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INTRODUCTION
Under the leadership of Mayor Michael Bloomberg and Chancellor Joel Klein, the New York City (NYC)
school system has undergone a change in curriculum, organization, and, reportedly, outcomes since
2002.2 Improving schools and school districts is always difficult, however, and some argue that sizeable
inflows of resources made the transformation in NYC possible. This chapter analyzes the sources, levels
of, and growth in, resources for K‐12 education during the first two terms of Bloomberg’s mayoral
leadership and Klein’s leadership of the New York City Department of Education (DOE). More
specifically, we examine the amount of resources available for Bloomberg’s Children First Initiative, the
funding sources, and, to some extent, how these resources were used.3
To preview the results, total revenues rose from $14.2 billion to $19.5 billion (adjusted for inflation)
between 2002 and 2008, representing an increase of roughly $5,800 per pupil.4 As detailed below, this
translated into roughly $5,000 more for each student enrolled in a DOE school.5 The composition of
students shifted significantly, with the portion of special education students increasing over time.
Teacher salaries increased about 25%, including fringe. In addition, the distribution of resources across
elementary and middle schools became more closely aligned with school characteristics and needs. By
2008, a greater share of the variation in resources across elementary and middle schools was explained
by characteristics used in the mayor’s Fair Student Funding (FSF) allocation formula, although these
characteristics explained little of the variation across high schools in any year.
The next section of the paper provides a national and historical context of school finance. We then turn
to an analysis of the growth in overall resources from state, local, and federal sources, followed by an
examination of how resources are distributed between general and special education programs;
between elementary, middle, and high schools; and across schools. We also explore the
private/philanthropic support garnered during the first two Bloomberg terms.
U.S. AND HISTORICAL CONTEXT FOR SCHOOL FINANCING
Public K‐12 education in the U.S. is decentralized in its organization and financing, with responsibilities
lodged in 50 different state systems. While each state constitution contains an “education clause”
broadly defining the state’s education responsibilities, the U.S Constitution is silent on the provision of
education services. New York’s state constitution’s education clause, for example, reads:
The legislature shall provide for the maintenance and support of a system of free
common schools, wherein all the children of this state may be educated.6
Although there is significant variation in the legal provisions for education across states, all states (save
Hawaii) provide education services through a system of sub‐state school districts financed through a
combination of federal, state, and local revenues.7 While locally raised revenues (and property taxes in
particular) once provided the majority of support for public education across the country, there is now
considerable regional variation in the share of revenues provided by federal, state, and local
governments. The Northeast, for example, relies less on state and federal sources, but compensates
with higher local shares.8
In addition to government revenues, support for public schools is also provided through philanthropy—
especially for charter schools. Although the revenue share of non‐public funds is very small, as discussed
more fully below, these funds may serve special purposes and thus be valuable in reform efforts.
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Turning to New York State, while there has been some variation since the late 1980s, state support
currently accounts for less than 45% of total per pupil revenues. Further, while total per pupil revenue
has steadily increased, the growth in state revenues has been variable, with local (and to a lesser extent
federal) revenues filling in. In 2008 New York State’s elementary and secondary revenues totaled $52.1
billion: $2.6 billion from federal sources, $23.6 billion from state sources, and $26 billion from local and
other sources (see Figure 1).
Figure 1: New York State Total Revenues by Source, Elementary and Secondary Education, 1989‐2008

Although school finance policy and research has focused largely on school district resources, the
allocation of resources from districts to their schools is critical in large districts with many schools and
students. (New York City’s more than one million students and 1,600 schools make it the largest U.S.
school district.) Although the allocation process may be fairly straightforward and transparent in small
districts, resource distribution in large districts is far from trivial, and understanding equity and
efficiency in education requires examining the intradistrict distribution of resources as well as the
overall level of federal, state, and local support.
NEW YORK CITY EDUCATION REVENUE
How much money did the NYC school system have to finance Children First and other initiatives? To gain
insight into the available educational resources, we use revenue data from the New York State
Education Department (NYSED) to compare the experience of NYC to that of the other districts in New
York State and data from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) to compare NYC to other
large districts in the United States.9 Our purpose is to document and describe the changes in revenues;
determining the causes of particular changes in financing NYC schools is beyond the scope of this paper.
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The level and growth in NYC’s resources in the 1996–2008 period could have been shaped by a variety of
factors, including a strong economy during the late 1990s, a national recession in 2001–2002, the
passage of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) in 2002, an increase in school accountability both from NCLB and
the state, changes in the compositions or costs of students or compliance with federal or state laws, and
a decision against New York State on state financing of NYC schools in 2001 (Campaign for Fiscal Equity
(CFE) v. State of New York).10,11 This final factor deserves additional explanation, particularly given its
long‐awaited resolution. Under the ruling, the courts required New York State to provide the city with
additional funds to fulfill its constitutional obligation of a “sound basic education” (defined as a
“meaningful high school education”) for all public school students. While the case represented a
landmark victory for NYC, it was extremely contentious and, due to the recession’s impact on state total
revenues, the awarded funding has yet to be fully received.12
In the Bloomberg years, NYC’s total revenues increased $5.3 billion in 2008 inflation‐adjusted dollars,
from $14.2 billion in 2002 to $19.5 billion in 2008. In the rest of the state, aggregate revenues increased
by $5.1 billion, from $27.5 to $32.6 billion. These aggregate numbers do not tell the whole story,
however, since enrollments also changed. To address this, we analyze patterns of per pupil revenues
available to NYC and the rest of New York State’s districts since 1996. 13,14,15
In per pupil terms, the Bloomberg years saw increases in total revenue of $5,785 in NYC and $3,205 in
the rest of the state (see Figure 2).16 The growth in total revenue per pupil was faster for NYC than for
the rest of the state both before and after Bloomberg assumed office, although the disparity was
smaller after 2002.17 While the city began with lower total revenue per pupil than other New York State
districts in 2002, three years later it matched the state and by 2008 received $19,075 in total per pupil
revenues compared to $18,374 in other New York State districts.
Figure 2: New York State (w/o NYC) and New York City, Total Revenue Per Pupil,* 1996‐2008
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To provide some context for NYC’s large per pupil revenues, we compare per pupil expenditures across
the 25 highest‐spending large public school districts in 2007, the latest year available from the National
Center for Education Statistics.18 Only Boston spent more ($21,801) than NYC’s $20,162 per pupil, and
Washington, DC spent approximately the same ($20,029). NYC’s spending is high, but not uniquely so.19
What are the sources of funds in NYC and New York State? Unsurprisingly, there are different patterns in
per pupil revenues across funding sources between the city and the rest of the state’s districts. Federal
revenue, although a small portion of total per pupil revenue, was always higher in NYC, although those
revenues grew more slowly before 2002 and more rapidly after 2002, compared to the rest of the state.
By 2008, NYC was receiving more than twice the per pupil amount received by the rest of the state in
federal dollars ($1,428 compared to $630). New York City’s revenue from state sources, on the other
hand, was lower than the rest of the state and grew at about the same rate before 2002. From 2002
forward, NYC grew considerably faster, achieving parity in 2005 and receiving over $600 more per pupil
by 2008 ($8,820 versus $8,207). In contrast, NYC’s per pupil local revenue remained below the rest of
the state throughout this period.20 It grew more rapidly than the state’s before 2002 and at the same
rate afterward. The city ended the period in 2008 with $8,827 per pupil compared to the rest of the
state’s $9,537.
In summary, compared to the rest of the state, NYC’s per pupil revenues increased more between 2002
and 2008. The rest of the state experienced an increase of just over $3,000 per pupil: 2.1% of the
increase from federal sources, 31.7% from state sources, and 66.3% from local sources. New York City,
however, received nearly $5,800 additional inflation‐adjusted dollars per pupil (on a base of $13,290 in
2002), with federal revenues accounting for 7.2%, state revenues 34.5%, and local revenues 58.2% of
that growth. This is a striking increase in revenues available to finance new initiatives and improve the
performance of the city’s students.
At the same time, this increase could be matched (or even outpaced) by increases in the number or
share of ‘high cost’ students or, more broadly, increases in the cost of education. The factors usually
contributing to higher costs include an increased concentration of poor, special education, and English
language learning students (ELLs); increased student mobility in and out of the school system or across
schools; and increased costs of comparable quality school inputs such as teachers, equipment, or
physical plants. In the next section, we present evidence speaking to some of these factors and explore
how the expenditures were distributed across broad programs, levels of education, and schools.
FUNDING ACROSS SCHOOLS WITHIN NEW YORK CITY
To date, there has been limited research on the distribution of funding across schools within districts,
largely due to data constraints. The recent availability of detailed school‐level data in NYC (as well as in
Ohio, Florida, and Texas), however, has yielded several studies offering insight on disparities among
schools. Perhaps most relevant, Rubenstein et al.21 use school‐level data from NYC, Cleveland, and
Columbus to explore how per pupil funding and teacher qualifications vary across schools. They find that
higher poverty schools receive more funding per student—usually due to smaller class sizes—but lag
behind other schools in teacher qualifications. Research on the variation in resources across schools in
other districts finds similar results.22 More recently, Bruce Baker,23 using school level data from Texas
and Ohio, finds that resources vary in predictable ways within districts (often according to student
need), but that even well‐funded schools in poor districts are under‐funded relative to neighboring
schools in more advantaged districts.
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Although there is relatively little research examining the intradisrict distribution of financial resources
across schools, the related literature examining the distribution of teachers finds (almost uniformly) that
schools with lower shares of students who are poor, minority, or low performing have more experienced
and more qualified teachers.24 There are many possible reasons for this distribution of teachers.
Although sorting through these is outside the scope of this paper, one explanation is that a uniform
salary schedule—which prevents variation in salaries across schools—combined with teacher transfer
privileges and position‐based budgeting have disadvantaged high‐poverty and high‐minority schools.25
Under this system, principals in high‐need schools have little leverage to reallocate resources toward
staffing to attract and retain teachers.
Much of the interest in within‐district resource allocation has been driven by a well‐publicized push (by
the Fordham Institute,26 among others) for large districts to allocate resources using “weighted student
funding” (WSF), in which resources are allocated from districts to schools based on the number and
characteristics of enrolled students, as well as features of the schools themselves, such as grades served
or size. In general, WSF systems propose that schools receive a baseline per capita allocation that is
adjusted (“weighted”) for students who have specific educational needs or who are economically or
academically disadvantaged.27
New York City’s Allocation of Revenues across Schools: Historical and Fair Student Funding
Historically, NYC’s budgeting process for its schools has been opaque, although it has yielded patterns
similar to those found in other cities (in the studies reviewed above). Before Bloomberg/Klein and
mayoral control, the city schools were administered through 32 community school districts (CSDs)
responsible for elementary and middle schools, five high school divisions, one citywide special education
division, and several other occasional ad hoc divisions, such as “the chancellor’s district.”28 In this
system, funding flowed from the DOE through the CSDs and came with various program mandates or
constraints.29 Funding teacher positions was the largest constraint on reallocating resources, although
school funding did vary from what would have been predicted either on the sole basis of the teachers
and administrators working in schools or the characteristics of students in the schools. Simply put, there
was no single strict formula applied to all schools or even all schools within a CSD. Nevertheless, schools
with higher concentrations of poor students received some categorical funds (e.g., Title I) and generally
received slightly more money per pupil and more teachers (albeit with less experience).
In 2008, the DOE began implementing a version of WSF, titled Fair Student Funding (FSF), distributing
funds according to a set of student weights (Table 1).30 FSF was launched with the distribution of a small
amount of “new” funds, with the intention of increasing the amount and coverage over time as hold‐
harmless provisions were phased out. Importantly, FSF was aimed at shifting the allocation of resources
across schools, while giving principals autonomy over how funds were spent. For example, a school with
higher shares of ELL students would receive additional funds, which the principal could choose to spend
on programs or teachers only partly related to enhancing English proficiency.
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Table 1: New York City Fair Student Funding Weights for the 2008‐09 Academic Year

Grade Weights
Need Weights
Academic Intervention
Poverty
Achievement* ‐ well below standards
Achievement* ‐ below standards
ELL
Special Education
Less than 20%
20‐60%
Greater than 60% (self‐contained)
Greater than 60% (integrated)

K‐5
1.00

grade 6‐8
1.08

grade 9‐12
1.03

0.24
0.40
0.25
0.40

0.50
0.35
0.50

0.40
0.25
0.50

0.56
0.68
1.23
2.28

0.56
0.68
1.23
2.28

0.56
0.68
0.73
2.52

Portfolio Weights
Specialized Audition Schools
n/a
n/a
0.35
Specialized Academic Schools
n/a
n/a
0.25
Career & Technical Educ. (CTE) Schools
n/a
n/a
0.05 ‐ 0.26
Transfer Schools
n/a
n/a
0.40
*Note: achievement weights are only given to fourth and fifth graders in elementary schools, although these may
be eliminated in future years. Weights are identical to those for the 2009‐10 and 2010‐11 academic years.
We include these factors in our regression models: poverty=% free lunch; ELL=% LEP; special education =% res
room and % FT sped; and achievement=% level 1 g4 ELA, % level 1 g8 ELA, and % passing the math Regents (high
schools only).
Source: "See Your School's Budget" on the NYCDOE website.

To examine funding across schools within NYC during the Bloomberg years, we use data from the city’s
school‐based expenditure reports (SBERs),31 which break down school‐level expenditures into detailed
categories. 32 We briefly discuss changes in several of these expenditure categories, focusing on changes
in four broad categories: Overall Total, Total, Direct, and Classroom dollars. (See Table 2 for definitions
of each category of SBER expenditure and student type used in this paper.) Overall total dollars are the
most comprehensive measure of resources and include “pass‐throughs,” the latter accounting for
contracted services for special education students and charter school expenditures, plus a few other
smaller categories. Total expenditures (without pass‐throughs) are a subset of overall total
expenditures, and include direct spending as well as various system‐wide expenditures, such as debt
service and central superintendent office expenditures. That said, we do not include pass‐throughs in
our analyses of allocations across schools because these expenditures are not allocated to individual
schools. Direct spending, in turn, includes funds spent at the school level (classroom instruction,
instructional support, leadership, and ancillary and building services). Finally, classroom spending is
focused primarily on spending related to teachers, classroom staff, books, supplies, and libraries. In our
analyses of allocations across schools in NYC, we use direct spending, because it focuses specifically on
school‐level resources.33
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Table 2: New York City Definitions* of School‐Based Expenditure Report Types
Expenditure Type
Total

Direct

Classroom

Pass‐throughs***

School Level**
Elementary
Middle
High
Student Type

General Education

Special Education
(All)

Description
Sum of direct services to schools,
district/superintendency costs, system‐wide
costs and system‐wide obligations
Services provided directly to public school
students and staff, and which take place
primarily in the school building during the
school day during the school year
School‐based direct instructional services
provided primarily in classrooms (including:
professional development and contracted
instructional services that impact directly
on the quality of classroom instruction)
Costs in the DOE's budget that are
earmarked for non‐public and private
educational institutions.

Specific expenditures

Classroom instruction, instructional support
services, leadership/supervision support, ancillary
support services, building services, district support
Teachers, education paraprofessionals, other
classroom staff, text books, librarians and library
books, instructional supplies and equipment,
professional development, contracted instructional
services, summer and evening school
Non‐public schools (general and special education),
Fashion Institute of Technology, charter schools

Description
Schools whose grade spans fall between
kindergarten and sixth grade
Schools covering grades six through nine
Schools including grades nine through
twelve
Description
Students on the general education register
and special needs pupils (e.g. “at‐risk”
pupils requiring academic intervention
support, related service only, consultant
teacher program pupils, resource room)
Students who have been placed in a
Modified Instructional Service, Special
Instructional Environment or a Hospital
Setting. These students are on the special
education register but may be in general
education classes for part of the day

Special Education
(Citywide)
District 75
Special Education
(Full time, not
citywide)
FTSPED – citywide (number in schools)
*These definitions are taken directly from the 2002‐2003 SBER and may have changed since that date.
**There is large variation in school grade spans in NYC, so these definitions are somewhat fluid. For example,
elementary schools may include 8th graders, middle schools may begin earlier than 6th grade and/or end later
than 9th grade, and high schools may begin in 7th or 8th grade and only extend through 10th grade.
***Pass‐throughs are yet another type of spending. They include funding for general and special education
students in non‐public schools, the Fashion Institute of Technology, and charter schools and are not reported on
student type or instruction level reports.
Source: 2002‐2003 SBER
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Broad Trends in Enrollment and Student Characteristics
To understand whether the cost of education overall has risen in NYC, we first examined changes in
enrollment and student characteristics and then analyzed trends in aggregate and per pupil
expenditures by the categories outlined in Table 2.
New York City enrollment has been over a million students since at least 1997, peaking at 1.105 million
in 2001 and declining by 70,000 to 1.035 million in 2008. With the exception of growth in the share of
special education students, the composition of students varied only modestly over the Bloomberg years.
As seen in the top panel of Table 3, between 2002 and 2008, the total number of general education
students declined 8%, from 1,016,766 to 936,974 (from 92.5% to 90.5% of total enrollment), while the
number of full‐time special education students increased 20%, from just over 82,000 to 98,000 (from
7.5% to 9.5% of total enrollment). Additionally, the proportion of full‐time special education students
educated in segregated settings (labeled “citywide” by the DOE) rose between 2002 and 2008, from
around 1.9% to 2.2% of the total student population, outpaced by the growth in students educated in
integrated settings, which rose from 5.6% to 7.3% of all students. Although the classification of students
into special education is not entirely discretionary, most analysts argue that districts have some
discretion. Put differently, some classification changes are controllable, and districts have some power
to determine the exact nature of the integration of special education and general education students
and the management of these systems.34 Other characteristics of NYC students, such as percentages
who are poor or ELL, changed only modestly over the Bloomberg years. Overall, the only dramatic
change in composition was related to the faster growth of the more‐costly‐to‐educate special education
students.
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Table 3: Trends in New York City Enrollment and Expenditures, 2002 and 2008
2002

2008

change

% change

Overall

1,098,832

1,035,406

-63,426

-5.8%

General education

1,016,766

936,974

-79,792

-7.8%

16,366

19.9%

1,507

7.2%

14,859

24.3%

Enrollments

% of total

92.5%

90.5%

Special education

82,066

98,432

% of total

7.5%

9.5%

Citywide special education

20,918

22,425

% of total

1.9%

2.2%

FT integrated*

61,148

76,007

% of total

5.6%

7.3%

Total: including pass throughs

$14,928,867

$20,078,756

$5,149,889

34.5%

Total: excluding pass throughs

$13,989,318

$18,322,803

$4,333,485

31.0%

$12,749,665

$16,047,236

$3,297,571

25.9%

$7,651,673

$9,043,461

$1,391,788

18.2%

$6,036,507

$7,105,224

$1,068,717

17.7%

$1,546,289

$2,492,917

$946,628

61.2%

Aggregate Expenditures (in $000s)

Direct services to schools
Classroom instruction
Teachers
Instructional support

$530,585

$1,176,577

$645,992

121.8%

Leadership/Supervision/Support

Related services

$1,199,501

$1,649,073

$449,572

37.5%

Ancillary Support Services

$1,403,095

$1,618,672

$215,577

15.4%

$916,831

$1,156,769

$239,938

26.2%

$32,276

$86,344

$54,068

167.5%

Regional Costs

$494,731

$312,550

-$182,181

-36.8%

System-wide costs

$356,995

$385,638

$28,643

8.0%

System-wide obligations

$387,926

$1,577,379

$1,189,453

306.6%

Building Services
District/regional support

Pass-throughs

$939,549

$1,755,953

$816,404

86.9%

Non-public general education

$186,980

$242,955

$55,975

29.9%

Non-public special education

80.2%

$687,479

$1,238,711

$551,232

FIT

$27,020

$43,943

$16,923

62.6%

Charters

$38,070

$230,344

$192,274

505.1%

$10,965,708

$13,609,597

$2,643,889

24.1%

$9,887,268

$11,569,620

$1,682,352

17.0%

$6,222,848

$6,763,155

$540,307

8.7%

$2,976,306

$4,669,839

$1,693,533

56.9%

$2,818,851

$4,434,491

$1,615,640

57.3%

$1,395,964

$2,255,604

$859,640

61.6%

$12,731

$17,696

$4,965

39.0%

$11,602

$15,498

$3,896

33.6%

$6,963

$8,734

$1,771

25.4%

$10,785

$14,525

$3,740

34.7%

$9,724

$12,348

$2,624

27.0%

$6,120

$7,218

$1,098

17.9%

$36,267

$47,442

$11,175

30.8%

$34,349

$45,051

$10,702

31.2%

$17,011

$22,915

$5,904

34.7%

$52,598

$65,681

$13,083

24.9%

$50,820

$63,205

$12,385

24.4%

$27,051

$31,971

$4,920

18.2%

$26,273

$32,710

$6,437

24.5%

$25,385

$31,477

$6,092

24.0%

$13,512

$15,922

$2,410

17.8%

Aggregate Expenditures (in $000s) by student type
General education
Total (excluding pass-throughs)
Direct
Classroom
Special education
Total (excluding pass-throughs)
Direct
Classroom
Per Pupil Expenditures
All NYCDOE public school students: Total
Direct
Classroom
General education: Total
Direct
Classroom
All special education: Total
Direct
Classroom
Citywide special education
Direct
Classroom
Integrated special education
Direct
Classroom

*Notes: Dollars are 2008 CPI inflated. Values for FT integrated special education are obtained by subtracting the share
of dollars spent on citywide programs from the overall special education dollars.
Source: NYC SBERs for 2002 and 2008.
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Citywide Trends in Funding
To provide the most complete picture of the resources available during the Bloomberg years, we begin
by looking at the overall total expenditures in NYC including pass‐throughs. (See second panel of Table
3.) When pass‐throughs are included, inflation‐adjusted overall total spending increased by $5.1 billion
between 2002 and 2008, or 34.5% (from $14.9 billion in 2002 to $20.1 billion in 2008). Pass‐throughs
increased by 87% or $816 million. This large growth in pass‐throughs was due primarily to charter
schools, few of which existed prior to 2002, and to contracted services for special education students in
schools outside the NYC public schools: spending on charter schools increased 505% from $38.1 million
to $230.3 million, and spending on contracted services for special education increased over 80% from
$687.5 million to $1.2 billion between 2002 and 2008.
Since the SBERs do not break down pass‐throughs by regional, system‐wide, student type, or school
level, we rely on the total spending (excluding pass‐throughs) available from the SBER public school
reports to analyze trends in more detail.35 Table 3, panels 2 and 3, shows that total spending (excluding
pass‐throughs) on all students increased by over $4 billion from 2002 to 2008 (from $14.0 billion to
$18.3 billion). Breaking down these total expenditures more finely, we note that direct expenditures
increased $3.3 billion or 26%, regional costs decreased $182 million or 37%, system‐wide costs increased
$29 million or 8%, and system‐wide obligations increased $1.2 billion or 307%.36, 37 Classroom instruction
spending, however, increased more slowly, by $1.4 billion or 18.2%.38, 39 Much of the difference between
growth in direct versus classroom spending was accounted for by “related services,” which help special
education students in particular. Finally, total spending increased roughly 4% in elementary schools, 73%
in middle schools, 61% in high schools, and 34% in citywide special education schools.
Figure 3 and Table 3, panel 4, show trends in per pupil total, direct, and classroom expenditures. As
expected, during the Bloomberg years, total expenditures per pupil (not including pass‐throughs)
increased greatly, by $4,965 (roughly 39%), direct expenditures per pupil increased by $3,896 (34%) and
classroom expenditures per pupil increased $1,771 (over 25%). These aggregate per pupil expenditures,
however, hide some important trends across programs and levels of education. (See Figure 4.)
Comparing special and general education per pupil spending, citywide special education students (in
segregated schools) cost the most to educate, with direct spending of $63,205 per student and
classroom spending of $31,971 per pupil in 2008. In comparison, direct spending on integrated full‐time
special education students was $31,477 per pupil ($15,922 for classroom) and spending on general
education students was $12,348 ($7,218 for classroom). These per pupil expenditures have all increased
since 2002, with a 27% increase in direct expenditures and an 18% increase in classroom expenditures
for general education and a 31% increase in direct expenditures and a 35% increase in classroom
expenditures for those in special education.
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Figure 3: New York City Total, Direct & Classroom Per Pupil
Expenditures,* 1997‐2008
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Figure 4: New York City Per Pupil Direct Expenditures*:
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As shown in Figure 5, expenditures per pupil by school level differ in an important way from most other
districts: NYC spends less per pupil on high school students than on elementary or middle school
students, with middle school spending falling slightly below elementary school spending. Although some
attribute this to class size reduction mandates in the early grades, and to higher proportions of special
education students in elementary and middle schools than in high schools, we note that lower spending
per pupil in high schools is not new, dating back at least to the mid 1990s, suggesting that other forces
may be relevant. Further, in addition to spending less per high school student, the rate of growth in
spending per pupil over the Bloomberg years was lowest for high schools and highest for middle schools.
Figure 5: New York City Per Pupil Direct Spending,* by School Level, 1997‐2008
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Spending is not the only measure of resources allocated to students—teacher salaries and pupil‐teacher
ratios are alternatives. As seen in Figure 6, inflation‐adjusted teacher salaries (total salary plus fringe)
increased nearly $18,000 (roughly 25%) from 2002 to 2008. This was largely driven by a sizeable increase
in fringe benefits (a 69% increase), as salary increases were significant but more modest (increases of
over 11%).40 At the same time, pupil‐teacher ratios remained slightly under 14:1, decreasing somewhat
more recently.
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Figure 6: New York City Teacher Salary, Fringes, and Class Size, 1997 ‐ 2008
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Allocations across Schools: Have They Changed under Bloomberg?
One of the motivations for FSF in NYC was the observation that the variation in funding across schools
did not align well with the varying needs and costs associated with student and school characteristics.
Thus, we next turn to examining the variation in resources with an eye toward understanding the extent
to which the distribution is more—or less—aligned with these needs. To do so, we rely upon the factors
used in FSF, shown in Table 2, even though it was not introduced until 2008. We use regression analyses
to examine whether the distribution of resources across schools changed between 2001 and 2008 (a
year before Bloomberg and six years after) and complement this analysis by summarizing changes in
various resources by school poverty quintiles. To be clear, FSF was only in place for a single year within
our analysis period and, on the whole, funds were not actually allocated using these characteristics.
Thus, these analyses might be viewed as summarizing a “de facto” distribution formula.
We regress measures of resources per pupil on the five school characteristics identified in FSF. We begin
by analyzing 2001 and 2008 separately. We then pool the two years, estimating an interacted model to
examine the extent to which the coefficients on the characteristics changed between 2001 and 2008.
The regression coefficients provide a sense of the “ex post” weight given to each characteristic, and the
R2 provides a measure of how well these characteristics describe the distribution. A low R2 indicates that
other characteristics or, perhaps, random events determine much of the variation in school resources; a
high R2 indicates that variation in these characteristics explains much of the variation in resources.41 We
analyze each level of schooling (elementary, middle, and high) separately, since the characteristics were
(or, at least, were proposed to be) weighted differently across levels. To summarize, in these regressions
we examine the relationship between FSF characteristics and school level expenditures. These provide a
descriptive framework of the effects of FSF characteristics even though they were in place for only one
14
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year.
We also explore the extent to which resources for poor students changed from 2001 to 2008 by
analyzing changes in resources between the two years by quintile of school poverty in 2001.42 Note that
some schools changed poverty quintiles between 2001 and 2008, but an analysis of these changes
showed that the majority did not, and those that did generally only moved one quintile up or down.
Direct Expenditures per Pupil
The results of our regression analyses of direct expenditures per pupil and analysis of changes in direct
expenditures per pupil by poverty quintile for NYC elementary schools are presented in Table 4. Recall
that direct expenditures do not include money spent on regional costs or system‐wide costs or
obligations, but are intended to measure resources going directly to the schools.43 While the cross
section regressions for 2001 and 2008 show that many of the regression coefficients (hereafter called
weights) changed between years, the fully interacted model in column 3 indicates that only three of
those changes were statistically significant at the 10% level or below (percent resource room, percent
full‐time special education, and percent at level 1 on the reading test). Consistent with the aggregate
trends shown earlier, the special education weights increased, both for resource room (part‐time special
education) and full‐time special education. The weight also increased for low‐performing students, but
did not increase significantly for poor students and ELLs. These results demonstrate that on some
measures, but not others, spending on students with greater needs increased over time, aligned with
the intentions of FSF. In addition, the R2 increased 10 percentage points from 53% in 2001 to 63% in
2008, indicating that over these years, school expenditures were better described by the FSF
characteristics. Nonetheless, more than a third of the variation across schools remains unexplained by
the regression.
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Table 4: Regressions (columns 1‐3) and Poverty Quintiles (column 4), Direct Expenditures per Pupil,
NYC Elementary Schools
2001 cross‐section 2008 cross‐section

% free lunch
% res room
% FT sped
% LEP
% level 1 g4 ELA
2008 * % fr. lunch
2008 * % res room
2008 * % FT sped
2008 * % LEP
2008 * % level 1
2008
1st pov quintile
2nd pov quintile
3rd pov quintile
4th pov quintile
5th pov quintile
Constant

Interacted model

(1)

(2)

(3)

11.727***
(3.392)
192.824***
(31.696)
292.088***
(15.065)
‐3.225
(6.413)
‐0.193
(8.205)

15.603***
(3.268)
265.059***
(16.091)
399.440***
(18.020)
1.641
(5.763)
28.922**
(13.197)

11.727***
(3.574)
192.824***
(33.400)
292.088***
(15.875)
‐3.225
(6.757)
‐0.193
(8.646)
3.876
(4.753)
72.235**
(36.789)
107.352***
(23.461)
4.865
(8.728)
29.116*
(15.323)
953.805**
(427.973)

Changes by poverty
quintile
(4)

3,962.376***
(204.271)
4,451.185***
(190.024)
4,706.828***
(186.822)
5,237.026***
(189.700)
5,272.945***
(198.001)
‐‐‐
‐‐‐
612
‐‐‐

7,970.507***
8,924.311***
7,970.507***
(300.490)
(300.343)
(316.646)
Observations
617
695
1,312
R‐squared
0.531
0.628
0.771
Standard errors in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1)
Note: Regressions are weighted by school enrollment. The model including poverty quintiles (col. 4) is weighted by
2001 enrollment. There is a statistical difference for schools in the third, fourth, or fifth quintiles in 2001 (F = 2.80,
p>F = 0.062), but not between schools in the fourth and fifth quintiles (F = 0.02, p>F = 0.896). Elementary schools
are schools reporting scores on the fourth grade ELA test. Dollars are in 2008 CPI inflated dollars. Variables are as
defined in the note to Table 2.

The change in expenditures by 2001 poverty quintile (column 4) shows an increasing amount of
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resources devoted to higher poverty elementary schools, although the differences between the third,
fourth, and fifth quintiles are only marginally statistically significant.44
Results for middle schools are similar.45 Two weights increased at a statistically significant level between
2001 and 2008—those for full‐time special education and for the percentage of students scoring at the
lowest reading level. The explanatory power of the five FSF characteristics increased more than for
elementary schools, with the R2 increasing from 48% to 64%, although 35% is still unexplained. More
resources went to schools in higher poverty quintiles over these years, although the differences among
the top three quintiles cannot be distinguished statistically.
Turning to high schools, the changes in our estimated weights for school characteristics are largely
insignificant, except for the achievement weight, which moved in the same direction as elsewhere.46
Here, the explanatory power of the FSF characteristics (18% to 28%) is very low, and only changed 10
percentage points between the two years—spending differences do not seem to be driven by FSF
factors. The analysis of poverty quintiles shows that higher poverty schools did, however, receive more
money, although there is no statistical difference among the top three quintiles.
In summary, over the Bloomberg years, the characteristics in FSF formulas explained an increasing share
of the variation in expenditures per pupil across elementary and middle schools, and higher poverty
elementary and middle schools received more funding compared to lower poverty schools over time. At
these school levels, the weight given to special education students and students with low reading levels
increased from 2001 to 2008, but the weight of other characteristics (e.g., ELL students) did not change
significantly. At the high school level, expenditure distributions are still largely unexplained by the FSF
characteristics, although spending per pupil increased more for higher poverty high schools from 2001
to 2008. In addition, student performance played a larger role in spending distributions for high schools
in 2008 than in 2001.
Distributions of Other Resources per Pupil
To supplement our analysis, we examine three other resources (classroom expenditures per pupil,
teacher salaries, and pupil‐teacher ratios) by school level. Classroom expenditures are generally
considered to be “closer” to the student and, thus, are another means of exploring how funds are spent;
teacher salaries are important as they make up a large component of district and school budgets; and
pupil‐teacher ratios are a proxy for class size, which is often considered a valuable non‐financial
resource. For each, we discuss the regression estimates of the changes in the implicit weights on FSF
characteristics and we show the changes in resources per pupil by poverty quintile.47
Beginning with elementary schools, weights on school characteristics differed more for classroom
expenditures per pupil than they did for direct expenditures per pupil. In fact, all but the weight on
resource room students are statistically significantly higher in 2008 than in 2001. The R2 increased 21
percentage points to 56%, indicating resources directly reaching students in classrooms were better
distributed according to FSF after the Bloomberg/Klein administration began. Additionally, higher
poverty schools in 2001 (Table 5, top panel, column 1) received more classroom expenditures per pupil
over this time period compared to lower poverty schools, with a statistically significant difference
among the top three quintiles, but not between the top two.
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Table 5: Resources by Poverty Quintile, NYC Public Schools by Level

Elementary Schools
1st pov quintile
2nd pov quintile
3rd pov quintile
4th pov quintile
5th pov quintile
Observations

Middle Schools
1st pov quintile
2nd pov quintile
3rd pov quintile
4th pov quintile
5th pov quintile
Observations

Classroom Exp.
(1)

Teacher Salary
(2)

Pupil‐teacher ratio
(3)

1,750.61***
(110.65)
2,226.81***
(102.92)
2,340.80***
(101.19)
2,774.38***
(102.75)
2,834.53***
(107.25)
612

22,190.94***
(749.42)
24,528.35***
(697.15)
23,473.79***
(685.40)
22,825.21***
(695.96)
22,076.55***
(726.42)
612

‐0.27
(0.17)
‐0.49***
(0.15)
‐0.58***
(0.15)
‐0.82***
(0.15)
‐0.72***
(0.16)
612

1,473.19***
(329.58)
1,945.05***
(310.39)
3,380.42***
(351.87)
3,270.01***
(334.21)
2,986.93***
(449.32)
194

19,012.20***
(1,149.37)
20,035.99***
(1,080.04)
21,178.33***
(1,224.36)
20,225.5***
(1,162.90)
19,109.62***
(1,563.44)
193

‐0.11
(0.28)
‐0.19
(0.26)
‐0.92***
(0.30)
‐1.00***
(0.29)
‐0.96**
(0.38)
193

High Schools
1st pov quintile

718.50***
23,199.50***
0.71**
(200.85)
(1,469.17)
(0.27)
nd
1,409.69***
23,404.59***
‐0.50*
2 pov quintile
(218.66)
(1,599.40)
(0.30)
2,562.66***
25,690.27***
‐1.22***
3rd pov quintile
(294.02)
(2,150.59)
(0.40)
2,102.32***
22,298.35***
‐1.31***
4th pov quintile
(320.33)
(2,343.09)
(0.44)
2,035.63***
24,290.51***
‐0.84
5th pov quintile
(373.58)
(2,732.58)
(0.51)
Observations
153
153
153
Standard errors in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1)
Note: These quintiles are derived from regressions that are weighted by school enrollment in 2001. Elementary
schools are schools reporting scores on the fourth grade ELA test. Middle schools are schools reporting scores on
the eighth grade ELA test. Dollars are in 2008 CPI inflated dollars. There is a statistically significant difference for
classroom expenditures per pupil for elementary schools in the third, fourth, and fifth quintiles (F = 6.87).
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A related question is whether this change is associated with teacher salaries or pupil‐teacher ratios.
While higher poverty elementary schools and elementary schools with larger shares of full‐time special
education students had higher teacher salary weights in 2008 than in 2001, schools with higher
percentages of resource room students and students scoring at the lowest level of the reading tests had
lower weights. Teacher salaries in elementary schools, thus, do not follow the pattern seen for
classroom expenditures per pupil. These equations do not explain much of the variation in teacher
salaries across schools either—the explanatory power declined from 16% to 13%. Interestingly, the
second lowest quintile witnessed the largest increase in average teacher salaries compared to the
lowest and higher quintiles (Table 5, column 2).
Finally, for the pupil‐teacher ratio, there are almost no changes between 2001 and 2008 (except for a
lower weight for resource room students), although combined the factors explain a higher percentage of
the variation (the R2 increased significantly). Thus while individual factors did not change significantly, as
a group they worked to better explain the distribution. By poverty quintile, the two highest poverty
levels had the largest decrease in pupil‐teacher ratios compared to the lower poverty quintiles over the
time period (Table 5, column 3). One explanation is that pupil‐teacher ratios improved for high‐poverty
schools due to the influx of teachers at the beginning levels, perhaps from Teach for America (TFA) and
the NYC Teaching Fellows program, since average salaries did not change across the quintiles.
Turning to middle schools, classroom expenditures per pupil are qualitatively the same as direct
expenditures per pupil in their coefficient weights and distributions by quintile (middle panel, Table 5,
column 1). In contrast, average teacher salaries show higher (significant) coefficients on poverty and
lower (significant) coefficients on resource room, with a lower R2 in 2008 than in 2001. Pupil‐teacher
ratios, while higher in high‐poverty schools and lower in schools with larger percentages of poorly
performing students, decreased more in higher poverty quintile schools than in lower poverty quintile
schools between 2001 and 2008 (Table 5, column 3).48 Thus, as in elementary schools, it appears that
more teachers were placed in higher poverty schools, although not more highly paid ones.
Finally, for high schools, classroom expenditures per pupil show an increased weight on poverty, low
achievement, and the share of ELL students, with a meaningful seven percentage point change in the R2.
As before, classroom expenditures per pupil also show a pro‐poverty change (bottom panel of Table 5,
column 1). With respect to average teacher salaries, two weights differ in 2008 compared to 2001,
although only in a positive direction for schools with higher percentages of full‐time special education
students.49 The R2 increased 24 percentage points to 42%. Salaries changed across poverty quintiles,
although the difference between the top three quintiles cannot be distinguished statistically (Table 5,
column 2). Finally for the pupil‐teacher ratio, weights on three factors changed significantly between
2001 and 2008 (schools with larger percentages of full‐time special education students had slightly
higher pupil‐teacher ratios and those with higher shares failing the math Regents exam and higher
shares of ELL students had lower pupil‐teacher ratios) with a 4.5 percentage point change in the
explanatory power and some reduction in the pupil‐teacher ratio in the higher poverty schools (Table 5,
column 3).
In summary, while there was some change in the weights on student factors identified in the FSF
allocation formula for these alternative resources, there was variation in the significance across school
levels. In elementary schools, for example, the changes in weights of FSF characteristics were more
significant in explaining classroom instruction expenditures and teacher salaries than in middle or high
schools. Further, schools in higher poverty quintiles appeared to have larger changes over time in
classroom instruction spending and larger decreases over time in pupil‐teacher ratios compared to
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lower poverty quintile schools. Teacher salaries did not follow this trend, suggesting that perhaps poorer
schools received more teachers, but they were not more highly paid.
PRIVATE‐PHILANTHROPIC FUNDING FOR NEW YORK CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Although the vast majority of the financial support for public education is provided by federal, state, and
local sources, philanthropic support and voluntary contributions are also noteworthy and a potentially
important part of the school finance picture in New York. In this section, we provide a brief overview of
that support, without assessing its success or impact, which is outside the scope of this paper.
The Fund for Public Schools
In 1982, the NYC Board of Education created The Fund for Public Schools (FPS), a 501(c)(3) nonprofit
organization, as a fiscal agent responsible for accepting donations on behalf of the school system. After
Bloomberg and Klein took office, The Fund was re‐launched and its objectives repositioned to facilitate
and strengthen public‐private partnerships and to solicit funding from foundations and individuals for
system‐wide reforms. According to the 2005 FPS annual report, this restructuring was predicated on a
need for “greater leadership and accountability…to create meaningful partnerships with the private
sector”. 50
The Fund concentrates its efforts on two broad initiatives: securing private funding for education reform
and raising awareness about the needs of public schools. Private funding can serve as a catalyst for
publicly sustainable work and could allow the DOE to invest in and explore innovative strategies, in spite
of budget constraints and without public funding. 51 According to The Fund, the relatively small dollar
amounts they raise compared to the entire DOE budget are particularly valuable due to their flexibility,
allowing the DOE to implement new or innovative ideas that might not be funded through the public
budget. Further, the public‐private partnership sees itself as a vehicle to align specific DOE needs with
donors. The Fund measures its success by its “ability to leverage public investment for projects with
demonstrated success,” and its materials stress the importance of collecting and measuring results in
numbers (for example, dollars, numbers of schools and students impacted, or benchmarks reached). 52
The Fund raised nearly $245 million between fiscal years 2003 and 2009, much of which has been
invested in research, development, and capacity building across the following categories: teaching,
learning and school based‐gifts, accountability, empowerment, human capital, internal capacity building,
and outreach and communication. For example, by the close of fiscal year 2007 The Fund had raised
over $80 million for the NYC Leadership Academy, whose mission is to train principals skilled in leading
NYC’s schools. During the Academy’s early years, all program expenses were supported through private
funding, largely from FPS; however, once the program proved successful, the DOE made a commitment
to support it, awarding the Leadership Academy a five‐year, competitively bid public contract. 53
The second half of The Fund’s mission—to raise awareness of the city’s schools and encourage New
Yorkers to get involved—began early in its re‐launch, when Caroline Kennedy joined efforts with the
DOE and The Fund. Over the years, corporate partners have sponsored citywide events and campaigns,
increasing awareness and donations to initiatives including school libraries and arts education.54 While
the total funds raised amount to a small share of the overall budget (for example, in 2007 FPS funds
accounted for 0.18% of the total DOE budget), the administration and DOE leadership frame the FPS
contribution as indispensible in supplementing limited discretionary spending and supporting
innovations across the system. For example, Bloomberg states: “We could not have achieved all of our
education reforms without the Fund’s help.”55
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More Details on Select Private Funding
The FPS efforts make up only a small portion of the larger philanthropic community’s contributions
aimed at NYC public schools and school‐aged children. There are many intermediary organizations (for
example, Urban Assembly) and service providers (for example, The After School Corporation), whose
programs support school‐age children, and in some cases schools, across the city. Further, alumni and
parent organizations often contribute directly to school resources. To begin to appreciate the scope of
the private/nonprofit sector involvement in public education, we examined the public support and
program expenses of select organizations between 2005 and 2007, in addition to several school‐
centered fundraising groups. This work is not intended to be comprehensive; rather it begins to shed
light on the private investments in NYC schools and school‐aged children unaccounted for in a discussion
of FPS fundraising.
Using copies of IRS 990 forms, we probed the contribution by NYC service providers and intermediary
organizations to the public school system. The 990 form is submitted by tax‐exempt and nonprofit
organizations to the Internal Revenue Service each year and contains annual financial information
broadly broken down by type of revenue and type of expense. Some of the largest revenue categories
include direct public support (contributions received directly from individuals and foundations),
government contributions, program service revenue, interest and dividends, and net gains or losses on
investments and securities. The program expenses are broken into three categories: program services,
management and general, and fundraising.56 For our purposes we analyze direct public support (to avoid
duplicating any government contributions) and program expenses (to approximate the value of services
provided), although we also present total numbers. Note that for the organizations we study, program
expenses are between 79% and 89% of total expenses, while direct public support varies more widely
and is between 23% and 96% of total revenue.
Using our knowledge of NYC and recommendations by the FPS, we examined the following
organizations: Achievement First, Good Shepherd, the Harlem Children’s Zone, New Visions for Public
Schools, Outward Bound, The After School Corporation, and Urban Assembly.57 All of these
organizations are dedicated to providing education‐related services, operating charter schools, or, in the
case of the Harlem Children’s Zone, maintaining a comprehensive network of related services for
families and children. Between 2005 and 2007 these seven organizations received over $300 million
dollars in direct public support. In those same years, their program service expenses totaled over $405
million dollars (see Table 6). Program expenses for these organizations often include services that do not
directly impact public schools; for example, according to form 990, in 2008 Good Shepherd dedicated
over $28 million dollars to foster care and residential services. While these dollars are not targeted at
schools, they do affect school‐age children in NYC. And, to reiterate, these revenues and expenses are in
addition to those of the FPS.
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Table 6: Total Revenue (direct public support) and Total Expenses (program service expenses) :
Select New York City service providers or intermediary organizations, 2005-2008 ($000's)
2005

2006

2007

Total

% of rev from direct
support

Revenue*
Achievement First

Good Shepherd

Harlem Children's Zone
New Visions for Public
Schools
Outward Bound NYC
The After School
Corporation
Urban Assembly

Total

total

$7,177

$10,096

$10,955

$28,227

direct

($5,099)

($6,168)

($8,660)

($19,926)

total

$46,832

$59,612

$63,439

$169,884

direct

($12,502)

($15,398)

($10,812)

($38,711)

total

$41,288

$69,422

$61,690

$172,400

direct

($29,940)

($60,557)

($52,767)

($143,264)

total

$26,970

$15,169

$30,297

$72,435

direct

($25,282)

($11,395)

($23,827)

($60,505)

total

$4,967

$6,187

$5,609

$16,763

direct

($2,739)

($2,768)

($2,874)

($8,381)

total

$30,058

$29,530

$21,525

$81,113

direct

($6,333)

($4,979)

($3,686)

($14,999)

total

$4,574

$7,082

$3,865

$15,522

direct

($4,496)

($6,852)

($3,616)

($14,964)

71%

23%

83%

84%

50%

18%

96%

total

$161,865

$197,097

$197,381

$556,344

direct

($86,391)

($108,117)

($106,242)

($300,750)

53%

55%

54%

54%

2005

2006

2007

Total

% of exp for
program services

86%

% of rev from direct
support

54%

Expenses*
Achievement First

Good Shepherd

Harlem Children's Zone
New Visions for Public
Schools
Outward Bound NYC
The After School
Corporation
Urban Assembly

Total

total
program
total
program
total
program
total
program
total
program
total
program
total
program
total
program

% of exp for program
services

$4,963

$8,483

$10,303

$23,750

($4,274)

($7,052)

($9,099)

($20,424)

$42,288

$52,581

$61,706

$156,575

($36,198)

($44,672)

($53,292)

($134,162)

$33,324

$39,153

$51,058

$123,535

($26,410)

($30,506)

($41,064)

($97,980)

$15,957

$15,625

$20,332

$51,915

($14,363)

($13,710)

($18,255)

($46,328)

$4,562

$4,727

$5,223

$14,512

($3,720)

($3,847)

($4,286)

($11,853)

$32,066

$34,734

$29,734

$96,534

($28,587)

($30,561)

($25,623)

($84,772)

$2,876

$3,984

$5,307

$12,167

($2,412)

($3,258)

($4,523)

($10,192)

$136,038

$159,288

$183,664

$478,989

($115,963)

($133,607)

($156,142)

($405,711)

85%

84%

84%

85%

86%

79%

89%

82%

88%

84%

85%

*Note: Revenue including direct public support, gov't contributions, program service,
interest on savings investments, dividends and interests from securities, etc. Direct public support only
in parantheses.Expenses including program service expenses, management and general, and fundraising.
Program service expenses only in parentheses.
Source: IRS 990 tax forms for each organization, w w w .guidestar.com, May 2010.
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Looking more specifically at one large donor, between 2000 and 2009, the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation gave over $112 million in grants to organizations in NYC providing education or education‐
related services, not including grants made to The Fund.58 In the two years immediately following
Bloomberg’s inauguration, Gates’ grants to NYC‐based organizations increased dramatically: from more
than $1.8 million in 2002 to more than $38 million in 2003. Over the next five years, the Gates
Foundation gave over $35 million in support of small high school initiatives separate from monies given
directly to The Fund in support of the same initiative. Note that many of these donations likely flowed
through the organizations listed in Table 6, so these are not necessarily additional funds.
The donations and expenses reported in Table 6 represent only a fraction of the philanthropic support
for school‐age children in NYC. Accessible public information on the fundraising and spending behavior
of other organizations, however, is not always available or comprehensive. For example, as found on the
Robin Hood Foundation website, in 2006 Robin Hood reported contributions of $133 million and
program expenses of $94 million.59 While education is one of their core programs, their website does
not report what portion of the program expenses go to education‐related grants. We do know that in
2002, the foundation announced their Library Initiative partnership with the NYC Board of Education;
their initial statement reported a contribution from Robin Hood of $6.94 million, in addition to securing
$15 million in in‐kind donations and $16 million from the board of education. Since that date, it appears
that over 55 school libraries have opened through the initiative, though the total program cost and the
locations of the libraries are not readily accessible.
In addition to the activities of philanthropies and nonprofits, there is frequent media attention given to
the role of direct contributions to schools by alumni or parent organizations, particularly schools in
wealthy neighborhoods or with successful or famous former students, like the Brooklyn Technical High
School. We looked at several NYC elementary and high schools likely to have highly effective alumni or
parent associations and found anecdotal evidence suggesting that while individual schools may be able
to supplement their funding through private donations, alumni and parent associations, and other
fundraising efforts, the magnitude of these resources is dwarfed by the public resources.60
Importantly, the DOE views these additional funds—provided through The Fund, private foundations, or
school fundraising—as indispensable to efforts to reform the DOE management (e.g., the NYC
Leadership Academy, Project Home Run, ARIS) and change system‐wide programming (e.g., career and
technical education, Multiple Pathways to Graduation). By strategically aligning fundraising efforts with
specific projects, the DOE has tried to increase accountability to donors and, in doing so, encourage
more to give. Once innovations have proven successful, fiscal responsibility has shifted away from the
Fund, as illustrated by the experience of the Leadership Academy. Will this approach work in other large
urban cities? Those without large pockets of local philanthropic support may be unable to leverage the
necessary capital. Furthermore, system‐wide reform may not be possible in districts whose revenues are
not as high as, or have not, increased at the same rate as, NYC’s.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary
Resources available to the Bloomberg administration increased significantly between 2002 and 2008.
Per pupil revenues grew almost $5,800 and per pupil expenditures, excluding “pass‐throughs” (mostly
charter schools and contracted special education services), grew almost $5,000. This was a larger
increase than that experienced by other districts in New York State, and NYC was one of the top three
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spending districts in the country, at approximately $20,000 per student. At the same time, the
composition of the city’s students changed, with much faster growth in costly‐to‐educate full‐time
special education pupils compared to general education pupils. Moreover, teachers received large
increases in compensation (including both salaries and fringe benefits). Finally, NYC’s practice of
spending less on high schools than elementary or middle schools continues and differs from that of
other districts.
Several of the factors included in the FSF formula received more weight between 2001 and 2008, as the
Bloomberg reforms were implemented. For example, elementary and middle school expenditures were
more closely aligned with FSF principles in 2008, although this was not seen for high schools. It does
appear that more resources have been channeled to schools in the highest poverty quintiles, particularly
with lower pupil‐teacher ratios in high‐poverty elementary and middle schools.
Finally, private philanthropy, although not a large amount or percentage of the DOE budget, may have
played a role in allowing the administration to reform both management and programming.
Additionally, many nonprofit organizations, which fund education and education‐related services,
received significant amounts of philanthropic support during these years.
Conclusions
What, then, can we conclude about the role of resources in the Bloomberg education initiative, what we
can expect in the future, and what lessons are there for other districts? First, large amounts of
additional public money were available to Bloomberg that are unlikely to continue post‐ recession or be
available in other districts. For many years, New York State operated with a structural deficit, where
recurring expenditures exceeded recurring revenues. This situation may continue —financed by
borrowing from off‐line agencies, one‐time sales of assets, or some other way—however, increased
public awareness may force state‐level action to prevent growing deficits. If so, budget cuts are
probable, as it is unlikely that New York State’s citizens will support large tax increases, particularly given
the already high state tax rates. Which services will slow in growth? Health? Education? Education
spending is already very high (first or second in the nation) and may be the most likely candidate for cuts
or slowdown. Moreover, Campaign for Fiscal Equity money is unlikely to be fully implemented (restored)
at inflation‐adjusted dollars, and this will not fill gaps opened by slower growth in education spending.
As for federal revenues, the federal government will also need to cut deficits; however, education
initiatives may remain high priorities. Even if spending stays where it is, federal dollars do not make up a
large percentage of NYC revenues. Finally, NYC’s local revenue share is below the state average and
could increase. However, NYC’s financial sector is not where it was pre‐recession, and local tax revenues
are unlikely to grow rapidly for many years. Additionally, there are many other demands for local
resources. All of this indicates that public resources will not grow as quickly in the coming years as they
did in the past.61
Growth in the special education population is troubling financially, although the shift to integrated
rather than segregated classrooms has the potential to reduce the growth in per pupil expenditures for
this group of students. This growth, along with large increases in teacher salaries, accounted for much of
the spending by the administration since 2002. The DOE contends that the size of and amount of
spending on the special education population (especially for contracted services) is not controllable, but
many analysts think it is, at least to some extent.62 Additionally, it is an open question whether the
teachers’ union would be as cooperative with new initiatives without significant salary increases. Finally,
the continuing shift to FSF and the concomitant authority and accountability given to principals could
potentially result in fairer and even more effective use of public dollars, but without increases in public
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dollars, it is unclear whether the initiative can be sustained.
Philanthropic money, even if it does continue, cannot substitute for public dollars, although it could be
helpful to the education‐related nonprofits and for more innovations in programming. There are
questions, however, about whether reliance on private money has led to lack of transparency or mission
drift. Although assessing the success and consequences of private resources is outside the scope of this
paper, future research in this area seems well warranted.
The changes and innovations already made with public resources will probably have to fuel future
improvements for NYC’s students. If an adequate base of new management systems and programming
has already been incorporated into public spending, then the initiatives could continue to have an
effect. If more resources are needed, however, they are unlikely to be forthcoming to the degree they
have been since 2002.
Finally, what can we learn from NYC about resources that could be useful to other U.S. districts?
Answering this question conclusively would require establishing a causal link between the additional
funding available to Bloomberg and important educational outcomes. Our aim in this chapter has not
been to establish causality, but instead to provide a clear, descriptive portrait of the changes in available
resources and how these funds were distributed. As a result, our conclusions are qualified and focused
on the role of resources in enabling the observed reforms.
To begin, the New York City experience suggests that private money (non‐governmental revenues)
directly coordinated with the district’s mission may have provided resources and flexibility key for
innovation. These dollars, however, amounted to less than 0.5% of the DOE’s annual budget. Further, it
is unclear whether (or to what extent) the effectiveness of private resources depends upon
corresponding substantial increases in public dollars that can be used to implement reforms system‐
wide. That said, relatively small amounts of unrestricted resources may be particularly important in
using public funds effectively and efficiently, and other districts might follow NYC’s example by
establishing similar unrestricted funding pools—perhaps allocating a percentage of resources to a small
innovation fund. At the same time, this might be viewed as an argument for federal or state provision of
unrestricted grants that school districts can use according to their own discretion.
Second, to the extent that garnering support from teachers and unions was important for implementing
reform, NYC benefited by being able to renegotiate teacher contracts and award raises. While raises
may not have been necessary in implementing reform and are likely to be infeasible in districts that have
not received large increases in public revenues, the importance of teacher and union support should not
be underestimated.
Finally, much of the growth in NYC’s revenues was directed toward the full‐time special education
population. Clearly, decisions about the appropriate level of spending on special education are key to
understanding the financial resources puzzle and, to the extent possible, other districts will want to
ensure they are providing these services as effectively as possible, particularly if they have not received
large increases in public dollars.
New York City was blessed with a large amount of additional public and private money. Bloomberg and
Klein may have been instrumental in encouraging growth in these sources by clearly defining their
mission for reform and revitalizing an organization (the FPS) to attract private resources. These actions
could be applied more broadly by policymakers and education leaders in other districts to influence and
stimulate increased revenues aimed at educational reform.
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APPENDIX 1: SUMMARY OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REFORMS UNDER BLOOMBERG
In 2000, the New York City Board of Education approved a series of special education reform initiatives
called the “New Continuum.” The Continuum provided a “menu” of special education services stressing
that all children should be educated in the least restrictive environment possible and emphasizing
Collaborative Team Teaching (CTT), which allows up to 40% of students in a classroom to be special
needs.63 The Continuum has been updated several times over the years. In April of 2003, Mayor
Bloomberg announced a series of comprehensive reforms to the special education system in New York
City. Crucial to his reform strategy was improving the capacity of general education classrooms and
teachers to better serve and include students with disabilities, through the appointment of instructional
specialists, professional development, services and incentives, and accountability. A 2005 evaluation for
the New York City Department of Education’s Special Education Program found that compared with
other large cities (Los Angeles and Chicago), New York City devoted a higher level of resources to their
special education program, particularly in related services. This report also suggested that while the DOE
was clearly committed to inclusion, special education students were still overly segregated in classes
and programs.64
Once eligibility for special services has been established, the IEP (Individualized Education Plan) team
meets to determine placement in one of seven possible classroom environments: general education,65
general education with related services, general education with special education teacher support
(SETS), CTT/integrated co‐teaching, special class services, day and residential placement, or
home/hospital instruction. All special education placements must adhere to the least restrictive
environment rule as closely as possible. Students receiving CTT, SETS, or related services remain in
general education classrooms with a mix of special needs and non‐special needs students. Special class
services, day and residential placement, and home/hospital instruction serve students whose needs
cannot be met in a general education classroom on a part‐time or full‐time basis. In addition, there are
“specialized public schools for students with significant disabilities” or District 75 schools. District 75
students may receive services in a general education classroom, in special classes in community school
buildings or in specialized schools, in agencies, or in hospitals.66
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