
 

 

NYSSBA 2016 Executive Budget Analysis 
 

The following is the New York State School Boards Association’s analysis of key proposals in the 

2016-17 Executive Budget. 

 

1. State Aid: The Governor’s budget proposes a school aid increase of $991 million over 2015-16, 

$863 million of which consists of traditional operating aid. In addition to full-funding of expense-

based aids ($408 million), the budget includes a $266 million increase in Foundation Aid and a $189 

million restoration to the Gap Elimination Adjustment.  

 

The bulk of the remaining increase includes $100 million in Community Schools Aid, a newly 

proposed aid category. The proposal also includes an additional $18.6 million to make payments 

against the Prior Year Claims list. 

 

NYSSBA Position/Response: The proposed aid increase offered by the Governor is well below 

what school districts need in 2016-17.  

 

NYSSBA asked the Governor for a minimum $2.3 billion school aid increase. School districts 

require $1.7 billion in additional revenue simply to maintain current programs and services. A 

property tax cap of 0.12% means that additional revenue is unlikely to be generated at the local level 

and therefore must be provided by the state. The budget also ignores the additional resources that 

are needed to address important expanded programs and services, including those provided to 

English language learners.  

 

The proposed $18.6 million in funding for Prior Year Claims will do little to reduce backlog.  

Currently more than $300 million is owed to school districts and the aggregate amount is forecasted 

to grow. 

 

Under the Executive Budget, school districts would still be owed more than $4.1 billion in 

Foundation Aid and $245 million in Gap Elimination Adjustment reductions. 

 

2. Community Schools: The proposal would create a new aid category to support school districts 

that wish to create community schools. This year's proposal allocates $100 million statewide, with 

$75 million allocated to the 17 districts with 144 struggling and persistently struggling schools, and 

$25 million for the remaining high-need districts throughout the state. 

 

The funds may only be used for certain purposes such as providing health, mental health and 

nutritional services to students and their families. The specific allocations for eligible districts are 

contained in the Executive’s school aid runs.  
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NYSSBA Position/Response: NYSSBA supports dedicated funding for community schools and 

appreciates the Governor’s recognition of the importance of community schools for struggling 

districts. However, NYSSBA still urges all parties to provide a significant influx of dollars to 

struggling schools so they can implement their comprehensive turnaround efforts to meet the strict 

timelines for demonstrable improvement established in the receivership law, in addition to 

supporting community schools. 

 

3. Parental Choice in Education Act: This bill would create an estimated $150 million annual state 

income tax credit for donations to educational organizations, for private and public school tuition 

and for teacher-purchased classroom supplies. Of that $150 million, $50 million would be provided 

for contributions to “educational scholarship organizations,” which would include those used to 

support students attending non-public schools. $20 million would be provided for contributions to 

local education funds, school improvement organizations and public schools. The credit for an 

individual donor would be equal to the lesser of 75% of the donation or $1 million. Tax credits 

would also be provided for student tuition to non-public and public schools for low and middle 

income families, up to $500 per student. There is no annual cap on this credit, although it is 

estimated to total $70 million per year. The final $10 million would be available for the purchase of 

classroom supplies made by teachers, up to $200 per teacher. 

 

NYSSBA Position/Reaction: NYSSBA opposes this proposal. While perhaps somewhat less 

onerous than previous executive and legislative versions, this proposal would still divert millions of 

state revenue in support of non-public schools.  

 

At a time when the state is more than $4 billion below full-funding of the Foundation Aid formula 

and more than $434 million in Gap Elimination Adjustment reductions are still being applied (of 

which the Governor proposes to reduce by less than half), the state should be using its general fund 

dollars to fulfill its commitment to public education.  

 

In addition, the proposal would be inequitable in its effect. While some funds can be donated to 

public education under the proposal, the vast majority of such donations would very likely come to 

wealthy schools from wealthy residents. Low wealth school districts would lose out on the funds 

they desperately need, in order to provide public support to public and non-public schools under far 

less fiscal pressure.  

 

4. Prekindergarten: The proposal would establish the Empire State prekindergarten grant board to 

oversee three existing prekindergarten grant programs and a newly proposed $22 million pre-K 

program for three years olds. The board would consist of three members, with the Governor, the 

Speaker of the Assembly and the Majority Leader of the Senate each appointing one. The Office of 

Children and Family Services would serve as staff for the board.  Additionally, any state funded   

pre-K program that is found to need “extraordinary quality support” by certain agencies would be 

required to participate in QUALITYstarsNY as a condition of receiving state dollars. 

QUALITYstarsNY is a pre-K rating system that evaluates the effectiveness of these pre-K 

programs. 
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NYSSBA Position/Response: NYSSBA opposes efforts to shift authorization to administer 

certain prekindergarten programs from a neutral state agency, the State Education Department 

(SED), to a politically appointed board. Moreover, SED has greater day-to-day interaction with 

school districts than the Office of Children and Family Services and is the more appropriate entity 

to manage vital pre-K programs.  

 

NYSSBA agrees pre-K programs must be high quality to be effective, and those found to be in need 

of assistance should receive extra help to best serve students. QUALITYstarsNY may be the 

appropriate way to provide that help, but should not become administratively burdensome or costly 

to the program when participation is required.  

 

NYSSBA continues to support the expansion of pre-K programs to all districts that want to offer 

them. However, we do not think the current proposal is the right approach. Not only is $22 million 

inadequate to achieve meaningful expansion, we believe all districts that wish to add seats or offer 

four year old pre-K should have that option before focus is turned to three year olds. We 

recommend that as current prekindergarten grants expire, funding for those programs, as well as any 

new funding, should be phased in through the current law Foundation Aid formula. We also call for 

expenses associated with prekindergarten transportation to be aidable to the same extent as all other 

K-12 transportation.  

 

5. School Safety: This proposal would make adjustments to current school safety provisions, 

including requiring annual trainings for all staff on emergency response plans as well as requiring 

training of new staff within 10 days of hire, updating the policies to address certain emergency 

situations, an annual review of district-wide and building level safety plans, and making changes to 

evacuation and lock-down drill requirements. The proposal also extends the 10% school safety 

building aid enhancement for an additional year, through 2015-16. 

 

NYSSBA Position/Response: NYSSBA Position/Response: NYSSBA supports the Governor’s 

desire to ensure that students are kept safe during the school day, but we do have concerns over the 

practicality of some of the proposals put forth.  

 

For example, the required annual safety plan training by September 15th and training for new 

employees within 10 days of hire may not be feasible for all school districts, especially if an 

employee is hired over the summer. School districts should be allowed to determine locally the most 

suitable training schedule. The proposal to have one of the fire and emergency drills take place 

during a mass gathering such as an assembly or lunch may be disruptive to the instructional day. 

Currently school districts that have one building are required to create only a building level school 

safety plan that meets the requirements of the district level plan as well; under the Governor’s 

proposal these districts would now have to create a separate district-wide plan.   

 

NYSSBA urges all parties to work with school districts to ensure that the intent of these proposals 

are met while limiting the academic disruption and administrative burden on districts.  
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6. Mayoral Control: This bill would extend the current system of mayoral control of New York 

City public schools for three years. 

 

NYSSBA Position/Response: NYSSBA supports extending mayoral control in NYC so that the 

Mayor, Chancellor and the educational system have some certainty regarding the future. We would, 

however, oppose expansion to other cities absent the affirmative support of the local educational 

leadership.  

 

7. Charter Schools: The bill would provide $27 million directly to charter schools from the state 

and would increase the New York City charter school basic tuition rate. The bill also eliminates a 

less generous facilities aid formula for NYC charter schools that are denied co-location and makes 

permanent an alternate, expiring formula that will continue to provide additional facilities aid to 

NYC charter schools.  

 

NYSSBA Position/Response: NYSSBA opposes diverting state dollars away from school districts 

for the support of charter schools. The state should instead use these dollars to eliminate the GEA 

and meet the state’s commitment to Foundation Aid.  

 

Charter schools are already poised to receive $25 million in state funding, allocated in the last fiscal 

year, beginning on April 1. The Executive proposal would divert an additional $27 million. 

 

While state funding is preferable to increased local cost, this proposal does not reduce the 

obligations of districts; it merely drives additional funding to charter schools. We believe that 

Foundation Aid should be funded and the GEA eliminated before any such diversion of funds is 

considered.   

 

8. STAR: This bill includes multiple proposals that directly affect the STAR program, two of which 

are relevant to school districts. The first would cap the annual growth in STAR savings for an 

individual homeowner at 0%. This follows a 2% savings cap that was originally enacted in 2011-12. 

This proposal would marginally shift the revenue received by a school district from state STAR 

payments to local property taxes.  

 

The second proposal would begin to transition the STAR program from its current property tax 

exemption structure to a personal state income tax credit. For new homeowners, a credit would be 

applied to personal state income taxes in place of the traditional property tax exemption. The credit 

would equal the average STAR tax savings amount within each school district.  

 

NYSSBA Position/Reaction: The 0% STAR savings cap should have little to no net impact on 

school district finances. But as with the previous cap, districts will need to be aware of the change 

when estimating STAR savings during the budget development process.  

 

The transition from STAR as a property tax exemption to a personal income tax credit would begin 

to shift the STAR payments districts receive from the state to the local taxpayer. This would mean 

districts should receive such revenue with the rest of school tax payments, instead of waiting for the 
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value of the STAR exemption to be sent by the state to the district in January. However, this would 

also mean that new homeowners would see their school tax bill go up, only to later receive a credit 

from the state. This could lead to taxpayer confusion and frustration, the bulk of which would likely 

be directed towards their school district.  

 


