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Key Terms

Adequacy Target — is the dollar amount that a district needs to cover the cost of 34 different educational inputs or
“elements” identified in the “Evidence-Based Funding for Student Success Act,” or “EBF.”

Percent of Adequacy — is the portion of a district’s Adequacy Target that is currently covered from state and local
funding sources.

Corporate Personal Property Replacement Tax — is a tax levied on the net income of all corporations (whether
formed as an “S” or “C” corporation), partnerships, limited liability companies, trusts, and public utilities. The
Corporate Personal Property Replacement Tax is collected by the state of lllinois, but paid to local governments to
replace revenue that local governments lost when their power to impose personal property taxes on business
entities was eliminated.

Equalized Assessed Value — is the product of the assessed value of the real property (both land and
improvements) multiplied by the “State Equalization Factor” (as determined by the lllinois Department of
Revenue), that is available for a school district to tax, and is a component of the Local Capacity Target calculation
under the EBF.

Local Capacity Target — is the dollar amount of its Adequacy Target that the school district in question should
cover from its own, local resources, based on the “Equalized Assessed Value” or “EAV” of the real property
available for a district to tax, compared to the EAV available to all other districts.

Local Resources — is the total dollar amount of local revenue the EBF deems a school district has available to fund
education in a given school year, inclusive of LCT and CPPRT

Base Funding Minimum — is a hold-harmless provision in the EBF to replace five state grants received in FY 2017
(Gross General State Aid + Stop Loss Grant, English Learner Education, Special Ed Personnel, Special Ed Funding
for Children, and Special Ed Summer School) and recalculated every fiscal year to include the additional state
funding or Tier funding received in the prior years.

Final Resources — is the aggregate dollar amount the EBF deems a school district currently has available to fund
education that is comprised of all state and local funding (LCT + Base Funding Minimum). No federal funding is
included in this computation.

Adequacy Gap — is the dollar amount differential between a district’s Adequacy Target for a fiscal year and its Final
Resources for said fiscal year.

Target Ratio — is the maximum Percent of Adequacy a district may have to qualify as a Tier 1 district.

Average Student Enrollment — is the three-year average of student enrollment in a school district.

Property Tax Relief Grant — is a grant created under Section 2-3.170 of the EBF that a school district can apply for
to reduce the property tax burden for its taxpayers. Each district is ranked in order of priority for receiving a
Property Tax Relief Grant by dividing said district’s “Adjusted Operating Tax Rate” by the “Average Operating Tax
Rate” (as those terms are defined in the EBF) for all districts of the same organization type.

iii
© 2024 Center for Tax and Budget Accountability



Table of Acronyms

Evidence Based Funding for Student Success Act EBF
Base Funding Minimum BFM
Local Capacity Target LCT
Equalized Assessed Value EAV
Average Student Enrollment ASE
English Learners EL
Low-Income LI
Chicago Public Schools CPS
Corporate Personal Property Replacement Tax CPPRT
Property Tax Relief Grant PTRG

© 2024 Center for Tax and Budget Accountability

Educating Illinois: Vollume Il



Educating Illinois: Vollume Il

1. Introduction to the Evidence-Based Funding Formula

In 2017, Illinois replaced one of the least-equitable public education funding formulas in the country with the
“Evidence-Based Funding for Student Success Act,” or “EBF.”! The EBF represents best practice in school funding
for numerous reasons—key among them is the formula ties the dollar amount taxpayers invest in schools to
covering the cost of those educational practices which research shows actually enhance student achievement.
Investing public resources in funding educational practices that work makes all the sense in the world.

The EBF defines the amount of evidence-based funding each school district should receive as its “Adequacy
Target.”? The determination of a district’s Adequacy Target under the EBF involves quantifying the dollar amount
that district needs to cover the cost of 34 different educational inputs or “elements” identified in the legislation.
These elements are comprised of two major categories:

(i) the research and/or evidence-based practices that enhance student achievement, including everything
from class size and professional development, to the number of core teachers, guidance counselors, and
Tier 2 interventionists a particular district needs based on the unique student population it serves, and

(ii) general operational costs incurred by all districts, like maintenance and back office expenses, which are
predicated on statewide averages.

The EBF then costs out these 34 elements for each school district, with formulaic adjustments that account for its
total enrollment, as well as the number of low-income, special needs, and English learner (“EL”) students it serves.
Because the EBF adds additional funding based on a district’s concentration of low-income, English learner, and
special needs students, the formula ensures school funding will be equitable in distribution, as well as adequate in
amount.

Given the variance in labor market costs across a state as diverse as lllinois, the EBF provides that each district’s
Adequacy Target be adjusted to account for regional cost factors. However, to ensure districts in lower cost areas
of lllinois remain competitive for attracting and retaining highly qualified faculty and staff, a floor is placed on the
regional cost adjustment of 90 percent.?

After determining a district’s Adequacy Target, the EBF identifies how much of a school district’'s Adequacy Target
is already being covered by that district’s “Base Funding Minimum” (“BFM”) and should be covered by its “Local
Capacity Target” (“LCT”).

The BFM is the full dollar amount of all state funding for education which the district in question received in the
immediately preceding fiscal year. Hence in FY 2023, a district’s BFM is the total amount of state funding that
district received in FY 2022. Under the EBF, a district’s BFM increases by the amount of any new EBF formula
funding said district receives from the state in a year.

The LCT for each district is the dollar amount of its Adequacy Target that the school district in question should
cover from its own, local resources. A district’s LCT is based primarily on the “Equalized Assessed Value” or “EAV”
of the real property available for said district to tax, versus the EAV available to all other districts. Under the EBF,
low property wealth districts, which often have high property tax rates, are not expected to contribute as much
towards the cost of covering their respective Adequacy Targets as are higher wealth districts. This helps promote
equity in education funding, as districts with lesser EAVs end up qualifying to receive more formula funding from
the state under the EBF than do districts with greater EAVs.

After determining each district’s LCT and BFM, the EBF then creates a procedure for calculating how close or far
that school district is from having total resources equivalent to its Adequacy Target. This is determined by adding
the dollar values of a district’s BFM in a year to its LCT and Corporate Personal Property Replacement Tax
(“CPPRT”) revenue for that year. Next, this sum is divided by that district’'s Adequacy Target for the year in
qguestion. The resultant quotient is the district’s “Percent of Adequacy” for the fiscal year in question. Simply put,
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a district’s Percent of Adequacy identifies what portion of its Adequacy Target said district has already covered in
state and local funding. Federal funding is not included in the calculation.*

To determine priority for receipt of new, year-to-year state level funding made available under the EBF in a given
fiscal year, the EBF sorts school districts into four groups—Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3, and Tier 4—based on each
respective school district’s Percent of Adequacy. Tier 1 districts have the lowest Percentages of Adequacy, and
hence the greatest funding gaps between their existing state and local resources and their Adequacy Targets.

The range of districts falling within Tier 1 under the EBF is dynamic and changes from year-to-year based on a
formula. The cut-off point—as in the Percent of Adequacy—for qualifying as a Tier 1 district under the EBF is
called the “Target Ratio.”” In FY 2024, the Target Ratio to qualify as a Tier 1 district was a Percent of Adequacy of
77 percent or less.®

Tier 2 districts are those which have a greater portion of their respective Adequacy Targets covered in current
state and local resources than do Tier 1 districts, but still have Percentages of Adequacy that are less than 90
percent.” Tier 3 districts have between 90 and 100 percent of their Adequacy Targets covered in current state and
local resources, while Tier 4 districts have current state and local resources which exceed their respective
Adequacy Targets.®

After each district’s Tier is identified, the EBF prioritizes the distribution of any new state-level formula funding in
a fiscal year as follows: 50 percent to Tier 1 districts; 49 percent to Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts on a pro-rata basis;
nine-tenths of one percent to Tier 3 districts, and one-tenth of one percent to Tier 4 districts.’

To achieve “full funding” under the EBF, the state has the responsibility to cover 90 percent of the aggregate gap
(the “Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap”) between:

(i) the total amount of state and local funding received by all school districts that are currently in either Tier
1 or Tier 2; and
(ii) the sum of all Adequacy Targets for all school districts currently in Tier 1 or Tier 2.%°

Tier 3 districts already have state and local resources that cover at least 90 percent of their Adequacy Targets,
while Tier 4 districts already have state and local resources which exceed their respective Adequacy Targets. The
excess funding held by Tier 3 or Tier 4 districts does not reduce the aforesaid Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap.

Note that full funding of the EBF is not set at 100 percent of the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap. This is
primarily for two reasons. First, federal funding for K-12 education in the state generally covers anywhere from
seven percent to 10 percent of all K-12 funding needs.!! Once a district has 90 percent of its Adequacy Target
covered by state and local resources, it is expected that federal funding will bring that district up to having almost
100 percent of its Adequacy Target covered.

Second, when all districts reach at least Tier 3, the funding distribution mechanism under the EBF changes from its
current methodology, to providing nearly all new, year-to-year Tier funding to districts in Tier 3. This in turn
should increase the rate at which most districts with combined state and local resources that still fall below 100
percent of their Adequacy Targets, reach the 100 percent funded threshold.

2. Key Findings
2.1 Aggregate Adequacy Funding Under the EBF

e InFY 2024, ISBE determined an Adequacy Target for each of the 927 distinct organizational units which
have the responsibility to provide public education to students in lllinois.?? Not all of these organizational
units are traditional public school districts. For example, Regional Offices of Education and Laboratory
Schools are included in the EBF’s definition of organizational units.®® This report focuses solely on the 851
organizational units that are public school districts.

© 2024 Center for Tax and Budget Accountability
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e Inthe first year of implementation of the EBF—FY 2018 —5$366 million in new Tier funding was distributed
to school districts.! Since then, approximately $300 million in new Tier funding was distributed to districts
in each of the subsequent fiscal years, except FY 2021, when K-12 funding was held level in nominal
dollars with FY 2020 appropriations.®

e Qverall, from FY 2018 through FY 2024, the state increased formula funding for K-12 under the EBF by
$1.8 billion. Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts collectively received 99 percent—or $1.78 billion—of that new Tier
funding, with 86.3 percent going to districts in Tier 1, and 12.7 percent to districts in Tier 2.

e Tier 3 and 4 districts received the remaining one percent of new Tier funding since FY 2018."

e Meanwhile, property tax revenue for K-12 also increased over this time period, by some $2.4 billion
overall, and $2.1 billion in Tiers 1 and 2, collectively. This further reduced the statewide Aggregate
Adequacy Funding Gap®®

e Considered collectively, the aforesaid increased state and local funding, combined with other factors,
resulted in a consequent increase in the Target Ratio, or cutoff point for qualifying as a Tier 1 district,
which is expressed as a Percent of Adequacy.

e The Tier 1 Target Ratio was 65 percent in FY 2018 —but by FY 2024, the Tier 1 Target Ratio increased to 77
percent.’® This is a positive development, because it allows districts with greater Percentages of Adequacy
to qualify for Tier 1 and receive a greater share of new Tier funding from the state than if they were in
Tier 2.

e Also, primarily due to increased local funding, the total number of Tier 3 and Tier 4 districts increased on a
year-to-year basis, while the total number of Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts decreased.?

e Funding of the EBF is making a positive difference in the fiscal capacity of school districts statewide. In
FY 2018, 657, or 77 percent, of all districts in lllinois were underfunded. Seven years into the
implementation of the EBF things have improved, with the number of underfunded districts declining to
525, or 62 percent, of all districts.?

2.2 Districts and Demographics by Tier and Geographic Region

e From FY 2018 to FY 2022, over 50 percent of total, statewide “Average Student Attendance” or “ASE”
were enrolled in Tier 1 districts, which had the least adequate funding levels. Meanwhile, Tier 1 and Tier 2
districts collectively educated over 80 percent of all students, while only 20 percent of total statewide ASE
attended school districts in Tiers 3 and 4, which had adequate or better funding under the EBF.??

e The major shift of ASE from Tier 1 into Tier 2 that occurred in FY 2023 was the consequence of lllinois’
largest school district—Chicago Public Schools (“CPS”)—moving from Tier 1 to Tier 2. This had a significant
impact on ASE distribution, decreasing aggregate Tier 1 ASE below 50 percent for the first time.?

e The shift of CPS from Tier 1 to Tier 2 also impacted distribution of ASE by race and ethnicity. After that
shift occurred in FY 2023, Tier 1 districts ended up educating 38 percent of all white students in the state,
33 percent of all Black students in the state, 39 percent of all Latinx students in the state, 17 percent of all
Asian students in the state, and 43 percent of all students who identify as 2 or more races or ethnicities.?*

e By FY 2024, Tiers 1 and 2 lost 40 and 31 districts respectively, with Tier 3 gaining 46 districts and Tier 4
gaining 25. Tier 1 schools in FY 2024 educate 35 percent of all white students, 21 percent of all Black
students, 33 percent of all Latinx students and students who identify as 2 or more races, and 18 percent
of all Asian students.

e  For comparison, in FY 2022, Tier 1 districts, which then included CPS, educated over 50 percent of the
state’s total student population, including 69 percent of all Black students, 66 percent of all Latinx
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students, and 29 percent of all Asian students.?® Tier 1 districts educated a similar share of students by
race and ethnicity in each fiscal year preceding FY 2022 during the implementation of the EBF.?®

e Of the 291 districts designated as Tier 1 in FY 2024, 215 located in Downstate Illinois; 38 are located in the
“Collar Counties” (which are comprised of the following counties: DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and
Will); and another 38 are located in suburban Cook County.?’

e Overall, 564 of the 851 districts in the state are located in Downstate lllinois, while Cook County and the
Collar Counties account for another 143 districts each.?® CPS is comprised of just one district.

e CPS educates the greatest portion of Black students in the state—38 percent.?®

e Downstate districts educate the greatest portion of white students in the state—52 percent—as well as
the greatest portion of students that identify as being 2 or more races—56 percent.3°

e CPS and the Collar Counties on average educate the greatest portion of Latinx students in the state—27
and 31 percent, respectively.3!

e The Collar Counties on average educate the greatest portion of Asian students in the state—48 percent.?

e CPS educates four percent of the total white student population in the state. White students, however,
account for 11 percent of CPS’s aggregate in-district student population.3®* Meanwhile, Latinx students
make up 47 percent of CPS’s in-district student population, with Black students accounting for 36 percent,
and Asian students accounting for five percent.?*

e While the majority of students in suburban Cook County and the Collar Counties identify as white, fully 68
percent of the students attending school in Downstate districts identify as white—which is the greatest
portion of in-district students identifying as any of the main racial or ethnic groups in any region of
lllinois.®

e In both Cook and the Collar Counties, students identifying as Latinx make up the second largest portion of
total student ASE, after the white student population, while in CPS most students identify as Latinx.3®

2.3 Distribution of New Tier Funding Per Pupil

e From FY 2018 through FY 2024, the average, annual per pupil distribution of new Tier funding made to
districts located in Downstate Illinois was $186, which was the greatest per pupil distribution of such
funding made in any region of the state.’

e Qver that same time period, CPS received an average, annual per pupil distribution of new Tier funding of
$128, which was the smallest of any region, while districts in Cook County and the Collar Counties came in
at $149 and $176, on average, per pupil respectively.®

e Although CPS received the smallest average per pupil allocation of new Tier funding, it nonetheless
consistently had one of the largest per pupil Adequacy Funding Gaps of any region until FY 2023, when a
spike in local revenue helped close the gap. This trend of increased local revenue continued into FY 2024.

e The data confirm that the EBF’s distribution model effectively assures that most new Tier funding the
state invests in any given year goes to educating low-income students.®

e Infact, from FY 2018 through FY 2024, nearly 68 percent of all new Tier funding has gone to low-income
students, making them the primary beneficiaries of new Tier funding under the EBF.*° On a per pupil
basis, the average annual new Tier funding for low-income students from FY 2018 to FY 2024 was
approximately $185.4

e English learners have also benefited under the legislation, gaining an estimated 17 percent of new Tier
funding each year. On a per pupil basis, EL students have received an average of $207 in annual new Tier
funding from FY 2018 to FY 2024.%2
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e The largest percentage share of new Tier funding—about 38 percent—went to students who identified as
Latinx during the first two years of the EBF’s implementation, FYs 2018 and 2019. However, starting in
FY 2022 this shifted. By FY 2024, the percentage share of total EBF funding distributed to white students—
44 percent—exceeded the total funding share of 36 percent for Latinx students.®

e Meanwhile the percentage share of total, new Tier funding distributed to Black students remained
relatively stable from FY 2018 until FY 2022, hovering between 20 percent and 21 percent, then declined
noticeably in FY 2023 to 17 percent and again in FY 2024 to 14 percent. The primary reason for the
reduction in percentage share of new Tier funding going to Black students was the recategorization of CPS
as a Tier 2 district in FY 2023, after having been categorized as a Tier 1 district in all prior years.

e That said, the data nonetheless confirm that the EBF distribution model has begun to help redress historic
funding inequities by race and ethnicity that pertained under the state’s former approach to school
funding. In fact, since inception of the EBF, overall 99 percent of new Tier funding under the EBF has gone
to educating, on average, 87 percent of the Black students in the state and 83 percent of all of the Latinx
students in the state.**

e InFY 2022, while CPS was still a Tier 1 district, only 29 percent of all Asian students attended schools in
Tier 1 districts, which are the least funded districts in the state. That was by far the lowest percentage of
any of the major racial or ethnic groups attending Tier 1 schools. Overall, 39 percent of all white students,
the second lowest percentage of any major ethnic or racial group, attended Tier 1 schools in FY 2022,
while fully 69 percent of all Black and 66 percent of all Latinx students attended Tier 1 schools in
FY 2022.%

e Those demographic splits changed materially starting in FY 2023, when CPS first moved from Tier 1 into
Tier 2, and continue today given that CPS remains in Tier 2. In particular, Tier 1 schools went from
educating 69 percent of all Black students in FY 2022, to 21 percent in FY 2024.% Similarly because of the
shift of CPS from Tier 1 to Tier 2, Tier 1 went from educating 66 percent to 33 percent of all Latinx
students, and 29 percent to 18 percent of all Asian students.*” Meanwhile the percentage of all white
students attending Tier 1 schools remained relatively stable over this sequence, going from 33 percent in
FY 2022 to 35 percent in FY 20248

2.4 Adequacy Funding Gaps

e One clear sign that the EBF is working as intended is the $2.62 billion reduction in the statewide
Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap that occurred over the FY 2018 through FY 2024 sequence, during
which time the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap declined from $5.21 billion in FY 2018 to $2.59 billion in
FY 2024.%°

e The Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap in Tier 1 districts has decreased every year since the inception of
the EBF in FY 2018. It went from $4.09 billion or 79 percent of the total, to $1.56 billion or 60 percent of
the total in FY 2024.%° It should be noted that $363 million of the decline in the portion of the Aggregate
Adequacy Funding Gap attributable to Tier 1 that occurred between FY 2022 and FY 2023 (from $3.45 to
$2.16 billion) was due to the shift of CPS from Tier 1 into Tier 2 during that period.>!

e The Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap for Tier 2 districts, as well as the average per pupil Adequacy
Funding Gap for Tier 2 districts, worsened between FY 2022 and FY 2023, increasing from $1.02 to $1.52
billion, but again, this was because of the shift of CPS into Tier 2.2

e InFY 2024, Tier 2’s Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap decreased back to FY 2022 levels at $1.02 billion.5®

e CPS had an average Adequacy Funding Gap of nearly $1.1 billion between FY 2018 and FY 2024. This is
about $400 million less than the average Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap for Downstate lllinois during
the same time period.>*
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e However, on average Downstate had an average ASE of 643,284 from FY 2018-FY 2024, while CPS had an
average ASE of 351,603. The average, annual per pupil funding gap of $3,185 realized by CPS over this
period was materially greater than the average, annual per pupil funding gap of $2,554 realized by
Downstate districts.>®

e As of FY 2024, CPS is responsible for educating over 321,000 students, the vast majority of whom—76
percent—are low-income and/or non-white (89 percent).>®

e Downstate lllinois, on the other hand, is currently—and always has been—the largest region in the state.
As of FY 2024, Downstate includes some 564 different school districts, which collectively educate some
620,000 students, many of whom—49 percent—are low-income and/or white (68 percent).>’

e Given that Downstate districts educate the majority, or 34 percent, of the total ASE in the state in FY
2024, and that 74 percent of all Tier 1 districts are located Downstate, it is not surprising that the dollar
value of the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap is greater in Downstate than any other region.®

e From the inception of the EBF in FY 2018 through FY 2022, CPS had the greatest annual per pupil
Adequacy Funding Gap of any region. Then from FY 2022 to FY 2024, CPS realized unprecedented annual
increases in local resources of $686 million, coupled with a decrease in student enrollment of 9.55
percent.>®

e Those changes CPS realized at the local level had distributional consequences. For instance, in FY 2023,
the per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap in both Cook County and the Collar Counties for the first time
became greater than the per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap in CPS.%° In FY 2024, CPS’s per pupil Adequacy
Funding Gap dropped again, this time making it the lowest in the state, falling below even Downstate,
which had consistently ranked as the lowest per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap of any region over the full
FY 2018 through FY 2023 sequence.®?

e Low-income and EL students face large Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gaps, which is not surprising given
that 80 percent of EL students are educated in Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts, and 83 percent of low-income
students are educated in Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts.®?

e From the perspectives of race and ethnicity, in FY 2024, Asian students on average face the smallest
annual per pupil Adequacy Funding Gaps of $1,770.5® Coming in a close second were Black students, who
collectively face an average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap in FY 2024 of $1,784—an amount which is
fully $844 or 32 percent less than the $2,628 per pupil Adequacy Gap Black students faced in FY 2023.%*

e White students face an average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap of $1,945 in FY 2024.%°
e Latinx students on average face the greatest annual per pupil Adequacy Funding Gaps of $2,096.%

e FY 2024 marks the first time Black students in lllinois will have a lesser per pupil Adequacy Gap on average
than white students.®’

e This remarkable, and positive, turn of events is primarily due to the dramatic increase in local revenue
generated by the CPPRT for CPS over the past two fiscal years. In FY 2022, CPS collected $193 million in
CPPRT. By FY 2024, that amount jumped to $687 million, an incredible increase of 256 percent.%®

e  While the reduction in the Adequacy Funding Gaps for Black students attributable to the significant
growth in CPPRT revenue for CPS that has occurred over the last two fiscal years is a positive
development, those reductions are in all likelihood not sustainable. That is because the lllinois
Department of Revenue projects that CPPRT revenue will begin to flatten out and then start declining in
value in the future.®® If and when the CPPRT revenue for CPS declines in amount, the corresponding
Adequacy Funding Gaps for Black students will start to worsen.
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e The good news is the data confirm that the EBF is working as intended in three key ways:

» First, the EBF is helping make up for the state’s historic underfunding of schools attended by Black
and Latinx students, and effectively countering the structural racism inherent in the state’s former
approach to school funding.

» Consider that in FY 2018—the first year of the EBF—the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap
faced by Black students was $3,770, or $1,985 more than the $1,784 it is this year in FY 2024.
Similarly, the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap faced by Latinx students in FY 2018 was $3,958
or $1,862 more than the $2,096 it is in FY 2024.7°

» Second, the EBF is helping reduce the average per pupil funding gap faced by both low-income and EL
students. Consider that in FY 2018 —the first year of the EBF—the average per pupil Adequacy
Funding Gap faced by low-income students was $3,695, or $1,775 more than the $1,920 it is this year
in FY 2024. Similarly, the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap faced by EL students in FY 2018
was $3,918, or $1,765 more than the $1,952 it is in FY 2024.7*

» Third, the EBF is benefiting students of all races, as in the aggregate, $691 million or 47 percent of all
new Tier funding from FY 2018 through FY 2024 has been distributed to white students—which is the
largest share going to any race—closely followed by the 45 percent share received by Latinx student.”?

e Other factors that have impacted the decline in average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gaps since the
inception of the EBF include the unprecedented increase statewide in “Corporate Personal Property
Replacement Tax” (“CPPRT”) revenue of 279 percent or $1.89 billion that occurred between FY 2018 and
FY 2024, the 17 percent or $2.40 billion statewide growth in and local property tax revenue during the
same time period, and the 7.3 percent decrease in statewide student enrollment that has occurred since
FY 2018, during which time ASE declined from 1,959,356 to 1,815,942 students.”®

2.5 Distribution of Tier Funding by Low-Income Quintile

e The data further confirm that the EBF is working as intended when analyzed by the amount of new Tier
funding received by districts predicated on the concentration of low-income students they educate.

o To make this analysis, all districts, other than CPS, were sorted into quintiles (each an “LI Quintile”), based
on the percentage of low-income students they served. Districts serving the smallest percentage of low-
income students were assigned to LI Quintile 1, and those serving the greatest percentage were assigned
to LI Quintile 5. CPS, due to its size, was evaluated separately.

e CPSon astand-alone basis has a student population that is 76 percent low-income.

e Overall, including distributions to CPS, $1.2 million, or 70 percent, of the $1.8 billion in total new Tier
funding distributed under the EBF, has gone to districts that have student populations that are 58 percent
or more low-income.”

e That distribution makes perfect sense from an equity standpoint, given that the per pupil Adequacy
Funding Gaps are greatest for districts with student populations that are 58 percent or more low-income,
inclusive of CPS.”®

3. Adequacy Analysis

3.1 The Four As: Adequacy Targets, Average Student Enroliment, Adequacy Funding
Gaps, and Percent of Adequacy

Under the EBF, a district’s “Adequacy Target” represents the total cost of implementing the research-based
educational practices which should allow that district to:
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e provide all students with a high-quality education that offers the academic, enrichment, social and
emotional support, technical, and career-focused programs each student needs to succeed
academically;”®

e ensure all students receive the education they need to graduate from high school with the skills
required to pursue post-secondary education and training for a rewarding career;”” and

¢ reduce the achievement gap between at-risk and non-at-risk students by raising the performance
of at-risk students and not by either reducing academic standards, or harming the performance of
non-at-risk students.”®

The EBF contains cost adjustments based on the unique demographics of the students attending each district, to
ensure a district’s final Adequacy Target includes the dollar amount of resources needed to invest appropriately in
educating all of its low-income, EL, and special needs students.”

Of course, if a district that has historically been underfunded finally attains the resources needed to satisfy its
Adequacy Target, student outcomes will still take some time to yield results. The research indicates that to start
seeing measurable improvement in results, it generally takes ten years.®° In FY 2024, ISBE determined the
Adequacy Target for each of the 929 organizational units in Illinois.?* Of those 929 organizational units:

o 851 are public school districts
o 76 are Regional Offices of Education (“ROEs”)
o 2 are Laboratory schools (“Lab Schools”)

The analysis in this Report focuses solely on the 851 school districts for which ISBE made Adequacy Target
calculations under the EBF. ROEs and Lab Schools are excluded because they do not submit data for use in the
Illinois Report Card, and lllinois Report Card data is needed to analyze how changes in K-12 funding implemented
under the EBF impact different student populations across demographic lines.

Figure 1 identifies the number of districts that were in each Tier during each fiscal year in which the EBF has been
implemented. Also to be noted is that the state did not increase year-to-year K-12 funding under the EBF in

FY 2021 (a development which is analyzed in Section 3.2 of this Report). Because of that ISBE did not make Tier
calculations for FY 2021.%2

Figure 1
Number of Districts by Tier, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024
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Figure 1 shows the movement of districts across Tiers. The past two years, FY 2023 and FY 2024 saw more
dramatic changes in number of districts in the various Tiers than in any previous years.?® This increased movement
among the Tiers was due to the interplay of several factors, including differentials in state and local resource
growth, changes in enrollment, and changes in concentrations of low-income students.

Overall, Figure 1 shows that from FY 2018 through FY 2024, the total number of Tier 3 and Tier 4 districts has
increased. The total number of Tier 1 districts also increased over the first six years of the EBF, before declining in
FY 2024.%* Meanwhile the number of districts in Tier 2 declined from 344 in FY 2018 to 234 in FY 2024.%°

The increase in Tier 1 districts (districts that are furthest from their respective Adequacy Targets), and associated
decrease in Tier 2 districts until FY 2024 may seem counterintuitive, given that over this period the state increased
funding for K-12 under the EBF by $1.8 billion, and Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts collectively received 99 percent—or
$1.78 billion—of that new state level funding.?® So how exactly did the number of districts furthest from adequate
funding manage to increase, while the number of slightly better funded districts that qualified for Tier 2 manage
to decrease, despite districts in those two Tiers receiving the vast majority of new state funding?

The answer is simple: all the factors that combined to cause the movement of districts among the Tiers over the
last two fiscal years did so because they combined to alter one of the most important considerations used to
determine the ultimate Tier designation for a district—the cutoff point for qualifying as a Tier 1 district under the
EBF.

This cut-off point, which is the maximum “Percent of Adequacy” a district can have to be included in Tier 1, and
hence be eligible to share in the greatest portion of new state funding in a given year, is defined in the EBF as the
“Target Ratio.”®” The Target Ratio is dynamic. As funding under the EBF changes each year, so does the Target
Ratio. As shown in Figure 2, in FY 2018, the first year of EBF implementation, the Target Ratio cutoff to qualify for
inclusion in Tier 1 was a Percent of Adequacy of just 65 percent.®® By FY 2024 that Target Ratio had increased to
77 percent.®

Figure 2
Target Ratio, FY 2018 — FY 2024
FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024
Target Ratio 65% 66% 67% 68% 73% 77%

Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

Between FY 2023 and FY 2024, the number of Tier 1 districts declined by 40 districts, from a total of 331 down to
291. This was the greatest decrease in the number of districts included in Tier 1 since the inception of the EBF,
and it occurred despite a four percentage point increase in the Target Ratio.”® During that same period, Tier 2 lost
31 districts, going from 265 to 234, while Tiers 3 and 4 gained 46 and 25 districts respectively.® This overall
movement of districts among the Tiers is a positive development, as it means more districts are moving into one
of the “fully funded” categories of having 90 percent or more of their respective Adequacy Targets in current state
and local resources, and concomitantly fewer districts below the 90 percent threshold deemed to be full funding
under the legislation.

While state contributions to K-12 funding are undoubtedly making a dent in Adequacy Gaps in public schools
across lllinois, another key factor in funding the formula is the significant recent growth in the “Corporate
Personal Property Replacement Tax” or “CPPRT.” The CPPRT is a local tax levied on business profits.®? Revenue
from the CPPRT is included in each district’s Final Resources, together with that district’s LCT and BFM.*3 In

FY 2023, the aggregate amount of CPPRT revenue included in the calculation of Final Resources for all school
districts was $1.27 billion or 76 percent greater than in FY 2022.9 Then in FY 2024, aggregate CPPRT included in
the calculation of Final Resources for all school districts grew by $1.30 billion or 102 percent from FY 2023 levels.>®
(For more information about this recent surge in CPPRT revenue, please see CTBA’s report: “Issue Brief: CPPRT
and K-12 Education Funding in lllinois”)
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A word of caution, however, this highly unprecedented spike in CPPRT revenue is in all likelihood making school
districts appear to be better funded now than they will be in the near future, because CPPRT is not expected to
remain this high. In fact, the lllinois Department of Revenue is already projecting that CPPRT revenue will begin to
decrease and fall back in line with historical levels.%®

Under the EBF, a district’s student enrollment is based on a three-year rolling average (“Average Student
Enrollment” or “ASE”).”” This is done to create a smoothing effect intended to eliminate extreme fluctuations in
funding due to yearly changes in enroliment.%

Figure 3

Percent of ASE by Tier, FY 2018 — FY 2024shows how the percentage of total ASE in each Tier has changed since
inception of the EBF in FY 2018. From FY 2018 through FY 2022, over 50 percent of total ASE attended Tier 1
districts, with the least adequate funding levels. Meanwhile, since the inception of the EBF through FY 2024, Tier 1
and Tier 2 districts have collectively educated over 70 percent of all students, while only 30 percent of ASE
attended districts that had adequate or better funding under the EBF.%

Figure 3
Percent of ASE by Tier, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

The major shift of ASE from Tier 1 into Tier 2 that occurred in FY 2023 was not a statewide phenomenon but
rather the consequence of Illinois’ largest school district—Chicago Public Schools (“CPS”)—moving from Tier 1 to
Tier 2. This had a significant impact on ASE distribution, decreasing aggregate Tier 1 ASE below 50 percent for the
first time, while simultaneously making Tier 2 the largest Tier by student population.®

While a number of factors, including a decline in both total enrollment and low-income enrollment, contributed
to the shift of CPS from Tier 1 into Tier 2, the main reason for this shift was the year-to-year increases in the
district’s CPPRT revenue that occurred between FY 2022 and FY 2024.2%! Over that two year sequence, CPS’s
CPPRT revenue jumped from $193 million in FY 2022 to $687 million in FY 2024, an aggregate growth of 252
percent.2 As with other districts, this surge in local revenue had a major impact on CPS’s Percent of Adequacy,
and consequently on its Tier placement.

One trend that bears watching is the decline in overall student population that is occurring in Illinois. As shown in
Figure 4, from FY 2018 through FY 2024, lllinois realized a decline in ASE of approximately 143,414 students, or 7.3
percent of total ASE.X%
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Figure 4
Total Statewide ASE Change, FY 2018 — FY 2024

2,500,000
2,000,000
1,500,000
1,000,000
500,000
0 FY 18 -
FY 2018 | FY 2019 | FY 2020 | FY 2021 | FY 2022 | FY 2023 | FY 2024 | FY 24
Change
m Total Statewide ASE 1,959,356(1,945,996|1,927,220(1,909,361|1,896,293(1,847,142(1,815,942| -7.3%
® Total Change in ASE from Prior Year (13,361) | (18,775) | (17,859) | (13,068) | (49,151) | (31,200) [(143,414)

Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

Alongside a declining trend in ASE since FY 2018, there have also been somewhat larger decreases in ASE starting
in 2020, when the global COVID-19 pandemic was at its height.%* This enrollment decline has had a meaningful
impact on formula funding, as every year since the implementation of EBF, the state has had fewer students
enrolled in public school.

As indicated previously, a district’'s Adequacy Target as determined under the EBF is based in large part on its ASE,
as well as the specific demographics of said ASE. Because of this, the formula automatically reduces a district’s
Adequacy Target as it loses ASE, and increases it as ASE grows. The EBF also adjusts the Adequacy Target
calculation for changes in demographic composition, such as low-income or English learner enroliment.

This means taxpayers do not have to be concerned that the formula will artificially inflate the cost of educating
students. It also means a portion of the reduction in the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap that has been realized
since FY 2018 is due to the aforesaid decline in enrollment, rather than increased funding from state or local
resources.

As shown in Figure 5, from FY 2022 to FY 2024, the greatest year-over-year ASE decline geographically occurred in
CPS, and the greatest decline in ASE by race/ethnicity occurred among white students.

11
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Figure 5
ASE by Region, Race & Ethnicity, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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However, the proportion of ASE by region has remained relatively stable over time, as did the proportion of ASE
by race and ethnicity, as shown in Figure 6 and Figure 7.

Figure 6
Proportion of ASE by Region, FY 2018-FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

Figure 7
Proportion of ASE by Race/Ethnicity, FY 2018-FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

The decline in ASE has been relatively uniform on a pro-rata basis, both geographically across the state and
demographically among the student population. For example, despite realizing the greatest decline in ASE of any
region, CPS continued to represent roughly 19 percent of the total statewide ASE annually over the FY 2018
through FY 2023 sequence, dropping only one percentage point in FY 2024.1%

Recall that, as shown in Figure 3, roughly 50 percent of total statewide ASE attended schools in a Tier 1 district
each year from the inception of the EBF in FY 2018 until FY 2022. Then in FY 2023, CPS, by far and away the largest
school district in the state from a student enrollment standpoint, shifted from Tier 1 into Tier 2. As a consequence
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of that shift, Tier 2 became the Tier with the greatest ASE for the first time, and continues to be the largest Tier
from an enrollment perspective in FY 2024.10¢

As it turns out, CPS not only has the greatest overall student enrollment of any district in Illinois, but also the
greatest enrollment of Black and Latinx students.?” This means the shift of CPS from Tier 1 into Tier 2 also caused
a significant realignment of ASE by race and ethnicity among the Tiers.

Figure 8 delineates the percentage of total student population by race and ethnicity educated in each of the Tiers
in FY 2024. For instance in FY 2024, Tier 1 districts collectively educate 31 percent of the total student population
in Illinois (shown in Figure 3), and also educate 35 percent of all white students in the state, 21 percent of all
Black students in the state, 33 percent of all Latinx students in the state, 18 percent of all Asian students in the
state, and 33 percent of all students who identify as 2 or more races or ethnicities.!?®

Figure 8
Percentage of Total ASE Statewide by Race/Ethnicity & Tier, FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2024

This is in stark contrast to how the racial and ethnic breakdown of ASE by Tier looked in every prior year, from
inception of the EBF through FY 2022, before CPS shifted into Tier 2. In FY 2022, Tier 1 districts, which then
included CPS, educated over 50 percent of the state’s total student population. From a demographic standpoint,
in FY 2022 Tier 1 districts educated 69 percent of all Black students, 66 percent of all Latinx students, and 29
percent of all Asian students, as shown in Figure 8.1% In each of the other years prior to FY 2023, the distribution
of students within Tier 1 by race and ethnicity was similar to the distribution thereof in FY 2022.1%° This means the
vast majority of Black and Latinx students in lllinois have historically attended the poorest funded districts in the
state.

Figure 9 shows the geographic distribution of districts by Tier. Any break down of districts within Tier by
geographic distribution will be referred to in this Report as a “regional analysis.” For instance, of the 291 districts
designated as Tier 1 in FY 2024: 215 are located in Downstate Illinois; 38 are located in the “Collar Counties” —
which include districts in DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will counties; and another 38 districts are located in
suburban Cook County.'!! CPS—which due to its large student population is counted as its own region to avoid
skewing the data—was a Tier 1 district until FY 2023, when it became a Tier 2 district.?
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Figure 9
Tier Analysis by Region, FY 2024
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Overall, Downstate lllinois accounts for 564 of the total number of current districts, while Cook County and the
Collar Counties account for another 143 districts each.''®* CPS is comprised of just one district.

Figure 10 shows average racial and ethnic distribution of total student population in lllinois by geographic region
in FY 2024.

Figure 10
Percentage of Total Statewide ASE, by Race & Ethnicity Distributed by Region, FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2024
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As Figure 10 highlights, that, on average:

e CPS educates the greatest portion of Black students in the state—38 percen

e Downstate educates the greatest portion of white students in the state—52 percent—as well as the
greatest portion of students that identify as being 2 or more races—56 percent.*

e The Collar Counties educate the greatest portion of Latinx students in the state—31 percent, closely

followed by CPS at 27 percent;'* and
o the Collar Counties educate the greatest portion of Asian students in the state—48 percent.'?’

t,'114

As opposed to Figure 10, which depicts distribution of total statewide student population by region, Figure 11
shows the racial and ethnic distribution of student population within each discrete geographic region in FY 2024.
For instance, while CPS only educates four percent of the total white student population in the state, white
students account for 11 percent of CPS’s aggregate in-district student population.!'® Meanwhile, Latinx students
make up 47 percent of CPS’s in-district student population, while Black students account for 36 percent, and Asian

students 5 percent.!*®

Figure 11
FY 2024 Race/Ethnicity as a Percent of Total ASE in Region FY 2018 — FY 2023
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B % of White students in region 11% 37% 47% 68%
B % of Black students in region 36% 18% 8% 13%
% of Latinx students in region 47% 33% 33% 11%
% of Asian students in region 5% 8% 9% 2%
B % of 2 or more races in region 2% 4% 4% 6%

Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2023

While the majority of students in suburban Cook County and the Collar Counties identify as white, fully 68 percent
of the students attending school in Downstate districts identify as white—which is the greatest portion of in-
district students identifying as any of the main racial or ethnic groups in any region of Illinois.**° In both Cook and
the Collar Counties, students identifying as Latinx make up the second largest portion of total student ASE, after
the white student population, while in CPS most students identify as Latinx.1?

3.2 Percent of Adequacy Analysis

As outlined previously in this Report, a district’s final Percent of Adequacy determines its Tier assignment. Districts
in Tier 1 and Tier 2 have the lowest overall funding levels in the state, with each holding less than 90 percent of
the state and local resources needed to satisfy their respective Adequacy Targets.'?? Because of that, the EBF
prioritizes 99 percent of all new formula funding from the state in a fiscal year to be distributed to districts in
these two Tiers. Tier 1 districts receive the first 50 percent of all new state formula funding in a given fiscal year,
and then the next 49 percent of such funding is shared by Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts on a pro rata basis.
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Tier 3 districts have between 90 percent and 100 percent of the state and local resources needed to reach their
respective Adequacy Targets.! Under the EBF as interpreted by ISBE, a district is considered “fully funded” when
it qualifies for Tier 3 and reaches 90 Percent of Adequacy. To be consistent with ISBE’s interpretation of the EBF,
in this Report when a district reaches the 90 Percent of Adequacy benchmark in combined local and state
resources, that district will count as being fully funded under the EBF.

ISBE’s interpretation that a district is “fully funded” under the EBF when its Percent of Adequacy reaches 90—
rather than 100—percent is rational, given that the Percent of Adequacy is predicated solely on state and local
resources—and does not include any federal funding a district receives. Since the federal government covers, on
average, about seven to eight percent of K-12 funding in Illinois annually, a district that has 90 percent of its
Adequacy Target covered by state and local resources is in all likelihood close to or above 100 percent funded
once federal dollars are considered.?* Districts in Tier 3 share in 0.9 percent of all new, year-to-year Tier
funding.'®

Tier 4 districts are the best funded districts in the state, with each having resources that exceed 100 percent of
their respective Adequacy Targets. Tier 4 districts share in just 0.1 percent of all new, year-to-year Tier funding.

Once all districts reach at least Tier 3—and are therefore deemed fully funded by ISBE—the distribution model as
it exists today will adjust automatically under the EBF, given there will no longer be any prioritized distributions
for Tier 1 or Tier 2 districts, which will no longer exist.!

As shown in Figure 12, the number of districts below 90 Percent of Adequacy to date has decreased since
implementation of the EBF, while the number of districts above 90 Percent of Adequacy has increased. This
indicates the EBF has been working as intended to enhance K-12 funding equitably in lllinois.

Figure 12
Count of Districts Above & Below 90% of Adequacy, FY 2018 - FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

In FY 2018 657 districts, or 77 percent of all districts in lllinois, were underfunded. Six years into the
implementation of the EBF, this has shifted, and the number of underfunded districts has declined to 525, or 62
percent, of all districts.'?’

Figure 13 identifies how the reduction in districts below Adequacy between FY 2018 and FY 2024 has impacted
students, broken down by race and ethnicity.

17
© 2024 Center for Tax and Budget Accountability



Educating Illinois: Vollume Il

Fi 13
ASE by Race/Ethnicity Organized by Dilsgtl:i::ets Above & Below 90% Adequacy Target,
FY 2018 & FY 2023
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BFY 18 251,188 19,086 63,665 41,252 13,309 688,845 309,549 688,845 56,610 54,384  1,947,76
BFY 24 295,693 39,027 86,529 45,072 20,867 535,809 258,112 416,981 54,348 52,019  1,806,13

Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

Even more evidence that the EBF is functioning as intended is shown in Figure 14, which highlights that Tier 1

districts—those with the lowest funding levels in the state—have, on average, realized the greatest growth in
Adequacy levels since the inception of the legislation.

Figure 14
Average Percent of Adequacy by Tier, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024
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As noted previously, the Target Ratio, or cutoff point for qualifying as a Tier 1 district, is expressed as a Percent of
Adequacy. The Target Ratio is dynamic, and changes each year based on numerous factors such as increases or
decreases in state and local funding levels, and changes in enrollment. As shown in Figure 15, the Tier 1 Target
Ratio was 65 percent in FY 2018 —but by FY 2024, the Tier 1 Target Ratio had increased to 77 percent.!?® This of
course means that slightly better funded districts that were categorized initially as Tier 2 districts, and so did not
receive the greatest priority in funding, now do receive such priority because they qualify as Tier 1 districts.

Figure 15 sorts districts within each Tier by “Adequacy Band.” Adequacy Band is the range of Percentages of
Adequacy in which a district falls in a given fiscal year.'?® The bands shown in Figure 15 are: Band 1—districts
falling at or below the Target Ratio; Band 2—districts above the Target Ratio but below 80 percent funded; Band
3—districts at least 80 percent funded but below 90 percent funded; Band 4—districts above 90 percent funded
but below 100 percent funded; and Band 5—districts above 100 percent funded.

Figure 15
Number of Districts by Adequacy Band, FY 2018 - FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

Because the Target Ratio for Tier 1 is dynamic, the number of Tier 1 districts will fluctuate year-over-year.
However, as the Tier 1 Target Ratio increases over time, Adequacy Bands 2 and 3, which are comprised of Tier 2
districts, should continue to narrow, while Adequacy Band 4, which is comprised of Tier 3 districts, should
continue to grow.'%

4. New Annual Tier Funding

4.1 Year-over-Year Growth in New Tier Funding

To ensure no district would lose state-level funding on a year-to-year basis simply because Illinois was replacing its
prior “foundation-level” approach to school funding with the evidence-based approach under the EBF, legislators
decided to include a “hold harmless” provision in the statute. Under this provision, which is dubbed the “Base
Funding Minimum” or “BFM” in the legislation, no district is supposed to receive a year-to-year reduction in state
funding during any fiscal year in which both: (i) the EBF itself is not fully funded; and (ii) the amount of state
formula funding distributed is at least equal to the prior year’s level of funding.*!

The initial dollar value of BFM each district was supposed to receive in FY 2018, the first year the EBF was
implemented, was the sum of the following state-level funding items that district realized in FY 2017, which was
the last year of K-12 funding under lllinois’ prior, foundation-level formula: (i) General State Aid; (ii) Stop Loss
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Grant (if applicable); (iii) English Learner Education funding; (iv) Special Ed Personnel funding; (v) Special Ed
Funding for Children; and (vi) Special Ed Summer School funding.!32

Each year a districts’ BFM is recalculated to include any additional Tier funding received by said district.!3 In the
second year of implementation, and all subsequent years thereafter, each district’s BFM is a dollar amount that is
equal to the sum of its BFM from the prior fiscal year, plus the amount of any new Tier funding that district
received in said prior Fiscal Year.** Figure 16 shows the change in the aggregate BFM dollar amount from

FY 2018 —the first year of EBF implementation—through FY 2024.

Figure 16
EBF Funding, FY 2018 - FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

As shown in Figure 16, there was no new Tier funding in FY 2021, and so FY 2022 had no prior year funding to
include in the BFM for that year.

4.2 Distribution of New Tier Funding

The EBF establishes two ongoing funding metrics for state-level investments in K-12 Education. First, the EBF sets a
target of increasing year-to-year new Tier funding for K-12 Education by at least $300 million (the “Minimum
Target Level”).’3> Note that the Minimum Target Level is $50 million less than the $350 million amount actually
specified in Section (g) of the EBF. The reason for this is the “Property Tax Relief Grant” or “PTRG” established in
paragraph 9.5 of Section (g) of the legislation.

Under the statute, the dollar amount of any year-to-year increase in funding the state appropriates to the EBF in a
given fiscal year that is in excess of $300 million, up to and including $350 million, is dedicated to the PTRG—not
to formula funding. This creates up to $50 million for property tax relief under the EBF for each fiscal year. The
statute further provides, however, that if any of the funding dedicated to the PTRG is not actually used for
property tax relief in a given year, then such unused PTRG revenue will be distributed to school districts as
additional formula funding.*®

20
© 2024 Center for Tax and Budget Accountability



Educating Illinois: Vollume Il

This effectively reduces the state’s Minimum Target Level from the $350 million specified in statute to $300
million each fiscal year—and is precisely how the EBF has been interpreted by ISBE since the EBF was first
implemented in FY 2018.1%7

Illinois satisfied the Minimum Target Level for increased year-to-year state funding of K-12 Education in each of the
first three fiscal years—FY 2018, 2019, and 2020—during which the EBF was implemented.'*® However, due to a
combination of the decline in General Fund revenue caused by the COVID-19 pandemic and lllinois’ structurally
flawed tax policy, that streak of satisfying the annual Minimum Target Level increase was broken in FY 2021 when
K-12 funding was held level with FY 2020, in nominal, non-inflation-adjusted dollars.'* The state did get back to
satisfying the Minimum Target Level of $300 million in new K-12 funding in FY 2022. In both FY 2023 and Y 2024,
the state has continued the practice of increasing new Tier funding under the EBF by at least $300 million.4°

As indicated previously, all new Tier funding made available under the EBF is distributed primarily to districts
furthest from their respective Adequacy Targets, with fully 99 percent of such new funding going to districts in
Tiers 1 and 2. Tier 3 districts, which have state and local resources totaling anywhere from 90 to 100 percent of
their respective Adequacy Targets, then share in 0.9 percent—Iless than one percent—of new year-to-year state
funding, while Tier 4 districts, which each have state and local resources that exceed their respective Adequacy
Targets, share just one-tenth of one percent of any new year-to-year state formula funding under the EBF.

Figure 17 confirms that the formula is working as intended, with Tier 1 districts having received 86.3 percent of all
new Tier funding since FY 2018, Tier 2 districts having received 12.7 percent, and Tier 3 and 4 districts having
received the remaining one percent of new Tier funding since FY 2018.14

Figure 17
Distribution of New Tier Funding, FY 2018 — FY 2024, FY 2018 - FY 2024
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Total | $366,462,635.3 = $299,884,234.8  $307,415,874.7 @ $293,327,950.0 $292,163,548.2  $288,362,310.9 | $1,847,616,554
mTier 4 $366,609.27 $300,021.71 $312,344.47 $299,356.73 $299,599.09 $299,478.82 $1,877,410.09
mTier 3| $3,299,489.75 $2,700,200.97 $2,810,963.09 $2,699,999.67 $2,690,920.25 $2,696,677.83 $16,898,251.56
HTier 2 $36,166,319.65 $29,364,328.93  $28,292,471.96 = $34,067,229.49 = $53,479,406.46  $52,855,279.00 @ $234,225,035.4
HTier 1| $326,630,216.6 @ $267,519,683.2  $276,000,095.2 = $256,261,364.1 = $235,693,622.4 @ $232,510,875.2  $1,594,615,857

Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

In the first year of implementation of the EBF—FY 2018 —5366 million in new Tier funding was appropriated, all of
which went to formula funding because no property tax relief grants were made.*? However, the full $50 million
in Property Tax Relief Grants was funded in each of FY 2019 through FY 2024.2* That in turn left approximately
$300 million in new Tier funding to be distributed to districts in each fiscal year.
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Given that Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts collectively received 99 percent of all new Tier funding since the first year of
implementation of the EBF, it is not surprising that students educated in Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts also received
the largest portion of new Tier funding when measured on a per pupil basis, shown in Figure 18.

Figure 18
Annual Per Pupil Distribution of New Tier Funding, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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Statewide $187 $154 $160 $155 $158 $159 $814 $163
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HTier 3 $28 $24 $30 $27 $23 $17 $131 $26
M Tier 2 $62 $53 $55 $63 $70 $70 $302 $60
HTier 1 $331 $263 $261 $264 $349 $411 $1,469 $294

Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024
4.3 Distribution of New Tier Funding by Region

As detailed previously in Section 2.1 of this Report, the greatest number of Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts during the
first six years of implementation of the EBF were located in Downstate lllinois. Downstate districts, therefore,
have received the greatest share of new Tier funding since the EBF was implemented, as shown in Figure 19.

Figure 19
Distribution of New Tier Funding by Region, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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Total $366,462,635 $299,884,235 $307,415,875 $293,327,950 $292,163,548 $288,362,311 $1,847,616,5

H Downstate Districts $125,203,263 $103,622,412 $116,716,389 $116,314,837 $122,198,134 $108,511,270 $692,566,304
E Collar Counties $104,294,717 $89,700,312 $85,669,918 $77,588,922 $95,034,697 $116,522,250 $568,810,817
® Cook County $70,581,609 $59,145,103 $51,952,891  $42,770,293  $47,918,420 $39,971,502 $312,339,818
mCPS $66,383,046  $47,416,408 $53,076,677  $56,653,898  $27,012,298 $23,357,290 $273,899,616

Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024
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However, the aggregate dollar amount of total new Tier funding each region received in and of itself does not
provide a full picture of how K-12 funding is being distributed under the EBF, given that each region of the state
varies in number of districts, number of students, and number of students by race, ethnicity, and income status.

Breaking down the distribution of regional funding under the EBF on a per pupil basis reveals some interesting
data points. For instance, from FY 2018 through FY 2024, the average, annual per pupil distribution of new, year-
to-year Tier funding under the EBF made to Downstate districts was $186, which was the greatest per pupil
distribution of such funding made in any region of the state.}*

Conversely, over that same time period CPS received an average annual per pupil distribution of new Tier funding
under the EBF of $128, the lowest of any region.'*> Moreover, after CPS shifted from being a Tier 1 district in

FY 2022 to being a Tier 2 district in each of FY 2023 and FY 2024, the dollar value of its annual share in new state
funding also decreased from pre-FY 2023 levels. Districts in Cook County and the Collar Counties came in at
$149 and $176, on average, per pupil respectively over this sequence.’*’

Figure 20 shows per pupil distribution of new Tier funding by region for each year in which there was a
distribution of new Tier funding under the EBF.

Figure 20
Annual Per Pupil Distribution of New Tier Funding by Region, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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mCPS $180 $130 $148 $159 $81 $70 $768 $128

Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

The regional per pupil analysis paints a clearer comparative picture of where new Tier dollars are going under the
EBF. One interesting data point that emerges from the regional analysis is that, while CPS received the smallest
average per pupil allocation of new Tier funding, it nonetheless consistently had one of the largest per pupil
Adequacy Funding Gaps of any region.

4.4 Distribution of New Tier Funding by Race & Ethnicity

The distribution of new Tier funding under the EBF by race and ethnicity shows that the statute is working to
redress historic inequities created by the state’s prior K-12 funding system. But like the regional data, just
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considering percentage share in aggregate new Tier funding by race and ethnicity does not provide a complete
picture of how well the EBF is working.

For instance, as shown in Figure 21, the largest share of new Tier funding went to students who identified as
Latinx during the first two years of the EBF’s implementation, FYs 2018 and 2019. However, by FY 2022, the share
of total EBF funding distributed to white students exceeded total funding distributed to Latinx students.4

Figure 21
Distribution of New Tier Funding by Race/Ethnicity, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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m2or More $11,922,171 $10,948,318 $11,251,870 $11,875,920 $11,921,972 $11,899,550 $69,819,802

Asian $9,269,132 $8,379,507 $9,236,934 $9,227,044 $9,008,529  $10,711,028 $665,924,305
Latinx $142,547,457 $113,781,825 $112,373,982 $103,143,561 $96,777,038 | $97,300,442 $665,924,305
H Black $75,801,607 $60,014,743  $60,406,350 $59,248,022 $48,794,035 $40,935,261 $345,200,017

B White $124,503,973 $105,425,065 $112,821,066 $108,140,868 $114,733,166 $125,718,500 $691,342,637
Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

Meanwhile the share of total, new Tier funding distributed to Black students remained relatively stable from

FY 2018 until FY 2022, then dipped noticeably in FY 2023, and again in FY 2024. The primary reason for that
reduction in share of new Tier funding going to Black students was the movement of CPS to Tier 2 in FY 2023, and
the significant CPPRT revenue growth CPS realized in FY 2023 and FY 2024.

Reviewing per pupil distribution of new Tier funding under the EBF by race and ethnicity provides a clear
picture of how the EBF is working to counter the historic inequities that pertained under the state’s former,
foundation-level approach to funding public education. As shown in Figure 22, per pupil distributions of new Tier
funding have annually been greater for Latinx and Black students than for white students.'#

Asian students, on the other hand, have consistently received per pupil distributions of new Tier funding that are
less than the per pupil distributions made to the other major racial/ethnic groups.'*® One key reason for this
differential is that, as of FY 2024, 32 percent of all Asian students attend school in Tier 4 districts, which are the
best funded districts in the state, having more than 100 percent of their respective Adequacy Targets in state and
local resources.’ This is by far the greatest percentage of any race or ethnicity attending Tier 4 schools, followed
by white students with 25 percent.'>?

On the other hand, only 18 percent of Asian students attended schools in Tier 1 districts in FY 2024, which are the
poorest funded districts in the state. That is by far the lowest percentage of any of the major racial or ethnic
groups attending Tier 1 school.'*® Overall, Tier 1 districts educate 35 percent of all white students, 21 percent of
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all Black and 33 percent of all Latinx students.’®* Meanwhile an additional 66 percent of all Black and 50 percent
of all Latinx students attended a Tier 2 school in FY 2024.%%®

Considered in the aggregate, 99 percent of new Tier funding under the EBF has gone to districts that educate,
on average, 87 percent of the Black students in the state and 83 percent of all of the Latinx students in the
state.>®

Figure 22
Annual Per Pupil New Tier Distribution by Race/Ethnicity, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

Given the distribution of Asian students—as opposed to students from the other major ethnic and racial groups--
across the four Tiers, it is understandable that the average per pupil distribution of new Tier funding has
consistently been lower for Asian students than their peers.

The fact that the average per pupil distribution of new Tier funding in FYs 2018-2023 was greater for Black and
Latinx students than the corresponding average per pupil distribution for white students is an outcome that is
both logical and needed in lllinois—because, as detailed more fully in Section 5 of this Report, the Adequacy
Funding Gaps by race/ethnicity that were created under the state’s prior school funding formula for Black and
Latinx students were much greater on a per pupil basis than were the per pupil Adequacy Funding Gaps created
for white students.’®’

This means the distribution model under the EBF has helped compensate for the state’s historic underfunding of
schools attended by Black and Latinx students, and that the EBF has effectively begun to counter the structural
racism inherent in the state’s former approach to school funding.

However, FY 2024 is the first year a break from that trend has occurred, with average new Tier funding per pupil
for white students coming in at a greater amount than the average per pupil new Tier funding for Black
students.’®® There are numerous reasons for this, but key among them is the shift of CPS from Tier 1 into Tier 2, as
well as the substantial growth in CPPRT revenue realized by CPS over the last two fiscal years.'*®
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Considered together, those items reduced the share in new Tier funding allocable to CPS. Because CPS educates
38 percent of all Black students in lllinois, this in turn contributed to reducing the average per pupil distribution of
new Tier funding allocable to Black students.®® However, as indicated previously, IDOR projects that CPPRT
revenue will begin to flatten out and trend back down to historical levels in the next few years, which in turn will
substantially impact CPS and the significant number of Black and Latinx students who attend that school district.

The data also demonstrate that the EBF is likewise working to the benefit of white students who attend districts
that have resources below their respective Adequacy Targets, given that the greatest overall share in new Tier
funding under the EBF to date has gone to white students, who comprise the greatest number of students of any
racial group attending underfunded districts.®! This makes the EBF one of those rare policy initiatives that
generates a true win-win scenario system-wide.

4.5 Distribution of New Tier Funding by Low-Income & EL Status

One of the core rationales behind the Tier-based distribution model created in the EBF was to prioritize the
allocation of new Tier funding to those districts that were furthest from having resources that satisfied their
respective Adequacy Targets. Given the disproportionate share of the total ASE of low-income students attending
Tier 1 and Tier 2 schools—63 percent and 28 percent, respectively—the EBF’s distribution model also assured that
most new Tier funding in any given year would go to districts educating a significant portion of the low-income
students attending Illinois public schools.1®?

As shown in Figure 23, both low-income and English Learner students benefit from the EBF. The total percentage
of New Tier Funding going towards educating these populations is calculated by: (i) multiplying the percentage of
a district’s total student population that is comprised of each low-income and English Learner students
respectively, times (ii) the total New Tier Funding received by said district in a given fiscal year. From FY 2018 to
FY 2024, 58 percent of New Tier Funding has gone towards closing the funding gaps of low-income students, and
17 percent for English Learner students. 163

Figure 23

Percentage of Total New Tier Funding Dedicated togEducating EL & Low-Income Students, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

When analyzed on a per pupil basis, the data show that funding for EL students has improved significantly since
the EBF replaced lllinois’ prior, foundation formula. In fact, as shown in Figure 24, an average of $207 per pupil in
new Tier funding each year went to the education of EL students, while an average of approximately $185 per
pupil has been appropriated to the education of low-income students.'®*
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Figure 24
Annual Per Pupil Amount of New Tier Funding Dedicated to Educating EL & Low-Income Students,
FY 2018 - FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

5.Adequacy Funding Gaps

5.1 Adequacy Funding Gaps by Tier

Figure 25 shows the respective Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gaps for Tiers 1 and 2 from FY 2018 through

FY 2024, and the statewide Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap for Illinois. One clear sign that the EBF is working as
intended is the $1.87 billion reduction in the statewide Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap that occurred over the
FY 2018 through FY 2024 sequence, during which time the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap declined from $5.21
billion in FY 2018 to $2.59 billion in FY 2024.1%

Note that even though the districts in Tier 3 have less than 100 percent of their respective Adequacy Targets in
combined state and local resources, a district is deemed to be fully funded under the EBF when it reaches 90
percent of its Adequacy Target in state and local resources.'®® Since all districts in Tier 3 have between 90 and 100
percent of their Adequacy Targets currently funded, districts in Tier 3 have no Adequacy Funding Gap under the
EBF, and in fact on average have a very small surplus. Tier 4 districts have resources which exceed 100 percent of
their respective Adequacy Targets under the EBF, and also have surpluses, not gaps.

27
© 2024 Center for Tax and Budget Accountability



Educating Illinois: Vollume Il

Figure 25
Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap or Surplus by Tier, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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Figure 25 also shows that the surpluses for Tier 3 and Tier 4 increased slightly between FY 2018 and FY 2024,
while the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap for Tier 1, as well as for the state as a whole, decreased over that
time period. This shows that the EBF is not a “Robin Hood” approach to education funding equity, in that it does
not take resources away from well-funded districts to invest in poorly funded districts. In simple terms, the EBF
builds the bottom and middle up, without tearing the top down.

Interestingly, the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap for Tier 2 actually worsened between FY 2018 and FY 2023,
but this was primarily because CPS moved from Tier 1 into Tier 2, and not because of any decline in funding for
Tier 2 districts. In fact, if CPS is not included in the calculation, then the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap for Tier
1 districts declined by $448 million over this sequence, while the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap for Tier 2
districts declined by $455 million.®”

Figure 26 identifies the relative portion of the statewide Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap in Tier 1 versus Tier 2
over the FY 2018 through FY 2024 sequence. The significant jump in the portion of the Aggregate Adequacy
Funding Gap attributable to Tier 2, as well as the decline in the portion of the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap
attributable to Tier 1, that occurs between FY 2022 and FY 2023 is once again due to the shift of CPS from Tier 1
into Tier 2 during that period.®®

Figure 26
Percent of Statewide Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap for Tier 1 & 2, FY 2018 — FY 2024

100%

"B B
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024
mTier 1 (Gap) mTier 2 (Gap)
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Figure 27 shows the per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap or surplus by Tier. Not surprisingly, Tier 1 consistently had
the greatest per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap, while Tier 4 consistently had the greatest per pupil Adequacy

Annual Per Pupil Adequacy Funding Gap or Surplus by Tier, FY 2018 — FY 2024

surplus.
$5,000
$3,000
$1,000
-
($1,000) II
($3,000)
5,000
(5 ) FY 18
mTier 1 (Gap) ($4,147)
mTier 2 (Gap) ($1,915)
m Total Per Pupil Gap ($3,319)
m Tier 3 (Surplus) $541
M Tier 4 (Surplus) $4,144

Figure 27
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Figure 27 also shows the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap for districts in Tier 1 consistently lessened
over the FY 2018 through FY 2024 period. However, the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap increased for
Tier 2 districts between FY 2022 and FY 2023. But rather than indicate a flaw in the EBF distribution model, this
increase was largely caused by the shift of CPS from Tier 1 in FY 2022 into Tier 2 in FY 2023.

In FY 2024, the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gaps decreased to the lowest it has ever been for both Tier

1 and Tier 2.%°

5.2 Adequacy Funding Gaps by Region

Figure 28 shows the dollar value of the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap broken down by region.

Figure 28

Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap by Region, FY 2018 - FY 2024
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B Downstate Districts
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Note that CPS had an average Adequacy Funding Gap of nearly $1.3 billion during each of the first six years of EBF
implementation. This is about $400 million less than the average Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap for Downstate
lllinois during the same time period.’° Of course, CPS is a region that consists of just one district, responsible for
educating roughly 322,000 students, the vast majority of whom—76 percent—are low-income and/or non-white
(89 percent).'”?

Downstate lllinois, on the other hand, includes some 564 different school districts, which collectively

educate 620,000 students, many of which—48 percent—are low-income and/or white (68 percent).!’2 Given that
Downstate districts educate 34 percent of the total ASE in the state, and that 74 percent of all Tier 1 districts are
located Downstate, it is not surprising that the dollar value of the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap is greater in
Downstate than any other region.'’3

However, the dollar value of the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap by region does not provide a complete picture
of the severity of that Adequacy Funding Gap actually faced by districts. This is because Downstate districts, which
educate more students than any other region of lllinois, are therefore likely to have the greatest Aggregate
Adequacy Funding Gap of any region. An analysis of the Adequacy Funding Gap per pupil in each region provides a
better understanding of the severity of the funding gap faced by districts in that region.

From the inception of the EBF in FY 2018 through FY 2022, CPS had the greatest annual per pupil Adequacy
Funding Gap of any region, as shown in Figure 29. Then in FY 2023, CPS realized an unprecedented year-to-year
increase in local resources of $338 million, coupled with a decrease in student enrollment of 2.75 percent.'’# In
FY 2024, this trend continued with another large increase of CPPRT of 102 percent and a decrease in student
enrollment of 3.13 percent.!”®

The combined impact of those two exigencies both pushed the final Percent of Adequacy for CPS above the Target
Ratio, causing CPS to move from Tier 1 into Tier 2, and greatly reduced CPS’ Adequacy Funding Gap, in the
aggregate and on a per pupil basis.

Figure 29
Annual Per Pupil Adequacy Funding Gap Distribution by Region, FY 2018- FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

Because of those changes—which were local in nature and not a product of enhanced investment under the
EBF—in FY 2024, the per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap in both Cook County and the Collar Counties became
greater than the per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap in CPS.1”® Meanwhile, the annual per pupil Adequacy Funding
Gap for Downstate districts consistently ranked as the lowest of any region over the FY 2018 through FY 2023
sequence, until FY 2024 when CPS surpassed Downstate as the lowest.?”’
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5.3 Adequacy Funding Gaps By Race & Ethnicity

Figure 30 shows the dollar value of Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap facing students in each major racial and
ethnic group.

Figure 30
Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap by Race/Ethnicity, FY 2018—FY 2024
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The greatest Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap by race and ethnicity is faced by white students. This is, again, not
surprising, given that most students in lllinois identify as white.'”® Similar to the regional analysis, the total dollar
value of the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap by race and/or ethnicity does not provide a complete picture of the
severity of the Adequacy Funding Gap actually faced by students in any particular group. Instead, an analysis of
the average Adequacy Funding Gap per pupil that is further broken down by race/ethnicity provides a better
understanding of the severity of the funding gap faced by students in different racial/ethnic groups.

Figure 31 shows the dollar value of the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap faced by students in each major
racial and ethnic group. On average, Asian students face the smallest average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap in
FY 2024 at $1,770.1° Coming in a close second were Black students, who collectively face an average per pupil
Adequacy Funding Gap in FY 2024 of $1,784—an amount which is fully $844 or 32 percent less than the $2,628
per pupil Adequacy Gap Black students faced in FY 2023.% In fact, FY 2024 marks the first time Black students in
lllinois will have a lesser per pupil Adequacy Gap on average than white students.!8!

This remarkable, and positive, turn of events is primarily due to the dramatic increase in local revenue generated
by the CPPRT for CPS over the past two fiscal years. In FY 2022, CPS collected $193 million in CPPRT. By FY 2024,
that amount jumped to $687 million, an incredible increase of 256 percent.®?

As noted previously, CPS educates 38 percent of all Black students in the state—by far the greatest portion of any
region. Given that tremendous growth in local revenue for CPS, and the significant proportion of Black students in
Illinois educated by CPS, the average Adequacy Gap per pupil faced by Black students in the state went down
significantly in both FY 2023 —declining by $533, from $3,181 in FY 2022 to $2,628 in FY 2023, and again in

FY 2024 as indicated above.'®®
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CPS also educates a material portion—27 percent—of all Latinx students in lllinois.'® That is the second highest of
any region in the state, trailing only the Collar Counties, which educate 31 percent of all Latinx students in
lllinois.'® Because of this, the significant spike in local CPPRT revenue for CPS also helped close the average per
pupil Adequacy Funding Gap faced by Latinx students.

From FY 2022 to FY 2023, the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap faced by Latinx students decreased by
$490, from $2,481 to $2,158.%8 |n FY 2024, the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap on average faced by
Latinx students saw its largest reduction to date, dropping from $2,830 to $2,096, a decline of $734 or 26
percent.'® Latinx students statewide still face the largest per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap on average and have
since FY 2018.188

While the reduction in the Adequacy Funding Gaps for Black and Latinx students attributable to the significant
growth in CPPRT revenue for CPS that has occurred over the last two fiscal years is a positive development, those
reductions are in all likelihood not sustainable. That is because the lllinois Department of Revenue projects that
CPPRT revenue will begin to flatten out and then start declining in value in the future.!® If and when the CPPRT
revenue for CPS declines in amount, the corresponding Adequacy Funding Gaps for Black and Latinex students will
start to worsen.

Figure 31
Annual Per Pupil Adequacy Funding Gap by Race/Ethnicity, FY 2018—FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

5.4 Adequacy Funding Gaps By Income & EL Status

Figure 32 shows the dollar value of the Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap that is attributed to students who are
low-income or EL status. This amount was determined by (i) first, multiplying the percentage of studentsin a
district who are either LI or EL by the dollar value of the Adequacy Funding Gap in said district, and then (ii)
summing the respective dollar amount of the Adequacy Funding Gap attributable to either LI or EL students as the
case may be for all districts.
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Figure 32
Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap by Low-Income & EL Status, FY 2018-FY 2023
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Low-income and EL students face large Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gaps, which is not surprising given that 80
percent of EL students are educated in Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts, and 83 percent of low-income students are
educated in Tier 1 and Tier 2 districts.*®® Very few low-income and EL students have the advantage of attending
school in a district that has either adequate funding or an adequacy funding surplus.

Figure 33 shows the dollar value of the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap faced by low-income and EL
students. This is calculated by dividing the Aggregate Adeuqacy Funding Gaps for low-income and English Learner
students by the number of students who are categorized as low-income or English Learners in Tiers 1 and 2
(districts that have Adequacy Funding Gaps).

Figure 33
Annual Per Pupil Adequacy Funding Gap by Low-Income & EL Status, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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When the data on race, ethnicity, income level, and EL status are considered together some interesting—and
disturbing—patterns merge. For instance, not only do Latinx students face the greatest average per pupil
Adequacy Funding Gaps by race and ethnicity, but the per pupil Adequacy Funding Gaps they face are nearly
equivalent to the per pupil funding gaps faced by low-income and EL students.*

In FY 2023, the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap faced by Black students ($2,628) was nearly identical to
the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap faced by low-income students ($2,657), and the average per pupil
Adequacy Funding Gap faced by Latinx students ($2,830) was nearly identical to the per pupil Adequacy Funding
Gap faced by EL students ($2,823).

In FY 2024, however, the shift of CPS from Tier 1 into Tier 2, and the reasons for that shift—the reduction in
student population generally and low-income students specifically, coupled with the substantial uptick in CPS’s
CPPRT revenue—all of which are shown in Figure 34, have resulted in the average per pupil Adequacy Funding
Gap for Black students going down from $2,628 to $1,784. Which means for the first time ever, the average per
pupil Adequacy Funding Gap for Black students in lllinois is actually lower than it is for white students.
Unfortunately this progress will likely prove to be ephemeral, because, as noted previously, IDOR is projecting
that CPPRT revenue will return to lower levels over the next few years.!%?

Figure 34
CPS Average Student Enroliment, Low-Income Enrollment, and CPPRT Revenue, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

The good news is that Figure 33 also highlights how effective the EBF has been in helping reduce average per pupil
Adequacy Funding Gaps faced by low-income and EL students. Consider that in FY 2018—the first year of the
EBF—the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap faced by low-income students was $3,695, or $1,775 more
than it is this year in FY 2024. Similarly, the average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gap faced by EL students in

FY 2018 was $3,918, or $1,765 more than the $2,153 it is in FY 2024.

However, it would be disingenuous to say that the declines in average per pupil Adequacy Funding Gaps were
strictly a result of the EBF’s effectiveness. Other factors that impact these declines are shown in Figure 35, and
include items such as the unprecedented statewide increase in CPPRT revenue of 279 percent between FY 2018
and FY 2024, the 17 percent growth statewide in EAV and local property tax revenue during the same time period,
and the 7.3 percent decrease statewide in student enrollment since FY 2018.
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Figure 35
Change in Resources and ASE Contributing to Adequacy Funding Gap Decrease, FY 2018 — FY 2024
Change Between

FY 2018 FY 2024 FY 2018 & FY 2024
Statewide Adequacy Target 90% $22,993,202,698 $25,277,336,938 $2,284,134,240
Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap ($5,207,364,417) (52,404,692,202) (52,802,672,215)
New Tier Funding to Date S1,847,616,554
Property Tax Relief Grant to Date $202,692,217
Local Property Tax Revenue (Real Receipts) $14,468,817,533 $16,867,739,942 $2,398,922,409
Local CPPRT Revenue  $677,116,722 $2,565,663,203 $1,888,546,481
ASE 1,959,356 1,815,942 (143,414)

Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

6. Income Quintile Analysis

One major impetus behind enactment of the EBF was to redress lllinois’ historic standing as having one of the
most inequitable school funding formulas in the nation, when measured by the income level of students.®3
Generally speaking, under the state’s prior school funding formula, districts with the greatest concentrations of
low-income students had significantly less in per pupil funding than districts with very low concentrations of low-
income students.’® The EBF was intended to reduce that discrepancy by prioritizing distribution of new Tier
funding to districts with greater concentrations of low-income students to educate.

To help determine whether the EBF has been effectively accomplishing this intended outcome, the following
analysis delineates the impact of the EBF across all school districts—other than CPS—broken down into quintiles
(each a “LI Quintile”), predicated on the percentage of low-income students attending each district. Because of its
large student population, CPS is considered separately from all other districts in the state to avoid distorting data.

Based on extant low-income student populations of each school district other than CPS, as of FY 2024:

1. Quintile 1 includes districts that have zero to 24 percent of their student populations identified as
low-income;

2. Quintile 2 includes districts that have 24 to 39 percent of their student populations identified as low-
income;

3. Quintile 3 includes districts that have 39 to 49 percent of their student populations identified as low-
income;

4. Quintile 4 includes districts that have 49 to 61 percent of their student populations identified as low-
income; and

5. Quintile 5 includes districts that have 61 to 100 percent of their student populations identified as low-
income.

CPS is categorized on a stand-alone basis and has 76 percent of its student population identified as low-income.

Figure 36 identifies the aggregate number of low-income students attending schools in districts in the respective
LI Quintiles.
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Figure 36
Number of Low-Income Students by District LI Quintile, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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Of course, any new Tier funding a district receives in a given fiscal year is used to educate all the students in that
district, not just the low-income students. Figure 37 shows the total number of students attending school in the
respective LI Quintiles, regardless of low-income status.

Figure 37
Number of Total Students by District LI Quintile, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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One clear indication that the EBF has been working effectively to counter past funding inequities is that most new
Tier funding under the EBF has been distributed to districts with student populations that range from 61 to 100
percent low-income, as shown in Figure 38.
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Figure 38
Distribution of New Tier Funding by LI Quintile, FY 2018 — FY 2024

Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations, FY 2018 through FY 2024

This is not surprising given how the EBF is designed to work, which includes, among other elements, giving extra
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FY 2023
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funding weight to low-income students in the Adequacy Target calculation.® Overall, including distributions to
CPS, $915 million, or roughly 50 percent of the $1.8 billion in total new Tier funding distributed under the EBF has
gone to districts that have student populations that are 61 percent or more low-income, as shown in Figure 39.1%
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Figure 39
Total Statewide Aggregate & Average Per Pupil New Tier Funding Since FY 2018, by LI Quintile
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The data concerning Adequacy Funding Gaps confirms that the vast majority of new Tier funding provided under
the EBF should in fact go to districts educating student populations that are 61 percent or more low-income,
inclusive of CPS. For instance, Figure 40 shows that those districts with greater concentrations of low-income
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students do in fact have greater Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gaps than districts with lesser concentrations of
low-income students.

Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gap by District LI Quintile, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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Figure 40
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Per pupil Adequacy Funding Gaps are greatest for districts that fall into the fourth low-income quintile with
student populations that are 49 to 61 percent low-income, as shown in Figure 41, followed by districts in the fifth
low-income quintile and CPS.
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Figure 41
Annual Per Pupil Adequacy Funding Gap by District LI Quintile, FY 2018 — FY 2024
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7.Conclusion

To date, all the data indicate the EBF is working as intended. Every region of the state has benefited from the new
K-12 funding distributed under the statute, notably improving funding in school districts across the state that
needed it most. The EBF has effectively targeted the vast majority of new education funding to: districts with the
least amount of resources in comparison to their respective needs; supporting students who have been
historically marginalized; and reducing educational Adequacy Funding Gaps by race, ethnicity, and income that
were created under the state’s prior school funding formula.

However, the change in overall Aggregate Adequacy Funding Gaps since FY 2018 cannot be isolated to just the
impact of new Tier funding distributed under the formulas. While annual new Tier funding is targeting districts
and students that have historically been underfunded, growth in CPPRT, a local tax on businesses, as well as
changes in ASE, particularly for CPS, have very much impacted education funding and distribution of new Tier
dollars under the EBF in the past two fiscal years. It is unclear how Adequacy Gaps across the state will change in
the coming years, especially for districts that experienced the bulk of the jump in CPPRT revenue such as CPS.
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