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PREFACE

This Working Note is the third in a series on the New York S+afé
education aid formula.* The Note analyzes the impact of bitl 5-9300/
A=11931, which amended the formuia for the 1976-1977 school year. This
bill is identica! to bili 5-8771/A-11260, which was vetoed by Governor
Cairey. We are issulng this Note now In response to numerous requests for
an analysis of New York Clty's State education aid for 1976-1977. The data
in this analysis are from estimated claims filed with the State Department
of Education. The claim for 19751976 was filed in August lQ?S{ +he estimated
data for 1976-1977 were prepared in November 1975 and revised In February

1976.

This werking Note was preapred by Dr. Ronald K.H. Choy, Dr. Bernard R.
Gifford, Dr. Richard Guttenberg, member of the Educational Policy Development
Unit. Bertha Leviton, Director of School Financlial Aild, and her staff pro-

vided invaluable assistance. Charts were prepared by Jacqueilne Wong Posner.

The text and tables were typed by Madeline Romero and Carol Young.

BERNARD R. GIFFORD
Deputy Chancellor

.

7 ¥R,K.H. Choy, B.R. Gifford, R.J. Rudolf, L.S. Marriner, "An
Analysis and Critique of the 1974~1975 New York State Education
Ald Formula," Working Note No. 3, Office of the Deputy Chancellor,
Educational Policy Development Unit, New York City Board of Ed-
ucation, April 4, 1975. R.K.H. Choy, B.R. Gifford, R. Guttenberg,
"An Analysis and Critique of the Governor's .Proposals for Changing
The 1976-1977 State Education Ald Formula and Thelr Impact on New
York City's Public Schools," Working Note No. 4, Office of the
Deputy Chancel lor, Educational Pulicy Development Unit, New York
City Board of Education, March 16, 1976. :
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SUMMARY

The following highlights of New York City's state education aid are
selected from fhis report. Page numbers are included for quick reference

to the explanations and computations behind the bare numbers.
TOTAL AID

- Statewide, $3,009 million will be allocated during +the
1976-1977 school year by the state aid formulas for
operating afd (including growth, high tax and budget
alds), special services and BOCES aid, transportation
aid, and building aid (p. 1-2).

- New York City will receive $795 million, a $26 million

increase over this year's amount (p. 5-6).

OPERATING AID

- New York City will receive $609 million in 1976-
1977 save-harmless operating aid (p. 16=18),

- The save-harmless formula seriously undermine the
intent of the operating aid formula sihce almost
every district In the State is being saved-harmless
and cannot receive less aid next year (p. 19-20).

= The extra weight for "normal" secondary pupils
similarly undermines the intent of State poticy to
provide extra aid 1o pupils with special educational
needs (p. 21-22).

- |f both of these unfair, temporary praovisions were
eliminated and the $470 million presently consumed
by them were ploughed back into the operating ald
formula in the form of a higher foundation amount,
the State would have a fairer allocation of educa-
tion aid among its 705 local school districts, and
New York City would receive $2| million more aid
(p. 23-25).
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SPECIAL SERVICES AID

- New York City will receive $49 million in 1976-1977
aid generated by pupiis in occupational education
programs and puplls with severely handicapping con-
ditions, an increase of %2 million {(p. 28).

- The amendments introduce a save-harmless formula
for the first time. This adds $2 million fo the
. City's-aid (p. 29).

- Unlike its operating ald, the City Is not permitied
+o compute its special services aid on a borough
basis. This unfeir prohibition costs the City $9
million In lost aid and denies occupational educa-
+ion pupils the full amount of their intended state
ald (p. 30-32).

“TRANSPORTATION A1D

- New York City will receive $99 million in 1976~
1977 +transportation aid, an increase of %17
miflion due to rising cost (p. 33-34).

- The amendments have no impact é§“+raﬂ5p3r+a+ign
aid.

BUILDING AID

-~ New York City will receive $39 million in 1976-
1977 bullding aid, a $3 million Increase (p. 36).

- The amendments have no Impact on bullding aid.

- Unlike its operating aid, the City is not permitted
to compute its building ald on borough basis, This
unfair prohibition costs the City $20 million In
lost ald (p. 37=39).
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CHAPTER I
_THE 1976-1977 STATE AID FOR NEW YORK CITY.

The New York State Legislature has passed a bill (5-9300/A=11991)
amending the state education ald formula to provide s miniscule increase
in state aid for the 1976- 1977 school year. This bill is identical to
an earlier one that the Governor vetoed:

: STATE AID UNDER THE
AMMENDED LAW* (000,00G)

1975-1976  1976=1977  CHANGE

New York City $ 769 $ 795 $26
Rest of State  $2,176 $2,214 38
STATEWIDE - $2,945 $3,009 $64

ﬁhile New York City will receive a very modest $26 million Increase,

it is nevertheless Significanf considering the fact that the statewide
Increase is to be $64 million. This report examines the hard ﬁeali+ytc¥
the bill and reports aécura%ely, though reluctantly, the not so cheerful

prospect for New York éf?y public schocls.

|. A FIRST LESSON IN STATE AID JARGON

Before plunging into an analysis of New York City's state ald, a
few fechnical ferms have to be introduced and explained. We start with
the types of aid discussed in this report.

T ¥State aid amounts specified in this table refer to the aid
arrived at by adding up the foliowing categories: operating
aid (including growth, high tax and budget aid), special
services/BOCES aid, transportation aid, and building alid.
Source: State Division of the éudgéf, March 23, 1976.
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There are four major kinds of state educaticn ald allocated
by formula. The table below shows the allocation of each ma jor type

+o New York City and the rest of the state.

1976-1977 SCHOOL YEAR _ N L
NEW YORK CITY REST OF STATEX T STATEWIDE®
ATD  PERCENT OF — AID  PERGENT OF ~ AID  PERCENT OF
(000,000) STATE _ (000,000) _ STATE _ (000,000) _ STATE

_OPERATING AID

Operating (Including Growth,

High Tax and Budget) $609.2  26.1%  $1,722.3  73.9%  $2,331.5  100.0%
Special Services/BOCES $47.0 23.7% $ 151.5 76.3%  § 198.5  100.0%
Transporation $99.0 39.4% $ 152.3 60.6% & 251.3 100.0%

~ Blilding _ $39.3 17.3% % 188.2 82.7% § 227.5 100.05
TOTAL §794.5  26.4%  $2,214.3 73.6%  $3,008.8  [00.0

- Operating expense aid is the biggest amount and is
determined by one of the following five formulas:

° Operating aid formula (there are really thres
formulas) that is supposed to recognize a dis-
+rict's wealth, the number of pupils 1t has,
and the educational needs of its pupils.

® Save-harmless formula (there are four formulas)
t+hat guarantees a district's operating aid cannot
decline.

° Growth ald formula for districts with growing
enrol iments.

° High tax ald formula for relatively "poor"
districts with high tax rates. '

° Budget ald formula for districts with low per
pupil expenditures.
Operating aid is generated by day, summer and evenling

school puplls weighted for special educational needs
and non-severely handicapping conditions.

——¥Source: State Division of the Budget, March 23, 1976.
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programs and pupils with severely handicapp=
ing conditions. There are two sets of formulas
each of which has two formulas:
® Special services aid is for the Big 5
(New York, Euffalo, Rochester, Syracuse,
Yonkers) and is generated seperately by
grades 10=12 pupils enrolled in approved
occupational education programs and by pupils
with severely handicapping conditions.
® BOCES aid is for all the school districts

who have joined together in boards of

cooperative educational services. Thay

have a cholice between a millage formula

and an aid ratio formula. :
portation expenses for handicapped pupils and
all pupils living beyond specified distances
from school.

- Building aid Is based on approved debt service
and capital expenditures for modernizing and
altering buildings. ;
These four kinds of aid are known as 'net support," they are general
aid. There are numercous other kinds of state aid -- lunch program,
textbook, special reading program, special grants, efc. -- but these

are not analyzed here.

2. IMPACT OF THE 1976-1977 AMENDMENTS

The 1976-1977 amendments add $32 million to the total state aid the

unamended law would have allocated:*

* 7 *There is also an amendment continuing the $5 million of ald
for the special reading program in New York City. This amount
is technically not formula aid, and is not included in this
analysis.

9




- The extra secondary weight for grades 7-12 pupils
without specia: educational needs is continued in
+he formula operating aid for another year. This
provision diverts $130 milllon to the formula
operating aid, but does not increase the total
operating ald slnce the save-harmless aid merely
goes down by an equal amount.

- Save-harmless operating aid computed on & "total"
basis is continued for another year. This provision
adds about %18 million fo the operating expense
ald.*

continued for another year, which

- High tax alid is
jon to the operating expense aid.

adds §11 milli
- Save-harmless special services ald computed on a ,
per pupll basis 1s permitted for the first time.
This provision adds $3 million to the special
services ald for the Big 5 (New York, Buffalo,
Rochester, Syracuse, Yonkers).
- The formulas for transportation, bullding and
BCCES aid remain unchanged.
0f the statewide total $32 million increase, New York City will
receive $8 million:
- $6 million from the total save-harmless
operating ald.
- $2 milllon from the per pupil save-harmless
special services ald.
Under the unamended current law, in 1976-1977 the city would have
received $18 million over the 1975-1976 amount. Adding the $8 mil!ion

from the amendments glves the city a $26 million Increase In state aid.

" ¥fhis is a ball-park estimate. The State Division of the Budget
has not yet issued a firm estimate of this additional cost.




While it Is gratifyling to know that state support for New York
CiTy's public schools will Increase, the analysis in this reﬁarT shows
how the state aid formulas not so subtly discriminate against the City
resulting in a loss of $50 million in aid: .

- $21 million in operating expense aid because
of the extra-secondary weight and save-harmless.

= 39 mitlton"in special services aid because a
borough basls computation is not allowed.

- $20 million in building aid becaugé a baraugh-
basis computation is not allowed.
This loss could be elliminated by superficial changes of a basically
bad formula. |f fundamental reforms were instituted, New York City's aid
would increase by several hundred milllons of dollars. This report analyzes
the superficlal changes; the fundamental refcrms were presented in an
earller report* and will be extensively analyzed and supported In a later

report.

3. WEW YORK CITY'S 1976-1977 AID

The following table presents a comple%e summary of New York foy 5
state education aid. FEach fype of ald Is shown for 1975-1976 and I976s
1977, The 1976-1977 aid is broken d@w% into the part due to the unamended

current law and the part due to the amendments (5-9300/A-11991).

- *R.K.H. Choy, B.R. Gifford, R.J. Rudolf, L.S. Marriner, "An Analysls and
Critique of the 1974-1975 New York State Education Aid Formula," Working
Note No. 3, Office of the Deputy Chancellor, Educatlonhal Policy Development
Uni+, New York City Board of Education, April 4, [975. ¥
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NEW YORK CITY STATE EDUCATION AID

(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

1976-1977 AID ~ NET CHANGE:
CHANGE T CHANGE _ 1975-197¢
1975-1976 UNAMENDED  FROM AMENDED  DUE TO  TO AMENDED

AID  LAW 1975-1976  LAW  AMENDMENTS  1976-1977_

__TYPE OF AID

OPERATING AID

PURE FORMULA

$435.5 $ 0 b= 37.5

Bl
L

" Al Day Schoo! Pupils  $468.0  $435.5  $=- 32.

Pupiis With Special
Educational Needs 59.5 55.

i
e,
o
hNg
LN
"
o
3
f
Lo

Pupils With Nor-Severely
Handicapping Conditions 10.6 10.6 - 0.01 10.6 0

1
(@]
o)

Extra Secondary Weight 23,2 —-= .= 25.2: 22,0 22.0 - 1.2
Summer Session _ 2.0 0.4 - - 1.6 0.4 0 - 1.6
Evening Session 1.5 0.7 - 0.8 0.7 0 - 0.8

Growth Aid .. ____0.

LS
P
]

I

[ ‘o

5
(@]
a

fe]

1 L]

1
Lo

I

Lo
3‘

1=

5|

TOTAL PURE FORMULA $565.0 $502.5 $- 62.5 $524.5 $ 22.0 5= 40.5

SAVE~HARMLESS 43,8 _ _l0l.4 57.6 _ 84.7 _ -16.7  _ 40,9

TOTAL OPERATING $608.8 $603.9 $- 4.9 $609.2 $ 5.3 $ 0.4

SPECIAL SERVICES AID

L]
ey
I
iy

PURE FORMULA $ 44.8 $ 2.1 % 44.8 $ 0 2.1

SAVE-HARMLESS - -- - 2.2 22 2.2

TOTAL SPECIAL SERVICES $ 42.7 $ 44.8 2.1 $ 47.0 $ 2.2 $ 4.3

TRANSPORTATION AlD : 81.6 99.0 17.4 99.0 0 [7.4

BUILDING AID " 35.6  __39.3 3.7 39.3 0 5.7

TOTAL AID __$768.7 .$787.0 § 18,3  §794.5 ~-§ 7.5 % 25.8

12




| CHATPER I
' _OPERATING AID

i‘ Operating aid accounts for three-fourths of the total state ald

alf@cafed by formula to local school districts. The operating aid férﬁﬁia
'fs‘oﬁe of the most Important tools the State uses to imp lement éduéafiéﬂa|
policy In local schoof districts. |

" The first sectlon of this chapter briefly explalns the present
operating aid formula, which has been In effec* since the 1974-1975

school year. The aid for New York City Is worked out In the next two

sections, and the formula Is analyzed in the final section.

|. THE OPERATING AID FORMULA

The formula for apéra+ing ald has been In effect since 1974-1975
and is described In detall In an earller report.* This section will

briefly explain the formula.

The operating ald formula Is the type known as the foundation plan.

State aid per pupil Is based on a foundation amount that the State .

establ Ishes as the requirement for a minimum educational program; thus
the term foundation. |In practice, the foundation amount 1s ‘he maximum

possible state aid per pubjl; and in this sense is an ald cellling.

¥R.K.H. Choy,-B.R. Gifford, R.J. Rudolf, L.S. Marriner, "An
Analysis and Critique of the 1974~1975 New York State Educatlion
Aid Formula," Working Note No. 3, Office of the Deputy Chancellor,
Educational Policy Development Unit, New York City Board of Ed-
ucation, April 4, 1975.
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The State requires every local school district to share in supporting

“the minimum educational programs, and its local contribution is In propor-

tion to its Qaal%h per pupil. The richer.a district Is, the larger Is
its contribution toward the foundation amount and the less is its state

ald. In this way, the formula attempts to equalize for differences in

- wealth per pupil among districts. If a district wishes to spend more than

the foundation amount, 1t must bear the entire extra cost.

Because there Is a tremendous range 1n wealth (the "richest" district -

has over 25 times the wealth of the "éaorésf"), in theory, extremely rich

bigger than the foundation amount. In préafiae, the State guarantees

" every school district a minimum amount of aid per pupll no matter how

wealthy 1+ 1s. This flat _grant I's consistent with the”State discharging

‘Its .responsibility "for the malntenance and support of a system of free

common school, wherein all the children of the state may be educated"

(Article XI, Sectton I, of the State Constitution).

The major steps In computing a district's state aid are outlined

below: -
FOUNDATION |
AMOUNT
| oot |
— SR FUPIL —
— - STATE AlD
WEALTH - rio=| PER }
PUPIL
, o WEALTH -
! wa PER ]
PUPIL :
~ TOTAL
=] OFEAATING
S - AlD
PupILS j;
R {
AIDABLE -
e — PUPILS .
EDUCATIONAL I
NEEDS -+




In words and éym&éi%, the operating aid formula can be stated as

follows:

LOCAL | LOCAL FULL VALUE
CONTRIBUT |1ON = CONTR |BUT 1ON X PER RES|DENT
AMOUNT RATE _ WADA
STATE FOUNDAT I ON LOCAL
AID PER = AMOUNT - CONTRIBUT ION
PUPIL - AMOUNT -
- TOTAL  STATE © TOTAL
STATE = AID PER X AIDABLE
AID PUPIL PUPIL UNITS

Full value per resident WADA (weighted average dally attendance) is the
measure of a district's wealth used by the formula. It Is equal tfo a
district's full valuation of Eeal'praperfy taxable for school purposes

divided by the WADA of all public school pupils living In the district.

WADA Ts obtained by weighting the average daily attendance (ADA)

of the following puplls:

Hal f-day kindergarten weighted 0.5.

- Full=day kindergarten and grades |-6 welghted
l;D; ’
- Grades 7-12 welghted [.,25,

Translating theory into practice, the foundation amount Is equal o
$1,200, and The local-contribution rate Is D.GIS (equi.alent to a ftax

rate of 15 mills, or $I5 per $1,000 of full valuation).

15
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STATE ' FULL .VALUE
AlID PER = $1,200 - 0.015 X  PER RESIDENT
PUPIL WADA

We call this the basic aid formula.

In pictures, the state aid per pupll formula looks 1ike the

following géaph:‘

AIDPER |
PURIL e e e ot e
N __NEW YORK STATE FOUNDATION PLAN.
£ 1,200 ] .
"
el
v ¥
BASIC AID FORMULA . .42 .
408 T MINIMUM AID FORMULA
e — FLAT GAANT AID FORMULA
s ag0 A ",i’,_.,:,f' s —— S —— —
[N Y — — N— —
A £ 52,786 S 101,000  FULL VALUE PER
0 - . B RESIDENT WADA

For districts with full value per residen+‘WAQA greater than.$101,000
ald per pupll is equal to the flat grant amount of $360, which is 30%*
of the $1,200 foundation amount. For districts with full value between

$52,786 and $101,000, the flat grant ald per pupil Is lIncreased

according to the following minimum aid formula:

STATE - o © FULL VALUE
AlD PER = $360 + [0.001 X ($101,000 ~ PER RESIDENT)]
PUPIL , o WADA

~#Tn the old Diefendorf ald ratio operating ald formula, the flat grant
equivalent was 36%. At 36%, the current formula's flat grant amount
would be $432.
16
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Given a school district's full value per resident WADA, its aid
per pupi! can be computed by selecting the appropriate formula. For
axample:

= A school district with full value per resident
WADA of $25,000 would have an aid per pupil of

$825,
825 = §$1,200 =~ (0.015 X $25,000)
= §1,200 = $375

- A full value per resident WADAADf $60,0C would
generate an ald per pupll| of 3%401:

$401 $360 + [0.001 X ($101,000 = $60,000)]

$360 + $4

- A full value per resident WADA of $150,000
would generate the flat grant amount, $360
per pupil. :

After determining a districts' aid per pupil, I+s total aldable
pupil units (TAPU) must be computed. TAPU has slx major components,

each welghted according fto relative educational needs:

- The adjusted average daily attendance (ADA)
includes the ADA of all day school pupils.
The ADA of pupils In half-day kindergarten
is welghted 0.50, and the ADA of puplls In
full-day kindergarten and grades [-12 is
weighted 1.00. Pupils.In occupational ed-
ucation programs and pupils with ndri-severely
handicappling conditions are included. ‘Puplls
with severely handicapping conditions are ex-
cluded because they generate aid from a separate
special services ald formula, which s explained

17
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= The ADA of pupils with special educational
needs (PSEN) is weighted an additional 0.25.
These are punils who scored below minimum
competence >elow level 4, or below the fourth
stanlpe) on the sfafewide Pupll Evaluation
Program (PEP) tests. :

-~ The ADA of puplls with non-severely handlcapped
conditions is weighted an additional }.00. T

- Pupils in grades 7-12 recelving no additional
welght for special’ educational needs or non-
severely handlcapping conditions are welghted
an extra 0.25. Puplls in occupational educa-
+ion programs are also excluded from this extra
welight because they generate additional ald
from a separate specieal services ald formula.

- The summer session ADA Is weighted 0.1Z.

'~ The evening session ADA ivaaighféd 0.50.

iThe following chart il lustrates the welghts for each fype of

pupil.

WEIGHTS FOR AIDABLE PUPIL UNITS

2.00

-
[~
=

1.00 =

§;

)

W

*Mormal® Pupil with Fugil with “Marmal’ Summar Evaning
Grads K-8 Spacial Non-Severely Grade 7:12 Seiiion Senian
Pupil Educational ~ ~Handicapping Fupil . Fupil Fupll
Heads Conditiant :
P,

18
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A school district's total state aid Is equal to I+s ald per pupll
multiplied by its TAPU. To continue the first example of a district
with an aid per pupil of $825, a TAPU of 1,000 would generate $825,000

in state aid.

e - ' A1DABLE

This :amﬁlefes our brief explanation of the operating aid formula
in its purest form. In the real! world, several adjustments are pEFmifféd
lé~5p3§ified‘§aﬂdi+f®n5 ére'sé+isfiéd. As we work out New York City's state
aid in the next sections of this chapter, save-harmless and growth aid are
briefly explained. Budget and high tax aid are not discussed because New
York City is not eligible %ﬁr them. ~

g

TS

2. NEW YORK CITY'S 1975-1976 AID

State aid allocated by formula is generated by six sets of pupils:

= All pupils in day scheol,

- Pupils with special educational needs
(PSEN) who score below the minimum com-
petence. level on the State's Fupl|
Evaluation Program (PEP) tests.

- Puplls with non-severely handicapping
‘ coenditions. '

= Extra weighting for secondary pupils
without special -educational needs.
This is a one year provision.

= Summer sesslon puplls.

= Evening session pupils.

19
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Disfrié+s with growing enrcl lments are allocated growth ald to compensate
for the logistical necessity of using "last" year's enrollment data fo

compute "this" year's aid.
. P

In 1975=-1976, aid per pupil ié defermined by each baf@ugh'5A197?E
1974 full value per fesidgnf wgl§h+ed average dalily attendance (WADA).
The fotal Farmyla operating aid is equal to the aid per pupil multiplied
by the total aidable pupll units (TAPU). ?@F [975~1976, the formula

generated $565.0 million in operating aid to New York City.

1973-1974 1974-1975__ :

FULL VALUE  1975-1976  TOTAL AIDABLE  1975-1976

PER RESIDENT FORMULA AID  PUPIL UNITS FORMULA
__WADA  PERPUPIL _ (TAPY)  OPERATING -AlD
Bronx $ 28,696 $769.56 211,254  $162,572,628
Brooklyn 38,291 625.64 363,799 227,607,206
Manhattan 181,009 360.00 160,382 57,737,520
Queens 71,455 389,54 242,085 94,301,790
Staten Island __ 60,386 _400.61 56,186 22,508,673
BOROUGHS - . - 1,033,706 $564,727,817
Growth Ald (1% for Staten Island) . 225,087
CITYWIDE¥ % 67,613 - -- . $564,952,904

The City School District of New York is unique among ail the
school districts in the State because 1ts operating aid can be Ecmﬁﬁ%ed
for each borough as if it were a separate school district. Using
thls borough basis computation, operating aid for the City is the

sum of the aid generated by each of the five boroughs !

—¥Tf Fhe flat grant were $432 (36% of the $!,200 foundatlon amount),
Manhattan, Queens, and Staten Island would generate $23,607,748
more aid. "
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The following accounting provides another view of the component

parts of 1975-1976 operating ald.

1975-1976_FORMULA OPERATING AID

All Pupils In Day School $467,993,232
Pupils with Speclal

Educational Needs 59,464,243
Pupils with Non-Severely

Handicapping Conditions 10,591,867

Extra Weighting for
_Secondary. Pupils .. ... ... . .. ... 23,232,513 .

Summer Session Pupils ' 1,971,563
Evening Session Fupils 1,474,399 .-
Growth Aild ' __ 225,087

Total Formula Operating Aid $564,952,904

The formula @peré*ing'aid is determined by "the" operating aid

formula that Is supposed to eQuaiize for fiscal abllity to support

publlc education and is supposed to. recognlze educational needs. There

iz another "formula," a save-=harmless formula that saves .a district

from losing aid,
There are two sets of save-harmless formulas:

- Per pupll save-harmless, which guarantees that
t+his year's ald per pupil cannot be lower than
last year's.
-, Total save-harmless, which guarantees that this
year's total ald cannot be lower than last year's.
After all the computations are completed, a district Is permitted to
receive the highest amounfrgenera*ed by "the" formula or one of fhe save-

harmless formulas.
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For New York City, the 1975-1976 choices are shown below:

FORMULA PER PUPIL TOTAL -
OPERATING ~  SAVE-HARMLESS  SAVE-HARMLESS ~ 1975-1976
_AID AID . AID - HIGHEST AID

Bronx $162,572,628  $168,133,500 $170,841,335  $170,841,335
Brook | yn 227,607,206 241,163,322 245,706,434 245,706,434
Manhattan . 57,737,520 66,455,929 . 65,895, 16| 66,455,929
Queens : 94,301,790 102,823,648 102,545,749 102,823,648
Staten lsland 22,733,760 22,974,208 22,732,336 22,974,208

CITYWIDE $564,952,904  $601,550,607 $607,721,015  $608,801,554

" For 1975-1976, the save-harmless aid is $43.8 mil|ion more than the

formula operating alid:

1975-1976_TOTAL OPERATING_AID

‘Formula Operating Aid $564,952,904

Save-Harmless Aid $608,801,554 o

Additional Aid Due _
to Save-Harmless . % 43,848,650

3. 1976-1977 AID FROM THE AMENDED LAW

The formula parameters for 1976-1977 will remaiﬁ_uﬂahangedgs Formula

aid will be generated by fégu!sr pupils, pupils with special educational

,dﬂneedé, and pupils with non-severely handicapping conditions. The extra
weighting. for secondary pupils will be COﬂTiﬁUedwaF another year.*

=

The table below |1sts the components of TAPRU.

—¥|n 1975-1976, the extra secondary welghts was a one-year provision.
1n 1976-1977, bill $=9300/A-11991 amends the law continuing the extra
secondary weight one more year.
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TAPU FOR 1976-1977 AID¥

i 1975-1976

% TOTAL
1975-1976 EXTRA : A|DABLE
ADJUSTED PSEN  NON-SEVERELY SECONDARY PUPIL UNITS

__ADA__ (PEP) HANDICAPPED _ WEIGHT SUMMER EVENING __(TAPU)

Bronx 73,025 24,699 4,250 6,917 150 300 209,341
Brooklyn 297,850 40,060 6,230 13,715 275 450 : 358,580
Manhattan 130,990 18,994 4,865 6,014 350 375 161,588
Queens - 204,710 17,502 4,490 15,331 125 150 242,308
Staten Island 48,240 3,510 - 1,440 3,594 25 0 56,809
CITYWIDE 854,815 104,765 21,275 45,571 925 1,275 1,028,626

fh‘1976éi977, ald per pupil isiéé+ermiﬁed by.eééﬁ bé%éugh'§”l9?4%
1975 fulf valﬁé per resident welighted average daily attendance (WADA).
The T@Ta} formula operating aid is equal to the aid per pupil multiplied
2 by the total a?dableﬂpupi! units (TAPU);_ For 1976=1977, the total formula

operating aid will be $524.5 million.

1976-1977_FORMULA OPERATING AID

1974-1975  1976-1977 1975-1976
FULL VALUE ~ FORMULA  TOTAL AIDABLE 1976~1977
" PER RESIDENT  AID PER PUPIL UNITS FORMULA
WADA PUPIL __(TAPU) __ OPERATING AID
Bronx - § 31,482 $727.77 209,341 $152,352, 100
Brooklyn 42,905 556.43 . 358, 580 199,524,669
Manhattan 171,366 360.00 I61,508 58,171,680
Queens 80,285 380.71 . 242,308 92,249,079
Staten Island 73,008 387.99 56,809 22,041,324
BOROUGHS - - 1,028,626 $524,338,852
Growth Aid (1% for Staten Island) V - o Ezéjﬁjjﬁ
CITYWIDE** _ $ 71,187 -- - $524,559,265

‘Data revised February 25, 1976, for summer school and evening school
reductions in 1975-1976. Data revised March 17, 1976, to include
extra secondary weight.

¥*]f the flat grant were $432 (36% of the foundation amount), Manhattan,
* Queens, and Staten Island would generate $26,581,719 more aid.
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As in 1975-1976, save-harmless aid can be computed on a per pupil

basis and on a total basis. ?Doing this, New York City will receive

$609.2 million in save-harmless aid.* This is $84.7 million more than

the formula aperafiﬁélaid New York City will receive in 19761977 under

the amended law. To put save-harmless aid in a proper perspective,

the City's formula operating aid will be Increased over 16% by save-harmlezs
aid. With the save-harmless aid provision, there is absolutely no need for

"the" state aid formula. (This is discussed in the next section.)

FORMULA PER PUPIL ' TOTAL

OPERAT ING SAVE~HARMLESS SAVE=HARMLESS 1976=1977

ALD _AID . AID_____ HIGHEST AID_
Bronx $152,352,100 $169,202,967 $L7D;84I,335ii1 5!7@;5A],335
Brooklyn 199,524,664 242,018,380 - 245,706,434 245,706,434
Manhattan 58,171,680 66,873,937 . - 66,455,929 66,873,937
Queens - 92,249,079 102,846,269 102,823,648 102,846,269
Staten Island  22,26|,737 22,972,830 _ 22,974,208 . 22,974,208
CITYWIQE' - $524,559,265  $603,914,383 °  $608,801,554 $609,242,183

"The following aééaun+ihg provides another view of the component

parts of 19761977 operating aid under the amended law.

1976-1977 OPERATING AID UNDER AMENDED LAW

FORMULA OPERATING AlD

ALl Pupils In Day Schoo! = $435,463,262 -
Pupils with Special .. :
Educational Needs § 55,128,648
Pupils with Non-Severely -
Handicapping Conditions 10,579,075,
Extra Weighting for ’ ,
‘Secondary Pupils .-22,061,563
Summer Session Pupils ’ 445,473
Evening Session Pupils 660,831
Growth Aild , 220,413

Total Formula Operating Ald $524,559,265

SAVE-HARMLESS AlD 609,242,183

ADDITIONAL AID DUE TO SAVE-HARMLESS $ 84,682,918

- *In 1975-1976, total save-harmless is a one-year provision. For:
1976=1977, bill 5-9300/A-11991 amends the law continuing fotal
save-harmless one more year.
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4. SAVE-HARMLESS: TICKLING A BAD FORMULA TO MAKE IT WORSE

This section is a digression on formula tickling, ticklling more
money into the pot and around the pot. In 1976=1977 under the amended -
taw, New York City will receive over 384 million In save-harmless aid!

S5tatewide, the amount is over $340 million.

1976-1977 AMENDED LAW

“NEW YORK CITY _____ REST OF STATEX STATEWIDE* __
o ATD PERCENT OF ~ AID _ PERCENT OF  AID _ PERCENT OF
______OPERATING AID ' (000,000) __STATE " (000,800) " STATE __ (000,000)  STATE.
Formula Operating Ald $524.5 26.3%  $1,466.6  73.7%  $1,991.1  100.0%
_Additional Save-Harmless Aid _$ 84.7 _ 24.9% . § 255.7 _ 75.1% _$ 340.4  100.0¢
Total Operating Aid $609,2 26.1% . $1,722.3  73.9%  $2,331.5  100.0%

In other words, the formula for épéraff%gﬂéfd that Is éupposed %Qrﬁegognize
a district's wealth and Its pupils' educational needs 1s totally meaningless
since operating aid is :omplefely determined by the save-harmless "formula."
One could well wonder why New York St+ate even bothers gping Through the

motions of having a state aid formula. e -

The New York City situation is not unlque; it is the rule. The aid
_for almost every school district in the state is determined by the save-
harmless "formula,'*¥* If This'pﬁac+lce were stopped and the save-harmless
ald w%fé ploughed back Into the formula In the form of a higher foundation

amount, the State of New York would have a fairer allocation of state educa-

¥Based on information received from the State Division of the Budget.
Includes operating ald, growth aid, high tax ald, and budget aid.

¥*¥Eight districts are Fecelving aid fram the formula, and 697 districts
are receiving save-harmless aid [Source: State Education Department].
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+ion ald, and New York City would receive more state aid. These assertions
are based on the fact that New York City Jill receive fgléTively more of.
+he formula operating.ald (26.3%) than the additional save-harmless

aid (24.9%).

Save-harmless guarantees a district cannot recelve less aid next

year than this year measurgd<égainsT somé criterion. The origin of
the currént uncontrolled save-harmless monster is in +hevl974slg75
state aid law where there were at least four ways of being saved harm-
less, all of them guaranteeling that a dis+rié+'é aid wauldbinareaéé.
Again as a one-year temporary provision in I9755+956, there were four
ways of being saved harmless guéraﬁfééing no decrease in aid. In
1976-1977 +here‘are agéiﬂ four ways guaranteeing no decrease, two of
which are now a permanent part of the "formula." This Tn+§ﬁéyeaﬁ
dependence has set up a chain of connections that totally vitiates the
state aid formula: ald last year defermined aid this year and will

determine ald next year.

What does save-harmless really protect against? The answer Is
+wo-fold: the year-to-year possibility of dropping the extra welighting
for secondary pupils without speclal educational needs and the devastat-
ing éambinafian of Increasing real pr@peffy values and_de:|lning enrol |-

ments.

The extra secondary weight is a prime example of how the intent of -

 state pollcy can be undermined by legislation. I+ Is the State of New
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York's policy that pupils with Spécial educational needs should receive
more state aid than pupils without these needs. |In the case of pupils
in the elementary grades, this policy is carried out; all pupils are
weighted 1.00, and pupils with speclal edu:a+ian§lkjeed5 are weighted

an additional 0.25. |In the case of pupils in the Seiondﬁ??”g?%desS

this policy is not carried DuT;_ali pupils are weighted |.25.%

It is no secret that the extra weighting for second'iry pupils without
ci%ies, especially in the New York metropolitan region. This can bs clearly
seen in the following table comparing aid recelved by New York City and the

rest of the State.

AID GENERATED BY

AID GENERATED BY ALL OTHER AIDABLE
EXTRA SECONDARY WEIGHT PUPIL UNITS
—AID ~ PERCENT OF ATD PERCENT OF
(000,000) _STATE (000,000) _STATE
New York City $ 22,1 17.06 % 502.3 27.3%
Rest of State _$107.6 __83.0% $1,339.5 _72.7%
STATEWIDE ' $129.7 100.0% $1,841.8 100.0%

The City receives 17.0% of the aid generated by the extra secondary
weight, but 27.3% of the ald géﬁéﬁafed all the other aidable pupil
units (day, summer and evening scheools; pupils with special educational

needs and non=severely handicapping conditlons).

—¥For an explanation see "Analysis and Critique of the 1974=1975
New York State Education Aid Formula," Working Note No. 3, P. [35ff.
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Since 1974-1975, +hié extra secondary weight has been continued
on a one vyear basis to the benef%f G% the suburbs and the detriment of
‘the cities. The possibility that this provision will nod be renewed is
an empty hope as long as the save-harmless formulas exist. If the extra
seccondary welight were ever discontinued, the aid fﬁaf would have been
generated by it would continue fo be allocated in a save-harmless disguise.
This means that New York City would.ﬁeceive more ald if the extra secéﬁdary
welght and save-harmliess were stopped and the $470.] millioﬁ ($129.7 million
for extra secondary weight and $340.4 million for additioral save-harmless
aid) were ploughed back into the operating aid formula in form of a higher

foundation amount.

A consequence of the present foundation plan is that increasing real

property values or decreasing enrollments automatically mean less aid

per pupil. As a district becomes "wealthier," its aid per pupi! decreases,.
which is exactly the intent of the aid formula. This decrease Is certain

if the f@undéfioﬁ amount or local éaﬂ+fibufion rate do not change to
compensate for the increasing . -alth., Since 1974-1975, the foundation
amount and the local contribution rate have remained fixed. buring tnis

same period, wealth has increased as the table below plainly shows.

~ NEW YORK CITY ' REST_OF STATE¥ STATEWIDE AVERAGE
“FULL VALUE — TFULL VALUE FULL VALUE
YEAR OF  YEAR OF PER RESIDENT PERCENT. PER RESIDENT PERCENT PER RESIDENT PERCENT
__DATA AID  WADA _ INCREASE _WADA___ INCREASE WADA  INCREASE
1972-1973 1974-1975 $61,324 = $35,866 - $43,300 -
1973-1974 19751976 $67,613 10.3% $40,057 11.7%  $47,800 10. 4%
1974-1975 1976~1977 $71,187 5.3% $47,232 17.9%  $53,700 12.3%

‘Derived "backward" from known data for New York City and statewide
average. The weights each year for New York City are 0.292, 0.28|

and 0.270; these are calculated from data in the Annual Educational
Summary, 1972-1973 and 1973-1974, New York State Education Department.
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in New York City, we draw the following conclusion: since the rest

of the state as a whole is growing "wealthier" at a rate more than
triple New York City's, this can only mean that where New York City's
1976-1977 save-harmless ald will be 16.1% of its pure formula ald, the
percentage must be even greater for districts Iin the rest of the state;
and it is, 17.4% (see table at center of p. 19). Therefore, if éave—
harmless aid were stopped in 1976-1977 and the money ploughed back into

the pure formula aid, New York City would receive more ald.

We have asserted several times that New York City would stand to
gain if save-harmless ald were stopped and the money ploughed back into .-
the operating aid formula in the form of a higher foundation amount.
This would at least prese&vé the integrity of the formula, which would
be a step toward a fairer distribution of state education aid among the

State's 705 school districts and 3.2 million pupils.

We can analyze the Impact of such a change on New York City, but
without the data we can only speculate about the pessible Impact on the
other 704 districts in the State. We might note that the Regents

recommended increasing the foundation amount to $1,250 for 1976-1977,%

and this Is a good starting point for our analyslis.

First, new formula parameters have to be established that are con-

sistent with the present formula. They can be mathematically derived

~and are as follows:

~ *"Major Recommendations of the Regents for Legislative Action, 1976."
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$1,200 $1,250
CURRENT ALTERNATIVE
OPERATING AID (REGENTS' $1,300 $1,325 $1,350

PARAMETEP FORMULA __ RECOMMENDATION) ~ ALTERNATIVE ~ ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE

Foundation Amount $ 1,200 $ 1,250 $ 1,300 § 1,325 § 1,350

ol

Local Céﬁfribu+i@ﬁ
Rate of "Basic
Ald Formula" 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.015

Local Contribution
Rate of "Minimum .
Ald Formula" 0.001 0.001 0.001 .0.001 0. 001

Flat Grant (30% of
Foundation) $ 360.00 : ¥ 375.00 $ 390.00. $ 397.50 $ 405,00

Full Value Per
Resident WADA
- Where Flat Grant ; ,
Takes Effect $1.01,000 $105,.208 $109,416 $111,520 $113,625
Suppose the extra secondary weight were continued, but the save harmless
aid were terminated. Without showing all the Intermediate calculations, the
hypothetical 1976~1977 operating aid generated by each alternative foundation
amount is shown below.
HYPOTHETICAL 1976-1977 FORMULA OPERATING AID

WITH EXTRA SECONDARY WEIGHT* (000,000)
ALTERNAT I VE , NEW YORK CITY  REST OF STATE STATEWIDE

$1,200 Current Law $524.3 $1,447.2 $1,971.5

$1,250 Regents'
Recommendation - $560.9 $1,548.. 1 $2,109.0

$1,300 Alternative | $597.5 $1,649.0 $2,246.5

$1,325 Alternative $615.8 $1,699.4 $2,315.2

o ¥Operating aid; exlcudes growth, high tax and budget aid. The
hypothetical allocations assume *that New York City's share of the
total formula aid will remain the same as its present actual share.
Thls assumption rule used to derive the parameters of the hypothetical
alternatives. :
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A foundation amount of about $1,324 would enable the operating aid formula
to allocate $2,311.9 million* statewide. Save-harmless aid would be

eliminated, and New Ygfkiéf*y‘s aid would be %$614.9 milliéﬂ; a gain of

$6.9 million.

Suppose the extra secondary weight were stopped and save-harmless aid
were terminated. Under this hypothetical situation, New York City would’
gain considerably more.

HYPOTHET ICAL 1976-1977 FORMULA OPERATING AID
WITHOUT EXTRA SECONDARY WEIGHT* (000,000)

ALTERNATIVE _ NEW YORK CITY REST OF STATE STATEWIDE _
$1,200 Current Law $502.3 $1,339.5 $1,841.8
5!,250 Regents'

Recommendation £537.4 $1,433.1 $1,970.5
$1,300 Alternative $572.4 $1,526.7 : $2,099. |
$1,350 Alternative $607.5 $1,620.3 $2,227.8
$1,380 Alternative $628.6 $1,676.73 $2,304.9

A foundation amount of about $1,383 would enable the operating aid formula
to allocate $2,311.9 million* statewide. New York City's aid would be about

$630.5 million, a gain of $21.5 million.

These hyp@fhefiéal simuiations demonstrate that the distribution of
operating aid between New York City and the rest of the state is radically
distorted by the extra secondary weight and save§harmless aid. Eliminating
these unfair and diééﬁiminafory provisions would pbeseéve the integrity of

the operating aid formula, and New York City would recelve more state aid.'

~ *Operating aid; excludes growth, high tax and budget aid. The
hypothetical allocations assume that New York City's share-of
the total formula &id will remain the same as its present actual
share. This assumption ls consistent with the proportional
relationship rule used to derive the parameters of the hypothetical
alternatives, '
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CHAPTER Il
_SPECIAL SERVICES AID

Spacial servicaes aid is for the "Big 5" cities (New York, Buffalo, 4

Rochester, Syracuse, Yonkers) because they are prohibited from being
members of boards of cooperative educational services (BOCES). In
effect, this is "Big 5" BOCES aid generated by pupils In occupational
education programs and pupils with severely handicapping gaﬁdifians;

In iJew York City, occupational education pupils are "normal' grades

10-12 pypils enrolled in approved occupational programs: health, trades,
and technical; not distributive or commercial. Thaserpupi!s also generate
regular operating ald. The intent of their special services ald is to
give them more than aldoublg welghting in reccgnitior of +hé;ﬁigﬁer
costs of their adgza%icnai program. Severely handicapped pupils are
ﬁaiﬂly in the special schools and cenfeﬁglopefa?ed b¢ fhe Division of
Special Education and Pupil Personnel Services. They do not generate

regular operating aid.

|. THE CURRENT LAW

Special services aid is computed from two formulas: one for occupa-
+ional education and one for the severely handicapped. Both are "foundation

plan" formulas similar to fhe operating ald formula. The Three formulas o

. differ in their foundation ém@uﬁfgi
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FOUNDAT ION
AMOUNT
Operating Aild $1,200
Occupational Education Aid £1,400
Severely Handicapped Aid $4,000
A SPECIAL SERVICES AID
AIDPER |
PUPIL
% 4,000 *\
- -SEVERELY HANDIGCAPFED
% 1,400 4
OCCUPATIOMNAL EDUCATION
o ———— - L —_— = — — P
_ 593,333 £ 56,666 FL!LL VALUE PER
o f RESIDENT WADA

The local contribution rates for the three formulas are the same:
0.015 multiplied by the full value per resident WADAQ A b@réuéh basis
QémpuTa#iQﬁ is not permitted for speciai services ald, and there is no
guaranteed, minimum flat grant for special services aid as there is for
operating ald. The amendments add a save-harmiess "formula" for the

first time in 1976-1977.
For 1975=1976, New York City received $42.7 million in special

services aid; for 1976-1977, the City will receive $44.8 million from

the "pure' speclal services ald formulas, a $2.1 million increase:
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OCCUPAT IONAL_EDUCAT ION* _1975-1976 1976-1977 ___CHANGE

Foundation Amount § 1,400.00 b3 i,400.00 $ 0
Less: Local Contribution

Citywide Full value )
Per Resident WADA 67,613 71,187 3,574

Local Contribution Rate X 0.015 X 0.015 0

Local Contribution Amount $~ 1,014.19 - 1,067.80

i Aot
%)
s
[y

State Aid Per Occupational

Education Pupil “ $  385.8] $ 332.20 $-  53.61

Occupational Education ADA X__ 29,100 X 29,450

Occupational Education _
Special Services Aid . 511,227,071 $ 9,783,290 $ 1,443,781

Foundation Amount $ 4,000.00 $ 4,000.00 k) 0

Less: Local Contribution - 1,014.19 - 1,067.80  53.61

State Aid Per Severely :
Handicapped Pupil $ 2,985.8! 3 2,932.20 3= 53.61

Severly Handicapped ADA
Including Pupils Receiving
Contract Services X_ 10,545 X 11,950 1,405

Severely Handicapped
Special Services Aid $31,485, 366 $ 35,039,790

TOTAL SPECIAL SERVICES AID 342,712,437 $ 44,823,080 52,110,643
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The new save-harmless provision guarantees that the aid per pupil
in |975¥I977 cannot be lower than in 1975-1976. |In effect, the pro-
vision "saves' a district from the loss of aid due to its inéreasing
wealth per pupil (full value of real éﬁ@petfy per resident WADA). New
York City is a district whose wea:th per pupil increased $3,574, which

means its special services aid per pupll decreased $53.61:

1975-1976  1976-1977  CHANGE_

Full Value Per Resident WADA $ 67,613 $ 71,187 $ 3,574
Occupational Education

Aid Per Pupil $ 385.8l § 332.20 $-53.61
Severely Handicapped

Aid Per Pupil $2,985.8l $2,932.20 $-53.61

Under the special services save-harmless formula, New York City
is permitted to use its 1975-1976 aid per pupil *to compute its 1976-1977
ald. Doing this, the Cifyfg aid will be %$47.0 million, a $2.2 million
increase over the speclal services "pure" formula amount and a $4.3

million increase over the [975=1976 amount.

1976~1977 SPECIAL SERVICES AID _

OCCUPAT TONAL SEVERELY. -

_EDUCATION _ HANDICAPPED  _ TOTAL _
Save-Harmless Aid Per Pupil $ 385.81 $ 2,985.8| -=
Average Daily Attendance (ADA) _ 29,450 11,950 ==

Save-Harmless Aid ™.,
Pure Formula Aid
Increase Due to Save-Harmless

Increase Over 1975=1976 Amount

$ 11,362,104

9,783,290

$ 1,578,814

) 135,033

35

$35,680,430

35,039,790

44,823,080

$ 640,640

$ 4,195,064

$ 2,219,454

$ 4,330,097



2. AN EQUIT"BLE ALTERNATIVE

We have noted that there is no flat grant or borough basis computation
for special services aid. One consequence of this restriction is that the

special services aid generated by occupational aducation pupils does not

give them the intended extra weight of at least |.17 ($1,400/%1,200 = [.17).

Suppose New York City were given a choice between a cltywide or borough
basis computation for its special services aid. What would the Impact be on
New York City? Without going through the mathematical derivations, the
critical parameters for +he_hypa+he+i:al special services ald formula are

patterned after those for the operating aid formula:

HYPOTHETICAL
SPECIAL SERVICES
PRESENT AID FORMULAS B
OPERAT ING OCCUPAT IONAL SEVERELY
__ PARAMETER _AID FORMULA EDUCATION ~ HANDICAPPED
Foundation Amount $ 1,200 - % 1,400 $ 4,000
Local Contribution Rate
of "Basie Aid Formula" : 0.015 0.015 0.015
Local Contribution Rate
of "Minimum Aid Formula" 0.001 0.001 0.001
Flat Grant (30% of
Foundation™®) b 360 5 420 $ 1,200
Full Value Per Res |dent
° WADA Where Flat Grant
Takes Effect $101,000 $117,833 $336,666

T *In the present BOCES aid formula, a direct descendent of the old
Diefendorf ald ratio formula for operating ald, The minimum aid
ratio Is 0.360, or 36.0%, for "flat grant" districts.
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The following table lists the city's aid per pupil for occupaticnal
education from the operating aid formula, the actual special services aid
formula, and a hypothetical special services aid formula that includes a
flat grant and péfmifs a borough basis computation. The extra weight
is equal to the ratio of the special Serviceé ald per pupll to the operating
aid per pupll. The actual extra welights are consistently less than unity
while the intended extra welghts are at least 1.17. The only conclusion
we can draw from this ngparfsgn is that the intent of special services’

ald generated by occupational education pupils is not carried out.

ACTUAL ' HYPOTHET I CAL
1976-1977 B . 1976-1977

OPERATING AID SPECIAL SERVICES  SPECIAL SERVICES  INTENDED
__PER PUPIL - AID PER PUPIL. EXTRA WEIGHT AID PER PUPIL _ EXTRA WEIGHT

Bronx $727.77 $332.20 - 0.46 $927.77 .27
Brooklyn : 556.43 332.20 0.60 756.43 .36
Manhattan 360.00 332,20 0.92 420,00 l.17
Queens 380.71 332.20 0.87 457.54 .20
Staten Island 387.99 332,20 0.86 464.82 1.20

Applying +he§e-hypofhefizal special services alid formulas to the

New York City data yields the following results:

OCCUPATIONAL SEVERELY
_EDUCATION HANDICAPPED
Actual Citywide
1976-1977 $ 9,783,290 $35,039,790
Hypothetical
Borough Basis-
[976=1977% . 18,725,087 $32,124,384
Difference '$ 8,941,797 $~2,915,406

FAT & 36.0% flat grant, New York City would receive $1,136,100
more for occupational education aid and $35,928 more for severely
handicapped ald computed on a borough basis.
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If New York City were permitted to select the more favorable of a city-

wide or a borough basis computation and a flat grant system were instituted

for .each special services aid, Its ald would increase $8.9 million.¥*
HYPOTHETICAL

1976-1977
SPECIAL SERVICES AID

Occupational Education Ald -
(Borough Ba‘;ls) $18,725,087

Severely Handicapped Aid
(Citywide) 35,039,790 _

'HypSThE*IES| 1976=1977
Special Services Aid __ $53,764,877

Hypothetical 1976=1977
Increase Over Current
Law (%44,823,080) § 8,041,747

¥

A lesson from this exercise is that =iy ga basis computation does

not necessarily mean more aid for New York Zlifv. The results depend on
the aid per pupil for each borough and cr how the pupils are distributed

among the boroughs.

a ¥Occupational education pupils generate *:4.6 million from the
operating ald formula. |f they were gi«n a double welghting in
+he operating ald formula, they would ge~~rate $3.8 milllon more
+han they generate from the special 59?V|v;5 aid formula. In
other words, If New York City were glw: e choice of using the
present special services occupationa! =dh ‘atiern aild formula or a
double weighting for these pupils in ! z:arating aid formula,
the latter choice would generate &X.& :'{on more state aid.
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CHAPTER IV
TRANSPORTATION AID

Transportation ald is allécafed to cover a specified percent of
approved transportation expenses.* The formula for computing trans-

portation aid is simplicity itself:

1975-1976
1976-1977 DISTRICT
DISTRICT = TRANSPORTATION APPROVED
TRANSPORTAT 1 ON AID RATE TRANSPORTAT | ON
AID ‘ EXPENSES

Under the current law, which hés remained unchanged since 1962,
the transportation aid rate is 90%; ¥* state aid equals ninety percent
of approved transportation expenses. For 1976-1977, New York Cilty

will recesive $99.0 miilion In transportation ald, an Increase of $17.4

miflion.

1976-1977
1975-1976 _CURRENT LAW CHANGE _
Approved Transportation . :
Expenses for Previous Year $90, 700,000 $IIO;DOD,QOO_’ $19,300,000
Transportation Ald Rate X 0:90~X 090 . 0
Transportation Aid $81,630,000 $99,000,000 $17,370,000

prprcved transportation. expenses are for all handicapped pupils
and all puplls living beyond specified distances from school.
**When the present formula was Instituted .in 1962, the transportation
ald rate was phased In over three years: 30% the first year, 60%
+he second year and 90% the third and fallawlng years.
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The large 1976-1977 rise In tranportation aid is due entirely to
1976 cost increases; $4.0 million of the total aid increase is due to
higher costs for contract buses, and $13.4 million is due to the |5¢

fare increase for public trapsit.

(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

“FARE AND -
35¢ I5¢
CONTRACT BUSES ~  INCREASE ~_TOTAL
1975-1976 AID $e1.6 5 == $ 81.6
1976~1977 CURRENT. LAW
Increase 4.0 7;|3i4 , - 17.4
$85.6 S 513.4 $ 99.0

Without the 15¢ fare increase, New York City's proposed trans=
portation aid would rise $4.0 million. With the $13.4 million aid
increase due to the higher fare, New York City's aid goes up $17.4

million.

: | 10
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CHAPTER V
BUILDING AID_

Building alid is allocated In proportion to a school district's

55  ’ approved debt serviece for school construction aﬁd“apprcved*:apifal

expendlfures for buildlng deéFﬂIIaTIDﬁS and alferaflens The pro=

portional factor is called the "ald ratio" aﬁd Is daflned as follows:*

. DISTRICT FULL VALUE
DISTRICT = | PER RESIDENT WADA ] X 0.5|
AID RATIO - STATE AVERAGE FULL '
VALUE PER RESIDENT WADA

A district's building)aid'ig equal to its aid ratio multiplied by i+s

approved bullding expenses: ~

DISTRICT DISTRICT . APPROVED

EUA%gING = AID RATIO X BUILDING EXPENSES

ThaAaié ratio of a district of "average wealth" would vu equal to -
;'0.490! and IT; building aid would be 49.0% of its approved bullding

ExpéﬂééS; A district "'|::c’x3rer"Ai than average would have more fhan’éQ%D%
of Its building expenses alded; a district "richer" than average would
have less than 49.0% of Its bullding expenses aided. Districts Thaff
are more than about twice as "rich" as average, have their ald ratio's
set equal to zero instead of beilng negative.
T *The rules of ald ratlo arithmetic Fequire each computation step

to be carried out to three decimal places. without rounding. Thus,

the full value per resident WADA ratio is computed to three decimal

places without rounding, This ratio Is then multiplied by 0.5],
and the result Is carried to three decimal places wlthout rounding.

41




| THE _CURRENT LAW

Under Thé“cgrrenf law, whlch has remalned unchanged since I962;
building aid for New York City is computed citywide. No borough basis
,ﬁhcampu%a+i§n I's permitted even though the bullding aid depends Qn;ﬁealfh
;} 1_ per pupil (full value per resident WADA). There is no minimuﬁ ald ratio
faf.building aid as there is for BOCES afd_: For 1976=1977, New York City
wi|[‘réceive 539;325;000 in building.aid, a $3.7 millien incfgésgg

1976=1977
_1975-1976 _CURRENT LAW_  _ CHANGE

New York City
Full Value Per . :
Res ident WADA % 67,613 3 71,187 % . 3,574

New York State
Average Full Value -
Per Resident WADA $ 47,800 $ 53,700 $ 5,900

New York City '
. ~ Aid Ratio - 0.279 0.325 0.046

New York City
Approved Building ‘
* Expenses $ 127,660,633 $121,000,000 $-6,660,633
; : A _ 4
- ngw York City : ' :

‘Building Aid $ 35,617,317 $ 39,325,000 $ 3,707,683

The 1976-1977 bullding ald increase is due entirely to the increase

In New York City's aid ratio, which In turn Is due to the ﬁslaijve'dg§§§a§%

of the City's full value per resident WADA. Put another way, the City's
full value per resident WADA increased relatively less than the State as
a whole driving the aid ratlo up. Overall, the ald ratio Increase was

more than enough to offset the dﬁép in approved bullding expenses. If
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.

expense had remained the same, bullding ald would have increased $5.9
million; the $6.7 million drop In approved bullding expenses "cost" the

Clty $2.2 mlilion In bullding ald.

2. A FAIR AND SIMPLE ALTERNATIVE

We have noted that New York City is not permitted to compute
building ald on a borough basis even though the City has béén pgrmiffed
to compute Its opérafng ald @n.a borough basis since 19584@69._.\ﬂlh::r!-é_’7“77'"j
would be the consequences of exTeﬁaing the borough basis computation to

building ald?¥

1Suppése The.borough basis computation weréAképf?simple by just
applying each bérzugﬁ;s aidbrafio to its share of the ci+ywi§e appréveq
bullding expenses, where the share is baged on the borough's 1975-1976
aidablavpupil units (TAPU) without the extra welighting faf'sesondary
o pupils. The consequences of this alternative borough basis computation

are shown below.

1975-1976 A ALTERNATIVE

AIDABLE PUPIL : ~ SIMPLIFIED

- UNITS** 1975=1976 T 1976=1977

'NUMBER OF  PERCENT OF ~ - APPROVED AID"  BUILDING

UNITS TOTAL . BUILDING EXPENSES RATIO AID
Bronx 202,424  20.59% - $ 24,913,900 - 0.702  $17,489,558
Brooklyn 344,865 35.08 ‘ 42,446,800 0.594 25,213,399
Manhattan 155,574 15.83 19,154,300 . - 0A 0
Queens 226,977 23.09 27,938,900 0.238 6,649,458

Staten Island 53,215 5.41 - 6,546,100  0.307 2,009,653
CITYWIDE 983,055 100.00% $121,000,000 N.A.  $51,362,068

.- *Governor Carey's now defunct 1976-1977 state aid proposals (5-7810/A=9910)

included a borough basis computation for New York City's building aid. This
Is a long overdue, logical aﬂi\falr extension of a practice that has yet to
be permitted. »

**¥Data revised on February 25, 1976, for summer and evening school enrol Iment:
reductions In 1975-1976.  Excludes growth Index for Staten Island.

AComputed ald ratio for Manhattan is -0.672. The law permits an aid ratio of
zero to be used. : : v : : S .

43




Even with MEﬁhET*EﬁAQEﬂEFEfiﬂg no Eid; this fairer afférna+lve geﬁérafes

$51.4 m?llf@nrin building aid to New York City, $12.3 million more than

the current law., | - ) 4 -
The equity of the bDéoQQh basis computation fDﬁAbuilding aid can

be further promoted by placing a floor on the aid ratio. This f loor

C@ﬁCépf-WES an inTégfal'parT of +he old Diefendorf "aid ratio" operating

aid formula and is :oﬁfiﬂQéd today in the successor "foundation plan”

operating afd formula in the form of the flat grant, guaréﬁféed minimum

aid per pupil. In facff +his IinkAbefwéen the two formulas is méﬁe than

colincidence; fﬁéy are mathematically identical. Under Thé current operating

aié %armula; the r;+ia:@f aid per.pupil to the foundation amount is equal

'Té the old aid ratio. This relationship provides the basis for setting an

Tg%d ratio floor that is consistent with the flat grant floor. The flat

grant is 30.0% of the foundation amount ($360/%1,200 = 0.3) so the ald ratio

guaranteed minimum should be the same, 0.300.% N ’ -

Adding this additional criteria for an equitable building aid formula

+o the borough basis computation would yield EES,SWmi11i@ﬁ’in 1976-1977

simplified proposal and $19.5 million more than provided by the present law.

" ¥Tn The present BOCES ald formula, a dirsct descendant of the old
Diefendorf formula, the minimum aid ratio is 0.360 for "flat grant”
districts.
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‘ ALTERNATIVE
1975=1976 EQUITABLE
APPROVED DEBT . AlD 1976~1977

SERVICE*

_RATIO " BUILDING AID °

Bronx $ 24,913,900
Brooklyn 42,446,800
Manhattan 19,154,300
Queens - 27,938,900

Staten Island 6,546, 100

0.702  $17,489,558 i
0.594 25,213,399 |
0.300%* 5,746,290
0.300%* 8,381,670
0.307 . 2,009,653

CITYWIDE $121,000,000
The building ald possibilities for

CURRENT LAW
1975-1976 Ald
1976-1977 Increase
' 1976-1977 Ald
© EQUITABLE ALTERNATIVE
1976-1977 Ald

1976-1977 Increase
Over Current Law

Net Change from
1975-1976

" The current law for 1976-1977 will.

N.A. - $58,840,570
New York City are summarized below:
$35,617,317

3,707,683
39,325,000

$58,840, 570
$19,515,570
$23,223,253

-increase New York City's build;ﬁg"

.ald 33.7 million over the 1975-1976 amount. A long overdue, equitable

alternative would generate an additional $'9.5 million in 1976-1977

building ald for New York Gi%yi

T *Apportioned among bordughs on the basls of 1975-1976 aldable pupi |

units without extra secondary weighting.

" **Minimum "flat grant" aid ratio.

With a minimum of 0.360, aid

generated by Manhattan, Queens and Staten Island would increase

another $3,172,535, bringing the

15

total o $62,026,605.



