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

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

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

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

December 16, 2010

Long IslandNewsdayeditorial board interview with Senator Skelos:

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Statewide School Finance Consortium

6390 Fly Road, East Syracuse, NY 13057

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

Step 1: Calculate your Basic Operating Aid

Foundation

NCES Cost Index

Adjusted Foundation Amount

{(Multiply Foundation by NCES Cost Index)

Number of pupils

(1) Subtotal

(Mulitiply Adjusted Foundation by Pupils)

Full Value of Property (20__ )

Local Effort Rate (divided by 1000)

{2) Required Local Effort

(Full value x local effort rate)

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

Operating Aid per Pupil

Step 2: Calculate your Extraordinary Needs Aid

Number of "At Risk" Pupils in Your District

(Extraordinary Needs Pupil Count)

CWR

(3) Calculate Adjusted EN Count

(Divide "At Risk" pupils by CWR)

(4) Per Pupil Extraordinary Needs Aid

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

Extraordinary Needs Aid per Pupil

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

Building Aid

Transportation Aid

BOCES Aid

High-Cost Special Education Aid

TOTAL C: Other Formula Aid

YOUR TOTAL STATE AID For FY
TOTAL AID PER PUPIL

SSFC Plan(A+B+C)



http://www.statewideonline.org/

Calculation of Syosset CSD aid increases 2007 Budget

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

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




Foundation Aid costs

Total Foundation Aid 200809

$14,860 857 492

MNew York City

T6.162871 722

Big Four

$1.166,896 262

High Need Urban/Suburban

$1.659,743 559

High Need Rural

$1,342 553 933

Average Need

$32.750,104 450

Low Need

$773 687 566

Total Foundation Aid 2002-10

$16.,552 445 1749

MNew York City

T6 969,188 554

Big Four

$1.271,359379

High Need Urban/Suburban

$1.857,889 262

High Need Rural

$1.497,339 545

Average Need

4,099,823 552

Low Need

$556.847 227

Total Foundation Aid 2010-11

$15.693 866 446

MNew York City

$7.995 410727

Big Four

$1.4032,090,041

High Need Urban/Suburban

$2.108 432 934

High Need Rural

$1.693 160 805

Average Need

F4 540,187 566

Low Need

$953,584 073

+/- $1.7 billion

+/-$2.14 billion

+/- $3.84 billion



Scenario Planner

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

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




Exp=+4% Annually

2007-08

Rev=+2%
| 2008-09

Rev=+0%
2009-10

Rev=+0%
2010-11

Rev=+0% |

2011-12

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

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

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

URUAFB
URAFB
Reserves

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

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




In his budget presentation for the 20141

12 school year Governor Cuomo said we

mustin il nsure adequate f

need districts which historically have not

been adequately fund

Promi ses made, pr omi

© R. G. Timb#dvisoryGroup, Inc2011


http://www.newsday.com/topics/Long_Island,_NY
http://www.newsday.com/topics/Long_Island,_NY
http://www.newsday.com/topics/Long_Island,_NY

The STATEWIDE School Finance Consortium

Dwdicatng io Sacurs Eguiabls Fandisg for New Vo State Publo Sohool

Impact of State Aid Cuts 2010-11

CWR to Gap Elimination Adjustment As % of Budget
GEA As % of Budget
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This chart shows the impact of state aid cuts on T.ower Wealth Districts
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© R. G. Timb#dvisoryGroup, Inc2011



The STATEWIDE School Finance Consortivm

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

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



The STATEWIDE School Finance Consortium

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

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

GEA As % of Levy
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© R. G. Timb#dvisoryGroup, Inc2011




The STATEWIDE School Finance Consortium

mmnemmmememmress . |mpact of Enacted State Aid Cuts 2011-12

CWR to ENACTED State Aid Cuts (Gap Elimination

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

Westchester, Nassau, Suffolk, Orange and Rockland Counties

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

CWR to State Aid Cuts (Gap Elimination Adjustment) As % 0f2010-11 Tax Levy
Cuts As % of Tax Levy
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Dedicated to Secure Equitable Funding for New York State Public Schools

CWR to High Tax Aid 2010-11

High Tax Aid
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CWR to High Tax Aid 2011-12
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The STATEWIDE School Finance (onsortium
mmmmmmmmmmmnr===_  Only Districts with almost 2,000 Students Qualify for

Administrative Efficiency Aid?

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

$400,000 * ¢

* *

* * . * * * »
$300,000 PUNES Z0 ve .
* * * .
$200,000 $ o e * . P
¢ +* ‘:' t * " ’
$100,000 s ? S
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 7,000 8,000 9,000 10,000
# of Students
17
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Desficated | Sncare Egatabln Fanding for e Yorh State P Schooly

Administrative Efficiency Aid?

Only Districts with almost 2,000 Students Qualify for

Adm Efficiency Aid 2011-12
$900,000
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L 2
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A $29,£DU,DDD Aid Skim Off the Top for Some Districts Over 1,880 students?
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$400,000 +——2
-
$300,000 %.01? n
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CWR (Combined Wealth Ratio (.5 Property + .5 Income) 1.0 = Average Wealth)
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Problems with the Foundation Formula

1.) Income Wealth Index (IWI)

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

© R. G. Timbs Advisory Group, Inc. 2010
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January 23, 2009

The Inequity Continues in the Foundation Formula The STATEWIDE School Finance Gonsortium
Scatterplot of Districts with IWI <.65 compared to CWR
345 Below Average Wealth School Districts
Short Changed by Foundation Formula
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Problems with the Foundation Formula

2.) Local Tax Effort

The current Foundation formula contains a calculation
Intended to require a minimum local tax effort. However,
It does not. The intended Local Tax Effort test is
circumvented by four sharing ratio tiers that allow
wealthier districts to select the one most beneficially
generates aid not intended to go to these wealthier distric
In the preceding portions of the Foundation Formula

3.) Administrative Efficiency Aid

The formula for Administrative Efficiency Aid makes it
Impossible for smaller districts (regardless of their
demographics, geography or topography) to be eligible fc
this aild. The measure of economy of scale is too high fc
all but the largest district to meet.

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



Problems with the Foundation Formula

4.) Measures of Poverty
The relative value of Free and Reduced Lunch

Program (FRPL) and Extra Ordinary Needs
Students counts Is muted under the current
Foundation Aid formula. Poorer districts are
disadvantaged by this metric and thus do not receive
the amount of aid needed to educate such children.

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



March 3, 2008
ALTMAR- PARISH

Full Value of Property | $267.671,772 |Enrollment 1,536
Full Value per Pupil: $174,265 Yo @ Risk | 88.3%
HANNIBAL

Full Value of Property | $209,326,567 |Enrollment 1,668
Full Value per Pupil: $125,496 Yo @ Risk | 61.8%
CATO- MERIDIAN

Full Value of Property | $225,021.,434 |Enrollment 1,108
Full Value per Pupil: $203,088 Y% @ Risk | 58.1%
Groton

Full Value of Property | $190,566,155 |Enrollment 1,055
Full Value per Pupil: $180,631 Yo @ Risk 53.8%
Syosset:

Full Value of Property | $8,053,195,119 ([Enrollment 6,820
Full Value per Pupil: $1,180,820 Yo @ Risk 1.7%
Rockville Centre:

Full Value of Property | $3,689,204,756 |[Enrollment 3,601
Full Value per Pupil: $1.,024.,495 Yo @ Risk 4.T7%0

Statewide School Finance Consortium
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Problems with the Foundation Formula

5.).The Regional Cost Index

The current Regional Cost Index Is too narrow and
iInappropriate. It is used to send more money to
wealthier portion of the state. We believe the
Geographic Cost of Education Index (GCEl,
Chambers, 1997) would be a better and broadly
based index to use. See:
http://apps.olin.wustl.edu/macarthur/papers/
Wilson_Lambright_ Smeeding_EFP_Submission

pdf

© R. G. Timbs Advisory Group, Inc. 2010
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Problems with the Foundation Formula

6.) Need/ Resource Capacity Computation

The Need/Resource Capacity (N/RC) uses the 2000 census
data which is ten years old and Free and Reduced lunch
data from 2001 and 20012.

The state should use the most up to date indices of
poverty/wealth when formulating a state aid distribution
for education.

Where the N/RC is used? GAP Elimination Adjustment

Total General Fund Expenditure (TGFE) check limits aid
lost In relation to the district's TGFE. If a district is high
need then the aid lost is limited to 6.8% of the 201111
TGFE. Average need districts can lose up to 11%. Need
Based Restoration differentiates the dollar amount restore
per student based on the N/RC.

(N/RC is also used to determine High Needs Building Aid)
© R. G. Timbs Advisory Group, Inc. 2010




Taxes Rise Disproportionately When State Aid is Frozen

The Relationship Between Aid Cuts, Tax Increases& Budgets

$2 Millon State Aid

$5 Million State Aid

$10 Million State Aid

District A: District B: District C; District D:

High Wealth District | Average Wealth District | Low Wealth District High Needs District
Annual Budget: Annual Budget: Annual Budget: Annual Budget:
$20 Million $20 Million $20 Million $20 Million
10% State /90% Local | 25% State / 75% Local | 50% State /50% Local | 75% State / 25% Local
Funding Funding Funding Funding

$15Million State Aid

Proposed Budget
Increase:
2% = $400,000

Proposed Budget
Increase:
2% = $400,000

Proposed Budget
Increase:
2% = $400,000

Proposed Budget
Increase:
2% = $400,000

District A District B Distict C District D:
High Wealth District |~ Average Wealth District |~ Low Wealth District High Needs District
Annual Budget: Annual Budget Annual Budget: Annual Budge:
$20 Millon $20Millon $20 Millon $20 Millon
10% State /0% Local | 2% State/ T5% Local | 50% State/50%Local | 75% State/ 25%Local
Funding Funding Funding Funding

§2 Millon State Aid

85 Millon State Aid

$10 Millon State Aid

$15 Millon State Aid

Impact of Sliding Scale Cuts:

13%of Ad = -$260,200

Impact of Sliding Scale Cuts:

10.5%of Aid = 852,000

Impact of Sliding Scale Cuts:

7.3%of A = 8730000

Impact of Sliding Scale Cus:
ot Aid =-$600,000

$2 Million State
$18.4 Milion Local

$5 Million State
$15.4 Million Local

$10 Million State

Proposed New budget: | Proposed New budget: | Proposed New budget: | Proposed New budget:
$20.4 Millon $204 Million $20.4 Million $20.4 Millon
State / Local Funding: | State/ Local Funding: | State/Local Funding: | State / Local Funding:

$15 Million State

New State / Local Funding:
§1.7 Millon State
$18.3 Milion Local

New State / Local Funding:
§4.5 Millon State
$15.5 Milion Local

New State / Local Funding:
$9.3 Millon State
$10.7 Milion Local

New State / Local Funding:
$144 Milion State
$5,6 Millon Local

© R. G. Timbs Advisory Group, 12611

$104 Ml on Local | $5.4 Milion Local Ad Cutas%of Budget | Aid Cutsas%of Budget | AdCutas%of Budget | Aid Cutas % of Budget
-$260,200=1.3% of Budget | -8525,000= 2.6% of Budget | -§730000= 3.6 of Budget | -8600000= 306 of Budget
LOCAL TAX LOCAL TAX LOCAL TAX LOCAL TAX
INCREASE: INCREASE: INCREASE: INCREASE: LOCAL TAXINCREASE: | LOCALTAX INCREASE: | LOCAL TAXINCREASE: | LOCAL TAXINCREASE:
222% 267 b 8% L4% 3.5% 1.3% 12
21
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ENACTED District by
District Cuts as % of Total
Budget & Levy

POCANTICO HILL
MONTAUK

TOWN OF WEBB
LYME

TUCKAHOE COMMO
EAST QUOGUE
SACKETS HARBOR
COPENHAGEN
DEPOSIT

LA FARGEVILLE
EDWARDS-KNOX
GREENPORT
ALEXANDRIA
SPRINGS

ISLAND PARK
EAST MORICHES
CANDOR
HARPURSVILLE
BEAVER RIVER
SOUTHOLD

SAG HARBOR
TIOGA

VSTR TWENTY-F
TUCKAHOE
SOUTH LEWIS
THOUSAND ISLAN
BELLMORE

PORT JEFFERSON
NEWARK VALLEY
EAST ROCKAWAY
NORTH SALEM
ADIRONDACK
CARLE PLACE
LOWVILLE
VALLEY STR UF
DOBBS FERRY
WHITNEY POINT
FLORAL PARK
RYE NECK
MATTITUCK-CUTC
GENERAL BROWN
BLIND BROOK-RY
BRIARCLIFF MAN
CHENANGO FORKS
GREENBURGH

County &
Color Key

FhEEEEEEEEEEE

EXEXERERRXREE

Westchester
Suffolk
Nassau

Westchester
Suffolk
Herkimer
Jefferson
Suffolk
Suffolk
Jefferson
Lewis
Broome
Jefferson

St. Lawrence
Suffolk
Jefferson
Suffolk
Nassau
Suffolk
Tioga
Broome
Lewis
Suffolk
Suffolk
Tioga
Nassau
Westchester
Lewis
Jefferson
Nassau
Suffolk
Tioga
Nassau
Westchester
Oneida
Nassau
Lewis
Nassau
Westchester
Broome
Nassau
Westchester
Suffolk
Jefferson
Westchester
Westchester
Broome
Westchester

ENACTED

State Aid Cut COMBINED Free & ENACTED | ENACTED
2010-2011 . (Gap  |2010-2011| WEALTH Reduced | CUTS | CUTS ENACTED
2010-11 Estimated ST LUNCH %, | (GEA)As |(GEA)as %| State Aid
Budgeted Elimination School | RATIO (CWR)
) Local Tax Levy . K-6, 3-YEAR | % of 2011- | of 2010-11 | Cuts Per
Spending Adjustment+ | Enroliment|FOR 11-12 AID
Admin £ Aid) RED = <1 26 AVG. 11 Budget Levy Student
RED =>24% | >4% RED |RED = >4%
2011-12
$25,392,387 $20,180,431 -$193,375 282 3.921 12% -0.8% 1.0% -$686
$17,969,831 $16,197,520 -$164,594 287 8.776 0% -0.9% 1.0% -$573
$7,806,597 $4,737,694 -$206,278 293 5.914 30% -2.6% 4.4% -$704
$6,780,054 $3,320,628 -$440,303 340 1.054 54% -6.5% 13.3% -$1,295
$16,483,822 $15,315,252 -$190,019 348 3.712 18% -1.2% 1.2% -$546
$21,389,881 $17,002,294 -$250,641 408 2.986 7% -1.2% 1.5% -$614
$7,900,835 $3,113,054 -$669,693 468 0.718 33% -8.5% 21.5% -$1,431
$8,871,371 $890,010 -$573,607 486 0.445 42% -6.5% 64.4% -$1,180
$14,809,441 $6,404,101 -$971,295 586 0.827 62% -6.6% 15.2% -$1,658
$9,111,380 $2,738,974 -$583,522 591 0.663 46% -6.4% 21.3% -$987
511,931,688 $1,798,806 -$775,181 593 0.305 63% -6.5% 43.1% -$1,307
$13,835,534 $10,114,142 -$261,520 637 2.313 47% -1.9% 2.6% -$411
$11,351,555 $5,796,718 -$698,810 652 1 28% -6.2% 12.1% -$1,072
$22,493,083 $20,782,313 -$273,706 655 3.962 0% -1.2% 1.3% -$418
$32,523,381 $27,822,874 -$408,657 693 2.148 30% -1.3% 1.5% -$590
$23,848,980 $17,073,105 -$688,094 748 1.101 4% -2.9% 4.0% -$920
516,307,425 $4,377,255 -$1,314,201 827 0.435 49% -8.1% 30.0% -$1,589
$16,152,245 $565,508 -$1,043,818 894 0.414 69% -6.5% -51,168
$16,951,500 $2,994,412 -$1,707,748 910 0.543 43% -10.1% 57.0% -$1,877
$25,676,932 $22,441,139 -$399,303 913 2.801 12% -1.6% 1.8% -$437
$31,740,811 $29,606,265 -$351,794 957 5.169 0% -1.1% 1.2% -$364
$16,450,993 $2,609,636 -$1,054,922 1045 0.406 48% -6.4% 40.4% -$1,009
$26,617,552 $32,444,890 -$1,091,536 1067 0.979 21% -4.1% 3.4% -51,023
$27,934,935 $24,412,552 -$396,976 1074 2.034 12% -1.4% 1.6% -$370
$23,253,339 $6,462,511 -$1,514,676 1091 0.596 58% -6.5% 23.4% -$1,388
$17,787,911 $9,395,273 -$1,349,715 1100 1.002 30% -7.6% 14.4% -$1,227
$30,802,649 $37,181,937 -$738,638 1144 1.378 2% -2.4% 2.0% -$646
$37,354,521 $29,538,898 -$702,273 1225 3.222 4% -1.9% 2.4% -§573
$23,380,563 $6,297,681 -$2,424,638 1264 0.449 35% -10.4% 38.5% -$1,918
$33,336,549 $25,561,301 -$847,914 1297 1.217 13% -2.5% 3.3% -$654
$38,088,703 $33,795,317 -$485,823 1334 2.269 3% -1.3% 1.4% -$364
$25,497,280 $8,947,327 -$1,652,075 1340 0.619 48% -6.5% 18.5% -$1,233
$43,314,399 $38,933,916 -$829,472 1424 1.622 11% -1.9% 2.1% -$582
$25,161,410 $0 -$1,623,013 1442 0.436 46% -6.5% -$1,126
$31,395,751 $51,073,470 -$1,004,323 1449 1.13 25% -3.2% 2.0% -$693
$38,254,774 $32,993,461 -$680,059 1451 1.693 10% -1.8% 2.1% -$469
$28,441,263 $6,785,164 -$1,843,359 1486 0.402 51% -6.5% 27.2% -$1,240
$26,923,636 $41,078,543 -$786,729 1487 1.394 6% -2.9% 1.9% -$529
$34,880,460 $31,333,019 -$329,402 1497 2.345 7% -0.9% 1.1% -$220
$36,539,331 $32,214,689 -$590,035 1502 2.342 12% -1.6% 1.8% -$393
519,908,686 $3,992,264 -$2,108,037 1517 0.587 35% -10.6% 52.8% -$1,390
$39,310,694 $32,896,946 -$395,167 1526 2.182 1% -1.0% 1.2% -$259
$49,745,426 $38,949,784 -$672,019 1638 2.13 1% -1.4% 1.7% -$410
$30,185,039 $8,766,497 -$3,186,823 1641 0.522 35% -10.6% 36.4% -$1,942
$56,400,000 $50,121,980 -$821,246 1647 2.796 46% -1.5% 1.6% -$499
& .G THHUARUVIDUINYIITUUY, TTILZUL L

ENACTED
Cuts Amount
Above/Below

Avg ($937)

-$251
-$363
-$233
$358
-$391
-$322
$494
$244
$721
$51
$371
-$526
$135
-$519
-$347
$17
$652
$231
$940
-$499
-$573
$73
386
-$567
$452
$290
-$291
-$363
$982
-$283
-$572
$296
-$354
$189
-$244
-$468
$304
-$408
$717
-$544
$453
-$678
-$526
$1,005
-$438
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ENACTED District by
District Cuts as % of Total
Budget & Levy

County &
Color Key

FhEHEEEEEEELL

EEEXEERREEXLL

Westchester
Suffolk
Nassau

ENACTED

. Free & ENACTED | ENACTED
5010.2011 StateG’:d Cut 5010.2011 Cﬁ’é‘;‘_ﬁ? Reduced | CUTS | CUTS [ENACTED| ENACTED
2010-11 Estimated .(. P LUNCH %, | (GEA)As |(GEA)as %| State Aid | Cuts Amount
Budgeted Elimination School | RATIO (CWR)
- Local Tax Levy - K-8, 3-YEAR | % of 2011-| of 2010-11 | Cuts Per |Above/Below
Spending Adjustment+ | Enroliment|FOR 11-12 AID
Admin Eff Aid) RED = <1.26 AVG. 11 Budget Levy Student | Avg ($937)
' RED =>24% | »4% RED [RED =>4%
2011-12
29
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