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I. INTRODUCTION

On October 30, 2018, the Committee on Education, chaired by Council Member Mark Treyger, will hold an oversight hearing to examine Fair Student Funding. The Committee will also hear Proposed Introduction Number 1014-A (“Prop. Int. 1014-A”), sponsored by Council Member Treyger; Introduction Number 1174 (“Int. 1174”), sponsored by Council Member Treyger; and Resolution Number 569 (“Res. 569”), sponsored by Council Member Treyger. The Committee expects to hear testimony from the New York City Department of Education (“DOE”), parents, students, educators, advocates, unions, and other members of the public.
II. OVERVIEW OF FSF
The City’s over 1,800 public schools each have individual school budgets that are funded by DOE through a combination of funding sources. Fair Student Funding (“FSF”) is the main source of this funding for most schools, providing on average 67.4 percent of an individual school’s budget through a “weighted pupil-funding formula.”
 In addition to FSF, funding for school budgets is comprised of categorical allocations and programmatic allocations, which are dollars restricted by the City, State, and federal governments in how they can be used.
 The FSF formula is not designed to cover all costs associated with educating a student, but rather the base cost to cover essential academic programs. FSF does not cover all services in a school, including programmatic and supportive services. However, the formula provides for a mix of academic settings, as seen in the portfolio weight for high schools, so there are examples of FSF being used to support services over base academic intervention. FSF does not support District 75 and District 79 schools because of their “distinct instructional models.”

The FSF formula is based on the number and demographics of the student population in each individual school. Under the formula, money is attached to the student, not the school, and schools receive a base level of funding related to the students’ grade level and the needs of each individual student. Principals may spend FSF funding at their discretion, with flexibility to decide how much to spend on teachers and other instructional resources.
III. THE HISTORY OF FSF

Prior to adopting FSF, DOE allocated funds to schools using a more traditional funding methodology, distributing resources to schools in the form of staff and dollars that were designated for specific purposes. Most of the funding was allocated through a formula using grade level and average citywide teacher salaries. If a school had a teaching staff with above average salaries, the school’s budget was supplemented, so schools were not penalized for having more experienced teachers.
 An Independent Budget Office (“IBO”) analysis of school spending found significant, though unintended, disparities in funding prior to the introduction of FSF.
 Major factors contributing to funding disparities included number of students per teacher, school size (larger schools spent less per student), and teacher salaries.

FSF was introduced in the 2007-2008 school year under the administration of then-Mayor Michael Bloomberg, as an attempt to remedy disparities among schools in per-pupil funding by distributing funds to schools in a way designed to meet student needs more equitably.
 A previous attempt by the Bloomberg Administration to address school funding inequities was unsuccessful, largely due to opposition from communities whose schools would have faced budget cuts from the redistribution of funds among schools.
 However, prior to the 2007-2008 school year, the landmark lawsuit Campaign for Fiscal Equity (“CFE”) v. State of New York, successfully challenged New York State for under-finding schools, resulting in a large increase in court-ordered state education funding. Using this new state funding, FSF was phased in, with underfunded schools receiving a cap of $400,000 or 55% of the full implementation of FSF, whichever was less, and a “hold harmless” provision that protected schools from any budget cuts that would result from FSF for two years.
 However, as DOE was phasing in FSF in 2007 and 2008, the Great Recession hit, causing New York State to suspend planned increases in school funding to districts.
 Since its inception, the FSF formula has never been fully funded, with DOE citing the following reasons:  
· CFE court-ordered funding that DOE never received;
· Successive budget cuts stemming from the recession, which began the year FSF was implemented;
· Growth in salaries and increases in mandated costs that have exceeded the funding available for FSF.

IV. OTHER JURISIDICTIONS
FSF is just one name for Student-Based Budgeting (“SBB”) models (also known as Weighted Student Funding, Student-Based Allocations, or Student-Centered Funding) that have increasingly been adopted in other jurisdictions in recent years.
 While the majority of school districts continue to use the traditional funding model, which distributes resources to schools in the form of staff and dollars designated for specific purposes, about 30 districts across the country use the SBB approach.
 Currently, as many as 16 major urban school systems use SBB, including New York City, Chicago, Boston, Atlanta, Baltimore, Denver, Milwaukee and San Francisco.
 
SBB is a system whereby schools receive funding based on the number of enrolled students and their individual needs, such as poverty status, English language learners (ELL), students with disabilities (SWD), grade level, low academic performance, or high academic performance/gifted status, among other considerations.
 SBB is used to increase equity (resources are distributed based on student need), transparency (clear rules for where, how, and why resources flow) and flexibility (school leaders have discretion over funds since they are not designated for specific purposes).

V. ANALYSIS OF THE FSF FORMULA
The FSF formula allocates funding to schools through five categories: 1) Foundation, which is a fixed amount of $225,000 for each school; 2) Grade weights, based on student grade levels; 3) Needs weights, based on students’ needs; 4) School weights; and 5) Collective Bargaining related to increases for staff funded with FSF.
 The weights in the FSF formula are intended to provide adequate funding to support students with the greatest needs while also providing base support for all students. The reason the $225,000 is applied to the formula is to set a floor for administrative costs that all schools should have and is not related to students. This funding is not tied to a particular position, so a principal may decide to use it to hire administrative staff, teachers, or other services.
 According to DOE, schools should also be able to support additional administrative staff using resources from the per-student allocation in the FSF formula, and other programmatic allocations provided to individual schools.

i. Grade Weights 
	FSF Category
Type of Pupil/Need
	Grade Span
	Weights
	FY 19 Per Capita

	Grade Weight General Education and Special Education Pupils
	K-5
	1.00 
	 $              4,084.80 

	 
	6-8
	1.08 
	 $              4,411.92 

	 
	9-12
	1.03 
	 $              4,206.95 


The initial weight for FSF is for an elementary school student with a weight of 1, which is equal to $4,085. This is the starting point for the formula and the base cost to cover basic educational services.
 

Middle school students have the largest weight at 1.08 and a value of $4,412 per student. The increased costs associated with educating a middle school student are designed to target a decline in student achievement among middle school students, greater social-emotional needs, and higher costs associated with teachers to allow for a preparation period and professional development.
 

High schools are funded with a weight of 1.03 and a base amount of $4,207 to accommodate for higher costs for instructional materials, smaller elective classes, and more administrative personnel. The cost of educating a high school student decreases by $205 when compared to a middle school student.
 
ii. Academic Intervention and Poverty 
	FSF Category
Type of Pupil/Need
	Grade Span
	Weights
	FY 19 Per Capita

	Academic Intervention
	Poverty*
	0.12 
	 $                 490.18 

	 
	4-5 Well Below 
	0.40 
	 $              1,633.51 

	 
	4-5 Below
	0.25 
	 $              1,020.68 

	 
	6-8 Well Below
	0.50 
	 $              2,043.44 

	 
	6-8 Below
	0.35 
	 $              1,429.58 

	 
	9-12 Well Below
	0.40 
	 $              1,633.51 

	 
	9-12 Below
	0.25 
	 $              1,020.68 

	 
	9-12 Heavy Graduation Challenge OTC
	0.40 
	 $              1,633.51 

	
	
	
	


*Poverty funds eligible pupils in all grades for schools beginning before 4th grade, where test scores are not available for students in incoming grades
To meet the academic needs of students, the formula estimates the cost of educating children who perform below academic standards. DOE uses standardized test scores to classify students with academic challenges and uses poverty as a proxy before test scores are available (before fourth grade). This academic intervention weight is intended to provide schools enrolling low-achieving students with enough funds to ensure they have the resources to provide the needed supplementary academic support.

Before fourth grade, students qualify for the poverty weight of .12 based on free lunch eligibility. Schools receive this weight for all eligible students regardless of the schools’ Title I status.
 If a student qualifies for the poverty weight, the school receives $490 on top of the grade allocation of $4,084.40 for a total of $4,574.48. The poverty weight is approximately $530 less than the lowest academic intervention weight of $1,020. 

After third grade, there are two weights a school may receive based on student academic achievement. The higher weight is for students who are scoring well below standards with a weight of .40 and an additional value of $1,633.51.  This funding gets added to the base amount for a student in fourth grade, meaning a fourth grade student performing well below standards receives $5,717.51. A fourth grade student performing below grade level but closer to proficiency receives a weight of .25 at $1,020.68 making their total $5,105.48; a $612 difference. 

As with the grade level weights, academic intervention weights are different for elementary, middle, and high school students. The highest academic weight is for students in grades 6-8 performing well below standards. These schools receive an additional $2,043.44 on top of their base amount of $4,411.92. The total cost for this student is $6,455.36; $737 more than a fourth grade student with the same academic needs. 

Over-the counter (OTC) students are non-transfer school students who have significant credit accumulation and Regents exam proficiency, but are admitted between July and October and do not go through the normal high school admissions process.
 The OTC weight is used to support these students’ graduation. A weight of .40 at $1,633.51 is added for these high school students to provide additional services to help them graduate. The total for an OTC high school student is $5,840.46 (the high school grade allocation weight plus OTC weight). 

iii. English Language Learners 

	FSF Category
Type of Pupil/Need
	Grade Span
	Weights
	FY 19 Per Capita

	English Language Learner
	K-5 Freestanding English as a New Language (ENL)
	0.40 
	 $             1,633.51 

	 
	6-12 Freestanding English as a New Language (ENL)
	0.50 
	 $             2,043.44 

	 
	K-5 Bilingual
	0.44 
	 $             1,797.31 

	 
	6-12 Bilingual
	0.55 
	 $             2,246.64 

	 
	K-5 Commanding
	0.13 
	 $                531.02 

	 
	6-12 Commanding
	0.12 
	 $                490.18 

	 
	K-12 Students with Interrupted Formal Education (SIFE)
	0.12 
	 $                490.18 


Students classified as English Language Learners (“ELLs”) receive additional funding to cover needed instruction to ensure they stay on track to meet grade promotion and graduation requirements. Funding is determined by status as an ELL and stays with the student for two years after they test out of the program. 

Freestanding English as a New Language (“ENL”) is the base weight and includes all students identified as ELL. As with the grade level weights, the cost of educating an ELL in a freestanding program increases in middle schools when compared to elementary school.
 For example, a weight of .40 at $1,633.51 is applied to an ENL in grades K-5 and in grades 6-12 the weight is .50 at $2,043.44, a $409.93 difference. ELL students in a bilingual school setting such as Transitional Bilingual Education or Dual Language program receive a higher weight compared to ENL students to cover higher program costs for materials and teachers.
 For example, a 6th grade student in a bilingual program receives an additional $2,246.64, $203 more than a 6th grade students in an ENL program. 
Students who have scored a proficient/commanding level within the prior two years are no longer considered ELL students, but the school will receive an additional weight for these students since they must be provided ENL services for two years after they achieve proficiency.  The weight decreases from .40 to .13 for an elementary student, and from .50 to .12 for middle and high school students to reflect the lower costs associated with educating these students.
 For example, a 4th grade ELL in a freestanding program costs $5,718.31, while a 4th grade student in a bilingual program costs $5,882.11, and if the student is no longer considered ELL their cost will decrease to $4,615.82.

Students with Interrupted Formal Education (“SIFE”) are ELL students who have attended school in the United States for less than 12 months, and are two or more years below grade level in literacy in their native language, and/or are two or more years below grade level in math. Students receive a SIFE weight in addition to their ELL weight.
 
iv. Special Education 
	FSF Category
Type of Pupil/Need
	Grade Span
	Weights
	FY 19 Per Capita

	Special Education Needs Weight
	Single Service <=20%
	0.56
	$              2,287.74 

	 
	Multi-Service 21% to 59%
	1.25
	$              5,108.38 

	 
	K-8 Self-Contained (SC) >= 60%
	1.18
	$              4,823.41 

	 
	9-12 Self Contained (SC) >= 60%
	0.58
	$              2,385.87 

	 
	K Integrated Co-Teaching (ICT) >= 60% 
	2.09 
	 $              8,529.96 

	 
	1-12 Integrated Co-Teaching (ICT) >= 60% 
	1.74 
	 $              7,108.13 

	 
	K-12 Post IEP Support 
	0.12
	$                 490.18 


Schools receive additional funding for each student based on the amount of time they are required to spend in special education programming, as determined by a student’s Individual Education Plan (“IEP”). FSF does not cover services in District 75 schools or Autism Spectrum Disorder specialized program models, which are both funded in schools with School Allocation Memos (“SAMs”). FSF covers the education costs, not the supportive services, required by an IEP, however, IEP teachers, paraprofessionals, adaptive physical education teachers, and assistive technology are provided through funding allocations outside of FSF.
 

Including educational costs for special education students in FSF is intended to fund a student’s need rather than a class type, which is meant to encourage integration among students instead of separating students with disabilities. In addition to the special education weight, these students receive a grade level weight and may be eligible for the poverty, academic intervention, and ELL weights.
 

Special Education weights fund a variety of educational settings for students, and are based on the total number of periods per week mandated by a student’s IEP. Integrated co-teaching, where students with IEPs are educated alongside their peers in general education classrooms, is the most expensive model. Under this model, two certified teachers are required in the classroom; one general education and one special education teacher. The additional weights in the formula are intended to help provide support for these increased expenses. Post IEP support is the smallest weight and is intended to ensure a school does not lose funding when students are no longer in need of special education services.
 

v. Portfolio Schools 

	FSF Category
Type of Pupil/Need
	Grade Span
	Weights
	FY 19 Per Capita

	Portfolio Schools
	CTE Tier 1
	0.26
	$              1,062.09 

	 
	CTE Tier 2
	0.17
	$                 694.60 

	 
	CTE Tier 3
	0.12
	$                 489.64 

	 
	CTE Tier 4
	0.05
	$                 203.93 

	 
	Specialized Academic
	0.25
	$              1,020.68 

	 
	Specialized Audition
	0.35
	$              1,429.58 

	 
	Transfer - Heavy Graduation Challenge
	0.40
	$              1,633.51 

	 
	Transfer - Regular Graduation Challenge
	0.21
	$                 851.31 


Portfolio weights support different education models such as career and technical education, specialized academic programs, specialized audition schools, and transfer schools.  Within the transfer school weight, there are two additional categories for heavy challenge and regular challenge. The heavy challenge weight supports students enrolled in transfer schools with significant graduation challenges, and regular challenge is for all other transfer school students. 

Career and Technical Education (“CTE”) High Schools integrate academic learning with work experience in specific career pathways and a FSF weight is added to support the increased costs of these programs. The four tiers within CTE reflect the different costs associated with CTE programs and support class size requirements, equipment and materials, training for teachers, and start-up costs.
  Tier 1 and Tier 2 CTE programs have a higher weight and cost to support smaller class size, industry specific equipment, higher use of supplies and materials, student internship requirements, and specialized industry training.
 Tier 1 and Tier 2 CTE schools include industry experience in the fields of nursing, agriculture, veterinary, aviation technology, architecture, computer networking and repair, cosmetology, automotive technology and repairs, and culinary arts.
 

The specialized academic weight is added to students attending specialized, academically challenging high schools that were previously funded at higher levels.
  The higher funding structure for these schools was not changed or reduced with the inception of FSF.

The specialized audition weight is added for students who are admitted to a specialized high school through an audition or performance. Students in these schools will take a Comprehensive Exit Exam in an art form of their choice in the 12th grade and receive an Arts Endorsed Diploma. The weight and additional cost of $1,429.58 is added to provide for this type of educational setting and course requirements.
 

The transfer weight provides support to re-engage students who have dropped out or are over-age and under-credited. The weight is based on the students’ age, credits, and Regents passed on entry to the transfer school.
   
vi. Current Funding Levels 

Once the FSF formula is allocated based on the number of enrolled students, their grade level, and their weighted needs, the amount is adjusted based on the school’s funding percentage. The funding percentage reflects the ratio of the school’s actual funding compared to the FSF entitlement. Not all schools are operating with 100 percent of their FSF entitlement. Out of 1,627 schools that are funded with the FSF formula, there are only 238 schools operating at 100 percent of FSF this school year. There are 824 schools operating with the current base level of FSF at 90 percent and no school is operating with less than 90 percent. The average amount of FSF schools are operating with is 93 percent. For the 2018-2019 school year, it would cost $756.2 million to raise all schools to 100 percent of their FSF entitlement.
 However, for the Fiscal 2019 Budget, the Council called on the Administration to make achieving 100 percent FSF in all schools the top educational priority in the budget. The Administration responded with a $125 million increase to FSF, which raised the FSF funding floor from 87 percent to 90 percent. Before this increase, 706 schools were operating below 90 percent of their FSF entitlement. 
The Administration’s plan to get all schools to 100 percent of their FSF level by Fiscal 2021 is dependent on State aid. The City does not have a plan to fund schools at 100 percent of their FSF entitlement without the $1.2 billion in State funding required by the CFE lawsuit.
 It is worth noting that this FSF funding plan is not out of necessity, but rather, reflects the funding decisions made by this Administration. Since Fiscal 2015, the Administration has invested $4 billion in new educational programs as part of the Mayor’s Equity and Excellence Initiatives.
  However, this funding is directed to schools through SAMs for specific programs. The amount invested in Equity and Excellence Initiatives is much larger than the $756.2 million needed for all schools to operate with 100 percent of FSF. The de Blasio Administration has prioritized other school fund allocations, and chosen to rely on an influx on State aid from the State’s obligation under the CFE to fully fund school budgets through FSF. 
There are a total of 1,169 schools operating with less than 100 percent of their FSF entitlement, and 113 schools are operating with more than 100 percent ranging from 101 percent to 208.9 percent. The cost of funding these schools over 100 percent of FSF is approximately $28.2 million. The reason funding levels at these schools is over 100 percent is that they were historically funded at this level and school budgets were not reduced at the inception of FSF. According to DOE, in an effort to maintain equity they have decided not to reduce the funding percentages at these schools. If these schools were reduced to 100 percent of their FSF, it would cost $728 million to raise all schools to 100 percent of their FSF entitlement, as opposed to $756.2 million.    
VI. ISSUES AND CONCERNS
According to the Council of School Supervisors and Administrators (“CSA”), principals feel that FSF is “highly flawed” and often fails to meet the basic needs of many schools.
 Among the flaws in FSF cited by CSA and others is that it penalizes schools with experienced teachers, as it does not provide a budget supplement to schools that have teachers with above average salaries.
 Therefore, if a school has a number of teachers earning significantly more than the average, it could result in a budget deficit. It also serves as an incentive to hire inexperienced, cheaper teachers and a disincentive to hire veteran, higher cost teachers. This has likely contributed to veteran teachers leaving the City school system, or lingering in the Absent Teacher Reserve pool, which consists primarily of more experienced high salary teachers,
 further exacerbating teacher shortages.
Critics also question some of the formula weights, such as the weight that gives extra money to selective schools that enroll higher-achieving students.
  Others contend that existing weights are not high enough to meet the needs of vulnerable students, such as students with disabilities, or that new weights should be added, for instance, to better meet the needs of low-income students.
Finally, the FSF methodology has not brought true funding equity to City schools as it has never been fully funded.

VII. CONCLUSION
Today’s hearing will provide an opportunity for the Committee to examine DOE’s Fair Student Funding system. 
VIII. BILL ANALYSIS
Prop. Int. 1014-A - A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to requiring a single reporting bill on department of education spending allocations, including fair student funding, for schools citywide
This bill would require DOE, or the Office of Management and Budget, to submit and post a machine-readable, sortable, and searchable reporting bill on spending allocations, including fair student funding, for schools citywide three times per year. The bill would take effect 60 days after it becomes law. 
Int. 1174 - A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to the creation of a fair student funding task force
This bill would create a task force, including DOE personnel such as the Chancellor or his designee, principals and teachers, the Office of Management and Budget, the Council, and advocates who specialize in working with vulnerable student populations, to review and make recommendations relating to the formula used by DOE to determine school funding. The task force would submit annual reports relating to the school funding formula. The bill would take effect immediately.
Proposed Int. No. 1014-A

By Council Members Treyger, Torres, Dromm, Ampry-Samuel, Holden and Rivera

..Title

A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to requiring a single reporting bill on department of education spending allocations, including fair student funding, for schools citywide

..Body

Be it enacted by the Council as follows:
Section 1. Title 21-A of the administrative code of the city of New York is amended by adding a new chapter 21 to read as follows:

CHAPTER 21

REPORTING ON SPENDING ALLOCATIONS

§ 21-989. Reporting on spending allocations. a. Definitions. For the purposes of this section, the following terms have the following meaning:

Fair student funding formula. The term “fair student funding formula” means the formula that determines each school’s funding allocation under fair student funding. 

School. The term "school" means any public school in the city of New York under the jurisdiction of the department of education that contains any combination of grades from and including kindergarten through grade twelve.
b. The department of education, or the office of management and budget, shall submit to the speaker of the council and post conspicuously on the department’s website and open data portal a single report that shall include: 

1. All school-level budget allocations for each school; and

2. The calculated fair student funding formula for each school, and the percentage of such calculated fair student funding formula result that each school is actually allocated.

c. The information contained in the report required by this section shall be in a searchable, sortable, and machine-readable format.
d. The report shall be submitted and posted three times annually, reporting on the school year as follows:

1. Within one week of the release of the preliminary budgets for schools, to report on the upcoming school year;

2. September 30, to report on the prior school year and the current school year; and

3. January 31, to report on the current school year.

§ 2. This local law takes effect 60 days after it becomes law.

SIL

LS # 6250, 5691, 6465

07/17/18

Int. No. 1174

 

By Council Members Treyger and Ampry-Samuel

..Title

A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to the creation of a fair student funding task force

..Body 
 
Be it enacted by the Council as follows:
 
Section 1. Title 21-A of the administrative code of the city of New York is amended by adding a new chapter 25 to read as follows:

CHAPTER 25

FAIR STUDENT FUNDING 
§ 21-992 Fair student funding task force. a. Definitions. For the purposes of this section, the following terms have the following meanings:

“English Language Learner” means a student whose home language is not English and need support learning English.

“Students in temporary housing” has the same meaning as that of the term “homeless child” as set forth in chancellor's regulation A-780.

“Students living in poverty” means meeting the poverty threshold established by the New York city center for economic opportunity or its successor as required by section 16 of the New York city charter.

“Students with disabilities” has the same meaning as defined in section 4401 of the education law.

b. There shall be established a task force to review the fair student funding formula used by the department to determine school funding. 
c. The task force shall include the following members or their designees:
1. The chancellor of the city school district of the city of New York;
2. The budget director of the office of management and budget;

3. At least one principal from each borough;
4. At least one teacher employed by the department from each borough;
5. The speaker of the council; and

6. At least five advocates who specialize in working with vulnerable student populations including, but not limited to students with disabilities, English Language Learners, students in temporary housing, and students living in poverty.

d. One member shall be designated as chairperson by the mayor after consultation with the speaker.
e. The task force shall consult with interested members of the public, including but not limited to parents of students currently enrolled in the city school district of the city of New York. 

f. The task force shall consider the categories, types of students, grade levels, and weights that will best result in funding allocations to meet the needs of the most students, teachers, and principals citywide.

g. No later than July 31, 2019, and annually on July 31 thereafter, the task force shall submit a report to the mayor, the speaker, and the chancellor of the city school district of the city of New York and post on the Department’s website the results of its review and recommendations pursuant to this section. 
§ 2. This local law takes effect immediately.
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Res. No. 569

..Title

Resolution calling upon the New York City Department of Education to factor in poverty as a weight in the Fair Student Funding formula for schools beginning at fourth grade or later

..Body

By Council Members Treyger and Ampry-Samuel

Whereas, The New York City Department of Education (DOE) funds all of its schools partially through Fair Student Funding (FSF), which is funding used by schools to cover basic needs and which can be used at the principal’s discretion; and

Whereas, The FSF formula is calculated on the basis of student needs, comprised of three factors: grade weight, portfolio weight, and need weight; and

Whereas, Grade weight is determined by each student’s grade level, providing the largest allocation for middle school students, who are deemed to have the greatest social-emotional needs, and the largest risk of drop-off in student achievement; and

Whereas, Portfolio weight is determined based on students who face significant graduation challenges; and

Whereas, Need weight is determined based on a student’s English language proficiency, special education needs, and academic intervention needs; and

Whereas, Academic intervention needs are defined by poverty weight for schools beginning before fourth grade, and achievement weight for schools beginning at fourth grade or later; and

Whereas, For students in schools beginning before fourth grade, poverty weight is used as a proxy for academic achievement, in the absence of test score data, and students qualify for poverty weight based on free lunch eligibility, as determined by family income; and

Whereas, For students in schools beginning in fourth grade or later, students receive achievement weights based on test score data, deemed “well below standards,” or “below standards”; and

Whereas, If DOE broadened its determination of “poverty weight” to include students living in temporary housing as an additional indication of poverty, many more New York City students and schools would benefit from additional FSF allocations; and

Whereas, If DOE took into account poverty weight for schools beginning at fourth grade or later, many more New York City students and schools would benefit from additional FSF allocations; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Council of the City of New York calls upon the New York City Department of Education to factor in poverty as a weight in the Fair Student Funding formula for schools beginning at fourth grade or later.
LS #6404
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