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January 28, 2014

Governor Cuomo’s proposed state budget includes initiatives that could have long-term payoffs for
schoolchildren and school districts.

It’s the near-term that is the problem.

Gains that might come from funding new initiatives for prekindergarten, after-school programs, and
technology upgrades are apt to be undermined before they can ever be realized by the fact that many
schools will not be able to maintain current basics.

The proposed $603 million increase in regular state aid for next year would not be adequate to help
schools fund rising costs for pensions, health insurance and general inflation when coupled with the
restrictions on local revenues created by the tax cap.

Background

Two weeks ago, we released results from our third annual survey of superintendents on school
budgets. We titled it, Not Out of the Woods: School Districts Still Struggling to Find a Way Through
Budget Challenges.

We explained that despite the aid increases of the past two state budgets, too many districts still have
real fears of insolvency and too few have been able to restore programs and opportunities for their
students.

One-third of superintendents responding said their districts could face financial insolvency within
four years. In that same span, over 40 percent foresaw a threat of educational insolvency, which we
defined as unable to fund all instructional and student services mandated by Albany or Washington.

FINANCIAL INSOLVENCY EDUCATIONAL INSOLVENCY
Financial insolvency: Do you foresee a polnt at which your Educational Insolvency: Do you foresee a point at which your
idistrict would be unable to ensure that some of its ﬂnanclal district would be unable to fund all the instructional and other
lobligations W'“ EVER be Iﬂhﬂ : R i student service requirements established by laws or {
2012 2013 regulations approved by the state and federal governments?
Yes, we are currently unable 1% 1% goi2 2013
Yes, within 1year 2% 1%  Yes, we are currently unable 5% 3%
Yes, between 1and 2 years 6% 4%  Yes, within 1year 5% 3%
Yes,_ between 2 and _l‘_'Y_EHTS _3_20/: 27% YGSL between 1 and 2 years _9_%3 _7%
Yes, beyond 4 years 36% 42% Yes, between 2 and 4 years _ 32% 30%
No, ! do not foresee that time 15% 19% Yes, beyond 4 years 33% 38%
Unsure 9% 7% No, | do not foresee that time 12% 15%
B B Unsure 4% 5%
Total % within 2 years 9% 6%
Total % within 4 years 41% 33%  Total % within 2 years 9% | 19%
Total % within 4 years 51% 43%
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Nor have the aid increases in the last two state budgets translated into improved services for many
districts. Fewer superintendents are predicting negative impacts on their programs this year, but
fewer than 25 percent of superintendents believe their district budget for the current year would have
a positive impact on services in any program area. Only in school safety did more superintendents
anticipate a positive impact from this year’s district budget than a negative budget.

For the third straight year, over 40 percent of superintendents predicted their district budgets would
negatively affect extra help for students who need it, operations and maintenance, and administration.

What was the impact of 2013-14 budget decisions
on each of the following areas of school operations?:

@ Positive or very positiveimpact O No change @ Negative or very negative impact
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Core instruction in elementary grades

Instruction in English, math, science, and sodal studies in the middle level grades

Instructionin English, math, sdence, and sodal studies in high school ;5_0%
Extra help for students who need it -- any level _40%
Instructionin art -- any level 7;%
Instruction in music - any level ?IJ.%
Advanced or enrichment dasses 56%1
Career and technical education 6?‘3[6
Second language instruction at the middle or high school levels %g%

Special education

Athletics

Other extracurricular activities RY

Student counseling, social work, mental health or similar support services

Student transportation

Other student services [§

Operations and maintenance

Administration

School safety/security

Other district operations and services

School Aid

Again, with improvements in the state’s fiscal outlook, superintendents were gaining hope that
prospects for their schools might brighten as well. But the increase in regular School Aid
recommended by the Governor falls far short of what would be needed to maintain current services.

Asked how the Governor’s budget would affect the choices his district will face, one Central New York
superintendent wrote,

Quite honestly, I have no answer to your question. I suspect we're looking at a budget
gap of about $500,000. We have cut staffing, teaching, support, and administrative two
years running. We already have some elementary class sizes beyond what good practice
dictates and struggle to fit the upper level high school courses into a teacher’s schedule.

Cutting more staff is just not an option. We don't buy $500,000 worth of pens and paper
clips which leaves only the fund balance to drain. The problem, as you well know, is that
the three year outlook for that plan isn't good.
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The Governor’s educational leadership is filled with contradictions. Better schools, less
money, new money for Pre-K, bond acts to place the next generation in debt, and gee,
maybe the Common Core isn't all we thought it would be.

A Capital Region superintendent wrote,

With an estimated 1.5 percent tax revenue cap, and the amount in the Governor's
proposal, we will be approximately $400K short of what we need. I honestly don't know
what I can cut if we don't get the funds we need. All we have left is to eliminate all sports,
music and art programs that are not mandated. What will be left will be a pathetic excuse
Jor an educational program. I haven't slept for the last two nights!

Even with the aid the Governor proposes, over 60 percent of school districts would still receive less
help from the state than in 2008-009, six years in the past. Excluding Building Aid, over 80 percent of
districts would receive less state help than in 2008-09.

It is true, as the Governor’s staff asserts, that enrollment has gone down in some districts — and we
estimate schools outside the Big 5 Cities have cut staffing by 11 percent over just the past three years.
But these things have gone up:

v" General inflation, measured by the Consumer Price Index, has risen by 2.2 percent per year.

v' The contribution rate for the Teachers Retirement System has more than doubled — from 7.63
percent to 16.25 percent; since the rate is multiplied by the payroll, that cost impact is equivalent
to giving raises averaging 1.7 percent per year to all certified employees — whether or not actual
raises were given.

v'Health insurance premiums — costs for state government have risen by more than 4 percent a year.

v State mandates have grown, including Common Core instruction and new teacher evaluation
requirements. As one Capital Region superintendent wrote, “We cannot expect to achieve 2014
higher academic standards with 2009 level in state financial support.”

At the same time, districts have had to adapt to a tax cap that imposes punishing consequences for
failing to gain voter approval for an over-ride.

Massachusetts’s tax cap has been cited as a model, but communities in next-door neighbor may
increase their tax levy by up to 2.5 percent without asking for voter approval and a simple majority is
required to over-ride the 2.5 percent limit.

In New York, districts must obtain a 60 percent super-majority to over-ride their cap, and a simple
majority to approve a budget within the cap. If voter approval cannot be gained after two attempts, a
district may not increase its tax levy over the prior year at all — in effect, a zero percent cap.

The Governor’s budget would increase basic School Aid by $603 million, or 2.9 percent. The Educa-
tional Conference Board, a coalition of seven statewide education leadership groups, estimated School
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Aid would need to rise by $1.5 billion in order to enable schools to maintain current services, given
moderate assumptions about costs and the tax cap’s restrictions on the ability to raise local revenue.

The Governor’s proposal would reduce the Gap Elimination Adjustment by $323 million, or 20
percent for an average district. At that rate the GEA would be with us for at least four more years.
One Western New York superintendent wrote,

Without the elimination or at the very least a significant reduction to the Gap
Elimination Adjustment, the district will not be able to maintain its instructional
program for students for the 2014-15 year. District officials have approached the
district’s bargaining units for help through the various collective bargaining agreements,
and are once more looking at staffing levels to see where cuts can be made. It is
disheartening to see the bleeding continue, while the Governor offers tax credits, tax cuts
and tax incentives to other groups. The people of the state of New York need to realize
that ANY AND ALL such tax breaks are being funded by public school districts, through
the Gap Elimination Adjustment.

The level of funding projected in the Governor’s budget could decrease for some districts by a total of
over $44 million if provisions of a 2001 law are executed. Under that law, interest rates used in
calculating debt service reimbursed through Building Aid are due to be reset, affecting aid payments
both in the current year and in 2014-15. Districts can obtain waivers from this process if, for example,
they are unable to refinance bonds, but some will lose aid. The bottom line is that whatever the
rationale for this adjustment, the state aid outlook for many districts is even worse than it appears on
School Aid runs.

School district leaders have worked hard to Statewide average proposed chang
. . in school district spending and tax levy
control local spending and tax increases. 2003-04 0 201314
Over the past five years, the budgets they 10% | = e e
. | 5
asked voters to approve proposed spending S - — o ——
. . 8% 4 S5 nge In propose. evy
increases averaging 2.0 percent and tax D e sk Inpiapibed schivol spaiding

increases averaging 2.8 percent. Restraint
started before the tax cap took effect.

Choices have consequences. State
government has limited the ability of school
districts to raise money locally. Other than

pension reforms with a very long-term —
payoff, the state has done little to help R L i o L Sl
schools reduce or control costs. Many SOURCE: Councit analysis of NYSED Property Tax Report Card data; Big 5

districts are approaching having nothing left Ciiessotinclided

*The ECB estimate assumes growth of 2.6 percent in salaries, based on national data on education salaries; 8
percent in benefits, consistent projected growth in Teachers Retirement System costs; and 1.8 percent for other
costs, consistent with the Division of the Budget’s projected CPI increase for 2014. The ECB consists of the New York
State Council of School Superintendents, Conference of Big 5 School Districts, New York State Association of School
Business Officials, New York State Parent Teacher Association, New York State School Boards Association, New York
State United Teachers, and School Administrators Association of New York State.
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to cut that is not mandated, and our survey showed that 3 percent of superintendents say their
districts are already unable to fund all student service mandates.

Budgeting rules are stacked against schools and the students they are expected to serve. As the ECB
concluded, an increase in regular School Aid of $1.5 billion is needed to enable schools to maintain the
services they offer students now.

Property Tax Freeze
We oppose the Governor’s proposal for a two-year freeze on property taxes. It would worsen the
financial prospects for our schools.

Local leaders would be put in a no win position. The proposal would give rebates to taxpayers
offsetting property tax increases if their school district adopts a budget within its tax cap. The choice
for local leaders would be either (1) forego asking voters for revenues they may see as truly essential to
preserving opportunities for students, or (2) attempt a tax cap over-ride, asking voters to give up
rebates and pay more in taxes, creating virtual certainty that the budget will be rejected, and thereby
denying schools any increase in local revenue.

A Western New York superintendent wrote,

As we enter the third year of the tax cap, we have now cut our budget to bare bones, used up
our reserves, and are limited to a 1.46 percent growth factor, there is one more reason for the
public to defeat a budget that could likely require a 60 percent majority vote. In essence, we
have had the rug pulled out from under us with the reduction in state aid, which includes
Jfactors of property wealth and personal income, and then limiting our ability to tax our
residents.

A Finger Lakes superintendent added, “If he can fund a rebate, he should be funding the schools
properly in the first place.”

We also oppose proposals to tie year 2 eligibility for the rebates to district participation in a
consolidation or sharing plan coordinated by the largest district in the Board of Cooperative
Educational Services region.

First, districts have been through five years of tough budgets, many have made aggressive efforts to
share services and some have exhausted all opportunities. There have also been more attempts at
actual district mergers, but voters have rejected eight of the last 10 proposals, including every one
presented since the start of the current school year. Last, it would also be extremely burdensome for
any district to coordinate a sharing plan; that responsibility should belong with BOCES.

We do support legislation to promote further sharing of services, to authorize regional high schools
and to streamline procedures for voter-approved consolidation. But roughly three-quarters of school
spending is devoted to instruction, less than 3 percent goes to district administration on average.
Twenty-nine states have more school districts relative to enrollment than we do. The number of
districts we maintain does not explain our education spending.

We have supported efforts to create a circuit-breaker in the income tax as a way to efficiently target
the meaningful relief to taxpayers with the greatest need.
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Programmatic Initiatives: Full-Day Prekindergarten and Smart Schools Bond Issue
The superintendent of a downstate small city district wrote,

It's wonderful to hear of multi-billion surpluses and exciting new programs.
Prekindergarten is a sound, research-based program that we would welcome with
sufficient space, personnel and associated expenses, but why not first fund existing
programs by adherence to the original Foundation Aid formula. Perhaps with the state
surplus we can mandate programs like kindergarten.

Someone once made the simple observation that kids who fall behind in school need time to catch up.
Poor children often start out behind in developing the foundations for literacy, so the best place to
give them more time is at the beginning.

New York should commit to building opportunities for high quality full-day prekindergarten, targeted
first to students from disadvantaged backgrounds. But the state needs to assure that those same
students will also have access to quality instruction in all the grades that follow. A key to securing
voluntary participation by districts in pre-k will be for the state to demonstrate a sustained
commitment to funding both the new initiative and the instruction that follows.

The proposed $2 billion “Smart Schools” bond issue could ensure no schoolchildren are left out of the
learning opportunities technology can create. The inclusion of construction of prekindergarten space
would help promote expansion of that program. We have been cautioned that much of the technology
schools are purchasing now may not be appropriate for bond financing. The bond issue can be
helpful, but debating its details must not divert attention from addressing the fundamental budget
challenges that are occupying district leaders now.

Discriminatory Pattern Reporting Requirements for School Districts

Superintendents feel ultimate responsibility for the physical safety of all children attending the
schools they lead and serve. You will find no group more dedicated to making schools a safe and
welcoming environment for all students.

We cannot speak to the specific situation in the Pine Bush School District, mentioned by the Governor
in his State of the State address. There is currently an active federal investigation ongoing. But we
can speak to strategies to protect students against acts of harassment, discrimination and cruelty.

The Dignity for all Students Act (DASA) is already the law in New York State and by and large it has
worked, requiring annual reporting of discrimination to the State Education Department and the
proper law enforcement agency, if warranted. Are there possible improvements that can be made?
Certainly. However, the Governor’s proposed changes to DASA have considerable logistical problems
which are likely to create confusion, create further duplication of government functions, and result in
a worse outcome than under the present law. These proposed actions are duplicative, punitive, and
offer no improvements for victims of discrimination.

Additionally, requiring termination of education officials based upon an undefined and subjective
standard of what constitutes a “pattern” is patently unfair and will not encourage better reporting of
actual incidents. In fact, it is very likely to lead to an abundance of over-reporting and inefficiency in
investigation time.
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Despite these criticisms, THE COUNCIL can see a need for possible changes to the existing DASA law.
One possibility would be to require reporting of a pattern of discrimination to SED within thirty days,
as opposed to the current annual report. Another would be to notify only the State Police if criminal
activity is suspected, as opposed to local law enforcement entities.

THE COUNCIL asks legislators to carefully examine the changes to DASA that the Governor proposes,
and to make smart, sensible changes that will not overburden investigators and will truly help school
districts and victims deal with issues of discrimination.

Common Core Panel

Discord over state education policies has reached a level never witnessed by any one now active
schools or policy arenas. In his budget presentation, Governor Cuomo announced that he will appoint
a panel to review implementation of the Common Core Learning Standards and related issues.

The panel envisioned by the Governor could play a valuable role in avoiding haphazard, poorly
thought-out responses, ensuring instead that focused and constructive actions are adopted and
implemented. But the controversies prevailing now reached the breadth and depth they have in part
because policymakers did not listen to the concerns raised by practicing educators and leaders. So
this panel should include people working in our schools now and must listen to what they advise.

Testifying to the Senate Education Committee in October, we recommended a series of actions to
improve implementation of the state’s reform agenda, including funding for the State Education
Department to enable disclosure of state test questions, shortening the tests, and reducing field
testing.

Finally, it should be understood that much of the tension over testing arises from the new teacher and
principal evaluation requirements — Annual Professional Performance Review, or APPR. There are
fewer state standardized tests than in 2010. But students are facing more testing now because of
assessments districts have had to add to comply with the APPR law. Teachers and students feel more
stress over testing because the new evaluation procedures were installed simultaneously with the shift
to Common Core instruction. It makes no sense to us to further elevate the stakes over APPR by
promising financial rewards to teachers reaching “highly effective” status, as the Governor would do
with the proposed Teacher Excellence Fund. Different investments in improving teacher quality
should be sought.

Conclusion

As our survey report concluded, our school districts are not out of the woods in navigating through
financial challenges. Two successive increases in School Aid and reports of state budget surpluses
created glimmers of hope that better days might lie ahead. But the proposed state budget offers our
schools too little help in assembling their budgets for the year ahead, or in resolving the deep
structural challenges many must confront.

We look forward to working with you to produce a budget that improves both the immediate and long-
term capacity of our schools to provide the opportunities our students need. We thank you for your
past support.
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Not Out of the Woods

Schools still struggling to find a way through budget challenges

Third Annual Survey of New York’s School Superintendents on Fiscal Matters
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About the Survey:

Between July 21 and August 24, 2013, the New York State Council of School Superintendents conducted an online
survey of its superintendent-members on budgeting concerns for their districts. The survey was conducted using
the services of K12 Insight, a strategic partner of THE COUNCIL.

A total of 339 superintendents submitted complete responses, a response rate of 50.2%. Partial submissions from
79 superintendents were also included in the results.

Superintendents serving the Big 5 Cities (New York, Buffalo, Rochester, Yonkers, and Syracuse) and Boards of
Cooperative Educational Services were not included in the survey because their systems’ budgets are not subject
to voter approval and consequently do not report some of the financial data available for small city, rural and
suburban districts.

THE COUNcIL conducted similar surveys in 2011 and 2012. In some instances, we compare results across the three
years. However, the samples are different, since some of the superintendents responded in one year and not the
other. Also, superintendents retire, resign, and change districts as time passes.

Finally, K12 Insight’s survey tools permit extensive cross-tabulations and we do report some findings broken down
by region or district character (j.e., urban, suburban, or rural). Particularly when examining regional results, it is
possible that the districts whose superintendents responded are not fully representative of their region. We do
find some regional results to be more positive than anecdotal exchanges with district officials would have caused
us to anticipate.
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HIGHLIGHTS

The survey: The New York State Council of School Superintendents conducted an online survey of its
members on school fiscal matters; 339 superintendents (50.2%) submitted complete responses. Partial
responses from 79 superintendents were also counted. Because their school budgets are not subject to
voter approval, superintendents serving the Big 5 Cities and BOCES were not included in the survey. THE
Councit conducted similar surveys in 2011 and 2012.

Some background: Despite School Aid increases in the last two state budgets, over 70% of districts are
still receiving less state aid than in 2008-09; over 90% if Building Aid is excluded (reimbursement for
capital expenses). Only 28 districts attempted to over-ride the tax cap in 2013, and only seven of those
succeeded on the first attempt.

Financial insolvency: 6% of superintendents say that within two years, given current trends, their
districts may become unable to ensure some financial obligations will ever be paid. This share is down
from 9% a year ago, but would still equate to roughly 4o districts. A total of 33% foresee reaching that
condition within 4 years.

Educational insolvency: 13% of superintendents say that within two years, given current trends, their
districts may become unable to fund all state and federal mandates for instruction and student services.
This figure is down from 19% a year ago, but would still equate to roughly 9o districts. A total of 43%
foresee reaching that condition within 4 years.

Overall condition: 32% of superintendents say their district’s financial condition has grown somewhat
or significantly worse over the past year; 16% report their financial condition has become somewhat or
significantly better.

2013-14 budget impact: Fewer than one-quarter of superintendents said their district’s 2013-14 budget
would have a positive impact on any of one of 19 service areas; only in school safety did more
superintendents predict a positive impact than a negative. In each of the last three years, over 40% of
superintendents said their district budgets had negatively affected three areas: extra help for students
who need it; operations and maintenance; and administration.

Tax cap or state aid — which is a greater concern?: Asked which is the greater financial concern for their
districts — the tax levy cap or possible future state aid levels - 45% picked state aid (up from 23% in
2011), 12% chose the tax cap (down from 25%), and 44% said they are of equal concern. In poorer
upstate regions away from the Hudson River, only 3% of superintendents now pick the tax levy cap as
the greater concern.

Tax levy cap: 58% of superintendents said the tax cap caused their adopted budget to have a more
negative impact on programs than would have otherwise occurred (59% reported that impact in 2012).
Perceptions of negative impacts have grown more sharply in districts which see the tax cap as the
greater revenue concern - from 56% to 67%.

Job cuts: Districts reduced their workforce by a net average of 2.3%, on top of 3.9% in 2012-13 and 4.9%
in 2011-12. Reducing classroom teaching positions was the most widely reported of all budget
reduction actions, adopted by 49% of districts (down from 57% in 2012-13).

Class sizes: Despite some improvement in financial outlook, 42% of superintendents report their
districts increased class sizes this year, down only slightly from a year ago (45%).

HECouncn? 3
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I. INTRODUCTION

Upon taking office in 2011, Governor Andrew
Cuomo inherited a projected $10 billion deficit.
Schools had already endured painful state budgets
over the two preceding fiscal years. The Governor
deserves credit for putting the state’s finances on a
more sustainable trajectory. But New York’s public
schools are not yet out of the woods in confronting
financial challenges.

Backdrop

Despite two successive state budgets delivering
School Aid increases greater than inflation, over 70
percent of districts are still receiving less help from
the state in 2013-14 than in 2008-09, five years in the
past. Excluding Building Aid (reimbursement for
capital expenditures), over 90 percent of districts still
have not gotten back to their state funding level of
five years ago.

At the same time, school districts have been
required to adapt to budgeting under a demanding
tax levy cap. For the current year, only 28 districts
attempted to over-ride the cap and only seven
succeeded on their first attempt.

While managing constraints on their two major
revenue sources, school districts had to absorb huge
increases in some basic, hard-to-control costs,
including pension contributions and health care
premiums. The current year was especially difficult:
the mandated employer contribution rate for the
State Teachers Retirement System climbed from
11.86 percent to 16.25 percent. Since the rate is
multiplied by the payroll, the jump required districts
to absorb a cost equivalent to giving all teachers and
other certified employees a raise of more than 4
percent, whether or not any actual raises were paid.

Finally, a year ago, districts were called on to
launch two monumental state initiatives at once:
instruction aligned with the Common Core Learning
Standards and new evaluation procedures for
teachers and principals. Over the past year, stress
within the schools swelled into discord among
parents and the public, shifting focus away from
budgeting challenges.
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Over the past five years, despite the demands of
implementing the Regents Reform Agenda and
absorbing surging benefit costs, school districts held
spending increases to an average of 2 percent per
year in the budgets they asked voters to approve.

Statewide average proposed change

inschooldistrict spending and tax levy
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Key survey findings
THE COUNCIL’s third annual survey of school

superintendents on finance matters finds evidence of
modest overall improvement in financial outlook.
But a key point is that these gains have not yet
translated into improved services and opportunities
for students in many districts. Also, the outlook for
some districts remains dire.

Prospects for insolvency, overall fiscal condition
For example, the share of superintendents fore-

seeing the possibility of financial insolvency for their
district within two years declined from 9 percent to 6
percent, and the share anticipating educational
insolvency within that span declined by from 19
percent to 13 percent. These figures still mean that
within the two-year horizon, roughly 40 districts
could become unable to meet all their financial
obligations and 90 might no longer be able to fund all
mandates covering instruction and students services.

More superintendents say their districts’ financial
condition worsened than improved over the past year
(32 percent to 16 percent). Also, fewer than 20
percent were prepared to entirely rule out either form
of insolvency. Similarly, worries about reliance on
reserves to fund recurring expenses remains
pervasive, with 83 percent expressing the concern,
unmoved from a year ago.
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Programmatic impact of current year school

budgets
Despite an improved state aid picture and

continuing success in winning voter approval for
their budgets, less than a quarter of superintendents
said their district’s current year budget would have a
positive impact on any one of 19 service areas. In
only one area did more superintendents foresee a
positive impact from their budget than negative — in
school safety, reflecting actions taken in the wake of
the Newtown, Connecticut tragedy.

In each of our three annual surveys, over 40
percent of superintendents anticipated their district
budgets would have a negative impact on three areas:
extra help for students who need it, operations and
maintenance, and administration. It is certain that
some districts have endured three straight years of
negative impacts in these areas — and others.

Concerns about capacity to provide extra academic
help reverberate throughout the survey. It is the area
where superintendents are least likely to say their
district has resources sufficient to enable students to
meet the new Common Core Standards. Also, each
year we have asked superintendents to rank their
priorities if new funding became available; extra help
has come in first each time.

Revenue concerns - state aid and the tax cap

Our survey again found wide divergence in
revenue priorities across regions. The tax cap is the
primary worry among downstate districts; upstate,
possible future state aid level is the dominant
concern. The disparity reflects variations in local
wealth and the balance between state and local
revenues.

Across all districts, 59 percent of superintendents
said that the tax cap led their district to adopt a
budget with more negative consequences for
programs and services than would have otherwise
been the case. Perceptions that the tax cap is
negatively affecting school services is growing notably
among superintendents who cited the tax cap as the
greater concern for their district — from 56 percent in
2012, to 67 percent this year. In other districts,
perceptions of negative impact declined slightly.
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In 2011, Governor Cuomo persuaded the
Legislature to enact caps on growth in School Aid and
Medicaid funding. In 2012-13, School Aid funding
was kept within the cap. So the Governor’s 2013-14
proposed state budget exceeded Council staff
expectations by recommending an increase above the
cap; and the final budget climbed even further above
the cap.

State aid expectations seem to explain some of the
variation in overall outlook. For example, 46 percent
of superintendents who said their districts’ aid fell
short of expectations reported a decline in overall
financial condition, compared to only 22 percent for
superintendents who said aid exceeded expectations.

Looking ahead

Based on the School Aid growth cap, another aid
increase is anticipated for the year to come — at least
3.4 percent, or $722 million, and more if the cap is
again exceeded.

But whatever transpires with state aid, some clear
budgeting challenges will arise for schools. Average
monthly change in the Consumer Price Index is the
base for the property tax cap calculation; inflation ran
low for most of 2013, with the result that for the first
time, the basic cap will be less than 2 percent (under
1.5 percent based on the latest available data).

At the same time, some costs continue to rise
steeply. The State Teachers Retirement System has
advised districts that its employer contribution rate
will rise from 16.25 percent of payroll to between
17.25 and 17.75 percent. This cost alone could
consume more than half of what a 1.5 percent local
tax increase would provide in most districts.

As noted, in 2013, very few districts attempted to
over-ride the tax cap, and very few of those
succeeded. Governor Cuomo has proposed a
“property tax freeze” which would provide rebates to
taxpayers to offset any property tax increase — but
only if the jurisdiction adopts a budget which stays
within its tax cap. If applied to school districts, this
proposal would place them in a no win position:
either forego the revenue local leaders honestly
believe is needed to preserve opportunities for
students, or ask residents to forego tax relief and
thereby invite rejection of budgets by voters.
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Conclusion

We invite superintendents to offer open-ended
comments on the topics covered by our survey. Here
is part of what the leader of one upstate rural district

wrote:

We have realigned grade levels within schools
to eliminate positions, raised class sizes, written
creative schedules, reduced remedial supports all
to save money. However, achievement gains are
lagging, thus causing concern within the
community. Again, this year, we started the
budget process stating that our goal was to lose
no more...and in the end, we did not replace one
retiring music teacher. This was an
accomplishment, but doesn't feel like one.

The economic circumstance within our
community is such that more students are coming
to school unprepared, with no pre-school or

formal experiences. Sadly, we have fewer
support services for them to access in addition to
high quality classroom teachers, who are
attempting to close large gaps. We are writing
grants whenever possible, which helps to provide
some of these needed services, but sustainability
continues to be an issue. It does not seem right
that we have to compete for funds that provide
basic services to students in a region with high
needs.

We are finding it difficult to plan on the long-
term for our budget, as the state aid certainly has
been variable, and the tax levy limit has
constricted our attempts to educate the
community relative to the need to exceed a 2%
increase in budget.
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This superintendent added,

I have been an educator for thirty years. I feel
as strongly today as I did on day one about why
this profession calls me, and why education is the
key to a future filled with choice. However, this
has been one of the most difficult years of my
career. When I became a superintendent, it was
with the belief that I could positively impact a
system, and benefit all students within my
district.

The past five years have been so tumultuous,
that I have had to take actions that seem
inconsistent with the beliefs that I stated when
coming to my district. I am not sure that I am
seen as an asset to my community. I am not sure
that my faculty and staff believe that I "have their
backs"...as the layoffs, penny pinching, and
"press” to meet the accountability requirements
might suggest otherwise. This all makes me sad.
At the same time, I have hope. I see teachers and
administrators learning...and getting better in
what they do every year. I believe we are doing
well by our kids.

This superintendent wrote with uncommon

eloquence, but the sentiments she shared are
common among colleagues who responded to our
survey.
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. OVERALL FiscAL OUTLOOK

THE COUNCIL’s 2013 fiscal survey finds evidence of
modest improvement in the financial outlook for New
York school districts taken as a whole. A key point,
however, is that these small gains have yet to
translate into improving services or learning
opportunities for most students.

Insolvency
In last year’s survey report, our findings regarding

threats of financial or educational insolvency drew
the greatest attention. Over the last year, the
percentage of superintendents anticipating their
school districts could face financial insolvency within
two years declined from 9 percent to 6 percent, and
those foreseeing the potential for educational
insolvency within two years declined from 19 percent
to 13 percent.!

Financial insolvency: Do you foresee a point at which your
|¢Ilstrlct would be unable to ensure that some of Its ﬂnanclll

.obllgntions wlll EVER be pald?

- i’oi;' 2013
Yes, we are currently unabie B 3_% %
Yes_, within_ 1year N § 2% - 1%
Yes’_ between 1 and 2 years 6% 4%
Yes, between 2 and 4 years . 32% _2_1%
Yes, belonld 4 years N . 36% 42%
No,Tdo notui-‘o;se_e that time ) ) 15% 19%
Uﬁsu re _ 9% 7%
Total % within 2 years ) 9% 6%

! THE COUNaIL has defined financial and educational
insolvency for our surveys through the following
questions:

Financial: “Given current revenue and expenditure
trends, and current reserve levels for your district, do
you foresee a point at which your district would be
unable to ensure that some of its financial obligations
will EVER be paid?”

Educational: “Given current revenue and expenditure
trends, and current reserve levels for your district, do
you foresee a point at which your district would be
unable to fund all the instructional and other student
service requirements established by laws or regulations
approved by the state and federal governments?”
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Educational Insolvency: Do you foresee a point at which your

district would be unable to fund all the Instructional and other
istudent service requirements established by laws or |
regulations approved by the state and federal governments?

2012 2013
Y;s_;ve are ¢ currently unable 5% 3%
Yes, within 1 year N 5% 3%
Yes, between 1and 2 y_gars o 9% L _7%
Yes, between i_a_tlﬁyears . 32%_ . 3_0%
Yes, beyond 4 years - _33%  38%
No, I do not foresee that tlme _____ - 2% 1§°_/g
Unsure B i 4% __ B ~_5_%-
Total %within 2 years 19%  13%

These projections still indicate dire prospects for
significant numbers of school districts, however. The
percentages would translate into 40 districts facing
financial insolvency and 9o facing educational
insolvency within the two-year horizon.

Notably, fewer than 20 percent of superintendents
rule out either kind insolvency for their district.

Overall condition and reliance on reserves
Other measures present a mixed picture. The

percentage of superintendents responding that their
districts’ fiscal condition worsened over the past year
has declined from a year ago, but more still said their
districts’ financial condition had worsened (33
percent) than improved (16 percent) .

Comparedtoone yearago, how hasthe financial condition
of your district changed, in terms of its ability to fund
services meeting expectations of parentsin the community?

12012 B2013

k | |
Significantly worse 10% ] |
_ 4% [ | !

R i A 42% '

S e e | |

Abosttha, same N 5% |
; |'

Somewhat better “ 15% J |
.

20% 40% 60%

1% |
Slgnificantly better ! R4 |

Yet concern about using reserves to fund recurring
costs remains pervasive: 83 percent of superintend-
dents shared this worry, unmoved from a year ago.
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To what extent, if at all, are you concerned that your district is
drawlng upon reserves to pay for recurring operating costs?

O2011 ©2012 W2012
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

freee—t——1

Very concerned

Somewhat concerned

Not concerned, our use of reserves s
limited

Our district is not drawing upon
reserves to pay for recurring operating
expenses

Budget impacts
Again, modest improvement in overall fiscal

outlook has yet to translate into better services for
most students. Across every one of 19 identified
categories of programs and services, over 75 percent
of superintendents anticipate their districts’ 2013-14
budget will have either no impact or a negative
impact.

In only one service area did a greater number of
superintendents anticipate a positive impact than a
negative impact, and only by a narrow margin.
Twenty-two percent of superintendents anticipate
this year’s district budget will have a positive impact
on school safety and security. But 19 percent still
foresee negative impacts in this priority, despite
elevated concerns in the aftermath of the Newtown
tragedy.

Nearly half of superintendents (45 percent)
anticipate their 2013-14 budget will have a negative
impact on the crucial area of extra help for struggling
students. This is a higher percentage than for any
other activity. Implementation of state assessments
aligned to the Common Core Learning Standards this
year has resulted in many more students being
deemed not proficient.

More detailed finding on budget impact are
reported in the chapter on Budgeting Choices.
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What was the Impact of 2013-14 budget declslons on aach of the following
areas of school operatlons:

Posltive or Negaﬂve or

very positive No very
Program or Service Area impact change negative
Core instruction in elementary grades 19% 50% 31%
and social studies in the middle level 16% 56% 2_9%:
Instruction in English, math, science, o - T
and social studies in high schoo! 13% 60% 27%
Extra help for students who need it - -
any level L 16% 4% as%
Instruction in art - any level - 5% 72% 25%
Instruction in music - any 1y level 5% 71% 24%
Advanced or enrichment classes 9% _ 56% 3 _35‘%_
Career and tec te(_:hnical education 5% _67% 28%
middle or high school levels N 8% 69%  25%
Specnal educa!lon o n%  70% _19%
Athletics 5% 63% 32%
Other extracurricular activities 3% 58% 38%
Student counseling, social work, n - T
mental health or simitar support
services 6% 6% 3%
Student transportation 3% 76% 1%
Other student services 2% io% 27%
Operations and ‘_‘_ ce 6% 50% 44%
Administration 5% 56% io%
School safetyfsecurity 22% 60% 19%
Other dlstr_lct operations and services 2% 64% 33%

Revenue sources - state aid and property taxes
The survey also asked a series of questions

concerning the two major revenue sources for almost
all school districts — state aid and property taxes.

In each of the now three annual surveys, we asked
superintendents which was the greater concern for
their districts — the property tax cap or future state
aid levels. The first year (2011), superintendents
were responding after the tax cap was enacted, but
before actually assembling a budget in compliance
with its demands. With actual experience under the
tax cap, there has been a dramatic shift among
superintendents toward state aid as the greater
concern for their schools.

Thinking about the future financial prospects of your district,

which is of greater concernto you -- the property tax cap, or
possible future state aid levels?

OTaxCap OEqual Concern ® State Ald

0% 20% 40% 60% 8o% 100%
P e Sk
1 T T

2011 . -\f;'_;.‘:' ] 52%

2012 || U 43%

2013 | 7 44%
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As we wrote a year ago, the shift toward state aid
as the greater revenue concern reflects a conclusion
by many school district leaders that relief from the
tax cap is not on the horizon — not that the cap has
proved inconsequential.

Again, we note the striking divergence across
regions over which is the greater concern: the tax cap
in the suburban counties around New York City and
state aid levels upstate. But across all regions there
has been a shift toward state aid as a priority.

Thinkingabout the future financial prospects of your

district, which is of greater concemto you -- the property
tax cap, or possible future state aid levels?

OTaxCap O Equal Concern W State Ald

o% 20% 40% 60% Bo% 100%

—

New York State E [ [

25% I _52%

2011

2013
Downstate

2011

2013
Capital Region/Mid-Hudson Vatley

2011

2013
"Upper" Upstate

Impact of the tax cap
In each of the past two years, roughly 60 percent

of superintendents said they believe that the tax cap
led their district to adopt a budget with a more
negative impact on programs and services than would
have been the case without the cap.

How did the tax cap affect programs and services under
your2013-14 budget comparedto what might have
happenedwithoutthe tax cap?

w2012 W2013

Significantly more negative
Somewhat more negative
Did not significantly affect
Somewhat more positive -

Significantly more positive

0% 20% £0% 60.%
Perception that the tax cap is having a negative

impact on programs and services is growing among
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superintendents who cite the cap as the greater
revenue concern for their districts — from 56 percent
in 2012, to 67 percent in 2013. Perceptions of the
cap’s impact are essentially stable among other
superintendents.

Perception is growing that the tax cap is negatively affecting programs for
districts citing the tax cap as the greaterrevenue concem
¥ 2012 B2013

% of superintendents responding tax cap
negatively affected programs & services
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

T S AN N (SO o O

Property tax cap is greater [
concern

Possible state aid levelis greater [T W
concem

They are of roughly equal concern

Total

State aid expectations
As explained in the introduction, School Aid

funding in Governor Cuomo’s proposed 2013-14
Executive Budget exceeded the expectations of
Council staff, as did that in the final state budget. We
asked superintendents how the enacted state aid level
for their district matched what they might have
expected last fall.

Across all districts, 29 percent of superintendents
said state aid for their district was less than they
would have expected and 34 percent said it was more
than they would have expected. We anticipated that
enacted state aid would have exceeded expectations
for more superintendents.

Which statement comes closest to expressing your view of the state aid
level provided for your district in the enacted state budget compared to
whatyou might have expected last fall?

Much greater 4% Much less 7%

Notsure1%

_.'gnlwh.ﬂ
less 22%

About as expected xX

y

Superintendents who said state aid did not meet
expectations were much more likely to report
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deterioration in their districts’ financial
circumstances.

For example, among superintendents who said
state aid was somewhat or significantly less than
expected, 46 percent reported their districts’ financial
condition has grown worse over the past year,
compared to only 22 percent among superintendents
who said aid exceeded expectations. These
superintendents were also roughly twice as likely to
say their district’s current budget will negatively
affect instruction and other services.

State aid expectations and changes In financial outlook
B Aidless than expected DAidabout as expected O Aid more than expected
% citing negative trend

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

1

Financial condition worse than a
yearago

Anticipate negative impact from
2013-14 district budget on:

...elementary school instruction

...middle school instruction

...high school instruction

...extra help for students who need
it (all levels)

Results by region and district type (city,
suburb or rural are presented in the
appendices.
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IN THEIR OWN WORDS: OVERALL FiscaL CONDITION...

A major concern is our dependence upon state aid.
Given the tax cap, if the percent of state aid that we
receive were to decline, we would be required to make
significant cuts to our instructional program. ((Long
Island Suburb)

We are a small, rural high-needs district. Three years
ago we eliminated 18 positions total or 15% of our staff.
... Since we eliminated core subject teachers, it has
become challenging to adequately meet academic
intervention services needs of students and all the new
Regents Reform components... We cannot afford to cut
any more staff. Should we be forced to it would severely
compromise the quality of the educational program and
the safety of the school. At the same time, the funding
for our SRO has disappeared. We had shared an SRO
with a neighboring district. That "luxury” is now gone.
(Mid-Hudson Valley Rural)

Though we ended the year better than expected by not
using as much designated fund balance, | remain
concerned about the future. Pension costs and health
insurance increase close to $1 million last year and we
have little control over these areas. This is not
sustainable in the long term. Over the past 4 years we
have cut over 40 positions and are sharing as much as
we can with other districts to drive expenditures down.
Now we are looking at a feasibility study with another
district for possible merger. (North Country Rural)

The tax cap & Gap Elimination Adjustment, in
combination with inequities in state aid distribution &
out of control benefits costs will soon lead to both
educational & financial insolvency. (Capital Region City)

We may be able to fund mandates, but we have had to
cut everything else. Our students deserve enrichment
and multiple options as far as electives and
extracurricular opportunities. (Finger Lakes Rural)

Benefit costs will continue to outpace growth in aid and
tax cap limits. We will suffer a slow death unless there is
some way to deal with this. (Finger Lakes Rural)

Students have fewer opportunities inside and outside of
the classroom. (Long Island Suburb)

... do not believe it is possible to exceed the tax cap in
the current economic environment - even with solid
rationale and a high quality school district. The tax cap
has instituted an artificial ceiling on local revenue and it
has made state aid much more important for the future.
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(Western New York Suburb) The inequitable distribution
of NYS aid is debilitating my district. Our tax base is so
low, we cannot possibly make up for the loss of state aid
w/ or w/o a tax cap, unless we completely break the
backs of taxpayers! (Capital Region City)

Our state aid has not returned to 2009-10 level. All of
our expenses have gone up. The result, we have begun
cutting programs and staff. All the fat has been trimmed
we are looking at flesh and bone. (Finger Lakes Rural)

Our community could not afford a tax levy increase of
more that 2-3 %, [we have] a self imposed tax
cap...(Finger Lakes Rural)

Charter school costs and the lack of support from SED to
help us contain them will put us out of business before
the tax cap does. (Capital Region City)

Being a district who receives less than 10% of the
operating budget in state aid, the property tax cap will
have a significantly arresting impact on the district.
Having such a large amount of the budget coming from
the tax levy means that such a large portion of the
program, and its expansions or reduction, are
constrained by the formula for our cap. (Long Island
Suburb)

The tax cap and state aid levels are interconnected due
to the pension rates and health insurance increases.
(Finger Lakes Suburb)

The damage has been already been done in our area.
Despite how much you explain the nuances of the cap
everyone in this area looks at it as a 2% cap. (Southern
Tier Rural)

Being in a high needs, rural school district, we are
utterly dependent on state aid. If our state aid is cut in
the future, our years to insolvency will be lessened. The
fact that we only receive about $80g for a 1% tax levy
increase, makes the issue of the tax cap almost a moot
point. Western New York Rural)

When is this revenue problem going to stop bring
masked as an expenditure problem at the local level?
When will the attack on public education relent?
(Western New York Suburb)

Small schools have a right to survive. (Capital Region
Rural)
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Il. BUDGETING CHOICES

The largest section of THE COUNCIL’s survey is an
exploration of the budgeting choices school district
leaders and their voters have been making,

We list a total 56 possible budget actions grouped
under five categories and ask superintendents to
identify any their districts adopted in any of the last
three years due to financial considerations. Because
of turnover in superintendent positions, it is probable
that the reported prevalence of actions in earlier
years is understated.

We began surveying superintendents on financial
matters in 2011, in the aftermath of the largest total
dollar reduction in state aid ever enacted. Conse-
quently, all the budgeting actions we listed in the first
survey were negative in character, presuming a need
to reduce costs.

We have continued with our original thrust for
now, not adding possible positive budgeting actions,
chiefly to avoid extending the survey to an intolerable
length. We do, however, ask superintendents to
appraise the overall impact of their current year
budgets — positive or negative — on specific functions.
We also presume that positive financial trends will
translate into diminishing reliance on the negative
actions about which we inquire.

General observations about school budgets
As in prior reports, we stress three points before

presenting the survey’s findings on the specific
actions districts took in putting together budgets.

First, “You can’t cut what you don’t have.” Poor
districts are less likely to report that they eliminated
advanced classes because they are less likely to have
them in the first place. A district conducting all
classes in a single building will not report that it
closed a school, unless it takes the extreme step of
“tuitioning out” all its students to a neighbor.

Related, “You cannot cut what you have already
eliminated (or decimated).” In 2011 survey {(our
first), for every specific budget action we identified,
the proportion of superintendents saying their
district had used it had increased over each year.
That is not true in this survey; smaller percentages of
districts exercised a majority of options this year than
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in the year before. This could happen if a district’s
financial condition has improved. But another
explanation could be that a district has already cut
the function as much as prudent, or as much as law
allows m—our next point.

Second, some items cannot be cut because they
are mandated by Albany or Washington. For
example, the operation of special education services
is heavily prescribed by state and federal mandates
and over multiple years, special education is seen as
less negatively affected by budget decisions than any
other service. In the same vein, the demands of the
state’s new teacher evaluation requirements have
raised concerns about maintaining the administrative
capacity necessary to comply.

Third, understanding where schools can cut
requires recognizing where their spending goes to
start. One way to break down school spending is by
the commodities it buys; another is by the purposes it
serves. Personnel — salaries and benefits — comprises
about three quarters of school spending by
commodity. Instruction consumes a comparable
share by purpose.

Where school spending goes -- by purpose

Operations &

Instruction,

Office, 2.3%

Source: Council analysis of NYSED School District Fiscal Profile data
(2009-10); Big 5 Cities not included

Where school spending goes -- by commodity

‘Employee
Salaries & ‘benefits, |
wages, 54.5%  JNE LIy T

Everything
else, 25.2%

Source: Council analysis of US Census Bureau data (2009-10); Big 5
Cities not included
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Personnel
As noted, 70 to 80 percent of spending in a typical

district is devoted to personnel. An implication of
this is that 70 to 80 percent of any cuts needed to
achieve a balanced budget are likely to come from
personnel. Although the impulse of school leaders
and voters may be to “cut things before people,” that
becomes harder and harder if a series of lean years
has exhausted less painful options.

There are two ways to reduce personnel costs:
employ fewer people, or spend less per employee.
Like it or not, districts have more latitude to exercise
the former option than the latter — salaries and many
benefits are locked-in by contracts, and pension
contributions are prescribed by state law and retire-
ment system calculations. Nonetheless, THE
CouNCcIL’s survey found districts using both
approaches.

_iPERSONNEI. 2013-14 2012-13 2013-32
$Sl_awf;eeié or other cost reduction 39% & ‘5-2.%' o :v:/; ~ 80%
in salary or benefits for

superintendent

Cost-reduction concession in salaries 30% 40% 43% 68%
or benefits for other central office

administrators

Cost-reduction concession in salaries 30% 39% 40% 68%
or benefits for building level

administrators .
Cost-reduction concession in salaries 31% 36% 32% 58%
or benefits agreed to by teacher

union -
Cost-reduction concession in salaries 30% 30% 27% 53%
or benefits agreed to by any other

union (other than teachers or

administrators)

Reduction in central office 1% 24% 27% 47%
administration positions

Reduction in buifding-level 13% 19% 23% 38%
administration positions ]

Reduction in classroom teaching 49% 57% 65% 79%
positions

Reduction in teaching 37% 43% 51% 67%
assistant/teacher aide positions

Reduction in other instructional 28% 33% 37% 55%
support positions

Reduction in school social worker, 15% 20% 23% 40%
school pyschologist or counseling

positions

Reduction in other positions (clerical, 37% 45% 49% 72%
maintenance, transportation, food

service, etc.)

Other reduction in personnel costs 30% 30% 32% 45%
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 Atleast
~ once in past,
3years

Position reductions: Teacher compensation is
the largest single item in virtually every district’s
budget. Despite signs of modest improvement in
overall fiscal outlook, 49 percent of superintendents
still report their districts eliminated classroom
teaching positions in their 2013-14 budgets, down
from 57 percent a year ago. It is the most widely used
budget action of all the 56 options we inquired about,
followed closely by reducing or eliminating
undesignated reserves (48 percent).

We estimate that districts reduced total staffing by
a net percentage of 2.3 percent. In our prior surveys,
districts reported reducing staffing by an average of
4.9 percent in 2011-12 and 3.9 percent in 2012-13.

In this year’s survey, for the first time we expressly
asked superintendents if their districts had added
positions. This year’s net change consists of layoffs
averaging 1.7 percent, attrition reductions averaging
0.9 percent, and additions averaging 0.4 percent.

The table below summarizes statewide staffing
changes by position category. As in past years, the
steepest reductions were taken in other instructional
and student support, a net reduction of 3.5 percent.

Estimated % change In positions by category, 2013-14

Added Net

Layoffs Attrition positions Change

Classroom teachers “1.5% -1.0% 0.4%  2.1%

Other instruction and student -2.8% -1.0% 0.3_% -3.5%
support

Administrators 17_% 1.2% 0.8% 2.1%

Other empi;)yees 1.1% -0.7% 0.2% 1.6%

TOTAL -1.7% -0.9'5-(; 0.456 -2.3%

Layoffs and attrition reductions were greater
among administrative positions than teaching jobs,
as in our first two surveys. Districts also added
positions in administration at a higher percentage
than other categories (0.8 percent), to result in a net
average reduction of 2.1 percent.

School administration is a popular target for
criticism. But state government counts on school
administrators to execute its mandates. The new
teacher and principal evaluation requirements are a
prime example.

In a surprising reversal from our first two surveys,
position reductions were steeper on average this year
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in suburban school systems than city and rural
districts. In every position category, reductions were
steepest on average in the suburban districts.

Net change intotal positlons by district type, 2011-12 to 2013-14

O2011-12 D2012-13 W2013-14
City Rurat Suburb TOTAL

0% T - T
=T & L
=
g%

4;_ 5.2%
-6%: ] — —
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Other personnel cost actions: As in our prior
surveys, superintendents led other categories of
employees in accepting salary freezes or agreeing to
other compensation changes to save money for their
districts: 39 percent of superintendents report taking
such steps in 2013-14, and 80 percent said they had
done so at least once in the past three years.2 Over
the entire three-year span, none of the other 55
budgeting options we identified was used as
frequently.

We did not inquire specifically about adoption of
shared superintendent arrangements. But we
presume these are reflected in the figures cited above.
At this time, Council staff are aware of five shared
superintendent arrangements, up from two typically
in operation in years past.

Majorities of superintendents now report that
each category of employees have participated in some
cost saving action for their district at least once in the
past three years.

Instruction
Personnel is the largest area of school spending

measured by commodity. Instruction is the greatest

2 According to administrative compensation data
reported to the State Education Department, the
statewide average superintendent salary has been
roughly flat for the past four years — $165,577 in 2010-
11,$165,464 in 2011-12, $165,953 in 2013-13, and
$166,550 in 2013-14.
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expense area measured by purpose, accounting for
74.7 percent of total spending according to the State
Education Department’s School District Fiscal
Profiles. Accordingly, when cuts are necessary, it is
hard for schools to spare either of these large areas.

Consistent with the continuing elimination of
classroom teaching positions, increasing class sizes
was the most frequently reported budget action in the
instruction area. Forty-two percent of superintend-
dents reported their districts increased class sizes in
2013-14, down only slightly from last year’s 45
percent.

The next most frequently cited budget actions
affecting instruction were reducing or deferring
purchase of instructional technology (27 percent) and
reducing summer school (26 percent).

|

. Mlieast|
SR s J 3  oncelnpast|
INSTRUCTION. 201314 201213 201112 3years
Increased class size 42%  45%  39% 61%
Reduced non-mandated art classes 15%  148%  18% 33%
Reduced non-mandated music 14% 14% 16% 33%
classes
Reduced advanced or honors classes 12% 14% 12% 22%
Reduced summer school 26%  25%  25% 38%
Reduced extra help for students 20% 24% 20% 32%-
during the regular school day or year
Reduced student enrollment in career 13% 13% 13% 24%
andtechnical education programs
Reduced availability of second 19% 15% 14% 31%
language instruction at the middle or
high school level
Reduced/deferred purchase of 27%  31%  26% 40%
instructional technology
Reduced/deferred purchase of 16% 16% 12% 21%
textbooks
Reduced/deferred purchase of library 18% 18% 16% 23%
materials
Eliminated prekindergarten 0% 1% 0% 1%
Reduced prekindergarten 3% 3% 3% 6%
Eliminated kindergarten 0% 0% 0% 0%
Moved from full-day to half-day 0% 0% 1% 1%
kindergarten
Other reduction in kindergarten 2% 1% 1% 2%
Combined two grade levels in a single 3% 3% 3% 6%
classroom
Other reduction in instruction 21%  19%  20% 30%

Compared to a year ago, most actions affecting
instruction were adopted with roughly the same or
lower frequency. One exception: the share of
superintendents reporting their districts reduced
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availability of second language instruction rose by
nearly a third, from 15 percent to 19 percent.

Reports that fiscal calamity was forcing districts to
contemplate cutting kindergarten gained circulation
about two years ago. Our survey indicates, however,
that few districts have actually done so — yet. No
districts report having eliminated kindergarten in the
past three years, while 1 percent report moving from
full-day to half-day and 2 percent report having
reduced kindergarten in some other way over that
period.

Cuts to prekindergarten have been more common:
1 percent of superintendents report eliminating the
program in the last three years, while 6 percent
report reductions over that period.

Other direct student services
Cuts to interscholastic sports and other extra-

curricular activities appear to have declined sig-
nificantly over the past year — from over 30 percent
for each to 20 percent and 23 percent respectively.

The percentage of superintendents reporting
changes in special education to reduce costs has
reached 31 percent. Special education is heavily
governed by mandates, more so in New York than
many other states. Our sense is that districts have
become more resourceful in seeking ways to manage
special education costs.

£ At least
{OTHER DIRECT STUDENT once In past
ISERVICES 2013-14 2012-13 2011-12 3years
Reduced interscholastic sports 20% 32% 38% 38%
Reduced other extracurricular 23% 31% 31% 31%
activities (other than interscholastic
sports)
Changes in special education which 31% 29% 2% 25%
reduced costs
Reduction in school social work, 14% 15% 19% 19%
counseling, mental health or similar
services
Reduced pupil transportation 19% 19% 20% 20%
Other reduction in student services 16% 15% 14% 14%

costs

Operations, maintenance and construction
Operations and maintenance costs comprise only

6.5 percent of total school spending on average, but
in striving to “cut things rather than people,” districts
have continued to be aggressive in seeking savings
from this area.

UNCILY
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Comparatively high percentages of
superintendents continue to report that their districts
deferred maintenance or implemented some form of
energy conservation this year.

An apparently small proportion of districts
anticipate deferring a capital project this year (16
percent). But not all districts need to take on a
capital project in any given year.

: . ! At least|
OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE once In past |
{AND (_Z(_)N_STI_!UCTION i) 201314 201213 208s-12 _ 3yenrh'
Deferred maintenance 39% 44% 39% 53%
Any form of energy conservation 42% 44% 35% 53%
Delayeda capitai project 16% 18% 12% ' 24%
Outsourced custodi'al/ maintenance 2% 3% 3% 5%
work - -

Reducing or deferring purchases of 32% 32% 31% 43%
supplies, other than those related to

instruction : : 1
Other reduction in operation, 36% 37% 33% 47%

maintenance or construction costs

Other actions

Our survey also allowed superintendents to check-
off an assortment of miscellaneous budget-cutting
strategies.

Access to professional development:
Schools faced at least two exceptional state-mandated
implementation challenges this year, on top
managing their financial demands:

e develop and negotiate new plans for teacher and
principal evaluations with local unions, then gain
State Education Department approval, and then
do the evaluations; and

e adapt instruction to align with the new Common
Core Learning Standards and prepare students for
state assessments based on those standards.

Despite the need to prepare school professionals
to carry out these major reform assignments from
state government, large percentages of districts have
found it necessary to reduce participation by
administrators and teachers in professional develop-
ment. In 2012-13, 36 percent reported doing so for
administrators and 34 percent did so for teachers.
Shares cutting professional development for the
current year declined only slightly, to 33 percent for
administrators, and 29 percent for teachers.
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At least

once in past
OTHER ACTIONS 2013-14 2012-13 2011-12 3years
Closed a school buii'dlﬁ'g‘“ ) é%‘ 4% % 12%
Change in school schedule for the 10% 1% 5% 16%
purpose of reducing costs (e.g.,
discontinuing block scheduling)
Reduced fundingfor stafftravel 35% 38% 34% 47%
Reduced-particlpation in professlon'a'l 33% 36% 33% 46%
development by administrators
Reduced participation in professional 29% 34% 32% 43%
development by teachers
Reduced participation in professional 26% 27% 25% 34%
development by other staff (other
than teachers and administrators)
Reduced participation in BOCES 28% 26% 23% 39%
services
Increased participation in BOCES 31% 29% 18% 36%
services .
Increased participation in other 30% 26% 16% 36%
shared services arrangements (not
through BOCES)
Reduced or eliminated undesignated 48% 45% 38% 54_%
reserves
Reduced or eliminated designated 44% 41% 35% 52%
reserves
Clianged-purchasing practices 31% 28% 22% 38%
Other 12% 1% 10% 13%

Sharing services: Nearly equal percentages of
superintendents report this year that their districts
increased use of BOCES services, reduced use of
BOCES services, or increased participation in shared
service arrangements outside of BOCES. Percentages
reporting each option have risen for all three options
in each year covered by the survey.

Some superintendents indicated their districts
both increased and reduced use of BOCES this year A
possibility is that they may have moved students from
BOCES to district special education programs while
also making more use of shared administrative
services operated by BOCES.

Forthcoming research by Cornell’s John Sipple
will shed more light on shared service arrangements
in use by schools and municipalities.3

Closing school buildings: Twelve percent of
superintendents report their district closed at least
one school building in the last three years. As one

3 See Sipple, John W., Ph. D. Presentation: Linking
School and Community Vitality. New York State Center
for Rural Schools/Community and Regional
Development Institute, Cornell University, 15 July 2013.
Web. o1 Sept. 2013.
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would expect the strategy is more common among
larger districts: Fewer than 3 percent of districts with
enrollments under 1,000 report shutting down a
school building, while 18 percent of the districts
above that size have closed a school at least once. Of
districts with over 5,000 students 7.5 have closed
more than one school building.

Drawing down reserves: Forty-eight percent
of superintendents report their districts reduced or
eliminated unrestricted reserves (so-called “rainy
day” funds); 44 percent said their districts did so with
designated reserves (those whose use is restricted to
specific purposes such as capital repairs, equipment
purchases, or accrued employee benefits).

As noted in the Overall Fiscal Outlook chapter,
concern about reliance on reserves has shown-up as a
nearly universal concern in each of our three annual
finance surveys. Each year, over 80 percent of
superintendents have said they were somewhat or
very concerned about their districts’ reliance on
reserves to pay recurring costs.

At the same time, the State Education Department
reports that undesignated fund balances statewide
have declined by more than half since 2009-10 —
from $2.76 billion, to $1.26 billion this year.4

To illustrate why reliance on reserves is such a
widely and deeply held concern, we compare the
amount of assigned fund balance used by districts
this year with their total budgeted tax levy and
spending levels. This gives a sense of how budgets
would need to change if reserves run out.

Without the use of assigned fund balance
(reserves appropriated to their proposed budgets),
districts statewide would have needed to increase
proposed tax levy by 6.3 percent more than they
actually proposed last May (9.4 percent instead of 3.1
percent), or reduced spending by 3.8 percent from
what they proposed.

Poorer districts are especially dependent on
appropriated fund balance. The poorest 10 percent of

4 New York State Education Department, Presentation to
the Board of Regents: 2013-14 Property Tax Report
Card and Budget Votes — Analysis of Statewide Results,
June 17, 2013.
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districts would have needed additional tax increases
averaging 18.0 percent. Variation in the spending
reductions that would be needed is less pronounced,
but poorer districts typically spend less — they have
less to cut.

How 2013-14 school district budgets would have neededto
change if districts used no appropriatedfund balance
(districts grouped by property wealth per pupil)
B Additional increase in tax levy Reduction in budgeted spending

-10% 5% 0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

NewYork State | -3.8
1-Poorest10% | -4.5% :
2 '-5.7% i :
3 | -4.27.[ Cm
4 | -43%F
5 -3.8%
6 | -45%)
7 | -3.6' CoUITE .
8 | -3, I "
9|  apw= ; ]
10- Wealthiest 10% 3.q% s

SOURCE: Council analysis of NYSED 2013-14 Property Tax Report
Card data; Big 5 city districts not included.

Structural budgeting changes
State Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli and the State

Education Department have both encouraged school
districts to adopt multi-year financial planning
practices and other structural budgeting changes.

To begin to gauge the extent that districts are
applying these practices, our survey invited
superintendents to provide open-ended descriptions
of steps taken by their districts so far.

Sixty superintendents responded. About half
expressly described efforts to project district finances
in three to five year cycles. Some of these
superintendents also outlined steps taken to promote
wider understanding of their school systems’ fiscal
prospects. Several identified a specific goal of
restraining expenditures in line with revenue growth
allowed by the tax cap. A few observed that multi-
year planning is complicated by uncertainties over
state aid, pension costs and the tax levy cap.

Making greater use of shared services was
commonly cited as a strategy for restructuring district
costs. A few superintendents also said they had
reconfigured grade levels or school schedules, revised
staffing patterns. Several also said they had re-
examined pupil transportation practices.

= mECoUuNCI?
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How superintendents assessed the overall
financial condition of their districts did not differ
much between those who volunteered examples of
structural budgeting changes and those who did not.

Impact of 2013-14 budget decisions - trends

In each of our finance surveys, we have asked
superintendents to evaluate the impact of their
districts’ adopted budget for that year on an array of
programs and services. The statewide results from
each survey are summarized in the table below.

In nearly every category of programs and services,
the share of superintendents anticipating a negative
impact from their districts’ adopted budget this year
is down from prior years, in some categories by as
much as half. Averaging results across all categories
each year, the share anticipating negative impacts is
down from 52 percent in our first survey, covering
2011-12, to 30 percent this year.

There were also more increases in the frequency
in which superintendents anticipated positive effects
— from an average of 2 percent across all categories in
2011-12, to 8 percent this year.

A key point, however, is that anticipated negative
impacts are not randomly distributed across districts
each year. More probably, the 30 percent or so of
districts anticipating negative impacts from this
year’s budget also experienced negative effects in one
or both of the prior years.

“Core” instruction: In the 2011 survey, we
asked superintendents to assess the effect of their
2011-12 district budgets on instruction in English,
math, social studies, and science in general; 52
percent foresaw negative consequences. In the
succeeding years, we inquired about impact by school
level. This year, negative impacts on “core”
instruction are anticipated as follows:

e High school: 27 percent;
o Middle level grades : 29 percent; and
e Elementary grades 31 percent of districts.

Nineteen percent of superintendents said they
believe their district budgets will have positive effects
on elementary instruction.
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Extra help for struggling students: In
each of our surveys, the capacity to deliver extra
help for struggling students emerged as the leading
concern for the greatest number of superintend-
dents. Each year, it has drawn the highest negative
impact percentage of any of the instructional
categories, declining from 59 percent in 2011-12 to
45 percent this year.

Other programs and services: Administra-
tion and operations and maintenance are other
categories which at least 40 percent of superintend-
dents foresaw negative impacts from the district
budgets in each of the last three years.

Over 30 percent of superintendents expected
negative impacts in each of the last three years on
advanced classes, athletics, and other
extracurricular activities.

#5==" 5CHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

20111 instructionin Englls, rmend!cs, .

science, and social studies 56% 41% 1%
2012: Core Instructionin elementary grades _a% _46% 13%
2013 Core Instruction in elementary grades 1% 50% 19%
2012 Instruction In English, math, science, 33% §6% 1%
&soclal studiesin themiddlelevelgrades ===
2013: Instruction in English, math, sdence, 29% 56% 16%
& social studiesin the middieleve! grades
2012: Instruction in English, math, science, 37% 3% 10%
____andsoclal studiesin high schoot e
20131 Instruction in English, math, science, 60% 13%

and social studies in high schoot

PRSI

'__

_ Lareer anatechnical education
Second language instuction at the riddle

. or high school levels
Student counseling, sodial work, mental
health or similar supportsenices
Schoot safety/security

5% 69%
30% 5%
19% 60°%

22%
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IN THEIR OWN WORDS: BUDGETING CHOICES...

The last minute increase in aid by the legislature
rescued us from going into educational insolvency next
year. (North Country Rural)

We restructured, shared services, and reduced staffing
by approximately 8%. While a small amount of the GEA
was restored it was not nearly enough to keep from

cutting critical programming. (Capital Region Suburb)

We closed a building this school year to get all students
to one campus. This pushed any issues with insolvency
off a couple years or the projected timeline would be
considerably shorter. (Southern Tier Rural)

Things are "better" this year simply because State Aid
increased over the previous year. That said, our 2013-14
State Aid is in line with where we were in 2010-11 and
nowhere near what we received from 2007-2010... If
State Aid continues to increase, and/or more Aid is
allocated to districts that rely on State Aid more, and/or
the Gap Elimination Adjustment is phased-out - we may
be able to avoid insolvency. My district relies on 65% of
our revenue from State Aid and our ability to levy local
taxes is limited. (Finger Lakes Rural)

We were fortunate to have received about $900,000
more in state this year which helped save our programs.
(Long Island Suburb)

The additional state aid was very helpful to us and for
the first time in 3 years, we did not have to cut staff to
balance the budget. Unfortunately, we are not able to
meet budget without using reserves and reserve funds
are not a long term solution to funding public
education. They will run out. (Finger Lakes Suburb)

We are in a better position than last year, but that is a
temporary condition. A rich teacher retirement incentive
led to approximately 10% of the staff retiring. Salary
breakage made this year's budget work, but will create
a hole to fill in next year's budget and saddle the district
with long-term medical insurance liabilities that will
impact our long-term fiscal health. (Mid-Hudson Valley
Rural)

Even, with the increase in state aid this year, we are
concerned about the long term viability of the district.
Between the tax levy limit and the capacity of the
community, we do not see a long range ability to
sustain even the current levels. (Southern Tier Suburb)

Our contracts have all been recently settled and the
average salary increase in the district for 2013-2014 is

= THECouNc?

SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

just under 2% and we received major health insurance
changes. State aid levels are the greatest concern as we
can only raise about $40,000 with a 1% increase on our
tax levy. (Southern Tier Rural)

Even with an increase in state aid, we are not where we
were in 2008-2009! (Lower Hudson Valley Suburb)

State aid attached to APPR process was inappropriate.
The process was not thought out enough. There were
not resources available--time, money, labor--for this.
(North Country Rural)

Coupled with the increase in mandates embedded in the
RTIT reform agenda and the huge costs that come with
them, we are struggling to sustain the programs that
our community cares about, especially if they are not
linked directly to the reform agenda (art, music,
enrichment, support services for students). (Capital
Region Suburb)

! have cut every single after school program from K-12
as well as all of my modified teams. Students do not
have a single thing to do after school until they enter
high school. (Capital Region City)

This district is administratively lean and many
administrative reductions were taken prior to the last
three years. (Long Istand Suburb)

TRS increases forced us to make instructional choices
that eliminate opportunity for some students. This will
be the "tightest” budget we have operated under & are
hopeful that we do not see any unexpected expenses.
PARCC exams, at almost $30 per students would not "fit"
in this budget. We have estimated costs for "Obama-
care”; however, it may not be enough. Substitute costs
almost doubled with our need for accommodations for
so many tests. (Mid-Hudson Valley Suburb)

The 2013-14 budget does not reflect many of the
previous positions the district has eliminated either
through attrition or lay-offs. It does represent the end of
what we can reasonably eliminate before our students
would be unable to graduate within four years. (North
Country Rural)

We closed a building this school year to get all students
to one campus. This pushed any issues with insolvency
off a couple years or the projected timeline would be
considerably shorter. (Southern Tier Rural)
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Hl. IMPLEMENTING THE COMMON CORE

Discord over the direction of state education
policy has reached previously unseen levels. Parents
and educators criticize the volume of student testing
and the emphasis on testing in the schools, the pace
and quality of State Education Department
implementation efforts, the complexity and
soundness of new educator evaluation requirements,
and other aspects of the state’s reform agenda.

For many outside the education profession, the
only name they have to attach to all their frustrations
is “Common Core.” This conflates and confuses
disparate elements.

The Common Core Learning Standards should be
seen as the foundation for the state’s reform strategy,
defining what students are expected to learn and
schools to teach. Assessments, curriculum modules,
evaluation procedures and data systems are tools for
delivering and evaluating instruction based upon the
standards.

A leader from a (Lower Hudson Valley Suburb)an
district wrote, “The Common Core Standards could
be valuable,” noting the favorable views of subject
matter teacher groups, and added that they, “... need
to be separated in all the rhetoric from excessive
testing and high stakes testing.”

Survey after survey has found widespread support
for the standards themselves among educators
nationwide. So does ours.

Widespread support for the standards

We asked, “How will the Common Core Standards
affect the quality of education in your district?”
Seventy-five percent of superintendents statewide
answered “Improve,” 22 percent said “No effect,” and
only 3 percent said “Decrease.”

In every region, more than 60 percent of
superintendents said the Common Core will improve
the quality of education, from a low of 62 percent in
the Capital Region, to a high of 91 percent in Central
New York.

Positive reviews of the standards were greatest
among city superintendents (89 percent) and lowest
among suburban leaders (70 percent).
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THE COUNCIL’s findings are similar to those of
national surveys of teachers:

e An American Federation of Teachers survey found
75 percent of teachers approved of the Common
Core, 22 percent disapproved. 5

o A National Education Association survey reported
76 percent of teachers said they support the
Common Core Standards, either wholeheartedly
or with some reservations.6

¢ In a survey of 20,000 teachers for Scholastic Inc.,
77 percent of teachers said they believe the
Common Core Standards will have a positive
impact on students’ ability to think critically and
use reasoning skills.?

How will the Common Core Standards affect the quality of
education in your district's schools?

W improve O No effect O Decrease
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Total

Long island

Lower Hudson Valley
Mid-Hudson Valley |
Capital Region
Mohawk Valley
Central New York
North Country
Southem Tier
Finger Lakes
Westem New York

City
Suburb
Rural

Some superintendents and other educators do
raise concerns about whether the standards are
developmentally appropriate at all grade levels.
Criticisms of state tests and curriculum modules
related to the standards are widespread. But the

5 Hart Research Associates. Teachers Assess
Implementation of the Common Core: Survey Among K-
12 Teachers Conducted for the American Federation of
Teachers. May 2013.

¢ National Education Association. NEA Poll: Majority of
Educators Support the Common Core State Standards.
September 12, 2013.

7 Scholastic. 20,000 Teachers Share Their Views on the
Common Core State Standards in Advance Findings
from Primary Sources. October 4, 2013.
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consensus is that the new standards are promising.
Many skeptics concede that returning to prior
standards is not a viable “plan B.”

Resources and Implementation Concerns

But there are emerging concerns that support for
the standards could be eroded by frustrations with
other aspects of the reform agenda, including testing,
teacher evaluation requirements, and general
“implementation overload.”

A common view of the standards among
superintendents was expressed by one Capital Region
leader:

Ithink the Common Core Standards over time
will improve the quality of education in my
district and across the state. However, the imp-
lementation has been rushed and inadequately
supported. Resources have not been made
available in a timely manner and the funding to
purchase these new resources is inadequate.

Resource limitations pose an additional threat to
support for the standards, and to their successful
implementation. These concerns are especially acute
in low wealth, high student need school districts. For
example, the superintendent of a Southern Tier city
wrote,

The concept of commonality of curriculum is
noble and can only help if implemented. The
process by which this is being deployed puts that
implementation at risk. We are forced to shift
resources from those that would normally be
allocated to already existing programs or
personnel to do many of the tasks that a better
organized roll-out would have done... This
gamble is not fair to a cohort of parents,
students, principals and teachers who are
experiencing the evolution on the front lines.

Our survey asked superintendents, “To what
extent does your district have sufficient resources to
enable students to meet the Common Core
Standards. In most of the seven categories we asked
about, only 20 to 25 percent of superintendents said
their districts possess sufficient resources, with a high
of 31 percent for instructional technology and a low of
18 percent for extra help for students at-risk of not
meeting standards.

HECouncn?
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To what extent does your district have sufficeint resources
to enable students to meet the Common Core Standards?

BSufficient  OPartially sufficient  OVery Insufficient  ONot Sure
0% 50% 100%

1 |
Professional development for teachers m L 6% [18%
G !
Professional development for -
administrators ] -
Curriculum development m 15'71‘- Sl 20%

Textbooks & other instructional materials

Technology fo nstrcton m:‘,uT_._IIE
Technology for assessment = ; 2
1 i

Extra help for at-risk students % 28% 1

Resource concerns are generally greatest in the
North Country and lowest in the Mid-Hudson Valley.
For example, 43 percent of Mid-Hudson Valley
superintendents say their districts have sufficient
textbooks and other instructional materials aligned
with the Common Core. Only 8 percent of North
Country superintendents do.

City superintendents were more likely than their
rural and suburban counterparts to say their districts
have sufficient Common Core-related resources. A
major exception is in the area of extra help for at-risk
students: 44 percent of city school district leaders
said their districts’ extra help capacity is “very
insufficient.”

The survey does provide evidence that resource
constraints could undermine support for the
Common Core. Superintendents who answered that
the standards will decrease the quality of education in
their schools were also less than half as likely as
others to believe that their districts have sufficient
resources in most categories.

Only 10 percent of superintendents predicting a
decrease in quality due to the standards felt their
districts have sufficient resources in professional
development, curriculum development, and
textbooks and other instructional materials aligned
with the Common Core. None of these
superintendents believed their districts have
adequate capacity to provide extra help for students
at-risk of not meeting the standards.
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IN THEIR OWN WORDS: THE COMMON CORE

To implement Common Core with quality and fidelity,
there is a need for time, as well as for money. We are
rushing the implementation. ...[S]tudent learning and
performance on tests will be unfairly affected by the lack
of sufficient time. The impatience of those wanting to
make change has the potential of creating a lack of
confidence in what might be an improvement in
curriculum...

~(Lower Hudson Valley Suburb) (No effect)

I am a supporter of the CCSS, but not the method used
to implement. It has created dissention with staff, fear,
frustration, and climate problems. The lack of support
and information from SED was a key factor.

~(Capital Region Suburb) (Improve)

The good of the Common Core has been lost in the poor
planning and roll-out by SED. Their lack of experience
with the rhythm of a school year, (release of module
schedules) and the constraints we face with instruct-
tional vs. staff development time, has put a larger focus
on these items and taken away to potential good of the
Common Core. They made the mountain higher....
~(Mid-Hudson Valley Suburb) (Improve)

The modules and domains have benefited greatly at
implementing the CCLS. The problem is the costs of the
books/texts and support staff for struggling students.
~(Long Island Suburb) (Improve)

1 am very pleased that NYS will finally have a consistent
approach to curriculum with specific guidelines for
teachers. The resources provided by NYSED and the
EngageNY site have been very helpful.

~(North Country Rural) (Improve)

Time will tell whether the changes result in increased
student learning and achievement. The changes have
merit but were pushed through too quickly. Administra-
tors are feeling stress and fatigue after this past year's
pace trying to implement so many significant changes.
On the positive side, the new APPR has contributed to
more collaboration and professional dialog between
administrators and teachers on instructional
leadership, teacher practice and student needs.
~(Mid-Hudson Valley Rural) (Improve)

My teachers are excited about the Standards. However,
they do not feel they have had sufficient time to work
with the CCLS. There is also frustration regarding NYS's
slow response in putting information...

~(Finger Lakes Rural) (Improve)
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There is buy-in to the shifts, but insufficient time and
resources to best prepare for implementation. There will
also be a significant challenge in purchasing materials
and texts that align with modules the state is producing.
~(Southern Tier Suburb) (Improve)

We have seen students engage in higher level of
learning as we teach the common core. It has had a very
positive impact on classroom instruction.

~(Finger Lakes Suburb) (Improve)

The Common Core Standards may be fine, but we won't
know that for years. So far what has been presented on
the EngageNY portal as resources for curriculum mod-
ules are horrific - totally inappropriate development-
ally, cognitively, conceptually, and practically. The texts
are unreachable for the vast majority of learners. The
curriculum practices are scripted and terribly didactic.
There is no nurturance of curiosity or inquiry, just
repeat, repeat, repeat.

~(Capital Region Suburb) (Decrease)

The hardest part about implementation is that the state
does not have its act together, it misses timelines. The
state is unable to meet its delivery dates for the mod-
ules. This makes it hard to sell to state and community.
We mention state ed and everyone rolls their eyes
because they are unreliable. It is the right work but they
are doing a poor job of rolling it out. Hard to get buy-in.
~(Finger Lakes Rural) (Improve)

Common Core alignment will strengthen our programs
and ensure consistency. This is a noble goal. | am
concerned about the pace that is being demanded in
moving to the assessments.

~(Long Island Suburb) (Improve)

Standards are fine, timeline for implementation is poor.
~(North Country Rural) (No effect)

Implementing Common Core Standards is not the
problem. The short time-frame provided ... and the lack
of resources available to our district are the problems.
~(Western New York Rural) (Improve)

The convergence of all of the moving parts ... is the
main area that we have struggled with. We believe in
this process, just the capacity to roll it all out is utilizing
what little human capital we have as a district and
stressing them to the maximum. | am concerned about
burn-out and people prematurely leaving the
profession.

~(North Country Rural) (Improve)
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IV. LOOKING AHEAD

Mandate Relief

When the tax cap was being debated, the Council’s
position needed only 10 words to express: Tax caps
will hurt our schools. There are better options.

Our better options called for the state to be a
reliable partner in funding schools, to enact mandate
relief and take other significant actions to help
districts manage and control costs, and to adopt a
circuit-breaker to target meaningful help to the most
burdened property taxpayers through a credit in the
personal income tax.

Those better options remain on the table. Gover-
nor Cuomo has proposed a circuit-breaker. The last
two state budgets have increased School Aid by more
than the inflation rate, but over 70 percent of school
systems are receiving less help from the state than in
2008-09. Outside the area of pensions, mandate
relief has been limited.

In our survey we asked superintendents for their
positions on 25 possible actions the state could take
to help schools reduce and control costs.

“No new unfunded mandates” drew the strongest
support, with 96 percent of superintendents saying
they strongly favored the position. The option is
popular with politicians as well. But a law to prohibit
unfunded mandates can be circumvented simply by
passing a new law and a constitutional amendment
could incite endless litigation over whether an action
qualifies as a mandate or the extent to which it is
unfunded. There is a simple solution though: state
officials could stop unfunded mandates by pledging
to neither propose nor approve any new ones.

Over 90 percent of superintendents supported two
other items — amending the “Triborough Law” to
eliminate automatic salary “step increases” after a
collective bargaining agreement expires and
streamlining procedures for disciplining and
removing tenured teachers.

A total of 14 items won support from 80 percent
or more of superintendents. Several would address
aspects of special education, including revising class
size requirements and procedures for resolving
disputes between parents and districts.
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Some of the most popular mandate relief actions
would free an even more finite resource than money
- student time. These include allowing students to
satisfy graduation requirements through career and
technical education courses, reducing reliance on
seat-time requirements in high school, and revising
Academic Intervention Services (procedures for
identifying and serving students needing extra
academic help).

Two proposals drew more opposition than
support from superintendents — requiring districts
below a certain enrollment to share some adminis-
trative functions and authorizing the State Education
Department to “order school district mergers without
voter approval, based on criteria including local fiscal
capacity and inability to maintain comprehensive
educational services following a review with local
input.” Still, both these options were supported by
more than a third of all superintendents. Fifty-nine
percent of superintendents did support streamlining
procedures for voluntary consolidation.

New York does spend more per pupil on public
education than any other state.8 One reason could be
that New York has laws no other state has. While
several states have laws protecting employee benefits
when a collective bargaining agreement has expired,
we have found none which also guarantees salary step
increases, as New York’s Triborough Law does. No
other state has a Wicks Law, requiring the use of
multiple prime contractors on public construction
projects. Few states have as intricate and demanding
special education mandates as New York.

Reducing the number of school districts is cited as
a key in lowering taxpayer costs. But 29 states have
more districts relative to enrollment than New Yorks,
including Illinois, New Jersey and Wisconsin. New
York superintendents have supported both local
efforts at consolidation and state policy changes to
streamline the process. But the number of districts
we have does not explain our spending level.

8 U.S. Census Bureau. “Per Student Public Education
Spending Decreases in 2011 for First Time in Nearly Four
Decades, Census Bureau Reports.” May 21, 2013.

9 Excluding New York City, to avoid inflating the state’s
average enrollment.
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Mandate Relief Options

B Strongly Support DSomewhat Support O Neutralf T Somewhat oppose QO Strongly oppose
No opinion
10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
e
Amend the Trib gh law to elimi ic salary inc ts if a collective bargaining
agreement has expired
Streamline procedures for tenured teacher hearings (*3020a reform”)
Establish mandatory mini ployee and retiree contributions for health i e %

Expand opp ities for stud to satisfy graduat gh career and

q
technicat education (CTE) options
Better align teacher certification and tenure areas

Amend the ""Wicks law" to reduce or eliminate the requirements to use multiple prime
contractors in construction
Revise due process procedures for resolving special education disputes between districts and
parents

Reduce the role of seniority in layoff decisions (i.e., modify “last in, first out")

Reduce reliance on “seat time" requirements in high schooi by allowing students to eam credit
by demonstrating proficiency in a subject instead

Revise requirements for Academic Intervention Services

Expand opportunities for districts to share services through BOCES

Revise evaluation requirements for making special education placements

Revise special education class size requirements

Revise middle school requirements

Other special education changes

Other change in health insurance

Require all public employees in a region to belong to a single health insurance program

q

Reduce mil limits for dated ion of nonpublic school

Require districts to collaborate in providing out of district pupil transportation

Bt

Streamline procedures for voluntary school district c while ining a

for local voter approval

q

Authorize regional high schools to serve students from multiple schoot districts

Require districts below a minimum size to share some administrative functions

Authorize SEDto order school district mergers, without voter approval, based on criteria
including ability to maintain educational services, following local input

Pension costs
Pension costs have been a dominating consider-

ation in school district budgeting for most of the past
five years. They are difficult to control at either the
local or state levels, however School districts have no
choice but to pay the prescribed employer contribu-
tion rate; they can reduce pension costs only by elim-
inating positions. The state can reduce benefits only
prospectively, for new hires, because of the state
constitution’s prohibition against diminishing or
impairing benefits for people who are already in a
public retirement system.

In his Executive Budget a year ago, Governor
Cuomo proposed legislation to give school districts
and local governments an option to lock-in a stable
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pension contribution rate for a period of years. A
modified version of the plan was enacted. It allowed
districts to lock in an employer contribution rate for
Teachers Retirement System payments which would
start at 14 percent and would not be allowed to rise
above 18 percent over a seven period. Other districts
were required to make TRS payments based on a
contribution rate of 16.25 percent.

THE COUNCIL and other education organizations
strongly supported efforts of the Governor,
Legislature and retirement system officials to develop
an option for districts to manage their pension costs
while protecting the financial soundness of the
systems.
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Only one school district (Yonkers) has elected to
use the Stable Contribution Option for its TRS
obligations.

School districts can still elect to use the option.
They may opt-in to the TRS plan until June 30, 2014
and the ERS plan until February 1, 2014.1° Again,
however, few superintendents expect their districts
will do so. Only 3 percent of superintendents said it
was likely or very likely their districts would elect the
option for TRS, and only 2 percent did so for ERS.

Likelihood that districts will adopt Stable Contribution Option

Don't
Already Somewhat know/ Somewhat Very
opted-in Very likely likely unsure  unlikely  unlikely
L 2% % 3% 7% 84%
ERS 3% 1% % 5% 7% 83%

Although we strongly supported providing the
option, we are not surprised relatively few districts
expect to use it.

First, there is no free lunch: districts using the
option pay less over the near term but more over the
longer term. Second, districts may be waiting to see
what happens to future contribution rates, anticipa-
ting improved investment performance will stabilize
and eventually reduce costs. Finally, we speculated
that stronger than expected School Aid funding might
have led some districts which might have otherwise
elected the stable rate option to defer. Our survey
provides some support for this speculation: super-
intendents who said state aid fell short of their
expectations were three times more likely to use the
stable rate option than those who said state aid had
met or exceeded their expectations (10 percent vs. 3
percent).

Priorities for new funding

We closed our survey with a hopeful question,
asking superintendents what they would prioritize,
“...if your district were to receive an increase in
funding beyond what would be needed to fund state

° School employees with professional certificates
issued by the State Education Department are members
of TRS. Other pension-eligible employees are members
of ERS - the State and Local Employees Retirement
System administered by the State Comptroller.
Approximately 8o percent of school district employees
are in TRS, 20 percent are in ERS.
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mandates and your current level of services?” They
were invited to name three top priorities.

As with the 2011 and 2012 surveys, increasing
extra help for struggling students was the top choice
by a wide-margin, drawing nearly as many top
priority votes as the next three options combined.
The value attached this priority aligns with our
finding that the highest percentage of
superintendents cited extra help as a function
negatively affected by current year budget actions.

Reducing the local tax levy came in second, but
with declining numbers of superintendents citing it
as a priority, presumably reflecting the impact of the
tax levy cap.

In this year’s survey we added some additional
options for superintendents to choose as priorities.
One drew notable support: 22 percent of superin-
tendents chose increasing counseling, social work,
mental health or similar services for students as one
of their three priorities for funding. In the aftermath
of the Newtown tragedy, it was striking how often
superintendents volunteered concerns over the
impact of budget cuts on mental health services.

I your district were to recelve an increase In fundlngbcynnd;vhat vmuld‘be I
needed to fund state mandates and your current level of services, |
- what would be your top three priorities for the use of that funding?

" ofsuperintendents

choosing as a priority

2014 2012 2013
Increase extra help for struggling students 64% 66% 53%
Reduce property tax levy 57% 38% _._-3;;3_"/0
Expand professional devel 0p t 28% 28% 30%
Increase enrichmen@[advanced classes zgfk 37% -;7_%
Purchase technology s 2% 16% zé%
Increase counseling, social work, or mental health
or similar services for students NA NA 22%
Increase funding of reserves 29% 27% 22%
Reduce class sizes 30% 26% 20%
Improve facilities NA NA 12%
Purchase instruction-related materials 10% 7% 12%
Strengthen administration (district or building leve) 9% 7% 9%
Increase other student support sevices 24% 21% 9%
Increase career and technical education
opportunities NA NA 8%
Improve school security NA NA 6%
Increase/restore se_cond_l_arlquge instruction NA NA 5%
Improve maintenance of facilities 10% 8% ;%
Expand extracurricular activities or athletics 3% 5% 3%
Other 2% 3% 2%
Purchase other equipment 0% 2% 0%
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IN THEIR OWN WORDS: LOOKING AHEAD

We are "looking the other way" at some of our mandates
currently in order to stay solvent. We have reduced our
budget for the fourth consecutive year, and are current-
ly receiving less total state aid than we received 10
years ago. (Capital Region Suburb)

The key is to hold labor contracts at a level that will
allow revenue to fund program. (Long Island Suburb)

When employee fixed costs exceed the amount that can
be raised by the levy cap legislation, there can be no
other path than to lose programs and people. (Mid-
Hudson Valley Suburb)

The 2% cap, while really not 2%, provides a voter
psychological fix that anything above two percent is too
high. This financial outlook is unfortunately and
dffected the use of reserve funds to remain below our
allowed 3.07% top tax levy. We used additional reserves
to stay closer to 2%. (Long Island Rural)

We probably can last a little longer if we offered only
mandated services, but educational insolvency would
be in the lack of a meaningful, well-rounded school
experience — the "non-mandated" programs such as art,
music and athletics etc. If Legislators eliminate the
GEA, we would return to more stable financial footing
sooner than later. (Southern Tier Suburb)

Failure to reign in pension & health insurance costs,
combined with continuation of the Gap Elimination
Adjustment is leading towards financial insolvency.
(Capital Region City)

The APPR requirements and the PARRC testing with only
computers will bankrupt the district. (Lower Hudson
Valley Suburb)

We have done things by the book. But still face
unreasonable financial difficulties. In the North Country,
the geography prohibits some of the suggested service
sharing that might be available in more densely
populated areas. Health insurance has to be part of the
conversation when talking about significant changes in
the past several years. Without some kind of a cap on a
district's contribution issued by legislation, the funding
problems will never cease to exist. (North Country
Rural)

Our district is in an active merger process with a neigh-
boring district. If the merger fails, we will be facing a
very uncertain future... Even if the merger happens, our
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combined district may be facing fiscal & educational
insolvency within 5 or 6 years. (Finger Lakes Rural)

We are finding it difficult to do meaningful long term
fiscal planning. We are very dependent upon state aid,
so between considerations of TRS [pension] increases
and tax levy limit calculations and unknown aid
projections, we hesitate to plan too far in advance.
(Western New York Rural)

Ifthose making laws and approving costly mandates
would recognize these as the root cause of increased
taxes, and be willing to amend legislation in order to
control and/or roll-back, we would not need a tax cap.
Best examples of their own rules, laws and regulations
that drive budgets ... Triborough costs, pension
increases, special education, homeless student costs
and out-of-control rules, APPR staggering new costs...
(Mid-Hudson Valley Suburb)

Ifyou want to reform education you can’t impose things
like APPR and state testing costs AND reduce state aid
and have a tax cap. They just don 't work together. More
than 1% of this year’s budget was spent on APPR and
state testing. (North Country Rural)

The tax cap is in its infancy and in my opinion will have
a far more dramatic effect in years to come as districts
use their reserve funds and cannot replenish them.
(Central New York Suburb)

Three words added to the Triborough Amendment - no
salary increases - that's what we need most. If this
modification had been made to Triborough, our district
would not be entering its third year without a teachers'
contract; 6.4 teaching positions would not have been
eliminated this year and 13 last year. Instead, our
teachers would have negotiated with us for a
reasonable agreement, and we could move forward
without the huge class size increases we now have. We
would have used fewer reserves, and we would have
been able to push the fiscal cliff even further into the
future. (Long Island Suburb)

It seems that there will never be mandate relief. |
honestly struggle to point to anything in the last five
years except tiers five and six that have helped school
districts. Triborough is a non-starter so let's stop talking
about it. How about the ability to advertise more on
school websites and/or certain facilities? How about
flexibility with how we spend textbook aid and other aid
categories? Let's get new revenue streams and more
ability to use our revenues however we want. (Western
New York Suburb)
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APPENDIX A - Results by Region

REGIONS:

. Long Istand: Nassau and Suffolk Counties

New York Clty not included in survey

Lower Hudson Valley: Putnam, Rockland, Westchester;
excluding Yonkers

Mid-Hudson Valley: Dutchess, Orange, Sullivan, Ulster

Capital Region: Albany, Columbia, Greene, Rensselaer,
Saratoga, Schenectady, Warren, Washington

Mohawk Valley: Fulton, Herkimer, Montgomery,
Oneida, Schoharie

Central New York: Cayuga, Cortland, Madison,
Onondaga, Oswego, Tompkins; excluding Syracuse

North Country: Clinton, Essex, Franklin, Hamilton,
Jefferson, Lewis, St. Lawrence

Southern Tier: Broome, Chemung, Chenango,
Delaware, Otsego, Schuyler, Steuben, Tioga

Finger Lakes: Genesee, Livingston, Monroe, Ontario,
Orleans, Seneca, Wayne, Wyoming, Yates; excluding
Rochester

Western New York: Allegany, Cattaraugus,
Chautauqua, Erie, Niagara; excluding Buffalo

: : r':‘(bold IndIcates‘lmgrovemer'#?;ver.fﬁlor@a

% of districts foreseeing % of districts NOT
financial insolvency foreseeing financial at
WITHIN 2 YEARS any point
Region 2012 2013/ 2012 2013
Total 8% 6% 15% 19%
Long Island 0% 4%| 23% 32%
Lower Hudson Vallex 6% 12%. 44% 31%
Mid-Hudson Valley 0% 4%, 7% 9%
Capital Region - 15% 2% 1% 16%
Mohawk Valley 7% 0%, 14% 23%
Central New York 0% 4%, 19% 22%
North Courrtrv 25% 11%| Z% 13%
Southern Tier 8% 8%! 8% 8%
Finger Lakes 6% 2% 12% 13%
Westemn New York 12% 11%| 6% 10%
- THE(CoUNCIY
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LD, (e st ot n

_ : Col_n:e' ns aboug EDUCATION‘QFL' lnsolver_rgv _
it by_ reglon _(bold Iindicates Improvement ovenprlor _year)

% of districts foreseeing % of districts NOT
educational insolvency ' foreseeing educational

)

WITHIN 2 YEARS insolvency at any point
Region 2012 2013| 2012 2013
Total 9%k 3% 2% 15%
Long Island 1% 8% 21% 28%
Lower Hudson Valley 17% 12% 22% 20%
Mic Hudson Valley. 8% S Ra%) ) 4%
CapitalReglon  22% % 1% 7%
Mohawk Valley 1% 14%| 14% 4%
Central New York 6% 4%| 13% 26%
North Country 50% 24% | 4% 12%
Southem Tier 8% 3% 8% 5%
Finger Lakes 16% 16%' 9% 1-5_%
Western New York 21% 15% 6% 5%

% Strong or very strong

% Poor or very poor

Region 2011 2012 zo:3| 2011 2012 2013
Total 7h %k 13%| 33%  30%  39%
longlsland g% 2% 5% 4tk 5o% 6a%
Lowerl-l_udso_n Valley 9%  13% 14%_\ 45% 57% ;)‘_%
MdHudsonValley % 7% 4% 2% 33%  56%
_Ca_pitalRe_é_ion - _:zlo%\ 26% 20% | _33_% 26% 26%
Mo_hm“Valq 2;%- 18% 11%; _21%. 3?36_ ﬂ‘%:
Central New York 7% 20% 8% 38% 25%  61%
North Country 16% 39°/:; 20%; 25% 24%  23%
SouthemTier  26% a8% 18% 30% 1% 1%
Finger Lakes wE 5% whi z22% 1% 35%
Westem New York 19% 17%  15% 35% 7% 23%

Compared to one year ago, how has the financial condition of
your district changed?
B Somewhat/significantly worse O About the same B Somewhat/significantly better

40% 60% Bo% 100%

Total

Long Istand

Lower Hudson Valley [T
Mid-Hudson Valley ]
Capital Region
Mohawk Valley [
Central New York ]
North Country

Sauth Tier [

Finger Lakes
NewYork [T ——
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% of superintendents saying theyare concemed or very
concemed byrelaince on reservesto pay recurring costs

B Very concerned @ Somewhat concerned

40%

80% 100°

Total

Long Island

Lower Hudson Valley
Mid-Hudson valley
Capital Reglon
Mohawk Valley
Central New York
North Country
Southern Tler
Finger Lakes
Western New York

| Which is of greater concern -- the

% of 201314
| proposed budget |property tax cap, or possible future
supported by [ state aid levels? e

proposedlocal | Property Equal

Region | taxlewy | TaxCap Concern State Aid
Jotal I N R T e
Long Island T 71% 31% 57% 12%
LowerHudsonValley |  79% 36%  48% 15%
Mld-Hud_s;nT/ail_ey : -2;;& | 4% E ;9? 2“6%
CapltaIRegIon 1 ;5‘;6 i = _ﬁ_ - 38% B _5?%
Mohawk Valley T 3% | s 55% _41‘3_6
Central New York _33"_& _ 70%
North € Codniry i ,_ _3';7‘;/0 “54?
Southern Tler [ 34"7:. ﬂé_é_h%
Finger Lakes g 49% 0% 3% 69%
Western New York a3% | sk 4% 5%

SOURCE: Council survey and Counal analysis of 2013-14 NYSED Propevty Tax
Report Card data

Perceived impact of tax cap on programs & services

B Significantly more negative

" Somewhat more negative

Total

Long Island

Lower Hudson Valley
Mid-Hudson Valley
Capital Region
Mohawk Valley
Central New York
North Country
Southemn Tier

Finger Lakes

Western New York

Much Somewhat| TOTAL

ABOUT TOTAL| Somm Much

{ess less| LESS EXPECTED MORE | greater
Total 7% 2% 20%  36% 34%  30% 4%
Long Island T 7% 24%| 3% a% 28%  24% 4%
Lower Hudson \I'_alle_y N _3i —1_5% ‘-;8?_ N 55% zq%:__ 3 ;’/; "32
Mid-Hudson Valley 5%  18%, 23%  27% 50% 36%  u%
(_:;pak_e;n_"_. —9_% 33% _E 27%  31% 29% 2%
MohakaaIley ) ..9_% T 18%| 27% 50% 23% B 23°; " o%
Central NewYuk 4-% ' 26%| 30% 26% 45% N ;;'ﬂz 4%
North au;ry_- _7"%_ 27%| 34% 39% 25% 20% _5%
Southem Tier 13% 1% 24% 26% 44% 39% 5%
FingerLakes 8%  18% 26% 6% 38% 6% 2%
Western NewYork 8% 21% 20% 3% 8% 38% 0%

Professional

Textbooks & other ‘

Professional

development for development for Curriculum instructional  Technologyfor  Technology for Extra help for at-
- = cteachers. sdministoutoes. . development] muterials ___Instruction . Sssassmant___ risk studsnts
Total 2% 2% 23% 1% 31% 26% 18%

Region B . = T ) B o - _
_Longls lsland - 29% 31% 31% 36% 27% 25%
LowerHudson Valley 22% 30% 2% 30% 7% 13%
MidHudson Valley 38% % a0% 2% % 1%
Capital Region 0% 20% 1% 2% . -25% . 28%
Mohawk Valley 19% 2% 2% I 26%
 Central New York 2% 2% 30% D 35% 17%
North Country 16% 16% 11% 36% 25% 14%
_Southem Tier ) 19% _22% _16% 34% 32% . 13%
FingerLakes 8% 8%  15% 5% 5% 7%
Westem New York 19% 2% 25% 28% 28% 16%
== HECouNc 28
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Category Impact Long Hudson Hudson Capital Mohawk Central North Southern  Finger Western
P/N Total sland  Valley Valley Region Valley New York Country Tier  Lakes New York
P 120% % % % 6% 26% 1% 1 18% 23% 16%
Core instruction in elementary grades 9 “ * 4 * 4 7% 3

N 31% 16% 25% 18% 38% 26% 9% 58% 44% 27% 38%
Instruction in English, math, science, and social P 16% 9% 15% 9% 5% 21% 37% 12% 122% 19% 17%
studies in the middle level grades N 29%  25%  25%  18%  18%  21%  11%  46% 53%  27%  33%
Instmdion in English math sclenu, and social P 13% 8% 9% 9% 8% 16% 37% 12% 9% 19% 12%
studles in high school N 28%  18%  22%  14%  26%  21% 7%  54% 53%  15%  43%
P 16% 13% % 23% 18% 16% 0% % 21% 23% %

Extra help for students who need it -- any level 3 3 3 3 2 3 “
N 45% 39% 37% 41% 48% 42% 22% 59% 59% 39% 51%
P % % % % % % % % % 6% %

Instruction in art -- any level 5 ° 3 ° 5 5 2= 5 ° 3
N 25% 22% 22% 23% 31% 16% 7% 31% 41% 19% 22%
P % % % % % % 18% % 0% 8% %

Instruction in music -- any level 4 ° 3 ° & N 5 5
N 24% 27% 19% 18% 29% 21% 4% 36% 38% 19% 22%
. d or entich . P 9% 8% 3% 10% 13% 21% 4% 7% 6% 11% 8%
N 35% 24% 31% 29% 41% 27% 15% 61% 53% 36% 28%
P % % % % % % % 6% % % %

Career and technical education 5 N ° ° 5 5 22 ° g 3
N 28% 27% 20% 1% 30% 11% 11% 103% 38% 26% 19%
Second Ianguage instruction at the mlddle or P 8% 7% 9% o% 5% 5% 29% 12% 9% 4% 3%
high school levels N 25%  20%  16%  28%  38%  21%  11%  37% 27%  19%  25%
% % 6% % % % % % 8% %

Special education “ 10 g o # 33 7% 4 -
N 19% 10% 25% 14% 21% 5% 19% 37% 21% 19% 22%
P 6% 0% o% 5% 5% 5% 20% o% 12% 6% 6%

Athletics

N 32% 21% 41% 19% 40% 21% 20% 43% 48% 35% 26%
P % % % % % % 8% % 6% % %

Other extracurricular activities 3 4 ° g - 5 N 4 °
N 38% 38% 53% 27% 53% 31% 7% - 50% 47% 33% 29%
Student counsel]ng, social work. mental health P 6% 3% 3% 4% 8% 5% 26% 0% 0% 6% 3%
or similar support servlces N 30% 23% 34% 19% 33% 21% 7% 47% 50% 27% 25%
P % % % % % % % % % % %

Student transportation 3 ° 3 5 3 ° i ° 9 4 3
N 21% 19% 25% 19% 28% 21% 4% 39% 21% 13% 17%
o . and mal P 7% 4% 3% 5% 13% 5% 19% 3% 3% 8% 0%
N N aa% 39% 47% 28% 58% 47% 22% 54% 53% 33% 52%
P 5% 3% 0% 0% 5% 11% 26% 3% 9% 0% 0%

Administration
N 41% 31% 44% 32% 53% 26% 23% 45% 41% 48% 48%

School safety/security

P 22% 24% 45% 23% 10% 26% 26% 12% 15% 27% 4%
N 19% 12% 19% 28% 18% 11% 7% 29% 21% 21% 25%
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APPENDIX B - Results by District Type

% of districts foreseeing |

% of districts NOT
financial insolvency I foreseeing financial at

WITHIN 2 YEARS any point
2012 2013/ 2012 2013
Total 8% 6% 1% 9%
Ay ph %k ao%
Subub 4% 4%| 19%  26%
Rual % s u%h %

ns about EDUCATIONAL Insolvency

_ bydistricttype

% of districts foreseeing % of districts NOT

educational insolvency | foreseeing educational

WITHIN 2 YEARS insolvency at any point
2012 2013 2012 2013
Total 19% 13% _12% 15%
City o uwk 5%k 1% o
Suburb . 18% 13%| 15%  20%
Rural _ 21%  12% 9% 11%

% Poor or very poor | % Strong or very strong

Reglon 2011 2012 2013, 2011 2012 2013
E:El_ - 7% 17‘:/? _9%:’ 33% 30% 39%
oy 2% 43k 2% 8% g% 20%
Subub  12%  10% 10%  45%  44%  45%
Rural 20% 18% 13%; 24% 100% 28%

Compared to one year ago, how has the financial condition of

your district changed?
B Somewhat/significantly worse CIAbout the same @Somewhat/significantly better
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

| [

1 = |

- HE Councrr”
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% of superintendents saying they are concerned or very
concerned by relaince on reservesto pay recurring costs

B Very concerned
0% 20%

#0%

" Somewhat concerned

60%

80% 100%

Total

Suburb

Rural

Region Tax Cap Concern State Aid
Total 12% 44% 45%
City o% 4% 60%
Suburb 20% - 52%  28%
Rurat 7% 39% ' 54%

30



NoT OuT OF THE WOODS: A survey on school fiscal matters | January 2014

Suburban Total

Category PN Toal  ciy Rumt Suburd ' Gty  Rural
Core Instruction in elementary grades 9% 2% 9% 18% Professional development 28% 23% 21% 22%
. T 3% 53%  32%  25% for teachers
Instruction In English, math, sclence, and soclal ~ + 6% 6% 6% 1% Professional development 33% 26%  21% 24%
- studies in the middle level grades - 28% 37% 29% 27% for administrators
Instruction in English, math, science, and social + 13% 11% 5% 10% amculum dev;;;n:ém = -33% = 26% == 19;% zé%
o sodlsinghachod - 2e%  azh 2% W% Tembooksmother  sox 2w 1% 2%

+ 16 3 . .
Extra help for students who need it - any level 6% 2% 5% 8% instructional materials

= - T 44%  53%  45%  A0% Technology for instruction 33% 28% 33% 31%
~ h = S e Y - 4ol4-
instruction in art - any level 2:: 3:% 2‘2‘: 2;: Technology for assessment 3% 20% 31% 26%
— — e T TR Extra help for at-risk 17% 18% 19% 18%
Instruction In music — any level ’ s 5 4 students
’ 5% A7% 2% 25% — —_— —
Advanced or enrichment classes v o% % &%
* 35% 47% 38%_ 30%
Career and technical education +o6% 6% 5% 6%

- 28% 44% 27% 26%

Second languege Instruction ot the middleor ~ + 7%  o% 7% 8%

high school levels T 26%  35%  25%  22%

+ 6% %
Special education % z * =%
c 19% 21% 19% 18%

+

Athletics 5% 6% 6% 4%
- 33% 35%_ 33% 32%

+ % % %
Other axtracurricular activitles 3 ° 4 3%
- 38% 39% 38% _39%
Student counseling, social work, mental heatth + 6% 1% 5% 7%
or similar support services - 29% 37% 30% 25%
4 4% 5% 5% 1%

Student transportation
21% 21% 22% 20%

) + 6% 11% E E
44% 53% 44% 43%

+ 5% u% 5% 3%
© 40% 53% 39% 39%

+ -zz% 16% 17% 29%
- 18% 32% 18% 15%

Operations and maintenance
Administration

School safety/security
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