weights to
pupils gives an indication of the total educational resource re-

quirements of all pupils in the districts.

ERIC I 36
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Il. STATE AID FORMULAS

The State of New York currently has elght different types of education

aid:

- Operating Expense Aid is for expenditures such as teachers,
supervisors and administrators, books, instructional
supplies and equipment, custodial services, pupll trans-
portation, school lunches, capital outlays, dent service and
'support services. This ald is distributed to school districts
by formula and accounts for most of the total state aid.
Operating ald is allocated to all students. Extra aid is
allocated specifically for pupils with special educational
needs and handicapping conditions. Ald is also allncated
for summer school and evening high school. Extra aid Is
allocated to secondary fupils.

-+ Growth ‘Aid is for districts that are growing 'in attendance.
Extra operating aid is allocated to them. The extra aid Is
necessary because operating expense aid for "this" year Is
based on "last" year's attendance.

- Budget Aid is for districts spending less than the foundation
amount. Extra operating aid is allocated to them 1f their
expenditure per pupil "this" year is greater than "last" year.

- High Tax Rate Aid is available to school districts that have
a local tax rate greater than $24 per $1,000 of ful!l value and
that have a full value per pupil less than $40,000.
This extra operating aid ranges from $0.80 to $80.00 per pupil.

- Building Expense Aid is for construction and modernization
expenses. Debt service and capital outlays are aldable.

- Transportation Expense Ald is for transporting all pupils who
live more than |.5 miles from school. District owned buses,
private carriers and public transit are possible modes for
transporting pupils. The State pays 90% of approved trans-
portation expenses.

- Special Services Aid is for city school districts with a
population over 125,000 -- New York City, Buffalo, Rochester,
Syracuse, Yonkers. Pupils in occupational education classes
and severely handicapped pupils receive extra aid.
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- Reorganization Incentive Ald Is to encourage small school
districts to merge Into or with larger contiguous school
districts.

A total of $2.7 billlon in aid is to be pald out during the 1974-1975

school year. Over 85%, $2.3 billion ls for formula operating ald. This
ana]ysis of the state education aid formula focuses on formula operafing.

ald.

NEW _YORK STATE EDUCATION AID

1974~1975
AMOUNT *
___TJYPE OF AID (MILLIONS) = PERCENT
Operating Expense Aid
Formula "~ $2,302.3 85.1%
Growth 9.9 0.4
Budget 2.9 0.1
High Tax 14.4 0.5
Gross Total $2,329.4 86.1
Adjustments to Meet
Limitations -  §7.4 - 3.6
Net Total ' © 0 $2,232.1 82.5
Building Aid 230.1 8.5
Transportation Aid 198.9 7.4
Special Services 33.2 1.2
Reorganizafioﬁ Incentive _ 12.0 0.4
Total =~ $2,706.3 100.0 %

* These amounts are tentative until all claims have been audl+ed.

40




-24-

4. OPERATING EXPENSE AID

It is the policy of the State of New York to insure that every child
has the opportunity to recelve at least a "ﬁinlmum adequate" education.
In order to imblemenf this policy, the State establishes a minimum operating
expense per pupil and shares this cost with every school district. A local
school board may spend more than the "minimum adequate'" amount if it wishes,

but the State will not share In the cost of this additlonal expense.

The factors that determine each district's state aid per pupil and
total operating aid are illustrated in Figure 4-1. Each school district's

aid depends on three factors:

- The wealth of the district.
- The number of pupils in the district's public schools.

- The educational needs of the district's pupils.

Wealth measures a district's financial capacity to support its public school
system. The number of pupils and their educational needs measure the educa-

tional requirements that the district must meet.

A district's wealth and the number of pupils it has are combined into a
wealth per pupil measure.
- The greater a district's wealth, the greater is its wealth
per pupil.

- The more students a district has, the lower is its wealth
per pupil. : ,

41
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A district's state aid per pupil depends on its wealth per pupil and

the legislated foundation amount per pupil:

- The greafér the foundation amount set by the State Legislature,
the more state aid per pupil all districts receive.

- The greater a district's wealth per pupil, the less state aid
per pupil it receives.
A district's number of total aidable pupils is developed by weighting
pupils in proportion to their educational needs:
- The more pupils a district has, the greater is its numbe
of aidable pupils. :
e -~ = The greater the educational needs of a district's-pupils, ----
the greater is its number of aidable pupils.
Finally, a district's total operating expense aid is merely the
product of its state aid per pupil and its total number of aidable pupils.

- The higher a district's aid per pupil, the more aid it
receives.

SR : - The more aidable pupils a district has, the more aid it
receives.

The remaining parts of this section develop, step-by-step, the formula
for operating expenses aid. General principles are translated into practical

measures, and the measures are used to determine a district's state education

aid.
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5. AID PER PUPIL: THEORY INTO PRACTICE

The state aid per 5hpil each district receives is the difference

between two amounts:

~ The guaranteed foundation amount per pupil.

- The district's required contribution per pupil.

DISTRICT FOUNDAT ION DISTRICT

STATE AID = AMOUNT - REQUIRED CONTRIBUTION
PER PUPIL PER- PUPIL PER PUPIL

This is the single most important equafion'and is usually referred
foiés the sfafe educafibn éfd fo}muié; Iﬁ Thé“faﬁnaéfféﬁ-iévél éﬁd the
manner in which the district's required contribution s défermined, this
formuia embodies the practical decisions made on the most- fundamental

school financial aid policies..

A. The Foundation

This formula is known as the "Foundation Plan" and is very common
among the 50 states. Each district is guaranteed a minimum level of
expenditure no matter how poor it may be, provided it makes at least the

required contribution per pupil.

_The guaranteed foundation amount is supposed to be sufficient to
provide a "minimum adequate" level of expenditure per pupil. All districts
making at least the required contribution per pupil should be equally
able to provide a basic, "minimum adequate" educational program for each
child. Districts are free to supplement the basic program to the extent

they are willing and able.
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B. A District's Share

The per pupil contribution required by each district is directly
proporfional to its wealth per pupil. A district's wealth per pupil is
measured by the faTIo of two factors: | | |

- Wealth is measured by the full valuaTlon of real
property taxable for school purpose i
~ The number of pupils is measured by the resident

welighted average daily attendance (WADA). The weights
are (Figure 5-1).

®* 0.50 for each student in half-day kindergarTen;

® '.00 for each student in full- day kindergarTen or
yrades- |~6. - - -~ - o - et o e s

® 1.25 for each student in grades 7-12.

Resident WAL\ is the WADA of all public school students

who live in a district no matter where they attend school.
The wealth per pupil meaure obtained by dividii.g these two factors

is the district full valuation of real property per resident weighted

average daily attendance:

DISTRICT DISTRICT
FULL VALUE PER FULL VALUATION . DISTRICT
RESIDENT WADA OF REAL PROPERTY . RESIDENT WADA

Districts with greater full value per resident WADA must contribute
a larger portion of the foundation amount than districts with smaller

full value per resident WADA. Since the measure of wealth is a tax
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base, the proportionality factor is a required local tax rate. Putting
these three factors together into a mathematical expression yields the

following equation:

DISTRICT

REQUIRED REQUIRED ‘ DISTRICT
CONTRIBUTION = LOCAL TAX X FULL VALUE PER

PER PUPIL ' RATE RESIDENT WADA

C. Equalization

In theory, a district wealthy enough to raise the entire foundation
amount with the required local tax rate would receive no state aid at
all. Another district that has no tax base would recelve the eﬁfire

" foundation amount for each pupil. In this way, the formula "equalizes"
for differences in the per pupil.weglfh among school districts.

In actual practice neither exfreme'exisfs._ No district is so
poor that is has no tax base at all so that every district actually
does suppor+ a portion of the foundation amount with local taxes.

While there are a handful of districts that are so weélfhy Tﬁéf they
could easily support more than the entire foundation amount with
local taxes every district Is guaranteed at least a minimum amount of

state ald.

" To summarize the development of the foundation plan for determining

state aid per pupil:

DISTﬁICT FOUNDAT ION REQUIRED - DISTRICT
STATE AID = AMOUNT - LOCAL X FULL VALUE PE

PER PUPIL PER PUPIL TAX RATE RES!DENT -WADA
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Figure 5-2 1llustrates this formula. Given a district's full
value per resident WADA, the graph indicates the amount of s$tate ald
per pupil the district receives and its required contribution to the
foundation amount. The downward slope* of the graph shows that districts
with a larger tax base per pupil receive less state aid per pupil and

are required to make a corréspondlngly larger contribution per pupil.

The slope of the graph Is equal to the required local tax rate.
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6. AID PER PUPIL: IN PRACTICE

For 1974-1975, the formula for determining a district's state
aid per pupif is really a choice among three formulas.* The formulas
differ in the foundation amount and The required local tax rate. A

"most favorable aid" clause permits each district to select the formula

that generates the largest state aid per pupil.

The first step in aéfually computing a district's sféfe aid per pupil
is to determine its full valuation of real taxable property per resident
WADA. For aid payable in 1974-1975, the 1972-1973 full value and resident
WADA is used for compufaflons Table 6 I and Flgure 6 I show Thls

nnformaflon for the City School D|s+r|c+ of New York and for each borough ol

The State Legislature has esfablished $1,200 as the guaranteed
foundation amount per pupil for 1974-1975. It is the policy of the
State of New York to share with local school .districts in providing
yfhis "minimum adequate" operating expense for every pupil. |f a
district wishes to spend less than this minimum, its aid per pupil
is reduced proportionately. The State Legislature has also established
$15 per $1,000 of full value -- 0.015 -- as the required local tax rate a
school district must levy if it wishes to be e]igible for the maximum
possible state aid. A district wishing to impose a lower tax rate will

have its total operating aid reduced proportionately.

Chapter 241 of the Laws of New York, 1974, Section 8 subdivision |Ib,
reads as if there are only two formulas. After translating the words
into mathematical expressions, there are really three formulas.

**Chapter 241 of the Laws of New York, 1974, Sectlon 13, Subdivision I5b,
permits the City School District of New York to compute its operating
expense aid for each borough separately or for the City School District

as a whole.
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TABLE™ 6-1

CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

1972-1973 FULL VALUE PER RESIDENT WADA

USED FOR COMPUTING 1974-1975 STATE AID

Bronx

Brook lyn

Manhattan

Queens

Staten lIsland

City

_ FULL VALUE RESIDENT WADA

FULL VALUE PER
RES |DENT WADA

$5,613,576,185 211,755.07
12,913,798,959 360,808.62
25,364,999,915 153,683;04
16,117,047,330 239,171.50

2,892,989,964 52,447.54
$62,396,766, 526 1,017,500.27
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Figure 6~

CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW YORK
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~

A. Basic Aid Formula

The two established values are used in the basic aid formula

(Figure 6-2).

DISTRICT '

BASIC DISTRICT
STATE AID = §$1,200 - ]0.015 x FULL VALUE PER o
PER PUPIL RESIDENT WADA

- For example, for aid payable in 1974-1975, the
borough of Bronx has a ful! value per resident
WADA of $26,510 and a basic state aid per pupil of
$802.35 (Figure 6-3):

BRONX = $1,200 - [0.015 x $26,510]
BASIC
STATE AID =  $1,200" - $397.65
PER PUPIL
=  $802.35

- The borougﬁ Of‘Brooklyn, with $35,791 of per resident
WADA, has a basic state aid per pupil of $663.14
(Figure 6-4).
All districts with full value per resident WADA between $0 and $80,000
would receive state aid per pupil between $1,200 and $0 from this basic
aid formula (Figure 6-2). Districts with full value per resident WADA

greater than $80,000 would receive negative state aid per pupil. To

"correct" for this situation, a second formula is needed.
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BASIC STATE AID PER PUPIL FORMULA
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Figure 6-4
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B. Minimum Ald Formula

The minimum aid formula has a $461 "foundation" amount* per pupil

and a 0.001 "required" local! tax rate** (Figure 6-5):

DISTRICT
MINIMUM DISTRICT
STATE AID = 346l - | 0.00! X FULL VALUE PER

PER PUPIL ‘ RESIDENT WADA

All districts with full value per resident WADA between $0 and
$461,000 would recelve state aid per pupil between $461 and $0
from this minimum aid formula.;

- .For example, for aid payable in 1974-1975, the borough

of Queens has a full value per resident WADA of $67,387
and a minimum state aid per pupil of $393.61 (Figure 6-6).

QUEENS = $461 - [0.001 x $%67,387]
MINIMUM B .
STATE AID = $461 - $67.39
PER PUPIL

$393.61

- The borough of Staten Island, with $55,160 of full value
per resident WADA, has @ minimum state aid per pupil of
$405.84 (Figure 6-7).

In this minimum aid formula and the flat grant aid formula to be
described next, the "foundation" amount and "required" local tax
rate are put within quotation marks to avoid confusing it with the
guaranteed foundation amount of $1,200 and the established required
local tax rate of 0.015. The "foundation" amount for these two
equations is the aid per pupil a district would receive from thede
formulas if it had zero full value per resident WADA. It is only

a mathematical result that has no practical or policy meaning at all.
The "required" local tax rate is the rate at which a district's
required contribution per pupil increases and its state aid per
pupil decreases as its full value per resident WADA increases.

This relationship does have important practical and policy meaning.
The words "foundation" amount and "required" local tax rate are
used to maintain a consistent and simple terminology.

The language of Chapter 241 of the Laws of New York, 1974, Section 8,
subdivision |1b, describes the following formula:
!

* %

DISTRICT

MINIMUM ' ' DISTRICT
STATE AID = $360 + {0.00l X {$101,000 -  FULL VALUE PER
PER PUPIL : RESIDENT WADA

A few manipulations to restructure this equation yields the
alternative equivalent expression.

(V351



Figure 6-5
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The minimum ald formula is designed to allocate more aid to "rich"
districts than they would recelve from the basic aid formula. The
point at which the minimum aid formula generates mors aid is $52,786
of full value per resident WADA, which generates $408 in state aid
per pupil (Figure 6-8). Since districts are permitted to select
the most favorati= aid, the minimum aid formula applies to districts
with full value per resident WADA greater than $52,786. For
districts with full value peq‘residénf WADA less than $52,786, the
basic aid formula fs most fa;orablé (Figure 6-8).

- For example, from the basic aid formula, Queens would
receive $189.20. . o

QUEENS = $1,200 .- [0.015 x $67,387]
BASIC
STATE AID = $1,200 - $t.010.80
PER PUPIL
= $189.20

- Due to the most favorable aid clause, the jarger minimum
aid amount, $393.61, is applicable.

Even under. the.minimum_ aid formula, it is possible foir an

~ex+reme|ywweaIThywdisfnicTMTowreceive.negafiveﬂsfafewaidmpe:mpUpiL“M‘\mww,w R

so that a third formula is called for to correct for this situation.

More importantly, the minimum aid formula generates very littie aid

for districts that have over $100,000 of full value per resident WADA.

IT has been and still is the policy of the State of New York to guarantse
at least a minimum aid per pupil to every district. This guaranteesd
amount has traditionally been 36% of the foundaticn arount. For 1974-
1975, the guarénfeed aid per pupil is reduced to 30% of the basic

foundation amount. Thirty percent of $1,200 is $360.

70



Figure 6-8
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C. Flat Grant Ald Formula

The flat grant aid formula, has a $360 "foundation" amount per

pupil and a zero "required" local tax rate (Figure 6-9):

DISTRICT DISTRICT
FLAT GRANT = $360 - 0 X FULL VALUE PER
STATE AID RESIDENT WADA
PER PUPIL = $360

- For example, for aid payable in 1974-1975, the borough
of Manhattan has a full value per resident WADA of
$165,047 and a flat grant state aid per pupil of $360

(Figure 6~10).
MANHATTAN = $360 - [o X $165,047]
FLAT GRANT
STATE AID = $360 - %0
PER PUPIL
= $360

- Every district, no matter how wealthy, is guaranteed to
receive at least $360 of state aid per pupil.
The effect of the most favorable a2id clause is to make the flat
grant aid formula applicable to districts with full value per resident

WADA greater than $101,000 (Figure 6-11). For districts with full

”vaIue“per”residen+"WADA“less"Than“$|0I;000“+he minimum-aid-or-basic —=rwmm

aid formulas are most favorable.

- For example, under the minimum aid formula, Manahattan
would receive $295.96.

MANHATTAN = $461 - [0.001 x $165,047]
MINIMUM
PER PUPIL = $461 - $165.04

= $295.96
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Figure 6-9
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- Under the basic afd formula Manhattan would receive
(-) $1,275.70.

MANHATTAN = $1,200 - [0.015 x $165,047]
BASIC o

STATE AID = $1,200 - $2,475.70

PER PUPIL

(-)%$1,275.70

- Due fo +the most favorabie aid clause, the largest
amount, $360, is applicable.

D. The State Aid Per Pupil Formula

To summarize the state aid per pupi! formula, there are

actually three separate formulas:

- Basic Aid Formuia
- Minimum Aid Formula

- Flat Grant Aid Formula.

Each of these formulas is a specia! case of the general! formuia
for state aid per pupil, which was developed in the previous section.
The formulas differ only in the particular values used for the
"foundation" amount and the "required" local tax rate (Table 6-2).
Because of the most favorable aid clause, each formula endé up being
applied to different ranges of ful! value per resident WADA.

Figure 6-2 illustrates this.
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- The richest districts in the State, with full value per
resident WADA over $101,000, receive the $360 flat
grant amount par pupil.

~ The moderately wealthy district ., with full value per
resident WADA betweer $52,786 and 101,000, receive
between $408 and $360 per pup '

- The remaining districts, with full value per resident
WADA less than $5Z,786, receive between $408 and
$1,200 per pupil.

The City School District of New York is pefmiTTed to compute
its operating expense ald for each borough separatelv or for the
City School District as a whole and file a claim for the most
favorable aid*. Table 6-3 and Figure 6-13 show each boroughs' aid

per pup:i from each of the three formulas and the most favorable

--aid (Figure 6-~14).

Chapter /41 of the Laws of New York, 1974, Section |3, subdivision i5b. -
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"Foundation" Amount
per Pupi]

-_
\'\

"Required” Local
Tax Rate

Applicable Range of
Full Value Per
Resident WADA

. Range of
State Aid
Par Pupil

LTS

Range of Required
local Share of

- $1,200 per pupi
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TABLE 6-2

COMPARISON OF THREE STATE AID PER PUPIL FORMULAS

197 - 19
BASIC AID NINIMM AID
§1,200 §161
0.015 0.00

§ 0 =~ 552,766 §52,785 + $101,000

R e

0+ § 19 5792 + 5 840

FLAT GRANT AID

$360

§101,000 + unlinited

§840

|
|
V
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TABLE 6-3

CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT. OF NEW YORK FORMULA STATE AID PER PUPIL

1974-1975
: FULL VALUE BASIC MINIMUM FLAT GRANT - MOST
- PER AlD AlD AID FAVORABLE
BOROUGH RES IDENT WADA FORMULA FORMULA FCRMULA AlD
Bronx 5.26.510 $ 802.35 $434.49 $3€0.00 $802.35
Brooklyn 35,791 663.14 425.20 360.00 663.14
& :

Manhattan _ 165,047 (=)1,275.70 295.96 360.00 360.00
- Quenr - - 67,387 189.20 - Z93.61 - 360,00~ - 393.61 "
“taren Island 55,160 372.60 405.84 360.00 ~ 4D5.84
City . $ 61,324 $ 280.14 $399.67 =~ $360.00 $399.67

(0¢)
)
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7. TOTAL OPERATING A!D

Once a district's state aid per pupil is determined, the district's
total operating aid is easily computed by multiplying its ald per pupi!

by its tota! numbetr of aidable pupil units:

DISTRICT DISTRICT DISTRICT
TOTAL 9PERATING = TOTAL AIDABLE X STATE AID
AID PUPIL UNITS ) PER PUPIL

This equation uses the results of the state aid per pupil equation
to determine the total state aid a disirict receives. The school financial
aid policies embodied in determing the total number of aidable pupil units

is of secondary Importance compared with determining state aid per pupil.

A. Aidable Pupil-Units . e .-

For aid payable in the 1974-1975 school year, the tofal number of
aidable pupil unifs (TAPU) is made up of thirteen separate éafegories of
students (Figure 7-1). Every component is based on averagé déily
attendance (ADA) and each pupil appears in only one box in Théidiagram.
Each box shows the weights received by pupils in Tha;—cafegory. For
instance, a non-severely handicapped secondary schobl pupil with special
educaTiona!Jneeds receives three wéighfs - regﬁlar (1.00), épecial educa-

+ional needs (0.25), and non-severely handicapped (1.00).
The different types of aidable pupil urits are:

- Adjusted ADA is based on the 1973-1974 ADA of:

® AVl regular pupils, weighting them according to their
full time equivalent status. Pupils in half-day
kindergarten count as 0.50, and pupils in full-day
kindergarten and grades |-12 count as 1|.00. This
includes pupils in occupational education classes
in grades 10-12.

a1




® All pupils in classes for the non-severely handi-
capped, weighting them according to their full time
equivalent status.

® All pupils in classes for the severely handicapped
are excluded. They receive state aid from a separate
special services aid formula.

Special educational needs ADA, weighted an additional 0.25,
is based on a flat percent of the 1873-1974 total adjusted
ADA (Table 7-1).

® Pupils with special educational needs are those who score
below minimum competency on the Pupil Evaluation Program
(PEP) tests. Minimum competency is defined as two years
belcw grade level.

®* The percent is an average derived from reading and
mathematics PEP tests administered to.sixth grade pupils
in 1971 and 1972 (Figure 7-2),

®* Applving a flat percent to the total adjusted ADA has
the effect of assuming that pupils with special educatiocnal
needs are spread evenly among all the components of the
~ total ‘adjusted ADA.--
®* The number of pupils with special educational needs is an
estimate since the percent is derived from 1971 and 1972

sixth grade test scores and is applied to 1973-1974 total
adjusted ADA.

Handicapping conditions ADA, weighted an additional .00, is
based on the estimated 1974-1975 ADA of pupils who are in
classes for non-severely handicapped children.

®* This excludes severely handicapped children, who are
aided by a separate special services-ald formula.

Secondary school pupils, weighted an additional! 0.25,

is based on the [1973-1974 ADA of pupils in grades 7-12
who are not:

* Already weighted fér special educational needs.

®* In classes for non-severely handicapped children.

®* In occupational education classes. Note: occupational

education is additionally aided by a separate special
services aid formula.
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TABLE 7-1

CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS PUPILS

1974-1975
~ STATEN
BRONX BROOKLYN " MANHATTAN QUEENS | SLAND CITY
6th Grade Pupils
Taking PEP Tests
1971 Reading 16,940 27,168 10,554 16,324 3,629 74,615
1971 Math 16,691 26,305 10,324 15,280 3,647 72,947
1972 Reading 16,638 27,732 10,292 15,761 3,772 74,195
1972 Math 16,308 27,422 : 10,216 15,599 3,785 73,330
Total 66,577 108,627 41,386 63,664 14,833 295,087
6th Grade Pupils
Scoring Below Level 4
1971 Reading 9,668 14,653 6,145 5,612 1,035 37,113
1971 Math 9,559 14,697 6,096 5,419 1,128 36,939
1972 Reading 9,297 - 14,313 5,788 5,312 995 35,705
1972 Math 9,499 14,808 6,016 5,440 I,165 36,928
Total 38,063 58,471 24,045 21,783 4,323 I46,685'
Percent Below
Minimum Competency 57.1 % 53.8 % 58.0 % 34.2 % 29.1 % 49.7 %
Total Adjusted ADA 177,142.50 306,450.00 127,102.50 203,100.00 46,565.00 860,360.00
Special Educational _
Needs ADA 101,148.36 164,870.10 73,719.45 69,460.20 13,550.41 422,748.52
Special Educational
Needs Aidable Pupil
Units 25,287.09 41,217.52 18,429.86 17,365.05 3,387.60 105,687.12
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FIGURE - 7-2

PUPILS SCORING BELOW.MINIMUM COMPETENCY*
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- Summer session ADA, weighted 0.12, is based on the
1973 summer school ADA.

~ Evening session ADA, weighted 0.50, is based on the
1973-1974 ADA of evening high schoo! classes.
For the City School District of New York, Table 7-2 lists
the data that goes into the componen+s of the dlstrict's total

aidable pupil units. Table 7-3 develops each part of the TAPU.

B. Formula Aid and Actual Aid

Multiplying each borough's total aidable pupi! units by its most
favorable state aid per pupil! gives the tota! formula operating expense
aid for each borough (Table 7-4). The total aid for the City School
District is the sum of the borough totals.

- For 1974-1975, the total formula operating expense
aid for the Clty Schoo! District of New York is
$590,067,264.39% (Table 7-4 and Figure 7-3).

This amount of '"pure" state aid is determined only by the formula.
There are adjustments and restrictions that have to be checked before
the actual amount of operating expense aid is determlned (Figure 7-4).

~ An expenditure check must be made to insure that
a district is spending at least the $1,200 foundation-

amount per pupil. .If a dlstrict is spending less,
its aid per pupil is reduced proportionately.

e

- A district with increasing attendance receives
-additional operating aid in proportion to the growth
of its attendance. '

- A district that is spending less than the $!,200
foundation amount and that is increasing Its spending
receives additional operating aid in proportion to
its rise in spending.

Vo

*As of March 1975, this amount is only an estimate because the final
1973-1974 ADA has not yet been establlished.
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- A district with a tax rate higher than $24 per $1,000
of full value and with a full value per resident WADA
lower than $40,000 receives additional operating aid
in proportion to its high tax rate.

- A district's operating aid for 1974-1975 is limited
to a maximum ifcrease over aid received in 1973-1974.
The limitation Is computed two ways and the lower
ceiling is applicable.

® 1i5% maximum increase in aid per pupil.

® 116% maximum increase in total aid.

- A district's aid for 1974-1975 must increase
a minimum amount over aid received in 1973-1974.
The limitation is computed two ways and the higher
floor is applicable.

® 108% minimum increase in aid per pupil.

® 105% minimum increase in total aid.

- A locu! tax effort check must be made to insure that
a district is taxing itself at least a minimum amount,
$15 per $1,000 of full value. If a district is taxing
Itself at a lesser rate, its total aid is reduced. The
reduction is equal to extra local tax levy that could
be raised if the district taxed itself at the minimum
required rate.

After all these adjustments and restrictions have been checked, the:
City Schoo! District can claim $606,951,234.99% in state operating
expense aid for 1974-1975 (Table 7-5). -

- Every borough spent more than $!,200 in approved
operating expenses per pupil in 1973-1974 and passes
the expenditure check (Table 7-6 and Figure 7-5). No

ald is deducted.

- No borough quallfies for budget aid or high tax aid
(Table 7-6 and 7-7).

"As of March {975, this amount is only an estimate because the final
1973-1974 ADA has not yet been established.
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TABLE 7-2

* CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW YORK AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE!

"%s of Karch 1975, these are éstimated becouse the #Inal 1973-1974 ADA has not been establ Ished,

(UNDUPL ICATED COUNT)
19731974
" CATEGORY OF PUPIL BRON BRODKLYN MANHATTAN QUEENS STATEN |SLAND Cny

Regular Puplls

Halt-Day Kindergarten 1,325 19,000 6,025 14,950 3,900 55,200

Ful I-Day Kindergarten & Grade [-6 99,515 160,875 62,010 96,075 23,455 441,930

Grades 7-12 64,970 120,065 51,110 91,760 19,290 347,215

Occupatonal Edcation Grde 10-12 3,950 11,425 7,25 5,050 1,000 2,650

Total {19,760 311,35 1%,310 207,855 41,645 872,995

Non-Severely Handlcapped ,

Grades k-6 1,310 2,730 1,50 I 415 405 7,500

Brodes 7-12 1,675 1,855 2,165 1,305 %5 1,465

Ttal 305 085 35 2,10 B0 14,%5

Saveraly Handlcapped

Grades K-6 0 750 1,400 495 2% 4,000

Grades 7-12 = Vi 665 640 §10 125 2,825
Total 1,465 1415 00 1,965 - - 360 685

Grand Total

Grades k-6 112,9% 83,35 71,005 113,35 21,995 508,630

Grades 7-12 . 71,30 13,010 61,140 . pai.aos.l{ 2,580 36,155

Total 184,250 317,35 132,155 212, 140 48,875 894,765

—g—
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TABLE 7-3

CONPONENTS OF AIDABLE PUPIL LN!TSH {
197419754
CATEGORY OF DATE OF | STATEN
PUPIL (WEIGKT)  DATA BROW  BROOKLN  MAMATTAN  QUEENS  ISLWD  CITY
Adjusted AOA (1.00)
Grades K- 973-1974105,177,50 17037500 65,022,50  103,550.00  25,405.00 469,530.00
Grades -1 973-1974  64,970,00  120,065.00  51,110,00  91,780,00  19,290,00 347,215,00

Occup. €d. Gr 10-12 19731974 3,950.00  11,425.00 1,225.00 5,050,00  1,000,00  26,650.00
. Non-Sev. Handicapped 19731974 3,045.00 4,585.00 3,745,00 2,120,00 870,00  14,965.00

Total 9731974 177,142.50 ~ 306,450.00  127,102.50  203,100.00  46,565.00 860,360,00

Special Ed, Needs (0,25)

Grades -6 1791 15,0409 22,9154 9,428.26  8,853.53  1,848.21  58,050.53
Grads 7-12 9731914 9,214.47  16,148.74  T,410.95  1,841.09  1,403.35  42,084.70
 Ocoup. €4, O, 10-12 19731974 56386 1,5%6.66 104,63 BB 5 3,652,609
© Non-Sev. Handicapped 1973-1974 4367 616.68 543,03 232,56 6329 1,890.23

. . |

Total - 973197 5,267.09 41,2752 18,429.87  17,365.06  3,387.60 105,687.)4. O

|

S
V

Non-Severely Handicapped (1,00)

e Grades K6 91975 150,00 2,900 1,930.00 L6000 485.00  8,565.00
U Grades T2 19195 9500 20000 2,670.00 15500 595,00 8,85.00
Total M9 355,00 5,10.00 460000 304500 1,080.00  17,450,00
Secondary | ,
School 10.25) 197197 6,968.03  I3,867.51 5,365 15,0981 341915 4,719.09
Sumer Schaol (0.12) 1973 6030 130,28 579,78 6509 143 3,850.8
‘ Evéning . |
ool (0.50) RO B0 L8LE L 125,00 5,00 3,716.25
CTotl 42019 369,56.% 157, 8T DA 54650 1,035,042

As of March 1973, these are estimates because the ina| |973 1974. ADA has not yet been esTabllshed o
o For Aid payable in 1974-1975, S | o 103 |
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‘i CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEMW YORK FCRUULA OPERATING EXPENSE AID¥

STATE

AID PER

BOROUGH PPIL

Bronx . $802.35

Brooklyn 663.14

Manhattan 360,00

'Queens 393.61

Staten Island 405.84
City H

TOTAL
AIDABLE

PUPIL NITS

214,201.9

369,506.56

157,228,689

239,817.93
54,629.09

1,035,384.25

TOTAL
OPERAT ING
AlD

§171,364, 942,61
245,034, 560,20
56,602, 28.40
04,394, 743.29
2,170,660.89

590,067,264 9

¥ As of March 1975, these amounts are only estimates because the final 1973-1974 ADA has not

yet been establ ished.

¥ £ state ald per pupil were computed for the clty as whole, & cltynlde ald per pupl ! of
$399.67 would be derived from the minimum ald formula, and.the total ald would be

$413,812,023.19,

|
.
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Figure 7-3

CITY SCHOOL. DISTRICT OF NEW YORK
FORMULA OPERATING EXPENSE AID

1974-1975
$1,035,384.25 $ 500,067,264.39
1%
BRONX 2 %
36%
BROOKLYN 4% 4
15%
MANHATTAN 10%
23%
QUEENS 6%
5% STATEN ISLAND 49
e
AIDABLE PUPILS | OPERATING AID
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Figure 7-4
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TAXING
AT LEAST
$15PER $1,000
OF
FULL VALUE?

YES

INCREASE ADJUST
OPERATING ey OPERATING ™=
AID AID
YES YES
: M
SPENDING QUALIFY . AR
FORMULA ATLEAST | YES_ | FOR GROWTH CELINGS OR
OPERATING F—b $120 o AULGET on’ plel  MININUM
AID PERP'UPIL? H|GHTAX'AID? v FLOORS
EXCEEDEN?
NO
REDUCE
OPERATING  pmdl
. AID
107

NO

REDUCE
OPERATING
AID

FINAL
OPERATING
AID

-89—_

13-



TABLE 7-5

GITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW YORK OPERATING AID SUMMARYY

1974-1975
BRONX BROOKLYN HANHATTAN QUEENS * . STATEN ISLAND CITY
 Formyla Gperating SI71,860,060.61  $245,034,580.20"  §56,602,38.40° 8 94,394,743.29  $22,170,669.89 890,061,264,
Expense Ald
1974-1975 Growth Aid -0- -0- -0~ -0- 2%,26.70  288,218,70 .
10,168,541, 26,439,3%6.23  626,934,411.89

254,319,295.13 10,165,873.72

170,841,335, 42"
641,051,522.66

1154 Vaximum Ceiling Aid
1164 Vaximan Celling Aid 14,051,995,29  260,257,441,55  71,635,152.48  110,340,516.05 - 24,368,417.31
1984 Mininum Floor Aid 160,42,517.67  238,8%,116.27  65,895,161.76"" 102,528, 187,60 22,656,970.01"* 590,356,953 31
1051 Winimum Floor Aid . 157,99, 133,67 235,577,855 64,840,393.5¢ 99,877,191,25  22,07,619.12 580,262,154, 13
Actual Operating 170,841,335.42 25,03,580.20  65,095,16176  102,523,187.60  22,656,970.00  60,951,234.99
Expense Ald | | '
Galn or (Loss! §(1,003,601.190  § -0~ §9,202,833.% 8 8,128,44.30 § 486,300.12  § 16,883,970.60
Over Formula . ‘ -
1% 0% 16% of % 3

Percent Gain or (Loss)

T hs of March 1975, the anouns are estinates because the final 19731974 ADA has not yet been estab|ished,

Winount selected fo be actual operating expense ald.

W
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TABLE 7-6

CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW YORK EXPENDITURE CHECK*

1974-1975

1973-1974 :

APPROVED 1973-1974 EXPENSE EXPENSE AS A

OPERATING ~ ADJUSTEC PER FOUNDAT ION PERCENT OF
BOROUGH EXPENSE ADA PUPIL AMOUNT FOUNDAT ION
Bronx $ 379,548,725 177,142.50  $2,142 $1,200 179 %
Brook lyn 656,605,313  306,450.00 2,142 1,200 179
Manhattan 272,332,115  127,102.50 2,142 1,200 179
Queens 435,165,733  203,100.00 2,142 1,200 179
Staten Island 99,771,011  46,565.00 2,142~ 1,200 179
City $1,843,422,897  860,360.00 2,142 1,200 179

——T—_ - ) 3 v
As of March 1975, these amounts are estimates because the final 1973-1974
ADA has not yet been established.
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Figure 7-5

CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW YORK EXPENSE

: PER PUPIL
S VY $ 2142 §2,142 $2142 $ 2142 §2.142
EXPENSE
PER PUPIL
| .
~
19741975 : )
FOUNDATION |
AMOUNT T |
$1200 | | $1.200 $1,200 $1200 $100 | | $1.200
BRONX - BROOKLYN  MANHATTAN QUEENS STATEN ISLAND oy
19741975 STATE AID | « AVERAGE
D LOCAL SUPPORT .
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TABLE 7-7

CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW YORK LOCAL EFFORT CHECK

1974~1975
9731974 1971910 1973197 REQUIRED LOCAL  1974-1975
| " ASSESSED EQUALIZATION FULL CONTRIBUTION ~ ACTUAL LOCAL 1974-1975
.~,£¥¥i‘£%i_\_ , VALUAT |ON RATE VALUATION AI 0.015 REVENUE ~ ACTUAL TAX RATE
Bronx. | 5;3:759,968,190 64  $5,874,950,29 § 88,124,254 % 119,261,979 0.02030
- Brook. YN 7,088,695,577 52 13,632, 106,678 204,481,603 | 216,732,902 0,02030
grhattan 17,891,006, 104 65 20,50,604,T15 412,869,371 58,752,110 0.02030
Queens B,512,512,686 50 17,025,025,572 255,315,380 345,609,430 0.020%0
. | o
Staten Isjang  11476,565,208 45 S8,25,21  M9,208,83 66,6097  0.00%0 N
Boroudh Totgy 38,728, 747,855 L 61,331,963,5%  1,016,069,450  1,366,966,255  0.02030
Citywide §38,128,747,855 ST 967,965,171,675 $1,009,177,575  $1,%6,%6,255 002012
|  SM%euﬂUﬁMnﬁmsmﬂhwemWdeMHa57hf%nm%rmmafmewwmedfm
| b°rough tofal: $38,728,747,855 -~ $67,337,963,538 = 0,575, A citywide equalization rate of ‘o
. Y 8

% Wou|q be 100 small, and 58 would be too large.

11
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- Aid for the Bronx is reduced by the 115% maximum aid
per pupil increase ceiling (Table 7-5).

- Aid for Brooklyn is unchanged (Table 7-5).

- Aid for Manhalttan is increased by the” 1084 minirum ﬁid
per pupil increase floor (Table 7-5)., ' .

- Aid for Queens is also increased by the |108% minimum aid
per pupil, increase floor (Table 7-5).

- Aid for Staten island is adjusted upward for growth aid
~and then increased even more by the [08% minimum aid per
pupil increase floor (Table 7-5),

- Every borough is taxing real property for schoolé at a rate

greater than 0.015 and passes the local effort check. No
aid is deducted (Table 7-7).

............

The net effect of all the checks and adjustments is that the City
School District of New York gains $16.9 million (Table 7-5 and Figure

7-6), which is about 3% more aid than the "pure" formula amount .
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FIGURE 7-6

ADJUSTMENTS TO ‘PURE' FORMULA OPERATING AID
NET TOTAL GAIN = § 16,883,970

§ 10000000
$9,292833
$8,128444
$ 5,000,000
GAIN
\ $486,300
BRONX $0
0 : ——_L..r
BROOKL YN MANHATTAN QUEENS STATENISLAND
LOSS
- $1,023607

- _VL_
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11, CRITIQUE OF THE FORMULA

How well doés the present state education aid formula implement the

educational finance policies and objectives of the State of New York?

- Do all youth have equal educational opportunity?
- Does every person, student and taxpayer, have equal protection
==under the laws?
The answers gfven by the formula to these questions determine whefher or
not state ald Is distributed fairly among all school districts. This
analysis of the state education aid formula concludes that:
- The present state education aid formula does equalize for
some differences among school districts.
- However, enough differenée remains so that:
* All youth do not have equal educational opportunity.

* All persons do not have equal protection under the laws.

The major deficlencies causing the unequalizing aid distribution of the

present state education aid formula are:

- The foundation amount and required tax rate have not kept
pace with actual expenses. Poorer districts are forced to
bear an increasingly heavier financial burden to make up
for the inadequate state ald.

- The local tax rates required by the formula are totally
perverse. Poorer districts must tax themselves more
heavily than richer districts. This backward situation
can be corrected only by totally revising the shape of
the formula.

119
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- There is no adjustment for differences in the cost of doing
business across the State. Districts In high cost areas
need more dollars than districts in low cost areas to buy
identical educational services.

- The measure of financial ability to support public schools
makes city school districts look "richer" than they really
are. A district's total wealth should be adjusted for the
overburden of non-educational municipal!l services so that the
formula uses the net wealth available for education.

- The measure of educational resource needs shoufd'counfﬂpﬁpils
enrolled rather than pupils in attendance. Distributing state
education aid on the basis of attendance does not give every’
student equal protection under the laws.

. Each part of the state education aid formula will be analyzed

separately:

- Foundation amount
- Required local tax rate
- Measuring financial ability

- Measuring educational resource needs.

The formula for special services ald is also analyzed. Where possible,
deficiencles of the present formula are illustrated by estimating the Impact

on state ald received by the City School District of New York.

129




-77-

8. FOUNDATION AMOUNT

The foundation amount, $1,200 in 1974-1975, is supposed to be
sufficient to provide a minimum adequate educafionéf*brogram to every
child in the state.

- For 1974-1975 the average expense per pupil In WADA Is
$1,610. This is 34% more than $1,200.

- Fewer than 25% of the sfate's 708 school districts spend
less than $1,200. These low spending districts are either
very small or have to pay very‘low salaries.

- In New York City, the average expense per pupil in WADA is
$1,805 . This is 50% more than the foundation amount.

The huge difference between the foundation amount and actual expenses mutes

Thé'equalizafion efforts of the state aid formula. This is the result

of two factors:

- The foundation amount has not kept pace with expenses.

- There is no adjustment for the cost of doing business.

The gap between the foundation amount and expenses is dlscussed in this

section, and the cost of doing business is discussed in Section 10.

A. Keeping;Pace With Expenses

In the past decade,AThe approvedvoperafing expense per pupil in
wefghfed average daily attendance has more than doubled (Table 8- andd
Figure 8—I5; During this same period, the foundation amount has fallen
steadily behind,and only this year was it raised to a more realistic
level (Table 8-1 and Flgure 8-2). In 1965-66, the foundation amount was
84% of expensz2s. |If this relationship has been maintained so that the
foundation amount kept pace with expenses, it would now be $1,360 instead

of $1,200 (Table 8-1).
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TABLE 8-1

THE GAP BETWEEN EXPENSES AND THE FOUNDATION AMOUNT

STATE AVERAGE

EXPENSE FOUNDAT 1ON AMOUNT PER PUPIL
PER PUPIL . .

IN WADA PERCENT FOUNDAT I ON

OF ADJUSTED BY

FISCAL YEAR  AMOUNT  INDEX ANMOUNT I NDEX EXPEMSE EXPENSES
1955-1966 AR 100 $600 100 84% $ 600
1966-1067 783 110 €60 . . 1o e4 : ' 660
1967-1968 829 117 660 110 80 , 700
1968-1969 954 134 760 127 80 805
1969-1970 1,031 145 760 _ 127 74 870
1970-1971 1,172 165 $760, $860* 127, 143 65, 73 990
1971-1672 1,218 171 760, 860%* 127, 143 62, 71 1,030
1972-1973 1,322 186 760, 860* 127, 143 57, 65 1,115
1973-1974 1,472%% 207 760, 860* 127, 143 52, 58 1,240
1974-1975 1,610%* 226 - 1,200 200 75 ' 1,360

From |970-|9i&, %he state aid formula has two foundation amounts.

**estimate ~

Y
(AN
1\




Figure 8-

RELATIVE INCREASES IN EXPENSE PER PUPIL
AND FOUNDATION AMOUNT

200 ‘ 4

1965-1966 1966-1967 1967.1968 19681969 19691970 19701971 1971:1972 19721973 19731974 1974.1975

e EXPENSE = ™= = = FOUNDATION
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| Figure 8-2

STATE OF NEW YORK
EXPENSE PER PUPIL AND FOUNDATION AMOUNT
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When the foundation amount is unrealistically low, the equalization
Impact of state aid is lessened. Rich districts will always be able to and
usual ly do spend more than the foundation amount. They can easily afford
the "price" of a slightly hig;égm;;% rate to raise the extra funds. A
poor»disfricf must pay a very high tax rate "price" to supborT expenses
above the foundation amount without aid. The more unrealistically low
the foundation amount is, the greater is the tax burden on poor districts
and the less equalization is accomplished by the formula. An example
will show how much equa]izafion there really is in *tne current sfafe
aid formula. Table 8-2 lists some facts for three school disTrIéTs

selected for their dlfferences in wealth: Salmon River, a hypothetical

district of average wealth, and Pocantico Hills.

"How much does state aid equalize for differences among districts

in wealth per pupil?

- Salmon River:

® Has only 12 cents of full value per resident WADA
for every dollar that the average district has
(Table 8-2, line ). ‘

® Receives $2.04 in state aid for every dollar received
by the average district (Table 8-2, line 2).

- Pocantico Hills:

® Has $5.06 of full value per.resident WADA for every
dollar that the average district has (Table 8-2, line 1).

® Receives 65 cents in state aid for every dollar received
by the average district (Table 8-2, line 2).

How much local support is necessary so that a district can spend

the state average of $1,610 per pupil?



THOLE 8-2 ~

EQUALIZATION INPACT OF THE STATE AID FORMULA

1974-1975

SALMON RIVER AVERAGE DISTRICT POCANTICO HILLS
PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
OF OF OF

U WO MR AOBT ARG MO AVERGE

' \WEALTH
- Full Yalue Per Resident WADA

530000 1% 63,3000 1008 $218,967.00 5064

EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL :
~ State Aid Per Pup!l B §1,120.47 204 §5%.50 100 5 360.00 65

2
 Required Local Confribution 3 19,53 12 649,50 100 840.00 129
Foundation Amount 4 81,200,000 100 $1,200,00 100 § 1,20.00 100
, | 3 . | L
. Extra Local Support 5 410.00 100 0,00 100 0.0 100
Total Expenditure Per Pupil ¢ §1,610.00 100 §1,60,00 1007 & 1,610.00 100 -
LOCAL SUPPORT SUMMARY '
Fornula Local Confribution 7§ 79.53 12 § -549.50 100 § 840.00 129
Optional Local Support 8 10,00 100 - 410,00 100 S5 410,00 100
Total Local Support RN A §1,0050 W05 1,250.00 118
ACTUAL LOCAL TAX RATE | |
Formula Required Tax Rate |0 0.015 100 0.015 100 0.004 2
Optional Extra Tax Rate || 0.0 T 0,000 100 0.02 20
~Total local Tax Rete 19 0.0 38 0.025 100 0.006 2
ECODITAE 6 0.05 TKRE o
From State Ad Formula 13 §,02047 204 555050 100 8 w000 65
" Fron Total Local Support |4 19.73 12 1,09.50 100 5,351.90 506 (29

Total Possible Expenditure 15 §,250.00 78 §1,610,00 100 § 5,190 35
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- Salmon River must raise 46 cénfs, rather than 12 cents,
for every dollar raised by the average district in order
to spend $1,610 per pupil (Table 8-2, line 9).

- Pocantlico Hills must raise $1.18, only 18 cents more per

dollar than the average district, in order to spend $1,610
per pupil (Table 8-2, line 9).

How high a tax "price" must a district pay to raise the extra $410
above the $1,200 foundation amount so that it can spend the state average
of $1,610 per pupil?

- Salmon River must pay a "price" 7.7 times higher than the
average district in order to raise $410 per pupil (Table 8-2,
Ifne I1). ' :

- Pocantico Hills must pay only one fifth the "price" pald by
the average district in order to ralse $410 per pupil
(Table 8-2, line 11).

How much can each district spend per pupil if all districts paid
the same total 0.025 tax rate "price" as the average district?

- The average district could spend $1,610 per pupil, the
state average (Table 8-2, line 15).

- Salmon River could spend only $1,250 per pupil, $50 more
than the minimum adequate foundation amount and 78% of the

state average (Table 8-2, line |5).

- Pocantico Hills could spend $4,717 per phpil, 3.5 times the
state average {(Table 8-2, line 15).

-

The conclusion from this analysis is clear:

- While the state aid formula does equalize up to $1,200
for differences among school districts' revenue raising
capacities, the gap between actual average expenditures
and the foundation amount nullifies the equalization
impact.

- The greater the gap, the less equalizing is the formula.

130 R
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B. The Flat Grant

The case of Pocantico Hills illustrates another unequalizing
impact of the state aid formula: the flat grant guarantee. The
State 2! New York gharanfees some state aid to every district, no
matter how rich it is. Before 1974-1975, the flat grant was seft
at 36% of the foundation amounT.l For 1974-1975, the flat grant was

dropped to 30% of the foundation.

The effect of the flat grant is to reduce the requifed jocal
contribution to a ceiling amount. This lessens the equalization
impact of the required local contribution. Table 8-2, line 3,
shows this clearly. For every dollar of local contribution required
from the average district, Pocantico Hills i; required to contribute

only $1.29 even though it is five times as rich (Table 8-2, line 1).

Reducing the flat grant from 36% to 30% of the foundation improves

equalization, but much unequalization still remains.

~ As long as the state aid formula guarantees a flat
grant, the equalization impact will be muted.

-~ The greater the flat grant, the less equalizing is
the formula.
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9. REQUIRED LOCAL TAX RATE -

The state ald formula requires every school district to contribute a
share of the foundation amount per pupil.. Each district's share Is equal
to the revenue that could be raised by applying a specified tax rate to the
district's tax base. The tax rate is a "price" that school districts pay to
"buy" its educatlion program (Table 9-] and Figure 9-1). With a.given tax
rate, a richer disfricf can ralse more revenue than a poorer district can.
The state aid formula is supposed to equalize for differences in tax bases.
The following analysis shows that exactly the opposite happens: Poorer

districts are required to pay a higher tax rate than richer districts.

A. Keeping Pace With Expenses

STaTe I?gj§JaTion mandates that all districts actually tax them-
s;?;es at +Hé'ra+e of at least 0.015 if they wish to be eiigible for the
maximum state aid determined by the formuta. A district that imposes

a lower tax loses state ald. A district that imposes a tax rate higher
than 0.015 receives no reward for its extra effort. Rich districts are
most likely to suffer the penalfy for a low tax rate, but they are

the ones that would be least hurt by the deducticn. On the other hand,
poor districts that choose to spend more than the foundation amount

must pay a progressively exorbitantly high tax "price" for each extra
do!lar.” This backward situation can nullify the equalizing intent

of the state aid formula. Over the past decade, this situation has

worsened as the gap between the mandated tax rate and the actual average

tax has widened (Table 9-2 and Figure 9-2).
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TABLE 9-1

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL TAX RATES

1973-1974
TAX RATE PER $1,000 NUMBER OF , PERCENT OF
OF FULL VALUE* DISTRICTS DISTRICTS
$ 0 - $ 4.99 0 0
5.00 - 9.99 5 ‘ 1
10.00 - 14.99 124 17
15.00 - 19.99 289 41
20.00 - 24.99 iéél“. | | 22
25.00 = 29.99 75, ) 1
30.00 - 34.99 48 | 7
35.00 = 39.99 8 1
708 100%

¥For 708 school districts with eight or more teachers.

Llowest = $ 8.80
Average = $19.35
Highest = $39.93
New York City = $15.85

Source: State of New York, Department of Audit and Control Division of
Municipal Affairs, "Financial Data for School Districts, Fiscal
Year Ended June 30, 1973."
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Figure 9-|

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL TAX RATES PER § 1,000 OF FULL YALUE

19721913

1%

0%

0%

0%

10%

2%

%

1%

$5.0010
$9.99

11}

%

$100010 $15.00t0
$2499 $2099

$14.99 $19.%9

1%

$200010 §2500t0 $30.00 to $35.0010
$39.99

$499

153



8-
TABLE 9-2

THE GAP BETWEEN ACTUAL AND REQUIRED TAX RATES

ACTUAL AVERAGE

TAX RATE MANDATED TAX RATE PER $1;000 OF FULL VALUE*
PER $1,000 OF
FULL VALUE REQUIRED FORMULA DERIVED**  PERCENT
FISCAL YEAR RATE  INDEX RATE  INDEX RATE  INDEX ACTUAL
1965-1966 $14.20 100 §9.00 100 $10.47 100 74%
1966-1967 15.91 112 11.00 122 11.29 108 71
1967-1968 . 17.05 120 11.00 122 10.78 103 64
1968-1969 17.30 121 11.00 122 12.34 118 71
1969-1970 19.16 135 11.00 122 13.92 133 73
19701971 20.78 146 11.00° 122 15.58 " 130 © 65 "
1971-1972 20.82 147 11.00 122 13.01 124 62
1972-1973 2111 149 11.00 122 12.02 115 57 -
19731974 Not Available 11.00 122 11.22 107 e e
1974-1975 Not Avallable 15.00 167 15.00 143 a0Taore

* State ald legislation mandated that the larger of the "requlired" or "formula
derived" tax rate Is the minimum local tax effort a district must make In
order to be ellgible for maximum formula aid. '

** From 1962 to 1974, the state ald formula, the Diefendorf formula, used a - -

required local share. These factors can be mathematically transformed
Into the required local tax rate used in the current formula.

REQUIRED x FOUNDATION

REQUIRED LOCAL SHARE _ AMOUNT
LOCAL TAX = STATE AVERAGE
RATE FULL -VALUE PER

"~ RESIDENT WADA
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Figure 9~
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RELATIVE INCREASES iN ACTUAL AND MANDATED TAX RATES
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- Actual tax rates have increased more than 50% in the
past ten years. .

- Mandated tax rates increased unti! 1970 and then
decreased until 1974.

- The increase in mandated tax rates has not kept

pace with actual tax rates.

The growing gap between actual and mandated tax rates is just
! 4

-

apofher indication that total state aid for education has npf kept

pace with actual expenses. Llocal schoo! districts are being forced to'
make up a larger and larger share of support for schoois from local
sources. As a result, the local tax rate is escalating upward Just

“to keep up with actual ekpenses.'

- The bigger the gap between actua! and mandated tax
rates, the less equalizing is the state aid formula.

B. Equalizing For Tax Effort

Each of the three state aid formulas has a different "required"

local tax rate (Figure 9-3):

- 0.0!5 for the basic aid formula.
- 0.00! for the minimum aid formula.

- Zero for the flat grant formula.

The parameters have meaning other than tax rates. ' They are the rates
at which a district's required local contribution increases and its
state aid decreases for each extra dollar that its full value per

resident WADA increases.
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- For a poor or modest district receiving ald from the
basic aid formula, a $!,000 increase in its full value

per resident WADA wil!l increase its required local con-
tribution by $15 and decrease its state aid by the same
$15. .

- For a rich district receiving aid from the minimum aid
formula, a $1,000 increase in its full value per resident
WADA will increase its required local contribution by $I
and decrease its state aid by the same $1.

- For a very rich district receiving ald from the flat grant
aid formula, any change in its full value per resident
WADA will not change its required local contribution or
its state aid. '

In other words, the poor and modest districts that state ald is

“explicitly .supposed to benefit the most lose their aid the fastest as

they become richer. Rich and very rich districts, who need little or
no state aid, lose their aid very slowly or not at all as they become
richer. This backward situation makes poor and modest districts bear

a heavier tax burden than rich and very rich distrcts.

The heavier tax burden paid by the poorer districts is measured by

- the effective average tax rate* the formula actually requires from a

district (Figure 9-4).
- For districts with full value per resident WADA up to
$52,786, the average tax rate is 0.015.

- For districts with full value per resident WADA over
$52,786, the average tax rate declines from 0.015.

The effective average tax rate is derived from the following rearrange-
ment of the general state aid formula:

DISTRICT  DISTRICT

AVERAGE . |FOUNDATION STATE . DISTRICT
LOCAL TAX = AMOUNT - "~ AID . FULL VALUE PER
RATE PER PUPIL PER PUPIL RESIDENT WADA

LRI
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Figure 9-3 -

‘REQUIRED’ LOCAL TAX RATE

FOR EACH EXTRA DOLLAR OF FULL VALUE PER RESIDENT WADA
19741975
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Flgure 9-4

AVERAGE TAXRATE REQUIRED BY STATE AID FORMULA
1974.1975 |

TAX RATE ‘
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Figure 9-5

- THE SHAPE OF STATE AID
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Figure 9-6
AVERAGE TAX RATE OF OUTWARD BENDING STATE AID FORMULA

w
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The declining average tax rate for richer districts is a direct result
of the overall "shape'" of the state aid formula. The formula requires
poorer districts to pay a higher tax "price" than richer districts.

This backward situation is unequalizing.

C. A New Shape For State Aid

This situation can be corrected only by totally revising the
three formulas so.that as a set they bend outward instead of inward
(Figure 9-5). Instead of sfarfing off steep and then flattening out
as full value per resident WADA increases, the formulas shouid start
out flat and then become steeper.* In this way, as districts Eecome
more wealthy, richer districts would lose their state aid faster than
poorer districts. The average tax rate required by this formula would
start out low for the poorest districts and increase for richer
districts (Figure 9-6). Requiring districts to actually tax themseives
in proportion to the slope of the outward bending formula equalizes the
extra tax "price" poor and rich districts pay to "buy" the extra dollars
per pupil above the foundation amount.** This would go a long way toward
equalizing‘for‘disfricfs‘ financial willingness to support their public

schools.

This would also mean the end of the flat grant.

**BeCause of the tremendous wealth of some districts, a recapfdre feéfure
may be necessary.
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10. MEASURING FINANCIAL ABILITY

District ability to pay plays a major role in determining aid.
Districts with higher ablilities to pay for education should be receiving
less aid than districts with lower abiiities. The formula measures district

ability to pay by the full value of property taxable for educational pur- .

~_poses per resident weighted pupil in average daily attendance. This

measure ignores many other factors important in determining ability to pay.

- Revenue capacity
- Variations in purchasing power
- Costs of other municipal services.

Ignoring these factors results in an unequitable distribution of state aid.

A. Revenue Capacity

The fiscal capacity of a district is its financial ability to support
public education. Fiscal capacity is measured by the full value of real
property taxable for educational purposes. Property values, however, do

not aécurafely ~eflect district ability to pay.

A district's ability tc pay depends on its revenue capacity, its
ability to raise revenue. Property values reflect only a part c? a
district's revenue capacity. The iﬁcome of district reéidenfs and the
revenue from a sales tax also play a large role in a district's ability

+c raise revenue.

A comprehensive heésure of revenue capacity would include wealth,
income and the use of income. The major *axes in the state are property,
income, and sales taxes. Distric* fiséal'capacify should be measured by
the total revenue that would result by applying a standard tax rate to

each cf these tax bases in the distiict.
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TABLE 10-1

LAS BETWEEN MARKET PRICES ON WHICH STATE AID IS BASED

AND THE YEAR N WHICH AID IS PAID

ASSESSMENT ROLL MARKET PRICE LEYEL WHEN EQUALIZATION IS USED
ON WHICH STATE AID 1S BASED USED IN EQUALIZATION FOR STATE EDUCATION AID
COMPLETED [N RATE AND FULL VALUATION PAYMENTS
1971 January j968humﬂw 1973-74 School Year
1972 January 1969 1974-75 School Year
1973 Jonuary 1970 197576 School Year
1974 o lmery 92 1976-77 School Year
1974* January 1973 1976-77 School Year

e ———

e
6,Years
§ Years
6 Years

5 Years

4 Years¥

¥ The January 1973 market price level could be used Tf the practice of averaging two different years'

market va'ue sirveys is abandoned.

N -
101 Scurce: State Board of Equitlization and Assessment, November 1974,
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FIGURE 10-1

1369 MARKET PRICES DETERMINE 19741975 STATE AID
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B. Assessment and Equalization Procedure

Assessment rolls giving the total assessed valuation of real
estate in a city, }own, or other jurisdicfioﬁ are completed each
year. Assessments are usually Iess‘fhan market value. The State
Board of Equalization and Assessment sets an annual equalization
rate for each jurisdiction that brings assessments up to market
value, or what is called full valuation. State aid is based on full

valuation per pupil.

In recent years there has been a five to six year lag between
the- full valuation on which aid is based and the year in which the

aid is actually paid (Table 10~! and Figure 10-1).

- There is a two year lag between completing assessment
rolls and paying state aid. This is the smallest lag
that is operationally feasible for filing state aid claims.

—~The remaining three to four year lag is due to the length
of time it takes the State Board of Equalization and
Assessment to complete its market surveys and adjust
assessment rolls to full valuation.

Most of Thfs lag is unavoidable since time is required for processing‘

schoo! aid claims, for processing the assessment data and setting equali-

zation rates.

New York ley Is quite adversely affecfed'by this time lag. In
recent years market values in New York City have béen increasing much
more slowly than In other areas of the Sfafe (Tables 10-2 and 10-3
and Figure 10-2). This means that by using full values'fﬁaf are five
to six years old, New York City appears wealthier than it really is-

relative to other areas in which market values have been increasing at

a faster rate.
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TABLE 10-2

MARKET VALUE INCREASES FROM 1968 TO 1970

INCREASE |N MARKET
VALUE FROM '
1/68 to 1/70

Nassau County . . . . . . . . .. . .. 20.0%
Westchester County . - « « « « o . . . 17.4
Suffolk County . . . . I 21.7
Rockland County . . . . i e e e e e .. 261

New York CIty . . . « « « « v v « « « . 11.4

State Median Increase . . « . « « . . . 19.9%

Source: State Board of Equalization and Assessment.
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TABLE 10-3

~ ANALYSIS OF MARKET VALUE INCREASES

FROM 1970 TO 1973%*

INCREASE IN TOTAL
MARKET VALUE

JURISDICTION FROM 1/70 to 1/73
Towns
Medlan Town ' 30.20
Cities
New York 4,33
Buffalo - 20.33
Syracuse T 16.00
Yonkers 16.14
Newburgh 5.90
Binghamton : 6.82
Ithaca 8.44
Rome : . 9.63
New Rochel le , 10.00
White Plains 16.29
- Corning 21.26
North Tonawanda 25.63
Median City | 20.15
Total State
Median Jurisdiction 29.34
Weighted Average 18.83

Based on 297 JUFISdICTIOﬂS analyzed through December 9, 1974: 264
towns and 33 cities.

Source: Report to 1975 Néw York State Leglslature on 1974-1975
Cooperative Studies on State Ald for Elemenfary and
Secondary Schools, December 1974.
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FIGURE 10-2

INCREASES IN MARKET VALUE OF REAL PROPERTY
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- The median increase in market value from 1970
to. 1973 was 30%.

- New York City's market value increased only 4%
in the same period.
Thus, New York City receives less aid than it is entitied to
because the rapidly increasing wealth of other areas is not taken

intfo account for aid payable "this" year.

One means of reducing the lag is to use the most recent marke+
price levels available from the 5Gtate Board of Equalization and
Assessmen¥. The current prccedure for setting The equalization rate

is to average the results of the iast two market price surveys.

- For example, the 1974 assessment roll is adjusted to
a fuil valuation based on estimated 1972 market pricses.

- The 1972 estimated market price is derived from a
weighted average of the +wo most recent market price
surveys:

1970 survey weighted one-third.

1973 survey weighted two-thirds.

I f only the 1973 su.vvy were used, the TIFL Iag would be cut by

kS g P,

one year Prallminary dlalySlS shows Th“r The ClTv School D|s+r|c+

of New fort would gain about $29 million from *his change.

et

’ Ve
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C. VYariaZign in Furchasing Power

Districts with eyual ecucatlonal needs wlll not necessarily
have equal educaticnal wxpenses. The cost of dolng business Is
higher In some districts than others. For exampie, ths cost of
land and construc*icn is generally higher in urban areas. Wages
are also generakly higher in urban areas.

~ A dollar in state aid will buy less educéflonal
services in high cost districts than in low cost
districts.

The aid formula makes no provision for the variation in Eosfs
among districts. The foundation level is set at $1,200 for all
districts using the basic formula regardless of costs. The $1,200
will buy less educational services in high cost districts. -

- The aid formula does not guarantee an equal minimum
level of educational services to all districts.

High cost districts are at a disadvaﬁfége in providing educational.
services under the present aid formu[a. They must spend more to pro-
vide the same services. The foundation level of support for educa~

TFion should reflect cost di frerentials, " Average costs for the state

_.can be used as a standard. |If district costs are 10 percent greater
than average costs in the state, it would require $1,320 = $1,200 x |.|
to buy the foundation level of services. The foundation level of
support for this district should be set at $1,320 to take this Into

account.
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A large portion of government expenditure consists of wages and
salarles. Wages tend to be high In high cost districts. Relative

wage rates can, therefore, be used as a measure of relative costs

.among districts.

Figure 10-3 compares relative annual incomes for selected counties

in New York State. Incomes in New York City are 8 percent higher than

the average for the state. Relative annual incomes for all counties

are presented in Table 10-4.

Table 10-5 and Figure 10-4 show the aid that the City School -
District of New Yerk would receive if the aid formula took cost
variations into account. New York City would gain over $68 million

in ald, a gain &f almost 12 percent.

D. Costs of Other Municinal Services

The state ald formula does not include costs for services other
than education in determining district ability to pay. Only gross
wealth is considered. Variations !n the non-educational burdens

among districts are ignored. Two districts can have similar amounts

"'of wealth per student buf difterent abillties tc support education.

The situation can be Ilkened to two families of equal incomes but

unequal size.

- A family. earring $10,000 per year with one child can
budget enough money to pay for the child's education.

- A family earning $10,000 per year with one child and ~*
four grandparents to supnort would find it difficult
to adequately feed, clothe, and shelter everyone. Very
little would be left for the child's education.
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Giving *he same dollar amount to each family for its child's education
would not recognize the differences in financial ability to support

education.

Many municipalities are in similar sifuafiéns. They are Ifkv TheA!arge
family. Other public services require resources just like education. This
tact is already recognfzed in some government programs. For example, large
tfamilies pay less in Taxesmfhan smal! families, welfare benefits are
geared to faﬁily size, and Medicaid eligibility requirements depend

on both income and family size.

- The New York State education aid formula does not take into
account the great variation in districts' financial burdens
resulting from non-educational expenditures.

- Districts with equal relative wealth but unequal abilities
to support education are receiving equal amounts of state
education aid.

A large portion of district non-educationai spending is mandated
by law. Cocunties must confribbfe to welfare and Medicaid costs.
Other portions are not mandated by law but are required ric..etheless.*

The major factors causing noneducational expenses to vatry among

districts are discussed below.

Large Percentage of Poor

The aid formula measures district ability to pay for education

by the average wealth per adjusted pupil in the district. [t does

*Harrison J. Goldin dliscusses these same Issues, but from his
perspective as Comptroller of the Clty of New York in "Funds
City," The New York Times, April 2, 1975,
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>
TABLE 10-4
NEW YORK STATE WAGE INDEX
1973
COUNTY INDEX COUNTY INDEX
Albany 91 Oneida 79
Allegany 77 Onondaga 9l
Broome 84 Ontario 75
Cattaraugus 68 Orange 79
Cayuga 72 Orleans 69
Chautauqua 75 Oswego 75
Chemung 71 Otsego 68 .
Chenango 75 Putnam 78
Clinton 77 Rensselear g2
Columbia 74 Rockland 88
Cortland 66 St. Lawrence 84
Delaware 72 Saratoga 82
Dutchess 94 Schenectady 99
Erie 89 Schoharie 70
Essex 78 Schyler 71
Franklin 64 Seneca 78
Fulton 66 Steuben 8l
Genesee 79 Suffolk 88
Greene 74 Sullivan 74
Hami | ton 53 Tioga 84
Herkimer 68 Tompkins 88
Jefferson 80 Ulster 83
Lewis 68 Warren 78
Livingston 73 Washington 74
tadison 72 Wayne 73
" nroe 96 Westchester 100
Latoomery 70 Wyoming 68
Nassuu 96 Yates. 70
e llBgara .83

NYC 108

Total NYS 90

(excluding NYC)
Total NYS 100
Source: State of New York, Department of Labor, Employment Review,

Volume 27, No. 10, October 1974, Tables | and I1I.
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TABLE 10-5

INPACT OF ADJUSTING FOR THE COST OF DOING BUSINESS

1974-1975
BRONX BROOKLYN MANHATTAN
~ Full value per o

resident WADA 526,510 § 35,791 § 165,047
Total aidable o

pupl! units 2|4,20|\96 369,506.5  157,228.69
- "Foundation-Level" §1,200 § 1,200 § 360
"Foundation" amount

corrected for

cost variations $1,292 §1,29 § 388

Actual formula

operating aid § 171,864,943

 State aid based

on the corrected

foundation level $191,571,523

Gain in aid $ 19,706,580

Percent gain
inaid

Iy “

§ 245,034,580  § 56,602,328

§ 219,029,184 § 61,004,732

§ 33,994,604 § 4,402,404

14 4 84

QUEENS

P e————

§ 67,387

2%9,817.95

§ 4ol

§ 49

5 94,394,743

§ 102,788,372

)

58,393,629

STATEN ISLAND

CITY

§ 3,160
54,62.09

£ 461

§ 4%

§ 22,170,670

§ 24,082,688

§1,912,018

IR

1,035, 384,25

0 B

500,067,260

$658,476,499

$68,409,23%

D T



Figure 10-4

GAIN IN AID FROM ADJUSTING FOR THE COST OF DOiNG BUSINESS
IN NEW YORK CITY |
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not take into account the percent of poor persons in the district.
However, districts must provide extra services to their pdor. Some
cof these services are‘required by léw. For example, New York City
is required to pay about 30 percent of the total welfare %flf‘and

25 percent of the total Medicaid bill. These services account for
about half of Tﬁe total New York City budget and substantially lower

its-ability to pay for education.

Table 10-6 shoys the percent of families with incomes below. $3,000
for each county. Approximately || percent of all families in New York
City had incomes below $3,000 in 969 as compared to an average of

only 6 percent for all other counties.

Proportion of Population in School

A simijar situation exists for districts with low student to
bopulafibﬁ ratios. These districts must serve the entire population
but are receiving aid based only on their pupil count. The extra
burden incurred by providing’services for a larger population is

ignored in the aid formula.

TrrrForTexamplel T compare two Tdistricts that are similar in all respects

except one. ,Both districts have an equal number of pupils and equal
full value, but one distric¢t has twice the pOquafion of the other.
The district with the larger population is only half as "rich" as the
other district because it must provide twice the services to its resi-
dents. It has less funds available for education, but the state aid

formula treats these two districts as_having equal financial ability

.to support their schools.



COUNTY
Albany

Al legany
Broome
Cattaraugus
Cayuga
Chaufaﬁqua
Chemung
Chenango
~Clinton -
Cotunbia
Cortland
Delaware
Dutchess
Erie

Essex
Franklin
Fulton
Genesee
Greene

Hami [ ton

TABLE 10-6

FAMILIES WITH INCOMES BELOW $3,000 -~ 1969

PERCENT
IN

POVERTY

6%
10

12
11

COUNTY
Herkimer
Jefferson
Lewis
Livingston
Madison
Monroe
Montgomery
Nassau
Nlagéra
Oneida
Onondega
Ontario
Orange
Orleans
Oswego
Ofsego/
Putnam
Rensselaer

Rockland

St. Lawrence

PERCENT
N
POVERTY
7%

9

12

10

COUNTY
Saratoga
Schnectady
Schoharie
Schuyler
Seneca
Steuben
Suffolk

Sullivan

Tompkins
Ulster
Warren .
Washington
Wayne
Westchester
Wyoming

Yates

New York City

Total- N.Y.S.

PERCENT
IN
POVERTY

7%
6

11

(Excluding N.Y.C.)6

Total N.Y.S.

8

Source: County & City Data Béok, 1972, U.S. Depariment of Commerce, Table 2
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TABLE 10-7

PROPORTION OF POPULATION IN SCHOOL*

PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
IN IN IN
COUNTY SCHOOL LJUNTY SCHOOL . COUNTY SCHOOL
Albany 17% Jefferson 24% - Schoharie 28%
Altegany 25 Lewis 29 Schuyler 23
roome 23 Livingston 22 Seneca 22
Cattaraugus 27 Madison 27 Steuben 27
Cayuga 22 Monroe : 20 Suffo:k 29
Chaufauqué | 24 Montgomery 19 Sullivan 24
Chemung 22 Nassau 22 Tioga 28
Chenango 29 Nisgara 25 Towkins 21
Clinton 27 Onelda 22 Ulster 24
Columbia 25 Onondaga - 22 Warren 26
Cortland 23 Ontario 25 Washington 27
Delaware 25 Orange 25 Wayne 29
Dutchess 23 ~ Orleans 27 Westchester 19
Erle 19 Oswego 28 Wyoming 21
éssex 21 Otsego 20 Yates 23
Franklin 27 Putnam 27 - |
Fulton 24 Rensselaer 19 NEW YORK CITY 14
" Genesee 25 Rock land 26 TOTAL N.Y.S. |
) (Excluding N.Y.C.)23
Greene 26 St. Lawrence 25 -
Hami i ton 24 Saratoga 30 TOTAL“N:Y.S. 19
Herkimer 23 Schenectady 19 o=

* Enrol Iment Is for the Fall of 1972 and excludes BOCES. Populatlon Is for 1970.

Source: Annual Educational Summary, 1972-73, The Univers.ty of the State of
New York, The State Education Department, Table 56.
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New York City has approximately |4 percent of Its population enrolled
in public.schoois. This is substantially lower than the 23 percent

average enrol Iment of all other counties (Table 10-7).

- Large Daytime Population

Certaln districts have large numbers of non-resident workers.
These workers come into the district during the day to work and
leave at night to go home. They can add substantiaily to a district's

daytime population. District expenses are increased accordingly

since se-vices must be supplied to these individuals. Such services

include police, fire, water and sewage.

_— Districts with large numbers of daytime non-residents . ... ... ...

have lower abilities to pay for education.

Cities such as New York are at a distinct disadvantage in funding
education because of this. New York City has a substantial influx of
non-residents during the day. In providing the extra services required

by these persons, New York City has less funds available for education.

Large Percent of Untaxed Property

Some districts have larger percentages of untaxed propayrties than
others. Although untaxed properties are not included in full value
for aid purposes, districts must supply services to all properties.
Extra police, fire, sanitation and <rher services must be supplied
to these properties.

- Distr'ets with relatively larga amounts of untaxed
propertles have lower abilities to pay for education.
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Consider two dlsfkicfs with equail taxable full values‘and equal
numbérs of puplls. |If District A has twice the amount of untaxed
property as District B, then District A will be required to supply
more services than District é. District A will have less revenue
available for education. I%s abllity to pay for education will,

therefore, be less.

- T

The amount of untaxed properties in New York City for which
services must be supplfed is over one~third of_fofai provnty value.
This is significantly higher than ‘the state average (Tau‘c 0-8).
The extra burden put on New York Ci'y's t.dgei !s substantial. Less

revenue is available for educatlion.

Net Property Value.

Property-values are often high in urban areas, especiatly in the
business districts. A part of the value is due to fhefjocafion.
However, 1 substantial part Is also due o the high icvei of‘municipal
services provided. The high de:sify'iﬁ many urban tusinezs districts
require exffa services. These high c7st s%rviues arg required to
maintain the high va[ue of these properties., Without such services,

property values would fall considerably.

Property values should be deflated in high den<ity disvricis fo
take this into account. The ald formula ignores the cost involved
in malnfalning presr by values. Wealth is being grossly overestimated

for high density districts.

~ The ald formula overestimates the ability of
high density districts to pay causing them to.
lose aid for education. '

o S 17:3 ’ .
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TABLE ! L,-8

N

PERCENT OF PROPERTY EXEMPT FROM TAXATION

1972
PERCENT o PERCENT
COUNTY EXEMPT COUNTY EXEMPT
Albany 50 % Oneida 32 %
Allegany 45 Onondaga o~ 24
Broome 25 Ontario 23
Cattaraugus 25 Orange ' 23
Cayuga 27 Orleans 18
Chautauqua 20~ Oswego 33
Chemung 26 Otsego 28
Chenango 23 Putnam 12
Clinton 34 ' Rensselaer 38
Columbia 28 Rockland 17 3
Cortland . 28 St. Lawrence 61 -
. - Delaware, L 2l ... ..  _.Saratoga .. ... S 25 ...
Dutchess 23 Schenectady 28
Erie 24 Schoharie 25
Essex 20 Schuyler 21
Franklin 38 Seneca 57
Fulton - 29 Steuben 23
Genesee 23 Suffolk 19
Greene I Sullivan I
Hamilton M Tioga 23
Herkimer 26 Tompkins 43
Jefferson 22 Ulster 20
Lewis 21 Warren 18
Livingston 49 Washington 27
Madison 27 Wayne 24
Monroe 18 Westchester 19
Montgomery id Wyomi ng 26
Massau 12 Yates ) 22
Niagara 35 ‘
NYC 35
Total NYS 24
(excluding NYC)
Total NYS 31
¥ Source: State of New York, State Comptroller, Special Report on Munlc;pal Affalr

For Local Fiscal Years Ended In 1972, Table 2.
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New York City is a primg example of this. A massive transportation
system is required for the daily activity in the city. Without this
‘system, business activity would be greéflyihandicapped and property ‘

_values would fall. However, the large revenues needed for the operafién

of this system lower New York City's ability to pay for education.

Adjustment for District Overburden

The costs of providing services other than educaticn weigh heavily
in decisions involving educational expenditures. All services are com-
peting for government revenues. High spending requirements in one

area leave less monies for other areas.

The high spending requirements of the non-educational services
in New York City is illustrated in Table 10-9. Over 44 percent of
all local government expenditures in New York State, exciu¢is:

New York City, go for education. This compares with only 22 et
for New York City. New York City has a much smaller purtion of Itfs

budget availabla for educational purposes.

Table 10-10 aiso illustrates the overburden encountered by New York
City. Over 4§ persons per 1,000 population are employed by local
government in New York City as coiparad to an average of 37 persons
for all other counties.

- New York CiTy employs 33 persons pek 1,000 population
for non-educational municipal services.

- The res% of the State employes only 16 persorns per 1,000
population for non-educational municipal services.
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TABIE 10-9

PERCENT OF TOTAL

-1i9-

LOCAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

FOR EDUCATION - 1972

PERCENT FOR

PERCENT FOR

COUNTY EDUCAT ION COUNTY EDUCAT ION COUNTY EDUCATION
Albany 31.22% Madison 47.30% Tioga 67.50%
Al legany 47.50 Monroe 40.57 Tompkins® 44,35
Broome 35.47 Montgomery 149,06 Ulster 50.17
‘Cattaraugus 49,01 Nassau 40.67 Warren 52.26
Cayuga 44,79 Niagara 42.40 Waghingfon 60.22
Chautauqua 41.76 Oneida 37,71 Wayne 59.92
Chemung 43,04 Onondega 39.94 Wesfche§?§F7‘:z1.97
Chendago 58.67 Ontario 48.98 Wyoming 39.38
Clinton 51.05 - Orange .48.47 Yates , 46.65
Columbia 59.67. Orleans - 57.38
Cortland 49.25 Oswego 44,69 N.Y.C. 2I.78
Delaware 50.51 Otsego -53.78
Dutchess 55.15 Putnam 63.67 Total N.Y.S. 44.92

(excluding
Erie 37.23 Renssel aer 46.75 N.Y.C.)
Essex 41.35 Rock land 54.63
Franklin S1.65 St. Lawrence 50.23 Total N.Y.S. 33.38
Fulton 53,76 Saratoga 66.35
Genesee 46.81 Schenectady 49.19
Greene 34,27 Schoharie 55.43
Hami | ton 20.25 Schuylier 45,15 -
Herkimer 41.58 Seneca 49.50
Jefferson 48.09 Steuben 47.87

Lewis 42.90 Sutfolk 57.75

Livingston 44.89 Sullivan 34,69

Source: State of New York, State Comptrotier, Special Report on Municipa! Affairs

for Local Fiscal Years Ending in. 1972, Table 8.
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TABLE 10-10

LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT

1972

EMPLOYMENT PER 1,000 POPULAT ION

COUNTY TOTAL EDUCATION NON-ECUCAT ION
Albany 36.6 16.7 19.8
Al legany : 41.4 22.2 19.3
Broome 42.7 22.5 20.2
Cattaraugus 43,4 24.4 19.C
Cayuge 39.4 23.4 15.9
Chautauqua 39.0 21.6 17.3
Chemung 38.2 19.1 19.2
Chendago 33.5 26.9 12.7
Clinton 37.9 23.5 14.5
Columbia 37.6 23.5 14.0
Corti{and 23.3 19.2 14.1
Defaware 43.0 24.6 18.4
Dutchess 31.6 20.7 10.9
Erie 35.6 17.3 18.2
Essex 40.1 20.5 19.6
Frankiin 44,3 26.9 17.3
Fulton 35,7 19.9 15.8
Genesee %8.0 24.7 13.3
Greene 45.2 23.1 22.1
Hami |‘ton 72.3 28.4 43.9
Herkimer 46.3 28.7 17.€
Jefferson 39.0 22.9 16.0
Lewis 47.5 25.0 22.5
Livingston 31.8 17.1 -13.5
Madison 41,1 23.0 18.1
Monroe 34.6 20.3 14.3
Montgomery 35.9 19.6 16.2
Nassau 38.8 20.8 18.0
Niagara 3g.0 20.7 17.3
Oneida 32.9 19.2 13.7
Onondegz 37.8 21.2 16.6
Ontario 33,7 22.8 10.9
Orange 35.7 22.8 12.9
Orleans 35.7 21.2 14.5
Oswego 5.6 22.9 15.7
Otsego 32.6 19.2 13.4
Putnam 34.9 23.6 11.3
Rensse laer 35.0 20.3 14.7
Rockiand 35.0 23.4 11.6
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TABLE 10-10 (Cont'd.)

LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT

1972

EMPLOYMENT PER 1,000 POPULAT ION

COUNTY TOTAL EDUCATION NON-EDUCAT ION
St. Lawrence 36.7 i 21.8 14.8
Saratoga 35.5 . 25.3 10.2
Schenectady 33.8 . 18.6 . 15.2
Schoharie 37.0 - 22.9 14.1
Schuyler 35.7 19.8 15.9
Seneca , 34.1 19.4 14.7
‘Steuben 35.1 21.9 13.2
Suffolx 36.7 - 24.7 12.0
Suttivan 43.1 23.3 19.8
Tioga 32.2 23.3 8.9
Tompkins - 38.9 19.4 19.5
Ulster 35.6 22.0 13.6
Warren 43.7 23.5 20.2
Washington 39.0 24.1 14.9
Wayne : ' 37.0 24.5 12.6
Westchester \ 36.0 18.0 18.1
Wyoming 39.0 15.4 23.5
Yates " 33.5 - 19.5 14.1
N.Y.C. 48.4 15.9 32.5
Total N.Y.S.
fExcluding N.Y.C.) 36.9 . 2%1.0 16.0
Total N.Y.S. 41.9 18.8 23.1

f

Source: 1972 Census of Governments, Public Employment, Vol 3, No. 2,
Table 17.
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Total Aidable Pupil Units
Full Value

Adjusred Full Vol |

Full Value Per Resident
WATA

Adjustec Full Value
Par Regident WADA
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Acjusted Aid
“ala In Aid

Dareant Hain In Al
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TABLE 10- 1

[WPACT OF ADJUSTING FOR MUNICIPAL SERVICES OVERBLRDEN

SR UKL ST

21, 15.07 340,08.6. I

MRS G ly o
566,185 SILU03T68,950  805,%4,599,15

43,648,818,670

SRR

§17,252

€171, 864,943

§201,675,420

§2,510, 486

17,3

$8,393,962,823

]

£23,25¢
£215,0%, 50
S314, 464,963
569,430,763

28,34

415,487, 749,%4"

1155, 047

$107,2680

6,600,538

55,602,328

WEDS . STATEN S0 o
BT M 1,017,500,
WA N 1,035, 360,35
mJﬁwam 2,00,00,060 962, 396,76,5%6
SO ST EE N
461,37 455,160 561,31
443,302 £33, 539,86
CReE0, M3 T S,10,600
mmﬁﬁz"‘mmmw §739, 131,409
G5.000,200  SILONIE §149,086,165
57.% 63.2% 25.%

A

©gse0,067,264 T
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FIGURE 10-5

GAIN IN AID DUE TO ADJUSTING FOR MUNICIPAL SERVICES OVERBURDEN

TOTAL = § 149,064,145

$69,430,283
O §381920
$29,810486 .
$ 14,004,167
| 80 |
BRONX BROOKLYN MANHATTAN QUEENS STATENISLAND
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An adjustment in wealth is needed. The aid formula uses total
wealth., Only part of this wealth is available for education and it
is the wealth available for education that determines a district's
abiIny to pay for education. Ability to pay shouid, therefore, be

measured by the wealth that is available for education.

An.adjustment to district wealth is necessary. Districts with
Fisher than average non-educational demands on their resources have
‘255 wealth available for education while districts with lower than

dverage non-educational demands have more wealth available for education.

"District full value‘should be adjusted to reflect The.percenf of
-~wfimrevenues~#haf-are'avsilable for-education. Districts with -lower than
average proportions of wealth available for education should have
their full value decreased while districts with higher than average
proportions of their wealth available for education shouid have their
==~ full''value increased. The adjustment to fuII'vaIue should be pro-
portionate to the percent of wealth available for education relative

5 . to the state average.

For example, education expendifures comprise 21.78 percent of total
expenditures in New York City. This is 65.25 percent of the state
average of 33.38 percent. For every dollar available in the average

‘;ounfy for education, New York City has only 65.25 cents. Full value

in New York City should be adjusted downward by 65.25 percent.

Table 10-11 mekes the approoriate adjustment to full value for
the five New York City boroughs. The total gafn‘Tn aid bynNéQ York

City is over $149 million, a gain of over 25 percent (Figure |0-5).
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MEA e GECAT AL RESCURCE NEEES

The resources a cistrict needs to provide for education are

detarminad ty thne number of pupils served and the type of services and

facilities reguired by different kinds of pupils. The definitions used

mest

—
[a]
{u

cula*iry number of pupils and services required can cetermine whether

wiuitably conceived formula remains equitable or not. These definitions

be carefullv analvzed for their real effect on equal educational

cpnartanite for all youth,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

&, Two Tifferesrt Pupil Counts Used

The srta*e aid formula employs two different definitions of the
n“”%e} ot Lepils served for the purpose of calculating educational
spancirg recuiremants.  Although slightly cdifferent from each other,
+v oy are suprosa2d to meesure the same thing, namely, the educational
resc.rce needs cf the scheol district. The first, Resident WADA,

‘rezidant weijnted averazge daily attendance) is the number of resident

Y

¢

{

sooiln ip attendance at public schools, weighted for half-day kindergarten
ant ~inn scheol puplls (5.350 and 1.25 respectively). The second, TAPU,
(to+a! aicatle oupil units) in addition includes weights for summer --

anu avaring szheol pupils, the educationally needy, and non-severely

mazndicuroed pupile.

Given *ne current New York State policy of measuring wealth per

ublic schcol child, there does not appear to be a need for two measures
cf aicdutle sunils at twe places in the formula. |[f the State were to
witch to reasuring wealth according to population or all pupils, a

need for counting the number of children to recelve aid separately from
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the number of people used in calculating wealth per person wou | d

become apparent.

Full valuation per aidable pupil unit should measure the wealth
available in the district to support educational expenditures. Since
resident WADA does not give extra weight to handicapped pupils or
upils who score far below grade level on standard tests, and does
not count summer and evening school pupils at all, resident WADA is
r~* an adequate measure of district resource needs. By not counting
+haee punils at all, they are denied equal protection unger the law.

Thev are not receiving their fair share of aid. TAPU is a more

accurate and complete measure.

Since TAPU accounts for more pupils than resident WADA, it is
aenerally greater than resident WADA. Therefore, full value per
resident WADA overstates wealth per pupil so that aid per pupil comes
out foo low.* For example, the City Schoo! District of New York
would gain $5.8 million more state aid if only one measure of

aidable pupils, TAFU, were used \Table Il-1 and Figure I1-1).

* Using TAPU would also simplify the state aid formula. For example, the
hgsic aid formula

Total Aid [}1,200 - 015 x fCRull value N | rapy

\Egsidenf WA@y

pecomes

Total Aid = [ $1,200 X TAPU J - [ 0.015 X Full Value ].
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H. tnrollment or Attencance?

The present stete aid formula counts pupils based on average
attendence, not anroliment. This is a potential violation of the
Ttate Corstitution (Article |, Section I1) and the Constitutior of
united Statec (Fourteenth Amendment), which provide for equal
rrotection unider the laws fg every pupil, not every pupil in average
dailv attendance.* In add?%ion, basing aid on attendance rather
thir enrollmert appéarq.fc;be a violation of Articie 11, Section |,
uf tre State Ccnsfffufion which provides that the State shall run
the schoois fafr!f anc equally - equally for every pupil in the State,

rot squallv for zvery pupil in average daily attendance.

If a cistrict ras an average attendance rate of 85%, it receives

rc aid for the 137 of pupils absent on an average day. Thls penallzes

all pugils in *he district.

- Tha aid received must be shared among 1009 of the students.

% average attendance rate does not mean the same
dren ars absent every cday. On the contrary, books,

chil
desks, ‘and teachers must be furnished to all pupils who
are enrof led.

- Part of each student's share of the aid must be used to
support other pupils who are not included in the average
attendance figure and do not receive aid.

- |f trne average attendance at an 85% rate Is 30 and there
are 30 seats in the classroom, what happens if all thirty-
five children come one day?

* Tha Clty Schecol District of New York,along with other city schoo! dls*ricts,
has fllcd @ sult In the Supreme Court of New York against the State
ctallenging the legality of the present state ald formula. One of the
corplalints Is that basinz ald on attendance rather than enrollment s

| —_ P H -
urconetitutioral.
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TABLE 11-1

IMPACT CF BASING STATE AID ON ONLY TOTAL AIDAGLE PUPIL UNITS

. 19741975

———

BRONX - BR00KL | MANHATTAN QUEENS STATEN ISLAND . CITY

Full valuation of | | | |
Real Property $5,613,576, 185 §12,913,788,959 $25,364,999,915 ~ §16,117,047,330 - §2,892,909,%4 362,39, 766,526

Total Aidable - o | -
Pupil Units 214,201.9 369,506.56 151,228.70 29,817.9% 54,6909 1,035,364.27
Most Favorable - |
Aid Formula Basic Basic Flat Grant ~ Minimym Minimum— ..

~ "Foundation" | | !
Amount [, 200 1,200 360 4| - 48] N
‘ ' ‘ ‘ !

~ "Required" local ‘
Tax Rate 0,015 0.015 0 0.001 0.001
Total Aid Using - | |

- Only TAPUY 172,838,709 249,701,038 56,602,328 04,439,032 22,291,021 595,872,128
Actual Total Aid 71,864,943 245,034,560 56,602,328 94,394,743 22,170,670 590,067,264
Gain in Aid | 973,766 4,666,458 0 | 44,289 120,351 5,804,864
Percent Gain in Ald 0,61 2% 0.0 05 1

Total Aid = ("Foundation" Amount) x (TAPU) - ("Required" Local Tox Rate) x  (Full Velue) (5

using only TAPU
183
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FIGUPE 11-1

| ~GAIN IN AID FROM USING ONLY TOTAL AIDABLE PUPIL UNITS
TOTAL = $5,304,864 |

$4,666,458

$4,000,000 -
$ 3,000,000
[
$ 2,000,000 \f)
§120,351 .
£1,000000 $973,766 | ‘
| s
0 . e . . _—
BRONX ‘BROOKLYN MANHATTAN QUEENS  STATEN ISLAND
Q’ ‘
LRIC 192

o Provided b ERIC
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The rationale for using averaqge daily attendance was to encourage
tistricts to reduce their tfruancy and drop-out rates, but this has
«imply rot occurred.* While reducing truancy is a sound educational
Ot jective, attempting to achieve it by withholding state ald Is potentlially

“illecel and self-defeating.

Corpare three districts wifﬁ equal full valuations and equal numbers
o pupils., If a hypothetical District A has a 100% average attendance
Fate, it receives more aid than a bypothetical District B with a 95%
1irencance rate. District B with a 95% average attendance rate receivec
Tore aid than Cistrict C with an85% attendance rate. District A
receives 2% more aid than District B and 6% more aid than District C
(Tatle 11-2). Every pupl! is entitled to equal educational opportunity
ars equal protecvion under the laws. Yet, undér the present tormula,

Cistrict 8 with a 95% attendance rate receives $38 more ald per pupil

than Cistrict C.

Table 11-3 and Flgure 11-2 show that the ii*y School District of
tiew York would recelve $193 million more ald for 1974-75 1 enrollment
were usad Instead of attendance. Thls large amount Is due to an
increase in the ald per pupil and an increase inifhe total aldable

Counil urits,

* Fleischrann Commission Report, P. 2.15
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Full Valuation

Enro! Iment

Affeﬁdancé Rate

Averagé Daily Attendance

Full Valuation Per Pupil In
“Average Dal |y Attendance

Aid Per Pupl|

THBLE 11-2

 EFFECT O STATE AID OF USING PUPIL COUNT BASED ON AVERAGE ATTENDANCE

DISTRICT A
£5,000,000,000

248,000

1004

248,000

20,161

$898

DISTRICT B
$5,000,000,000 -

208,000

954

235,000

.0

$88!

JISTRICT ¢

* §5,000,000,000

248,000
859

210,000

—LtEL—
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TARLE 11-3

EFFECT ON STATE AID OF USING PUPIL COUNT BASED ON ENROLLMENT

1974-1975
BRONX BROOKLIN _ANHATTAN QUEENS  STATEN ISLAND NG YORK CITY
Attendance Rate* 824 ny - B1é - B gt g3
, Besed on Enrol Iment | |
Resident Welghted Pup! s 256,239.89 140,010.51  189,732.15 278,106.40 60,284.53 1,226, 3,48
Full Valuation per : : . :
Resident Welghted Pupil £21,738 $29,349 $133,688 $57,953 - $47,989
TR | L2000 BOSTT6 19410048 B,88.08  BLT206 1,267,599, é
Aid per Pupl| §073.93 §759, 7 06000 40305 0ge !
Total Ald §28,700,655,07 $342,361,349.34  $69,879,416.40  $112,303,749.14  §30,150,235.53  $783,074,405.48
Total Aid Based On ‘ : _ Lo ‘ :
Attendance TS S05,036,580.20 $56,602,308.40 $94,304,743.00  $22,170,669.89 $390,067,264.0
Ditference In Total Ald o o :
Dollars : §36,424,712.46. §97,326,769.14 ‘$13,277,088.00 §17,999,005.85  §7,979,365.64 $193,007, 141,09
Percentage 0l ference In - . | ) . ‘ o
Total Ald | B H 3 +194 56 3%
* The attendance rate Is based on the October 31, 1973 reglster and the aggregate attendance for the school
year 197374, Attendance and enrolInent in spectal schools - for severely “sndlcapped puplls are not fncluded. : 1(47
‘ ] ‘ A ‘ ‘ L




- FIGURE 11-2

»

- TOTAL =$ 193,007,141

$97,326,769

GAIN IN AID FROM COUNTING PUPILS ENROLLED

$100,000,000

- § 50,000,000 ~————-

E

Fulr

$56424712

—ccL—

$13,177088

$17.999,006

- $7,979,566

RICIG4

BRONX -

BROOKLYN

MANHATTAN

QUEENS STATEN ISLAND
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Looking at it from the point of view of the individual student,
why should a student who attends school 90% of the time be penalized
because someone else In the district attends only 80% of the time?
This would be the case in a district with an 85% average attendance
rate. The 90% student would receive less aid than if he lived in a
district where everyone else averaged a 90% attendance rate also.
This result does not provide equal protection under the laws to all
students. The use of pupils in attendance rather than enrollment in
effect constitutes a variable weight on each pupil amorg districts.

In @ district with an 85% attendance rate, each pupil is assigned a

T

weight of 0.85. In another district with a 95% attendance rate, each

pupil is weighted 0.95.

An additional factor penalizing a district with low attendance
Is cost. Aid is given only to the average number of pupils in
attendance. Yet extra services such as "catch-up" instruction and
attendance teachers for absent pupils must be provided to students
for whom no ald Is recelved. Low attendance Is symptomatic of other
problems such as Inadequate facilitlies and poor performance. Thus,

the districts that are being penalized the most are those which can

least afford it.
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C. Pupil Weightings

Certain pupils, such as those with special educational needs or
those with physical handicaps, require more resources per pupil than
the average. The State has made it a matter of policy to distribute
more money to those in greater need. The mechanism used is an extra
weighting of pupils with special needs or handicaps in the count of
pupils in the district. This means pupils with special needs count

as more than one pupil, which allows them more money.

Undermining Special Educational Needs Welghting

Pupils with learning problems who scored at a low level on the
state administered Pupil Evaluation Frogram (PEP) tests are given an
extra weiont of 0.25. This means that in caI;uIafing TAPU each pupll
with special educational needs counts as | 1/4 p;pils. This extra
weight was given because it Is widely recognized that these pupils
need extra help. However, through the process of welighting for
secondary schoo! pupils, the effect of all special educational needs
weighting is wiped out. The law provides that all secondary school
students are weighted an extra 0.25 if fﬁey had not previously been
weighted.* |f a student had previously received the exfra‘0.25
weighting for special educafional needs, he or she does not receive
the 0.25 secondary school weighting. Therefore, all secondary school
pupils receive the same weight (1.25) whether or not they have serious
learnling problems (Figure 11-3). This totally nullifles the Impact of

speclal educatlonal needs extra welght for secondary school pupils.

* Chapter 718 of the Laws of New York, 1974, Section 6.
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WEIGHTING SECONDARY PUPILS

FIGURE 11-3

19741975

A
em HW}'“L"‘!

PUPIL WITH
SPECIAL EDUCATIO
NEEDS

ADJUSTED ADA WEIGHT

NAL

B
4ok
e

[l

- PUPILWITH

‘NORMAL' EDUCATIONAL

SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL

NEEDS WEIGHT

NEEDS

I ExTRA SECONDARY WEIGHT

—9¢ | —



-137-

Table 11-4 and Figure 11-4 jllustrate how the effect of special
educaflonél needs weighting Is cancelled by the use of an extra
secondary weighting. Using extra secondary welghts and the special
educational needs weighting, the number of total aidable pupil units
and the amount of total aid is the same for two hypothetical districts,
although the first district has twice as many pupils with special
educational needs. This is because every secondary school student ends
up being weighted the same 1.25, either because of special educaflonal
needs or the extra secondary weights. |f the $2,025,000 total aid Is
redistributed on the basis of total aidable pupil units without secohdary
weights, District A with twice as many pupils with special educational
needs gains 3% in ald while District B loses 3%. An extra weight should
be al lowed for special educational needs, above and beyond the secondary

school weighting.

Secondary vs. Elementary School Welights

The problem of special educational needs weighting raises the
related question of whether secondary school pupils should receive extra
welight at all. The implied policy of weighting high school students
more heavily than others is that high school education should cost more
and resources should be concentrated in that direction. Current
educational theory finds that the most productive period in which to
invest extra resources Is the yeafs from kindergarten to third grade.

As the Fleischmann Commission reports:
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TRBLE 11-4

SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS WEIGHTING 1S CANCELLED BY EXTRA SECONDARY WEIGHT [NG*

- Aldable Pupll Unlts
Adjusted Average Dally Attendance (1,00 welght)

Speclal Educatlonal Needs (0.25 velght)
| Percent wlth.Speclal Educational Needs |
Number of Puﬁfls
mmmmwmwmwmm%mwwmm
Extra Seconcary Nelght (0,75 velght’
| PUpIIs wlfhouf Specfal Educat|onal Neéds

Total Aidable Pul! Unlts ¥Ih Seconcary Helghts

Ald Nith Secondary Weights

Ald Per Pupll
Aldable Puptl Unlts
Total Aig

Ald Without Secondary Weights

g Por Pupi|
Aidable Pupl | Unls

Total Ald

- Percentage Dlfference in Ald
20

¥ for Illustrative purposes the table uses secondarv students only.

O

DISTRICT A

DISTRICT B TOTAL
(1) 2 o) ) 5)
NUMBER OF AIDIBLE  NMBER OF  AICBLE COLUMKS
PPILS CRPILINTS RPILS  PLRILUNITS - (2) + (&)
1,000 00.00 1,000 1,000,00  2,000,00
504 . 5
500 125,00 20 62,50 187,50
1,125,00 106250 2,181.50
50 125,00 750 187.50 7L )
——— | | "
1,250.00 (250,00 2,50.00
10,00 10,00 . $810.00
1,250,00 1,000 2,500
1,012,500 §1,012,500  $2,025,000
925,71 $925,71 $925.71
1,125.00 1,085 2,187.50
§1,041, 408,57 SO 82,005,000
+3 -3 Mfrn
200
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FIGURE 11-4

SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS WEIGHT AND EXTRA SECONDARY WEIGHT

WITH EXTRA SECONDARY WEIGHT WITHOUT EXTRA SECONDARY WEIGHT '
$104142)
00 1800 SIS SL0NEN0 | |
o S | $983571
i
W
0
-
DSTRICTA  DISTRICTE  DISTRICTA  DISTRICTS OSTRCTA ~ DISTRICTB  DSTRICTA  DISTRICTB
AOABLEPUPILUNTS  OPERATING EXPENSE AID ADIBLEPUPLUNTS . OPERATING EXPENSE AID
O ToaLsSamstn TOTAL= 208750 . TOTAL = §2,25000

TOTAL= 2,500,00

] SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS l EXTRA SECONDARY

o [2] nowstep aoa
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.« the pedagogical wisdom of weighting
secondary students more heavily than ele-
mentary students is questionable: we suspect
that In many Instances it might be good
policy to spend more money per. student In the
elementary grades than in the secondary,
but the present weighting factor has a
psychological effect of suggesting that all
districts should spend more money on secondary
students.*

At one time a high school education did cost more, but this may
no longer be the case. Additionally, the proportion of elementary vs
high school students is relatively constant among all school districts:
hence the welghting factor in the current distribution formula has Ilffle

influence on the inter-district distribution of funds. Perhaps these

secondary school weights should be dropped altogether.

Adequacy of Chosen Weights

Since the State has decided to supply extra resources to the
handicapped and those with learning problems, are the weights used
adequate for the purposes? The Fleischmann Commission recommends:

. .that students who score at a low level
in reading and mathematics achievement be

weighted at 1.5, as against a welghfing of
1.0 for other children .

* Volume 1, p. 2.15.

** vVolume |, p. 2.17.
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I+ is a difficult task to turn around the performance of a low
achieving student. There must be an Influx of attention, experimentation,
and educational effort. Basic reading and mathematics skills are too
important a tool! In our soqiefy to be neglected. éaising the special
educational needs welghting fé 1.5 and requiring that the extra resources
be actua!ly spent for the child that generéfed them will dfrecf more

resources in this direction.

Non-severely handicapped students are currently assigned an extra
weight of 1.0, for a total Qelghf of 2.0. Severely handicapped pupils
are aided separately from another formula. Confribufing to the high
cost of educating handicapped children are small classes, part-time
professional support from physicians and other specialized personnel,

special teaching materials and special transportation arrangements.

The Fleischmann Commission calculated a set of median cost indices
for the tota! current operations cost of educafing.handicapped

children as compared to '"regular' children, as shown below.¥

Educable Mentally Retarded 1.87
Trainable Menta!ly Retarded 2.10
Auditorlly Handicapped 2.99
Visually Handicapped 2.97
Speech-Handlcapped 1.18
Physically Handicapped 3.64
Special Learning Dlsorders 2.16
Emotionally Disturbed 2.83
Multiple-Handicapped 2.73

* VYolume 2, p. 9.79.
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Weighting these indices by the corresponding proportion of the
State's handicapped pupils, the Commiésion arrived at an ovefall
weight for handicapped children of 2.05. However, New York City has
higher proportions of'pupils with high‘cosf‘handicaps than the state
average. New York City's overall Wéighf for handicapped children is
approximately 2.71, using the above indices (Table 11-5). In
order to better provide for handicapped éhildren, the individual cost
ihdices for the type of handicap sh:uuld be used as weights in
calculating state aid. This would allow each locality fo be reimbursed

according to its real costs.

Because of the Commissioner's Riley Reid decision ordering the
provision of adequate educational éervices to all handicapped children
on demand, increased resources will have to be allocated for these
purposes. It is imperative to resolve immediately the question of

weights for pupils with handicapping condifions;

Poverty Factor

I+ is widely recognized that family income and educational levels
have a strong effect on a child's school performance. As the

Fleischmann Commission reported:
v The most striking fact that emerged
from our studies of schoo! performance in
New York State is the high correlation shown

between schoo! success and the socio—economic
origin of its pupils.* :

* Volume 1, p. 1.28
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TABLE 11-5

WEIGHTED COST INDICES FOR HAND!CAPPED CHILDREN

NEW YORK CITY

(1) (2) (3)

PROPORT [ON WEIGHTED COST
MEDIAN OF NEW YORK CITY INDICES
HANC | CAP* COST INDICES**  HANDICAPPED PUPILS (COL. 1 X CoL. 2)

Educable Mentally Retarded 1.87 0.282 0.527
Trainable Mentally Retarded 2.10 0.076 0.160
Hearing Impaired 2.99 0.028 0.084
Visual ly Handicapped ' 2.97 0.004 0.022
Speech-Impairec ' 1.18 0.001 0.001
Physically Handicapped 3.64 0.242 _ 0.881
Emotionally Handicapped 2.83 0.342 0.968
Multiple Handicapped 2.73 0.026 0.071
TOTAL 1.00 2.714

* The categories used in the 1970 Fleischmann Commission Report do not correspond
exactiy with categories currently in use.

*¥* rleisckmann Commission Peport, P. 9.79
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The report continues:
. The close parallel between school success
and the child's socio-economic origin suggests
t+hat something is wrong with the way our educational
system operates. ... Equality in educational
opportunity does not exist for the students of
New York State.*
Assuming, as we must, that increased resources can help to overcome

tre consequences of poverty, the state aid formula should exp!licitly

take poverty into account, as it now does not.

in two New York City community school disfricts with approximately
ecual! median family incomes and equal percentages of children below
poverty level, cne receives more +han twice as much aid per pupil
(Table 11-6 and Flgure 11-5). Stnce the ald formula Is based on full value
per pupl!, poor people ltving In an extremely rich area are overshadowed
by the wealth around them. Distrlct 4 In Manhattan looks
wea|thy tecause of the large amount of expensive commercial property
in Manhattan, yet more than 40% of the children in District 4 live
in pcverty. Because of the commercial real estate wealth, state aid

per pupi! is at fhe minimum level, $360.

The match between income and property values is not very close in
trhe cities. Llarge urtan areas have lots of commercial property and
alsc many poor people. The size of the tax base does not accurately

reflect the educational needs of the children living in the city.

* Volume 1, p. 1.29
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In rural and suburban areas, the match between income and property
values is generally close. This is due to the small amount of

non-residential property in these areas.

Some state aid should be allocated solely on a poverty (incoms)
basis under separate formula. This would encourage school districts
to provide additional educational resources to poverty househo!d
children. A reallocation of resources must be undertaken in an
attempt to counterbalance the negative effects of socio-economic

status on schoo! performance and thus on skills developed for later

life.

211



TELE -6

W0 STATE AID BOES 1T EQUALIZE FOR POVERTY

DISTRICT & ZISTRICT 7

LEVI TTOWN
HASSAU COUNTY

SALMON RIVER
FRANRL I COUNTY

POCANTIC HILLE
WESTCHESTER COUNTY

STATE  AMSATTAN VAHATTAN BROMX
[963 Yagdiaa Famify inzoma®? 3,609 3,082 15,709 13,836
| 5isien 10 £5 5 ]
‘Fercentane ¢f nildren Lnger 17
inFamibiey delis Foverty Level -
1965 * 2.5 IR 4.6 3.1
i m 333

Inzex

- , Lo oo LIRS fren ALY oo ¥ -
Foll vetue rer Funil 14330 65,0 3169,047 $26,310°

120 il bt bl

[ngex 0
-, - fnne ha Apea 4p - ¥ ~ .y
i Far i PEENS) LD 53€0,00 4502.35

g for ortive Lonty or Boroush

U e e e ke
TR

e feor Tt 0 ‘

R e fr DT el berste, of ahich Levittoan 1S @ part

219

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

§7,070" $13,083

1% 123
18,* TRLLE

147 92

55,303 22,731
12 2

§1,120.46 $859.03

163 140

-

Torrt e wbich Te slinn+ly larger than Pocantico Kills

§19, 2664

182

0.0

218,97
PR
$360,00

65

-9 1—

| agst

———

N’



FIGURE 11-5
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"12. SPECIAL SERVICES AID
» Speciaf services aid Is.available only to cities whose population

exceeds IZS,OOO persons. The "Big 5" cities qualify:

CITY 1970 POPULATION
New York City 7,895,563
Buffalo 462,768
‘Rochester 296,233
Syracuse 197,297
Yonkers 204,297

This aid is specifically for pupils with severely handicapbing conditions.
Smal ler school disTric+s in the State are permitted to form Boards of

~ Cooperative Education Systems (BOCES) for educating severely handicapped
pupils. The Big 5 city school districts are prohibited from joining BOCES

and in effect are their own BOCES.
Two kinds of special services aid are available:
- Occupational education, grades 10-{2.
-~ Pupils with severely handicapping conditions,

all grades.

A. Occupational Education

Occupational education is a high school program, grades [0-12.
Each pupil in average daily attencance is given a weight of 1.00.

Since all these pupils are counted in a district's total aidable
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pup[l units for operating expense aid, special services aid has
the same effect as giving all occupational education pupils an

extra weighting of 1.00.

The formula for computing occupational education aid is identical

to the basic aid formula developed for operating expense aid:

DISTRICT

OCCUPAT IONAL _ DISTRICT
EDUCATION = $1,200 - [0.015 x FULL VALUE PER]
STATE AID RES IDENT WADA
PER PUPIL

- For the City School District of New York,
occupational aid per pupil for 1974-1975

is $280.14:
NEW YORK CITY = $1,200 - [0.015 x $61,324]
OCCUPAT IONAL
EDUCATION = $1,200 - $919.86
STATE AID
PER PUPIL = $280. 14

Total occupational aducation aid is obtained from multiplying the

aid per pupil by the number of pupils in average daily attendance.

DISTRICT DISTRICT
TOTAL OCCUPAT IONAL DiSTRICT
OCCUPAT I ONAL = EDUCATION X OCCL’AT IONAL
EDUCAT ION STATE AID EDUCATION
AID PER PUPIL : PUPILS

- The City School District of New York receives
$8,026,011.00% in occupational education aid
for 1974-1975:

*As of March 1975, this amount is an estimate because the final
1973-1974 ADA has not yet been established.
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]

NEW YORK CITY $280.14 x 28,650
TOTAL
OCCUPATIONAL
EDUCATION

AID

$8,026,011.00

Notice that only the basic aid formula can be used to compute
occupatioral education aid. The minimum aid and flat grant aid
formulas do not apply. This is in spite of the fact that the special
services aid for occupational education is supposed to be an extra
|.00 weighting for all of these pupils. Only New York City and Yonkers
of the Big 5 cities are adversely affected by this totally inequitable
restriction because their full value per resident WADA is greater
than $52,786, the point after which the minimum aid formula is more

favorable than the basic aid formula.

OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION AID PER PUPIL

. ACTUAL MOST FAVORABLE
FULL VALUE PER

CiTY RES IDENT WADA AMOUNT FORMULA AMOUNT FORMULA GAIN
New York 361,324 $280.14 Basic $399.67 Minimum $119.,53
Buffalo 31,487 727.70 Basic 727.70 Basic 0
Rochester 48,606 470.91 Basic 470.91 Basic 0
Syracuse 40,515 592.27 Basic 592.27 Basic 0
Yonkers 62,230 266.55 Basic 398.77 Minimum 132,22

|f the City School District of New York had been permitted to use
+he minimum aid formula, $3,424,534.50 more aid would have been received

in 1974-1975 because the aid per pupil would have been $399.67 instead

of $280.14.

5e
Do
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p—




-151-

Also noflce that the City School District of New York is not
permitted to computé occupational educaflon aild on a borough basis.

This compounds the nneqUIfy of this formula because every occupational

educaflon pupll in the ley does not recelve an equal extra weight.
Every pupil does ‘not even receive a full ..00 extra weight (Figure 12-1).
EXTRA
o OCCUPATIONAL
OPERAT ING EDUCATION
BOROUGH EXPENSE AID AlD TOTAL AID
AlID PER AID PER AID PER

PUPIL  WEIGHT PUPIL  WEIGHT PUPIL  WEIGHT
Bronx $802.35 .00 $280.14 0.35 $1,082.49 1.35
Brooklyn 663. 14 .00 280.14 0.42 943.28 1.42
Manhattan 360.00 1.00 280.14 0.78 640.14 1.78
Queens 393.6! 1.00 280.14 0.7l 673.75 .7l
Staten Island  405.84 .00 280.14 0.69 685.98 1.69

- For the Bronx, $280.!4 is only 35% of $802.35.
- For Manhattan, $280.14 is 78% of $360.00.
There is only one way to correct this totally inequitable situation:
- Occupational education aid should be computed from
the same three formulas as operating expense aid.
- The City School District of New York should be per-
mitted to compute occupational education aid on a
borough basis.
These changes will carry out the intent of occupational education aid
to give all eligible pupils a full 1.00 extra weight. These reforms

would permit +he City School Disfrfcf of New York to receive $7,713,821.50

222



FIGURE 12-1
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more for occupational education aid. Thls would be nothing more than

a ful', fair share (Figure 12-2).

1973-1974
OCCUPAT IONAL
AID PER EDUCATION TCTAL
BOROLIGH PUPI L ADA AID
8rorx $802.35 3,950 $ 3,168,887.50
Brook ! yn 663. 14 1,425 7,576,374.50 .
Manhattan 360.00 7,225 2,601,000.00
Queens 393.61 5,050 1,987,730.50
Staten Island 405.84 1,000 405,840.00
City - - $15,739,832.50 Borough Basis
City $399.67 28,650 $11,450,545.50 Minimum Aid
Formula
City $280.14 28,650 $ 8,026,011.00 Actual Aid

Gain from using
minimum aid formula $ 3,424,534.50

Gain from borough
basis $ 7,713,821.50

B. Severely Handicapped

Aid for pupils with severely handicapping conditions is allocated
py a separate formula that difters from the operating expense aid

formulas only in the foundation amount, which is $3,000 per pupi!.

CISTRICT
SEVERELY DISTRICT
HAND ICAPPED = $3,000 - [o0.015 X FULL. VALUE PER]
STATE AID RESIDENT WADA
PER PUPIL
227
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- For the City School District of New York, aid
per pupll with severely handicapping conditions
is $2,080.14 for 1974-1975:

NEW YORK CITY = $3,000 - {0.015 x $61,324]
SEVERELY

HAND ICAPPED = $3,000 - $919.86
STATE AID
PER PUPIL = $2,080.14

Total aid for pupils with sever~ly handicapping conditions is obtained
by multiplying the aid per pupil by the number of pupils in average

daily attendance.

DISTRICT BDISTRICT
TOTAL SEVERELY DISTRICT
SEVERELY = HAND | CAPPED X SEVERELY
HAND | CAPPED STATE AID HAND ICAPPED
AID PER PUPIL PUPILS

- The City School District of New York receives
$17,213,158.50% in aid for pupils with severely
handicapping conditions for 1974-19375:

NEW YORK CITY
TOTAL
SEVERELY
HAND | CAPPED
AlD

$2,080.14 x 8,275

$17,213,158.50

As with occupational education aid, aid for pupils with severely
handicapping conditions is computed from a "basic'" aid formula and is

not on a borough basis.

XAS of March 1975, this amount is an estimate because the final
1974-1975 ADA has not yet been established.
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- 1f 2id for pupils with severely handicapping
conditions were computed from a "minimum" aid
formula, the City School District of New York
would receive $989,110.75 more (Figure 12-3).

- If aid were computed on a borough basis, the City
School District would receive $2,071,038.05 more.

1974-1975
SEVERELY
AID PER HAND ICAPPED TOTAL
PUPIL ADA ~AID
Bronx $2,602.35 1,785 $ 4,645,194.75
Brooklyn 2,463.14 1,770 4,359,757.80
Manhattan 2,160.00 2,385 5,151,600.00
Queens 2,193.61 1,880 4,123,986.80
Staten Island 2,205.84 __ 455 1,003,657.20
City - - $19,284,196.55 Borough Basis
City $2,199.67 8,275 $18,202,269.25 "Minimum" Aid
Formula

City $2,080.14 8,275 $17,213,158.50 Actual Aid

Gain from using .
"minimum" aid formula $ 989,110.75

Gain from borough
basis $ 2,07i,038.05
There is a more fundamenfalldeficiency in the formula for aiding
pupils with severely handicapping conditions. The foundation limit
of $3,000 for each severely handicapped pupil is not nearly adequate.
Takfng a look at State mandated class size limits alone, a class for
the severely handicappéd numbers between eight and ten pupils. A

normal class has 30 pupils. This means a class for the handicapped




FIGURE 12-3
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requires three to three and a half times the resources of a normal
class. Yet the $3,000 foundation amount is only 2 /2 times the

foundation limit of $1,200 used in the state aid formula for regular

‘students.

This problem of the amount of aid to the severely handicapped
may be resolved by adopting a recommendation of the New York State
Regents that the State fund the total cost of educating the severely
handicapped pupil less the average cost of a normal pupil's education

In the district where the child resides.*

pP.

x

Major Recommendations of the Regents for Legislative Action - 1975,

12.
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IV. HOW FAIR IS THE FORMULA TO NEW YORK CITY?

ARE PUBLIC SCHOOL PUPILS LIVING IN NEW YORK CITY DENIED
EQUAL EDUCAT IONAL OPPORTUNITIES BECAUSE OF INEQUITIES IN
THE NEW YORK STATE SYSTEM OF FINANCING PUBLIC EDUCATION?
Cur analysis shows that the answer to this questlon is yes. Numerous

inequities exist. Preliminary analysis shows that New York City lost approx-

imately $455 million this year in state education aid In six major areas.

Lag in Equalization Data for Full Valuation .... $§ 29 Million

Use of Attendance Rather Than Enrollment ...... 193

Higher Cost of Doing Business in New York City . 68

Municipal Overburden ...ieveieeteieinernneeesenens 149

Two Counts of Pupils .....;....................: 6

Special Servilces Aid vt iiivennrennnnn et eneas 10
TOTAL $455 Million

Other inequalities that are more difficult to quantify mean the loss in aid

was even greater than $455 million.

The following inequities in the conception and execution of the state

aid formula adversely affect New York City:

- The failure to use the most recent equallzation rates available
to provide the most accurate and timely estimate of full
valuation. New York City market values have grown only 1.44
percent annually in recent years while the State average
jurisdiction has grown 9.78 percent each year.

- The use of average dailly attendance rether than enrollment
means that some students are welghted more heavily for aid
purposes than others. Each student Is not treated equally
under the law. New York City's ald would increase 33 percent
if enrollment were used rather than attendance.
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Districts must support services other than education. Llarge

city school districts must devete larger than average proportions
of their wealth +o non-educational services. These districts
have less monies available fcr education, but the aid formulas

do not consider this in determlnlng ald. These extra burdens
result from: :

® Llarge percent of poor persons

Llarge daytime commuter population
low pupil to population ratio
Large proportion of propertv exempt from taxation

Inflated propertv values because of Intensive municlpal
services. :

The cost of doing business is much higher than average in New York
City. No allowance is made for this cost variation in the formula
so that New York City is able to purchase less educational services
with its aid.

The foundation amount and required tax rates have not kept pace
with actual expenses. Poorer districts are forced to bear an
increasingly heavier burden to make up for the inadequate state
aid. '

Local tax rates required by the formula are totally perverse.
Poorer districts must tax themselves more heavily than richer
districts.

The lack of any specific aid provision to provide more resources

for pupils from poverty households means that children who live

in a property-rich district, although they are themselves poor,

are not supplied with extra resources to compensate for the
detrimental effect their background has on their school performance.

Secondary school pupils with special educational needs receive no
more weight than any other secondary school pupil.

The formula currently has two counts of pupils'fo measure the
educational resource needs of a district, TAPU and Resident WADA.

Restrictions cn the manner in which speclal services ald Is
calculated mean that New York City receives only one-third to
three-quarters of the mandated '1.00 extra weight per pupil.

Weighting handicapped pupils on an average cost basis means that
districts with more than the average number of pupils with high

cost handicaps are hurt. New York City's average weight is 2.7!
compared to a state average of 2.05. ‘
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IF THE NEW YORK STATE SYSTEM OF FINANCING PUBLIC
EDUCATION IS INEQUITABLE, WHAT CHANGES SHOULD BE
CONSIDERED IN REFORMING THE PRESENT SYSTEM?

THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE SHOULD IMPLEMENT
THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE FLE!SCHMANN COMM|SSION
FOR FULL STATE FUNDING OF EDUCATION.

Failing a full reform of the state education financing system, we
recommend some short term reforms that will remove some of the discrimin-

ating impact of the present aid formula:

- The most recent market value surveys available trom the State
Board of Equalization and Assessment should be used In setting
equal ization rates and full valuation.

- Pupils should be counted on the basis of enrcll-ut yuiner than
average daily attendance.

- The measure of wealth should be adjusted by a municipal over-
burden factor so that wealth available for education is used.

- A cost of doing business factor should be built into the
foundation amount.

- The foundation amount should be adjusféd annually to keep pace
with expense increases.

- Some state aid should be allocated solely on a poverty (income)
basis to attempt to counterbalance the negative effects of socio-
economic status on schoo! performance.

- A special educational needs weight should be provided above and
beyond the secondary weighting.

- TAPU should be used as a pupil count in place of resident WADA.

- Speclal services aid should be computed on a borough basis
~with a most favorable ald provision.
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The injustice to public school pupils in New York City is summarized
by & few pertinent facts.
- The City School District of New York presently
receives 27% of all state education aid.
- The City School District of New York has:
* 32% of all pupils.
® 50% of all pupils scoring two or more years
below their grade level, below minimum com-

petency, in reading and mathematics tests.

®* 63% of all school age children from famities
with incomes below the poverty level.

®* 90% of all hispanic students.
The Most+ educationally needy children Qho are supposed to receive the
most financial assistance from the State are being denied an equal
éducational opportunity and are not receiving equal protection of the

laws.




