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Unequal State Aid for Public Schools

Prepared for the Educational Priotitics Panel by Joan Scheuer

Summary

Last ycar we revicwed data published by the State Education Department on the
relative wealth, spending, enrollment and statc aid allocations of the New York City
school district, the siatc as a wholc, and the metropolitan arca surrounding the City. In
this paper, we update the data?! to show that, despite the cuts imposed statewide in the
deficit reductions of 199192, the relationships between New York City, the rest of the
statec and the metropolitan suburban districts remain cssentially unchanged. State aid per
pupil fell below the previous year's level in 1991-92 in both the suburbs and the City,
Once again, New York City, with average wealth behind cach pupil, a growing
cnrollment, and heavy pupil needs received less than average aid per pupil ~ $3,140 per
pupil (CAADM)?2 compared to $3,463,3 the average for the rest of the state. If aid is
measured as it is in the state aid formula, the data show net statc aid per TAPU (total
aidable pupil units) 4 of $2,544 for New York City, $2,848 for the rest of the state and
$2,187, the average for the metropolitan suburban districts in Westchester, Putnam, and
Rockland countics and Nassau and Suffolk on Long Island.

Less—than average state aid and limited City funds continued to curtail New
York City school expenditures. In 1991-92 its average operating expenditures per
TAPU were only $4,674 compared to an average of $5,816 in the rest of the state, and
$7,610 in the average metropolitan suburban district 5 New York City's total
cxpenditures per TAPU were $6,299 in 1991.-9 compared to $7,270, the average in the
rest of the statc and $9,133 per pupil in the surrounding suburban districts. These figures
show that the formula is by~passed for New York City. With its ncar-avcrage wealth
and burdensome pupil nceds, the City would be txpected to reccive more than average
state aid per pupil. Legislative restrictions on aid for thc New York City schools,
coupled with budget reductions at the municipal level, have produced a real shortfall for
City children. Children next door in the neighborhoods ringing the City received less

G s/
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a state aid per pupil - $357 [ess per pupil, or about 14 percent less in aid than New York
'\\\*3 City, but were able to spend almost 45 percent more in total expenditures per pupil.
2
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I. Overview

This paper updates our review of the publication of the State Education
Department, Analysis of School Finances ir. New York State School Districts, issucd
annually. The publication has been published for decades, and uses consistent pupil

counts that permit the reader to spot trends and compare the cffect of state policies over
the ycars.¢ Let's take another look:

Expenditures for public education arc relatively high in New York Statc; New
York ranks third in terms of overal] spending for clementary and sccondary schools.?
But most of the support for public schools is raised locally from local taxcs. The state's
share of total public school education costs is among the lowest in the nation; New York
ranked 38th out of the S0 states in terms of state share of total public education costs.8
The state's share of spending for public education costs has fluctuated over the years,
but according to the Analysis, for 1992-1993, the "proportionate share of public school
expenditures funded from State sources is estimated at 40,1 percent.?

Both state funds for public schools and funds raiscd locally have increased
rapidly since 1972-73. During the latter half of the 1980's, statc aid increased between
13.7 and 11.4 percent cach year.10 This trend was reversed in 1989-90, when state aid
actuaily fell below the previous year's level. Because of continucd statewide cuts in aid
it fell again in 1991-92 but increased slightly, by 0.6, in 1992-93. To compensate for
the loss in state aid and to keep up with local school costs, most local communitics
increased cxpenditures slightly, raising the average total expenditure per enrolled pupil
by 1.4 percent in 1992-93.

’

The local contribution to public schools throughout the state moved from the 53-55

pereent of the total spent each year on pubiic schools during the previous decade, to an
estimated 55.5 percent in 1992-93 11

In New York City, where public schools compete with all other essential city
scrvices, public schools claim a much smaller share of local resources — about 25
percent a year, if pensions and debt service are included, 22.5 percent if they arc
excluded.2 Becausc of the Stavisky—-Goodman Law, the local City contribution has
remained relatively stable since 1976, but the City's contribution to total school costs is
far below that of most other school districts in the state.!3 Because of the way state and
city funds arc distribuicd, the City school district is unable to spend as much per pupil
as$ other districts in the state. Its total spending per pupil in public schools in 1991-92
was $ 7,489 per pupil (defined as CAADM, an average daily membership count of all
weighted pupils).'* New York City spent less per pupil in 1991-92 than in 1990-199]
and less than the average for the state, cxcluding New York City, $8,674 per CAADM
pupil.!® As defined by the aid formula, aid per pupil is expressed as total state aid
divided by total aidable pupil units, o1 “TAPU *; New York City received $2,544 per
TAPU, the 1est of the state $2,848 1¢




II. Neighbors

School districts vary greatly throughout our state, depending on region and local ‘
characteristics. Large cities differ from small citics, upstate differs from downstate. One
way 1o sce how sharply school costs and expenditures reflect regional differences is to
group the school districts as the US Burcau of the Census docs, by SMSA, or Standard
Mectropolitan Statistical Arca. The State Education Department presents us with a table
comparing the average wealth, expenditure and state aid per pupil in six of the SMSA's
in the state and in the rural, or "non-SMSA" school districts. (Table 4) It also gives us
averages for New York City, the Other Big Five Citics, Small City Districts, (both
upstate and downstate, Suburban Districts, (upstate and downstate) and Rural Districts,
as well as an average for all Major Districts.)” The table demonstrates the wide
disparitics in averages, not cxtremes, that characterize our state. In 1991-92, for
cxample, average full value property wealth per pupil varied from $509,317'8 behind
cach pupil in the downstate suburbs, to $169,616 per pupil in non-SMSA (non-
mctropolitan) arcas, a ratio of 3to 1. Average total expenditure per TAPU pup:l varics

from $9,128 in the downstate suburbs, to $6,070 per pupil in rural districts, a ratio of 1.5
to onc.

The comparison of averages for contiguous SMSA's is intcresting, but masks an
important fact. New York City differs sharply from its immediate neighbors in the Long
Island~NYC mctropolitan arca (New York City, Westchester, Putnam, Rockland,
Nassau, and Suffolk countics). Yet the table lumps the City in with its ncighbors. its
huge cnrollment and other numbers dominate the total, so that the computed “average"
tells us little about how the City compares with its suburban ncighbors. If the New York
City data are subtracted from the total and new averages cxcluding New York City are

computed for the Long Island and other downstate metropolitan districts, we sec the
difference:19

Table 4a. shows that the state's cqualization formula is not working. In 1991~
1992, the suburban districts surrounding New York City had $503,780 in property
wealth per weighted pupil, compared to $317,576 per weighted pupil, the average
property wealth per pupil for New York City. Income per weighted pupil averaged
$112,468 in the neighboring suburban districts compared to $76,267 in New York City.
In other words, New York City's neighboring school districts had onc and a half times
as much property value and income wealth behind cach pupil. Taking into account the
cffect of the 1991-92 Deficit Reduction Asscssment of $926 million, including the

Additional Specified Reduction enacted that year, these suburban-school districts
received, on the average $2,187 in total statc aid per TAPY pupil, $357 per pupil less
than New York City's allotment, $2,544 per pupil. With $357 less state aid per pupil,
the metropolitan school districts surrounding New York City were able to spend an

average of $9,133 per pupil compared to New York City's $6,299. These figures .’




describe not sclected extremes, but average conditions that surround New York City and
reflect the high costs and labor market conditions that affect school spending in the
inner city.

In other words, the well-to-do suburbs that ring the inner city of New York are
able to support public schools that on the average spend about a half as much more on
cvery pupil. The downstate suburban districts arc the wealthicst in the state, both in
terms of the property valuc available for supporting schools, and the personal income
available to their residents. In 1991-1992, while cuts in school aid affected all school
districts, cighty-seven percent of the school districts in New York City's ncighboring
metropolitan arca remained in the upper quarter of all the state's school districts when
all the state's districts when ranked according to spending for day-to-day opcrations.2
What we sce, when we compare New York City to its surrounding ncighbors is a
graphic confirmation of how rich school districts in suburban arcas arc frequently

contiguous with the very poorest schools in the central city, only a short commuters' ride
~ and a stone's throw, away.

II1. Growth in disparities

The Analysis reveals differences in the property wealth and income wealth
behind cach pupil throughout the state and shows how these disparitics affect local
spending. It also documents the growth in New York City's school enrollment as
compared to the rest of the state and the failurc of state aid to keep pace with pupil
neceds in the City.

When all the state's school districts (cxcluding New York City) arc ranked
according to local property valuc behind each pupil in 1991-92, and grouped in tenths
(or deciles) containing approximately equal numbers of pupils,?! we find cnormous
disparitics. Tablc 10 shows that property wealth per pupil varies from an extreme of
$18,126,984, for the wealthicst district in the top tenth of the ranked districts, to $93,644
per pupil, the upper limit for districts in the lowest tenth, a ratio of 194 to 1. When
ranked by personal Income per pupil as in Table 11,22 we sec a range from $970,777 for
the district at the top, to $32,762, the upper limit for districts grouped in the lowest
tenth, a ratio of 30 to 1. But it is more important to look at what thesc disparitics
produce ~ at how much districts arc able to spend for schooling. When ranked in terms
of approved operating cxpenditures per total aidable pupil unit, or TAPU | as in Table 9,
Bwe sce that spending for approved operating expenditures per pupil varied in 1991-92

from $30,285 per pupil for the top-spending school district, to $4,123, the upper limit of
the district at_the tenth decile, a ratio of more than 7to 1.

New York City's property wealth per pupil in 1991-920 of $317,576, and its
personal income per pupil of $76,267 which would place it about in the seventh decile
of the ranking of all the districts for both these measures. Yet its spending per pupil,
both in terms of average aperating expenditures and lotal expenditures is considerably




below the average spending level for districts of similar wealth. The Analysis notes that
New York City's spending per pupil had been above the 75th pereentile until 1979-80,
but has fallen in 1991-92 to the 37th pereentile. 24 It is significant that the State
Education Department views the drop in per pupil spending in New York City as a
statistical aberration: The Analysis cxplains that in 1980-81 the method of counting
pupils was changed to include weighted pupiis with handicapping conditions: "Since
there arc a relatively large number of handicapped pupils in New York City, this mcthod
of caleulation had served to inflate New York City's pupil count, thus lowering their
AOE (approved opcrating cxpenditures) per weighted pupil figures."2> What the pupil
count reflects, however, is the fact that over the decade, New York City has had to
cducate a larger and larger share of the state's pupils with disabilitics and other pupils
who require extra educational services. According to the Swygert Commission, 60

percent of the real per pupil increasc in pupil expenditures between 1980 and 1992 was
attributable to the costs of tcaching disabled students. 20

The data show that in recent years, New York City's student population grew
while the rest of the state lost pupils. Total enrollment in the City rosc 1.9 pereent and
dropped 2.3 pereent elsewhere between 1986 and 1990. In 1990 and 1991, cnrollment
rosc slightly throughout the statc, but increased faster in New York City than elscwhere.
Over the four year period, 1987-88 to 199192, it rosc almost 4 pereent in New York
City, and 0.4 pcreent in the rest of the state. Under the statc aid forrmula, the City's pupil
count increased 5.7 percent and 2.9 pereent in the rest of thc statc over the same
period.?” The increasc in student registers and weighted pupils in the City relative to

cn:ollment elsewhere in the state should have carned New York City a growing share of
all school aid.

The state aid system has not accounted for the City's more rapid growth
in pupil nceds and its relatively limited and recently reduced ability to raisc local funds.
The formulas that apportion statc aid were designed to counterbalance these inequitics.
But in recent years, political forces have totally blocked their intent. New York City's
cnrollment, 949,929 is almost doublc 538,922 - that of the rest of the mctropolitan area,
It was 37 percent of the statc's total in 1991-1992. I that ycar, New York City
received, according to the State Education Department, about 34 percent of the state ajd
distributed.?® But cven more astonishing, New York City, with its rclatively average
wealth behind cach pupil, and its towering burden of pupil nced, was allotted $2,544 in
statc aid per pupil =11 percent less than $2,848 per pupil, the average for all other
districts in the statc.2 (Tablc 9.)




IV. The Widening Gap in Spending

Finally, The Analysis reports that the gap in spending between the richest and
the poorest school districts in the state has grown over the nincteen year period between
1973-74 and 1991-92 by 440 percent.® The gap is defined by comparing the
cxpenditure level in the median district 2t the tenth percentile with that of the median
district at the nincticth percentile. (This measure is a good indicator of change over time
because it climinates cxtreme values). In Table 8, all the statc's districts outside New
York City arc ranked in terms of approved opcrating cxpenditures per pupil, and
organized in pereentiles and the difference between the median spending level in the
10th and 90th pereentiles is computed to illustrate the gap between high-spending and
low-spending districts in the state.3! In 1973-74, for cxample, the spread between the
spending Ievel in the district at the tenth percentile and that of the district at the 90th
pereentile was $812, or 83.3 percent of the spending level at the tenth percentile. In
1991-92, the spread in_average per pupil spending between the district at the tenth
percentile and the district at the 90th percentile had increascd from $812 to $4,383,
which was 106.3 percent of the median spending level at the tenth percentile. The table
demonstrates that, in terms of statewide spending for public schools, the gap between

rich schools and poor has increased markedly since the current school aid formulas
wecrce put in place. '

V. No Progress Toward Equity

What do all these numbers tell us about the fairness of our state school aid
system? They illustrate that over the years the state aid formulas have not served to
compensatc for incquitics in local wealth. Spending incquities within New York State
have increascd; they have been widened by a systcm that no longer responds to changes
in pupil nced, local cnrollment trends or fiscal ability. For New York City, where the
largest proportion of poor children live, the aid systcm is anything but fair. Even by its
own dcfinitions, it has failed to give New York the funding earned under the state aid
formulas. Common scnse tells us that with its avcrage property wealth, average income
wealth, and disproportionate pupil nceds, New York City should receive greater—than—
avcrage state aid per pupil. Why docsn't it?

New York City doces not receive the aid it might carn under the various state aid
formulas becausce the state aid formulas do not govern the aid allotted to New York
City. Instcad, New York City's aid is determined through negotiations, in a political
process that is not conducted in an open legistative session, but takes place off-stage
and has more to do with regional rivalries than with cducation. Each ycar at budget
time, the Governor and the legislature decide on how many dollars will be available for
public schools. Then the political Ieaders (or their staff representatives) negotiate as to
how this total is to be shared. A et pereentage is determined for New Yotk City,
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basically held to about 34 percent of the total state aid distributed (or 36 percent of the
agreed~-upon dollar increase in aid). New York City's "sharc" has been judiciously
raised in tiny increments cach year. These increments in no way correspond to the
amount that the City would cam if the formulas were permitted to compensate for
differences in pupil counts, wealth and need as they were designed to do and if the
definitions in the law were not tinkered with cach year to yicld the desired outcome.

The incquitics documented in the State Education Department's 4nalysis
translate into crowded classrooms, lcaking roofs, inadequate labs and libraries and a
paucity of program. They show us that we arc short-changing children in the inner city.
Our unfair school aid system is a statcwide problem that affects us all. No real
improvement has been achicved; miniscule upward percentage adjustments in aid for
New York City serve to obscure the lack of real progress toward cquity.

1 Analysis of School Finances in New York State School Districts, 1991-92, The State Education Department, Fiscal Analysis and
Services Unit. Albany, N.Y., November, 1993.

2 Defined as Total state Payments per CAADM. CAADM, or Combined Adjusted Average Daily Membership is "the average
number of students receiving their educational program at district expense " and includes resident and non-resident handicapped
as well as kindergarten and pre~k. weighted at 0.5. For complete definition see Analysis, Appendix A.

3 Analysis, Tablc 14.

4 Analysis, Table 4. p. 7. Data is shown in terms of TAPU, or total aidabl¢ pupil units, an attendance-based pupil count that
includes extra weightings for special pupil groups. See Analysis Appendix A. for complete definition.

5 Ibid., p.7.

6 For example, wealth data is cexpressed in terms of each year's full value of property per weighted pupil (TWPU), not a capped
average of two years, which is used for state aid purposcs.

7 National Education Association, Research Estimates Data Bank, Washington, D.C. Table F10 in Rankings of the States, 1993,
pp 48.

8 Ibid.

9 Analysis, p.1.

10 Analysis, Table 2, p.4.

11 Analysis, Table 3, p.S.

12 City of New York, Executive Budget, 1991,

B3 NY State Office of the State Comptroller, Financial Data for School Districts, FY ended 6/30/92., Chant V.p.17.

14 Analysis, Table 14. p.22.

15 Analysis, Table 4, p.7.

16 Analysis, "Fable 10. p.15,

17 Analysis, Table 4. p7.

18 Ibid.

19 Dat by telephone from SED, Fiscal Analysis and Services Unil. February, 1994,

20 The ranking is based on AOE/TAPU for Expense, or approved operating expenditure per total aidabie pupil unit for expense, a
figure reported by all districts to the state cach year on the Annual Financial Report(ST-3).

21 Analysiv, Table 10, p.15.

22 Analysis, Table 14, p.16.
23 Aualysis, Table 9, p. 14,
A Analysis, p.11.

28 Aunalysis, p.il.

26 New York State Special Commission on Bducational Structure, Policies and Practices, Pattng
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Children First, H. Patrick Swygent, Chair. December, 1993.. Volume 11, p.22.
27 Analysis, Table 12, p.18.

28 Analysis, Compuled from data shown in Table 13,p.19,

29 Analysis, Table 9.p.14.

30 Analysis, p.11.

31 Analysis, Tabic 8, p.12.

10
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



.

Gl

118V 1VAY Ad0D 1534

ET

SUOLINDO) 358Y] JO 9A181ES 10U 851 DIy BuNeAdO I8ABMOL 'SILOWARGD WEISAS JUBWRIWY ,SP6A0|0WT DUR WRISAS 1UBWE.118Y ,$.04I89 L OY) |0

- - TiCNIIS8, 8Y; 0] BND UONDNCAs UOHEW L9 BU) PUB UOIIW CELS JO JUBWSSESTY U0NNDeY UNBQ 0661 J8qUIBIeQ 8Y) J0 10818 8y} S8PIOUI Oy 818:S 19N
PUNG DIV [BI0OAS PUB @J6S 1Q9C SBPN(dL

62972C2 1521 8Y2 £25'92 £eY'Zy 62’2 109'c 0L0'9 185’y 496'1 L) SPUISI] TNy
1S2'26Y 12 )r 4 'S 19%' vy L6801 L 9ie'l (1 1Y 824'6 $99'¢L L18'605 BIRISLMOQ
8 Grs 10°S1 8L1°C ¥2L'1E 089'69 28’y 218'2 128’9 010's 0er'ELe sieISaN
BEO L¥O’, SETL S69°y 260'9S 90¢°69 £ys's 96Y'Z 299°2 "e'9 640°55¢ SIS LEUNGNS
L6S°CE rL'sL r484:] 65152y ¥31'0¥%L 8 9r'? v.9'6 0482 E91°96¥ TISLMS))
gritie T 48 655°¢C erLse £€2'c9 918°L 992’ s’ »26'y ore'raL sieisdn
60 L 29Tt 640°C 229'82 820'vL 639°L 8S1's x99 ¥4 4 =e'R2 SPUISIQ A0 zwS
|71 s A oSt Sr'z SE2'S2 15909 SLL'L faL'e 220°¢ S8l's SS6'YSL S b9 B0
$2Z° 696 8% 95.'2 §55°2¢ £92'9¢ 819} rvs2 662’9 vi9'y 925°L18 AUD WO maN
RI62192C 9118 S96r'cS 00S'EtS 009'2L$ 45918 26228 S18'SS 00r'SS 006'S0cS QAN Buipajoul) Bay
SPUSI] ol iy
SBL°00€ Tl 612 vi6'v2 08E'SY 154°2 2¥5's 2809 L19'y 919691 YSIWS-UON
298'E9 L 6Lyt 9’2 €842 ££2'9S 186°L 06’ 2B1°'9 L'y 2628 OSNIVIAG~HWOY-TIIN
96T 515" 93°01 L0’y Z99'9¢ 285'68 i87'L 8iL'2 FA oW »52'S 160°98¢ 0LON-DAN-PuRIS| Buon
4o > 0524 100°E yo2'62 1£€'69 £82°1 2sL's 4159 ocL's LOY'ELL 40159430y -OjR NG
0926 6711 6SY't 6L0°9E PR ALV 219°1 ”%L'e L96°9 648'S 29€°E82 UBINAmON -0 B N0y
05e° LS 90'51 26e'2 S6L°L2 ¥60'6$ 0L6°) ST »98'S e’y Y906t nEg-voltysug
LS e ZXTis £91'cs 60’628 80Y'1.S 169°LS 969'2S S66°98 680°S3 . ZiL0res SHRL SUS|O-Auegly
SYSINS snonbyuon
WeWIUUT  SARA YNNG dx] 0} wniny NamlL *dx3 30) g 204 - oy 0 g 04 NdML
26-1651 000'183d Ndyl ed Jed 10d NdyLMd NdyLied NdYLRd NdYLU30V  I8C A4
ey xx) AR XB ) SwWoU) QWoou| .o Y LRV ORS L Bg 5-1661 26-~1661
Sunwedo ®N L3

ALID HHOA MIN ONIGNTIONI SLOIHISIAO HOMYW MY
'YSAS SNONDLLNOD A8 'SLOiH1SIA HOd ¥1vQa GiY GNY SENLIANIdXT 'HLTVIM 3DVH3AY 26- 1664

¥ eiqel




L]

1991~92 Average Wealth, £

by Contiguous SMSA,

Tabie 4a.

NYC metro SMSA shown excl. NYC

__E o TEo

xpenditures and Aid Data

B re = e e

S TR — v oem . — -— et
- = e T ESnT T = — —~ - = .

Contiguous SMSA'S 1991-92 1991-92 1991-92 1991-92
Praperty Operating Total Net State
Wealth p/p Exp. p/p Exp. p/p Aid p/p
L (dollars)
Albany - Glens Fails 240,312 5,089 6,395 2,886
Binghamton ~Elmira 160,642 4,489 5,864 3,225
Poughkeepsi-Newburgh 293,367 5,379 5,946 3,184
Buffalo— Rochester 173,407 5,130 6,517 3,132
1ong Is. West., Metro 503,780 7,610 9,183 2,187
NYC excl.*
Utica, Rome Syracuse 173,292 4,717 6,137 3,304
Non--SMSA 169,616 4,617 6,087 3,542
New York City 317,576 4,674 6,299 2,544
All State(NYC included) 303,900 5,400 6,915 2,737
All State(NYC excluded) 295675 5816 7,270 2,848
Other Large Cities 164,955 5,185 7,076 3,783
Small City Districts 226,322 5,321 6,822 3,159
Upstate 184,340 4,924 6,377 3,266
Downstate 496,163 7,870 9,674 2,476
Suburban Districts 355,079 6,284 7,667 2,496
Upstate 213,480 5,010 6,321 2,817
Downstate 509,317 7,666 9,128 2,149
Rural Districts 171,967 4,581 6,070 3,601

*Data from Analysis of Schoo! F inances
in New York State School Districts, 1991 -g2
Data for NYC Metro SMSA (NYC excl.) from

SED Fiscal Analysis and Services Unit

February, 1994
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