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Introduction
On February 25, 2009, the Committee on Education, chaired by Council Member Robert Jackson and the Subcommittee on Public Housing, chaired by Council Member Rosie Mendez, will conduct a joint oversight hearing on Educational Outcomes for Students Living at New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) developments.  Those invited to testify include representatives from the Department of Education (DOE) and NYCHA, union representatives, advocates, residents of NYCHA developments and parents. 
Background

In November 2008, the Furman Center for Real Estate & Urban Policy and the Institute for Education and Social Policy at New York University, released a policy brief entitled “Public Housing and Public Schools: How Do Students Living in NYC Public Housing Fare in School?” (the “NYU report”) revealing that children in New York City public housing developments perform worse in school, as measured by State achievement tests and graduation rates, than other public school students.
  According to news reports, this is the first large-scale study of the academic performance of children growing up in the City’s public housing complexes.
  The NYU report, which will be discussed in further detail later in this paper, found that fifth graders living in public housing did worse on standardized math and reading tests than fifth graders who lived elsewhere.
  It also revealed that students living in public housing are more likely to drop out of high school and less likely to graduate in four years than those who do not live in public housing.

Today’s hearing will consider the findings of the NYU report and other research regarding academic performance of students living in public housing.  The Committee and Subcommittee will also consider whether and to what extent DOE coordinates with NYCHA to address the academic needs of children living in public housing.  

New York City Housing Authority Background

NYCHA is the largest public housing authority in North America with 343 developments containing 2,636 buildings spread throughout the City.
  Nearly 405,000 authorized residents live in almost 178,137 apartments.  These numbers correspond to roughly 5% of the City’s population and 8.3% of the City’s rental apartments.
  The majority of developments are almost evenly distributed among Manhattan (with 102), Brooklyn (with 100) and the Bronx (with 98); while Queens has 26 projects and Staten Island has 10.
  
As of June 2008, there were about 132,000 families on the waiting list for conventional public housing and an additional 136,000 families on the wait list for housing through the Section 8 program.
  Most families that live in NYCHA public housing pay no more than 30% of their family income for rent.  The average family income for NYCHA tenants is approximately $22,402 and the average rent is $378 per month.
 Over one-third of the heads of households are senior citizens and 42 NYCHA projects are for seniors only.
  Further, NYCHA reports that “12.7% of its families are on public assistance,” and “Social Security, SSI, a pension, Veteran’s benefits” or a similar program “support 42.1% of the families.”
 Working families are said to account for “45.2% of families.”
  Approximately 37.8% of NYCHA residents consist of persons under the age of 21, and about 30.8% are minors under the age of 18. 

Collaborative Programs between DOE and NYCHA

NYCHA currently coordinates two programs with DOE, the New York City Early Literacy Learning (NYCELL) and the Partners in Reading (PIR) programs.
  NYCELL “seeks to strengthen language and pre-reading skills of children between the ages of one and four” while the goal of PIR is to improve reading skills of children between the ages of six to eight.
  NYCELL is offered at 5 NYCHA Community Centers while PIR is offered at 105 NYCHA Community Centers.
  In addition to these collaborative programs, NYCHA offers its residents technology-based programs which teach students the proper and logical applications of computers while promoting educational learning activities. Through its I Have a Dream (IHAD) program, NYCHA also "adopts" third graders from participating developments and monitors them from elementary through high school graduation.

Educational Outcomes in NYC Public Housing
As noted earlier, in November 2008, the Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy and the Institute for Educational and Social Policy at New York University released a report which examined the educational achievement gap between students living in NYCHA public housing developments and those not living in public housing.  According to the NYU report, there are approximately 130,000 children or about one out of every nine students in a NYC public school living in public housing.
  The research revealed that students living in public housing are highly concentrated in a small number of the City’s elementary schools.
  According to the NYU report, approximately 25% of all NYCHA elementary students attend only 4% of the City’s elementary schools or 33 schools, and about half of the elementary school students attend just 10% of the City schools or 83 schools.
  Researchers found that the high concentration pattern also occurs at the high school level.
  Additionally, the NYU report found that the schools attended by students in public housing had:

· fewer white students and more poor students than most schools throughout the city;
· teachers with slightly less education and experience;
· lower than average attendance rates;
· students who were relatively low performing compared to their peers at other schools.

Students in public housing perform at notably lower rates on standardized math and reading exams when compared to those students who attend average schools attended by non-NYCHA students.
  Only 38% of students attending the average school attended by NYCHA students passed their reading exams and only 41% passed their math exams.  In average schools attended by non-NYCHA students, almost 50% passed their reading exams and nearly 52% passed their math exams.
  In examining the achievement gap among 5th graders living in NYCHA housing, researchers found that even after taking into account a student’s race, gender, nativity status, economic status and school attended, a 5th grader living in NYCHA housing performs significantly worse on math and reading tests than his or her peers who do not live in public housing.


At the high school level, in average schools attended by NYCHA students, only 53% of students pass the math regents exam compared with 60% of students attending other schools.
  Similarly, about 70% of students attending average NYCHA schools pass the English regents compared to 75% of students attending other schools.
  The NYU report points out that only 55% of students attending average NYCHA schools graduate from high school within four years—compared to 61% of those attending other schools.


Although the NYU report does not fully explain why such disparities exist, it notes that the zoning of elementary schools may partially explain why public housing students are concentrated in a small number of schools.
  Further, the authors contend that students living in public housing may be at a disadvantage as a result of other factors, such as higher rates of in-school violence and “poorer facilities,” which may affect their learning environment
  To address such disparities, the report urges the DOE to consider targeting assistance and enrichment programs to NYCHA youth.

Other Research

There is very little research on the effects of living in public housing on student performance.  However, there was a demonstration project, called the Moving to Opportunity (MTO) program, which sought to relocate poor families out of high-poverty neighborhoods by providing housing vouchers, which tracked the academic performance of participating students.
  Five urban housing authorities (Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, and New York) participated in the demonstration program, which began in 1994, with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, providing rental assistance and counseling to households that were randomly selected from among applicants.
  Over the next four years, a total of 4,248 families participated: 1,729 families were offered restricted MTO vouchers (for the first year, families could move only to neighborhoods that had a poverty rate of less than 10 percent in 1990), 1,209 families were offered Section 8 vouchers (an existing HUD housing program), and 1,310 families entered the lottery but were offered neither voucher.
  This latter group became the control group for the experiment.
  Only about half of the families offered a voucher used it to relocate.
  
Researchers expected that the move to a better neighborhood would have measurable effects on the academic achievement of the children involved, yet MTO data from the five cities showed no overall positive impact on the children’s learning.
  Baltimore is the only one of the five cities in which researchers found positive, though small, impacts on reading and math test scores, but only for elementary school–aged children from families that used restricted MTO vouchers to move to more affluent communities.
  
Researchers offered several possible explanations for the program’s lack of overall positive effects on academic achievement. First, for families that did use a voucher to move to a better neighborhood, subsequent moves back to highly segregated, disadvantaged areas may have either offset initial gains or prevented children from experiencing better schools.
  Second, the new neighborhoods were still mostly minority communities and may not have had schools or other public services of substantially higher quality than those they left behind – i.e. the new neighborhoods may not have been affluent enough to make a difference in the education services the students received.
  Third, many control group children may already have been attending a school other than one in their neighborhood as a result of expanded school choice policies, which also meant that children in the experimental group could stay in their original schools after their families moved.
  The researchers also mention the extreme disadvantage that characterized the lives of many of the MTO families as a possible explanation for the differences between what researchers expected and the actual results.
  
Issues and Concerns
While DOE has collected data and otherwise focused attention on the achievement gap between white students and Black and Hispanic students in City public schools, they have not specifically tracked performance of students living in public housing.  In light of the findings of the NYU report, the performance of students living in public housing may be an area for which data could be tracked and analyzed to determine whether additional programs or interventions are needed.  At the very least, the two existing joint DOE/NYCHA programs, Partners in Reading (PIR) and the New York City Early Literacy Learning (NYCELL), should be evaluated to determine their effectiveness.  This is of particular concern given that the mayor’s preliminary budget for FY10 has proposed cuts that would eliminate DOE funding for the Partners in Reading Program.  In addition, it would be important to learn what, if any, impact NYCHA’s I Have a Dream (IHAD) program has had on academic performance of participating students.

Conclusion

Today’s hearing seeks to gather information concerning educational outcomes for students residing at NYCHA developments.  The Committee and the Subcommittee expect to hear from experts, parents, advocates, unions and others regarding their concerns and or ideas related to the education of students living in NYCHA developments, and will explore the need for improvements in this area.  
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