
Overview
The brief, Understanding the Math of Inequity, examined the impact and equity of four education funding proposals introduced at the end of 
May 2016. Three additional funding proposals were introduced at the end of June 2016 in the Illinois General Assembly: SB 2047, SB 318, 
and SB 2822; the former two passed on June 30 and were signed by the Governor. This brief outlines the implications of these bills and adds 
an equity analysis of Fiscal Year 16 and SB 2047 to the analysis of the previous proposals. (SB 2047 is Public Act 99-0524; SB 318 is Public 
Act 99-0521.) In short, structural reform is still needed to ensure equitable funding of school districts across Illinois.
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Analysis
SB 2047 provides a statewide stopgap budget, allocating funds for 
the full 2016-17 school year. School districts will receive the better 
of two funding allocations: 

          1) their full FY17 claim or 

          2) their FY16 allocation plus a portion of a $250 million   
             “equity grant,” based on their share of FY16 supplemental
             (a.k.a. poverty) grant.  

It should be noted that both the FY17 and FY16 General State Aid 
allocations include the poverty grant; the equity grant is an 
additional allocation.

SB 2822 calls for one year of pension parity for Chicago Public 
Schools. Today, CPS is the only school district in Illinois that pays 
its own teacher pension costs. SB 2822 provides $215 million to 
cover CPS’s normal pension costs for one year. This bill passed the 
House and received the requisite number of votes in the Senate but 
was then called for reconsideration in the Senate. As a result, 
SB 2822 will not pass or go to the Governor until it is reconsidered 
by the Senate. 

SB 318 authorizes CPS to raise property taxes by 0.38 percentage 
points, a 10.7% tax increase, for the purpose of making pension 
payments. Currently, Chicago’s taxes for education are lower than the 
state average.

On the back are needs-based (based on the low-income status of 
students) and resource-based (based on the local property wealth of 
districts) equity analyses of FY16 proration and SB 2047.   

SB 2047 uses the same method as the House Equity Grant           
(SB 2048) to distribute funding but allocates $250 million rather 
than $700 million through this equity grant, and therefore provides 
less needs-based equity for school districts. SB 2047 provides $102 
more per low-income student than their wealthier peers, with 
low-income students on average receiving $222 per student while 
wealthier peers get $120 per student. This has minimal impact on 
the overall inequity in Illinois’ funding system. SB 2047 is also 
marginally equitable based on resources. This is because, unlike   
SB 231 and the Senate Equity Grant, SB 2047 does not consider 
local resources when distributing state aid. In other words, two 
districts with similar low-income populations receive similar portions 
of the equity grant despite having different levels of property wealth. 

To demonstrate how SB 2047 is merely a band-aid to Illinois’  
funding crisis, we compared its impact to the impact of proration in 
FY16. FY17 was the first year that the state made an effort to end the 
practice of proration. In FY15, districts received their largest cut, 
roughly 13% of each district’s state aid and a total cost of more than 
$500 million. Despite some investment in FY16, the total cut to the 
system was still $311 million. With a total investment of $328 million 
for FY17, SB 2047 only puts enough money into the system to fill the 
hole created by proration. And while the equity provided for      
low-income students is moderately greater than the previous year’s 
cuts ($102 gain in equity in FY17 vs. -$64 in lost equity in FY16), 
SB 2047 does not cover the inequity of resource poor districts 
($51 gain in equity in FY17 vs. -$75 in lost equity in FY16). As such, 
SB 2047 ends proration for FY17 but does not close gaps created by 
previous years of proration.



Resource-Based Analysis

SB 231 with Hold Harmless*

Governor’s New Plan (SB 3434) $142,995,000 $68 $86 -$18

SB 2047 (Public Act 99-0524) $328,130,000 $222 $120 $102

FY16 Budget (compared to 
fully funded system) -$310,906,000 -$194 -$130 -$64

$476,424,000 $380 $87 $293

House Equity Grant (SB 2048) $750,464,000 $563 $210 $353

Senate Equity Grant (HB 2990) $759,963,000 $576 $206 $370

Total Change
in Funding

Change
in Equity

Change per
Low-Income

Student

Change per
Wealthier

Student

*FY15 data used for within-year comparison. SB 231 models include $37 million for special education co-op expenditures. 
NOTE: Total cost is based on ISBE’s FY17 forecast spreadsheet. This analysis only includes school districts that are active in FY17 and does not include alternative schools 
or lab schools. SB 3434, SB 2048, HB 2990 and SB 2047 use FY16 Net Claim + Loss Limit, but we used Gross in this analysis for the purpose  of consistency with our previous 
brief’s methodology.

Conclusion
As stated in Understanding the Math of Funding Inequity, we 
consider an equitable state funding system to be one that: 

          1) Gets resources to districts based on their students’ needs;

          2) Consistently takes into account school districts’ local
              resources when allocating state dollars; 

          3) Uses a single, straightforward model; and 

          4) Funds all districts in the same way, which includes 
              pension parity. 

In essence, SB 2047 and SB 2822 do not address long-term funding 
inequities or pension parity. SB 2047 is a temporary solution that 
ends the cuts caused by proration but makes no advancement in the

existing inequity in the funding system. Furthermore, SB 2047 does 
not compensates for the dollars lost from proration over the previous 
five years (a dollar amount that is close to $2 billion). Finally, the 
legislation provides no assurance that equity will be prioritized in the 
long term. Illinois has the most inequitable funding in the country 
and needs a long-term structural fix that values needs- and 
resource-based equity for school districts. Because of the package of 
bills passed, it is worth noting that reform should include pension 
parity, but when this is done in isolation from structural reform, it 
fails to truly create statewide parity and equity. As a state, we must 
make a long-term commitment to investing in our neediest students 
and districts. 

The following table provides a needs-based analysis of different funding proposals. For each proposal, it provides the total change in 
funding for districts, the average change in funding for low-income students, the average change in funding for non-low-income 
students, and the difference between the two. This represents the change in needs-based equity provided by each piece of legislation.

Needs-Based Analysis

SB 231 with Hold Harmless*

Governor’s New Plan (SB 3434) $142,995,000 $131 $17 $114

SB 2047 (Public Act 99-0524) $328,130,000 $200 $149 $51

FY16 Budget (compared to 
fully funded system) -$310,906,000 -$201 -$126 -$75

$476,424,000 $303 $199 $104

House Equity Grant (SB 2048) $750,464,000 $403 $401 $2

Senate Equity Grant (HB 2990) $759,963,000 $456 $353 $103

Total Change
in Funding

Change
in Equity

Change per
Low-Income

Student

Change per
Wealthier

Student

*FY15 data used for within-year comparison. SB 231 models include $37 million for special education co-op expenditures. 
NOTE: Total cost is based on ISBE’s FY17 forecast spreadsheet. This analysis only includes school districts that are active in FY17 and does not include alternative schools 
or lab schools. SB 3434, SB 2048, HB 2990 and SB 2047 use FY16 Net Claim + Loss Limit, but we used Gross in this analysis for the purpose  of consistency with our previous 
brief’s methodology.

The following table provides a resource-based analysis of different funding proposals. For each proposal, it provides the total change 
in funding for districts, the average change in funding for low-resourced districts (under the state average in local available 
resources), the average change in funding for better resourced districts, and the difference between the two. This represents the 
change in resource-based equity provided by each piece of legislation.


