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On March 8, 2021, Governor JB Pritzker signed Public Act 101-0654 (Ammons/Lightford) into law, which
is major education reform legislation designed to address systemic issues that cause deep inequities and
opportunity gaps in education. This law takes powerful steps forward to ensure all our students have
access to rigorous learning opportunities that will prepare them to succeed every step of the way after
high school. A portion of the Act charges the Professional Review Panel with the following tasks:
To ensure that (i) the Adequacy Target calculation under subsection (b) accurately reflects the needs of
students living in poverty or attending schools located in areas of high poverty, (ii) racial equity within the
Evidence-Based Funding formula is explicitly explored and advanced, and (iii) the funding goals of the
formula distribution system established under this Section are sufficient to provide adequate funding for
every student and to fully fund every school in this State, the Panel shall review the Essential Elements
under paragraph (2) of subsection (b). The Panel shall consider all of the following in its review:
(A) The financial ability of school districts to provide instruction in a foreign language to every student and
whether an additional Essential Element should be added to the formula to ensure that every student has
access to instruction in a foreign language.
(B) The adult-to-student ratio for each Essential Element in which a ratio is identified. The Panel shall
consider whether the ratio accurately reflects the staffing needed to support students living in poverty or
who have traumatic backgrounds.
(C) Changes to the Essential Elements that may be required to better promote racial equity and eliminate
structural racism within schools.
(D) The impact of investing $350,000,000 in additional funds each year under this Section and an estimate
of when the school system will become fully funded under this level of appropriation.
(E) Provide an overview of alternative funding structures that would enable the State to become fully
funded at an earlier date.
(F) The potential to increase efficiency and to find cost savings within the school system to expedite the
journey to a fully funded system.
(G) The appropriate levels for reenrolling and graduating high-risk high school students who have been
previously out of school. These outcomes shall include enrollment, attendance, skill gains, credit gains,
graduation or promotion to the next grade level, and the transition to college, training, or employment,
with an emphasis on progressively increasing the overall attendance.
(H) The evidence-based or research-based practices that are shown to reduce the gaps and disparities
experienced by African American students in academic achievement and educational performance,
including practices that have been shown to reduce parities in disciplinary rates, drop-out rates,
graduation rates, college matriculation rates, and college completion rates.
In order to understand the complexities of the tasks assigned, an overview of Evidence-Based Funding is
required.
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Evidence-Based Funding (EBF) Model Overview
The Illinois Evidence-Based Funding Model 1 (EBF) was created by many education groups in Illinois. They
came together to address the inequality in school funding in Illinois. EBF includes 34 cost factors which
are incorporated in a formula which considers each school district’s unique student population. Governor
Rauner signed Public Act 100-0465 (Manar/Davis) into law on August 31, 2017. In Public Act 100-0465
there are four major components of the funding model. First, the model calculates a unique adequacy
target for each Organizational Unit in this State that considers the costs to implement research-based
activities, the unit's student demographics, and regional wage difference. Second, the model calculates
each Organizational Unit's local capacity, or the amount each Organizational Unit is assumed to contribute
towards its adequacy target from local resources. Third, the model calculates how much funding the State
currently contributes to the Organizational Unit and adds that to the unit's local capacity to determine
the unit's overall current adequacy of funding. And finally, the model's distribution method allocates new
State funding to those Organizational Units that are least well-funded, considering both local capacity and
State funding, in relation to their adequacy target. (P.A. 100-0465, 2017). Additionally, the funding
formula considers district inequalities in their funding in the overall EBF calculation. The ESSENTIAL
elements of the EBF formula consist of Cost factors that are included in the calculations. The Illinois State
Board of Education (ISBE) seeks through EBF to provide ‘adequate’ funding to all 851 districts in the state
of Illinois, paying close attention to our most vulnerable students.
The EBF cost factors provide staff in ratios related to student populations and in dollar amounts per
student provided for all enrolled students. Those factors address specific positions, like teachers and
principals and specific education costs like assessments and professional development. The statutory
language does not discuss the extent to which those cost factors may address structural racism. It may
be appropriate to expect that those cost factors, if fully funded, would have an impact on structural
racism, but currently, we cannot point to any specific cost factors and state those are provided exclusively
to address those issues.
EBF’s provision of stability and equity for state K-12 funding and site-based expenditure reporting’s2
resource allocations inspire this priority area of ISBE’s strategic plan3. As districts receive new dollars or
stretch existing dollars, they face the challenge of spending those dollars strategically and aligning fiscal
solvency with student success priorities. School system leaders know their students best and are therefore
best equipped to make these decisions within their district. At the same time, the state has a responsibility
to support these decision-makers by providing user-friendly data and tools, encouraging collaboration
between finance and program area leaders, educating practitioners on funding expectations and
requirements, and maximizing the equity of resources available to districts. (ISBE strategic plan,2020)

Additional background on EBF can be found at https://www.isbe.net/ebfdist
Information on site-based expenditure reporting can be found at www. isbe.net/site-based
3
ISBE Strategic Plan can be found at https://www.isbe.net/Pages/Strategic-Plan.aspx
1
2
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The Professional Review Panel created an Ad Hoc Committee to complete this review consisting of the
following members:
Dr. Marcus Belin, Principal, Huntley High School
Tianna Cervantez, Galesburg CUSD 205 Board Member
Susan Harkin, Superintendent CUSD 300 (Chair of Ad Hoc Committee)
Dr. Rebecca Hinze-Pifer, University of Illinois Champaign
Ralph Martire, Executive Director, Center for Tax and Budget Accountability
Unique Morris, Illinois Education Association
Gregg Murphy, Regional Superintendent, I-KAN
Dr. David Negron, Superintendent, Maywood-Melrose Park – Broadview SD 89
Jane Russell, Secretary-Treasurer, Illinois Federation of Teachers
Robin Steans, President, Advance Illinois
Gary Tipsord, Superintendent, LeRoy CUSD 2
Heather Wendell, Chief Budget and Grants Officer, Chicago Public Schools 299
Dr. Ann Williams, Chief School Business Official, East Aurora School District 131
Members of the PRP ad-hoc committee and ISBE staff reviewed the ESSENTIAL Elements as part of our
research and discussion process. This was an essential component in addressing the purpose of this PRP
Ad-Hoc committee’s purpose and recommendations.
The Committee met bi-weekly beginning in April 2021 in order to research the topics and compile the
comprehensive report. The committee established the following guiding questions to be answered for
each task when applicable:
•

•
•

What is the research base/evidence for the impact of this intervention on student outcomes?
o Included in this answer should be a description/definition of the group’s shared
understanding of the intervention, which should also detail the grade levels and student
populations to which it applies, if relevant
o Include criteria for evaluating sufficient impact to be considered “evidence-based” and
whether this intervention meets that standard of evidence
How do elements or mechanisms currently included in Illinois’ Evidence-Based Funding formula
work to address this item?
What potential recommendations might the PRP make for adjustments to Illinois’ EBF formula to
ensure this item is addressed? If this is not an item that the committee concludes is most
effectively addressed by the EBF formula, how might it otherwise be addressed outside of the EBF
formula?
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Task (A) The financial ability of school districts to provide
instruction in a foreign language to every student and whether
an additional Essential Element should be added to the formula
to ensure that every student has access to instruction in a foreign
language.

1. Relevant Research
What is the research base/evidence for the impact of this intervention on student outcomes?
“The Illinois State Board of Education supports biliteracy, not only to prepare students to thrive in an
increasingly global society and economy, but also to build stronger and more connected
communities here at home. Exploring and interacting with different cultures and perspectives
strengthens students’ critical thinking and problem-solving skills.” Dr. Carmen I. Ayala, State
Superintendent of Education
The adoption of the new learning standards for world languages ushered in a new age of accepting second
Language acquisition as important for Illinois students to learn. World Languages can be useful in many
ways. The US Bureau of Labor Statistics found that foreign-born workers made up 17.4% of the 2019 labor
force (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2020). The concept of college and career readiness, now more than ever,
must shift to include and produce high-quality education that will allow American students to be
competitive in the global market. As more industries, both domestic and abroad, have begun to require
that applicants have language proficiencies other than English (Commissions on Language Learning, 2017;
Damari et al., 2017; O’Rourke et al., 2016), the value of multilingualism and bilingual proficiency in K-12
schools is relevant to this pursuit. Languages can help us communicate with people from other countries.
Included in learning languages is learning about the language development in that country. Language
development may help us understand idioms, sayings and popular language vernacular spoken in that
country. Research overwhelmingly provides evidence of the impact of learning a second language on our
student’s cognitive development.
Students taught world languages early in elementary school have shown the following: an increased
cognitive ability, native like pronunciation, enhanced skills in English, and higher scores on standardized
exams (Davis-Wiley & Miller, 2013; Gilzow & Rhodes, 2000; Marcos, 1997; Stewart 2005). Research shows
dual-language programs improve students’ learning in English. Early indicators in North Carolina
conducted between 2007-2010 found that low-income black students learning a foreign language in dual
language programs surpassed similar students taught in one language. Additionally, as fifth graders, they
were reading at a sixth-grade level according to a study conducted by George Mason University. Dual
language programs help English learners (ELs) reach English language proficiency and eventually perform
at or above grade level in core content areas (Collins, 2014; Lindholm-Leary, 2016; Lindholm-Leary &
Block, 2010; Lindholm-Leary et al., 2018). Students enrolled in dual language programs, regardless of
native language, also see gains in reading/language arts and math scores on state assessments (LindholmLeary et al, 2018, Collier & Thomas, 2004; Utah State Department of Education, n.d.).
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This may mean that the cognitive benefits of being bilingual can help students have a learning advantage
as their educational career continues. The benefits of speaking two languages are well documented.
Being Bilingual has been linked to health benefits. Research recently found that there is growing
evidence to suggest that bilingualism can delay the onset of Dementia and Alzheimer’s disease for
example. Other benefits of being bilingual include recovering faster from a stroke, lower stress levels, and
delaying many effects of aging. Second Language learning benefit includes English Language Learners who
are educated in their own language. Studies suggest that former ELs outperform monolingual students as
they continue to develop second language skills. Therefore, we might make the case that second language
skills as a cognitive development strategy may help us reduce the achievement gap like it does with English
Language Learners.
2. EBF at Present
How do elements or mechanisms currently included in Illinois’ Evidence-Based Funding formula work to
address this item?
The Illinois Evidence-Based Funding formula (EBF) includes a definition of core teaching subjects including
“World Languages”, a phrase that appears in the Odden & Picus research. “Core teacher” is defined in the
EBF statute as “a regular classroom teacher in elementary schools and a teacher of a core subject in middle
and high schools”. The term “Core subject” implies that it is a needed or important topic/subject to be
learned. Courses that are considered “core subjects” according to EBF statute, include the following:
Science; Reading, English, Writing, Language Arts, History and Social Studies; World Languages; and
additional subjects taught such as Advanced Placement. Additionally, the term “core teacher” is used in
the fifth cost factor provided for English Language Learner supports. The current staffing ratios in the cost
factors for English Learner students are the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Intervention Teacher 125:1
Pupil Support 125:1
Extended Day Teacher 120:1
Summer School Teacher 120:1
English Learner Core Teacher 100:1

The implication of this section of existing EBF statute is that all districts currently have included in their
Adequacy Targets the cost of providing “core teachers”, including world language teachers, for all grade
levels at the class size ratios included in the Core Investments section of the EBF formula (15:1 student to
teacher ratio in grades K-3 for students from low-income households and 20:1 for students not from lowincome households, and at 20:1 in grades 4-12 for low-income students and 25:1 for grades 4-12 for
students not from low-income households). Whether, at full funding, this would allow for a district to both
be at the recommended class sizes and provide World language instruction to all students in all grades
may be a topic worth further exploration/analysis by the Illinois State Board of Education, but at present,
the Adequacy Target calculation meets the condition presented in Charge A of reflecting the cost of
providing “instruction in a foreign language to every student”.
In the definition of “Core Teacher” there is a cost factor for English Language supports via the English
Learner Core Teacher.
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Recommendation
What potential recommendations might the PRP make for adjustments to Illinois’ EBF formula to ensure
this item is addressed? If this is not an item that the committee concludes is most effectively addressed
by the EBF formula, how might it otherwise be addressed outside of the EBF formula?
Because the cost of providing World Language instruction is captured in the core teacher section of the
Core Investments calculation within districts’ Adequacy Targets, the Professional Review Panel’s
preliminary recommendation is that EBF be funded to its full level as soon as possible. This will help
districts hire additional Foreign Language and or Bilingual teachers that will be needed to implement the
teaching of Foreign Languages with fidelity in Rural, Suburban and Urban districts. However, for future
considerations, two years is not enough time for a student to become fluent. If the goal of establishing a
two-year Foreign Language requirement is for students in Illinois to be able to speak in that language, two
years are not enough. European students are introduced to a second language as early as 6 years of age.
In more than 20 European countries studying a second language for at least a year is compulsory (Kat
Devlin, August 6,2018).

Task (B) The adult-to-student ratio for each Essential Element in
which a ratio is identified. The Panel shall consider whether the
ratio accurately reflects the staffing needed to support students
living in poverty or who have traumatic backgrounds.
1. RELEVANT RESEARCH
What is the research base/evidence for the impact of this intervention on student outcomes?
Concentrated Poverty
Impact on student opportunity/outcomes
Poverty has been demonstrated by research to have a significant negative impact on children’s academic
opportunities and outcomes. From an early age, low levels of household financial resources are associated
with inadequacies in both physical and cognitive development, as children living in low-income
households and their families face barriers to accessing basic resources needed for both types of growth,
from nutrition and housing to high-quality early childhood education and care. These gaps in resources as
well as access to high quality early educational opportunities often manifest themselves once children
reach school-age in the form of academic proficiency gaps.
Two aspects of poverty can be considered when working to understand whether some students from lowincome households may benefit from additional or different supports for learning – the depth of poverty,
or how far below the national poverty level a family’s household income is, and the concentration of
poverty within a school district, or how many students within a given area or school community are living
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in low-income households. The U.S. Census Bureau defines “deep poverty” as living in a household with a
total income of less than 50% of the poverty threshold. Illinois presently lacks the data to accurately
characterize varying or average depth of poverty at the school or district level, although neighborhood
levels of depth of poverty already collected as part of federal census data could provide a possible avenue
for understanding districts’ depth of poverty in the future.
Data on the second aspect – that of poverty concentration, or the percent of a district’s student body
living in low-income households – is currently available, and indeed, counts of students from low-income
households are already used in the EBF calculation of adequacy (more detail on this is included in the next
section). Some studies suggest that the greater the proportion of a school or district’s students that are
living in poverty, the more supports those students, and indeed all students in the school or district, will
need to achieve and thrive academically and social-emotionally. A number of studies suggest there may
be a threshold or “tipping point” of the percent of a district’s students living in poverty, such as those with
greater than 50-60% of students in low-income households, above which student learning needs increase
dramatically.
Evidence-based interventions
A number of supports and interventions have been tied to demonstrable positive impacts for students
from low-income households. Those with the largest effect sizes include one-on-one tutoring, extending
instructional time by lengthening the school day, and providing instruction and targeted supports over
the summer. Supports aimed at social-emotional development and mental health are also associated with
positive outcomes and narrowed outcome gaps for students from low-income households and living in
concentrated poverty, in large part as a result of the fact that students living in poverty and especially
concentrated poverty experience trauma at disproportionate rates compared to their non-low-income
peers. More information about research on interventions associated with exposure to trauma are
included in the next section.
The research does suggest that students in areas with high rates of concentrated poverty likely benefit
from more complex, higher dosage, and comprehensive combinations of interventions than those living
in low-poverty areas. More extensive district-wide services and resources are needed to provide an
adequate education in districts serving higher concentrations of students in poverty, including
wraparound services for social services, healthcare, and nutrition. Designing and implementing a set of
comprehensive supports aimed at meeting the needs of a student population with a high concentration
of poverty carries a greater cost than providing targeted supports for a small proportion of a student
population from low-income households. It is for this reason that in some states, additional grant dollars
are driven to districts with high levels of concentrated poverty.
Trauma
Impact on student opportunity/outcomes
A traumatic event is defined by the American Psychological Association as “a frightening, dangerous, or
violent event that poses bodily or psychological harm or is a threat to a student’s life or a loved
one”. According to the National Survey of Children’s Exposure to Violence, over 60% of surveyed children
experienced a form of trauma in the prior year, with some experiencing multiple traumas. Traumatic
experiences cause a constant heightened state of stress known as “toxic stress”, and have been found to
disrupt children’s brain development, affect their behavior and emotional responses, and have
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pronounced negative effects on a child’s ability to learn. Trauma can be experienced at the individual
level, and research suggests there are also environmental sources of trauma, like community violence,
crime, and police violence, as well as historical trauma, like that caused by the experience of racism.
Children exposed to such experiences often withdraw from social situations, have difficulty responding to
social cues, and may be distrustful of adults and authority figures, including educators. When these
reactions to traumatic experiences are punished by institutions like schools, a cycle of trauma is created
as the child’s stress is compounded, worsening the problem through the introduction of consequences
rather than supporting the child in the process of healing and adjustment. Studies have shown that
traumatic experiences in childhood can negatively impact a student's success at school. This can lead to
poor academic performance, inappropriate behavior in the classroom and difficulty forming relationships.
Evidence-based interventions
Schools, where children spend the bulk of their time and where children develop socially and emotionally
as well as academically, have a significant role to play in working break rather than reinforce the cycle of
trauma. Research shows that they can do so, and can help bring about positive outcomes for students and
families by providing children with a safe, stable, and supportive environment. Although there are a
number of models for creating trauma-responsive or trauma-sensitive schools, all containing the same or
similar elements. These include leadership that is actively working to address trauma in practices and
protocols, professional development aimed at creating trauma-responsive school environments, working
to create a supportive school climate and culture, an emphasis on family engagement. In terms of staffing,
having professionals who are trained to address students’ mental health needs, such as psychologists,
social workers, and guidance counselors, are an important structural component of supporting students
who have been exposed to trauma. More information about specific components of trauma-responsive
frameworks and school level approaches can be found in Research Appendix B.
2. EBF AT PRESENT
How do elements or mechanisms currently included in Illinois’ Evidence-Based Funding formula work to
address this item?
Cost Factors
For “core investments” and “additional investments” within the EBF formula, a staffing ratio is identified
as a component of calculating the cost of providing these elements within each school district’s adequacy
target. A list of staffing ratios for “core investments” is included below.
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Figure 1

For core investments, staffing ratios are based on overall district enrollment, rather than differentiated
based on student demographic characteristics, with the exception of the class size ratio that is used to
determine the number of core teachers needed within each district. The class size ratio is differentiated
to reflect evidence that students from low-income households benefit most from smaller class sizes (as
evidenced by larger effect sizes for this student population in relevant research). As such, class size within
the Adequacy Target calculation is set at a 15:1 student to teacher ratio in grades K-3 for students from
low-income households and 20:1 for students not from low-income households, and at 20:1 in grades 412 for students from low-income households and at 25:1 in grades 4-12 for students not from low-income
households.
The “additional investments” in the formula also include staffing ratios, which are based on the number
of students in specific demographic categories within each district. These investments include staffing
ratios related to the number of students from low-income households within a district. The formula uses
data from the Department of Human Services on eligibility for and participation in several means-tested
programs to secure district low-income student counts, including students who “are eligible for at least
one of the following low-income programs: Medicaid, the Children's Health Insurance Program,
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), or the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program,
excluding pupils who are eligible for services provided by the Department of Children and Family Services”
(Illinois School Code, Article 18).
The EBF Adequacy Target calculation also includes staffing ratios related to the number of students
designated as English Learners that a district serves. Finally, three staffing ratios are related to providing
supports to students with Individualized Education Plans. These cost factors are tied not to the count of
students with IEPs in a district, but instead allocated based on overall district enrollment (like the core
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investments. For all three of these categories, EBF legislation requires that new Tier Funding dollars
attributable to each of these student groups in a given year must be spent on services for these specific
groups. In the annual spending plans that districts submit to ISBE at the beginning of each school year,
they must articulate how they intend to spend new tier funding in keeping with this requirement.
Figure 2

The “additional investments” associated with district low-income student counts are all based in evidence
of the positive impact of these supports for students from low-income households. Several of the existing
cost factors, namely the psychologist factor and the “pupil support factor” which refers to “a nurse,
psychologist, social worker, family liaison personnel, or other staff member who provides support to atrisk or struggling students,” have been shown to benefit students exposed to trauma.
Although the current cost factors associated with students from low-income households result in higher
Adequacy Targets for districts associated with the more students from low-income households they serve,
the current cost factors do not reflect the even higher costs that research suggests may be appropriate
for providing a high-quality education to students living in districts with especially high concentrations of
poverty, nor does it tie any cost factors specifically to the number of students who have experienced
trauma.
Additional EBF Mechanisms Related to Poverty Concentration
The Evidence-Based Funding formula’s calculation of each district’s existing resources also includes an
adjustment relevant to poverty concentration in school districts. Prior to the enactment of the formula,
districts received a portion of state funding through a “poverty supplemental grant”. Districts with higher
concentrations of poverty received more funds per pupil from this grant. Districts receive the same
amount of funding from this grant that they received in FY17 But in order to “avoid penalizing low-income
districts when the system is not adequately funded, the poverty supplemental is discounted by the degree
to which the district is fully funded” in the calculation of districts’ percent of adequacy for the sake of
placement in the EBF tiers and distribution of new tier funding through EBF in a given year. This reduces
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the amount of state funding recognized by the formula for districts serving the most low-income students
in the state that are also furthest from full funding.

Recommendation
What potential recommendations might the PRP make for adjustments to Illinois’ EBF formula to ensure
this item is addressed? If this is not an item that the committee concludes is most effectively addressed by
the EBF formula, how might it otherwise be addressed outside of the EBF formula?
Recommendation 1
Differentiate existing low-income cost factors/staffing ratios to capture cost of providing additional
supports to districts serving over 60% students (evidence/research-based threshold) in low-income
households. This could entail adding a differentiation to the existing four low-income cost factors such
that the associated staffing ratios remain the same for districts serving a student population with below
60% of students from low-income households, but create smaller staffing ratios for districts with over 60%
of students from low-income households. For example, the staffing ratio for Pupil Support staff might be
1:125 low-income students in districts with less than 60% students from low-income households but might
be 1:100 or even 1:75 in districts with over 60% of students from low-income households.
If possible, this adjustment could alternatively be designed in a more graduated fashion, rather than
creating a sharp cut-off, or discontinuity at the 60% threshold. In such an event, the ratio of Pupil Support
Staff to low-income students might be 1:125 in districts below 40% students from low-income households,
1:100 in districts between 40-70% students from low-income households, and 1:75 in districts with greater
than 70% students from low-income households.
In either event, adding more nuance to the staffing ratios associated with the count of students from lowincome households in a district to reflect increased costs associated with the concentration of low-income
students in a district would enable district adequacy targets to better capture the cost of providing an
equitable education based on student needs.
Recommendation 2
The Whole Child Task Force should research and make recommendations related to state data collection
on student exposure to trauma, which the PRP can in turn consider the appropriateness of tailoring cost
factors to at a later point in time.
At present, the state of Illinois does not have state-level data that is comparable across school districts
that captures students’ exposure to trauma. To some extent, because of the interplay of trauma and
poverty, addressing poverty and concentrated poverty within the formula and including staffing ratios for
positions like psychologists, social workers, and guidance counselors will also begin to address the needs
of students who are likely to have experienced trauma. Ideally however, more detailed information
specifically about student exposure to trauma at the school or district level would help better tailor
Adequacy Targets based on student need.
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The creation of such a measure or index could possibly entail the combination of data from multiple
existing sources relating to things like levels of community violence, connectivity with DHS, and levels of
student mobility, or might involve introduction of tools or protocols for collecting new information. The
design of a metric to capture student exposure to trauma that could be applied at the school district level
to help ensure EBF Adequacy Targets capture costs related to preventing and addressing trauma as well
as preventing re-traumatization will require careful research and engagement with experts and
practitioners. It is the PRP Ad-Hoc Committee’s belief that the state’s Whole Child Task Force, which is
charged with making recommendations to the state concerning “the key data to be collected and reported
to ensure that this State has a full and accurate understanding of the progress toward ensuring that all
schools, including programs and providers of care to pre-kindergarten children, employ restorative, antiracist, and trauma-responsive strategies and practices,” is best positioned to undertake the work of
considering and making recommendations on how the state could measure student needs related to
experiences of trauma (P.A. 101-0654). The state’s REACH pilot will likely also yield information about
promising practices for measuring student needs related to trauma in the coming years.
Based on information provided by the Whole Child Task Force and REACH pilots, the state and PRP should
revisit whether and how the formula can more accurately reflect costs related to trauma at a future point
in time, knowing that there are cost factors currently included in the formula that begin to address this
need in relation to poverty, but more data is needed to create cost factors related to trauma.
Recommendation 3
Explore ways the state can measure depth of poverty (potentially using Census block-level data) in
future to provide an additional data point that can be used in the calculation of districts’ Adequacy
Targets related to poverty concentration.
Information on depth of poverty within school districts could potentially allow Adequacy Targets to be
even more specifically tailored to districts’ unique student populations. In order not to create additional
administrative burden by creating new avenues for data collection, it is worth exploring whether
statewide, comparable data on depth of poverty able to be applied at the school district level could
possibly be gathered from federal products like the American Community Survey’s measures.

Task (C) Changes to the Essential Elements that may be required
to better promote racial equity and eliminate structural racism
within schools.
It is important to note that there is significant overlap in the content of this charge (Charge B), which is
aimed at interrogating how EBF might better promote racial equity and eliminate structural racism within
schools, and Charge H, which focuses on exploring evidence-based practices that reduce opportunity and
outcome gaps for African American students specifically. The Ad-Hoc Committee acknowledged and
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discussed this overlap, noting that structural racism and the inequitable opportunities it creates and
perpetuates are the cause, whether directly or indirectly, of many of the gaps in opportunities and
outcomes experienced by students of color.
While acknowledging this overlap, in working to identify evidence-based interventions in keeping with the
spirit and intent of the Evidence-Based Funding formula relevant to each charge, the group drew some
conceptual distinction between charges C and H for the sake of organizing research and making
recommendations. Charge C was construed as relating to creating school environments with healthy
school climate and culture that prioritize diversity, equity and inclusion, and working to make sure
mindsets and practices within schools promote racial equity rather than perpetuating structural racism.
1. RELEVANT RESEARCH
What is the research base/evidence for the impact of this intervention on student outcomes?
Impact on student opportunity/outcomes
Students of color tend to live in racially and socio-economically segregated urban areas (Saporito &
Sohoni, 2007) where they may attend underfunded schools and receive inferior types of education
(Hegedus, 2018; Noguera, 2011; Silva-Laya et al., 2020). It has been amply documented that teachers in
urban schools, where there is a vast concentration of students of color, are often inexperienced, illprepared, poorly paid, and often lack the supports needed to effectively teach students (Johnson et al.,
2004; Maring & Koblinsky, 2013; Sass et al., 2012; Zimmerman & Astor , 2021). Despite multiple attempts
to redress the achievement gap, often with race-neutral or colorblind strategies, educational inequities
persist along racial-ethnic lines (Flores & Gunzenhauser, 2019).
At the national level, Black (80%), Latinx (82%), and American Indian/Alaska Native (74%) students
continue to graduate at lower rates compared to their Asian/Pacific Islander (93%) and White (89%)
counterparts (Irwin et al., 2021). Moreover, Black students (57%) are less likely to immediately enroll in
college after high school, compared to Asian (82%), White (69%) and Latinx students (64%; Irwin et al.,
2021). In fact, Black students in 2019 enrolled into college at lower rates than in 2010 (66% in 2010
compared to 57% in 2021; Irwin et al., 2021). Studies have also found that Black students are
overrepresented in punitive disciplinary actions compared to their White counterparts (Barrett et al.,
2017; Marchbanks et al., 2018; Ramey, 2015). These findings show that there is an overwhelming need to
address racial inequities and structural racism in schools.
Evidence-based interventions
Notably, peer-reviewed evaluative studies describing the impact of equity-explicit interventions on
student outcomes are newly emerging. Nonetheless, there are current approaches that target educators,
curriculum, and school climate in addressing systemic racism. More specifically, contemporary methods
of reducing teacher bias and improving student performance focus on student-teacher relationships
(Gaias, Cook, et al., 2020; Gregory et al., 2017) and the power of student-teacher racial-ethnic and cultural
match (Gershenson et al., 2021). A related body of literature has examined how race-conscious curriculum
impacts student learning (Duncan-Andrade, 2005; Tintiangco-Cubales et al., 2015). Other approaches to
redressing racial inequities include reforming punitive disciplinary actions in schools (Jain et al., 2014) and
integrating a whole systems approach (Priest et al., 2021).
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Studies have examined the effectiveness of programs that target the teacher-student relationship as a
viable pathway to reducing and eliminating structural racism in schools. These programs are aimed at
improving student outcomes via teacher perceptions and practices, given that teachers’ perceptions of
students impact their academic expectations and interactions with their students (Gentrup et al., 2020).
suggest a need for interventions to have a more explicit focus on racial dynamics, including equity direct
approaches that offer concrete strategies for teachers’ behavioral changes in the classroom and increased
bias awareness (Gregory et al., 2019).
While it is critical that all pre-service and in-service teachers be trained to engage diverse students, it is
also imperative that efforts be implemented to properly prepare, hire, and retain teachers of color. A host
of studies have found that racial-ethnic teacher-student match results in better teacher-reported
outcomes for children, including engagement, motivation, social skills, and school attendance (Rasheed
et al., 2020; Redding, 2019). Furthermore, research also suggests that diversifying the teacher workforce
benefits White students as much as students of color (Cherng & Halpin, 2016), suggesting that teachers
of color are needed in all areas of the state. Non-White teachers are still grossly underrepresented in the
teacher workforce in Illinois. In 2020, teachers in Illinois were predominantly White (82.3%), whereas the
state’s student population was more ethnically diverse (47.5% White, 26.6% Latinx, 16.6% Black, 5.2%
Asian, 4.1% Other: Illinois Report Card, n.d.).
2. EBF AT PRESENT
How do elements or mechanisms currently included in Illinois’ Evidence-Based Funding formula work to
address this item?
Cost Factors
At present, EBF does not include any cost factors within its calculation of adequacy, nor components of
the formula’s distribution mechanism, that are explicitly tied to the race/ethnicity of students within a
district, or that are specifically tailored to address systemic racism. Nonetheless, many of the evidencebased cost factors already included in EBF are elements of staffing and programming (like smaller class
sizes and extended learning time) that are designed to improve student outcomes in general, and have
been proven to have a disproportionately positive and significant impact for historically disadvantaged
students, including students from low-income households and students of color.
Additionally, as a result of housing discrimination and segregation policies and practices, students of color
are disproportionately concentrated in school districts that also serve a majority of students from lowincome households. This overlap means that students of color are more likely to attend schools in the
state’s most underfunded school districts (those with the lowest percent of Adequacy). As the formula
distributes the most new state funding in a given year to those districts that are furthest from Adequacy,
this dynamic also means that districts serving both high proportions of students from low-income
households and students of color should receive the most new funding from EBF tier funding. Analysis
from the first several years of the formula suggest this to be the case. However, it is also worth noting
that some of the inequity in educational opportunity experienced by students of color results from this
relationship between race and residential segregation resulting in concentration of students of color in
high-poverty and low-property wealth school districts, poverty is not, and should not be considered to be,
a proxy for race. Research has shown that students of color, regardless of their socioeconomic status, face
systemic inequities as a result of racism.
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Especially relevant for the purposes of this charge for example is the existing Professional Development
cost factor. Currently set at $125 per pupil, this cost factor reflects expenses related to providing “training
programs for licensed staff in schools, including, but not limited to, programs that assist in implementing
new curriculum programs, provide data focused or academic assessment data training to help staff
identify a student's weaknesses and strengths, target interventions, improve instruction, encompass
instructional strategies for English learner, gifted, or at-risk students, address inclusivity, cultural
sensitivity, or implicit bias, or otherwise provide professional support for licensed staff.” This cost factor
is not, however differentiated based on any measure of student need or district demographic
characteristics.

Recommendation(s)
What potential recommendations might the PRP make for adjustments to Illinois’ EBF formula to ensure
this item is addressed? If this is not an item that the committee concludes is most effectively addressed by
the EBF formula, how might it otherwise be addressed outside of the EBF formula?
Recommendation 1
Add a specific Professional Development cost for PD related to implicit bias and antiracism at a fixed
per pupil cost based on overall enrollment, with additional per pupil dollar amount for all students
where a district serves over 50% non-white students. Professional development and dedicated
organizational time and capacity at the school and district levels focused on developing a healthy school
culture, reducing implicit bias and eliminating structural racism is important for all students and schools,
but especially important for schools and school districts serving students of color.
At present, the EBF includes cost factors associated with providing supports based on student needs for
students from low-income households and English Learners but does not capture the cost of reversing or
reducing the negative impacts of systemic disadvantage or inequity faced by students of color. This
proposed additional PD cost factor would recognize that students of color do not inherently need
additional supports by nature of their race/ethnicity, but that these students do face inequities because
of historical and existing structures, and there is a cost attendant with working to dismantle those
inequities through training on antiracism and eliminating implicit bias within schools and districts.
Like the suggested cost factor for poverty concentration, application of this proposed cost factor could
also be applied in a graduated fashion rather than tied to a strict threshold at 50%. Also, given that this
proposed factor would be tied to counts of students by race/ethnicity within a district, it would be
important to consider the legality of using a race-conscious metric in estimating costs for the purpose of
calculating district Adequacy and distributing state funds.
Recommendation 2
Add a cost factor for recruitment and retention of diverse educators and leaders, which should reflect
costs including making systemic changes in hiring practices, loan repayments and scholarships,
mentorship, and induction, etc., with allocation/ratio based on count of non-white students.
This approach would be a step toward combatting the state’s shortage of diverse educators while
simultaneously reflecting the value of enabling districts, especially those serving large proportions of
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students of color, to recruit and retain educators and leaders who reflect the diversity of their student
populations.

Task (D) The impact of investing $350,000,000 in additional funds
each year under this Section and an estimate of when the school
system will become fully funded under this level of appropriation.
I. Response to Part 1 of the Inquiry. This question has two parts. The first determination requested is
identifying the impact of increasing EBF funding on a year-to-year basis by $350 million. Making that
determination requires a little statutory language clarification before it can be answered accurately.
While it is true that Section (g) of the EBF sets a target of increasing state funding for K-12 education by at
least $350 million on a year-to-year basis, the actual minimum funding increase for formula funding is $300
million (the “Minimum Funding Level”), not the $350 million amount actually specified in statute. The
reason for this is the Property Tax Relief Grant or “PTRG” established in paragraph 9.5 of Section (g) of
the legislation.
Under that section of the statute, the dollar amount of any year-to-year increase in funding the state
appropriates for 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. When appropriated, this creates up to $50
million for property tax relief under the EBF for the fiscal year in question. The statute further provides,
however, that if any of the funding so 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. i
This effectively reduces the state’s Minimum Funding Level for increased, year-to-year formula funding
from the $350 million specified in the statute to $300 million each fiscal year – and is precisely how the
EBF has been interpreted by the Illinois State Board of Education (“ISBE”) since the EBF was
first implemented in FY 2018.
The three main impacts of making that—or any greater increase in annual formula funding under the EBF-are easy to summarize:
First, per pupil education funding gaps by income, race and ethnicity will continue to decline. This is
because the procedure for distributing new formula funding under the EBF has proven to be highly
equitable. Under the EBF, a calculation is made of how close or far a school district is from its Adequacy
Target. This is determined by adding the dollar values of a district’s Base Funding Minimum in a year to its
Local Capacity Target and Personal Property Replacement Tax revenue for that year. Next, this sum is
divided by that district’s Adequacy Target for the year in question, which produces its “Percent of
Adequacy.” Once each school district’s Percent of Adequacy is computed, all districts statewide are
broken into four tiers – Tier I being comprised of the least adequately funded districts, and Tier IV of the
best funded districts. The cutoff percentage for Tier I, and the entry percentage for Tier II, will vary each
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year based on a number of factors, like changes in enrollment and how new funding was distributed the
prior year.
For example, in FY2018, Tier I districts had resources sufficient to cover only 65 percent or less of their
Adequacy. In FY2022 calculations, the Tier 1 group includes districts with less than 68.48 percent of
adequate resources. Under the EBF, Tier I district initially receive 50 percent of all new funding the state
allocates to K-12 education in a fiscal year.
Tier II includes those districts which have resources sufficient to cover between the cutoff for Tier I and
90 percent of their respective Adequacy Targets. Under the EBF, Tier II districts share 49 percent of the
new state funding devoted to K-12 in a year with Tier I districts.
Tier III includes those districts that have resources which cover between 90 and 100 percent of their
respective Adequacy Targets. Tier III districts receive just 0.9 percent of the new funding the state
allocates to K-12 under the EBF in a year.
Tier IV includes the best funded school districts in the state, all of which have resources from their LCTs,
Personal Property Replacement Taxes, and BFMs which already cover at least 100 of their respective
Adequacy Targets. These districts receive just 0.1 percent of all new state-level education funding under
the EBF in a fiscal year.
Figure 1 shows how all new K-12 funding from the state has been distributed since the EBF was first
implemented in FY 2018.

Figure 1
Allocation by Tier of New State-Level Funding under the EBF Since FY 2018
(no new funding in FY 2021)
New Tier
Funding

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

$326,630,21 $267,425,20 $279,548,55
7
5
5
$36,313,680 $29,596,928 $29,818,112
Tier II
$3,299,490 $2,700,201 $2,812,424
Tier III
$366,609
$300,022
$312,491
Tier IV
$366,609,99 $300,022,35 $312,491,58
Total
6
6
1
Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF calculations
Tier I

FY 2021

FY 2022

$0

$260,762,83
8
$36,237,158
$2,700,000
$299,999
$299,999,99
6

$0
$0
$0
$0

Total

% of New
Money

$1,134,366,8 88.68%
15
$131,965,879 10.32%
$11,512,114
0.90%
$1,279,121
0.10%
$1,279,123,9 100.00%
29

Note how powerful this distribution mechanism is from an equity standpoint, allocating over 89 percent
of the new funding for education to those districts that are least adequately funded.
This is crucial for Illinois, given the state’s former formula was one of the least equitable in America, and
created much greater funding gaps per student for Black and Brown children, than for white children.
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Fortunately, the EBF is not only reducing the gap in funding for all students regardless of race or ethnicity
but is also helping reduce the gap by race and ethnicity. As shown in Figure 2.
Figure 1
Average Per Pupil Adequacy Gap by Race, FY 2018 and FY 2022
(Excluding Tier IV Districts and ROEs)
Avg Adequacy
Per Pupil
Per Pupil
Gap Per Pupil by
Adequacy Gap,
Adequacy Gap,
$ Change
% Change
Race/Ethnicity
(weighted) 2018
(weighted) 2022
White
$ 3,620
$3,572
($48)
-1%
Black
$5,001
$4,803
($198)
-4%
Latino
$5,096
$4,879
($217)
-4%
Total
$ 4,370
$4,256
($114)
-3%
Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations FY 2018-FY 2022; excludes ROEs due to unavailable
data
Second, every region of the state will receive enhanced funding for its schools and hence see a reduction
in its per pupil funding shortfall, as has been the case since the EBF was first implemented in FY 2018.
Figure 3 shows how the new EBF funding has been distributed across the state.
Figure 3
Geographic Allocation of New Funding Under the EBF
Region

Total New Funding

$268,494,750
Cook
$219,832,546
Collar
$346,770,006
CPS
$444,026,628
Downstate
$1,279,123,929
Statewide
Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE EBF Full Calculations FY 2018-FY 2022; includes ROEs
Third, if the districts receiving potions of said new, annual state-level increases in K-12 funding under the
EBF utilize said new funding to increase spending in fidelity with the educational elements identified in
the statute as evidence-based practices that have been shown to enhance student achievement, those
districts should ultimately realize better educational outcomes for students.
Attaining better student outcomes in districts that use new funding in fidelity with the EBF is the
reasonably anticipated result of enhancing annual formula funding under the EBF, because the
legislation ties the dollar amount taxpayers invest in schools to paying for those educational practices
which research shows actually enhance student achievement over time.
Hence, after the model becomes fully funded, stakeholders can expect to see, for example: growth in
student test scores; improved school climates with reduced disciplinary problems; reduced drop-out rates
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with corresponding increases in high school graduation and college enrollment rates; and a K-12 system
that appropriately serves the social/emotional needs of students from diverse backgrounds.
Ultimately, the EBF—again, when fully funded—will create a K-12 system with the capacity to provide
an education of sufficient quality for all students to graduate high school college and career ready,
irrespective of income, race, ethnicity, or geography.
With that in mind, the state is still $4.6 billion short of funding the EBF fully.
II. Response to Part 2 of the Inquiry. The second part of the question involves identifying how long it will
take to fund the EBF fully if the state continues to increase year-to-year formula funding by the statutory
Minimum Funding Level of $300 million.
The Ad Hoc Committee and ISBE collaborated with the Center for Tax and Budget Accountability (CTBA)
to determine the appropriate methodology to use when projecting how long it will take to achieve full
funding at the current pace. For purposes of making that projection, the Ad Hoc Committee, ISBE and
CTBA made the following determinations:
(i) the appropriate target for aggregate, state level funding under the EBF should be predicated on that
amount which equates to 90 percent of the sum of all Adequacy Targets for all school districts, given that
federal support generally covers anywhere from eight percent to 10 percent of all K-12 funding in the
state. The designs of the EBF Distribution in statue defines adequacy as 90%.
(ii) the funding target should be adjusted for changes in inflation, based on historical data from the past
two decades, to ensure the final targeted amount of funding is actually adequate in real terms. Under that
methodology, there is an assumed rate of inflation of 2.96% for every school year after 2021-2022.
Additionally, for ease of calculation, the Ad Hoc Committee, ISBE and CTBA assumed no changes to
student enrollment or local capacity targets from current levels.
Utilizing the aforesaid methodology, if the state were to continue satisfying the Minimum Funding Level
of increasing K-12 formula funding under the EBF by $300 million per year, the EBF will not be fully funded
on an inflation adjusted basis until 2042, as shown in Figure 4.

FIGURE 4
EBF FUNDING IF $300M MINIMUM FUNDING LEVEL IS NOT ADJUSTED FOR INFLATION ($ MILLIONS)
FY2021
FY 2022
FY2028
FY2034
FY2037
FY2042
Aggregate Funding Gap
Before Annual Distribution
$4,528
$4,624
$3,514
$2,191
$1,437
$24
(infl. adj.)
New Annual Tier Funding
$0
$300
$300
$300
$300
$24
Amount
Remaining Aggregate
($4,528)
($4,324)
($3,214)
($1,891)
($1,137)
($0)
Funding Gap after
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Distribution of New Tier
Funding
Total Nominal Dollars Put
$979
$1,279
$3,079
$4,879
$5,779
$7,003
into EBF since FY 2018
Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE FY2018, 2019, 2020 & 2021 EBF Calculation using Bureau of Labor Statistics
ECI historical data.
That is problematic, because in addition to creating the aforesaid Minimum Funding Level for increasing K12 funding on a year-to-year basis, the EBF also committed the state to funding the formula fully within 10
years of its initial implementation, which would be June 30, 2027. ii According to ISBE, as of FY 2021, the EBF
was underfunded state-wide by some $4.6 billion, iii an amount that is projected grow to over $4.6 billion by
the end of FY 2022.iv The one inescapable conclusion is that at its current rate of increasing EBF funding, the
state is not close to being on track for satisfying the obligation to fund the EBF fully by FY 2027.
To meet the statutory deadline, the Minimum Funding Level of year-to-year increases in EBF formula
funding will have to increase from its current amount of $300 million to $983 million, in nominal, noninflation-adjusted dollars, starting in the 2022-2023 school year, as shown in Figure 5.
FIGURE 5

FULLY FUNDING THE EBF ON AN INFLATION-ADJUSTED BASIS IN 10 YEARS FROM EBF ENACTMENT ($ MILLIONS)
FY2022

FY2025

FY2027

Aggregate Funding Gap Before Annual Distribution (infl. adj.)
$4,805
$2,864
$983
New Annual Tier Funding Amount
$300
$983
$983
Remaining Aggregate Funding Gap after Distribution of New Tier
($4,505)
($1,881)
$0
Funding
Total Nominal Dollars Put into EBF since FY 2018
$1,279
$4,227
$6,192
Source: CTBA analysis of ISBE FY2018-FY2022 EBF Calculation using Bureau of Labor Statistics ECI
historical data.
The Professional Review Panel believes the key objections are as follows:
•
•
•
•

The large majority of new funding is allocated to Tier I district that are furthest from adequacy
The model results in a reduced reliance on local property taxes as evidenced by the Property tax
relief grant in the EBF statue
The model will move districts to adequacy by 2027
Ensuring that annual appropriations ensure that all schools districts receive allocations no less
than what was received the prior year

At the current rate of investment, it will not be possible to satisfy every key objective of the legislation.
One key objective that is being satisfied is the goal of ensuring the majority of new, year-to-year Tier
formula funding from the state be allocated to Tier I district. This was a key objective because those
districts are furthest from their respective Adequacy Targets and hence have the greatest needs. Given
that, as cited above, to date 89 percent of all new year-to-year formula funding has gone to Tier I district,
this objective has been met.
However, another key goal of the legislation is to shift responsibility for funding K-12 education to rely on
more state-based resources and away from being over-reliant on local property taxes. Indeed, this was
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such an important goal that the EBF even includes the PTRG-- a specific provision for property tax relief.
If the state continues to increase year-to-year formula funding by a flat, $300 million in nominal, noninflation adjusted dollars, however, it is highly unlikely that such a shift will occur, given that annually the
amount of property taxes used to fund K-12 education tends to grow by inflation.
The impact of the continued overreliance on property taxes to fund education will be felt most acutely in
Tier II districts, because they have less than 90 percent of their respective Adequacy Targets in resources,
and by design receive a significantly lesser distribution of new state-level formula funding, as indicated in
Figure 6. Hence after accounting for the impact of inflation, the state’s 362 Tier II districts will have to
continue to over-rely on increasing their annual property tax levies, if they hope to develop the capacity
to fund the evidence based educational practices identified in the EBF. Depending on local capacity and
tax tolerance, this may ultimately result in a number of Tier II districts transitioning to Tier I over time.
Figure 6

FY 2022 ADDITIONAL STATE ASSISTANCE
(TIER$)DISTRIBUTION BY TIER
ASSIGNMENT
1%

0%

12%

Tier 1
Tier 2
Tier 3
Tier 4

87%

Tier

Tier Distribution
(in millions)

Number of
Org. Units

Average Tier $
per Pupil

1

$260.8

320

$354.41

2

$36.2

362

$61.95

3

$2.7

65

$25.39

4

$0.3

175

$1.02

Source: Illinois State Board of Education
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Recommendation

(E) Provide an overview of alternative funding structures that
would enable the State to become fully funded at an earlier date.
It is outside the purview of the Professional Review Panel to identify alternative funding structures that
would enable the state to fund the EBF fully by FY 2027, as provided in statute. It is up to the General
Assembly and Governor to identify such additional revenue sources and/or fiscal reforms as could be
implemented by the state to fund the EBF model fully by its statutorily created deadline.
Elements or mechanisms to create alternative funding structures which would enable the state to fully
fund the EBF at a faster pace than the current, $300 million in new funding per year, do not exist within
the EBF formula itself. With that in mind, the Ad Hoc Committee with the support of ISBE will conduct
financial analysis and project outcomes as requested based on the EBF model.

(F) The potential to increase efficiency and to find cost savings
within the school system to expedite the journey to a fully funded
system.
Evidence-Based Funding (EBF) Spending Plans that are required to be submitted by all organizational units
receiving EBF funds are designed to support districts in strategic decision making in investments for
student needs, with a particular emphasis on students from low-income backgrounds, students with IEPs,
and English Learners. Without these data points, districts and communities are limited in their
opportunities to understand and influence resource allocation in the service of students. The EBF
Spending Plan represents an opportunity to connect these dots for district and community decision
making. This plan is best completed with collaboration between the finance and program departments
within a district. The FY22 EBF Spending Plan represents an opportunity for district leaders to develop and
refine the story behind their allocation decision-making processes to yield more meaningful and,
eventually, public data. Future iterations of the EBF Spending Plan will be integrated into another existing
collection. ISBE will continue to engage with the field as the EBF Spending Plan evolves iteratively.
In an effort to determine efficiencies within the model, the conclusion that we've come to is that the
model should exist to identify evidence based best practice that leads to the increased potential of
positive student outcomes. We believe that the model is to be modified and changed according to current
research and the analysis of how it is performing specifically for the students of Illinois. The artificial
manipulation of the elements to create efficiencies would only happen at the expense of the elements of
best practice. Where we found a fair analysis and use of the model to find efficiencies was to look at the
redundancy of resourcing. Consider where we fund for particular expectations both within the model and
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outside or independent of the model. The most obvious of these examples is in the area of assessment.
It is recognized that a common standardized assessment makes good sense in assessing student growth
and outcomes. Therefore, it is appropriate to be funded as an element within the model. As a result,
most school districts are using MAP, COGNIA, STAR or other examples of assessments, but the State is
then also paying for the IAR to be delivered on a statewide basis. Efficiency can be found by funding the
strategy that most significantly aids schools in being responsive to their learners rather than funding both.
Finally, the ability of a district to utilize EBF to implement evidence-based practices identified in the model
may be compromised due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. The significant, on-time federal assistance
tied to the pandemic makes it challenging to determine how much deficit spending is actually occurring
in districts today. Depending on how much a district receives, how quickly it spends the assistance, and
what it spends the assistance on skews the picture of district fiscal capacity across the State.
Recommendation
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Task (G) The appropriate levels for reenrolling and graduating
high-risk high school students who have been previously out of
school. These outcomes shall include enrollment, attendance, skill
gains, credit gains, graduation or promotion to the next grade
level, and the transition to college, training, or employment, with
an emphasis on progressively increasing the overall attendance.
As defined by EBF statue, "at-risk students" are students who are at risk of not meeting the Illinois Learning
Standards or not graduating from elementary or high school and who demonstrate a need for vocational
support or social services beyond that provided by the regular school program. This definition includes
those identified as low income, disabled or as an English language learner.
The State Task Force on Re-Enrolling Students who dropped Out of School produced a report in 2008. It
is the recommendation of this committee that this report is updated to consider the Evidence Based
Funding Model as well as new academic requirements for students. The updated report should include
the following components:
•
•
•
•

Research based best practices for re-enrolling students who dropped out of school
Research based best practices for supporting at risk students before they drop out of school
Recommendations for programs targeting at risk students that may be implemented through the
Regional Offices of Education (or at the County level?) and,
A measure of accountability that ties directly to the additional investments for low income,
English language and special education students within the Evidence Based Funding model.

Recommended programs should consider the use of non-traditional instructors as well as non-traditional
programming to better prepare students that are not college bound for the workforce. This programming
should also consider hybrid and fully remote options for students.
Once the report has been updated and programs have been implemented, an analysis of the
appropriate levels for reenrolling and graduating high risk students should be conducted.

We are currently working to complete this G section.

105 ILCS 5/, Evidence-Based Funding for Student Success Act, (2017).
105 ILCS 5/, Evidence-Based Funding for Student Success Act, (2017).
CTBA analysis of ISBE Evidence-Based Funding Formula Distribution Full Calculations Fiscal Year 2020
CTBA analysis of ISBE Evidence-Based Funding Formula Distribution Full Calculations Fiscal Year 2020; ISBE FY 2021 EBF Base
Funding Minimum Calculations.
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Task (H) The evidence-based or research-based practices that are
shown to reduce the gaps and disparities experienced by African
American students in academic achievement and educational
performance, including practices that have been shown to reduce
parities in disciplinary rates, drop-out rates, graduation rates,
college matriculation rates, and college completion rates.
1. RELEVANT RESEARCH
What is the research base/evidence for the impact of this intervention on student outcomes?
Impact on student opportunity/outcomes
[For next round of report draft, would input brief summary/highlights of relevant research on existing
gaps in opportunities/outcomes for African American students. Can also point to relevant research in
section for Charge C.]
Evidence-based interventions
[For next round of report draft, would input relevant research from ISBE memo on access to high quality
Early Childhood Education and Care, and other strategies or reducing or eliminating equity gaps in
educational opportunities and outcomes for African American students]
2. EBF AT PRESENT
How do elements or mechanisms currently included in Illinois’ Evidence-Based Funding formula work to
address this item?
As stated for Charge C, EBF does not include any cost factors within its calculation of adequacy, nor
components of the formula’s distribution mechanism, that are explicitly tied to the race/ethnicity of
students within a district, or that are specifically tailored to address systemic racism. Nonetheless, many
of the evidence-based cost factors already included in EBF are elements of staffing and programming (like
smaller class sizes and extended learning time) that are designed to improve student outcomes in general,
and have been proven to have a disproportionately positive and significant impact for historically
disadvantaged students, including students from low-income households and students of color.

Recommendations
What potential recommendations might the PRP make for adjustments to Illinois’ EBF formula to ensure
this item is addressed? If this is not an item that the committee concludes is most effectively addressed by
the EBF formula, how might it otherwise be addressed outside of the EBF formula?
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Recommendation 1
Early Childhood Education is pivotal in closing racial opportunity and outcome gaps – though outside the
purview of this committee since the EBF and PRP deal with K-12 funding, one key way to close these gaps
will be to equitably and adequately fund ECEC. Look to ECEC commission recommendations for next steps
there.
Recommendation 2
Recruiting and retaining leaders and educators of color and supporting PD and school climate/culture
work that is aimed at reducing implicit bias and antiracism are both strategies for closing gaps supported
by research. Formula related recommendations related to both are included in the recommendations
related to Charge C.
Recommendation 3
Supporting students of color in college and career readiness and in enrolling in and passing advanced
coursework is another evidence-based strategy for closing gaps in HS attainment and college enrollment.
The EBF could be used to help capture/reflect the costs of doing so for students of color within districts’
Adequacy Targets.
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Research Appendix: A
1. Research Memo: Dual Language Education in Public Schools: Equity Issues and Outcomes
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Research Appendix: B
2. Research Memo: Trauma, Poverty, and Student Learning
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Research Appendix: C
3. Approaches to Eliminating Structural Racism in Schools
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