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. SUMMARY
——————————— » » L

- \
.

The following chart rép:esents EPP's independent analysis of

~

the Executive Budgét for Education. It does not take intd consid-

eration the funds.- needed to meet the many unmet

needs .of New

York's school children, but represents the minimum amounts needed ,
- \. -

.

~ to maintain 1980 service levels.

Direct Service Cuts Proposed
- in the Executive Budget

) 1. Increase 1in class size
2. Eliminati®n of full-day ki&éergarten

3. Elimination of special education per
capita allocation

e I | A
4. 10%'reductiorn in distriét school-

. based administration

5. 10%Z reduetion in high school-based
administration _ .

6.~ Layoff of tax levy paraprofessionals

. * [

7. Elimination of non-mandated transpor—-
tion. \

Total

- L} v
.

I

Sdvings Over-sstimated in :
in the Executive Budget

L

. A

l, Closing 40 schools P
I . ‘ >

2. Turnover savings

3. Board‘of Examihers

4. Eliminagion of escorts in
certain vehlcles t

5. lipination of non-mandated
Lransportation )
X I :;

Tpotal

~

N -
Amount of Cut - / .
(amount in millions)

. § 8.980

3,000
3.‘ ].OO

4.400 °
4.03Q

4.087

13.965

$41.562

& .

Amount over—estimated

(amounts in aidlions)

. Pad

‘5 2.150 ;
. 5. 000

1-0Q0

1

3.000

2.465
PR
513.615
Lo



Reductions Proposea in the‘Execﬁtive

_ .«
Budget and by the EPP Amount Saved

' ’ *  (in millioms) °
_ ' l. 904 administrative hiring freeze at . _ 1? )
Boaird of Education.central offices, . \13,2.18&
..q‘ ) . .o~ : N
. 2. 5% reductibn in Community School
< v . 8 District affice .586
A
_ 3. Reduction of repair shop mechanics .378
L J .
4. - Transfer oftéespo‘nsibil?ty fof - ‘ - \
- Spofford Schbol o Y .486
. 5. Elimidation of funding for the , . ,
‘ Board's radio and TV stations , +250
/ 6. Reductiap of unnecessary leases . 1.000

?: EliminatMon of one-time maintenance -
and recreation appropriations . 11.800
. ‘ ! N

8. Reduction in Division of Curriculum o

.. and Instruction . _ a . 1.000
. . ' » ) .
‘\\‘ . 9. Eliqihacian of certain functions of . :
' a orisis intervention teachers \ o 1.987
10. Elimination 3f Chancellor's district , :
.. . ~_t -
- reTerve account 1.090 .
‘ l1. Reductions in funding for Fashion o .
. . . Institute of Technology: .351
. ‘iT B 12, Reduction allocation for sick leave : H
coverage ; , - ~1.000
' 13. Conselidation of central budget ‘
9 " and personnel operations . ‘ . 930
v ; 14.“’Transfé of Edntinuingreducgtion and ‘
. L extended use functions to Youth Board '1.000
N L 1 £grollnent decline ) 20.619
. Vs . '
. ) Total OMB sugggated savings possible . 544.461
. » ‘ A - " ’ ) ‘ .
‘i ) - ‘_:
. ¢ ii
8 e

,/'
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’ "Addit'ionél Savings - ' -
_ Proposed by EPP ' ‘ o " Amount of Savings
A o B -~ (in millioms)

1. Attendance services thrOugh

' . the Youth Board .© * . $ .500
Ty . . AdditionaL savings in- private R T _ ‘
« Y leases . S 2.000
3. Ciosing of 12 schools. , _.  T " '1.500
) . \ - . . -
: - ¢. Energy savings ' o ' o -1.000
- N - . .‘ ' . -
¥ . ;{P/////j{ thansportation savings7 . . . 3.000
P " 6. Elimination of Office of Community : «
School District Affairs ® ' _ ; o .488
7. Elimination of Office.of Senior ~ ,
“ Assistant for Business . ‘ B . .200°
\ A ’ - - 4
/ 8. Turnover savings, fringe ‘benefits, ’ ¢
unemployment benefits ' _ 2.500
L T .
' Total EPP recommended gavings - - 7811.188 .
Totel.savings éoséible R o . $53.649
Total Board of Education cut imposed
in- Executive Budget : $89.000
Total gap tobe filled with additiomal . .
- Cicy allocation ‘ © 8331351
P " "
. J . : , N :
g This analysis does not account for several further problemg in

\ i a ) ! - .
. the budget which may yet erupt. These include a) loweripg of the

federal'end'state_reimbursable indirect rate; b) collectfye bargain-

Ah; . ing [increases; ¢) fedetal aid reductions. These may necessitate
: N ‘ ' .
2 ' midyear service reductions. ’
SR
e EPP recommends that the City allocSte $34 million additional
'
/[ ' funds to the Board of Education from the following.possible revenue
‘a 7 . . . . . i :
/ . sources: oy
/! ‘Y . *
_ - => '
3 X ’ \
L N 111 o S5

»
»
e,



- N - §.‘ . ) \ f ¢ I
\ ". R . - .
l. Allocate more of the funds from State Aid to Education to the
. : N .
Board of Education. .

i
*

¢ 2. Additiomal State Aid to Equcation in t State Supplemental

N _ : - . - -

. Budget. N . ad

. r ’ ' . .

. Reaalculation of tax revenues. i .\\\\h/ .
R c e . ‘ . - 4 *

"4, ; Recalculation of Debt Service Costs.

S. Additional’ Federal Impact Aid.

: \ Without these additional funds, instructional services in the
. A‘ . ' s " . . r. \‘..
. » " schoels, already at the "no frills™ level, will be severely impactéd.
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} I. INTRODUCTION - . o

..

The Educational Priorities Panel, a coalition'of*ZS maﬁor parent
and civic groups, has been monitoring the Board of Education budget since

1976. Throughouf its existence, the Educatibnal Priorities Panel has

-

proved that an independent analysié of the budget, different from that
which 1s prepared by the Mayor s Office or that which is prepared by the
Board of Education, is‘vital and necessary tq see to it that tne neég} of
puolic school childern are preserved. Furthermore, .such an independent‘

' £ :
data base is necessary to ascertain the trutn\in the debate\petween the

[N

-'Mayor, interested in makiné the7necessary cuts to achieve a balanced

-
-

budget, and the Board of Educatton, interested in shielding itself ¥rom

{ having to make those. cuts. . ’ ) . . ’

-

It has beén our,contention—that realistic options and alternatives:

resented by edueatfonal advocacy groups in order that we

might play a e in the budgetary process, for it is the budgetary process

that will‘affect the lives of public school children. *In the process, we

i.have forced aurselves to become budgeteers and technpctats. We have
wrestled af%r the uncertainty of revenue'projections at city, statefos

‘ gsderal levels-‘ We have tried to analyze the real savings possible though
the natural shrinﬁage of the educational system."We have also suggested

L] -

ways in which additional savings can be made through management improvements.
- -

We have gone through every administrative unit at the Board ‘of Education,

‘identifying waste and mismanagement. In past years, our analysis of the
Division of School Buildings, of the Bureau of School Luncbes of the

! .
Bureau Qf E/pplies have ‘produced dollar savings. Virtually every

administrative area at the Board of Education has been subjected to.
' -—J/ * - . 3
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. ! )
EPP scrutiny ard analysis.

But now ue are faced with a very special challenge. The Mayor has
‘produced a budget calllng for an additional $89 million in cuts in ‘the
-Boa:d of Eduoation budget. As\gou will read in the analysis to follow,‘
we have been{able to i entify in potemntial administrative and management .
., areas only $55 million in actual savihgs. We have_been careful to |
make a distinction between. actual savings and sa%ings which‘Ppuld Ee ' o

proposed, but might not be achieved. Therefore, we are forced to conclude

that an addditional $34 million-should and must be restored to the eddtatgﬁn

._budget. We should have no illusions about the restoration of-this-$34. &

_ - . _ ~
million. It will not -provide for ingreased services to- children. It

* .

will merely hold the‘line to the admittedly inadequate level o§ services -

provided lidst year. It will merely make it less litely that no classroom
- . ) . <«
service cuts will ,have to Be made during 1981. We must understand that'

L 4

our children s needs are not being met. They are not being met this

'yeaihand they would not be met even if the 534 million is restored.

d‘-. & .
Theréfore,_this 1is a rock bottom reqaest. The least we can expect is

s bl -

that we will not see our schools decimated and, therefore, we‘requeSt

: this $34 million. -To support this request ~we“have.indicated‘how it

) .
might be found and we -have suggested,a series of actions which the City
¢ ~ 4 -

can take so that our school systaa‘will remain whole.

-

-

Because members of the EPP are parents, child advocates and believers

@

in the!fnture of our City, it 1is very painful for uﬁpto Iimit our requ\b «

L4

to a "hold-the line? budget. We nnderstand the1limits ‘of the City 8 revenue

- ]
sourcé§ and the mandates~for a balanced budget. However, fé cannot-Pre=

t » b «

L 7

- sent. our réquest without at least descr,ging 'some of  the. services which the .

~
L
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_School system Should be providing bnt.vhich are lacking evep if - | :
the status quo is preserved . : o _“ Y
S A .

: For example, the high schools lack important servIces. A-réport by

oS the EPP revealed that many high~3chool sthdents receive only & hours of

[ I's !

. schooling a day because the high 5chools do not receive an adequate

‘ allocation to offer a-full dfy of Services. The Board of Education s

F

. owm Drop-out Report reveafed that 45% of our ninth-grade students fail

to graduate from high school. Greater effort is needed to- reach out

1
to truants and potential drop—outs and then to provide them with Special

programs to keep them in school. And now our high schsyls are being
\)'
sghombarded by <he pressures of Regents Competency Tests and State, Reregi-

- stratign requirements which require éunding for the pecessary remediation
o - . * . ‘. ) "
programs. _ o .

§ o Each year, close to 10 000 entering- high school students are

.

. prevented from attending both’ their first and seeond choicg vocational

.-

’ - .

. '« programs beca se of the insufficient number of available seats. Iabs are
+ filled with

dle" studedts because the school cannot afford to repair or .°
. \ e N .
_ .maintain equippent. Other students devote two years ‘to trainiag Nhich is
. useless in obtdining the promised.entry level job because the school cannof

afford to ke?p pace with technical advances.- : -

I The Naw York City high schools offer an elghth grader as many as

seventy options for a secondary.edutational programe. {However, we don't

‘hage the guidance staff to iéform thess students of the options and help

\

them make appropriate choices. "And even'if a studeént manages to enter and

”

ot g complete the high school program that matches his or her needs, skills,

and goals, who will provide guidance for choosing a career, college, or

technical school? Wllf\the guidance counselor, responsible for five
. ¢ . e

.11 -

e
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. hundred students or mdreiéave t?e time° ' ’ )
ra ’( Hr

P

. L :
o In thg lowe; igé@es, the Chanceller has not been able to expand the
trapsitional ﬁfiﬁs programs to +all eligible students.. - These are specilal

small classés; eel (failiqg chlldren rather than returning them to the

,np -

same curricu%yms¥}n‘whlch tHey wi&e unsuccessful. Thus six~year olds .

N /
~ are pefng-hqidgiﬁ)a pattern of academic failure from which they may not

-

4 Aqug haggle over chaniea of one.or twaastudents in average class
- o . ~‘¢\_\ . )
size, the latest research indicates_that only 51gnificant decreases in

3. . -z f )
'claSS'size can prov&de educational benefits. The effort to reduce class
- b »
si&e to‘%ﬁ in the first grade lasted only one year, and now our first '
. ¢ X

gradh srgre ‘trying to learn how to read in classes of 30, 32 and 35.

\Cihis list eould go on much farther, including programs for adolescent .
. :

motheqsv vocational educatlon guldance services, etc. However, it is

.
LES

cl;ar that NeQ York City has major 'service}gaue" for iteipublic school

'childrfn which must be adqdressed with the same commitment that we have .

,.» ‘ e - ‘ ] | |
;ﬁ&éé to resolving the “"budget gap”. . _ - ;

;" : Certainly, many improvements ca‘n be made w:‘n existing resources g

*
P

; J& Q Better and more creative management. The EPP will continue to

3 \

I
examine the problems and offer *solutions: However, there are only SO

g L

[\ .
- many ways to stretch each dollar apnd each staff positjen. Even a status

-
v

; L \ :
t quo budget for this year cannot prouzze all t¥'services our children

deserve. . NS ot ' . .

. : B -




1. THE BASE BUDGET : ' ) . S .

!

In January; when Wayor Kach{?eleased a preliminary budgetvor Pro-
b N

g;am to Elimiﬁage the Gap (PEG) EPB identified in. its anaf}sis, as a

major budgetary 8§oblem, the lack of agreement hetween the Mayor S Offiee'. - &
BRI qf danagement and Budgen and the Board of Education oVer The size of the

base of\the educatipn bhdget. All groposed cuts must be taken.from “an

Eir&ed-upon base figure, or else there @ill be no agreément on the final

*

dget figure,'.The “base budget" is the amount of mohey required to ) . oy
e L S . ) . . . -
provide tﬁis year's level of service plus mandated increases. In a ’ &g.
-, Y - . - . . ey ‘ ’ ". \?\L‘/‘ \] .

period of rapid inflation, the base budget must increase in order EF just
hold the line on Ser%ifes because -of fixed cost increases. These include

salary increases due to contractual agreeme%:s for regular increments, ;/////;//(-‘\\\\‘
N * : # *

mandated escalationa in social security and other employee benefits, and

Q

rising,energy costs. The base budget must alSO supply sufficient funds
for the upcoming labor settlement. In addition, the Board of Education
"\ : .

‘must provide increased services in spgcial égucation under“Federal 1

slation and a récent judicial decision. The Board must also comply W
. - M \
other new state requirements for coqpetency testing and graduation r

-

ments. If the City fails to provide adequate funding for the base budget,.

! ~ "the Board must cut other services to fund these required expenditures. Ca l&

F

"It is unrealistic to discuss only the PEG proposals for reductions without

-

»
-

including the reductions implicit in-underfunding the base budget. A
o The Executive Budget for FY 1981 idcludes $344 million for méﬁg;%ed

services and expenditures which were not included in the budget for FY . ' 7 ‘
1980 when it was approved (see Table 1). It is from this total that the

$89 million PEG reductions must then be subtracted leaving a ne€ increase

. f $255 million. However, if we examlré’ the components of the increase, -




» L] e 4 RN LY
' ' TABIE'L K ) , ..
: -_— . - '
> € * . -
‘ - o Increases in the’ Base Budg;; for Edqpa;ion ' o . ‘r
A T [ FY 1980 - 19817 o ~
Collghtivg'ﬁargaining edsts G} : $ 92.2 million . . '
) . . - .
Fringe benefits increases “. 18.7
y _ | -
~ . Special edugation services _ : 117.4
. Prepara®ion period coverage for _ ,
) special education teachers in , ' . <.
the Cammunity. School Districts . - 1.2 T
N . | ‘ ' ) .' .
Pupil-transportation ' . 41.4,
High school -remediation funds (PSEN) X
to prevent a State disallowance. ‘ .
‘of reimbursement . . . 14.9 .
Remedidtion programs ﬁor high ) - Q ‘ “ C . T
L schooXestudents failing graduation ' . :
_ competency. tests . ) ' 1.4
Energy costs ' B T )
‘ - ‘ * - - '
.Replacement of Impact Aid funds .
) which have been eliminated from ~ \ .
the Federal grants to NYC . .- 14.4
City paxoylby dollars to fund
posLtionS'previoqsly funded .
by Federal CETA program . .o 4.3
To remedy this year's undereqtimaﬁe . | .
of sabbatical costs for high school ' L o
personnel ‘ : i : ' 2.6
Increased OTPS costs for supplies, , _
: equipment, etc. ~ .3
S o b " TOTAL $344.0 million

-
[

. . . R
- - . 4 t‘
- -, " .
- oy, W, 'A - . ' .
-
.




. -
)

. hone of these'funds represent increased instructional services provided
: ” .

-

. @ ..n ‘. R . : ) ) 0:
. ] . - -

4 - M . *
v .

A

in the schools. ] o I . BN . '

f - . s
Of this $344 million, more than $90 million had already been added tcw

the Board s budget during this 9chool year to prov1de for unavoidable fn— :

creased special ‘education and transportation costs. At the time that * #

\

these funds, were allocated, it Was recognized by the City that this must
3 ' J’"
beco%e part of the Board's Base budget because these were mandated éervices

R .
which would have &o be continued. ‘Furt ’rmére, the additional money

‘needed to cover these services will be uch}more than $90 million to cover an
!

entire year of services in FY 81 rathed than'the hglf year for d%ich they ware 'gh

|
allocated in 1980. " 1f we compare the flnal modified budget foxrFY 1980

>

(including the required mid‘gear increases) to the Executive Budggt for

4‘

FY 1981 (including PEG reductiond), the Board of Education s budget hhs ¢

1ncreased by $l&8¥%~r§llion to cover fixed cost increases only.., Of this,

<

sixty-nine million dollars was added" to ¢he base to COVer mandated special.

education‘costs and other necessary expenses (see ‘Table 2) since the
-~ ’

issuance of the preliminary bhdget. And' as we shall demonstrate below,

-

rather thgn providing any program enhancenents,-this figure still reflects - . ,
- Y e 9 hd . N . -t o

a major Eeduction (seefﬁhe Real Cut).

*

Nevertheless, ‘tHe Executive Budget unlike the preliminary budget,

Y
includes a base budget that both the Mayor and the Board of Education

agree will cover all fixed costs. The EPBais relieved to see that the
base problems have been resolved, and we commend all sides in the dispute
for resolving it ra onally. Unfoxtunately, nGhe of this money’can be <N

used to offset the impact of the proposed 1981 cuts. This ounly means

*

that-posgible underfunding of the base #does not loom over the education

- ’

cuts with massive hidden:reductions. Now we can turn to a discussion of’
the proposed cuts. .
/-* . \;3'.. ) * . . 15 . .

_ . ' ‘ ) . o " !

-
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- . © TABLE 2\ = - ' . .
N ‘ \. ~ J . ’ . ‘ ' Iy
Allocation in the Executive Budget for Disputed Base Items
e ., FY 1981 .t .. ’
\ ' < - . o . .
? ,- ' ) * o ‘. . i ;l
- t
“ 4
& . -)\ . s
. §14.900 million High school'remediation funds (PSEN)
to prevent State disallowance for
reimbursement ., . .
1.000 . Transportation
.281 . Extended use program .
o . i . ) . .
y 26.000 Special education ¥
. 8.849 o, .* Special ejucatidn f;igges .
. ) .
14.450 ‘ Replaceﬁént of Tmpact 4id funds which
. R - - have been elimipated from the Federal
W ' § grants co NYC. g _ 2
. - . .
2. 600 _To remedy this yeér's underestimate’
. of sabbaticdl costs for high school
- personnel.
. .AOO gh schoolggémediation -
! » ' . f - '
) » » .\‘ —.ﬁ
$68.480 million TOTAL | .
- ’ * ' -J
A * ) 3
Q" bY . ‘ ‘ "




. direct service cuts contained within:'the PEG. Many unrealfistic and

n‘“ re - b~ -
o _-9 - . .
. . K . 1
(“ .
~ ) * . \
The Real Cut g

. \ > . . -
To a certain extgnt,, h\\Mayor s Executive Budget recognized those
‘e @ ‘ -
issues raised by EYP in its PEG analysis.. The llst of optional cuts

L

ﬁas been replaced by a specific listing of 598 million in reductions to
balance the budget.' Further, the Mayor has,pledged that an additional

:39 million will be reduced from that 69} million by applying a small E
A R

portion of théQCity s increased State Ald tQ 'Education directly to reduce’
- L] - . > ) -

these educationatuts. Consequently, the total cut to be levied against

the Board .of Education in fiscal year 1981 has been reducgd to $89 millionm,
~, ) %

$22Amillio reduction from the.$lIl.iquion'recommended in the:January

' 1980 PEG program. (Of course, this 1s difficult go reconcile when one

reads newspaper articles which indicate that Nae City has restored $9l

million to the Board of Education budget but these stories are incorrect e -

»

because they combine the final $69 million addition to the bese “as
<

Outlined in Table 3 with the $22 million provided to actually offset

>
cuts )

-~

In the four months between® the release of the MayOr s Proposed Program
to Eliminate the Gap (PEG) and the Executive Budgecfjconsiderable progress

has been maQe in preserving educational services 1n New ,York City public

lchools. The Mayor has met his commitment EB ensure that the Qase budgetj
o .

was fuﬁded adequately. All remaining disagreements were settled and 569

K
million was - added to the base budget.' In addition, the ﬂayor rev1ewed '
the ‘evidence provided hx the EPP ("A Proposal to Reseue the School n‘gﬁb
'Harch 10, 1980) and others that documented the miscalculations and )

N 4

damaging suggestions wers removed from the budgg& and the Board of

Education's cut was reduced- by $22.million‘to $89. million. We appreciate
. ' . . ' . . b - N T
these efforts. K ' .

. “ -.
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F‘lowever, during that same period, the City received 'gew."'net revenyes .

’.///of $169 million. Of.this amoﬁnt, $121 million wes neQ\Sqate'Aid for

Sa ! .

Education. Although;education was the major generator’of new income, -
K ’ ! T »

'the Board only recefved 13% of these funds, or 322 m;llidd to offdet

 cuts.. Much has been done‘ﬁd.secupe edut¢ational funding, but the fact
: N ' N : oo '

" ‘remains ;hat'an Sgb million cut is being proposed’ by the Mayor and, at

.Tthis_point'in time, $89 miliion'worth of cuts must be identified “before
. : *~

the‘fiscal year 1981 begins on July 1, 1980.

4

1 This‘is not only too much for the Poard.to absorb without éxtreme

~ dadage-so servides, it is also an_dRJust cut.’ Al;hough edu%asion repre—
sents“onl; 192 of the City Budget (exeludihg pensions and debt service).

‘ ] ‘and 12% of the Citywtsx levy dollars, the Board is/being asked to: absorb

* _§;q§29“82 of the City kR reductions. ?he faet that‘eertaid cuts.suggessed.in-

- -

January by the Offlce of Management and Bydget (OMB) have been dropped from

N

< A
w
.

.the calculattons ih"the-Executive Budget.is small solace lwhen one -
. . - Y : t .

,
\

looks at the effect of the $89 million in cuts stll proposed. As this

3
-

. report will demdnstrate, the 389_millioh cut contains more fhan $41 .

r

million én diréct classrcom service cuts and dnother $14 mi lion in clts,

~
\

. ‘. A - .
have been miscalculéted or simply represent unachievable, savings.

» N e

Th Maya&'s complete list requires 3 reduction of. 4 , 220 positions, includin '
B g

- >

— 3,l2l'laydffs.“ EFP does feel thar $44. 5 million in cuts suggested

| .by OMB cad befimplemented and adds anéther“Sll.Z million of its ow;’
.k‘ : suggested savings, yielding $55.7 million in total savflgs that can and

| should be made in che 1981 budget. However, $89 mil;ion of savings is

‘entirely uﬂrealistic. Accepting EPP's list of pdssible reductions léaves

W
us with a gap of 334 mlllion between what the MEYor -8 budget demands and
"a
z what the school system can legitimately find. It is this $34 million
vx.‘. N :, . . »
which ;he-City must restore. - i . _ -

o | e 18 -
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THE PROBiEMS IN THE’EXECUTIVE BUDCET_FOR EDUCATION

) . . . “ &
g——l A, s‘q . )
Tha' Execut& e Budget propgses that the budget for the.Board. of o
o 'l 7 ‘ .
Educatlon be cut by $89 million in drder to balance the Clty s budget for
% -, . v -
@FY 19&1 CFér the m st part, the laundry iist of suggeSted(cutsfis a
. . ) B \/\ .
reiteratlon of those that appeared in “the Erogram to Eliminate the Gap
. . N \ . k ’ . , -
(PEG) in January- A , v vl . _
. . . - 1 Q

of the progosed cut, 313 6 million represent unachievable savings..

if unrealistic savings serve 53 the basis for a balanced budget, the

Board can,only choose\between deficit.spendlng or last minute service

. t
reductions. The first alternmative is obviously not an option since both

the City and the Board'of Education must live within their budgets.
. f ~ .

_Therefore, it is impererive.chh;_the City Council and Board of Estimate |

understdnd the.real implicatione’of these budget proposeis‘ The Mayor

-

. . ) (. ‘
has indicated in his budget message that onl?ﬂﬁlﬁ.l mi(llon of the! recom—

mended cutg will affect basic classroom services. From this, we can

~

subtract the additional 39 million in State Aid to Educatian which was e

13 Y "3

promised after the Mayor s calculation, theroretically further reducing -

the instructional cuts. However; the Mayor's calculatien has\two ma jor

~ .

problems first, hls definltion of classroom services is too narrow and

camouflages the enormity of the service reductions. ‘Services to cnlldren
" are not'prote;ten by relabeling a direct'service reductlon ee an “adminfi 5;
scratibe’cut". Second, the Board wlll be forced'to reolace_tne unreallstié
/Qnd overestimatéd savings with further sérvice:reductions when OMB's |

prOposals cannot be achieved@® In September, the resulting shortfall :

LY

will he made up by service' educﬁions which are no less onerous because ¢

» .
¢ 0]
<

N they were not delineated earlier. In iEct, they are more omerous because

they are usdally i{ll-planned, hastily i plemented, and totally unexpected .
é [ .
§ L L : ‘ :157 o

Bl
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by parernts and the publié,who have been led to believe that certain
. / - . B . . .
services will be maintained.

<
.l

’

"This Ehapcék will detail those cuts which should not be considered
. . b . . =0 i

See . : ‘ :
either because &) they repfe§ént explicit cuts in services to_childrem, or
. . g

. ~ : . , .
" b) they represent unrealistic or miscalculated, savings which will’ result

13

L3

in tﬁe need for further service cutbacks. This is baged on the totdl of ..

proposed Jcuts representing $98 million, of «which only $89 million need to
.0 » .

/
be impleménted. )

-

*
g

]

Direct Service Cuts Propdsed in the Executive Budget
. N\

|y

1) Increaselin Class Si1Z@eeececeeeesssB809 posicions; $8.980 million.

’

" This is‘aﬁ item which has been re-evaluated by OMB since the Program

Y

‘to Eliminate the Gap was released in‘January. At that time, savings of

$12.288 million were projected for an increase in average class size

+
»

from 29.0 to 3i.3. The current proposel is Hased on a lesg drastiel R

* *
K]

_ consolidation ' of classes, to only 30.24 stydents per class. -

+ appropriate services for child:eﬁ{

-

As the education coqmunity in general and EPP partic&lar;y ﬁave
.continuéd to observzj—gﬁﬁrravgiége:figures‘are'miélea;iﬁgl This proposal
would have greater, impact onig e lowér‘gra&es, where mofe émal; classes |
exist at this .tide. Thesg‘cfaggé, insluding first grade, transitional,

-~

classes,'and other small classes for :emed{gtionﬂor bilingug}'programs,

have béen organized op-the baiié of"educqtién;l decisions. We.caqéét
;affdgd ;d:subvért'the prihcipal-aﬁd Supaivisgrs of ﬁiséa&ol,.igno:ing 'y
“their éxpeftiae\iu ptder to oréénzze classrooms according to‘?_mathér
waticél fo:mulé. Ngiﬁﬁ.; cogpuﬁer programs nor arbitrary cont;aétu;i
1a£guage°can.serve as a subégitute for educationallplanqing to ﬁgsign

N

Ea
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It is important also that we ucderstand th far-reaching effect of

“this propﬁsal. Those children pleced in larger classes would not be the’

Bnly ones to feel the impact. Due to the contract¢al protections of .

seniority and the pré&cribed procedure for laying~off and excessing

teachers, teachers would be bumped" from school to school a&d district

to district. A‘principal who -had deVeloped a school organization during -

A :

the summer would be faced with a staff that changad constantly through

September .and October. By November 1lst, 40%, 50% or even 80% of the

. Cow
personnel may be new to the school, unfamiliar with the students, parents
- ' —_
and community.
. _‘ ‘ : v A : . .
dncreased. class size represents a clear decline in the amount of
- N - . ) ', )
{nd#vidualized instruction and teacher contact with each student. This
is a direct cut igjinstructipnal services and ong that ought not to be ’
. ‘ - '
sustained by the City Council and Board of Estimate.(ﬁ ‘ ,
2) Elimination of tax levy support o ) " o

for ‘full-day£ indergarten...,.......270 positions; $3.000 million
‘ »
o The proposal .to eliminate funding for full-day kindergarten_ﬁfpresents‘

a direct cu; in instructional services. This year, tweﬂ%ykone districts

- -

' 'providdh this program (ihcluding one district which organized a class

without the bepefit of additional*funding). For FY 1980 this program
reached 8 493 five. year olds. Rull-day kindergarten is especielly important
l

for children from single-parent families or families where both parents

are working. Approximately one-thir} of the families in, New York arpe

singie-parent families (see Chil&ren and Families.in New York Cjty,

. : ’
_Fcundatiqc for Child Develppment, February 1979). For many middle class

\

families, the availability of a full~de\Q§£?dergarten progran may provide
- 7 l

the ipcentive to enrolf their children in public school, an optiSh they
LN \&

~—
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. "may reject permanentj& once,they have beén forcedxﬁonpl e the children
. ! ) 1 i
- . o
;., in a private full-day.kindergarten. : “ . :éiAf- o i';; r

[y

The)EPP has, presented this c‘/se previously. Although. the City- agrees

3 that this - proposal represents a direct service reducticn, it continues to

-~
P

.offer ig as a.means of balancing the budget. Appdrentlv, the major:

e

\

While it is true that about one-third of thé\districts do
o - ,.,;y .
& S
. day programs, that should not be m@sconstrued to mean t
o ] [ 7
' are unnecessary extras or undesirable. It only.neans
?

’; have full-

A3 Ay

Ysuch sécviges. .
at these financially
(2 l

" strapped districts have been forced "td Make wrenching choices and set

- . . n—
priorities according to community‘ needs /This ‘has meant cutting ‘one . J

. LS N
, important service in order to preserve a other. Tﬁe loss_ of a servicd is
. ' ¥ b
not less detrimental, nor should it be more acceptable heoause,others have .
d Ao : W -

already been forced to institute aisimilar cutoack% %G" v
. 6. ° s 1. ' : g

o T 3).Eliminatipn of the per capita _‘“ oy
allocation to the community L :
v school disticts to gover <. L y Y o L ?l;

. .-~ special education admimi-‘ . ° 7 - N 3, .
: ). . sfr,ati*ve CoscSo-uuooouoouoo-oouo-ooo279 pQSitions. Sjﬁ 100 milliQn
The districts curr&ntly receive '$100 per special educatdon student

,as part of the Module 5 allocation. This allotment wasrreduced,this year'

-

" from the.previous $200 per-capita. Schools and districts.which have
welcomed special education students incur costs which are not govered in the
«* . ¢ te 4 ,
.special education budget. " Funds are not provided for<?unchroop costs,
oL v . .t - N ’

)

_ , ; + o E . . -
‘clerical suppert, hall patrols, sthool yard monitoring) and school bus

. &
’ . | ] .. H
4 15% specidl education students; or even 25%, as is the case in oertai?/
A - N N ' . ' D . ‘l ‘ Y q *
. f L ) . . . “ . . ] . . . A /

activities to cite just a few./jhowever, if a-school's population is 10-

-



\\'

-‘Schools, these services must‘be provided at.significantly higher levels

. support service allocation. The .$100 per capita is requiréh to fill this~
fvice '

. N )
-accountability from ahe\ﬁoard 'of Educasign. The mid-year deficit in special

- - 15 - v b
e . .
A . W

- S
W1th no funding from_thé Division of Special Educatien or. the normal

o

gap and maintain services for all of the children in the'school building.

o .
. \ The services which.are delivered with these ﬁunds are ‘no less essential
LS B ]

having been labeled "administrative . For example, the per capita) ,

I

,allocatiou may fund extra clerical help neces31tated by. the extra record-

keeping and reporting requirements for spetial education students- The

8
proper eompletion af these clerical 8uties is very important. The EPE
. ) -
has often joined with City officials to demand base=-line data and

“

education’ was an example of thé di%ficulties which reSult from inaccurate
or haphazard data aboyt the numbers of special, education students and the
¢ 'i -

costs of providing service to ‘them% Theseﬂjre diffiCulties which can
Yo '

eventually ead to insufficient, inappropriate, oL ineffective services

- : t & [

’for childrenpt The special education per capita also provides for non-

. L

clerical services, such’ as additional monitors or chaperones necessary for

the safety and well-being of these children., All ?f these services will

- €

continue to be_provided with or withOut the per capita payment! However,

if the per capita payment is eliminated, other support services for all ~
children in the district schools will he'reduced.

4) 10% reduction in administration . _
in individual district SChOOLSe eses0396 positions; $4.40C million

{ _
This is a new proposal since the release of the PEG. The City has
' ° )

" instituted a.lOZ~administrative cut throughout City agencies as one of the

“measures to fill the budget gap. fhe EPP endorses such central administrative"

savings and has always urged them on the Board of Education at 110 Livingsten

Street. For the last four years, the EPP hag identified administrative -
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v . . ' . e s
. - . ‘ - * . ’ <&
. -Waste, miémanagement,'and»duplicatiqn at the Board, andfenrmarked savings
S » .
: in the ‘educational bureaucrady. However, one cannot extend simildr cuts
% - \ « . ] . - . . . .
'?59 eQ%}y level of the Board of Education. Educational services are nqt
limited tq(ihé duties' performed by a geacher in groﬁt“gi a e}gts of T
studehts. :This_JxeCUtive budget n/opbsal.WOuld include cuts in- all

Supporq’staff in a school under the rubric of "Administration". Counselors,
L 2. o
neighborhood workers, principals, and aides are all threatened by this .

: i . : : . Lo .

proposal. These are perepnnel who provide‘services'td‘children, services

. _ By

am

-

which are élreadycat an inadequgte leveél in many schools.

+
A -

T .3) A 15X'reduction in administrative _
' and support staff in the high,schools...363 positions, '$4.030"million.

.Ihe same faulty loglc that prompted the ‘above proposal has applied
~ the lOZ adminisnra;ive cut to individual high schoolsr’/gnce.again, this

cut would result in the layoff of ~péople Vho_fulfill a directhgerviee

-

TS K LI

function for. students and the supervisiou;§§cessary:to maintain epd
monitor enhéationai services. In addition, the high schools have been

the target of the mest severe cutg since the beginning of the fiscal
crisis. In May, 1979, the EPP released a comprehensive study of the

NS . ,
Allocation of Tax Levy Resourcas to New York City High Schools. At that

i _ time, we recommended that $9 6 milkion in additional funding for the Qigh
schaools was required in order to provide a full school day, or its
?) equivalent, to every high sehoql student. Under the Current inequitable‘
allocation formula for the high schools, nany stude&ts are not receiving
edequate basic enucational services. Considering the 45% drop-out rate
. © from ﬁew York Qitf'high.schools, the nnmbers og students unable to pass
tne Basic Competency and Regents Cenpetency Tests, and the number of

~

—. - sthdents two or more years behind .grade level in basic skills (40X in

@ ¥ 4 °
] . . . . [
.

. ) . . . R R . RN
° - a -.'
i £ . . 4 RS
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“fall 1978), it 1s unthinkable that the nign<sehools can sustain further

redpetions. - - / .
A : t : .
6) Layoff of 670 tax levy paraprofessionals.......34 <087 million .
_ This proposal has bgen reduced to 1ess than half of the original
suggestion which would have eliminated all tax levy paraprdfessionals.

. Thé.new Ekecutive Budget proposal reflects the‘necessity to maintain

-

those paraprofessionals who prqyide‘services for Bngils with Special

.Educatlonal Needs (PSEN) The Board receives targeted State funds for

2 3 LN
these children and the State may have' disallowed. future funding if PSEN

services were cute - : oo ) |
“ o .

¢
Furthermore, regardless opd funding source, all paraprofessionals

render important services in our schooLs. The spectre of increased class
'size and reduction in Federally—funded resource rooms and remediation

e . ; -

programs makes these personnel even more ‘importantsif we are to provide

appropriate educational programs. '/ . . -
: . *7) Elimination of non-mandated

transportation. for students in
'.l..'.."'..'..slB 9654milli°n

- , grades 3-8.... ...
' . N .- wo o

8

~ **New York City provides free dnd"%educed*fareftransportation services
. beyond tne State mandates. For those childreg&in grades K through 8 who
¢ live leés than a mile and q:half from school there is no State reimburse-

o ment for tranSportation costs: This issue must- be viewed fro; two. -

\A\\ ' perspectives. First, the proposEd cut represents a tax on children and

- fa jlies and has a direct service impact. . -
. A | o
From this perspective, we must recognize that ‘many children in New

York City'will nhot easil§#ﬁe'ahle to attend school if trensportation;is

r -

‘not provided free of chgrge. In cextain areas of New York City, public

.
8

A SO
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transportation is accessible. But, ‘for many of our families, it is- also

- .- L 4

expensive and SS a‘we for gach ehild (1f the subway fare does not .

. -
innctease) is not available in their budgets. In other*brea‘ of ‘the’ City,

W ‘ o Vool
there 'is -no public trQDSpoxtation available. This is commodly perceived

~as-a problem for Queens and Staten Island children, where a. mile ‘walk may

-~

include negotiating a’ six-lane etpressway with no peédestrian crossing or

school crossing guard. however, even in the other boroughs, public
transportadion is not_af!ays an bption. Bus and subwaygroutes often do
not’cbrrespond to the.feeder patterns of the;individual-schoolsr As an
example of the potential impact of these ‘proposed cubs,rthe intgrmediate

.school in District 8 {n the Bronx sustained a'5% drop in attendance when- -

yellow bus sarvite.was discontinued in 1975 without an alternative public

-

buslroute available.

[ 4

The second perspective involves the accuracy of the projected savirgs. °

Transportation services also are ong of the proposals which have‘not been

costed out carefully. Even if now-mandated transportation must be

sacrificed what will be the ac%ngs?

: Several factors affect the possible savings in transportation.
%

Children who live more than a mile and a half from school ride buses

along with those living within the limits. It is inagcurate to assume
s ot

‘the savings will equal the cost of the number of buses required to -

rd

transport the total number of children ineligible for reimbursement.

© -
- 8

-Rather, each bus route nust be examingd to determine’how many eligible

children will remainiza(the bus. Then, in a process that parallels the
X -
issue of classroom “breakage"”, buses will have to be rerouted and

consolidations made before there is a determination of the actual number
®

of contract buses which can be expended. y 3 is likely that some routes

. -

”h R -’ 4
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. may have to be continued ;ith less than capacity ridership, tﬁé?éby.
L limiting the savings. | L ‘g

Further, for regular transportation it is the contract bus companies
* -« . . .
that do the routing, not the Bureau of Pupil Transportation. There is no

& incentive for companies to maximize savings te the Board through cost-
" effective routing since the result is a toss of contract‘reVeuues. Also,

the contracts include a clause which guarantees that no contract item

will be reduced by more than 10%Z becausg it refers to each item separately
] -

and thete is a cushion due to routes which have been added since the

contra¥ts .were bid. -
N !

'\ The EPP has urged both the Board and OMB to recalcﬁlate the actual
! : ) .
savings. QMB hés reduced its January estimate slightly th reflect the
consolidations“aiready made this yeaf to contain pupil transportétion
costs. However, the Board of Educat;on'has calculated that thgy.can
Tt aqniéje savings of only gbout $li-5wmillion, almost $2.5 million léss than

OMB's estimate., The loss of transportation services in itself would be

severe hardship. _Efreover, if fhese services are terminated, but there

\
\\15._ is a shortfall in achievable savings, what will be thg‘garult? How much
AR : . .

. . . ) ’ . . .
more will class size have to increase; how many mote teachers will be
' ’

~

‘laid off to'correct $2.5 million worth of miscalhpla?ions?

- Transportation is one of several propdsed cuts which.pave been miscal-
culated: Following gre‘oﬁhers which'w€€believe have Been overaestimated
and, if implemented, wili force further service reductions during the.

school year. ‘ Toa
- ,
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Proposals Which Will not Actually Produce the Estimated Savings
) ) '
1) Clgsing 40 schools..............«......33 645 willion
' Overestimate - $§2.15 million

OMB had initially suggested that 40 underutilized schools should be
closed by.September 1, 1980. The .revised proposals, recognizing the
,impossibifity of éuch a task, now require the closing of the‘gchools by

January 1, 1980, worth only half of the savings. Furthermore, the Mayor
‘ g
) »

and the Board have promised that an alternative use will be found for

, every one of the huildings so they do not become a blight on their neigh-

&

borhoods. However, even an additional six months-“does not allow for‘

*

appropriate planning. EPP's study, "When a School is Closed...” (May 1980)
documented the-précess of transition from scyi?l to surplus property'and.

the consequences fo£ the immediate neighborhogdr The case studies demon-
strated that an a:teﬁpt to close a..cﬁooi withqut adequate’ planning for .
. re-use has a devastating impact om the community and eventually costs

A Y

a the City scarce dollars in tax arrears ana fire and police protection.
. ‘ . : -

The EPP hopes to wdrk cooperatively with the Board and the Division of
Real' Property to ensure that alternafijg uses are found. ﬁe estimate
that this process cannot be completed for more than 12 schools this year

and that a. savings of $1.5 million is realisdtic.

2) Turnover SaVingS-o-o--oooo-t-.oooa--o--S? 569 million
Overestimate - as much as SS million

“"Turnover savihgsgiis the term used to identify savings that accrue

when personnel who retire or leave the system for other reas&ns are replaced
: . . - . !

with qew_staff at a lower salary. However, there are two problems with |

the Mayor's calculations for turnover savings. First, it is unlikely that

. the rate of attrition will exceed the number of layoffs (over 3,000)

demanded by the Executive Budget. Turnover savings can only be projected

<

mc . 28
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if personnel are actually replaced.” Eurther, although Jﬁ::; may be
replacemént hiring in_certain'titles, these are likely to be pedagogues .
who haye been laid off from other positions.as required by labor contracts.
Therefore, .hey will not be returning to the system at an entry‘ievel
salafy, but at a salary close to,’ if not equal to, that of the person leaving
/ the system. (77% of the Board s teachers are already at the highest
salary level forx their positions, according to December, 1979 paytolls.)
Hopefully, if EPP's recommendations for lesser cuts are implemented the
- Board can benefit from some turnover savings, but ‘not as much as the
Ma?on predicts-
3) Board of ?xaminetg................._...........sl.OOO million

4) Elimination of escorts on contract

vehicles transporting handicapped ‘ -
students whose d ilities, according
to the Board of tion, do not

require_,escorts......u.,........;..........%..33.000 million

. . The Executive Budget contains two further cost-savings actions &%At

are probably not‘realizableé reduction of staff at the Board of Examiners
" and the elimination of someomatrons on vehicles transporting handicapped

children. EPP has endorsed ﬁhese gavings im the past, most recently in

our March 10th analysis of the Mayor's Proposed Program to Eliminatesthe

Qgcap. The Board of Examiners is essentially a State tax on New York City

since the rest of the State's school districts (except for Buffalo) are

not required to administer license examinations for school employees. 4

The transportation savings could have been realized since the Bureau of
. / -

Pupil Transportation now usesmmore'smaller vang to transport handicapped
children. - Vehicles carrying children who can travel unescorted can be .
identified, providing procedures are incorporated for a parent to request

a matrone.

However, both of these issues req 531 legistative actipn, the first

i

.

/X,
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in Albany, the second by the City. Council. . Although the Mayor continues

to pfoject these savings, the appropriate légjyslation has never been

introduced and at this point, it is hfghly unlikely that the necessary

- K . £

legislative ‘processes could be completed in time for s;;}ﬁgs to be realized
in this budget year, even were the legislation‘fo be introduced immediately.

EPP continues to support these actious, but we cannot allow the ﬁayor to -

1

remove dollars from the education budéet based on something that will

not occur., Only the children are hurt {f we continue fo discuss savings
A ~
that will not materialize, and will therefqQre not offs reductions in

basic instruction. Real dollars can be saved only if legislative actionw

. |
is taken. Although both the City and the Board claim—te—be commmitted

to these proposals, neither has,demonstrated this commitment with action.
Unfortunately, this inaEtivity will reqult in $4 million of further

reductions in instructional services.
1 9 tA
If we include the probable shortfall in transportation savinge of
‘. - -

$2.465 million, we are faced with a total of $13.610 million in overesti-

mated savings in the Mayor';~¥roposed budget. Even Lf we assume that
the tééchers‘who will be laid off have less_seniority and.belowvaverage
sala:iee‘(ad'average-teacherfs salar; is more then $20,000), thii figure
represents moreithan 900 teachers at $15,000 each who will ha§e to be laid .
off to make up for thase. unachievable savings. The Mayor's pqégg;e\nghig//(/\\
additional S9 million in State Aid, which brought the cut down to i/////
million, will not even offset these errors, much less preserve services.\\ ya \
This sdm?ery is not megnt to imply that savings cannot be made in ,
the Board of Education budget. The next saction will outline such possible

} ‘ ’ ﬁl

savings. - -
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. IV. MEETING THE BUDGET REDUCTION FOR THE

« BOARD OF EDUCATION

P
- ‘

Although EPP has serious problems with many of the Mayor's proposals,

we do recognize the need for the Board of Education to implement "savings
in administative areas and to contribute to the resolution of the City &
fiscal problems. This chapter will detail the Mayor's suggestions with

; which we concur and also enumerate EPP's additional recommendations for .

+ further edminisrratiVE~savin&§. P - ' e

Proposals in the ExecutivexBudget Which Should bé Implemented

1) 902 administrative hiring
freaeze at Cenaral offices...........36& positions; §$2%1 8& million

é

This would fulfill the City s requirement for an across-the—board

A

administrative reduction. -
2) 5% administrative reduction
in the Community Schodl
District Offices...................\30 positions; $.586 million

1

In the past, EPP has opposed reductions in Community School District
srafrs- The ﬁayor has proposed a 10% reouction. _We recognize the uneven
staffing levels among the 32 distrlct offices due to a combination 4f
differing nanagement skills and reimbursable positiens. Some districts

N already have.oared their administration to minimum levele. Howe;er, ini
the face of the sacrifices that all divisions of the Board-are beiné
_asked to ngii;liPP has reconsidered its posiclon and will support a cut

of approxima oné position per district, or half of the Mayor's proposal.

3) Reduction of repair shop mechanics
. in the Bureau of Maintenance........24 positions; $.378 million

No“one who has visited our City's schools would claim that they are

31
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propérly maintained. While much of the poor mgintenance results from

severe budgetary constraints, there are also management deficiencies and a

lack of coordinated planning and priority-setting. Furthermore, contract -

provisions restrict management's ability to cut. costs because mechanics
[} K '

inVcertain{;itlgs are -prohibited from performing other priority functions.
Previously, EPP has, identified specific titles in the Bureau of Maintenance

which could be sacrificed as an alternative to further cutting of

[3

instructional setvices: é:
4) Transfer of responsibility for
the school at the Spofford Juvenile
. Center to the Department of
\juVenile JUSELC@eecacrsacasroacseesslb positions; $.486 million

* This traésfer will not affect services,but the change in jurisdiction
. . a ;
will malle the school eligible for State funding. Implementation of this

proposal has already begun. ‘ .

5) Elimiaation of City funds for the
administrative and operating costs,
of the Board's television and
r3dio SLALIONSesescssscsscsssassssssssnscscesersess3.250 million

’
- ]

The Mayor suggests so{i}&ting private contributions for the operation
of the Board of Education's radio and television stationg.’ However,
there already exists a stipulation that all Cable TV stations pfovide

free access to the public schools. The Board should take éisgntage of

¢ .

this requirement for schools ig Manhattan, phasing the program into other

boroughs as cable service is established.’ Furthermore, the City's station,

[y

WNYC, can be utilized.

6) Reduction of unnecessary leases
tarminating in FY 81.............-;--....-.2-.......Sl-OOO_million

]

The Board of Education has made progress in this area, but there are

still many month~to-month” leases which could be terminated without
. e “

penalties.. EPP proposes that even more could be saved in this area (see

~ 32
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7) Elimination of 1980 one-timé D ..
appropriations for contract K g :
, building maintenance and summer ‘
‘ FECTAAELLON. seceesssscsasssassssssscsossssessssss$11.800 million

+  This was a one~time allocation which the Board raceived 'fa 1980.
E ) -

»

oThe large part of this, $8.8 million, was awarded with the_understanding

) . - 1 )
rhat it would be used for one-time maintenance needs. Although there are

A\ ’ . .
many maintenance gaps. in the schools, in phe face of an $89 million

Jeduction, we must first develop a strategy to sustain the current level
: ' ‘ : '
of sarwices. Assuming that these funds were used for non-recurring

activities, eliminating them should not mean a cut in the normal level of

. services.

L]

8) Reduction in the Division of i
Curriculum and Instruction..................u...$1.000 million

In the past, EPP has called for the complete elimination of this
&
office which was duplitative of functions performed in the districts and

3

high schools. However, the EPP has been pleased to note the Chancellor's

attempts to develop Minimum Teaching ‘Essentials and to respond to the new

]

dehands. of the Regents Competency Tests and the new diploma requirements.

»

e Furthermore, a new Executive Director has been appointed to execute these

new initiatives. Therefore, we are modifying our former position. The
-

suggested cut of $§1 million is based on a total budget of $2,230,347 for
Curriculum and Instruction, which no longer includes the Bilingual Center

and the Center for Career and Occupational Education. (CCOE) EPP will

i
- be issping a etudy of vocational education in June which will recommend

2
.

" certain tax levy savings at CQQE which can be used as part of the $1

»

million reduction.

\
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9) Elimination of nonrmandated, non-
instructional functions performed
by crisis intervention teachers......l79 positions, Sl 987 million

The Board of Education has agreed that paraprofessionals can fulfill

these duties.

10)2Elimfnation of the Chéncellon's . . ‘
. reserve aceount for the district8.eeceeececececesssa$1.000 million

" 11) Reduction in City funding for ' N
the Fashion Institute of ‘
Technolog¥, part of the State :
. University of New York............................,.s 351 million

This appears as a pass-through in the Board of Education's budget and
does ot affect services.

. 12).Reduction in the allocation for ' . \
/f/ _ teachers' sick-leave to conform to the
' actual number °f sick days. 8 6 6% ¢ 00 06000806 8060w be 008 0oseoe sl.oof million

13) Elimination of redundant budget and
* personnel operations in Central Board . L
' of Education offices by consolidating » :
these fUNCELONS.esceecocsccscsessasess3b positions; $.90 million

-

fhe staff at Budget Opérations‘and Review already carries responsibilities
that'a;e presently also assiéned to other positions, which this proposal
would eliminate. Also, the Board's new management infbfmation system for
Board pétsonner,should reduce the need for duplicative persnnnel operationg

as it is implementedy

-14) Transfer of remaining continuing * -
education and extended use functions

/ to.the Youth Board..l‘.....ll..l.llllll‘.ll...llll.ll.sl.ooo million

.

v - 'EPP has previously suggested_ﬁhat savings could be made without
reducing services if.the exten&ed‘use and continuing education programs
- were contracted throwgh the Youth Bnard in order to attract 50X match
money'from'the-State Department for Youth, C ehensive Youth Planning

-

funds. - The Mayor's current proposal féconpends savings of $2 millfion so

Y]
N

. .
. . . .
' .
N 2
. .
.
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that all continuing education and extended use programs can be run-in
this manner through Yoauth Board congracts Whlch are funded with 50% City
Tax Levy dollars and 50% State Match money. ' .
N

EPP supports: this recommendation as a means of maintaining services
while saving City_Tax Levy dollats.r However, it is imperative that the
contra;té with the Youth Board d9 indeed provide for a maintenance of -
service. For exambie funds must be provide& to open every schgol
twice a mqﬁth éor the parent associatiom meetings.. Without tvis commit-
ment, we are suggestinguthat $1 million stay in the Board's budget to

ensure tha¥ each school is opened. Also, there is obviouslila scheduling

_problem to ensure that the schools are used to capacity so that activities

: are at a maximum level and we receive full benefit from the custodial

fees to open the schools.
- 15) Savings due to enrollment decline.............326.619 million
This is another area in,whith the Mayor has revised his projections.
Initially, the Program to Eliminate the Gap included a $24.645 milliou
savings from\declining eniollment.. Earollment projection is an inexact
gcience. It relies oQ‘eéégtiishing trends derived from actual tegisters
\ of the iafz‘several ye;;s.‘ ﬁowet;r, we have no wa& of predicting l;cal
or tationgl conditions which.may disrupt demographic patterns or parents’
educatiénaL choices for their children. -

OMB had developed a more sophiStigdted means of projecting enrollment

decline that answers many of“ghe criticisms that EPP has raised previously.
. ‘ , ' /
- The rate of declﬂﬁe has been derived. on a district-by-district basis
o ) : _ .
\ rather than the tity-wide figures that had blurred the local distfﬁd&ions

F

in preéious years. Also, the teacher savings have been estimated by

L

examining the number of childreh in each school or each grade. This will

. - S o

»
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_ back to school. EPP recommended tha& a pilot project be instituted to
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account fbor “"breakage” or savings lost because enrollmenk decline is not

distributed in such a way as to allow whole classes to be eliminated.

New projections avoid overestimates that ignore the distribution of the
, . :

children leaving the ssyﬁem.
éPP_is including the estimated gavings for. enrollment decline in our
o\ _
list of savings we sdpport. 6However, we do this with some. trepidatign.

It is difficult to count on specific dollar savings which are based on -

gross estimates. There will undoubtedly Se'saviogs due to enrollment - ¥
ﬁ -

.decllne. We hope these savings will not be mitigated by unforeseen evem&s.

X

Total for OMB suggestions endorsed by EPP.........$44.461 million .

EPP'S Additional Prpposals for Savings

4 -

' In order to help make up the difference between the savings listed

above and the total cut which the Mayor has imposed on the Board, the

EPP makes . the following suggestions for additional savings at the Board”

, o N
of Education: ..

-

1), Contracting a’\pilot project for. - | -
‘attendance seryices through the ' . '
YouthﬁoardooO. -oono-ooo-.ouon-.‘-----o-u-c-u-.ns 500 milliOn

In early May, the EPP released its study, "Emch.Desks at School:

Improving-Attendance'at New York City's Public Schools”. This réport

documented the dearth of services to reach truant youngsters to bring them ~

"

purchase attendance services from community-based organizations.: Thig
. : o .
plan would provide a wider range and an increased level of services.

Further, 1f the pilot wesa conducted through the New York City Youth

Board, the contracted services would bd %ligible for state matching funds.

"As proposed, ‘the initial pilot program would yield $ S million in savings

_’ 36 ,
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with a potential for further savings in future years as the program is

'expanded. -

- 2) Additional savings .
« in private 1€8S@8crccscrsasscsccencasscassassss$2.000 million

The Mayor has suggesteﬂﬁthat $1 million can be saved by terminating
unnecessary leasee. "EPP has urged the Board of Education to realize
savings in this area since 1976. The Board has made signficant progress
through improved Space‘management~in recent years. However, there is
more that still can be achieQed. There are currently]200 schools with
utilization’ rates under 60%. Fot districts and czmmuhities that are

threatened by echool closings, a multi-use program which includes

o |}

administration and other schOol programs in these buildings seems to be. v
the obvious Elrst step. of th& 80 leases listed by the Division of I
Educational Facilities and Planning, 25 are month-to-mohth leases which \\

could be terminated without any penalties for a savings of $.994 milliom
or roughly the amount which OMB's suggests. However, EPP would propose

that the Board of Education could achieve an additional'32hmillion ih

N

savings by vigorously pursuing a strategy to sublet other long-term )
“ LIN 3’
‘leases. New York City's real estate market in certain areas of the City _ f
. .
is booming, and while not all parts of the City are sharing in the benefits

of this new status, mlny of the Board's leases are  for desirable spaceti .

in Manhattan, downtown Brooklyn, and' commercial areas.in Queens, for

’ .
example. 7 . \ . .
The Chancellor,-in’a memorahduﬁ dated April 22, 1980, phas already ~
.{iehtified $2.7‘Fillion in eavings in this-area, moving towards our, | d
recommendation of a total of $3 million. We applaud the Board for its )
aggressiQe actions {n this area and. hope this will continue. s N

37
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' 3) Savings due to limited .
{ School Closings“.........."................‘.Sl.-s million

As stated earlier, the EPP feels that appropriate planning and

marketing can occur in grder to close 12 schoois this year and institute

4

an alternative use. '

A) Energy SaVingS.o.‘oo;co.ooo.oooo.o..o-oo-oo..- . Sloomillion
3 .

The EPP has praviously recommended much larger-savings in energy
¢

':. - Py ‘
costs. However, we have revised the possible savings in order to ‘ensure

that we have not overestimated the saviﬁgs that can be achieved within

the fiscal ?ear.. The Board has made substantial efforts iﬁ this/;réa;
however, with escalatiné.éosts and scarce resoures, wa must continue to
explore further conservation measures.. The Board received an iqcreased
aéprOpriation for fuel in the Executiv$ Budget of $31.2 million to_reflect

_rising fuel costs.

<
[

Several conservation programs underway at the Board of Ecucation

-

will yield new or continued savings. This list doe§ not include efforts
to reduce. eleetricity usage, a savings which accrues to the City, not the
Board of Edu;ﬁtion. : v

¢ ° Continuation of the general*temperature reductions for heating and
hot water; - .

. A program (now in 10 schools) to test boiler efficiency;

Insulated roofs on all new buildings and approﬁriate replacements;
N &

Window replacementsf

. A * .

» A pilot project for a “load management system” at PS 137 in the
Bronx. This system, paid for out of capital funds, can be repli-
cated in other large school buildings 1f it proves to generate
energy savings;

A National Energy Conmservation Policy Act Technical Assistance

Program grant was received to perform energy auditd on elever®

high schools and twoscomplexes.’ This is the program which the

EPP had identified.as a sourte of funding in our March 10th report.

A )

L] ! . -
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Staff at the Board of Education have indicated that information
from the audits of these "worst consumers” should be applicable
to other buildings built according to similar designs. Similar
audits in institutiondl buildings have yielded savings equal to
20%Z of the energy-costs in the prior vear, according to a Depart
ment of Energy official. .

».

Proposals for “"gas—fired hot wag;r'heaters for oil bufning schools”
to save energy from May through October when the boider 1is not used
for space~heating.

“Self-contained thermostaticaily-operated valve” to ensure that
there are thermostats in all rooms and hallways to corntrol the
energy use and avoid waste.

— While energy costs are rising, so has the Board}s budget. We

w

recognize the efforts that the Board. has made in the past and the fact
= that ihere no longer are . the kinds of easy savings that can be fd;nd in
systems that afé wasteful. Also, conservation 1s necessary just to‘com-
pensate for sky-rocketing costs. Howe?e;, Sl millioﬂ in savings appears
(/2,conservat;ve in light of the multitude pf‘programs already underway and
in preparation. . . ) : X
3) Transportation..:}...............}...;2........S3.0 miilion
The EPP has examined the Bureau of Pupil Transportacion (BPT) bafore
("Bidding anJ/Purchasing: A Management\Study of the Bureau of Pupil
Transportation,'Buri?u of Supplies, and the Office of_School Safety{
May, 1979) and will be releasing a seéond study of tWe Board of Education's
transportation services:id June. However, at this time it is clear that
management sﬁvings can be aEhiéved at BPT that would not affect services.
Sp;cific recommendations will be included‘in our forthcoming report
totaling over $20 million. We feel that it is conservative to groiect
53 million in savings for this fiscal year.

- L

Savings can be found in the following areasu \\

LY

° Consolidating routes for regular transportation and increasing
monitoring of contractors' rputing;

: " /.
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Tightening controls over distribution of bus passes to prevent )

losses and to enforce eligibility requirements; S
) -

Reviewing items in the matrons' contract during negotiations

for an extension this June;

Collecting damages for contract violations reported by parents;

and ' :

& Containing costs for tranqurtation of special education children
through rerouting, increase&'mainstreaming into neighborhood
schools, careful site location for new programs, expanded travel

. , training for students.

6) Elimination of thg‘Office
. ' of Community School>
* (District A—fféirsl'l‘.llllll‘ll.l.l.ll.lllll.llos 488 million

Qchool District staff should be able to dea% directly with the

various offices at the Central Board. This O0ffice does not provide

sufficient ombudsman services to just y its existenceaat this time.

7) Elimination ;}\;he Office . 4
of the Senier Assistant
for Business...a..................é............S 200 million

*

A

This office represents an unnecessary bureaucratic level.' Each
, division within igs jurisdiction (Suppiies, Tfanspoértation, Schodl
3uildiﬁgs, Business) has a highly;qualified, Pighl}—paid director. It
would seem tﬁat tﬁeéé~é&hinistra£ors could report directly to the Deputy

' Chancellor without passing through a Senior Assistant. This savings is

.
*

_.an approximation of the expenditd}e,for;the Senior Assistant and 6.staff

persoﬁg,\whose positions cannot be identified in the budget.

‘e . 8) Turnover savings, fringe ) )

benefits savings, unemploy-. .

ment benefits paymentSessssscscsscsscccanesavea$2.500 willion &

EPP cannot compute these cost and expen&itures without detailed payroll
: . . : - S
~information. However, there will be savings in fringe benefits assbciated
' .

. with the personnel sav{hgs t§§£ have been identified. As noted earlier,

‘ . H .
. there should be certain turnover sdvings, especially if massive layoffs are




i | . _ LAt

I prevented. fhi§ would mgke it feasible .that more teachers will leave the | ' \\~
systgm_than necéssary.:é meet the budget cﬁts, ﬁecessitating Ehe hiring of ..
' éhtry ievel personnél. Finally,:ff‘layoffs are reduced, the cost of unem—
ployment‘benefits is likewise decreasad. _The $2.5 gillion figure 1is a

conservative estimate to recognize that there will be savings in this area.

r TOtal fot additional EPP proposals..........-,-..-Sll- 188. million
s Total OMB and EPP Suggegtions.....................355.649 ‘
. | R ¢
Thus, we have identified1§gs,6 million in administrative savings.
This lgaves $34 million in direct service cuts which must be avoided by
<5 . .
alternative actions.
x - )
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.the State's proportionat® increase, it would have alloted an additjefial -
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o V. THE REMAINING BUDGET GAP

N

s
The Educational Priorities Panel has analyzed the Board of Education’s

buéget and the management of its specific divisions since 1975. We are

. . & .
convinced that the 1lis®# of possible savings outlined in the previous chaé%ers

1s as. exhaustive and accuraete as.possible. Itygepresents a responsible

-

approach by both taxpayers and child advocates And yet, we are still

-shy $34 million of what the Mayor's budget demands. In order to maintain

minimal instructional serﬁices, the City Coumncil and Board of Estimate-
‘0 .

must act to testore'this amount‘to\thg‘aoard of Education budget before

its adoption.. In past years, ;hé Edgg;ziénal Priorities Panel, qLen it
has suggested that\the educational budget‘Qas too sevetél has called - '§l
upon .the City to restore funds. Ian 1980, $20 million was restored to

3 ;

the education budgec.' Now we are talking about a significantly higher

: .
, figure. However, we balieve we have built a stronger case. Although the

Community School Districts and high schools represenged-37q52 of the Bdard's .
budget‘ih FY 1980, the Executive Budgeé only allocétes 34.7% of the total

to these éervices. Ifthe, City maintained the same level of support as

last year, an additional $35 million would néed to be appropriated. There .

is another compari;on that can be madé-_ Cicy fuqding.to the ﬁoard of
Education inc;eased 9.7% over last year. (Almost half of this increaSe
consists of a tréﬁsfer of vocational education teachers from the‘capital
to the expense budget, a step toward aghieving genefally-acc%ptedC§ccdﬁnting

principles). In cbantrast, State funding rose 13.1%. If the City had met

$3¢‘million to tﬁe Board. Furthermore, we are prepared to $ ggest some

of the ways in which the City. might find the dollars that it needs to

v
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restore educational -services. But first, we would like to add one éore
! b .

consideration to the case for the necessity of additional funding.

Unforeseen Problems

The importancé of the restoration of $34 million to the'Mdyor's'
Executive- Budget for education is driven home even further by certain un—

foreseen problems which may dccur after the 1981 executive budget is'y .

" adopted. These unforeseen problems could cause serious budgeting

problems to occur mid-year, and, 1f we do not act quickly anq/ggginitely
. . .

to restore the $34 million,‘&&\could.enter the 1981 school ;éar with a

budgetary time bomb.

!

What are these unforeseen problems?

4 . “
1) The Board of Education currently receives over $500 million in

reimbursable dollars for programs operated with State and Federal dollars-

For the administration of such proggéms, the Board uses an “indirect”
r4te of approximately 7.5% of each dollar to cover aﬂministrati%e COStS.
Bs Board-wide administrative costs have bee& driven down by former cuts,
the.Boafd is haviﬁg difficulty justifying to the State and Federal
government the }ull 7.5% in indirect reimbursables since the indirect
rate relates to échal administrative expenditures. Current indications
are that, due to administrative cuts, both Stéte‘and Federal funding
sources may reduce the Board's‘indiréct rate by ;i. This reguctibn of
. aid wouid open a gap of about $5 million in thg Board's budgét.

2) The City is now negoiiating new contracts with al}.mu;i ipal
unions. The City has not as yet ‘made a gomm;tmené to fund the upcoming

labor settlement eﬁtitely out of City funds. If the Clty asks agencies

like the Boafd of Education to fuﬂd part 6f the labor settlement out of

Cy e
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its own budget, each 1% increase will\cost the Board of Education)S$18

million. So, for example, if the ¥ were to settle'with the unions at

7% and only fund 6X of that settlement with City funds, the Board would
have to save $18 million in its budget to pay for labor coptracts. If the
settlement is any higher and the City's commitment remains at 6%, the Board's

obligation will continue to increase at the rate of $18 million for every

*

' 1% increase.
3) The Federal budget picture is a very difficult ome to gauge at

this point. However, there is ample cause to be pessimistic about the

.
impact of federal budget .balancing plans on New York City in general and

-

education ;n New York City in particular. As best as we can predict . \‘Q

right now, the Board of Education would stand to lose a minimum of $25
v . N . /

million in;a cémbination of Title I cutbacks and other cuti%, Clearly,

further negative‘budget decisions would only make it more difficult to

. oparate our schools next year and in 1982, & -

.
LN

The co&g;;3x<on of these three unforeseen budgetary problem areas

hY

coﬁld seriously damage our chances to maintain instfuctional sarvices at
existing levels. Clearly, we}e the City able to afford it, we could easi;y,
make the case ghaﬁ anéther $50 million cushion to guard against these
problens wouid be desir;ble. Yet, we all recognize the fiscal problems
inﬁeré;t in such a request. What.we would state, however, as forcefully

-

as possible, is that t‘p failure to restore the $34 million we are specifically

»

requesting in light of those unforeseen problems would prove to be disfstrous.

Potential Sources of Funds ¢

. There are fiveizj;eﬁ?ia& sources./of revenue from which the City
. s 7

might find $34 millién to restote to the schools. Any comhinatioﬁ of

¢ them 1is possible\Xo produce the needed funds. ‘

S P !
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1) State Aid to Education dollars

When the State Legislature allocated an additional $130 million in

R

State Aid to Education to the City, it was recognizing the fact that
movement had to be made in accordance wiht the Levit}own case towards }*\
equity in school fipancing. It recognized some?oé the special needs of
large urban areas like. New York City and increased by 13% the amount of
State Aid goipg towardseducation in New York City. Howevet, the City

g

of New York, in an attempt to balance its budget, has allowed to pass

through to education only a small percentage of that. State Ajid to Education..

We would suggest that fn order to find the $34 million necessary to
— .

restore echation funds, an increased portion Qf that State Aid to Education,

f
L

Py - -
which had been eafmarked for education in New York City by the legislature,

-

- v
be allowed to pasq through to the Board of Education.
\ C ~ )

2) State Aid dollars in the supplemental budget

EI ’ We would expect and we would urge evary City and State official to
1

obby for an increase in education funds in the State supplemental budget.

e
Furthermore, that increase in education funds must go directly towards
education without a proportionate decreSEe in tax levy support. Last

N ’

years recognizing the fact that education in New York City was signifi-~

! #
cantly underfunded ‘approximately $14 million in State supplemental

4
funds came in the State supplemental budget and went specifically towards

1Y

educaton. There is ample reason to support a similar effort this year.

‘But it can only be achieved if all legislatora at City and State level
recogniz:*that the proposed education budget will mean increased class

L 4

size, substantial teacher layoffs, and a further erosion of services.
2 _ ¢ , ] PN .
We must receive additional education ald dollars in a supp mental budget

45
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and get the commitmenﬁﬁof the Mayor that those dollars will flow directly

through \to education.

~

3) Re~calculation of debt service !

a) The Eﬁucational Priorities Panel would cer;ainly not b; interested
in éecommending ﬁhé: the City go back to the kind of fiscal circumstances
that existed in this ;ity priof to 1975. However, we do feel that the _ .
amodnt of money that the City will'pay in short*ierm‘debt sef§ica has

. ) .
been estimated farltoo conservatively. The City will borrow somewhere v
v ) . . »

between $600 and $700 million worth of ‘short~term notes and revenue antici-

pation notes. This-seasonal financing, which the City will engage in
’ S

A}

next year partially in September, partiaily in December, and partially in-

June, has been estimated to cost the City approximately $40 million in

.debt segﬁ;ce on those seasonal notes. The estimated ipterest rate that

:§ City 1s proposing that it will have to pay for that seasonal financing

o 1s indicated at an average of 10X%. . Based upon declining interest rates
and based on a shifting market, we would suggest that the City can . '
. .

estimate downward based upon_the new market canditioné‘to eifher 8 1/2%

. or 9% the amouﬁt of iqterégzlit will have to pay on these~seasonal‘notes.
* . xWefe the City éblé to éstimate its' seasonal borrowing at 8%, approximately.
r S6-58 million cquld be saved by the City in intefest savings; A mofe

honest estimation of that ngt‘servide could go into the revenue calcula-
. & tions of the budget and some of it should be'}dentified specigicdily to

. restore sarvices in the education budget. - S

. . . . ..

'b) The EPP would also Suggest that there is a distinct possibility
that the Cityis need fd‘ksoﬁe portion of its seasonal borrowiﬁg may be

obviated entirely based upon the City's cash samples. It is no secret

hd -

to anyone aétéﬁis point that the City has accumulated by design a significant
: , : .
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cash .surplus in order to partially fund the upcoming labor settlement.

LN

Since the cash need for funding that labor settlement would clearly not

[

be immediate upon the City's agreement to a new labor contract, byt

4 )
instead would be paid over the life of any new contract, the City may

4

be able to use in whole, or in part, some of the cash surplus to meet
¢ _ :
r

the City's seasonal borrowing needs. If this is true, the City would

save all %:ojecged intere;t pgyments on‘whatever seasonal borpowing ish
" obviated by utiliziné.the cash,su;plus. Were the cash surplﬁs, for.’

example, able to Péviate in large measure tﬁe City's planned borrowing of
$300 million this September, the savings to the City could be upwards of
$15 miilion. Savings of this nature could clearly be identified to fil}

the identified needs in the educatibn budget.

4) Recalculation of revenue estimates -

Special Deputy Comptroller Sidney Schwartz's analysisg#fdicates that
the City bas been far too conservative in estimating its~ re€venue collections.

He points out that, although there are uncertainties about projecting

t

the effects of the ancoming recession, it is ciear'to him that property
tax.revenue estimates are too low and projected collections of taxes are
toé low. The Comptoller's report suggesté that, of the variety of options
‘open to the City, they have clearly taken the most conservative route in

estimating revenues as they have in years past. ‘For the last two years,
. ) L f‘ s
conservative estimates of revenue collections have resulted in substantial

-

year-end“surpluses; Of course, some of the surpluses projected for the

City this yeér and next are going to be earmarked for labor settlements.
However, we suggest that these surplusaS- might be mo‘\economically
gpent ‘on reducing the fmpact of service cuts.. The long~term cost of not

B ] [N

providing educational services will come: Hack to 'haunt the City later on -

‘1'47‘ ~
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.education budget in order to maintain the minimum necessary level of

instructional services. '. 4 9

d ~ 40 - ’

[ 4

with increased costs for the contaimment of juvenile. for the
\ .

maintenance af vandalized buildipgs, and for support fotr an uneducated

-~ .

dependent population. Clearly it makes gosd sense for the City to devote

!

some of its underestimated.revenues to meet the direct educational service
¢ . :
needs of our youth. -

1

5) Federal Aid
Finally, we would suggest that the entire Fedgral Aid piqi?re has
not been adequately explored by the City. It is true that we cah expect
Federal budget cuts, based upon the strong sentimeng for Sélancing tﬁe
budget on Capitol Hill and i£1 the White House. Surely, there is not i
: ) _ N
much hope of achieJﬂ!ﬁﬁrestoration of,certain Federal cuts. Yet, the
City has not until recently spoken with a unified voice and made common
cause with other cities about the restoration of specific cuts. The . y;
- Y

highest of our priorities ought to be  the restoration of Impact Aid.

The cut in Impact Aid is going to severely impact inst@gctional services.

-

The Mayor recognized before Congress.the importance ofy the restoration
of Impact Aid and evéry C&ty and State official ought to be speaking oud

about this subject also. If and when that Impact Aid werg’to be }estored,

t N o

it ought go towards the restoration of éducational services.

/ NB; clearly, alone, not one of thegé five individual areas is going
to be able to foot the total“bill. for the restoration of the $34 million
that education really needs. But a combination of=State_Aid to Education

* 3

dollars, State Ald in the supplemental budget, a-recalc@lation of debt
‘service, recalculation of too—gonsérvatIVé estimates of revenue égllections,
and the potential for the restoration of Impact Aid, clearly make possible

the creation of a fund equaLling thé $34 million that the sﬁhool system

needs. We urge City officials to restore the necessary funds to the

-



