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CURRENT CONTEXT

A ian State-by-State
iiiixois  Comparison of Per Pupil
o Spending

Per Pupil Current Spending (2006-2007)
$16,000
The lllinois average spending per pupil of $9,555 is
$14,000 i - slightly lower than the U.S. average of $9,666. This
$12.000 i . figure is, however, higher than 2008's census report
I which showed lllinois spending 59,149 per pupil
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Note: Cument spending includes expenditures for salaries, employee benefits, purchased professional and technical services,
purchased property and other services, and supplies. IT also includes payments made by state government on behalf of school systems
to state retirement funds and Sccial Security and transfers made by school systems to their own retirement funds. It does notinclude
debl service, bond retirement, or capital outlays. Per pupil amount is calculated using enroliment statistics, not Average Daily
Altendance.

Source: "Public Education Finances 2007,” U.S. Census Bureau, July 2009
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While lllinois generally relies more on local funding
than the U.S. average, a high-poverty school district

like CPS receives less than half of its funding from
local sources.

United States lllinois Chicago Public Schools
($558.6 B) ($23.58B) ($4.4B)

Federal
Q%

Federal
5.0

Local Local
44 1 G/o 589"/0

Local
44.5%

Note: U.S. Census Bureau methodology includes CPPRT as state funding
Source: “Public Education Finances 2007,” U.S. Census Bureau, July 2009
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s ;mm ?gmcy our:"sat;;g)ormu a (applies to 81% o
pending, 02 ~ District has “available local
2% resources per pupil” less than
m Other ISBE 93% of foundation level.

Spending, 1, — GSA makes up the difference
12% D General StateAlternate Formula (14% of districts)
Aid- — District has “available local
O Pensions, 1.2, Foundation resources per pupil” of at least
14% Funding, 3.6, 93% but less than 175% of
43% foundation level
— GSA provides 5%-7% per pupil
Formula #3: Flat Grant Formula (5% of
# Transportation] districts)
,0.7,8% — District has “available local
resources per pupil” of at least
m  SpEe 175% of foundation level
Education, 1, General State — GSA Flat Grant = $218/per pupil
12% Aid-Poverty
Grants, 0.8, 9%

Source: Hiinois State Board of Education FY 2009
Budget (includes line items from F¥ 2008 FINAL
budget); Ton Waggoner, Budget Division, ISBE




=5 Advance
—7 ILLINGOIS

EVERY STUDENT WORLD READY

Y

MISSION AND HISTORY

= Ivance i 3
‘_:—'>I IAC%:: NOTS Mission

EVERT STUDANT WORLD READY

EFAB:

» Shall make recommendations ... to the General
Assembly for the foundation level ... and for the
supplemental general State aid grant level ... for districts
with high concentrations of children from poverty.

» The recommended foundation level shall be determined
based on a methodology which incorporates the basic
education expenditures of low-spending schools
exhibiting high academic performance.
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EFAB HISTORY

1996-2000 -lkenberry Commission calculates cost of adequate education in high-
performing, efficient schools
Public Act 90-548 requires appointment of Educational Funding
Advisory Board to identify and recommend foundation level in January
of odd-numbered years
*Foundation levels for FY 1999-2001 are statutorily defined

| EFAB REPORT FINDINGS

2001 *Recommend raise in State foundation level spending based on
inflation adjustments
*Recommend lowering from 20% to 15% the concentration of poverty
level necessary to receive grant funds
*Recommend change in attendance calculation
*Recommend continuing GSA appropriation
*Recommend sunset “hold harmless” provisions
*Recommend appropriate funds for Early Childhood Block Grant
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| EFAB REPORT FINDINGS

2002 -Adopt Augenblick and Myers methodology
*Recommend repeal of “hold harmless” provision of the law
*Recommend continuing GSA appropriation
*Recommend use of low-income count from Federal program
Provide flat grant per low-income student in districts with less than 15%
*Recommend incentive-based school district reorganization
*Recommend property tax and alternative sources of revenue be pursued
only after implementing cost savings and efficiencies in the current state
budget and reprioritizing state budget to provide additional funding for
education
*Recommend change in income tax from 3-5%
*Recommend consolidation of categorical funding
«Other recommendations, including increasing state share of funding of
elementary and secondary education beyond 50% threshold
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2003 sRecommended GSA “hold harmless” continue through FY 2003
2005 *Recommend methodology used by the Education Funding

Advisory Board be adjusted using the Employment Cost Index
*Recommend FY06 Supplemental General State Aid Poverty
Grant be adjusted based on ECI (led per pupil range of $367.07 -
$3,096.06)

*Recommend continuing appropriation for GSA and Supplemental
General State Aid should be reenacted with no sunset provision

Foundation Level Funding
(2003-2009)

The State of IL has not fully funded the EFAB-recommended foundation level since 2003.

In 2009, the diffe between the CPI-Adjusted EFAB Recommendation and the Actual
Funded Level wa 040 per pupil. It would cost $1.5 to make up the difference.
$7,000 - Note: The EFAB is the
$6,000- = = & = Education Funding
i i = Advisory Board, which
$5’m : & i 7-. is appointed to identify
M e 2 9 = i i and recommend the
$4,000 1 3 = RS L foundation level to the
nm e = e 1 General Assembly in
5 . : d i ¥ & January of odd
$2,000 e - i i numbered years. The
0001 ‘— A foundation level is
$, 5 i = = 5 supposed to reflect the
$0 = ' - : - - per pupil cost of
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 providing a basic
educational program in
a high-performing,
O Actual Funded Level efficient school. The
. EFAB has not met since
@ EFAB Recommendation _ 2005,
B CPl-Adjusted EFAB Recommendation (CPI - 3%)
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Components of GSA Methodologies for
Funding Calculating

1) Base Cost — Cost of providing an 1) Successful Schools Approach
adequate education to typical (a.k.a. “Outcomes” or
students under typical “Inferential” approach)

circumstances

2) Excess Cost* — Additional costs
incurred by schools as a result of
pupil characteristics and economic

2) Input/Standards Based Approach
(a.k.a."Market Basket’,
“Professional Judgment”, or

circumstances (i.e. special ed., low- “Expert Judgment” approach)
income, etc.) 3) Statistical Cost Function
3) Relief from property tax caps Approach
(PTELL) and “hold harmless”
provisions
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Methodology #1
Successful Schools

Identifies districts performing at the desired level according to selected outcome criteria

Qutcome Criteria typically include: Input criteria such as:

1. Performance on state-wide 1. Course offerings outside proficiency
standardized tests areas (i.e. arts, foreign language)

2.  Graduation rates and/or dropout 2. Student/teacher ratios
rates 3. Administrative expenditures

3. Student attendance rates

Other considerations include:
= Schools which are considered “outliers” are typically excluded
+ Base Cost expenditures (per pupil) in the selected districts are then averaged to
determine the funding level to be inserted into the state Foundation Formula

dvance Methodology #2

ILLINOILS

g i Input/Standards Based

Summary

« Based on premise that necessary components of an adequate
education can be identified and then costed out

+ Components can be identified through “professional judgment”
and/or on the basis of state educational standards

+ Delineation of a market basket of inputs for the purpose of
determining the cost of adequacy need not imply that each school
district must adhere strictly to this list when making local education
decisions
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Statistical Cost Function

Summary
Data on expenditures, inputs, outcomes, and the education environment from all
districts are collected

— This requires detailed data on school expenditures to associate cost to
performance

Statistical analysis is used to derive a cost equation that reflects the cost of adequacy
in different districts

Cost equation is based on the correlation between educational outcomes (usually
student performance) and the other variables

- Generates an equation which allows state funding to be calculated per district

The model allows for the estimation of the marginal cost of specific district
characteristics (i.e. poverty or region)

vance lllinois Process for
tLLiNo e Rayeloping Foundation Level
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Augenblick and Myers created procedures to select appropriate
districts and to calculate the basic expenditure level -- providing

policy makers with a framework to link pupil performance with per

pupilfunding £

A base cost figure for use in the lllinois school finance system can be
generated by examining the basic expenditures of school districts that meet
some set of pupil performance standards and some set of demographic
characteristics

Different methods for setting criteria for success and demographic
requirements, at least for unit districts, generate similar results

The tuition charge (used to determine per student expenditure for special
education) appears to overstate basic expenditures
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» Transparency and Measures

* Inflation Index

» Property Tax Cap Relief and “Hold Harmless” Provision
+ Special Education
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Augenblick and Myers study was based on 12 districts, but they

were not identified

» Were appropriate “successful” schools picked?
* Were appropriate “efficient” schools picked?
* Were appropriate expenditures included?
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Inflation Index

* The Employment Cost Index (ECI)
VvSs.

* The Consumer Price Index (CPI)
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+ Over the past 9 years, Poverty Grant and PTELL payments have
grown at double digit rates, leaving less GSA funding for
equalization

— PTELL adjustment has grown from $46 million in 2000 = $789 million in 2009 ;
Poverty Grants up to $941 million in 2009 (Taxpayer Action Board, 2009)

Only 62% or $2.9 billion out of $4.6 billion in total GSA spending is
BOW gt))ing to equalization, down from roughly 90% (Taxpayer Action
oar
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» Special Education is the fastest growing education expenditure in
the state

— Since FY96, spending has nearly tripled (ISBE)
— Students receiving services have increased 30% since 1995 (ISBE)

« State has fallen behind in tracking whether special education
appropriations are covering special education costs

+ With the exception of Chicago, IL has 6 special education programs
that are distributed to school districts as categorical mandates

» In 2007, a Task Force was convened to review special education
spending
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* National Access Network -
http://www.schoolfunding.info/

» Education Advisory Funding Board —
http://www.isbe.state.il.us/efab/html/report

s.htm
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