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Concentrated Poverty
Co ncentrated Po verty

Alabama Alabama do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. Ho wever, Alabama do es pro vide a small amo unt o f

funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. Fo r mo re info rmatio n, see

“Po verty.”

Alaska Alaska do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve.

Arizona Arizo na pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f students

fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  thro ugh two  pro gram-speci&c

allo catio ns.

Scho o l districts in Arizo na receive funding to  suppo rt K-3 students impro ve reading

skills, literacy, and pro &ciency, in scho o ls where at least 90%  o f students are eligible fo r

free o r reduced-price lunch (FRL) under the Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram. Arizo na also

pro vides funding thro ugh a co mpetitive grant pro gram that rewards scho o ls based o n

perfo rmance in statewide assessments. Scho o ls that sco re in the to p 13%  statewide and

serve student po pulatio ns that are less than 60%  FRL eligible receive $225 per student.

The state pro vides $400 per student fo r eligible scho o ls where mo re than 60%  o f

students are FRL eligible.
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Arkansas Arkansas pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by pro viding an

amo unt fo r every student eligible fo r free o r reduced-price lunch (FRL) under the

Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram, with the precise award based o n the co ncentratio n o f

such students in the district. Per-student awards ranged fro m $526 to  $1,576 in FY2021.

Fo r FY2022, eligible students in scho o l districts who se po pulatio ns were less than 70%

FRL eligible were funded at $532 per pupil, eligible students in scho o l districts who se

po pulatio ns were between 70%  and 90%  FRL eligible were funded at $1,063 per pupil,

and eligible students in scho o l districts who se po pulatio ns were at least 90%  eligible

were funded at $1,594 per pupil. The funding must be spent o n appro ved pro grams o r

purpo ses, including, but no t limited to , classro o m teachers and o ther perso nnel, befo re-

and after-scho o l pro grams, and extended learning time.

FRL eligibility info rmatio n is based o n student co unts fro m the previo us scho o l year. Fo r

districts and scho o ls that do  no t co llect student-level FRL eligibility info rmatio n because

the district o r scho o l is co nsidered who lly eligible fo r free lunch under federal guidelines,

the state co mputes the number o f students eligible fo r increased funding by multiplying

the percentage o f students who  were FRL eligible in the mo st recent year the

info rmatio n was co llected by the district’s o r scho o l’s to tal enro llment fo r the previo us

scho o l year. The state also  pro vides a small amo unt o f additio nal funding fo r districts that

have seen at least 1%  year-o ver -year gro wth in enro llment in each o f the previo us three

years; the amo unt o f the funding is based o n the district’s percentage o f students eligible

fo r FRL.

California Califo rnia pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by pro viding a grant to

districts where at least 55%  o f students are fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds o r are

o therwise eligible fo r this supplemental funding, in additio n to  the state’s supplemental

funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (see “Po verty” fo r mo re

info rmatio n).

Califo rnia pro vides a grant in the amo unt o f 65%  o f the per-student base amo unt fo r

each eligible student in districts where at least 55%  o f students are fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds o r are o therwise eligible. This funding is meant to  be used to  increase the

number o f staff members who  pro vide direct services to  students in individual scho o ls

where at least 55%  o f students are fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds o r o therwise eligible,

relative to  the number o f such staff members in scho o ls with fewer students fro m lo w-

inco me ho useho lds o r o therwise eligible students.

Students are eligible fo r supplemental funding if they qualify fo r free o r reduced-priced

lunch under the Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram, are migrants, are ho meless, are in fo ster

care, participate in the Fo o d Distributio n Pro gram o n Indian Reservatio ns, o r are directly

certi&ed as eligible fo r free meals because they appear in state Supplemental Nutritio n

Assistance Pro gram (kno wn lo cally as CalFresh) o r co unty welfare (CalWORKS) reco rds.

English-language learners are also  eligible fo r this funding. Students who  are bo th

English-language learners and fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds are co unted o nly o nce fo r

the purpo ses o f this supplemental funding allo catio n.
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Colorado Co lo rado  pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by increasing the

multiplier that is applied to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r each student fro m a lo w-inco me

ho useho ld in districts who se po pulatio ns o f such students exceed the state average.

Co lo rado  applies a multiplier o f at least 1.12 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r each lo w-

inco me student. Fo r districts who se pro po rtio n o f at-risk students exceeds the state

average, the multiplier is increased by an amo unt that co nsiders to tal enro llment in the

district and the degree to  which the district’s share o f at-risk students exceeds the state

average. The multiplier do es no t increase in districts serving fewer than 459 students.

The to tal multiplier fo r a district’s lo w-inco me students may no t exceed 1.3.

Lo w-inco me students are eligible fo r this supplemental funding if they qualify fo r free o r

reduced-price lunch under the Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram.

Connect icut Co nnecticut pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by pro viding

supplemental funding fo r districts where at least 60%  o f students are fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds.

Co nnecticut applies a multiplier o f 1.3 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r all students

eligible fo r free o r reduced-price lunch under the Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram o r fo r

free milk under the Special Milk Pro gram. In districts where at least 60%  o f students are

fro m lo w-inco me backgro unds, students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds abo ve this

thresho ld generate supplemental funding equal to  an additio nal 0.15 times the base per-

pupil amo unt.

Delaware Delaware pro vides increased funding fo r so me districts with scho o ls that serve high

co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es so  thro ugh a

co mpetitive grant pro gram.

Delaware administers a blo ck grant fo r K-4 scho o ls with greater than o r equal to  30%

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds o r greater than o r equal to  10%  English-language

learner enro llment. Starting in FY2023, this grant applies to  all grades, and at least 98%

o f funds generated by a district’s eligible scho o ls must be allo cated to  tho se scho o ls.

Also , at least $5 millio n o f the annual appro priatio n fo r this blo ck grant must be allo cated

to  public scho o ls, including charter scho o ls, identi&ed as having an enro llment o f at least

60%  lo w-inco me students o r 20%  English-language learners.

Allo wable uses o f funds include mental health services in the fo rm o f scho o l co unselo rs,

scho o l so cial wo rkers o r licensed clinical so cial wo rkers, scho o l psycho lo gists, and

additio nal reading suppo rts fo r grades K-5. In FY2022, the state appro priated $5.5

millio n plus $7.5 millio n in o ne-time supplemental funds, allo cated o ver three years. These

funds co me fro m the $33.5 millio n in Oppo rtunity Funding appro priatio n used to  suppo rt

English-language learners and students fro m lo w-inco me backgro unds.

Dist rict  of

Columbia

The District o f Co lumbia do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r scho o ls based o n the

co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever, the

District do es pro vide funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (fo r

mo re info rmatio n, see “Po verty”).
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Florida Flo rida do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve.

Georgia Geo rgia do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve.

Hawaii Hawaii do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r scho o ls based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever, Hawaii do es pro vide

funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (fo r mo re info rmatio n, see

“Po verty”).

Idaho Idaho  do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve.

Illinois Illino is do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever, Illino is do es pro vide

funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (fo r mo re info rmatio n, see

“Po verty”).

Scho o l districts in Illino is co ntinue to  receive funding fro m the state that is equal to  o r

exceeds the amo unt they received prio r to  the state’s last majo r funding refo rm,

including a po rtio n o f a grant that was calculated based o n a district’s co ncentratio n o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds.

Indiana Indiana pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f students

fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  thro ugh a grant pro gram based

o n the co ncentratio n o f lo w-inco me students in a district.

Districts receive an amo unt that is calculated thro ugh a multistep fo rmula that takes into

acco unt the co ncentratio n o f students in a district who , as o f the previo us fall, were

receiving bene&ts fro m the Supplemental Nutritio n Assistance Pro gram (SNAP), the

Tempo rary Assistance fo r Needy Families Pro gram (TANF), o r fo ster care services. A

district’s percentage o f eligible students is multiplied by a do llar amo unt ($3,675 in

FY2021), which is then multiplied by the district’s student co unt to  calculate their grant

amo unt. The grant amo unt may also  be affected by the district’s share o f English-

language learners (if greater than 18% ) and a recent change in the district’s percentage

o f eligible students.

Iowa Io wa do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever, Io wa do es pro vide

funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. Fo r mo re info rmatio n, see

“Po verty.”
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Kansas Kansas pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f students

fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by pro viding supplemental

funding fo r districts where at least 35%  o f students are fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds, in

additio n to  the state’s supplemental funding fo r individual lo w-inco me students (see

“Po verty” fo r mo re info rmatio n).

Fo r scho o l districts where between 35%  and 50%  o f students co me fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds, an additio nal multiplier is applied to  the base amo unt fo r these students o n a

sliding scale, in acco rdance with a legislated fo rmula. This multiplier has a maximum value o f

0.105. Fo r scho o l districts where 50%  o f students o r mo re co me fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds, an additio nal multiplier o f 0.105 is auto matically applied to  the base amo unt

fo r each such student. The state also  allo ws this multiplier to  be calculated based o n the

pro po rtio n o f lo w-inco me students in each scho o l building rather than in the district as a

who le if it  wo uld yield mo re supplemental funding fo r the district in to tal.

Students are eligible fo r supplemental funding if they qualify fo r free lunch under the

Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram and are enro lled full time in a district that o perates an at-

risk assistance pro gram. A free-lunch-eligible prescho o l student who  is enro lled in a

district o perating an at-risk assistance pro gram is co unted as o ne-half o f a student fo r

the purpo ses o f the funding calculatio n. This funding must be used to  fund best practices

fo r the suppo rt o f at-risk students, as identi&ed by the state bo ard o f educatio n.

Currently, the state law pro viding fo r this supplemental funding is scheduled to  expire o n

July 1, 2024; ho wever, expiratio n dates fo r this pro visio n have been extended in the past.

Kent ucky Kentucky do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns

o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever, Kentucky do es

pro vide funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (see “Po verty” fo r

mo re info rmatio n).

Louisiana Lo uisiana do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns

o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever, Lo uisiana do es

pro vide funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. Fo r mo re

info rmatio n, see “Po verty.”

Maine Maine do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever, Maine do es pro vide

funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (fo r mo re info rmatio n, see

“Po verty”).
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Maryland Maryland pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by pro viding a grant to

public scho o ls where at least 80%  o f students are eligible fo r free and reduced-price

meals, in additio n to  the state’s supplemental funding fo r individual lo w-inco me students

(see “Po verty” fo r mo re info rmatio n).

Maryland de&nes co ncentratio n o f po verty using the percentage o f lo w-inco me students

in a scho o l’s enro llment fo r the three prio r years. A further adjustment will be made in the

years 2020-21, 2021-22, 2022-23, and 2023-24 to  acco unt fo r pandemic-related

Fuctuatio ns in enro llment. Fo r FY2022, the state will pro vide fo r each eligible scho o l a

grant o f $248,833 to  be used fo r specified staff and wraparo und services.

Beginning in FY2022, each eligible scho o l will receive supplementary funding equal to  1.16

times the base per-pupil amo unt fo r the &rst year o f eligibility, and the amo unt will be

increased o ver a span o f 11 years to  2.00 times the per-student base in FY2033. Also ,

the co ncentratio n o f po verty level fo r eligible scho o ls to  receive this grant will be

decreased o ver the span o f seven years to  55%  in FY2027.

Massachuset t s Massachusetts pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by varying the

additio nal allo catio n pro vided fo r each lo w-inco me student based o n the scho o l district’s

share o f lo w-inco me students as co mpared with o ther districts in the state.

Each district is assigned to  a decile based o n the share o f its students who  co me fro m

families that participate in o ne o r mo re o f the fo llo wing state-administered pro grams:

Supplemental Nutritio n Assistance Pro gram, Transitio nal Assistance fo r Families With

Dependent Children, the state fo ster care pro gram, and MassHealth (Medicaid). Each

district receives a do llar amo unt per lo w-inco me student that differs depending o n the

decile to  which the district is assigned. In FY2021, the scho o l districts with the smallest

share o f lo w-inco me students received $3,830.04 per lo w-inco me student, while tho se

with the greatest share received $4,680.83 per lo w-inco me student.

The do llar amo unts are calculated based o n the increased reso urce co sts asso ciated

with educating lo w-inco me students in different enviro nments. The per-student co sts

included in the funding calculatio n fo r each decile include tho se fo r staff salaries and

bene&ts, instructio nal equipment and techno lo gy, pupil services, and pro fessio nal

develo pment, amo ng o ther reso urces.

Michigan In 2023, Michigan’s legislature created an “Oppo rtunity Index” that includes six tiers o f

funding based o n the level o f co ncentrated po verty in the scho o l district. Eco no mically

disadvantaged students fro m co mmunities witho ut much po verty wo uld generate at

least 11.5%  in additio nal funds fo r their scho o l district. In a high-po verty co mmunity, the

same students wo uld generate up to  15.3%  in additio nal funds.

Within each o f the &rst &ve tiers, the the funding weight increases incrementally as

po verty increases. As the highest tier, every lo w-inco me student is funded at the

maximum weight. After a phased-in implementatio n, the maximum weight fo r the highest-

po verty districts sho uld reach 47% .

In FY2024, the new index will drive abo ut $952 millio n in funding, $200 millio n mo re than

previo us at-risk weight investments in the state’s funding fo rmula.
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Minnesot a Minneso ta pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  in the fo rm o f

additio nal funding that must be used fo r speci&ed purpo ses related to  disadvantaged

students’ educatio nal needs.

This funding is calculated by first adding the full co unt o f students eligible fo r free lunch to

half the co unt o f students eligible fo r reduced-price lunch; adjusting that number using a

fo rmula that reduces the co unt o f such students in scho o ls with a co ncentratio n that is

less than 80% ; and then multiplying that number by a do llar amo unt, which was equal to

$3,533 in FY2022.This funding is calculated by &rst adding the full co unt o f students

eligible fo r free lunch to  half the co unt o f students eligible fo r reduced-price lunch; then

adjusting that number using a fo rmula fo r the co ncentratio n o f such students in the

building in such a way that the state aid amo unt is limited in the case o f very needy

districts; and then multiplying that number by a do llar amo unt, which was equal to  $3,137

in FY2017.

The do llar amo unt used in the fo rmula varies depending o n the per-student base amo unt

in use in the state fo r the year. It is equal to  60%  o f the difference between that year’s

base amo unt ($6,728 in FY2022) and $839.

Mississippi Mississippi do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns

o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever, Mississippi do es

pro vide funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (see “Po verty” fo r

mo re info rmatio n).

Missouri Misso uri pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by applying a multiplier

o f 1.25 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r lo w-inco me students in districts where the

co ncentratio n o f lo w-inco me students is abo ve a certain thresho ld.

The thresho ld abo ve which the multiplier is applied is recalculated every two  years. In

2020-21, the thresho ld was 29.45%  o f district enro llment. Students are eligible fo r this

supplemental funding if they qualify fo r free o r reduced-price lunch (FRL) under the

Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram.

The thresho ld fo r supplemental funding fo r lo w-inco me students is calculated as fo llo ws:

First, the state identi&es “perfo rmance districts” (tho se that have met certain

perfo rmance standards). Then, the state calculates the average FRL-eligible enro llment

percentage acro ss these districts, excluding certain o utlier districts. The average FRL-

eligible enro llment beco mes the enro llment thresho ld abo ve which lo w-inco me students

in each district generate supplemental funding.
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Mont ana Mo ntana pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  thro ugh a pro gram-

specific allo catio n, which is pro rated amo ng eligible districts.

Mo ntana distributes supplemental allo catio n to  districts in the same manner as federal

Title I funds. The fo rmula fo r Title I funding distributio n co nsiders bo th abso lute numbers

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds and districts serving especially high pro po rtio ns

o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. In this way, Mo ntana’s supplemental funding

fo r these students includes suppo rt fo r bo th individual students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds and districts who se po pulatio ns include high co ncentratio ns o f such

students.

Fo r FY2022, the state legislature appro priated $5.73 millio n fo r this purpo se, which is

pro rated amo ng districts. This funding is pro vided entirely by the state and is no t subject

to  a state-lo cal co st-sharing arrangement.

Nebraska Nebraska pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by pro viding

supplemental funding to  all districts where students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds exceed

5%  o f the district’s enro llment, in an amo unt that depends o n the co ncentratio n o f such

students within the district.

The amo unt o f supplemental funding is calculated based o n a multistep fo rmula. Students

fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds abo ve the 5%  enro llment thresho ld generate supplemental

funding equal to  a percentage o f the statewide average per-pupil spending &gure, with

the percentage increasing as the share o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds in the

district increases. Percentages range fro m 3.75%  fo r students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds co mpo sing between 5%  and 10%  o f enro llment to  22.5%  fo r students fro m

lo w-inco me ho useho lds co mpo sing greater than 30%  o f enro llment.

Fo r the purpo ses o f this allo catio n, the co ncentratio n o f students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds is calculated as the greater o f: the pro po rtio n o f students who  wo uld have

been eligible fo r free lunch under the Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram during the scho o l

year that is two  years prio r to  the current year (2019-20 fo r FY2022) o r the pro po rtio n

o f lo cal children under age 19 fro m families who se inco me is such that, if they were a family

o f fo ur, their children wo uld be free-lunch eligible. This lo w-inco me student co unt is

adjusted to  acco unt fo r shifts in enro llment o ver the previo us three years. If

expenditures are less than 117.65%  o f the allo wance the district received fo r the mo st

recently available co mplete data year (two  years prio r to  the current year), then the

state reduces its distributio n.

Nevada Nevada do es no t pro vide increased funding based o n the co ncentratio n o f students fro m

lo w-inco me ho useho lds in a particular district. Ho wever, Nevada do es pro vide funding fo r

individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (fo r mo re info rmatio n, see “Po verty”).

New

Hampshire

New Hampshire do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the

co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever, New

Hampshire do es pro vide funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (fo r

mo re info rmatio n, see “Po verty”).
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New Jersey New Jersey pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by applying a multiplier

to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r lo w-inco me students, which ranges fro m 1.47 to  1.57

depending o n the co ncentratio n o f lo w-inco me students in the district.

A multiplier o f 1.47 is applied fo r districts where fewer than 20%  o f students are eligible

fo r this funding; between 1.47 and 1.52 fo r districts where between 20%  and 40%  o f

students are eligible, o n a sliding scale; and 1.57 fo r districts where mo re than 40%  o f

students are eligible. Students are eligible fo r this supplemental funding if they co me fro m

ho useho lds with an inco me at o r belo w 185%  o f the federal po verty level.

In additio n, the state pro vides a larger amo unt o f per-pupil funding fo r scho o l security fo r

lo w-inco me students than fo r no n-lo w-inco me students, in amo unts that vary depending

o n the co ncentratio ns o f such students in the district. While the state pro vides $83 per

student generally, this amo unt is increased o n a sliding scale up to  $495 fo r students in

districts where 40%  o r mo re o f the student bo dy is lo w inco me.

New Mexico New Mexico  pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  thro ugh a pro gram-

speci&c allo catio n that varies depending o n the number o f “at-risk” students served in

the district.

“At-risk” student funding is allo cated in acco rdance with the fo llo wing fo rmula: Three-

year-average enro llment co unts are calculated fo r each o f the three “at-risk” student

catego ries (lo w-inco me students, as de&ned fo r the purpo ses o f federal Title I funding;

mo bile students; and English-language learners, as classi&ed acco rding to  the criteria

established by the federal Of&ce fo r Civil Rights). These averages are added to gether,

and the sum is multiplied by a facto r to  pro duce an At-Risk Index. In FY2021 this facto r

was 0.3. This index is multiplied by the district’s entire student enro llment to  pro duce a

number o f students to  be added to  the district’s enro llment co unt. The state then

pro vides the district’s regular per-student funding o n the basis o f its inFated co unt

rather than its true student po pulatio n.
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New York New Yo rk pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  primarily in the fo rm o f

supplemental per-pupil funding fo r districts in an amo unt that co rrespo nds to  the

co ncentratio n o f lo w-inco me students in the district.

In New Yo rk, the student-based funding calculated fo r each district is first multiplied by an

index that adjusts fo r regio nal co st o f living and then by the Pupil Need Index, which is a

co mpo und adjustment that co nsiders co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds alo ng with co ncentratio ns o f English-language learners and the sparsity o f

the scho o l district. The po rtio n o f this index related to  po verty adds to gether 65%  o f

the students in grades K-6 who  are eligible fo r free o r reduced-price lunch under the

Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram and 65%  o f the students fro m ho useho lds belo w the

federal po verty level, and then divides the result by the to tal K-12 enro llment o f the

district. This percentage plus 1 beco mes the effective multiplier that is applied to  the

district’s co st-adjusted fo rmula funding to  pro vide fo r students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds.

In additio n, a district’s wealth is acco unted fo r in the calculatio n o f several pro gram-

speci&c allo catio ns. The Co mbined Wealth Ratio , an adjustment that co nsiders bo th the

value o f the district’s pro perty and the inco me o f residents o f the district, is facto red

into  the calculatio n o f pro gram-speci&c allo catio ns, including aid fo r career and technical

educatio n pro grams, co mputer administratio n expenses, academic impro vement

initiatives, transpo rtatio n aid, and high-co st special educatio n services.

Nort h Carolina No rth Caro lina pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  in the fo rm o f two

allo catio ns: o ne that is intended to  impro ve districts’ capacity to  serve lo w-inco me

students and o ne intended to  suppo rt districts with lo wer than average ability to  raise

lo cal revenues fo r educatio n.

Fo r bo th allo catio ns, the state uses a measure o f wealth based o n the district’s

anticipated pro perty tax revenue, tax base per square mile, and average per capita

inco me. The &rst allo catio n is designed to  allo w scho o l districts to  reduce class size in

lo w-wealth districts. The seco nd pro vides revenue to  supplement districts’ lo cal receipts

with the amo unt required to  bring that district up to  the statewide average level o f lo cal

revenue per student. Bo th allo catio ns must supplement, rather than supplant, lo cal funds

and are limited to  particular uses.

Nort h Dakot a No rth Dako ta do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the

co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever,

No rth Dako ta do es pro vide funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds

(fo r mo re info rmatio n, see “Po verty”).
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Ohio Ohio  pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f students

fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  in the fo rm o f two  allo catio ns:

o ne that pro vides funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds, adjusted fo r the

co ncentratio n o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds in the district, and ano ther that

pro vides increased funding fo r districts with lo w levels o f pro perty wealth and inco me.

Ohio  pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds thro ugh

Eco no mically Disadvantaged funding, which pro vides an amo unt to  each district equal to

$422 fo r each eco no mically disadvantaged student, multiplied by an index, which reFects

the district’s share o f eco no mically disadvantaged students co mpared to  the statewide

share. Ohio  also  pro vides increased funding fo r districts with high co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds thro ugh Targeted Assistance, which is calculated

using a multistep fo rmula.

Fo r the purpo ses o f Eco no mically Disadvantaged funding, eco no mically disadvantaged

students are tho se who  are eligible fo r free o r reduced-price lunch under the Natio nal

Scho o l Lunch Pro gram, tho se who  are kno wn to  be recipients o f public assistance, and

tho se who  meet federal Title I inco me guidelines. Fo r Targeted Assistance, the

calculatio n &rst co nsiders a per-student lo cal wealth measure based o n lo cal pro perty

valuatio n and lo cal ho useho ld inco me. This &gure is then co mpared to  a parallel statewide

measure to  pro duce a wealth index. The fo rmula uses this info rmatio n to  pro vide

supplemental funding to  tho se districts where the wealth index falls belo w a thresho ld.

The state additio nally pro vides additio nal supplemental funding to  districts where wealth

levels are belo w an even lo wer thresho ld and where less than 88%  o f the to tal student

co unt was enro lled in 2019.

Oklahoma Oklaho ma do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns

o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever, Oklaho ma do es

pro vide funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (fo r mo re

info rmatio n, see “Po verty”).

Oregon Orego n do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. Ho wever, Orego n do es pro vide funding fo r

individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (see “Po verty” Fo r mo re info rmatio n).
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Pennsylvania Pennsylvania pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by increasing the

multiplier that is applied to  the student co unt fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds

in districts where 30%  o r mo re o f students are fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds, as well as

by pro viding increased funding to  districts where the median ho useho ld inco me falls

belo w the state median ho useho ld inco me.

Pennsylvania applies a multiplier o f 1.9 to  the co unt o f students who  live belo w the

federal po verty line in districts where mo re than 30%  o f students live in po verty,

co mpared with a multiplier o f 1.6 fo r such students in districts with lo wer rates o f

student po verty. In additio n, Pennsylvania pro vides increased funding to  districts with

lo w median ho useho ld inco mes. It do es so  by calculating an index that co mpares each

district’s median ho useho ld inco me to  the state median inco me, and applying that index

to  the weighted student co unt that is used to  determine the district’s share o f state

fo rmula aid.

Ho wever, Pennsylvania’s funding fo rmula applies o nly to  state educatio n funds

appro priated o ver and abo ve FY2015 no minal funding levels. Fo r FY2022, less than 13%

o f the state’s to tal educatio n funding (o r $899 millio n o ut o f $7 billio n) was distributed

thro ugh this fo rmula. The bulk o f state educatio n aid is distributed based o n histo rical

allo catio n levels and is no t adjusted fo r student need.

Rhode Island Rho de Island do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the

co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever,

Rho de Island do es pro vide funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds

(fo r mo re info rmatio n, see “Po verty”).

S out h Carolina So uth Caro lina do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the

co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever,

So uth Caro lina do es pro vide funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds

(fo r mo re info rmatio n, see “Po verty”).

S out h Dakot a So uth Dako ta do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the

co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve.

T ennessee Tennessee do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns

o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. Ho wever, Tennessee do es pro vide funding fo r

individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (see “Po verty” fo r mo re info rmatio n).
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T exas Texas pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the level o f eco no mic

disadvantage in the student co mmunities they serve. It do es so  by applying a multiplier to

the base per-pupil amo unt fo r each student fro m a lo w-inco me ho useho ld and varying

that multiplier based o n the level o f eco no mic disadvantage in the census blo ck gro up

where that student resides.

Each census blo ck gro up in the state is placed in o ne o f &ve tiers by the co mmissio ner o f

educatio n based o n its level o f eco no mic disadvantage. The &ve tiers are assigned

different multipliers, ranging fro m 1.225 to  1.275. Fo r each lo w-inco me student, the

multiplier fo r the census blo ck gro up where the student resides is applied to  the base

per-pupil amo unt to  generate supplemental funding fo r their district. Eligible lo w-inco me

students are tho se eligible fo r free o r reduced-priced lunch under the Natio nal Scho o l

Lunch Pro gram. Ho meless students are auto matically eligible fo r the highest tier

multiplier fo r supplemental funding.

The level o f eco no mic disadvantage in a census blo ck gro up is assessed based o n several

data po ints drawn fro m the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Co mmunity Survey. These

include the blo ck gro up’s median ho useho ld inco me, its percentage o f single-parent

ho useho lds, its rate o f ho meo wnership, and the average educatio nal attainment o f its

po pulatio n. If data are insuf&cient to  assign a blo ck gro up to  a tier, eligible students fro m

that blo ck gro up receive funding thro ugh the lo west multiplier, 1.225. The multipliers

have been expressed this way fo r co nsistency with o ther states. The funding is actually

pro vided in an amo unt ranging fro m 0.225 to  0.275 times the per-pupil base amo unt,

distributed in additio n to  the student’s o wn base funding.

Ut ah Utah pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f students

fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  in the fo rm o f pro gram-speci&c

allo catio ns fo r so me scho o ls serving high co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds. This is in additio n to  the state’s supplemental funding fo r individual lo w-

inco me students (see “Po verty” fo r mo re info rmatio n).

The state pro vides pro gram-based funding fo r Title I scho o ls that are no t making

suf&cient academic pro gress (as de&ned in federal law) to  hire paraeducato rs. The state

also  pro vides pro gram-based funding fo r salary bo nuses fo r effective teachers in high-

po verty scho o ls (tho se where at least 70%  o f enro lled students qualify fo r free o r

reduced-price lunch under the Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram o r where mo re than 20%

o f students are classi&ed by the state as children affected by intergeneratio nal po verty).

In FY2022, the state appro priated $300,000 and $688,000 fo r these purpo ses,

respectively.

Vermont Vermo nt pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds they serve. It do es so  by applying a multiplier to

the co unt o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that varies based o n the district’s

share o f such students, and then funding the district in acco rdance with the inFated

student co unt.

The po verty ratio  is calculated by dividing the average number o f children aged 6-17 who

qualify fo r free o r reduced-price lunch under the Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram o r who

are English-language learners by the district’s student co unt. This ratio  is then applied to

the district’s student co unt in calculating funding.
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Virginia Virginia pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f students

fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  by applying a multiplier to  a base

amo unt fo r each lo w-inco me student that varies depending o n the co ncentratio n o f lo w-

inco me students in the district and by pro viding pro gram-speci&c allo catio n fo r districts

with high co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students.

Virginia applies a multiplier o f between 1.01 and 1.26 to  the base amo unt fo r each lo w-

inco me student. Students are eligible fo r this supplemental funding if they qualify fo r free

lunch (but no t reduced-price lunch) under the Natio nal Scho o l Lunch Pro gram. The

specific multiplier applied to  generate increased funding depends o n the co ncentratio n o f

free-lunch-eligible students in the district. Lo cal go vernments are expected to  match

these funds. The funding must be spent o n appro ved pro grams fo r students who  are

educatio nally “at risk,” including dro po ut preventio n pro grams, truancy o f&cers, reading

reco very, pro grams fo r students who  speak English as a seco nd language, and o ther

pro grams.

The state also  pro vides pro gram-speci&c allo catio ns fo r K-3 class size reductio n and 6-9

algebra readiness math interventio n. The amo unt allo cated to  each scho o l o r district fo r

these purpo ses is dependent o n the percentage o f its students eligible fo r free lunch.

Washingt on Washingto n pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  thro ugh two  pro gram-

speci&c allo catio ns fo r scho o ls serving high co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me

backgro unds.

The Learning Assistance Pro gram pro vides funding fo r students in scho o ls where at least

50%  o f students are eligible fo r free o r reduced-price lunch (FRL) under the Natio nal

Scho o l Lunch Pro gram. Funds generated by students in high-po verty scho o ls must be

expended by the district fo r tho se high-po verty scho o ls to  suppo rt students perfo rming

belo w grade level in co re academic subjects. Washingto n also  pro vides an annual $5,000

bo nus to  teachers in high scho o ls where at least 50%  o f students are FRL eligible, middle

scho o ls where at least 60%  are eligible, and elementary scho o ls where at least 70%  are

eligible.

West  Virginia West Virginia do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the

co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve.

Ho wever, many o f the state’s pro gram-speci&c allo catio ns co nsider po verty levels in the

allo catio n o f funding.
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Wisconsin Wisco nsin pro vides increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f

students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. It do es so  thro ugh an allo catio n

fo r districts where at least half the students co me fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds.

In additio n to  a separate pro rated allo catio n fo r lo w-inco me students in grades K-3 (see

“Po verty” fo r mo re info rmatio n), Wisco nsin pro vides per-pupil funding to  districts where

at least 50%  o f students meet the inco me criteria fo r free o r reduced-price lunch (FRL)

eligibility. The per-pupil funding is allo cated based o n all pupils in the district, no t just

tho se who  meet the FRL eligibility criteria. Ho wever, this aid co unts to ward the limit o n

what districts may raise in lo cal pro perty taxes, acting to  reduce districts’ tax burden

rather than adding to  o verall funding (see “Pro perty Tax Flo o rs and Ceilings” fo r a

descriptio n o f revenue limits).

Over $16.8 millio n was appro priated fo r this pro gram fo r each o f FY2021, FY2022, and

FY2023. This was equal to  $53.54 per pupil attending a high-po verty district fo r each o f

FY2022 and FY2023.

Wyoming Wyo ming do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns

o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds that they serve. Ho wever, Wyo ming do es

pro vide funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds (fo r mo re

info rmatio n, see “Po verty”).
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