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BELT-TIGHTENING AT 110 LIVINGSTON STREET
HOW ONE AGENCY HAS RESPONDED TO THE FISCAL CRISIS
1976-1980

SUMMARY

The fiscal crisis in 1975 was traumatic for the Board of
Education. In one year, lls of :I.t:\a pgrsonnel were cut. More
than 7,000 positions were eliminated in elementary and inter-

mediate schools; 2,200 positions were eliminated in high 3chools;

700 positions were lost in special éduca;::l.on.

It; response to this alarming reduction in instructional
services, twenty-five civic groups joined tcgethar as the
“gducational Priorities Panel to monitor the education budget
in New York City. 1Its very finé report in 1976 documented dis-
proportionate cuts in instructional services and identified
spending patﬂéns which q;vorod: administrative functions.

For tho.put five years, ‘the EPP 'Has .consistently argued for °
maintaining and enhancing instructional services in ‘the school
system. It has suggested whor’ savings could be achieved, how to
iwprove uzv:l.co;, wvhere functions could be streaslined. ‘It is now
apprepriate to rq.appnil; staffing petterns at the Board. What
changes have occurred in the school system since 15767 How did

the Board reallocate its staff in 1980 when it was faced with a

$110 mill on deficit? What were the Board's priorities for staffing
in 19807

EPP's analysis of payroll and budget data rcv:&l- that, by and

large, since 1976, the Board has exacuted a policy of lupﬁOrtil'\g

‘instructional rather than administrative services. When cuts were

5
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necessary, administrative or ancillary units were more frequently
the target than were 1nstructiona1 ‘services. 1In 1976, nine of *ten
employuos in the system were assigned to 1nstruction; the same
ratio exists today. But dramatic changes have occurred in the
:achool system. Student enrollment has declined 13s. More than
Soﬂschools have hggn closed. The federal gove:x nnent has imposed
costly new mandated programs -- most notably for special education."
And'tho system has had to absorb anmial cuts to help the city's
struggle éo achieve a balanced budget.

where were savings achieved? The Board reduced 1t; total
séaft by 4% net between 1976 and 1980. Administrative and ancillary
staff decreased by 168. The largest share otithe cuts occurred in
ancillary services where positions were eliminated in school lunches
and pupil personnel. The central administration sustained a net
loss of 1l% of 1ts staff, as the Business and Administration,
Curriculum and Inctruction, and the Bureau of Supplies were reduced
in sizo. School Buildings lost 8% of its 9ta££1ng,'prinarily from-
custodial services and repair’ shops.-

The Board also cut instructional services. Staffing in the
‘ elementary and intermediate schools was reduced by 4%; in the high
schools by 8t. Part of this decline is' accounted for by auh?crease
in enrollmerit. Nevertheless, the level of 1na£ructional services
has declined, but not as markedly as adminiscration,

The Board followed a similar pattern Et cucting administrative

rather than instructional servicas in 1980 when it attempted to

resolve its $110 million deficit. As in the preceding five-fear

-
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period, the Board raduced staffing in admihistrative ﬂ\’d ancillary"
- v

. gervices to ‘achieve necesaa'z-y savings. “Staff was cut in th'g,‘ N

central administratioh by 12t prima ly from offices’ here cuts

A w
had baen made- in the past: Bus:l.ness and Adminlatration, errd.culum

and.Instruct;.:l.on,' and the Bm:eau of Supplio;s_. Services were cut
-

acain inuschbol Iinches and pupil perSOnnel,icustodial servii:es‘ '
and repair ahops. A)‘xd staffing levels in the Division of Special : ' N
.Education, the original source of the dsficif, grew dramat:l.cally
by 358, ' , - . | e

. wWhat priorities can bs inferred from these decisions? Overall,
for the past f:l.ve“ years, the Board has chosen to support teaching
staff rather than admin:ltst.rat:l.ve staff. Despite increasing fiscal
pressures, it has adhered to a policy of ma:l.ntain:l.ng\ instructional
services insteud of administrative and ancillary sexjvices. The
EPP applauds this policy ;nd sipports the Board's efforts to main-
tain the level of :I.nstruct}l.ona.] services in New York City.

However, our analysis has idantified 'several dist{oncerting ‘ s

problems. - It wou'ld ap;;ear that only absclute necessity and ocutside
preuu::es cause the Board t% reduce its administrative staff.' For 'C ‘
oxanple, some of the administrative cuts promised by the Board to
help resolve the 1980 midyear deficit were never completed when it
eppsared tha;: the deficit would not be as great as predicted. An
opportunity to save money, not only that year, but on a recurring
basis, was thasrefore lost when th; pr'ouure vas l:l.ﬁttod. Purthermore,
despite cuts in every irea except special od:.xcat:l.on, the Personnel

N

of fice has contimued to grow. Between 1976 and 1980, the number




‘' of lines allocated to Personnel increasad by 13%. 1In 1980, when

dther units ln the central administration sustained neﬁ losses,
Parsonnal grew by 22%. The expansion of this unit is difficult to
understaﬁd in the light of other administrative cuts. Its growth /

dut!né a’' period of systemic contraction is even more anomalous:
. . .

It should be noted here that increases i{n other offices were

4

attribqted to reorganizations and new functions. Whether these
. 1

Ghan7es resulted :in graacar{afficiengiea was not investigated for

~
MY

this study. - . ’
. L . /

Our raview of payrolls and budgats has also underscored the

:ahsence of raliable analy;icql data on staffing in the school

A

system. Headcount rapottl published by the~§oard do not provida
[+ .

breakdown' of all personnel by appropriatian units nor d8 they
-~

claarly distingquish between personnal aasIgned é% taaching or -
miniqu}:\ive functions. Cross references for titla chahqm are
«
not routinely available. PMurthermore, because headcount reports
" do not carry previous tqtals, it ia difficult to qonduat trend
analysis. v ’ k ’

This lack of straightforward published data makes it difficult
to see taa positive results of Board actions. Moreover, it givaa
the impression that the Board is incapable or unwiliing to provide
information on its programs.
0 EPP recommends aha following:

1) “T:e Board should make every effort to reconcile its

.

. data and make them as ﬁgaprahen:iva as possible.

v L
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2) The Board shoula investigate she’causes for‘the
growth in the Division of borspnéel,gnd attain
greater efficiency in this office.

< 3) The Boardr as well as the public, should remain
viqilant in monitoring its administmative

expenditures. AN -,

<

L 2 !

Nevertheless, ovoral., the EPP now feels much more confident

than it 4id in 1976 that the largest portion of funds allocited to
. . P .

the Boird Sf Education will reach children in the clalaroom; Mnd,

' . . . . "

as parents and taxpayers, we will conéfﬁuc to advocate and monitor

a lean and efficient administrative budget at 110-Livingston Streat.

-
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COUN%NG HEADS AT THE BOARD OF EDUCATION: PAYPOLLS AND BUDGETS
How many people work for the New York City Bodrd of Education?

The answer should be simple, but, as with go many other numbers in
~ ~-

the public sector, it dependse on wﬁeréﬂyou look and what you are
counting. Budget analysts wiil aigue that the answer éan be.fod;d

in budget documents. Payroll personnel will cite several different

Y .

‘tbtali, and qualify their responses with references 5? anrnual or

aourly, status'and payroll banks.
 }

N

Thn question of how to count heads is fundamental to larger

L3

issues surrounding the management of séhool systems in the 1980's.
In this era of increasing fiscal constraints school boards have to
make di:ficglh decisions about allocation of resdurces. Should

\

priority be accorded teachers, support personneli or 3dministration2

+

P R : .
. The @ifficulty in making these decisions is caompounded when accurate

current information is not available? .

These difficult issues are complicated by rising cogts for

neé;ssary Opoiating quonlel and mandated programs, which absorb a
large propoftion of the school budget. At thels;me time, school
systems are faced with the cqmpeting demands of the school sommunity --
increased 1nltguctional seivi.ca, effective manag.menil -ﬂd'mori
support services. Within t;;s setting, school boards mu?t attempt

to strike a balance.

*

The allocation of resources bptuoen teachers and administrators

-~

serves as an'important index of a school systenm's prioriéiol. But

' it is equally importanct to examiné the allocation of resources
| a

5
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within instructional and administrative units. These numbers provide
some evidence of decisions to support particular units or divisions
at the expense of otho;n. Conversely, the reduction of the size of
some units ofton refiwatn haliefs that these’ services are lecs
important.,
. Six years ago, just after substantial contraction of the
Board of aducation budget made necessary by the city's fiscal
crisis, the Educational Priorities Panel undertook an analysis of
the Board'nﬁlpendinq priorities as reflected in the targets of ’

’ major cutbacks. It found thaﬁ cuts in instructional sarvican‘far
exceeded those in admiristration. Thus, it began its campaign to
insuce that th;:quality of education in New York City was re-

-establishsd. It has cona!'tently argued for reductiors in adminis-

trative uhitn rather than schools and for better management at the

Board of Education. It is now appropriate to reappraise the Board's
priorities.
°'ﬂ;in report seeks to answer several questions. What are the
Board's priorities for staffing? What changes occurred at the
Board during 1980 when it 1ﬁcurrod a potential $110 million deficit?
that 1mpact have consistent-reductions in staff since 1976 had on
gg‘tho school system? And, finally, what policies can be inferred
from the Board's staffing decisions?
The report is divided into four sections. The first section
- . presents eﬂilmothodoloqy &nd some of the difficulties invoived in
determining ﬁov the Board allocates its resources. The second
saction analyzes staffing patterns in the budgeting process through

}xuninntion of budget documsnts in FY 1980. The third and fourth

13
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sections deal with a comparison of planned allocations in iudgqt
documents and the actual allocations in payrolls. In the third
section, discussion focuses on the Board's adjustment to the midyear

deficit in FY 1980; the fourth, on the Board's priorities four

op

years after the fiscal crisis. Pinally, some recommendations for —-

the future are made.

METHODOLOGY: ANALYSIS AND SOﬁl DIFFICULTIES

There are two sets of basic documents which provide informa-

-

tion on expenditures and staffing at the New York City Board of

Education. The first set consists of budgets which show how much
money will be lponé and for whom. The second set consists of
payrolls which document how much money has been spent and for

whom. . Budgets are planning tools which initially represent the

way in which an organization articipates it will apend its revenues;
payrolls are accounting tools which record how an orguaization is
actually spending its money. Budécts and payrolls are both static
and dynamic: they permit a snapshot of the status of anticipatod
and actual expen&itures at a given point in time, but they are
shifting continually to roflec£ changing realities. Therefire, it
is 1mporf:n£ 20 look at several budget and payroll documents over
time. : '
i This atud& compares staffing patterns and expenditures for
adminiltrativo and instructional functions for FY 1980 in four

>
udget documents and thﬁ‘f payrolls. The four budget docunontl¢

include the Executive Budget, the Approvo& Budget, the Budget as

modified and the Final Budget. The Executive Budget is the Mayor's. . .. — —==

14
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proposal for spending. The Approved Budget includes all changes made
by the City Council and Board of Estimate. The Budget as modified
reflects the changes made in the first half of the.fiscal year. The
rinal Budget represents the allocations at the close of the fiscal
year. The three payrolls include the the Pension and Tax Tapes
(Pentax) effective June 1980; the Monthly Financial Statements
generated by the Office of Budget, Operations and Review at the
2,a-d of Education, and June 1980 headcount reports prcduced by

the Payroll office. In addition, the add¥ted statement of the

Board of Education, Monthly Financial Statements submitted to the
Financial Contggl Board by the City of New York, and Financial
Control Board reports were reviewed. To assess changes in the
distribution of personnel between 1976 an. 1980, FY 1976 Board of
Bducation headcounts were campared wi‘h 1980 headcounts.

There are several factors which compliéate analysis of adminis-
trative and instructional services at the Board. The first is a
function of the school -system's relationship to the city; the
second, the nature of the budgeting process; the thirxd, the nature
ot‘tho collective bargaining process.

. In New Yorg City, the Board of Education does not have its own

tax base; it is fiscally dependent,on the City for local revenues.

— !

t to the Board ot Education . L%
- - e

jugt a¥ it doas to other city services such as sanitation and .

The City a%locatos a share of its budge

3 Y »
police. - But the Bokrd of Education is not a mayoral agency like
the Sanitation Department. It is govornéd by an independent

appointed Board of Education, which .is autonamous and not respon- .

nrr

| 2
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school system priionta management problems because it cannot direct
Board spending. Nevertheles., if the Board runs a deficit, the
City must pay.

To reduce the potential for such fiscal overruns, the City
routinely monitors Board revenues and expenditures in its computer-
ized a;counting system, the Integrated Financial Management System
(IFMS). The Board also maintains an accounting System of its own,
the Business and Accounting Computer Information System (BACIS),
which was developed prior to the City's.

The existence of two Systems, albeit compatible ones, sometimes
results in conflicting data on the status of revenues and expendi- A
tures. Delays iﬁ entering data into one or another system mean

that the Board's headcount or expenditure reports will differ from

those of the City. Policy differences about how and when revenues

should be recorded mean major discrepancies between revenues counted

by the Zoard &nd those credited by the City. Disparities in the

levels of dqgg;l generated by BACIS and IFMS repccts result in

confusion :;éut total personnel or expenditurus. The discrepancies

between Board reports and City reports exacerbate confusion about

the Board's financial condition. -
The second problem is a function of t§e budgeting process at )

the Board of Educition.‘ The budget lays out expected expenditures

on an annual basis for specific functional areas and responsibilities.

The relationship between bud jeted items and actual expenditures
depends on the rate at which expenditures are incurred and how
thess expenses arexcarried. The Board is rsjuired by statute to

o use a "mdified accrual basis" for accounting. Revenues are recorded

16
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when they are received in cash unless they are "measurable and
available to finance opor;;ions,'1 or materials have been ordered
but not received. Expenditures are recorded when obligations for
purchases are made or when the contract is signed rather than
when they are received or payment is actually made. Thus, Foth
revenues and expenditures are recorded prior to the actual receipt
of revenues or goods and services. Such a system creates problems
for analyzing expenditures since it is difficult to know how much
money hag actually been spent.

There are similar problems in determining the numbe: of employees.
Actual changes in personnel are not reflected in the payroll until
two months efter the action has been taken; modifi:ations in the
budget which-affect the permissable number of individuals on budget
lines are not translated into payroll tarms for three’or four months-z
Moreover, more than one individual can fill a budget line, as, for
example, a per diem substitute hired temporarily to fill the line of
an absent teacher. Since the number of individuals on the payroll
changes from day to day, there is frequently a lag between the
actual number of employees and the budquted‘numbcr of employees.

Thus, the over budgst condition of one nnit-or the under-budget

condition of another may simply représent a delay in the processiny

of ierminations or hirings, or some temporary circumstances.

1Poat, Marwick, Mitchell, and Company, Statement of Expenditures and
Encumbrances and Statement-of Non=City Revenue, Yaar Ended June 30, 1980

-29rom-an—interview with Jos Guarinello, January 5; 1981. — — - —

17
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The rols of collective bargaining in cuomplicating analysis ot
tha distribution of personnel is apparent on two 10%15- Pirst,
in those years when contracts are negotiated, the size of the
contract awards presents an awesoms budgeting unknown.x Until final
agreement is reached, neither the Board nor the City can aécuratcly
anticipate expenditures. Second, the City and through it, the
Board of Education, negotiates with 40 separste unions. Board
payrolls and budgets are structured around union contracts (and the
corresponding salary and benefit scales) with separate categories
for pedagogic, administrative, hourly and custodial personnel. '
These aistinctions dq, not necessarily correspond to the functions
that staff perform but ;at;her to distinctions mads by the union.
There are pedagogic lines in administrative units and administrative
lines in units which serve instructional functions. Thus, it is

aifficult to draw clear diztinctions between personnel performing

instructional functions and actual administrative personnél.

BUCSETS FOR FY 1980: THE PLANNING TOOLS

I. The Executive- Budget Y 1980
In February, 1979, the Mayor proposed a 32.3 billion budget

RN

for:' the New York City Board of Education. Fully $1.9 billion was
allocated to personal services wpich includes salaries, fringes,
and lump sum ulo@co- for contractual obligations and nonpension-
able cash allowances. ' This budget provided for a total of 66,879
annual omployees, of whom 94% were to be paid from city /ux levy

. J
funds or state operating aid that 'is non-categorical or non-

*

4

» ———. reimbursabla funding. (Table 1) - e

18
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TABLE 1

pistribution of Armual Tax Levy Employees by
° Unit of Appropriation
“’ FY 1980 .

-

Executive Budgqet Approved Budget

S T T N

201: District Instruction & ,

Administration 33,864 54% 33,864 S48
203: Division of High Schools 14,891 24 14,891 24
205: Division of Special

Education 6,879 11 6,879 11
207: . Ancillary Services' 2,731 4 2,731 4
209: Division of School o

Buildings 2,724 4 2,724 - 4
211: Central Administration .

.Activities 1,715 3 1,715 3

TOTAL 62,804 1008 62,804 100%

4

'ancillary services includes 675 other positions for school lunch.

A

Sources: Executive Budget, FY 1980, City of New York
Approved Budget, August 1979, Office of Budget Operationz:
and Review, Board of Education, City of New York




According to this budget, nine in ten tax ievy employees were
assigned to 1n;tructional services. Slightly more than half of
the city tex levy positions was allocated for District Instruction
and Adr.aistration (UA 201), the appropriation unit which includes
teachers and administrative staff for the elementary and intermediate
schools. Another quarter was allocated to the Division of High
Schools (UA 203) Jfor teachers, administrators and some support
s;rvices in the high schools, and approximately 1l1% was aliocated
to the Division of Special Education (UA 205), which is rclpOnsi§le s

for the sducation of handicapped children.

2

The remaining positions were distributed almost equally among

the three units of appropriation for administration. The central

administration (UA 211) was allocated 4% for planning, budeet and

) business offices. Another 4% was distributed to the Division of

School Buildirgs (UA 209) which manages the school plant; the ’ ‘
remainder ware alloczaied to ancillary services such as trausporta-
tion, lunches, safety and guidance provided to all levels of the

systems.

II. The Appzoved Budget FY 1980

Negotiations between the City Council, the Board of Estimate
and the Mayor's office resulted in an Appioved Budget witk a 1%
increase over the Executive Budget in the dollars for personnel
costs at the Board of Education (including $15 ailiion for District .
Instruction and Administrdcion and $5 millién fo;'rho Division of
High Schools), but the number of budgeted positions remained unchanged.

-

(Table 2)

20
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TARBLE 2
Distribution of Parsonnel Services Expanditures by

Unit of Appropriation
Executive and Approved Budgets

FY 1980
. Executive Approved Difference
- Y -
201: District Instruction &
Administration $73e,281,389 $753,281,389 +$15,000,000
203: Division of High Schools 323,652,785 328,652,758 . 5,000,000
205:  Division of Special
. Rducation 162,958,966 162,958,966 -
207: Ancillary Services'! 59,105,425 59,105,425 -
209: Division of School
Buildings 118,279,282 118,279,282 -
211: Central Administration ‘ )
Activities 41,310,615 41,310,615 -
213: Reimbursible Frograms 178,999,195 178,999,195 - o]
770: CETA 26,811,250 26,811,250 -
N TOTAL - ‘ $1,855,620,300 $1,875,620,300 +$20,000,000

. a

Sources: Executive Budget, City of New York, FY 1980,
Approved Budget, August 14, 1979, Office of Budget Operations
. and Review, Board of Education, City of New York ,

\121
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The Executive éudgot lists positions by budgec code and title
but does not diitinguilh between pedagogic and administrative status.
The BACIS Approved Budget, however, provides som; indication of the
distribution between pedagogic and administrative positions. Of the
full-time city tax levy positions approved in the budget, almost
nine in ten ynro for pedagogic lines (005). This percentage corre-

sponds closely to the share of positions allocated to those units

&

which brovidn instructional services and affirms’ the obgervation

that the overwhelining majority of the staff at the Board of Education
are licensed as teachers. -(Table 3) N
Indeed, the three appropriation units which serve primarily

T jiﬂiﬁfuétiéﬁal purposeés are dominated by pedagouic positionss - In -

District Administration and Instruction, 998 of all positions are

pedagogical; 988 of the positions in the High Schools fall in this

category; and 968 of the positions at Special Education are pedagogic

lines.
The small percentage of administrative iinel in these divisions .

is g.norally‘ailocatod to administrative functions. In th; Districts,
fof cxanplo; tw; thirds of the administrative positions are assigned
to local administration of community school district offices; similarly,
most of the adminigtrative positions of special education are assigned
to finance and management and the hearings unit. ) .

s . T . - T . :
‘ Fedagoques vs. Administrators

However, the distincticn between pedagogic and administrativc ]

" functions is not as straightforward in adniniltrativ. services as-

in instructional l.tvic.loh Approximately 18% of all employees, or

"2
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Distribution of Annual Pedagogic and Administrative
Employess in the Approved Budget by -
Unit of Appropriation

FY 1980
»
Pedagogic _  Administrative
— 2 . 2 S~
2011  District Instruction &
Administration 33,380 99 484 1
203:  Division of High Schools 14,626 98 265 2
205: Division of Special
' . Education 6,623 98 256 2
207 Ancillary Services! -~ 325 12 2,406 88
209: Division of -School -
Buildings 8 a 2,716 99 -
211: Central Administration
Activities 302 18 1,413 82
TOTAL 55,264 88 7,540 12

Source: Approved mdgut. Augu.t 14, 1979, ofﬁ.co of Budget Operations
and Review, Board of . lducation, City of New York )

*
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342 of the 1,715 employees” in Central Administration, are on pedagogic
lines. (Table 4)
In some .offices the reason for using teachers for these functions

\
is clear: more than a third of the pedagogic slots are assigned

to either the Office of Curriculum and Instruction, which plans o
\

curriculum for general subject areas. ‘or the Offices of B:I.l:l.néual
Bélu;:at:l.on and Carger Education. Another 12% is assigned to the . 7
Board of Examiners which administers licensing tests for teachers.

The other administrative office which accounts for a high
proportion of teaching lines is the Neputy Chancellor's office:
one fifth of all teachers in Central Administration are located
here. Of the 63 pedagogic lines in the Deputy Chancellor's office,

13 are assigned to the | qt.‘.ice of schdent'xntomcion s;rvicos

which collects and pfocau'es student regiéi:—e?*iim‘tut ditg_-“ _The

. remainder are assigned to such offices as Budget Operations and

Review, Legal Services, and Labor Relations where the role of

individuals prepared to teach is not as readily apparent.

The function of licensed teachers in other central administra-

tion offices is also somewhat more amb:l.guous: The most obviocus cases

include Business Administration and Personnel, both of which are
responsible for staff functions. A_Moro than half of.the teachers in
Business Administration are located in the &ta Processing ot.‘.ic;;
the majority of i:oach:l.ng uncl‘ in Personnel are located in the
Medical Bureau and thc Office of the Exacutive Directors
There All(? appoan) to be an inefficient.allocation of teachers

within several ancillary services. Approximately 12% of the 2,731

14 .
positions in ancillary services are pedagogic. Of these, more ‘than

¥
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TABLE 4

1

Disuribution of Pedagogic and Administrative Positions in
. ] : Central Administration Actizities

Approved Budget
FY 1980
- padagogic  Administrative Total o
# \ # Y I B o
¢ $
Board of Education - & 52 - 1008 52 1008
Chancellor .29 2m° 18 73 107 100 :
.Comminity School . .
District Affairs 15 | 44 19 56 34 100
- »
& 2 .
Curriculum and ) . .
Inst.uction ' 115 49 111 51 26 10"
Board of Examiners " 36 32 76 €8 112 100
"Deputy Chancellor 63 26 . 179 74 242 100
Personnel 32 15 176 85 208 100
Business and . o : .
Administration 22 3. 722 97 744 100 )
TOTAL 302 18 1,413 828 1,715 100% o
o : v

&

Source: Approved Budget, August 14, 1979, Office of Budget Operations
=~ —— —and-Review, Board of Education, City of New York
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Ly .
.,half a§7rteachor; assigned to “what' was then the Bureau of Child _

‘e * -1 1- . - ) T

, . ' . 4

Guidance. But fully one third of the peaigogic lines in’ ancillary

-

acrvicasﬁafe asiignéd to attandance administration and school
/ lunches, functions which do not appear to require teachiné'ukills;

‘Qhe use of individuals with teaching*licenses for nonpedagogic
#unctions is often questioned. When licensed teachers are a&g;gne& oo

to nginist}ative posiiians, they often prefer to mﬂlqﬁiiu their

pedagogic status because of their benefit pacKage and sﬁhiOfity - ¢
] * .
status. . o

LY - - L g -

-N =
. .- .

III. The Plannihg Tool 12 Months Later: The Final Budget FY 1980

>

Budget analysts at the Board of Education maintain that FY 1930 ™
was no% a representative year and a rough cataloging bf the numbers
\ ST : 4
. bears them out. The final budgef as mbdifiéh fbr personnel serviges

was $2.1 b%}lion,'szlo'million more than the budget approved in

2 Tor

§ June 1979.1 .

) o ‘
This 11% increase resulted from ‘three principal factors: -unan=

. , . 'y
ticipated enrollments and expenditures for special education, inaccurate

projectidnsifoé-over;ll'student‘ennollment, and unanticipated ' .
transportatton~casts.2 The reasons for the deficit in these areas
will be expiained more muy below, but some note lhou;d be made of
the dollars involved. The largast dollar’ inc;eaae{ occurred in

the budgets for the districﬁs and for special education, edch of

A .

A}

) ’ : .
Trinal Budget, COctober 31, 1980, Office of Budget Operations »nd )
RevieW, Board of Education, City of New’ York ,

2gducational Prioritiel\JLnol. Service Cuts and Budget Deficits in
New York City Schools: 1979, November 27, 1979.
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which grew b§ $24 million, vlh‘;.li the budget tor ;ncilhry services -
(which includes tr;ncportat:l.on costs) rose by $21 mi]:uo‘n_., When

.he dollars are translated into percentags ferms, the relative . .
size of the tncruul are reversed and a )F:I.llary urv:l.cn rcce:l.vcd

the greatest pe jccm:aw increase -- up a third, comparcd to'spoc:l.al

education's growch of a fifth, and the significantly mllcr growth ‘

[
5 - 1 .
Y

of 4% in thz budget for the Districts. -
What caused these budget changes? Some of —t-.hc :I.ncrnic was
appropr:l.atod for a total of 2,900 new budgeted positions, a 4\ rise -

over the beginning of the year. But the rclat:l.vcly small aggregato

+

increass oblcuru thc :adj.cal changu which occurrcd at thc Board

1

of Education during tho twclvc mo_'gthl of FY 1980. “The daficits were

incurred first in September, as a result of unant:l.c:l.pat:cd onrollmonts

. fag . . ..
in the Districts and an undbrfunded bage hudget. In Delember the

deficit grew as the Board evaluated and placed students ¢n apo'é:l.al °

K4

cducat:l.on wait:l.ng lists cnd incurred the related ccets for inhtmction

and tranlportat:l.on. rinally, in the spring of 1980, thc@?d T

[

.xpor:l.cncod unoxpoct.d fuol ,o-tl. To cover t:hntz the. c:l.ty agreed
“to provide the: Board with addit:l.onal funds on one condit:l.onx that

. ¢hs Board ach:l..vc»$23.8 million-in savings through cuts in services

[

and personpel. Of, this total,” the Board was required to achieve

alno-t’"ﬁ muuon :I.n porlonnol costs through layoffs, attrition,

-

“and frur:.p,. At the time, ‘thc Board was required to eliminate

/ T
150 pogitions in adnin:l.ltraf.:l.vc and support services.

-

vi
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- In responsa, City tax levy positions in the budget were reduced
in méﬁhry services, school buildings, and central administration..
In total, 552 budgeted positions were eliminated. The Board reached
its target for freezing pedagogic lines bv P;bmry, 1980. By Jun;,
the Board had achieved its goal of eliminating 150 adminiltracix;o
lines from the budget. New po;iciom were added to the three
- instructional units -~ the districts, high schools and special

&

education. (Tabls 6) The net increase was 2,348 positions. (Table 5)

Instructional Services vs. Adnj‘.’n:ltltuc:l.on

Necessarily, special education was the beneficiary of the
greatest increase in budgeted personnel to serve the large numbers
of neéwly placed special education students. The number of positions
assigned to the Division of Special Education grew by 35% from
6,879 to 9,315, 'Additional teaching lines were provided for classes
_for the emotionally ti;lturbed, the neurologica’ly :I.niba:l.red/om;:tiorially
discurbod,‘ ruow;'co tooms and holf::l.tal instruction. New poo:l.c.:l.o;u

were also allocated for the appeals unit, ‘committees on the handicapped

»

*

and central support.
The number of positions in the.d:l.str:l.cc budgets increased by lil,

less than 1%\ over the original approved hnget? More than half

were assigned to teaching 'lpcc:l.al l?.eea.s atudens's at junior high scltols ’

while most of the remainder were allocated for the district off:l.cesi

In the high schools, the majority of the new positicdns were allocatdd

for teaching lines in academic high schools. «




=13a-
® TABLE S v T~

Distribution of Annual Tax Levy Position by C -
Unit of Appropriation
Approved and final Budgets

Y 1980
Approved Final Difference
# # # ]
201: District Instruction & )
‘ Administration 33,864 33,975 + 111 + .3%
3 203 Division of High Schools 14,891 15,244 + 353 +2%
205: Division of Special
Bducation - 6,879 9,315 +2,43% +35%
207: Ancillary Ser ves’ 2,731 2,574 = 157 =68
209: Division of School )
Buildings 2,724 2,535 =~ 189 -7%
211: Central Administration
Activities 1,715 1,509 -« 206 -12%
TOTAL .- 62,804 65,152 +2,348 +4%

Sources: Approved Budget, August 14, 1979, Office of Budget
Operations and Review, Board of Education, City of
New York

Final Budget, October 31, 1980, Office of Budget
Operations and Review, Board of Education City of

New York s
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_TABLE 6. - ‘ S

Distribution of Annual Tax Levy Positions for
Central Administration and Ancillary Services

Approved "and Final .Budgets

FY 1980
N Approved Final Difference _
¥ * . ‘
Ancil sexvices 2,731 2,574 =157 = 6%
_ Pransportation 63 " 80 +17 +27%
Food Services 2,2%9 1,766 =493 -22% i
. N .
Pupil Personnel 409 728 +319 +78%
Schoo; Safety - 23 45 + 22 +966.
Attendance 155 183 + 28 +18%
!dm./Voc. Guid. . B 12 12 - -
Bureau of g:h:l.ld .
Guidance 219 488 +269 +123%
Central Administration
Board of Education 52 52 . - -
Chancellor's Office 107 104 - 3 =<
Deputy Chancellor 242 209 - 33 =14%
Personnel 208 254 + 46 +22%
Board of Examiners 112 11¢ - 2 =20 *
Curriculum & Instruction 172 - 114 = 58 =34%
Bilingual Education 24 25 + 1 + 4
Career & Occ. Bducation 20 11 - 9 =45%
Community School District 34 27 - 7 =21%
Affairs
Business & Administration 469 379 - 90 -19%
Bureau of Supplies . 257 206 - 51 =208
Retirement Claims 18 18 = =
L I
TOTAL . 1,715 1,509 =206 =12%

i

: -
Soyrces: Approved Budget, August 14, 1979, Office of Budget
Operations and Review, Board of Education, City of

New York

Final Budget, October 31, 1980, Office of Budget
Operations and Review, Board of Education, City of
New York
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final budget numbers imdicate that of the three units with a net

18!3 of positions, the central administraticn was most severely

affected with a net loss of 206 or 128 cf its staffing. (Table 6),

Within Central Administration, Business and Administration was the

hardest hit with a net loss of 141 positions primarily from the
Bureau of Supplies (51), Data Proceésing (25), Accounting (20),
and Payroll (10). The Division of carriculum and Instruction also
suffered a subatantial net loss of personnel with a drop of 31w,
The cuts in other offices were not as §reat.

However, two units within the Central Administratior. were
spared. Tho-nunbcr of positions assigned to the lay Board of
Education remained unchanged. And Personnel grew by 22% with the
acquisition of new lines for th; Office of the Director and the
Office of Pedagogy.

The two ot;er units affected by the cuts were the Division of
School Buildings and Ancillary Services. School Buildingl’losc
almost half of its budget lines for custodial se:zvice as well as
lines in the repair aﬁopsignd the Bureau of Eonst;uction. although
positions were eliminated in every unit. Ancillary Services suffered
a 6% net loss of personnel, but School Lunches was the only unit
where it was substantial. Of its original 2,259 annual tax levy
positions, school lunch lost 22% -- primarily from junior and
senior high school programs. In addition, two thirds of the lines
in schqpl lunch administration were eliminated. At the same time,
the number of positions at School Safety doubled, and there was a

27% growth in Transportation.

-




Pedagogques vs. Administrators

How did these cuts affect the distribution of personnel among
units or'bot;aon pedagogic and adniniltrativn.positionn? The share
of anmial city tax lsvy positions assigned to the six appropriation
units shifted slightly with a 3% increase ?or special education and a
18 decline for central administration and the districts, but the total
percentage of tax levy positions assigned tc instructional areas
remained at 90%. The growth in special c@ucation of fset the elimina-
tion of pedagogic lines in other areas: consequently, the nine-to-one
teacher/administrator ratio was maint@incd.

It appears, then, that despite dramatic changes, the Board
maintainod'iés budgetary commitment to instructional services.
Necessary cuts were taken in non-critical administrative areas )
such as Business and Administration, School Food Services, and
Curriculum and Instruction. Increases were made in Special

Education, the Districts, and the High Schools.

PAYROLLS: REALITY INTRUDES

As we noted earlier, the budget is a planning tool. It shows
where the Board plans to make cuts rather than where cuts are
actually made. Eliminating a line in the budcet represents a
planned savings; that saving will not be effectuated until the
individuals who fill that line are removed from the payroll.
Moreover, if those individuals are shifted to another line, no
true savings will be achieved.~ This section will aitalyze the

changes in the number of employees actually being paid during the

-
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year, the changing number of budget lines or positions discussed
in the psevious section. Payroll data thus provides a valid measure
of whether the Board has achievad its objectives.

Providing a headcount of personnel at the Board should be a
simple propositica. One would assuma that monthly payrolls include
all the necessary information. Yet the very first headcount which
the Board prepared for the City's financial monitors in January 1980
was rejected by the City. The Board had counted all individuals on
active status rather than the number on psid status and therefore
working in their normal capacity at the Bgard. Despite the Roard's
efforts to comply with the City's requirements in its next report,
the City ilt:.ill did not accept Board headcounts. Instead it relied on
reports generated by its own system, IFMS,

Why were the Board's numbers different from the City's? The
Board and-the City both ruly on computerized information systems.
Although the Bocard maintains its own personnel system, the City
Comptroller writes the checks for all annual achool system staff.,
Thus, City and Boerd headcounts differ because of rscordkeeping,
timing, and personnel control.

The other factor which contributes to the confusrion over the
number of smployees at the Board of Education is the complex nature
of the Board's payroll system. The Board maintains eight basic pay-l
rolls. Four are payrolls for annual employees; the others include
hourly, per diem and prevailing rate personnsl. Three* payrolls
are posted monthly, four bi-weekly, and one weekly. Soms payrolls

fluctuate seasonally; others do not. A true headcount of all

L

o
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employees at the Board of Education thus depends on which payrolls

rolls are included in the total and when the count is taken.-

I. Definitions: 14 Payrolls
The largest payroll in both dollars and oLployoc. is the R-740,

which includes all pedagogical appointments. The "R-Bank" covers
approximately 60,000 annual city tax levy employees and amounts to
approximately $120 million a month with fringes. Added to these
regular payn;ktl are approximately $3.5 million in nonpcnlignablo

cash allowances (NPCP's) nogotiaéod in contracts with the UFT. (Table 7)
The only large fluctuations in the “R-Bank” occur in February when
long=term per diem substitutes are hired Qﬁ replace teachers in

the high schools who have retired but remain on the the payroll.

The two other annual payrolls are the J=740 and the J=74l. The
J=740 covers che approximately 5,000 annual a&minilttativo employees
such as clerks and accountants, and totals approxirately $2.7 million
every two weeks.. The J-741 covers all 1,600 annual school lunch
employees, half of whom are managers and the rest are school-based
personnel. It amounts to $800,000 bI-weckly. The size of the Jj=741
pank shrinks during the summer months when school=based personnel
were not paid but remained on active status in FY 1980.

Of the remaining payrolls, the Z bank, E banks, T bank and
DE bank, only one -- the T=740 == includes annual employees. The
T=' 40 or DE=202 is ého largest payroll in dollar terms, totalling
$3.5 million every two weeks. It covers the 1,000 employees who
work as custodians in the school buildings and their expenses for

supplies, equipment, and their approximately 7,000 assistants.

3¢
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TABLE 7 ’ —
’ Distribution of Employees by Payroll
» June, 1980
2 , S
R-740 Anmual 62,918 120,000,000 bi-weekly
J-740 Annual 5,004 3,500,000 bi-weekly
J=741 Anmal 1,612 800,000 bi-weekly °
DE-202 Annual 1,000 - 3,500,000 bi-weekly K
E-bank Bourly ‘ 29,868 3,000,000 bi-weekly
Z-bank Hourly 919 200,000 weekly
DE-470 Hourly 1,000 500,000 monthly
DE-170 Daily 5,000 2,000,000 monthly
TOTAL 107,321

Source: Pentax Tapes, June 1980, and Interview Data with Payroll
Office, Board of Education

L b
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There are four additional payrolls. These cover hourly and
per Giem employeces. The laréolt---’$3 million every two weeks -- is
divided into three units. It is the E-bank and includes approxi-
mately 30,000 individuals -- approximately 6,900 hourly school
lunch aides, baetween 12,300 and 14,000 paraprofessionals, principally
assigned to classrooms, and approximately 8,000 school aides and
guards. Because E-bank emploYees are paid by the hour, the total
number shifts from day to day as individuals take vacations, report
in sick, or find full-time work. In addition, individuals who work
in more than one program -- as pa:.jrofessionals and school lunch
aides, for example -~ receive more than one check.

Other hourly por;onncl are carried on the "Z-bank" (2-740) and
the DE=-740 payrolls. The Z-bank, also known as the hourly mechanics
payroll, covers the approximately 435 mechanics such as plumbers and
steamfitters who are paid prevailing industry wac¢es and approximately
345 hourly administrative employees such as assistant sccountants,
clerks, and typists. The Z-bank payroll totals approximately
$200,000 every week for these 900 employees. The other hourly
payroll is the DE=740 which covers hourly professionals who work
in after school programs as coaches and advisors. Individuals
carried in this payroll are frequently included in the R=740 bank
as well. Approximately $5,000 checks per month are cut . the
Board for this payroll.

The final payroll is the DE-170 which covers the approximately
5,000 per diem substitites. This payroll anoun;. to apprcxinacoly‘

$2.0 million every month and is totally managed by the Board.




In addition to the eight regular payrolls, the Board also
m:l.nf:a:l.nl sugploﬁntn payrolls to covsr unanticipated costs. There
are two supplemental custodial payrollso -= ona for emergencies (the
DE=112) and one to cover the schools after regular school hours
(the pt-lls)- There are 21s0 supPlemental piyrolll for teachers
(the W=740 and the S-740), administrators (DE~200) and hourly
personnel (DE=400). )

In total, the Board posts 14 separate payrolls covering some
105,000 employses. Approximately 66% are annual employees. With
the exception of per diem substitutes, the remainder are hourly

_empi es. Of the annual employees, 90% are covered by the R-bank
as psdagogic personnel, 7% are covered by the J=740 bank as general

administrative employees, 2% are covered by the J=741 school’lunch

bank, and the remaining 1% are anmial custodians. (Table 8)

II. Problems in Analysis
The confusion over the total number of individuals employed at

the Board arises from fundamental differences in the ways individuals
are cuinted. The budgets differentiate between pedagogic and
administrative lines; the payrolls categorize personnel on the basis
of payroll banks. For example, the budgats do not distinguish between
school lunch administrators and other administrative personnal; in
the payrolls, such employees are carried in three separate banks.

The budgets do not include all hourly aides, per diem substitutes

and mschanics; the payrolls cover such employees in separate banks.

Differences in definitions render counting heads a complex task.
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: / , TABLE 8
Distribution of u;ployool by Payroll
June, 1980 ' .
City Tax Le Reimbursable Total
) Rebank 56,794 6,124 62,918
J-740 ] 2,98 2,046 5,004
J-741 1,610 © 1,612
Z=-bank 688 233 919 T
E-bank 18,629 11,239 29,868
Total 80,677 19,644 < 100,321
- Source: Pentax Tapes, June 1980 . y
N 1
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This diﬂticultx; ;I.-‘ccnpound.d by the fact that ;h; c:l.f;y counts
only‘cholo employees who lf. plidlf;on.éicy tax levy or inter-
govnrnnnn£31 funds while the Board counts all such employees plus
those for whom it issues chacks, fuch as certain substitutes ma
Jourly <mployees. Thus, the budgets reflect a total limited to
city tax levy employees, those on reimbursable lines, and some
hourly personnel, while payroll totals include all employees.

Another problem is related to the fact ﬁhac neither budgets
nor payrolls attribute individuals on grant or categorical program \
funded lines to functional units. Rather, such employees are

ried in district appropriation units -- as CETA employees (770)
r ag reimbursables (213). Thus, neither budgets nor p#yrolla
eveal where these personnel are working. Moreover, the budget
generally und‘erescmces\ the number of staff who will be employed
on reimbursable lines. Since two in ten of the 105,000 employees
at tie Board of Education are paid on this basis, thay represent

a a:l.qgn:l.f:l.cant source of manpower which cannot be included in

analysis of staff by function.

II1I. Payrolls vs. Budgets at Midyear

Comparison of the midyear budget (Budget as Modified) and the
February Board of Education headcount yield somo‘:l.na:l.ghi:s into the
difficulty of reconciling the two documents and the discrepancy
chw;en them. The Modified Budget totaled 62,770 annual city tax
levy ongloyees,’ compared to the 64,104 included in the February

headcount, a difference of 2%s. (Table 9)

-
-
s
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TABLE 9 ' o

Conparison of Budqof. as Modified (BAM) and Pobruary P‘ayroll‘
By Unit of Approptiation —

PY 1980 .
t _ Feb.!
. - BAM_ ' Payroll Difference .
. 'S
201: District Instruction & N ,
Administration 33,582 33,656 - 74 -<As
203: Division of High Schools 15,028 71;,087 + 59 <1y
é ’
205; Division of Special ‘
Tducation _ 7,245 9,658 +2,413 +33%
N~
207:  Ancillary Services' 2,559 - 1,943  ~616 =24%
209+ Division of School \ : |
Buildings /2,660 2,310 =350 =13%
i
211: Central Admin: stration o ’ ) !
Activities - _1,696 1,450 -_=246 =15%;
TOTAL , 62,770 64,104 +1,334 + 2%

-

1Includes 675 other pogitions for schoal lunch

5

Sources: Budget as Modified, FY 1980, Ezutivo Budget, :FY 1981
Supporting Schedules, c:l.ty of New York o
Monthly Financial Statesents, Pebruary 19&0, Board B
of Rducation, 1980 ' o
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services Qhoro payroll popitionl:w:i:;tiig/tthe budgeted. Some
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The. number °gm§2§i!£995l!,2? ?!Y?911 is significantly less

——— e wpramn e
¥

-

. '3 R
than the budgeted position® in the three administrative units

vhich sulfered from the.midyear cuts, indicating that cuts, in

- .

fact, hlg’hccn nade. The widest difference between payrcll lines

and budget politions,cxilt;d.li ancillary lérviqes, where the

-

number of payroll positions-is 24% less than those budgetedw, -

Within that unit, the greatest discrepancy existed in pupil personnel

- '

!
of the gap can be attributed to the organizational shift of Bursau

of Child Guidance personnel to the Diyisioq\of Special €ducation;

-

some can hi"dttributqd to the reorganization «- school safcty{

.But, th; djitferential in FqQod Services repfesented a true cut in

staffing: - full-time-tax 'levy budgeted lines for high school and |

nonpublic school: lunches were eliminated.

Instructional Services vs. Administration «

The differential in central administration was 15%, Sut the
division was not cut uniformly. Of the 13 offices, seven were
. /
affec* “d. The difference b:tween payroll and budget was .greatest

/
in absolute terms in the staff offices of Business and Administration,

. oo
Supplies, and Personnel, where payroll positions were less than those
/ N

budgeted. In percentage terms, line offices were more‘éeverely

(4

affected: payvoll positions were 25% less than those -bugeted for

FY 1980 in,Cﬁ;ricnlunmandﬂInst:uction—and the Board of-Education,

and 18% in the Deputy Chancellor's office. “

»
i

Although the Monthly Pinancial Statements do rot provide

details on budget codes ¢'. School Buildings, coyp@rison of the
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June headcounts and budgets indicates that the‘}}ﬁ differential‘ln ’
this\diviaion is the result of the cuts in custodial‘;nd répair
shop offices.
In the three instructional units, the number of individuals
on the payroll egceeded the budgeted numﬁe:. The greatest dis-
crepancy existed in special education where the number of payroll

positions was one third greater than those budgeted. Although

\ this difference was substantially reduced by the end of the fiscal

year, the midyear condition reflected the Board's continuing %:ability"

to accurately projeét the register for special education services:.

The discrepancy between payroll and budget in the districtsa can be
attributed to a similar problem, Hoﬁever, it appears that the over—
budget condition of the high schools reflected q-tiﬁé lag between

budgets and payrolls.

Pedagogues vs. Administrators

Which personne' were cut? Although we can identify those
units where the number of employees is less than the planned numbef;
it is somewhat more difficult to establish what percentage of the

r

‘cuts were taken by administ}atnrs or‘pedagoéic personnel from payrolls
alone. ‘Similaély, it is not ci;ar whether cuts were taken by .

hourly or annual employees, since the Board headcount groups all
posiéions in the 3;140; J-741, 2-740, and DE-205 banks as adminis-
trators without identifying ten-month personnel in the J-741 bank

or hourly pefsonnel in the z—baﬁk. Thus, we cannot establish

whether the cuts were taken by full-tima administrative personnel

or prevailing rate administrators and mechanics. At the same

\

<




time, the headcount does not reveal whether these empty budgeted

positions remained open or whether they were filled by reimbursagle
émployees. Reliance on reimbursable personnel to fill émpty budget
lines makes sense from a fiscal perspective becausa»it shifts personnel
costs from city to intergovernmental funds. But unless they are noted
in accounting documents, such changes cannot be documented..

Nevertheless, it is possible to draw some conclusions about the
relative 1mpac§ of the cutsuon administraéive and pedagogic personnel.
Based on comparison of modified budget and Board headcount totals,
the cuts were taken primarily in administrative‘positions. ngroll
positions for full-time administrative lines were fuily 9% less
than those budgeted; if part-time positions are included, this
disparity grows to 19%. In comparison, the number of pedagogic
positions exceeded those budgeted by 58. (Table 10)

The discrepancy in administrative lines was greatest in ancillary
services, where it was 228, followed by central administfMtion a;xd
school buildings. Almost 45% of the net difference of 204 positions
in central administration existed in Business and Administration
and Personnel, while another 20% occurred in the Deputy Chancellor's
office. But there was also a widg disparity in the high schools
and the districts where the number of emplcyees in administrative
lines was 20% less than those budgeted, indicating'that some of
the cuts were taken in school district administratlon.

\

IvVv. Payrolls vs. Budgets: End of FY 1980

1Y
F.ve months later, the absolute difference between budgeted

positioni and payroll positions had widened but the percentaga
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TABLE 10

Comparison of Budget as Modified (BaM) PY 1980 and February, l980

Payroll by Pedagogues and Administrators

Pedagogques
201l: ~ District Instruction &
Administration

203: Division ! High Schools

205: Division of Special
Education

207: Ancillary Services'

209: Division of School

Buildings

211: Central Administratio
Activities -

Subtocal

Administrative

201: District Instruction &
Administration

203: Division of High Schools

205: Division of Special
Education

207: Ancillary Services!

209: Division of School
Buildings

211: Central Administration
Activities

Subtotal

Total

VIncludes 675 other employees

Feb.!
BAM - Payroll Difference
# ]
32,988 33,181 +193 +1%
14,763 14,876 =113 ~1%
6,909 9,334 +2,425 +35%
348" 214 =134 =39
15 17 + 2 +13%
341 29¢ + 42 +12%
55,364 57,921 +2,557 + 5%
594 475 =119 -20%
»
265 211 -~ 54 -20%
336 324 =12 = 4%
2,211 1,729 3482 -22%
2,645 2,293 =352 =13%
1,355 1,151 -204 ~15%
7,406 6,183 ~1,223 =17%
62,770 64,104 +1,334 + 2%

Sources: Budget as Modified, FY 1980, Executive Budget, FY 1961
Supporting Schedules, City of New York
Monthly Financial Statements, February 1980, Board

of Education, 1980

14




difference remained largely unchanged. (Table 11) The June budget
@

b oo ——- - - peflected the-changee which had occurred during the year == increases

in special education, the districts and the high schools, as well

g

/ the cuts in ancillary l'ervices, administration and school buildings.

P Wwith the exception of special education and the districts, which
were slightly over budget, the number of employees on payroll was
less than the planned amount ~- even after the budget modifications.

The gap between the budget and the payroll was widest in ancillary

-

gervices followed by school buildings and central administration,
but the percentage difference between planned and actual staff for
these units was approximately the same as it had been in February.
Moreover, the ratio of teaching to administrative staff remained
at nine-to-one, as it had been at the beginning of the year.

Did the Board succeed in eliminating the 150 positions
mandated by the City? The Board's Monthly Financial Statements
for Pebruary through June show a met loss of 534 positions, or a

1% net cut in administrative and pedagogic employees for six

appropriation un’its. (Table 12) Cuts were achieved in the high
schools, certial administration and school buildings, those units
where the Board had proposed cuts would be made. In absolute
numbers, the largest cut was sustained by central administration
which lost 112 positions. Line and staff offices were hit equally
hard. Personael were terminated in the Chancellor's office, the
Deputy Chancellor's office, Curriculum and Instruction, Business
and Administration, and Supplies. The only office untouched was

Personnel, which gained staff.

45
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TABLE 11

Comparison of Final Budget FY 1980 and Jume; 1980 —- -~ -
Payroll by Unit of Appropriation

)

June
. . « Pinal Payroll Difference -
# ]

201: District Instruction &

Administration 33,975 34,007 _+ 32 ~<1%
203: Division of High Schools 15,244 14,648 =596 - 4% i
205; Division of Special -

BEducation 9,315 9,378, + 63 + 1%
207: Ancillary Services' 2,574 1,958 -616 =248
209: - Division of School

Buildings 2,535 2,218 =317 ~=13%
211: Central Administration .

Activities : 1,509 1,361 =148 -10% b
TOTAL . ' 65,152 63,570 -1,582 ~ 2 o

Sources: Final Budget, October 21, 1980, Office of Budget Operations
and Review, Board of Education, City of New York
Monthly Pinancial Statement, June 1980, Board of Education
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TABLE 12

Comparison of February, 1980 Payroll with June, 1980 Payroll
by Unit of Appropriation

L U U S

N TR g, T et et B 80 B iyt v e

February June Difference
N # )
201: District Instruction &
Administration 33,656 34,007 +351 + 1%
203: Division of High Schools 15,087 14,648 =439 - 3%
205: Division of Special N
Education 9,658 9,378 =280 - 3%
207:  Ancillary Services 1,943 1,958 + 15 +<1%
LY
209: Division of School ’
Buildings 2,310 2,218 =92 - 5%
211: Central Administration
Activities 1,450 1,361 =_89 - 6%
TOTAL b , 64,104 63,570 =534 =<1%

Sources: February Monthly Pinancial Statement, 1980, Board of
Education, City of New York
June Monthly Financial Statement, 1980, Board of Education,
City of New York
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Payrolls docun;nt that the midyear cuts had virtually ;o
effect on the distribution of pedagogic and administrative staff:
.the teacher-aduinistrator ratio remained at nine to one. Although
the ratio in central administration shifted in favor of adminis-
trators, it was offset by the shift to @ncreasod pedagogues in

special education-

L4

»

gpu;vor, the Board of Education failed to complete the actions
to redace tlre a;ficit in three areas. The June Monthly Financial
Steta!Pntl show that the Board had laid off only 140 of 150 admin-
istrators; the hiring freeze on vacancies was only 85% effective,
and the target of $3 million in OTPS savings was never reached
(Chart A). The initial commitment of messures to close the budget
gap for FY 1980 was based on a projected deficit. By the end of
the year, having obtained all new revenues from the city, state,
and federal governments, the Boara of Education realized that the
@rojection had been slightly overstated and that in fact the year

" would end with a minimal surplus, in part Que to those reductions
that were executed. Not surprisingly, the reaction was to relax
efforts to contain spending and to meet the more difficult adminis-
trative cuts.,

The Board of Education A4Aid avoid a budget deficit but the final
series of administrative reductions was not implemented and the
opportunity to generate rocurrinq.administrative savings was lost.

Comparison of the Pentax tapes with the Monthly Financial
Statements provides a slightly different picture of staffing at
the Board at the end of the fiscal year. There is a difference of

approximately 1,500 positions between the two totals. (Table 13)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CHART A

Status Repost on FY 1900 Measures to Closs the Projected Budget OGap

. Janwary fabeuary March doril ey Nne
1. Admin. layoffs § .5 mil. &0 layolts 23 transfers) reviewing updated list 100 tei~ina- 128 zemoved 120 removed; T T
: 150 positions . 15 retirsments teruinations) tions from payroll 28 exzected
> #5 achieved in wly
_ 18 optstending .
3. HRiring freese $3.6 mil. 33 of all vacancy 400 of all vac. budget modifi~ budget modifi- same same
ou vacancies ixeeses received) freeses raviewed ocatioa /.344) oations to OM®
deler .ng SN for $2.9 mil,
o’ positions or 838 of
positions !
3. Attrition $1.6 mil. adain. headgount sll Board hiring same sane ’
will reflect » coatrolled thr
tever positions positioa-control
¢ mm aotice '
forms ?
4. Preess 90 Peda- § .8 mil. *achisved by returning - - - - -
ic lines salary agoruals —
S, Special Rd. Red. $3.0 mil. 148 teachers ‘'transfer 158 teachers same *5.0 achleved - -
termindted 320 thrv teruinated or
BHA reassigned)
’ tranafer of o
272 resource
tsachexs for
$3.7 million
118 positions
sliminated
6. ores $3.0 mil. $1.0 achieved - - - - -
by rataining accruals) . .
Noditications budget modifi- 19¢ of addi- N of 458 of remaining
requasted for oations dsleting tioaal ocuts requested $2 million outs
remaining 308 of cuta pce~ prepared for $2 millioa forwarded to OMB
$2.8 million od BOR BOR

* a Measures completod




i)

CHART A (ocomt.) /
e damgary . . Isbrvary _arch apet) Yay Nune
7. Contimuing Bd. $2.0 ail. WNYC Youth Board will msetings w/Div. mestings v/ D¥Y probe) no same *reallo~
coantraot for of Nigh Schools dtstricts final spplica- oated
programs w/soard of applicstions to disouss tions from Youth $2 aillion
Bduostion requested) implenmentation Board) prpb.
mterials to
- ' Qommunity school “ ’
districts —
8. Coatract Maint. $3.0 mil. budget modification san) sane wodification for ¢ ~ -
prepared deleting ¢ $3.8 million
3 1 £ A0
9. Pood Services- $1.0 ail. P° has eoffected required same same 3 oa- .
’ , savings tioa for $1.0 mil~
lion prooessed &
_forwarded to ON® '
16. Trens. $2.5 mil. ‘tachisved through - - - - - 4
* reductioa of 11 reg. ?
buses & 47 buses for
bandicapped
11. Custodian Schedules $.6 mil. ~ budget modifica~ same sodification for * - -

tioa submitted for
lsases) replaces
unsttainable

‘ cleaning out

$.6 aillion .

progesced by I0R
& seat to OMB N

* = Measures campleted

1 -

Source: MNonthly FPinancial Status Reports, New York City Board of Bducation,

January through Juns, 1980

¢
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201: District Instruction &
Administration
203:

Division of High Schools

205:

Division of Special
Education

§§07:

Ancillary Services

~e
-t
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] TABLE‘1?5< ‘

Comparison of June Payroll and Pentax Tapes for June, 1980
by Unit of Appropriation

Juhe _ June , ,
Payroll Pentax Difference
o L)
34,007 33,431 -576 - %
14,648 14,521 «127 - }\
9,378 9,464 + 86 + 1%
1,958 1,972, + 14 + 18
2,218 1,207 +1,011 +4€%
1‘361_ 1,467 +106 + 8%
63,570

62,062 "1'508 - 2‘

Y

£

Monthly Financial Statement, June 1980, Board of Education,

209: Division of School

Buildings
211: Centrai-hdninistracion
Activities
TOTAL

Sources:

City of New York,
Pentax Tapes for June 1980 -
J

| TR .
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" numher of administrative stL:flthathe Board's headcounts.

»
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L ~

The Pentax tapes show a more dramatic decrease overall in adminis-
trative staff than the Pin&ncial headcounts, but this is largely
accounted for by the drop in positions in School Buildings. 1In

every .other unit including the districts; the Pent§x>shows a larger

L]
'

~ N
Conversely, the Pentax carries smaller R-740 totals for the dis~

tricts and special education than the June statement.

The discrepancy between the headcounts is large enough to raise._

some serious questions about the Board's personnel recordkeeping

especially with respect to hourly personnel. It appears that the

|

difference in the totals for adminigtration can be attributed to .

the drop in prevailing rate mechanics in school buildings, who are

L]

carried as hourly annual employees. Since the Monthly Financial

! ; .
Statements do not breakdown administrative categories, this decrease
is obscured. Similarly, Monthly Financial Statements do not reflect

L *
changes in the total Z-bank payroll. Thus, it is difficult to .

captu:; shifts for thogse hourly employees as well. ‘

,  The Pentax tapes also shpé the total number o{ hours. supplied
by E-bank personnel by appropriatioﬁ unit, which the MFS and ! ’
budgets do not. Although this numbgz f}uctuates,‘the breakdown

of employees by divisions provides some indication of those units

. which rely most heavily on hourly staff. ‘3

E-bank scatf represent a significant source of manpower
. » -

gspeciilly in the districts and school ldhch programs. They also N

-

account for a significant share of personnel costs.. E-bank staff

cah be usg§ to maintain services where full—tiﬁe staff is eliminated.

B
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Thus, lAreeord of the total number of hours can progide . 2 dica:’
tion of the impact of cuts in services and useful data for g;fionnel
planning. Absent such data, the MFS and the budgets reveal an
incomplete pattern of services at the Board.--

(

¢
THE BOARD OF EDUCATiON: FIVE YEARS AFTER THE FISCAL CRISIS

The fiscal ;crisis in 1975 was traumgtic for the Board of
Education. In one year, it lost 1ll% of its personnel. More than
7;000 positions were 2liminated in the districts, 2,200 positions
were eliminated in the high schools, 700 positions were lost in
special education. Nor were the cuts limited to instructionai
se;vices. Operating staff was also cut as were offices in the
admj .{stration.

Sinice 1976, as the city struggled to balance its budget, the
Board bas been forced to make further reductions in staff. Potential
savings from the decline in student enrollment h;ve been difficult to
achieve as costs for fuel, “ransportation and staff -;‘all driven

by inflation\r- have risen. At the same time, the systews has had

to fulfill mandates for services imposed by the feder~l government.
During these five years, the EPP has consistently argued for main-
taining the level of instructional services while ~educing the size
of administration. Has it succeeded? What effects have the dramatic
changes had on staffing at the Board?
Comparison of payroll documents prepared by the Mard in 1976 /
with 1980 payrolls shows very slight decreases in total staff --
;anging from 1% to 3% depending on how the counts are calculated.

1

(Table 14) Pedagogic staff has grown slightly (hy 1%) while

95
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TABLE 14

Comparison of June, 1976 Payroll and June, 1980 Pentax by
. Pedagogues and Administrators

1976 1980 Difference
¥ Y

Pedagogques -
Pedagogues R-740 56,769 57,542 +773 + 1%
Cartificated Employees E=744 25 - =25 =100% ®
Subtotal 56,794 57,542 +748 + 1%
Administrators B}
Administrative Employses J-740 3,606 2,9727  -634 -18% ]
Annual School Lunch Workers 1,808 1,€12 =196 =11%
Mechanics DE-401 520 X 435 - 85 -168%
Custodians 1,076 1,000 =76 = 7%
Subtotal | 7,130 6,019 -1,111 -16%
TOTAL ! 63,924 63,561 =363 = 1%

\

1estimate based on administrative headcount, net school lunch,
mechanics, and custodians in Pentax

Sources: 1976 Response to EPP testrnbny: Board of Education
1980 Pentax tapes R
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administrative staff including custodians and prevailing wage
mechanics have dfopped 16%. The teacher-administrator ratio was
nine to one in 1976; it remains the same today.

Comparison of budget documents supports similar conclusions.
Since 1976, there has been an overall decrease of 4% in city tax
levy positions at the Board. staff has g;en cut in every area
with the exception of special education. But the pattern of cuts
that occurred in 1975 has been reversed. (Table 15)

The share of cuts absorbed by administrative and ancillary
services now exceeds those sustained by instructional services.

Reconciliation of the 1976 with 1980 appropriation units
shows an 1ll% decrease in administrative lines. (Table 16)
Ancillary services incurred the largest proportion of reductions
with a net loss of 16%. Positions have been eliminated in the
administrative offices for school lunches and p;pil personnel.
Central administration also sustained a net reduction of 11%,
primarily because of cuts in Business and Adninist¥ation and
Curriculum and Instruction. School buildings lost a i{e\g 8% of its
personnel th.ough cuts in custodial services and repair éhgps.

. In contrast, the numbef of employéhs in some offices h;s
increassd ~- most notably Pe-connel by 13%; Budget by 140%; Legél
Services by 758 and the Board of Examiners by 28%. In most instances
the increase gan be attributed to reorganizations, where the inciease
actually offsets a decroas; elsewhefo. No management analysis was
undertaken to determine the net effect of such transfers, either in

terms of number of personnel or their improied efficiency. 1In one

‘ case, however, the Division of Personnel, there is no apparent

57
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TABLE 15
Comparison of Tax Levy P.sitions at the Board of Education
' by Unit of Appropriation
Exscutive Budget Budget as Modified
_ 1976 1980 Differencs 1976 1980 Difference .
' * s # s
Central Admin. Activities 2,142 1,715 =427 -20% 1,910 1,696 ~214° -1l1%
Ancillary Services 3,324 2,731 =593 -18% 3,064 2,559 =505 ~16%
School Buildings . 3,027. 2,724 =303 -10% 2,894 2,660 =234 -~ 8%
High Schools © 16,170 14,891 -1,279 - 8% 15,123 15,028‘2 - 95 « 1%
District Instruction & 35,331 33,864 -1,467 - 4% 36,271 33,582 -2,689 - 7% -
Administration
Special Education 6,891 6,789 -102 - 1% 6,274 7,245 +971 +15%
66,885 62,804 -4,081 - 6% 65,536 62,770 -2,766 - 4% .

Source: Executive Budget, FY 1976, City of New York

Executive Budget, FY 1980, City of New York

Budget as Modified, FY 1976, Executive Budget, FY 1977

Budget as Modified, FY 1980, Executive Budget, FY 1981, City of New York

S8
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TABLE 16

Comparison of Tax Levy Positions at the Board of Education by

~ Responsibility Center

Executive Budget and Budget as Modified!

FY 1976 and FY 1980

Executive Budget

B o 1976 1980
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES
Central Admin. Activities o
Board of Education 30 23
Office of Legis. Rep. 3 3
Office of Sec. _34 _26
67 52
Chancellor
Office of Chancellor 40 40
Educ. 'Perf. & Acct. 3 7
Office of Public Affairs 2 29
Office of Educ. Bval. 43 31
Sr. Asst. for Instruction - -
Sr. Asst. for Business - -
137 107
Community School District Affairs
Exscutive Director 9 11
Central Zoning Unit 27 17
Intergrp. Human Rel. - A3 -]
49 34
‘Educ. Planning & Support (new Curriculum & Instruction)
. KExecutive Director 12 12
Dissemination Unit T - 12
Planning Unit - 4
Center for Health & Phys. Ed. 18 13
Humanities & Arts 17 29
Taxtbooks 9 -
AV Instruction 36 -
Math & Science 11 7
Reading 3 8
Bilinigual Ed. 42 24
Career & Occ. Ed. 22 20
Library & Media 111 50
Ctr. for School vev. - 13
Advisory Coun:il Occ/Ed 3 3

1Changu in individual responsibility centers (offices) should be considered within
the context of their respective subheadings to distinguish between reorganizations

and net changes in the number of personnel.

59

Pudget as Modified

1976
——2

22
30

55

38

41
37

125

1980

24
26

53
43

34
20

106

11
15

30
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Table 16 (cont.)

Executive Budget Budget as Modified
1976 1980 ‘ 1976 1980 .
Educ. Planning & Support (new Curriculum & Instruction) (cont.)
Staff Development 8 16 7 13
Boro wide Music Prog. - - - -
Music 13 . -
School Volunteer 8 5
Innovative - -
Curri. Dav. & S\lpport 27 -
Home Economics 11 -
Foreign Languages ’ S -
The Learning Cooperative _16 -
372 216
Personnel R
Executive Director 7 23 .
Appeals ¢ Review > 15 ?
C>]llege & Community Liaison 12 6
Pield Services 4 ; S
office of Admin. Personnel -26 26
Office of Pedagogy 44 43
Teacher Status 15 15
Staff Services 11 33
Health/Welfare .7 - 7
Medical Bureau 37 26
Salary Differential & Status 21 17
Career Training Prog. ) - -
Personnel Planning - _25 -
224 208

Business & Administration

Executive Director 7 17
Financial Operations 7 3
Cash Management 16 15
Ped. Payroll 121, 65
Non Ped. Payroll 29 43
Accts. Payable T 68 48
Accounting 15 27
Retirement Claims 21 18
Engineering Audit 13 21
Management Information Systems 178 144
School Fin. aid 22 22
Management Analysis 18 27
supp. Services 6 5
Admin. Services 25 20
Supplies 353 257
Unemploywment Insurance - 12
Review & Control — -

899 744
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Table 16 (cont. )

o Executive Budget Budget as Modified
1976 1980 1976 1980
Board of Examiners 158 112 92 118
Deputy Chancellor )
Office of Deputy Chancellor 37 12 29 12
Budget Operations & Review 26 61 ] 25 60
Performance Managsment Unit 22 23 15 19
Office of Ed. Statistics 37 4 46 .-
Metrolab (Office of Student .
Information Services) - 14 - 11
Labor Relations 23 28 22 32
Auvditor General 51 70 77 67
Equal Opp. 6 5 6 11
Legal Serxvices 15 25 ° 16 28
CETA Admin. - - - 10
Central Business Office - - - 2
Data Processing - - - S
Chief Clerk 19 = 7 =
236 T 242 253 257
TOTAL CENTRAL ADMIN. ACTIVITIES 2,142 1,715 1,910 1,696
ANCILLARY SERVICES
Pupil Transportation
Bureaa of Pupil Trans. _44 _63 44 64
44 63 44 64
School Lunch
Bureau of School Lunch Admin. . 541 418 441 194
HS Lunch 412 336 412 -
Spec. Ed. Lunch - 13 - 172
JHS Lunch 439 429 436 148
Elem. Lunch 756 927 742 1,513
Non Public School:funch 184 136 156 -
2,332 2,259 2,187 2,027
Pupil personnel !
Educ./Voc. Guidance 8 12 14 13
Attendance Admin. 8 65 . 75
Attendance Services 173 73 171 77
Attendance Services, Non-Public 17 17 17 17

1school-based guidance counselors are included with instructional services ;s are
district attendance teachers.

O 2In 1976, administrative positions for attendance were included with the attendarnce
EKC teachers. These clerical positions were subsequently moved to ". .tendance
IS pdministration.” 6 1
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" “Table 16 (cont.) o e

i Executive Budgat Budget as Modified
) 1976 1980 1976 1980
Pupil Personnel (cont.)
Attendance Teachers - - - -
Office of Pupil Personnel
Services "‘Admin. - - - 23
Buresau of Child Guidance
(Special xd) 279 219 181 218
Bureau of Child Guidance
Mental Health (Districts) 431 - 428 =
916 386 8ll 423
School Safety’
School Safety Admin. 32 23 22 45
HS Safety - - - -
District Safety - - - -
32 23 22 45
TOTAL ANCILLARY SERVICES 3,324 2,731 : 3,064 2,559
SCHOOL BUILDINGS2 .

- Execut ive Director ' 5 16 5 22.
Central Staff - 94 N - 99
Operation of School Plants 94 100 92 99
Custodial Service 1,190 1,247 1,213 1,185
Bureau qf. Maintenance 284 - 284 -
-Bureau of Main., Eng., & Admin. 128 224 128 225
Wages, Repair Shop, Mechanics 771 710 7 700
Design & Construction 489 - 401 -
Bureau of Construction - 147 - . 149
Bduc. Pac. Planning & Design 66 186 - . 181

TOTAL SCHCOL BUILDINGS 3,027 2,724 2,8%4 2,660

15chool guards are paid with reimbursable funds from CETA and are included in a
separate Unit of Appropriation. .

2Note that Design and Construction and the Bureau of Maintenance ware climinated

in a reorganization and the personnel were redistributed to other offices with a
net decrease. :
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s ~ Table 16 (cont.)

Executive Budget

. ) 1976 1980
HIGH 3CHOOLS

Executive Director 45 15

Office of HS Supt. - -

Field Supsrvision (incl. H.S.

Supt.-Bx. for 1980) - 3l
Pupil Services X 23 21
Organ. & Planning 32 35

. Cooperative Education 12 7
Office of Cont. Educ. 34 2
Office of H.S. Supt. - Bklyn. - -
Office Of HeSe Supto - Manh. - . -
Office Oof H.S. Supt. - Queens - -
Office of H.S. Supt. - S.I. - -
Day HS Teaching Academic 11,525 11,646

(includes Alternative H.S. for 1980)

Alternative Schools 100 -
Harlem Prep - 28 -
Bilingual Educ. 113 115
Day HS Teaching Sp. Needs - 720
pay HS Teaching Voc. 4,226 - 2,276
NY Educ. Info. System - 23
gEvening HS 1l -
Summer HS . - -
Day HS Extra Curricular 2 2
Ruppert Educ. 3 -
Day HS Optional 26 -

TOTAL HIGH SCHOOLS 16,170 14,891

DISTRICTS INSTRUCTION & ADMINISTRATION

Module 1 - Community School District Administration

Com. Boards of Ed. 79 61
Com. Supt. 883 601
962 662

Module 2 - Elem. Instruction
Admin./Teachers 20,645 16,856
Teachers, Spec. Needs 5 820
Teachers, Bilingual - 97
. Kindergarten - first grade - 2,604
20,650 20,877

Module 2 - JHS Instruction
T.”h."/ Admin. - 131184 111666
Teachers, Special Needs S 435
Bilingual Teachers 299 34
13,488 12,135
63

Budget as Modified

15,123

68
729
797

20,941
4

1,649

22,594

12,373
4
342

12,719

11,879

1i5
612
2,256

15,028

62
621
683

17,0588
815
101

2,266

20,240

11,507
438

41
11,986
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Table 16 (cont.)

r 5 .
Executive Budget Budget as Modified
T e e e — 1976 . 1980 .. 1976 = 1980
Module 2 ~ Support Services . 3
. Attendance 219 126 161 120
Sur-ortive Services/
Guidance - 90 ) - 102
219 216 16l 222
Module 3 -~ Cont. EA & Extended Use
Recreation -~ Com Ctrs - 2 - 1l
Com. Centers - Summer Progs - - - -
Distric Inst. & Admin - - - -
- 2 - 1
Module 5a -~ Special Purpose
Coordination - - - -
Legal Services - - - 1
Paras (Trans. class size) 12 3 ] -]
12 3 - 6
Module S5b - Special Purpose -
Bilingual . - 394 - 359
School Lunch helpers : ? 22 - 2
Cooks ‘ - 12 - -
kind elem. innovative progs - 33 - 49
Innovative Progs - JHS - 8 . - 7
Model School Prog. - - . -’ 27
- 469 - 444
TOTAL DISTRICT ADMIN. & INSTR. 35,331 33,864, 36,271 33,582
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION' 6,891 6,789 6,274 7,2452
GRAND TOTAL 66,885 62,804 65,536 62,770
Source: Executive Budget, FY 1976, City of New York
- Executive Budget, FY 1980, City of New York '
Budgat as Modified, FY 1976, Executive Budget, FY 1977
Budget as Modified, FY 1980, Executive Budget, FY 1981, City of New York
bue to the total reorganization of the bPivision of Special Eduéatign and the .

restructuring of the budget format, it is not useful to compare the responsibility
centers for 1976 and 1980. KPP is preparing a complete expenditure analysis of
the Division of Special Education to be released, Spring 198l.

2the Budget as Modified is basod on mid-winter data. By the end of the fiscal |
year, there were 9,315 budgeted positions in the Division of Special Education. |
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5us€ifiea€l§h—for the g}Buth. The number of organizational units in
the Division of Personnel is the same as in 1976. Nor can the growth
be attributed to discrepancies in reco;dkeeping, ag confirmed by
comparison of payroll and budget documents. )

Instruction has declined also, though not as precipitously as
administration. Among the instructional areas, the greatest loss
has occurred in the districts, where the total number of lines has
declinad by 7%. This dezrease is significantly less than the 19%
drop in student enrollment for grades Fﬁé, and the 15% drop in
intermedlate school enrollment. However, as the EPP has pointead
out in the past, e cannot expect to accrue personnel savings at
the same rate as the decline in egrollment. Students do not leave
individual schools in groups of tgirty chlldren in the same grade.
The decrease in enrollment is unevenly distributed throughout the
.school and throughout community schceol districts. Thus,\even though
the number of teachers has declined less than half as fast as the
number of students, average class size has, unfortunately, risen n
slightly. The conclusion also holds in a comparison ot direct
instructional services with enrollment. Lines for elementary,
instruction have declined only 10% while those for intermediate
instruction have dropped 6%. The 1% drop in the high scuwul is
also less than the overall anrollment decline.

In contrast to these areas, the increase in Special Education
instructional staff is less proportionately than the increase in
handicapped pupils. Since 1976, there has been an overall increase
of 15% in Special Education compared tc a 49% increase in handicapped

pupils.
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What are the implications of these changes? ihe drop in, School
Buildings reflects reduction of maintenance and custodial staff,
consistent with the decrease in the size of the school plant. The
Board has also shed several functions for nonpublic schools. At the
samé time, it has streamlined sevaraf m&nagement,departmenis, consoli~
dating offices in Business and Administration as well as centralizing
pupil personnel and school lunch functions which were formerly housed

in the districts and the high schools. And the number of teachers -~

largely because of special education == has increased.

Conclusion and Recommendations R

These changes point to a policy of maintaining the i;;§1 of
instructional_Qervices rather than administrative services; of
keeping teachérs rather than administrators. The Board has adhered
. to this position rather consistently, even during the difficult fiscal
strains of last year. However it has not done all that it could do,
as exemplified by its failure to follow. through on proposed savings.

Considering that thgmggg:g haé‘generallf attempted ‘to reduce
administration, makes it all the more difficult to explain the growth
of the Divisiun of Personnel. Although the growth of the Division

. f ’ .
of Special Education has required significant numbers of new hires,
the total numger of Board of Education emplo&ees has been reduced
by 4% since 1976. The number of pedagogic employees has increased
by 18. .It is imperative that the Board of Education examine the
panagement o? the Divi;ion of Personnel, particularly the growth

(BAM FY'76~FY'80) in the Office of the Executive Director (13 posi-

" tions or 1008), the Office of Pedagogy (ll positions.or Z5%), and
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the Office of Administrative Personnel (6 positions or more.than

. . -

25%). These increases do not seem jpstified by the,overaii'change

in the workload of the Division. The implementation of a new

*

Human Resources Information System should be a vehicle for reducingy

. -
-~

these offices and not creating the need for new positions.
In light of the progress.made by the Board, i. is_a shame_that
two failings mar its berformance «= the inaccuracies of its data and

the growth in the Division of Personnel. Therefore, the EPP recommends

’ Vel
the following: . N

o
l. The Board should make every effort to reconcile

its data and make them as)compréhensive as possible.

L] M 3 . ’
2+ The Board should -investigate the causes for the k

-

growth in the Division of Peréonggl and ff’ain
qreater ;fficienéx in this office.

3." The Board, as well as the public, should remain
vigilant in monitoring its administrative .
expenditures. ‘ s

N
Nevertheless, overall, the EPP now féels much more confident

than it did in 1976 that the largest portions of funds allocated

to the Board of Education will benefit children in the classroom.
P .

As we have in the past, we will continue to advocate the paring

of the administrative budget wherever possible and to monZtorAthe

implementation of those fat-trimming activities. ' 5 '
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