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New York State Commission on Property Tax Relief 4/10/08

While the distribution of school aid has always been
contentious, the roots of the current problem really go back to
1988.

OThere has been t his spgstatérdhave a
rea”y I’ea“ZEd that and accepted |t éenatonRaIph Marino, New York Times, September 19, 1988

The oshares agreement o began
calculated, methodical and political shift in school aid has
continued for more than 20 years.

December 16, 2010

Long IslandNewsdayeditorial board interview with Senator Skelos:

nBoard: You have always said Bepublicanmajority in the Senate
IS better forLong Island Spell out what that means in the context
of the next budget.

Skelos:I think first of all, if there are going to be cuts, and you
know there are going to be cuts in spending, in Medicaid, in
education, the main thing is thatong Islandbe treated fairly, no
differently than any other part of the state.



http://www.newsday.com/topics/U.S._Republican_Party
http://www.newsday.com/topics/Long_Island,_NY
http://www.newsday.com/topics/Long_Island,_NY

The Consortium speaks with one voice in joining
with overburdened taxpayers throughout New
York to ask the Legislature and Governor to
drastically reform the system of financing schools
primarily by property taxes.

This proposal used New York State Education
Department 200506 state aid data and 20085
student counts, the most recent years for which
school district information was available.

Basic Operating Aid is calculated at $9,000 per
pupil, adjusted for regional cost differences on a
district-by-district basis. The regional cost index
used is the Geographic Cost of Education Index
(GCEl), developed by Dr. Jay G. Chambers for
0The New York Adequacy

Determining the Cost of Providing All Children
i n New York an
2004.)

Extraordinary Needs Aid is $3,150 per pupil. The
minimum local tax effort is calculated at $13.00
per thousand of assessed true valuation.

For further information about the Statewide
School Finance Consort
school aid formula and campaign to improve the
Stateds public school
contact us at:

Statewide School Finance Consortium

6390 Fly Road, East Syracuse, NY 13057

(315) 4631904 phone (315) 468065 fax
http://www.statewideonline.org
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Calculate Operating and Extra. Needs Aid
Under Statewide Proposal

Step 1: Calculate your Basic Operating Aid

Foundation

NCES Cost Index

Adjusted Foundation Amount

{(Multiply Foundation by NCES Cost Index)

Number of pupils

(1) Subtotal

(Mulitiply Adjusted Foundation by Pupils)

Full Value of Property (20__ )

Local Effort Rate (divided by 1000)

{2) Required Local Effort

(Full value x local effort rate)

TOTAL A: Basic Operating Aid [(1) - (2)]

Operating Aid per Pupil

Step 2: Calculate your Extraordinary Needs Aid

Number of "At Risk" Pupils in Your District

(Extraordinary Needs Pupil Count)

CWR

(3) Calculate Adjusted EN Count

(Divide "At Risk" pupils by CWR)

(4) Per Pupil Extraordinary Needs Aid

TOTAL B: Extraordinary Needs Aid [{(3) - (4)]

Extraordinary Needs Aid per Pupil

Step 3: Add in your current total aid amounts for:

Building Aid

Transportation Aid

BOCES Aid

High-Cost Special Education Aid

TOTAL C: Other Formula Aid

YOUR TOTAL STATE AID For FY
TOTAL AID PER PUPIL

SSFC Plan(A+B+C)



http://www.statewideonline.org/

Calculation of Syosset CSD aid increases 2007 Budget

Aid Increase/ Decrease (Foundation and High Tax Aid only) 51,776,795| Y% Difference
Aid Increase/ Decrease (without Building Aid) 32,206,002 27%
Aid Increase/ Decrease (All Aid) 32,217,309 25%
Aid Increase/ Decrease w/o UPK 51,939,209 22%
Aid Increase/ Decrease w/o UPK, BOCES, Bldg, Trans 31,854,436 21%
Number of "At | Y% of "At
Number of | Capacty @ | Risk" Pupils in | Risk" Pupils
Full Yalue of Property (2003) pupils FV/ Pupil District in District
$8,053,195,119 6520 51,180,820 117 1.7%
Calculation of Norwich C5D aid increases 2007 Budget
Aid Increase/ Decrease (Foundation and High Tax Aid only) $1,729,061| % Difference
Aid Increase/ Decrease (without Building Aid) 52,767,073 17%
Aid Increase/ Decrease (All Aid) 32,758,751 15%
Aid Increase/ Decrease w/o UPK 52,412,431 13%
Aid Increase/ Decrease w/o UPK, BOCES, Bldg, Trans 51,539,322 9%
Number of "At | Y% of "At
Number of | Capacty @ | Risk" Pupils in | Risk" Pupils
Full Yalue of Property (2003) pupils FV/ Pupil District in District
$398,622,971 2229 $178,835 1317 39.1%

Who would be more disadvantaged by a tax cap and rapidly increased costs?




Foundation Aid costs

Total Foundation Aid 200809

$14,860 857 492

MNew York City

T6.162871 722

Big Four

$1.166,896 262

High Need Urban/Suburban

$1.659,743 559

High Need Rural

$1,342 553 933

Average Need

$32.750,104 450

Low Need

$773 687 566

Total Foundation Aid 2002-10

$16.,552 445 1749

MNew York City

T6 969,188 554

Big Four

$1.271,359379

High Need Urban/Suburban

$1.857,889 262

High Need Rural

$1.497,339 545

Average Need

4,099,823 552

Low Need

$556.847 227

Total Foundation Aid 2010-11

$15.693 866 446

MNew York City

$7.995 410727

Big Four

$1.4032,090,041

High Need Urban/Suburban

$2.108 432 934

High Need Rural

$1.693 160 805

Average Need

F4 540,187 566

Low Need

$953,584 073

+/- $1.7 billion

+/-$2.14 billion

+/- $3.84 billion



Scenario Planner

DATA ENTRY SECTION
200809 | Setoriginal amount | As % of Budget Scenario 1 |Scenario 2 |Scenario 3
Budget $20,000,000 2009-10 (% Budget Change 3.00% 4.00% 5.00%
State Aid $5,000,000 25% 2009-10 |% State Aid Change 0.00% 1.00% -3.00%
Levy $15,000,000 T75% Scenariod |Scenario 5 |Scenario 6
Check $0 Should be Zero 2009-10 |% Budget Change 3.50% 4.50% 5.50%
Issues Tax Cap Amount 4.0% 2009-10 |% State Aid Change 3.50% -1.00% -3.00%
200910 Scenario 1 As % of Budget|Change Budget Reduction Budget New| New %
Budget $20,600,000 3.0V | —- $0 $20,600,000 3.0%
State Aid $5,000,000 24.3% 0.0% Levy Reduction Levy New New %
Levy $15,600,000 75.7% 4.0% | — $0 $15,600,000 4.0%
200910 Scenario 2 As % of Budget|Change Budget Reduction Budget New| New %
Budget $20,800,000 4.0% | = -$150,000 $20,650,000 3.3%
State Aid $5,050,000 24.3% 1.0% Levy Reduction Levy Mew MNew %
Levy $15,750,000 75.7% 5.0% | =— -$150,000 $15,600,000 4.0%
200910 Scenario 3 As % of Budget|Change Budget Reduction Budget Mew| New %
Budget $21,000,000 5.0% | =— -$550,000 $20,450,000 2.3%
State Aid $4,850,000 23.1% -3.0% Levy Reduction Levy New New %
Levy $16,150,000 76.9% T.T% | — -$550,000 $15,600,000 4.0%
200910 Scenario 4 As % of Budget|Change Budget Reduction Budget Mew| New %
Budget $20,700,000 3.5% | — $75,000 $20,775,000 3.9%
State Aid $5,175,000 25.0% 3.5% Levy Reduction Levy Mew New %
Levy $15,525,000 75.0% 3.5% | m— $75,000 $15,600,000 4.0%
200910 Scenario 5 As % of Budget|Change Budget Reduction Budget Mew| New %
Budget $20,900,000 4.5% | m— -$350,000 $20,550,000 28%
State Aid $4,950,000 23.7% -1.0% Levy Reduction Levy Mew New %
Levy $15,950,000 76.3% 6.3% | = -$350,000 $15,600,000 4.0%
200910 Scenario 6 As % of Budget|Change Budget Reduction Budget New| New %
Budget $21,100,000 55% | m— -$650,000 $20,450,000 2.3%
State Aid $4,850,000 23.0% -3.0% Levy Reduction Levy New New %
Levy $16,250,000 T7.0% 8.3% | =— -$650,000 $15,600,000 4.0%

© R. G. Timbs Advisory Group, Inc. 2009




Exp=+4% Annually

2007-08

Rev=+2%
| 2008-09

Rev=+0%
2009-10

Rev=+0%
2010-11

Rev=+0% |

2011-12

Expenses $10,000,000 $10,400,000 $10,816,000 $11,248,640 $11 .698.585
Revenues $10,500,000 $10,710,000 $10,710,000 $10,710,000 $10,710,000
Difference $500,000 $310,000 -$106.000 -$538.640 -$988.586
Carry Over URUAFB $400,000 $416,000 $432,640 $404,000 -$134.640
ADD to URUAFB $16,000 $16,640 -$28.640 -$538,640

New URUAFB $416,000 $432.640 $404,000 -$134.640

Used URAFBE $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $0
Replenished URAFB $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $0 $0
Reserves $200,000 $384,000 $377,360 $0 $0
ADD to Reserves $184,000 -$6,640 -$377,360 $0 $0
New Reserves $384,000 $377,360 $0 $0 $0
Total Reserves $1,100,000 $1,110,000 $704,000 -$134.640 -$1.123.226

URUAFB
URAFB
Reserves

Unappropriated Unreserved Fund Balance
Unreserved Appropriated Fund Balance
Capital (vote), Tax Certiorari, Workers' Compensation (BOE), etc.

© R. G. Timbs Advisory Group, Inc. 2009




In his budget presentation for the 20141

12 school year Governor Cuomo said we

mustin il nsure adequate f

need districts which historically have not

been adequately fund

Promi ses made, pr omi

© R. G. Timb#dvisoryGroup, Inc2011
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Impact of State Aid Cuts 2010-11

CWR to Gap Elimination Adjustment As % of Budget
GEA As % of Budget
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This chart shows the impact of state aid cuts on T.ower Wealth Districts
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The STATEWIDE School Finance Consortivm

e Impact of Enacted State Aid Cuts 2011-12
CWR to State Aid Cuts (Gap Elimination Adjustment)
As % of Budget

Cuts As % of Budget
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© R. G. Timb#dvisoryGroup, Inc2011



The STATEWIDE School Finance Consortium

Dkt o ety g e o S e e Impact of State Aid Cuts 2010-11

CWR to Gap Elimination Adjustment As % of 2010-11 Levy

GEA As % of Levy
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mmnemmmememmress . |mpact of Enacted State Aid Cuts 2011-12

CWR to ENACTED State Aid Cuts (Gap Elimination

Cuts As % of Tax Levy Adjustment) As % of 2010-11 Tax Levy
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© R. G. Timb#dvisoryGroup, Inc2011
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Cuts As % of Budget
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Impact of Enacted State Aid Cuts 2011-12

Westchester, Nassau, Suffolk, Orange and Rockland Counties

CWR to State Aid Cuts (Gap Elimination Adjustment)
As % of Budget
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The STATEWIDE 5¢chool Finance Consortium
ettt Impact of Enacted State Aid Cuts 2011-12
Westchester, Nassau, Suffolk, Orange and Rockland Counties

CWR to State Aid Cuts (Gap Elimination Adjustment) As % 0f2010-11 Tax Levy
Cuts As % of Tax Levy

45.0% -
Dondot be fooled by those who say
40.0% Downstate
- L]
Districte Ll Nothing could be further from the truth.
g Districts Listed here have i i .
25.0% F:'JH{I.Eland FRPL>.24 Arhere are Downstate school districts that share similar
e :Tfé'f“u'm’?:::: wealth and poverty factors as those Upstate
30.0% oL ibas LoV The Truth iseé
MEWBUROH Arhat districts throughout NYS with average or below
HIGHLAND FALLS average wealth and an appreciable measure of poverty have
25.0% FrtEmony oM peen more disadvantaged Dy State aid Cuts over the last1ew |
PR PEEKERIL years than their wealthier counterparts
20.0% ¥ HAVERSTRAW.ST —Ath&cuLs_the_tuahemgacemaled_the_abmgmLaMeLag&and__ _ )
2 T e below average district to offer aSound Educational Program
, We STBURY due to current Inequities in the Foundation Formula.
18.0% ’_“ ®  LonT chesten Al'he Inequities In the distribution of the Foundation Aid
- YONKERS Formula and the massive state aid cuts over the last few years
10.0% e - ﬂ::lfﬂﬁ{ﬁr'.’:. were not determined by geography but the intentionas
* e » redirection of money to wealthier school districts as the
0 d . expense of the less wealthy.
5.0% rS a +
. o
0.0 | Vet w 0% o spn'aes - $
. o T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T

0 05 1 1.5 2 25 3 3.5 4 45 5 5.5 6 6.5 7 7.5 8
CWR (Combined Wealth Ratio (.5 Property + .5 Income) 1.0 = Average Wealth)

14

© R. G. Timb#dvisoryGroup, Inc2011



The STATEWIDE School Finance Consortium

Dedicated to Secure Equitable Funding for New York State Public Schools

CWR to High Tax Aid 2010-11

High Tax Aid
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CWR to High Tax Aid 2011-12

High Tax Aid
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The STATEWIDE School Finance (onsortium
mmmmmmmmmmmnr===_  Only Districts with almost 2,000 Students Qualify for

Administrative Efficiency Aid?

Adm Efficiency Aid 2011-12
$900,000
$800,000 .
+*
$700.000 If Biggeris supppsed to bd&etter, then why areWEPaying More for |Bigger?
$600,000 - : ——
A $20,400,000 Aid Skim Off the Top fo‘r Some Districts Over 1,880 students
$500,000 _ *
How does a rural or ufstate school get this?
* -

$400,000 * ¢

* *

* * . * * * »
$300,000 PUNES Z0 ve .
* * * .
$200,000 $ o e * . P
¢ +* ‘:' t * " ’
$100,000 s ? S
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 7,000 8,000 9,000 10,000
# of Students
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Administrative Efficiency Aid?

Only Districts with almost 2,000 Students Qualify for

Adm Efficiency Aid 2011-12
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L 2
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Problems with the Foundation Formula

1.) Income Wealth Index (IWI)

The IWI has afloor of .65. This means that districts
having Income Wealthbelow .65 (roughly only two-
thirds the wealth of an average wealth school district)
are treated as If their Income Wealth were .65. This
seriously disadvantages the poorest districts in the
stat e. | f di strictso ac
Foundation Aid formula more aid would flow to the
poorest school districts.

© R. G. Timbs Advisory Group, Inc. 2010
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