Finance and
Programs & Services Committees Budget Agenda

City of Newton
In City Council

Thursday, May 8, 2025

7:00 PM
City Council Chambers (Room 207)

T/heFinance Committee will hold this meeting as a hybrid meeting in the City Council\
Chambers (Room 207) on Thursday, May 8, 2025 at 7:00 pm. To view this meeting

using Zoom use this link: https://newtonma-gov.zoom.us/j/82708949041

or call 1-646-558-8656 and use the following Meeting ID: 827 0894 9041

You may also:
1. Watch a live broadcast of the meeting on NewTV’s government channel (Comcast
9, RCN 13, 614 (HD), Verizon 33).
\ 2. View a live stream on NewTV’s YouTube channel at:

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCQOvNeCJkA3PftuLLvfAh3cQ

[tems Scheduled for Discussion:

Please Note: Budget materials can be found on the City's website at the following link:
https.//www.newtonma.gov/government/comptroller/budget

Chair’s note: While public attendance is encouraged, there will be no public comment taken at this
meeting.

DEPARTMENT BUDGET & CIP DISCUSSIONS:
School Department

Referred to Finance and Appropriate Committees

#351-24 Submittal of the FY2026 to FY2030 Capital Improvement Plan
HER HONOR THE MAYOR submitting the Fiscal Years 2026 to 2030 Capital Improvement
Plan pursuant to section 5-3 of the Newton City Charter.

The location of this meeting is accessible and reasonable accommodations will be provided to persons
with disabilities who require assistance. If you need a reasonable accommodation, please contact the
city of Newton’s ADA Coordinator, Jini Fairley, at least two business days in advance of the meeting:
[fairley@newtonma.gov or (617) 796-1253. The city’s TTY/TDD direct line is: 617-796-1089. For the
Telecommunications Relay Service (TRS), please dial 711.



mailto:jfairley@newtonma.gov
https://newtonma-gov.zoom.us/j/82708949041
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCQvNeCJkA3PftuLLvfAh3cQ
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.newtonma.gov%2Fgovernment%2Fcomptroller%2Fbudget&data=04%7C01%7Ccflynn%40newtonma.gov%7C3a7d7a6648724d38ba2d08d916e700d3%7C2a3929e0ccb54fb381402e2562c90e96%7C0%7C0%7C637566003667478119%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=CGSdW4e4VU4qKxKipuiyJphjaFMd4k2MR6rwv6nEfAY%3D&reserved=0
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#81-25 Submittal of the FY26 Municipal/School Operating Budget

HER HONOR THE MAYOR submitting in accordance with Section 5-1 of the City of Newton
Charter the FY26 Municipal/School Operating Budget, passage of which shall be
concurrent with the FY26-FY30 Capital Improvement Program (#351-24). EFFECTIVE

DATE OF SUBMISSION 04/22/25; LAST DATE TO PASS THE BUDGET 06/06/25

#82-25 Submittal of the FY2026-FY2030 Supplemental Capital Improvement
HER HONOR THE MAYOR submitting the FY26 — FY30 Supplemental Capital Improvement
Plan.

Referred to Finance and Programs & Services Committees

#122-25 Appropriation of $150,000 for Library data wiring
HER HONOR THE MAYOR requesting authorization to appropriate one hundred fifty
thousand dollars ($150,000) from June 30, 2024 Certified Free Cash to add to and
update the Newton Free Library's data wiring to improve connectivity, data security and
transmission speed in heavily used patron and staff areas.

Referred to Finance and Programs & Services Committees

#114-25 Appropriation of $1,170,612 to reduce one-time Newton Public Schools expenditures
HER HONOR THE MAYOR requesting authorization to appropriate a sum of one million
one hundred seventy thousand six hundred twelve dollars ($1,170,612) from June 30,
2024 Certified Free Cash to a non-lapsing account to reduce one-time expenditures for
Newton Public Schools.

Respectfully submitted,

Leonard Gentile, Chair Finance Committee
Josh Krintzman, Chair Programs & Services Committee
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The Newton Public Schools FY 26 Budget:
The Challenge to Thrive:

Presentation to Newton City Council
- April 17, 2025 -
Dr. Anna Nolin, Superintendent — Chris Brezski, School Committee Chair
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RETURN ON INVESTMENTS

Last year’s budget included $4.1M from an Education Stabilization Fund established by the City; The fund currently has ~$22M in
cash. That $4.1m investment funded:

® 7 elementary intervention support staff at five neediest schools to focus specifically on addressing achievement
gaps (Multi-Tiered Systems of Support - “MTSS”)--Cabot, Countryside, Lincoln Eliot, Horace Mann, Underwood
e 14.2 Teachers at both high schools to reduce class sizes on STEM (science, technology, engineering and
mathematics) classes and restore electives for advanced students in science, technology and math.
e 3.7 NECP Preschool Teachers for new legally required classrooms
e 1.0 MTSS Director
® 6.7 Social Workers at all elementary schools (previously none) which was part of a negotiated contract settlement
and was a joint interest of management and union leadership.
e S$1M to use for the settlement of the union contracts for all of our staff.
o Data shows incredibly promising growth in our students impacted by the MTSS investments.
(see next slides for details)
o Unsafe class sizes have been reduced in STEM, but high school class sizes in all subjects

remain an issue.

TO STABILIZE: THE INTENDED USE OF THESE FUNDS WAS KNOWN TO ALL PARTIES AND LEADERS.



IMPACT TO HIGH SCHOOL CLASS SIZES

Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM)
® Ourinvestments allowed for 23 additional STEM sections in our High Schools

® STEM sections over 25 students have been reduced 10.5%
Newton North Newton South*
‘23-24 ‘24-25 Change ‘23-24 ‘24-25 Change

STEM class sections

over 25 students 88 65 . 70 64 a
Total # sections 182 193 +11 170 185 +12
% of sections over 25 48% 33% 15% 41% 35% 6%

students

*Enrollment increases at South diluted impact of increased sections



. MTSS: What is the Impact of Our Investment?

71% of students receiving evidence-based, small group interventions achieved
above-average growth rates in our five elementary schools with robust MTSS
implementation.

Number of Initial Evaluations with Students
Found Eligible for Special Education Services

27%
57% I
56% 2% B 670

School 1 School 2 School 3 School 4 School 5

16
14
12
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All five elementary schools with intensive MTSS
programs saw special education eligibility drop
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Percentage of Students by Grade Level

Literacy from Fall 2024 to Winter 2025
+11%

-8%

| 3% 1%
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Mid or Above Early On Grade One Grade 2 Grade Levels 3+ Grade
Grade Level Level Level Below Below Levels Below

Example of 3-month literacy achievement at
one of our MTSS elementary schools



-The Tale from Angier, our MTSS Proof of Concept School
Our MTSS program has been growing at Angier since 2015 under principal leadership and her
building’s resources.

iReady literacy data this year showed 169% median growth for students with disabilities (SWD)
just from Fall to Winter (100% growth would be typical over a full school year).

Despite a consistent percentage of students with disabilities, we have seen a 61% reduction in
the need for special education paraprofessional staff (aides).

Special Education Paraprofessionals at Angier by Year

30 20%

o . .
B—vecl Ed AESHl) | s——)SWOR) While such an increase cannot be

guaranteed every year, Angier has shown
bright spot results school wide for three
years resulting in the recent National Blue
Ribbon School Award.

25

18%

20

15 16%

% SWD

This is the highest honor a school can
obtain in our country second only to
knowing how much we are helping our
students.

10

Special Education Aides

14%

12%
16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25
School Year




% Funds for ongoing curriculum review and revision

% Funding for full schedules for all highs school students

% Expansion of career vocational/technical programs in district

% Funds for instructional aids and materials (lab materials, consumables)

% Sustainability funds for laptops, projectors, hearing devices

% Arts replacement material cycle (instruments, lights, theater supplies, kilns, pottery wheels)
% Funds for future contract negotiations

% Funded sports transportation

% Social Studies & Arts curriculum

% Elementary SEL and behavioral supports to reduce classroom interruption
% Early college options

% Expanded Career and Vocational /Technical programs

% Increased HS electives

% Advanced study extension options at elementary and middle school

% Increased after-school options for elementary students

% First steps toward Universal Preschool Options

% Implement recommendations for mental and behavioral comprehensive services

Budget Process
Zero-Based Budgeting

Process

Community Feedback
Surveys, meetings, New

Leader Entry Plans (4)

Principal
Recommendations

Approximately $18m of
improvements, move
away from headcount

budgeting to
needs-based allocations




Contracts Settled in February 2024: plans/promises made

e Contract Settlements: Funds for settled contract agreements were agreed to with the city, including an
additional.
a. Known and approved by entire School Committee and Mayor: FY26= $8m increase in salaries and
$4m in benefits.
b. Known and discussed for FY26: use of $1m additional funds from education stabilization fund for
contract.
e Education Stabilization Fund: Created with agreement from all parties to support MTSS and reduce class sizes
(presented to city council last spring, known by the Mayor and her team). Thank you!

e FY25-27 Contractual Salary Budget: Contract was settled after the budget was approved last year.
.05%additional COLA initially budgeted for FY25 but reallocated to later, more expensive contract years per City
CFO guidance; this accounts for a larger ($5M) carryforward used in FY25. Carryforward
amount is, therefore an atypical source and was known and planned for use in FY 26. @

e Special Education Bridge Grant: A $1.4M one-time grant helped cover costs while awaiting increased state
reimbursement, which did not materialize. Costs did not go away, funding to support it did.

e Efficiency Targets Asked and Met: Mayor expected Dr. Nolin to achieve $2m in efficiencies toward a $5m,
5-year recurring savings goal as part of contract settlement. Budget proposed achieves this.



FY26 Budget Drivers

Rising Costs (e.g. . Proactive vs.
Educator Contracts, Increased One-Time Reactive Building
7.8% health Ins, 0op  Complexity of Funds/Loss of Maintenance
tuitions, Daily Student Need, Bridge Credit and
Substitutes, possibly SPecial Education Title Grants,
FDK Aides) Programming Carryforward




Budget Driver Details

Salaries and Benefits

e 88% of total NPS budget
® Benefits are increasing more than expected: Health Insurance expected at 5%, then forecasted to be
7.8%, and then 11.2% increase was communicated after the School Committee vote on 4/2.

Decades of Flat/Under-Funding

Until last year, minimal investment in new curriculum
Curriculum upgrades funded only by non-recurring free cash, no ability to depend on funds
No formal curriculum review for over 25 years

Consistent delays to routine facility maintenance
One-Time Funding Drying Up

End of COVID grant monies
METCO grant funded (by state) at same level, no increase (which constitutes a cut)
Federal title grants funded at same or reduced level (vs. current year)--(cuts)

City bridge loan for out-of-district tuitions



Rising Expenses BUdget Driver Details

The state Circuit Breaker program which reimburses districts for special education was not funded
fully by the state this year (75% reimbursement assumed for transportation vs. 44% actual).
Inflationary pressure on supplies and services

Educator, food service, and bus contracts

Substitute demand has been underfunded by S500k annually.

NPS may be required to add full-time Kindergarten Aides back to each classroom (court case is
pending) at an annual expense of $836,373.

Complexity of Student Needs

Student services demand for special ed van transportation is much higher as more students
unable to ride yellow bus.

Out-of-district tuitions for students with severe special needs

Students in grades 5-12 had three years of their schooling in COVID conditions (expanded existing
learning gaps).

Student social and behavioral needs intensified during and after COVID pandemic.

Over-reliance on special education services to ensure student needs are met.



Despite our Plans and Agreements: A Budget Gap:
Unexpected Cost Increases + Transparent Budgeting

Deficit Drivers:
o Unexpected increases in costs, and
o More transparency in the budget to fully reflect NPS
expenses
m Over-reliance on carryforward money, free cash
projects/replacement and spending freezes.

Unexpected Cost Increases:

® Healthcare: +$2.5M over City’s forecasted amount

NPS Budget Context

Use of $22M Ed
Stabilization
funding, ending
FY29
Growing, 2
persistent, &
increasingly
complex student

“N PS needs

Continued rising
costs

Annual reliance  Benefits &

of carryforward  Salaries costs

& one-time  outpacing current
funding  allocation

B State Special Ed Reimbursement: 35% decline in transportation reimbursement and continued

tuition increase +$698,000
® Increased Special Ed Transportation: +$477,000

Superintendent’s Proposal now includes previously unbudgeted Items:

These items have systematically been under-budgeted by NPS year after year; More accurately presented FY26

) Maintenance: +$135,000 incremental increase
} Substitute Teachers: +$500,000 incremental increase

?

A%

' Curriculum Consumables: +$100,000 curriculum materials, lab materials, workbooks .



Following Through: Reductions and Risk Assumed In
Superintendent’s Proposed Level Services + Budget

Level Service + Budget : included $2.2M of Cuts/Assumptions Cost FTE
Net reduction of 10 teachers at elementary (-13.0, +3 Reserve FTE) ($813,000) (10.0)
—enrollment reduction

Corresponding reduction of teacher specialists to match enroliment ($73,170) (0.9)
Reduction of 2 teachers at middle school level—-enrollment reduction ($162,600) (2.0)
Reorganization of Teaching and Learning Department —efficiency reduction ($444,000) (3.0)
Utilize more carryforward from FY25 Budget—risk assumption ($500,000)

Assume higher Attrition and Turnover Savings—risk assumption ($300,000)

TOTAL  ($2,292,770) (15.9)



Following Through: Reductions and Efficiencies to make a Level Service + Possible

e NPS has already proposed eliminating $2.2M of costs to get to Superintendent’s current
budget proposal (the yellow budget). Some of these are cuts we would prefer not to make,
but we believe will be manageable (for example, average elementary class sizes will be
slightly higher).

® The School Committee has voted to raise fees of almost every variety the past two years,
resulting in an incremental ~$750,000 of annual revenue.

e The School Committee voted to scale back transportation services to students attending
private schools, saving ~$250,000 (services previously provided beyond what state required;
now scaling back to state requirement).

® Non-contractual Medicare Part B premium reimbursements were phased-out for retirees,
saving ~$1.5m annually.

There is nothing left to cut but staff positions, and the administration and
committee believes that further staff cuts from here will have a meaningful and
negative impact on students.



Thrive Budget*
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Dr. Nolin has proposed a “Level Services Plus” budget, which was approved, with a few revisions, by the

Current Status of the Budget for the 2025-26 School Year

school committee. The current allocation from the city means that NPS budget faces a shortfall of

$3.7M

Available Funding

FY25 FY26 Change % Change
Base Allocation from City $278,547.,007 $288,713,973 $10,166,966 3.65%
Education Stabilization Account $4,100,000 $4,249,650 $149,650 3.65%
Total Available Funding $282,647,007  $292,963,623 $10,316,616 3.65%
Level-Service Plus Costs
Salaries 204,236,910 212,323,276 $8,086,366 3.96%
Benefits 42,888,627 46,699,807 $3.811,180 8.89%
Expenses 35,521,470 37649175  $2,127,705 5.99%
Total Expenditures 282,647,007 296,672,258 14,025,251 4.96%
Contingency Full Day Kindergarten Aides 836,373 $836,373
282,647,007 297,508,631 14,861,624 5.26%

Deficit Without Contingency
Deficit With Contingency

(3,708,635) (3,708,635)
(4,545,008) (4,545,008)




The School System is running on well less than 3.65% and has been for some time.

Available Funding

FY25 FY26 Change % Change
Base Allocation from City $278,547,007 $288,713,973 $10,166,966 3.65%
Education Stabilization Account $4,100,000 $4,249,650 $149,650 3.65%
Circuit Breaker Carryforward Funding $5,000,000 $3,000,000 -$2,000,000 -40.00%
Incremental Fees & Other Revenue $770,959 $739,000 -$31,959
Total Available Funding $288,417,966  $296,702,623 $8,284,657 2.87%
Level-Service Plus Costs
Salaries 204,236,910 212,323,276  $8,086,366 3.96%
Benefits 42 888,627 46,699,807 $3,811,180 8.89%
Addition of 2 New School Buses (only for illustrative purposes) - 250,000 250,000
Expenses 41,708,429 41,388,175 -$320,254 -0.77%
Efficiencies and Savings -$416,000 -$250,000 $166,000
Total Expenditures 288,417,966 300,411,258 11,993,292 4.16%
Contingency Full Day Kindergarten Aides 836,373 $836,373
288,417,966 301,247,631 12,829,665 4.45%
Deficit Without Contingency - (3,708,635) (3,708,635)
Deficit With Contingency - (4,545,008) (4,545,008)




Revisions Made by School Committee: Full Day K Aides/Title Grant Contingencies
Vote taken 4/2/25

It appears that we will not receive funding to meet our needs. To this end, and to try to compromise with the Mayor,
the following has been requested by the school committee:

School Committee Meeting Guidance: Move funding for Full-Day Kindergarten Aides to “contingency status” and hold
money means reduction of 15.3 aides out of Initial Level Services + Budget to await the legal hearing on the matter to

be held in July, 2025. Additionally, we had assumed a modest decrease in our Entitlement grants, but we have now
assumed level funding.

Superintendent Recommendation: Allow for a “hold” in the education stabilization fund to address the possible need
to fund the aides and possible reductions in federal funding.

15.3 FTE Kindergarten aide positions (5836,000)

1.5 FTE Grants (Staff and Professional Development) (5320,000)

FINAL AMOUNT VOTED BY THE SCHOOL COMMITTEE: $296, 352,258



A Tale of Five Budget Models

Approved by School
Committee with K aide

Mayor’s current allocation )
and grant reductions

Level Service Plus
“Stabilize and include minimal

Cuts restorations”
o,
“Cuts & Reductions” 6.1%
3.65% LEVEL SERVICE PLUS THE FOLLOWING:
. > r bertl-timetind L
reffelassrooms

NO ADDITIONS - ONLY REDUCTIONS:
= S150K for Equipment replacement
28.8 positions cut across NPS

= S200K for professional development
Reduction of 15 elementary

teachers = S500K for daily substitutes

Cuts to late sports buses = Maintenance budget of S100K

= Cuts 16 positions and $1.9M from
budget

No overnight field trip funding

No expansion MTSS support
services => Assumes $800K risk in turnover and

carryforward
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Impacts: COVID, Trust, & Underfunding General Education

Enrollment:
Elementary
Middle School
High School

Total

Elementary Teachers

Middle School Teachers

High School Teachers

Student Services Teachers
Specialists and Librarians

Psych, Guidance, Social Workers, I
All Aides

Principals, Asst. Principals, Dept H
Administration and Coordinators
Custodians and Secretaries
Reserve Teachers

actual actual  adjbudget proposed
FY19 FY24 FY25 FY26
5,787 4926 4,809 4,767
2,851 2,673 2,670 2,645
4,047 3997 4,015 3984
12,685 11,596 11,494 11,396
276.0 256.0 256.0 243.0
1943 182.4 185.1 183.1
2659 258.8 2731 7431
2825 319.1 3219 326.6
169.1 166.8 174.7 175.2
1353 127.5 137.2 137.9
480.8 496.9 520.1 529.9"
575 60.6 60.8 60.8
76.1 83.4 87.1 84.1
165.9 166.8 166.2 167.7
- - - 3.0
2,0934 2,118.3 2,182.2 2,184.4

FY26/25 %Chg
(42) -0.9%
(25) -0.9%
(31) -0.8%
(98) -0.9%

(13.0) -5.1%
(2.0) -1.1%
- 0.0%
4.7 1.5%
0.5 0.3%
0.7 0.5%
9.8 1.9%
- 0.0%
(3.0) -3.4%

15 0.9%
3.0 n/a
2.2 0.1%

FY26/19 %Chg

(1,020) -17.6%
(206) -7.2%
(63) -1.6%
(1,289)  -10.2%
(33.0) -12.0%
(11.2) -5.8%
7 2.7%
441 15.6%
6.1 3.6%
12.6 10.1%
491 10.2%
33 5.7%
8.0 10.5%
1.8 1.1%
3.0 n/a
91.0 4.3%



Staffing Analysis 2019-2025: Enroliment has dropped, why hasn’t staffing?

General Education Staffing

e Despite additions through COVID learning (most challenging time of learning in our
lifetimes):
e Change since 2019: +1.62 FTE
e Even with adding full day kindergarten aides (FDK aides) and 32 positions last year,
general education has only been increased 1.62 FTE since 2019.
Mandates from State Require More

Athletic Trainers Assistive Technology Staff Medication Administration

Curriculum Directors Digital Literacy Education  College Coaching

LACK OF
CONFIDENCE,

Attendance Officers Board Certified Behavior Analysts Physical Screening

Sheltered English Immersion trained educators and staff  Mental Health Support



Staffing Analysis 2019-2025:
Member Requested Analysis Student Services Staffing Analysis

Why are there so many Unit C employees? Student Services needs | |
Change since 2019 =

89.4 increased positions in Student Services across 24 schools/program sites (excluding

preschool)
e 15.38 additional counselors, social workers and psychologists
® 50 program assigned aides for the 5 sub-separate intense special needs programs
® 14 teachers for these same programs
e 10 related services /incremental FTE added to existing speech, OT/PT, BCBA and

assistive technology staff

Positions address mental health needs and support 5 special education programs to reduce
expensive out of district tuitions.



Member Requested Staffing Analysis 2019-2025: Enrollment has dropped, why
hasn’t staffing?

Unit C total staffing: ’ !

S————

Total number of teaching assistants and behavior technicians: 459.47 FTE

202 FTE of these are 1:1 personal aides for one student
7 FTE are students we don’t feel need aides, but parents use legal “stay put” for 1:1
42 FTE are program aides

13.5 FTE are behavior technicians

Have added 5 sub-separate intensive special needs programs
Have added 50 paras to these programs

And 14 teachers in programs

201 aides are in general education inclusion
o This constitutes 15 paras per grade across the district K-12; .67FTE 1:1s per grade and school



Positive Impact: Students Returning from OOD since 2019

FY
FY20
FY21
FY22
FY23
FY24
FY25

School
Year

2019-2020
2020-2021
2021-2022
2022-2023
2023-2024
2024-2025

Elementary

1

Middle

-_ NN -

High
School

6

a o » 00 b

Total Total %
Returned Total OOD Returned

7 134 5.22%

5 129 3.88%

10 121 8.26%

7 127 5.51%

7 118 5.93%

5 115 4.35%
Average

FY20-FY25 5.53%

"Approximately"” 40 students returned to the District since the fall of 2019



Gross OOD Tuition, Students (Total Annual) and Circuit Breaker Reimbursement
B Gross OOD Tuition == Students (Total Annual) = Circuit Breaker Reimbursement

$20,000,000 250

200
$15,000,000

150
$10,000,000

100

$5,000,000




Newton’s CTE/Vocational High School /Economical*®

Running a CTE/Vocational High School is a very expensive endeavor due to the lab/shop
requirements. We run these programs at a fraction of cost for many Newton students.

School # students ZY;.?;‘ﬁrcl:hool Per Pupil | # students gY:rZaﬁrc]:hool Per Pupil
FY23 P 9 FY 23 FY22 P 9 FY 22
Funds Funds
Minuteman 689 $24,104,630 $34,944 658 $22,488,339 $34,176
Shawsheen 1264 $37,609,736 $29,752 1313 $ 34,375,401 $26,174
Norfolk
Agricultural 566 $15,745,539 $27,804 584 .5 $15,027,466 $25,709

Newton CTE Budget for FY 26: 900 students@ $1,877,225 cost

*Note: DESE provides only official state recordings for FY22 and FY23 to date. $



Challenges of School Leadership Today

1. Retain educators, staff and families who are still reeling from Covid and may simply
quit vs. gear up for more exhausting conflict

2. Make tough budget decisions to navigate budget overrides, bond passages, and
capital expenditure projects on crumbling infrastructure

3. Compete for students in a landscape of Education Savings Accounts (ESASs),
vouchers, and charter school expansion

4. Differentiate resources and programmatic support based on systemic disparities
(e.g., socioeconomic status, Special Education, racial discrimination) and social need

5. Navigate an unstable political environment

Newton’s Unique Challenge:
Restore trust in our schools and services and remain the beacon of excellence that
attracts residents and businesses/partnership to Newton and the Schools.



If Allocation and use of Stabilization Fund remains as is = $2.2m MORE
Cuts are Required

Student Services Teacher and Support Reductions -10.88 FTE
Elementary Teacher Reductions -5.00FTE
Digital/Media Literacy Teachers -3.00FTE
Elementary Teacher Specialists (Art, Music, PE) -0.90FTE

Additional Staffing Reductions -19.78FTE

Additional Expense Reductions (Field Trip Stipends, Principal Retreat, Late
Bus, scholarship testing, MCAS Stipends, etc)

Additional Risk Assumed-spending freeze now, drain revolving accounts and
carry more risk of unbudgeted expenses




S$5m Offered Disregards School Committee Recommendation

e \We are grateful to have $5m of any benefit to the Newton Schools.

e That said, in order to be eligible for a promised $S1.7m in funds for our operating
deficit of $3.7m, we were required to give a list of capital needs.

e That list is $2.5m of items now proposed for one-time funding use by the Mayor.

e We prefer to have the same amount of monies authorized to the operating budget,
and this could occur from the Education Stabilization Fund without impact to other
city departments.

e Our energies could then turn to collaborative budgeting for the longer term with all
city department.



What do other towns do? How
have they fared in post-COVID
learning conditions?

How do they operate?

PORTRAIT OF A LEARNER




Other Towns/Cities in Metrowest FY 26

Town / City

Medfield
Wayland

Millis

Needham
Wellesley
Brookline

Natick

% of overall Municipal % Increase this year
Budget Given to Schools

83% 3.45%
83% 4.32%
81% 6.27% ( to make up for free

cash infusions in FY 25 like
the ones made in Newton
for the past several years)

83.8% 3.24%
88% 3.24%
86% 3.59%

70% 5.69%



WHAT DOES “THRIVING” MEAN?

Heavier investment in the next few years to
address long-standing neglect of curriculum,
facilities, teaching tools, and professional
development/training for staff

Student support and advanced learner needs
layered into a reliable curriculum review cycle

Newton leading the way educationally, not trying
to catch up.

Options, program and opportunities for Newton
Students that have been added over time in other
districts in MA and the US.

Reliable stable funding available for both
program improvements and monies to settle
next contract negotiations (to avoid pitting
salary expense against programs & services).
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