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New York State School Aid: Two Perspectives

Introduction

Education funding 1s a longstanding priority in New

York, at both the State and local level, with school
aid being a major area of spending — and debate

— each vear. The Board of Regents and a number
of education advocacy groups have recommended
school aid funding 1ncreases of over $2 billion for
the upcoming school year! The State Fiscal Year
(5FY) 2016-17 Executive Budget proposes an
increase of $991 million.”

Negotiations over school aid focus ar least as much
on how those resources are disteibuted. In recent
vears, the priority has been restoring aid reduced or
frozen 1n the wake of the recession, through a series
of different formulas, each starting with the prior
year’s funding as a baseline. The current budger
proposal makes similar adjusrments, as well as
adding some new programs.

This report will examine the recent history of
school aid, highlighting the opportunities and
challenges presented by this vear’s budget. The
first section looks at aid from the school district

perspective, followed by a discussion 1a the

context of New York’s overall budget.

Executive Summary

» State aid has grown each year since
School Year (SY) 2012-13, with most of
that increase taking place outside of
the Foundation Aid formula.

» The share of total school district
revenues provided by State aid was
35.9 percent as of SY 2014-15, which
was the average over the past decade.

The Gap Elimination Adjustment (GEA)
continues to reduce aid levels. Partial
restoration of GEA cutbacks through
a separate formuia in each of the

last three years has mitigated the
effects ~ especially on the highest-
need districts - but has also added
complexity to an already complicated
school aid system.

* School aid is the largest single State-
funded expenditure within the State
Budget, averaging 23.6 percent of
the budget over the past decade. The
Division of the Budget projects this
share to increase to 25.6 percent over
the next three years.

The upcoming budget season provides
an opportunity for lawmakers to
implement school aid funding changes
that will improve transparency
and predictability for

school districts.




School District / School Year (SY) Perspective

School districts in New York have rhree main sources of revenue. The two largest are the local property

tax and State school aid, which aceounted for abour 48 percent and 36 percent of total revenues,

respectively, last year, although the proportions of each vary widely among districts. Many districts also

recetve a smaller, but sull significant, amount of federal aid.

All three of these revenue
sources have been affected
by major economic and
policy changes over the

past several vears, as shown
in Figure 1. State aid grew
rapidly in response to the
implementation of the new
Foundation Aid formula,
only to be cut in the wake
of the 2008-2009 recession,
which significantly impacted
ageregate State revenues.
These cuts were temporarily
offset by federal aid mfusions
through the American
Recovery and Reinvestment
Act (ARRA) of 2009 and a
few smaller cemporary federal
programs through 2012,
Meanwhile, property rax

increases (the main component

of local revenues) were also
slowing throughout most of
the period, even before the
implementarion of the State’s
property tax levy limir in SY
2012-13.

State and Federal Aid vs. Local Source Revenue,
Sy 2004-05 to 2014-15
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Fiscal Year Details

The School Year (SY) begins on July 1st and ends on June 30th
The State Fiscal Year (SFY) begins on April 1st and ends on

March 31st. While the State budgets for school aid on an SFY
basis. individual estimates of school aid and many other aid
discussions in the State budget are provided on a SY basis. to
facilitate school district budgeting
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The result of those changes was a slowing of total school revenue growth berween SY 200910 and SY
2012-13, although the pace of growth subsequently increased. The relative share of funding by source
fluctuated during that period as well, with the State’s shave of toral revenues peaking at 39.1 percent in
SY 2008-09, and dropping to 33.7 percent by SY 2011-12. Last vear, the Srate’s share was 35.9 percent,
consistent with the average for the ten most recent vears.” Total school district revenue rose $19 billion,

or 43.3 percent, since 8Y 2004-05.

State School Aid: Not Just How Much, but How

School aid in recent vears includes several main caregories:

* Foundation Aid: Distributed according to a statutory formula enacted in 2007, this 1s intended to

drive unrestricted aid to districts according o need and abiliry to pay.

* Lixpense-driven and other minor aids: These include funding for items such as textbooks, student

rransportation and the construction of school facilities.

* Gap Blimination Adjustment (GEEA) restoration aid: Budget-balancing atd curs were first imposed on
districts in 5Y 2010-11 through the GEA. In SFY 2012-13 the stare begin restoring those cuts and in
s0 doing, created “GEA Restoration Aid” as a new caregory.

Lxpense-based aids have not seen major formula changes during the last ten vears. Based on partial
reimbursement of actual expenditures, these aids generally grew each vear, unlike Foundarion Aid. Thus,
the main focus of the Board of Regents, school boards and other advocates of tncreased aid rhis vear has
been on phasing in funding for Foundarion Aid and eliminating the GLLA.

I Division of Local Gevernmen! and School Accouniobility March 2016




Foundation Aid

Foundation Aid was first implemented as part of the SEY 2007-08 Enacted Budger after the Campaion
Sor Fiseal Equity ruling by the State Court of Appeals, with the State comnutting fo spend an addirional
$5.5 billion on a new, transparent funding formula to be phased in over four j,'c:u’&4 Funding under this
formula was intended to provide sulficient State support to ensure a “sound basic education” for all
students 1n the State. Among other factors, Foundation Aid adjusted for differences in both capacity

of districts to raise local taxes and cost to provide services. Cost measures included differences in
regional costs and the student population and demographic profile (including poverty, Limited English
Proficiency and special needs). The formula also had a planned minimum increase in each vear of 3
percent per district, and a maximum of 25 percent, regardless of current funding levels.

The four-vear phase-in was

never completed. Afrer
increases of just over §1 billion Comparison of Projected and Actual Total State
in school vears ending in 2008 Schoel Aid, (includes some federal ARRA funds),
and 2009, budgets during SY 2007-08 through SY 2019-20
and just after the recession
froze Foundarion Aid at that $3a $275 e e
. o N $28.8 ey S8 a
level ($14.9 billion). Starting $242 7 LB
] =i . : 325 @2
in the SFY 2012-13 budget, Y
sgjh@f)l year Foundation Aid " $20 f £218 217 g0 5 ol 2
distributions have 1ncreased by £ §10.7 $18.5 2<%
berween $112 million and $428 E? 318
million per school vear. Recent $10
budgets have lacked explicit ) =t Budget
! e ) $5 —o— Estimated Actual Aid
plans to fund the formula at the
. . - ¢ Projected as of 2016-17 Executive Budget

level originally proposed in the &
SEY 2007-08 budget. 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

) Schoot Fiscal Year Ending
Neither the Execurive proposal -

- . . . ste Jravra Semrce tew York State Covipon of Sudgel iGOE) The “Projerted as of ' numbied s dre frormthe 2008
noLANYIRTaL l)Ud-Q‘(’rs have ¥ Lipdits to thar Finaticial Flan and 2016-17 Exgeutive Budae! Finsnciat Plan, (e "Edimsl
updated the factors upon which ctual A i Trom the Deserigtion of Mes York Stale School Aids (00708 fo 2015-16), Table I-4.

o . fedaral ARFA fura” in Wle Includes Fiscal Stahillzation Fung and Educ shion Jobs At money

Foundarion Aid was based.

Thus, facrors such as regional

poverty rates and even enrollment are all frozen ar historical levels. So, even when the Foundation

Aid line of aid is increased for some or all districts, it is no longer operaring as a true formula that
adjusts for these factors. Current funding for Foundation Aid is $15.9 billion, compared to the original
projection of §18.1 billion by the fourth year of the program (see Appendix .\ for more detail). This
vear’s Executive Budget proposes an increase of $266 mitlion for 8Y 2016-17.

Figure 2 shows toral projecred school aid as of the SI'Y 2008-09 budget, which still anticipated

phasing in Foundation Aid over four vears. Acrtual appropriations in the ensuing vears, as well as

projecred aid increases 1n the most recent budget, are also shown.

n Research Brief Office of the New York State Compiroller l




Gap Elimination Adjustment (GEA)

Starting in 8Y 2010-11, the State reduced school aid from levels otherwise driven by statutory formulas
by $1.4 billion. These reductions — known as the Gap Elimination Adjustment, or GEA — grew to §2.6
hillion in 8Y 2011-12. The GEA allowed New York to close a multi-billion dollar budget deficit by
assigning a porton of the state’s funding shortfall to all school districts as individual reductions m State
aid. Reductions were lower for high-need districrs on a percentage basis, but often had a grearer impact
per pupil for those districts during che [rst vears of the GEA, since much more of their revenue came
from Strate aid to begin with. Thus, even though the 8Y 2011-12 GEA formula resulted in reducrions

of 9.5 percent of aid from the highest-need districes compared with 21.4 percent from the lowest-need
districts, the average per pupil effect wis -$1,200 10 high-need urban/suburban districts and -$1401 in
high-need rural districts, compared to -$633 in low-need districts.”

In each year since 8Y 2012-13, the State has reduced rthe impact of the GEA by including a separate
formula for unrestricred “GEA Restoration Aid” in the budget. This formula has had different
caleulations tn each vear, but the ner impact over the past four years has been 1o reduce the GEA’s

effect on high-need districrs

more quickly than on average
or low-need districts. This

Average Net GEA Per Pupil by Need/Resource
Capacity, SY 2011-12 vs SY 2015-16

vear, most high-need districts
had very low net GEA per

pupil, averaging -$32 per

. o 1o New High-Need
pupil in the high neecii mvbfm/ Vork Big Urband  HighNeed Average  Low
suburban and rural districts, City Four Suburban  Ruml Heed Heed

and -$506 in the large city $a.0

school districts of Buffalo,
. {$400.0)

Rochester, Syracuse and

Yonkers {commonly known {$800.0)

as the “Bie Four”™). The

. =R ) {$1,200.0)

Execunve Budget proposes

climimating the GEA enrirely ($1,600.0)

for 200 mostly high need

1
(§1.401.3) ($1,376.7)
22012 ‘2016

disericts, and reducing it by at

Sotirce: Nev York State Edue stion Dapanment GED)

least 30 percent in the others.
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School Aid Bottom Line
Figure 4 shows school aid growth since 8Y 2011-12, when the GEA was at its largest and Foundation
Aid was still frozen. Since that rime, aid increases per pupil have been greatest in the highest-need
districts outside of New York City. The mix of aid has been a little different, however, with the Big Four
districts getting relarively larger increases from Foundation Aid, and other high-need urban/suburban
and high-need rural districts gerting more from GLEA restoration. Compared with these districts, New
York City has recetved relatively
lower aid increases over the

period, more closely resembling

Aggregate Increase in State School Ald Per Pupil
{(excluding building aid), By Type of Aid and Need/
Resource Capacity, SY 2011-12 vs. SY 2015-16

the increase for average-need
districts.

Overall, while Stare school

aid has grown since SY 2011 STER - ad ; ,

$1.891

$1.33%
$1.224
l -

12, most of that growth has

A $1,892
taken place outside of the $2,000
Foundation Aid formula. And, $1,500 | 1382
even though GE.A Restoration
Ad et de ) $1.000
Aid has provided more
assistance to school districes $500
during rhe period, it has also $

made school aid distribution New Big  High-Need High-Need Average  Low
that much more complex. As a York Four Urban/ Rural Heed Need
Clty Suburban

result, State school aid funding

18 111C1‘€’d51ng1}' difficulr for Source: SED Excludes lllon Genlral Sehool Distict, Mohawk Cantral Sehool Districl snd Central v allsy
Schoo! Dintrcl

school offictals and citizens to

understand or predict.

Local Revenues: The Property Tax Cap and Use of Fund Balances

School aid is not the complete picrure of school finance 1n New York State. Most districts depend on
property tax levies for the majority of their revenue, and 1t is a major source for all districrs. Although
controlled at the local level, non-New York City school property taxes have been subject to the State’s
levy limit (generally referred to as the “property tax cap”) stnce SY 2012-13. This law limits growth
in the property tax levy to the lesser of 2 percent or the rate of mflation. As noted 1 a 2015 OSC

Snapshot, Three Years of the Lax Cap — Ippiact on School Districls, school districts have been particularly

compliant with the tax cap, compared with other types of local governments, for an assottment of
reasons. In addition, compliance has risen over the three years of the tax cap’s existence, with only 19 of
the State’s 094 districrs (2.8 percent) overriding the cap tn SY 2014-15.°

n Research Brief Office of the New York Stote Comptroller ]




The property tax cap has been tightening since first imposed in Y 2012-13: the determination of
a school district’s property tax levy limir begins with a multi-step caleulation and involves several
elements including an inflation adjustment that can never be more than 2 percent, but can be less.
Orver the last two vears, this factor has been hovering around 1.5 percent, and will be 0.12 percent
for SY 2016-177

One porential response to lower-than-anticipated growth in total revenue is to use fund balance in order
to avoid cutting programs. The Comptroller’s Fiscal Stress Monttoring System (FSMS) tracks use of
fund balance and other financil indicators to detect levels of stress in New York’s local governments
and school districts.” FSMS results released 1n January 2016 showed that in Y 2014-15, 109 school
districts had low fund balances, but most did not. In fact, recent audits of school districts have shown
that some are maintaining excessive reserve fund balances or appropriating more fund balance than the
districts can reasonably expect to spend in the next budget yvear, in order fo avord reporung larger-than-
allowed unexpended surpluses.”

It 1s difficult to use aggregate data to determine whether these specific audit findings reflect a more
general trend toward either over-funding of reserves or over-appropriation of surpluses among the
State’s school districts. However, 1t 1s possible to examine total fund balance at the end of each fiscal
vear. In the first years of the recession, school districts received ARRA funding for operating purposes,
and municipal governments generally did not. During that period, many counties, cities and towns
dipped into their fund balances, but school districts did not do so until SY 2010-11. Even then, the
aggregate decrease was mintmal, and total school district fund balance statewide continued to grow
again the next year, albeit ar lower rates. Over the six vears analyzed 1 Figure 5, school districts in

aggregate had a fund balance increase of 45 perceat.

Percentage Change in Total Fund Balance, (General Fund), By Class, Over Prlor Year,
FYE 2008 through FYE 2014

i | Total Change
Class 2008 to 2009 | 2009 16 2010 2011t0 2012 2012 2013 to 2014 | 2008 to 2014
County 3 1 21% . : 1 5 40% 10 41%
City 52 491% 5 55%
Town -2 T% 215% 2 14% 1T
Vitiage 057% 5 62% 5 62% 5 83% 3 70% 1 454 2401%
School District 19 10% 15 71% 349% 110% | 010% | 4537%
Total 8.44% R | 6.08% 120% | 28.89%

Source: TS0 Exclides New Yo City
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School Aid Within the State Budget

Hisrorically, school aid has been the largest single expenditure of Stare funds within the Stare Budget.
Aid to school districts reached a recent peak of just over 25 percent of State Operating Funds (SOF)
spending in SFY 2008-09, with that share gradunally declining over the following three vears. School
aid’s share of the overall State budget, and the level of annual increase, varies over time in ways that
may not be predictable despire sratutory formulas. As of the State’s current 2015-16 fiscal vear, school
aid represents an estimared 24.8 percent of SOF expenditures.”

From SFY 2006-07 through current estimates for SFY 2015-16, school aid sepresented approsimarely
23.6 percent of annual SOF expenditures, on average. On an SEY basss, average annual growth in
school aid over that period was 3.4 percent, compared to average annual inflation of 2.2 percent

as measured by the Consumer Price Index. Growth in school aid was less than the average annual
growth rate of 3.4 percent for Medicaid, but higher than average increases for other major spending
categories of State agency operations (and local assistance programs other than school aid and
Medicaid). In the current and immediately preceding State fiscal vears, school aid growth has
outpaced cach of these other expenditure areas.

Schoaol aid from SOF has increased from $17.3 billion 11 SFY 2006-07 to $23.3 hillion in SFY 2015-
16, and the State’s 2016 Financial Plan Third Quarter Update included in the SFY 2016-17 Executive
Budger currently projects it will increase to approximately $27.9 billion in SEY 2019-20. Tn SFY
2006-07, school aid made up
22.6 percent of total spending
from SOF, a proportion that

Composition of Spending in State Operating Funds,
State Fiscal Years 2005-06 through 2019-20

varies from year to vear.
Current projections have

school aid 1ncreasing to 26.2

percent of total spending 0% [, .. 2B5% 274%
from SO by SFY 2019-20). -
5% =i i
FHigure 6 sllustrates the o e =
= . A 22.6% 22.9% -
proportion of SO 20%

- e S SN S
expenditures devoted to s A
school aid, Medicaid, local 15%

d P ted
assistance programs other 13.9% Tepcte
than school aid and Medicaid, 10%

and all State departmental ’p’f‘f”"f’f“{’*\b#@&sf«&‘é@#

opetations including General
State Charges (GSC n Figure =0=State Operstions sod GSC < MotScaid

6). These four expenditures ol ey Loca: Aoy

make up the njority of roral Soutce DOB, 05C

SOF spending.
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School aid’s projected share

of SOF 1s increasing because
spending in rthis area is Annual Spending Growth for Selected Areas,
projected to grow faster than SFY 2005-06 through SFY 2019-20

other areas, including the

budget as a whole. Figure 7 30%
Hlustrates acrual annual growth 5%
from SEY 2006-07 through %
SEY 2015-16 and projected 15%
annual growth from SFY 2016- 0%
17 through SFY 2019-20." %
%

In recent vears, the Executive S% iy e
-r%

has expressed a policy of

limiting the overall growth ’,"k‘ fﬁ"éf"b#‘ﬂ #‘P@ ’

of annual SO spending to 2  Mechcand

percent. State-funded Medicaid = 2

[P EESENERQLALS posIefics » Departmentsl Opensfions Inchuding General State Chusges
and school aid have separate, = Other Local Asaistance

staturorily defined growth Sonrce: DOB, GEC o

limits that historically have
been higher than 2 petcent.

School aid growth on a school-vear basis is limited to the annual growth of personal income within
New York Stare (measured on a Srate fiscal year basis). Because personal income growth can vary
sigmificantly from vear to vear, adherence to the statutory growth limit makes school aid levels more
volatile and thus creates budgeting challenges for school districts.

Education assistance authorized in the Enacted Budget has exceeded the statutory cap 1n each of the
last three vears, adding $1.8 billion o school aid over thar period. The SFY 2016-17 Execurive Proposal
mcreases school aid by 4.3 percent, approximately $85 million over the cap of 3.9 percent. Figure 8
compares annual spending growth 1n school aid, Medicaid and all other spending within SOV ro total

.

Fixecutive in 2012,

SOF spending, against the 2 percent benchmark promulgated by the

School axd from SOF comes primarily from twa sources — the Srate’s General Fund (primarily

State tax revenues) and Lottery funds. In addition, funds from new casinos authorized by vorers

in November 2013 will also be directed toward school aid. The Division of the Budget (DOB)
anticipates funding from new casinos will start to flow in SFY 2017-18, although funding from
licensing may start in SFY 2015-16. From SFY 2006-07 through SFY 2015-16, Lottery funds
represented an average 14.8 percent of SOIT school aid expenditures while General Fund resources
provided the remainder. Over the last 10 years, Lottery atd has averaged about 5 percent of school
revenue. In SFY 2015-16, Lotrery aid 1s expected to total $3.2 billion, approximately 13.8 percent of
overall SOF expenditures for school aid.

I Division of Lacal Governmant and School Accountobility March 2016




In SFY 2016-17, DOB
expects the General Fund

Comparison of Spending Growth in School Aid,

to cover approximarely

86.7 percent of SOF Medicaid and All Other Spending in State Operating
school aid spending. While Funds to Total Spending from State Operating Funds,
revenues from gambling SFY 2012-13 through SFY 2016-17
sources have contributed to
school aid over the years, 9.0% 79%
the proportion of school 0%
atd from the General 1.8%
Fund represents the great ao%
i o S0%
majority of such funding 40%
and is projected to increase. 10%
Revenue from new casinos 2.0%

dedicated to school aid 1.0%
Q0%
4.0%
-2.0%

1s expected to reach $168
million 1n SFY 2019-20.

This will add marginally to

total school aid.

== All Othes Spending from Staie Operating Funds
— Totsl Spending from Steie Opersting Funds.

Souwrce: DOB, OSC

Conclusion

Nearly a decade ago the State developed a plan to stmplify education funding and ensure both

A o - <
parity and suffictent State support across all school districts for students to receive a “sound hasic
education.” For numerous reasons, the effort was short lived, and rhe result has been that funding
for schools has become more complicated. As stakeholders undertake planning and negotiation for

Pt

the upcoming budget, there is an opportunity to work towards a simplified, more equitable and
transparent model for funding education in New York Srate.
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Notes

1

*

New York State Board of Regenes Stare Aid Subcomuttee, 2016-2017 Regents Stare \id Proposal, December 14, 2015,
www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/2016-2017%20Regents% 205 tate%20Aid%20Proposal.pdf.

“Hihucanon Lobby Seeks 82,2 billion Incrcase,” Albany Times-Uion, November 10, 2005 “Fulfilling rhe Pducation

i}

Promuse: A Proposal on State Aid to School Districts for Sehool Year 2016-177 New York State Association of School
Busimess Officials, November 19, 2015,

I 2017 Faxecutive Budper Financial Plan,” New York State Division of Budget, January 2016, For more information
on the Bxecutive Budget, see “Report on the State iseal Year 201617 wiire Budeet” OSC, Pebruary 2016,

www.osc.state.ny.us/reports/budget/2016/review_of _executive_budget 2016.pdf.

Financial data are reported by school districts to the Stare Education Department and OSC. Data for New York City are
not entrrely comparnible.

See Campaion for Vise! Eguily rs. The Stafe of Nen Yk, 8 NY.3d 14 (NY 2000)

I'he New York State Hducation Department dessgnates all school districts by Need/Resource Capacity (N/RC) Index
Codes, which give a broad catcgorization of student body need (poverry, limited English proficiency, cte) vs. faxing
capacity of the district. The categories are: New York City, Large City District (the “big four” dependent districts off
Buftalo, Rochester, Syracuse and Yonkers), High N/RC Urban/Suburban Districts, Tigh N/RC Rural, Averape N/RC
and Low N/RC

Local governments must only get a supermajority of therr govermng board to overside the tas cap, wheteas school districts
require a supermgortts of a public vote, See “Phve Yaurs of the Tace Cap —~ Lmpact on School | i 7 OSC, Pebruary 2015,
www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/pubs/rescarch/snapshot/schooldistricttaxcap0215.pdf

Bor more information on the real propesty tax cap, see (18C's website at: www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/realprop.
For more mformation on FSMS, visie: htep://www.ose.state.ny.us/localgov/fiscalmonitoring /index.htm

Real Property Fax Law Seetion 1318 limits the amounr of unexpended surplus a achool district can retam to no more than

4 pereent of the next year’s budgeted expenditures, although a school district 18 allowed to mamtain various legal reserves.

The fyures provided m this scction are presented on an SEY basis.
The Medieatd share of State Operating Funds expenditures declined in SIS 2008-09 and 2009-10, reflecting

exrraordinary federal assistance under the American Recovery and Remvesement Act of 2000 that Jowered State costs

required to mamtain services. The sharp mcecase in SIY 201112 retlects the phasc-out of the oxtraordinary federal aid.

Division of Local Governmani and Schoal Accountability M 2016




Appendix A

Summary of Foundation Aid From Enacted State Budgets for SFY 2007-08 to
SFY 2015-16; Impact on SY Basis
Total Change in
School Foundation Foundation Aid
Year Summary Aid Amount from Prior Year
2007-08 The SFY 2007-08 Budgel created a new Foundation Aid $13.7 billion $1.1 biflion
program that consolidaled approximalely 30 categories of school (8 G6%)*
ald. This new formula allaeated funds based on enroliment rather
than attendance. It started with an assumed pe&r pupil cost al a
"successful school" and made regional cost adjustments, while
providing additional aid for children placed at risk by poverty and
Limited English Proficiency, as well as students with disabilities
School districts were held harmless against losses sustained
under this new formula and received, at a minimum, a 3 parcent
increase while being capped at a maximum increase of 25
percent, Foundation Aid was projected to increase by $5.5
billion (42.5 parcent), to a total of $18.1 billion, by SY 2010-11 *compared to the
The New York City School District was projected to receive $5.4 sum of all of the
biltion over four years, with the City providing $2.2 billion of this prior year's aid
amount, and Foundation Aid providing the rest. In SY 2007-08, categories that
207 of the State's high-need school districts (roughly 30 percent were consolidated
of all digtricts) recelvad 72 percent of this increase. into Foundation A
2008-09 The maximum amount of a school district's Foundation Aid $14.9 billion $1.2 billion
increase was reduced to 15 percenlt from 25 percent but the (8.92%)
lowest annual increase remained at 3 parcent. Also, there was a
reduction in the amount of funding that would be phased in over
the four-yaar plan, for a folal increase of 37.5 percent
200910 Foundation Aid was virtuatlly frozen at SY 2008-0% levels, and $14 9 billion $0.0 billion (0%)
projected to remain at this level in SY 2010-11 as well, Enacted
Budget documents note that the full phase-in of Foundation Aid
would be extended by three years. ending in SY 2013-14
201011 Foundation Aid remained virtually frozen at SY 2009-10 levels $14 9 billion $0.0 billion (0%}
The full phase-in of Foundation Aid was still scheduied to be
impiemented in SY 2013-14
2011-12 Foundation Aid remained frozen at SY 2009-10 levels $14 9 billion $0.0 biltion (0%)
The enacted budget bill included a statulory sehoo) aid growth
cap to limit future total “school aid” increases {Including, bul
not limited to Foundation Aid) to the percentage growth in State
personal income |
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Appendix A
Tk Bk Fha 7 rTrey— e

Summary of Foundation Aid From Enacted State Budgets for SFY 2007-08 to
SFY 2015-16; Impact on SY Basis
Total Change in
School _ Foundation | Foundation Aid
Year Summary B Aid Amount from Prior Year
2012-13 School districts recelved partial funding of their original four- $15.0 $0.1 billion
year phase-in Foundation Aid amount, with a minimum increase biltion (0.75%)
of 0.6 percant over SY 2011-12, Enacted budget documents
signaled that future phase ins of Foundation Aid would be
determined annually.
2013-14 All schootl districts received a Foundation Ald Increase over $15.2 $0.2 billion
the prior year of at least 0 3 percent. New York City and the billion (1.17%)
Big Four deperident city schoof districts of Buffalo, Rochester,
Syracuse and Yonkers received increases of 2 2 percent and
1.2 percent, respectively.
2014-15 The 8Y 2014-15 increase in Foundation Aid was determined $15.4 $0.3 biition
based on enrollment, district wealth and overall amount of biltion (1.65%)
Foundation Aid still to be phased in. New York City’s phase-in |
factor was 4.3 percent, certain low-wealth school districts with
more than 22 percent total Foundation Aid outgtanding had a
phase-in factor of 7.0 percent. The minimum increase in y&ar-
to-year Foundation Aid for a schoot district was 0.9 percent
2015-18 In 5Y 2015-16, a Foundation Aid phase-in factor was determined $15.9 $0.4 billion
based on a school district's wealth, need/resource capacity, and billion {(2.77%)
the overali amount of Foundation Aid still to be phased in. New
York City had a phase-in factor of 13.3 percent and the Big Four
city school districts had a phase-in factor of 14 percent. The
minimum increase was 0 4 percent
TOTAL CHANGE SINCE BASE YEAR (SY 2006-07) $3.3 billion
(26.2%)
|
Source: DOB, Description of New York State Schoo/ Aid Programs, and 0SC Endoled Budget Reviews (Both published
annually Z0D7 through 2015)
Note: Total doflar amaunl igures are from Tabie i1-A of the Descrption of New York State School Aid Programs and are taken
from the subsequent year except for SY 201516 Amounts may not add due to rounding
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Appendix B

Summary of Gap Elimination Adjustment (GEA) From Enacted State Budgets for

Schoo
Year

SFY 2009-10 to SFY 2015-16; Iimpact on SY Basis

Summary

GEA
Base

of GEA
Restored

Net
GEA

2009-10

201011

201112

n Research Brief Office of the New York State Comptroller

The Executive Budget praposed a "Deficit Reduction
Assessment (DRA)" against formula-hased aids based
on a school district's pupii need, weaith and tax effort
However, the DRA was eliminated due to the receipt
of federal Amearican Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA) funding

The SFY 2010-11 budgst introduced a GEA to the
amount every school district would receive in formula-
based aid The GEA was calculated based on a

formula that took into account a school district's pupil
need, weaith, tax effart and administrative efficiency
The minimum GEA reduction was 8 percent-and the
maximum was 21 percent of a school district's formuia-
based aid. An exception was made for high-need

school districts so that their reduction was capped at 5
percent of the dislrict's Total General Fund Expenditures
(TGFE) A partial restoration of almost 34 percent of a
school district's GEA amount was avaitable through the
utifization of previously unallocated ARRA funds (Federal
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund)

-$1.1 billion

$1.1 billion

-$2.1 billion

The base GEA formula was mostly the same as in SY
2010-11, but included additionat recognition of a school
district’s enrollment growih. However, the initial minimum
reduction was raisad 1o 9.5 percent of a school district's
formuta-based aid and the maximum increased to

214 percent The amount of each district's GEA was
based con the district's pupil need, wealth, tax effort

and administrative efficiency The TGFE cap was alsa
raised to 6.8 percent, which primarily affecied high-need
districts. The budget projected that the GEA would be
continued, but scaled back to fimit growth in school aid to

-$2 6 billion

$0.7 billion

$0

the percentage growth in State personal income
1 |

30

-§1.4 billion

-$2.6 billion
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Summary of Gap Elimination Adjustment (GEA) From Enacted State Budgets for
SFY 2009-10 to SFY 2015-16; Impact on SY Basis
Amount
School GEA of GEA Net
Year Summary Base Restored GEA
2012-13 The GEA was reduced by over $400 miilion from the -$2.6 billion $0 4 billion -$2 2 billion
prior year's GEA However, this $400 milfion in restored
funds was tied to a new “GEA Restoration Aid” farmula
that had six separate calculations, culminating in a
new “Net GEA” The new formula took into account a
school district's Extraordinary Needs Percent, general
fund expenditures, previous year's GEA, Tax Effort and
Combinad Wealth Ratio
2013-14 A new GEA restoration formula started with the SY -$2 2 billion $0 5 billion -$1.6 biltion
2012-13 Net GEA as a base, and contained len separate
parts. A schoot district's restoration of funding was based
on whichever calculation provided the greales! amount
GE A Restoration Aid was capped at 43 percent of lha
prior year's GEA, with a minimum of $100,000 restored
2014-15 GEA Restoration Aid over the prior vear was governed by -81.6 billion $0 6 billion -$1.0 billion
a new formula, containing ten separate caiculations (fiers
Ato J), with a maximum GEA restoration amount set at
70 percent of a district’s prior year GEA amount
2015-16 The GEA Restoration Aid formula was again allered to -$1.0 billion $0.6 billion -50.4 billion
consist of four tiers and three other calculations geared
toward resloring funding to high-need and average-
need school dislricts, but capping GEA resloration at 98
parcent of the prior year's GEA
Source: Descrption of New Yark State Schoot Ad Programs (200810 thiough 2015-15) published by DOB and OSC Enacted
Buduet Reviews
Note: Total doliar amount figures are from Table 11-A trom the subsequent year except for SY 2015-16 Amounts may not add
due to rounding
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