
Poverty Funding
Policies in Each State

Poverty
So me states pro vide increased funding fo r students in po verty. This funding can be pro vided in a variety o f

ways. In so me states, funding is pro vided so  that every individual student fro m a lo w-inco me ho useho ld is

funded at a higher level. In o ther states, the district’s co ncentratio n o f such students will affect the amo unt

distributed. This repo rt describes which states pro vide funding fo r students in po verty, and whether they do

so  o n a linear, per-student basis o r o n the basis o f district co ncentratio ns o f po verty.

Alabama Alabama pro vides a small amo unt o f increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds. It do es so  in the fo rm o f a pro rated allo catio n fo r a calculated number o f

eligible students.

Alaska Alaska do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds o r

fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds they

serve.

Arizona Arizo na do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds. Ho wever, the state do es pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n

the co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students scho o ls serve. It do es so  thro ugh two

pro gram-specific allo catio ns (see “Co ncentrated Po verty” fo r mo re info rmatio n).

Arkansas Arkansas pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds at a level

that differs depending o n the co ncentratio n o f lo w-inco me students in a district. 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 $532 to

$1,594 in FY2022 (see “Co ncentrated Po verty” fo r mo re info rmatio n abo ut this

allo catio n).

California Califo rnia pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds and fo r

districts with high co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es so

by applying a multiplier o f 1.2 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students and

pro viding an additio nal grant fo r districts where at least 55%  o f students are fro m lo w-

inco me ho useho lds o r o therwise eligible fo r supplemental funding.

Colorado Co lo rado  pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds at a level

that differs depending o n the co ncentratio n o f lo w-inco me students in a district. It do es

so  by applying a multiplier o f at least 1.12 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r each lo w-

inco me student. This multiplier is increased in districts who se po pulatio ns o f lo w-inco me

students exceed the state average (see “Co ncentrated Po verty” fo r mo re info rmatio n).
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Connect icut Co nnecticut pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds and

fo r districts with high co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es

so  by applying a multiplier o f 1.3 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students and

pro viding further supplemental funding fo r districts where at least 60%  o f students are

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

Delaware Delaware pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds and fo r

districts with high co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students (see “Co ncentrated Po verty”

fo r mo re info rmatio n). It do es so  thro ugh a pro gram-speci c at allo catio n o f $300 per

lo w-inco me student and a blo ck grant pro gram.

Dist rict  of

Columbia

The District o f Co lumbia pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds. It do es so  by applying a multiplier to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these

students. In FY2021, this multiplier was 1.2256.

Florida Flo rida do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds o r

fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students they serve.

Georgia Geo rgia do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds

o r fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds

they serve.

Hawaii Hawaii pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es so

by applying a multiplier o f 1.1 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students. Multipliers

are also  applied to  the base amo unt fo r students experiencing ho melessness and

students fro m migrant families.

Idaho Idaho  do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds o r

fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students they serve.

Illinois Illino is pro vides funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es so  thro ugh its

reso urce-based fo rmula by specifying student-to -staff ratio s fo r students fro m lo w-

inco me ho useho lds and calculating specific funding fo r dedicated staff po sitio ns.

Indiana Indiana pro vides increased funding fo r so me students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds and

fo r districts with high co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students. It do es so  thro ugh o ne

grant pro gram that pro vides greater funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me backgro unds

than students fro m higher inco me backgro unds and ano ther based o n the co ncentratio n

o f lo w-inco me students in a district.

Iowa Io wa pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es so  by

applying a multiplier o f 1.0048 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r certain lo w-inco me

students. The state also  applies a multiplier o f 1.00156 to  the base amo unt fo r all

students enro lled in a district in o rder to  generate additio nal funding fo r the purpo ses o f

suppo rting “at-risk” students.
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Kansas Kansas pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds and fo r

districts with high co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students. It do es so  by applying a

multiplier o f 1.484 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students and giving

supplemental funding fo r districts where at least 35%  o f students are fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds (see “Co ncentrated Po verty” fo r mo re info rmatio n).

Kent ucky Kentucky pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es

so  by applying a multiplier o f 1.15 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students.

Louisiana Lo uisiana pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds by

applying a multiplier o f 1.22 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students.

Maine Maine pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es so

by applying two  multipliers, o f 1.15 and 1.05, to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these

students.

Maryland Maryland pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds and fo r

districts with high co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students (see “Co ncentrated Po verty”

fo r mo re info rmatio n). It do es so  by applying a multiplier to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r

identi ed students and then adjusting the supplemental funding allo catio n fo r lo cal

wealth levels. In FY2022, the multiplier was 1.91 times the base per-pupil amo unt.

Maryland will gradually reduce the multiplier o ver a span o f 11 years to  1.73 times the

base per-pupil amo unt in FY2033.

Massachuset t s Massachusetts pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds at

a level that differs depending o n the co ncentratio n o f lo w-inco me students in a district. It

do es so  in the fo rm o f an allo catio n fo r each lo w-inco me student.

Michigan Michigan pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds, with

these students generating at least 11.5%  mo re than the base amo unt fo r the district.

The added funding escalates as the po verty level o f the district rises, under a tiered

system appro ved by the legislature in 2023. (See “Co ncentrated Po verty”)

Minnesot a Minneso ta do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds. Ho wever, the state do es 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 enro lled at each site within

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

Mississippi Mississippi pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds by

applying a multiplier o f 1.05 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students.
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Missouri Misso uri do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds. Ho wever, the state do es pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n

the co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students 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 (fo r mo re

info rmatio n, see “Co ncentrated Po verty”).

Mont ana Mo ntana pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds and fo r

districts with high co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es so

thro ugh a pro gram-specific allo catio n, which is pro rated amo ng eligible districts.

Nebraska Nebraska do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds. Ho wever, the state do es 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 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 (fo r mo re info rmatio n, see

“Co ncentrated Po verty”).

Nevada Nevada pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es so

by applying a multiplier o f 1.03 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students in

FY2022 and FY2023.

New

Hampshire

New Hampshire pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It

do es so  in the fo rm o f a at allo catio n fo r each student fro m a lo w-inco me ho useho ld. In

FY2022, this allo catio n was $1,893.22 per eligible student.

New Jersey New Jersey pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds at a

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

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.

New Mexico New Mexico  do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds. Ho wever, the state do es pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n

the co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students 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 (fo r mo re info rmatio n, see “Co ncentrated Po verty”).

New York New Yo rk do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds. Ho wever, the state do es pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n

the co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students they serve. It do es so  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 (fo r mo re info rmatio n, see

“Co ncentrated Po verty”).
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Nort h Carolina No rth Caro lina do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-

inco me ho useho lds. Ho wever, the state do es pro vide increased funding fo r districts

based o n the co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students 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 mo re info rmatio n, see “Co ncentrated Po verty”).

Nort h Dakot a No rth Dako ta pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It

do es so  by applying a multiplier o f 1.025 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students.

Ohio Ohio  pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds at a level that

differs depending o n the co ncentratio n o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds in a

district and fo r districts with high co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds. 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 high co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds and lo w

levels o f pro perty wealth.

Oklahoma Oklaho ma pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es

so  by applying a multiplier o f 1.25 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students.

Oregon Orego n pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds by

applying a multiplier o f 1.25 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students.

Pennsylvania Pennsylvania pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds and

fo r districts with high co ncentratio ns o f students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es

so  by applying multipliers to  the co unts o f students meeting two  different de nitio ns o f

po verty and then funding the district in acco rdance with the inflated student co unt.

Rhode Island Rho de Island pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It

do es so  by applying a multiplier o f 1.4 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students.

S out h Carolina So uth Caro lina pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It

do es so  by applying a multiplier o f 1.2 to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students.

S out h Dakot a So uth Dako ta do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds o r fo r districts based o n the co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students they

serve.

T ennessee Tennessee pro vides additio nal funding fo r eco no mically disadvantaged students, which

includes ho meless, migrant and runaway students, as well as tho se in fo ster care. The

weighted allo catio n fo r these students is 25%  o f the base amo unt.
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T exas Texas pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds at a level

that differs depending o n the level o f eco no mic disadvantage in the student’s area o f

residence. It do es so  by applying a multiplier o f at least 1.225 to  the base per-pupil

amo unt fo r each lo w-inco me student and increasing the multiplier fo r students fro m

areas with greater levels o f eco no mic disadvantage (see “Co ncentrated Po verty” fo r

mo re info rmatio n).

Ut ah Utah pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es so  by

applying a multiplier to  the base per-pupil amo unt fo r these students.

Vermont Vermo nt pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es

so  by applying a multiplier o f 1.25 to  the student co unt o f these students and then

funding the district in acco rdance with the inflated student co unt.

Virginia Virginia pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds at a level

that differs depending o n the co ncentratio n o f lo w-inco me students in a district. It do es

so  by applying a multiplier o f between 1.01 and 1.26 to  the base amo unt fo r each lo w-

inco me student, with the speci c multiplier depending o n the co ncentratio n o f lo w-

inco me students in the district (see “Co ncentrated Po verty” fo r mo re info rmatio n).

Washingt on Washingto n do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r individual students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds. Ho wever, the state do es pro vide increased funding fo r districts based o n

the co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students they serve. It do es so  thro ugh two  pro gram-

specific allo catio ns (fo r mo re info rmatio n, see “Co ncentrated Po verty”).

West  Virginia West Virginia do es no t pro vide increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds o r increased funding fo r districts with high co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me

students.

Wisconsin Wisco nsin pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds and fo r

districts with high co ncentratio ns o f lo w-inco me students. It do es so  in two  separate

state aid pro grams: an allo catio n fo r lo w-inco me students in grades K-3, under which

participating scho o ls receive a at do llar amo unt per eligible pupil; and a at do llar

allo catio n fo r districts where at least half the students co me fro m lo w-inco me

ho useho lds.

Wyoming Wyo ming pro vides increased funding fo r students fro m lo w-inco me ho useho lds. It do es

so  thro ugh a blo ck grant that pro vides funding fo r additio nal pupil suppo rt staff to  serve

“at-risk” students.
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