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Introduction to the profiles

School funding is both enormously important and extremely complicated. Large amounts of finance
data are collected every year by districts, states, and the federal government. These data are used by
scholars and organizations to produce volumes of reports and papers, which vary widely in terms of
empirical rigor, and sometimes reach conflicting conclusions. This can be frustrating for
policymakers, parents, advocates, and other stakeholders.

The primary purpose of the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID) is to cut through this
clutter. It is a collection of finance and resource allocation measures that are based on sophisticated
and widely accepted methods, but also designed to be easy for non-researchers to understand and
use. The full state database, as well as user-friendly documentation, online data visualizations, and
other resources are freely available to the public at the SFID website: schoolfinancedata.org.

Each year, we publish a report summarizing key findings from the SFID. Although this report does
present data from every state, it does not allow for the kind of state-specific detail that many users
desire. Moreover, while all of our state indicators data are available to the public, the fact remains
that analyzing datasets, as well as compiling and contextualizing results from a variety of different
measures, can be difficult and time-consuming. These 51 one-page state profiles pull together a
selection of key measures into one place and provide a succinct summary of each state's
(and D.C.'s) public K-12 finance system. They ate published every year as an accompaniment to
the annual report. Note that individual state profiles can be downloaded at the SFID website.

It is important to note that the latest year of data presented in the state profiles is 2017-18, which
means the data predate the coronavirus pandemic and the economic crisis it caused. It will be a
couple of years before we are able to publish the SFID data for a time period that reflects the impact
of this crisis. In the meantime, however, it is crucial for policymakers and the public to examine and
understand their school finance systems as they were prior to the pandemic. The features and
petrformance of each state's system will to no small extent determine the severity and duration of the
current downturn's impact on its school budgets, as well as its ability to withstand future economic
crises.

Characterizing complex state finance systems parsimoniously is a challenge. The State Indicators
Database (SID), which is the primary product of the SFID, includes approximately 125 variables
measuring revenue and spending at different levels (e.g., federal, state, local), resource allocation
(e.g., staff ratios, teacher pay), and other topics. The indicators are statistically adjusted for factors,
such as regional wage variation and poverty, to allow for better comparisons within and between
states (many of the indicators are available over the past 25-30 years).

Any attempt to include all or even most of these measures in a single profile would likely overwhelm
many users. It is also unnecessary.


http://www.schoolfinancedata.org/

Instead, the profiles, like the annual report, focus on three "core" measures from the state database,
which together offer an effective overview of the fairness and sufficiency of each state's finance
system:

1. Effort: how much of a state’s total resources or capacity are spent directly on public K-12
education;

2. Adequacy: whether states provide districts with resources sufficient to meet common
outcome goals;

3. Progressivity: whether states allocate more resources to districts serving larger proportions
of disadvantaged children.

In the profiles, we provide descriptions of each of these three measures, and we try to present the
data clearly and in context. This includes, for example, comparisons of each state with the nation as
a whole, and, where possible, trends over time.

On the back of each profile you can find more detailed information about the indicators and notes
about how they are presented and might be interpreted. This back page also lists the names of SID
variables used, should readers wish to download and analyze the data for themselves. It is our hope
that the profiles contribute to improving the quality and productivity of school finance debates and
policymaking.



SCHOOL
FINANCE
INDICATORS
DATABASE

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).
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= In FY 2018, Alabama spent 3.61% of
its economic capacity directly on K-
12 education.

= This was 0.18 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Alabama's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Alabama devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.
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STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

CONTEXTUAL STATS AL. uU.s.

Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 22.8 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 86.7 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 54.9 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 742,444 (24)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in AL increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.69% in 2004 to 4.67% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period AL | US.
2004-2009 0.98 0.33
2009-2018 -1.05 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.07 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
1.05 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

average of 3.43%. S EE L &8 T L L X poh o = AL's effort was 0.07 percentage
= Alabama's effort level ranks #17 in vovo v e v v v v v e v v v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49)_ -s-Alabama -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $20,000 A’ Adequacy: AL vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $18,000 17003 Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required - District poverty AL Us.
to achieve natl_onal average test scores. ’ s Lowest poverty 1.4 45.4
T_he;e comparisons _are_presented, by $14,000 513511 Low poverty 157 1.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $12,000 $11,486 Medium poverty -26.6 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table s9914 510,166 High poverty -33.1 -15.1
. $10,000  $9,542 gga10  S9679 - 9,530 "
(as percentage differences). Highest poverty -42.9 -20.7
= Spending in Alabama's highest $8,000 = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $7,637 PP lower $6,000 Alabama's spending is 42.9% below
t(g?r; tshgs?stirggﬂted adeql;a:‘e2 Ig://el 54000 tgg igi/e%uaste level, compared with a
, , a difference of -42.9%. -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Alabama's second highest §2.000 = Adequacy in Alabama's highest
poverty quintile spend 33.1% less 00 et Low Very | Medum  High poverty  Highest poverty districts ranks #42 in the
than the adequate level. poverty P poverty Jn poverty po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty -4.3%
difference in adjusted state and local o
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), ° —~—
middle (20%), and higher poverty A s T
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Vidde poverty 85% e
districts. .
» School funding in Alabama is B T
regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 12.4% = AL's funding was less regressive in
less revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty -12.4% 2018 (-12.4%) vs. 2002 (-20.7%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #44 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Alaska's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core CONTEXTUAL STATS AK__US.
. . . L - Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 13.2 17.0
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and pr.ogress,l.wty. These three Public school coverage (%) 915 87.6
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Alaska devotes to its public schools, the Pct. revenue from state sources 62.5 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 132,872 (47)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a 5.2% « Effort in AK increased in the years
percentage of its total "economic before the "Great Recession's" main
capacity," which we measure here in impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). 4.63% in 2004 to 4.87% in 2000.
Alaska effort 4.23 % Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43 %
2004-2009 0.24 0.33
= In FY 2018, Alaska spent 4.23% of 20% 2009-2018 -0.64 -0.64
its economic capacity directly on K- 2004-2018 -0.40 -0.31
12 education. Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.79 percentage points 0.64 percentage points between
higher than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE L &8 T L L X poh o = AK's effort was 0.40 percentage
= Alaska's effort level ranks #4 in the VoYY v v v v v v v v v W points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
nation (out of 49)_ -s-Alaska -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $35,000 A’ Adequacy: AK vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each — Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required $30,000 i
to achieve national average test scores. 25 055 Lowest poverty 74.0 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by $25,000 Low poverty 44.2 114
district poverty quintile, in the center Medium poverty 14.3 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table | *°° (. — High poverty 65.0 -15.1
(as percentage differences). $15.000 $15,776 Highest poverty 12.9 -20.7
= Spending in Alaska's highest poverty ' st1.970 = In its highest poverty districts,
districts is $3,233 PP higher than the 510,000 s3958 e 10468 Alaska's spending is 12.9% above
estimated adequate level ($25,055), a the adequate level, compared with a
difference of 12.9%. $5,000 -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Alaska's second highest = Adequacy in Alaska's highest
poverty quintile spend 65.0% more 00 et Low sovery  Mecium  High poverty  Highest poverty districts ranks #5 in the
than the adequate level. poverty poverty poverty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -100.0% -80.0% -60.0% -40.0% -20.0% 0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to 250%
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty 19.2% a2
difference in adjusted state and local S, o Ao
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), o
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(300/_0) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty - 42.1%
districts. o
» School funding in Alaska is SEEsEErEEs R es e
progressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 69.3% = AK's funding was more regressive in
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 69.3% 2018 (69.3%) vs. 2002 (152.4%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #1 in the nation [out of 51]). state (red line) is generally neither
ECRESEN RCSRESSVENN | ogressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Arizona's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Arizona devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Arizona effort 2.43 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Arizona spent 2.43% of
its economic capacity directly on K-
12 education.

= This was 1.00 percentage points
lower than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= Arizona's effort level ranks #49 in the
nation (out of 49).

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in Arizona's highest poverty
districts is $11,750 PP lower than the
estimated adequate level ($21,349), a
difference of -55.0%.
= Districts in Arizona's second highest
poverty quintile spend 56.8% less
than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Arizona is
regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 13.6%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #45 in the nation [out of 51]).

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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ARIZONA SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18

CONTEXTUAL STATS AZ U.s.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 19.2 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 89.4 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 40.4 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 1,110,851 (13)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in AZ increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.18% in 2004 to 3.73% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period AZ | US.
2004-2009 0.55 0.33
2009-2018 -1.30 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.75 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
1.30 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= AZ's effort was 0.75 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: AZ vs U.S. average

Percent above / below adequate

District poverty AZ U.S.
Lowest poverty -18.8 45.4
Low poverty -41.9 11.4
Medium poverty -45.0 -2.0
High poverty -56.8 -15.1
Highest poverty -55.0 -20.7

= In its highest poverty districts,
Arizona's spending is 55.0% below
the adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

= Adequacy in Arizona's highest
poverty districts ranks #49 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

D% 730, 64% ooy
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= AZ's funding was more regressive in
2018 (-13.6%) vs. 2002 (-11.4%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.




ASE NOTES ON DATA AND MEASURES

ALBERT SHANKER INSTITUTE

'NDICATOS:TABASE IQJTGERS State School Finance Profiles 2017-18 (published 2021)

ication

| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Arkansas's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core CONTEXTUAL STATS AR US.

indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three g:gﬁc(i:h?g)cz%f;ger?:)(%) sg:; ;;:g
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Arkansas devotes to its public schools, the  pct. revenue from state sources 76.0 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enroliment (U.S. rank) 496,085 (33)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a roy ST = Effort in AR increased in the years
percer_ﬂage of its total "economic 5.0% ' 4% before the "Great Recession's" main
capacity," which we measure here in o A% 425 43% 43% 4 pu 4 0 impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). “on m 4.04% in 2004 to 4.89% in 2009.
Arkansas effort 413 % Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43% so 009 |
= In FY 2018, Arkansas spent 4.13% of 00% 2009-2018 -0.77 -0.64
its economic capacity directly on K- 2004-2018 0.09 -0.31
_1|_ i educatci)ogé - 1o% = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.69 percentage points 0.77 percentage points between
higher than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = AR's effort was 0.09 percentage
= Arkansas's effort level ranks #7 in vy v v v v v v v v v w v points higher in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49)_ -s-Arkansas --U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $18,000 A’ Adequacy: AR vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $16.000 _— Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required District poverty AR U.S.
to achieve natl_onal average test scores. $14,000 513,535 513,507 Lowest poverty 12.4 45.4
T_he;e comparisons _are_presented, by 512,000 Low poverty 13.0 11.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $10730 w0 so9ta S0 Medium poverty -22.7 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table §10000 59401 s9.4s1 : High poverty -26.6 -15.1
(as percentage differences). $8,000 Highest poverty -30.7 -20.7
= Spending in Arkansas's highest = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $4,699 PP lower $6.000 Arkansas's spending is 30.7%
than the estimated adequate level $4,000 below the adequate level, compared
($1 5,'298'), a difference of -30.7%. o000 with a -20.'70/0 u.s. average.
= Districts in Arkansas's second highest = Adequacy in Arkansas's highest
poverty quintile spend 26.6% less e — Mogim Hidh ooverty  Highot poverty districts ranks #34 in the
than the adequate level. poverty povert poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty 1.4%
difference in adjusted state and local e g T g g 4
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), .
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 2.0%
districts. o
= School funding in Arkansas is L e D
= Higher poverty districts receive 4.4% = AR's funding was more progressive in
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 4.4% 2018 (4.4%) vs. 2002 (-6.8%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #18 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.

www.schoolfinancedata.org ARKANSAS SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18



ASE NOTES ON DATA AND MEASURES

ALBERT SHANKER INSTITUTE

'NDICATOS:TABASE IQJTGERS State School Finance Profiles 2017-18 (published 2021)

ication

| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of California's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much California devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

California effort 3.05 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, California spent 3.05%
of its economic capacity directly on
K-12 education.

= This was 0.39 percentage points
lower than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= California's effort level ranks #35 in
the nation (out of 49).

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in California's highest
poverty districts is $10,645 PP lower
than the estimated adequate level
($23,276), a difference of -45.7%.
= Districts in California's second highest
poverty quintile spend 37.7% less
than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.

= School funding in California is

= Higher poverty districts receive 6.9%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #14 in the nation [out of 51]).

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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CALIFORNIA SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18

STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

CALIFORNIA

CONTEXTUAL STATS CA U.s.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 16.9 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 89.8 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 56.1 46.7

Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 6,304,266 (1)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in CA did not change in the
years before the "Great Recession's"
main impact on K-12 funding, going
from 3.61% in 2004 to 3.61% in
2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period CA | us.
2004-2009 0.00 0.33
2009-2018 -0.56 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.56 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.56 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= CA's effort was 0.56 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: CA vs U.S. average

Percent above / below adequate

District poverty (7. U.S.
Lowest poverty 9.9 45.4
Low poverty -19.1 11.4
Medium poverty -29.7 -2.0
High poverty -37.7 -15.1
Highest poverty -45.7 -20.7

= In its highest poverty districts,
California's spending is 45.7%
below the adequate level, compared
with a -20.7% U.S. average.

= Adequacy in California's highest
poverty districts ranks #45 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

ooooooooooooooooo
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= CA's funding was more progressive in
2018 (6.9%) vs. 2002 (-0.9%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year

www.schoolfinancedata.org




SCHOOL R Q.

FINANCE Ani I STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

INDICATORS NI
DATABASE RUTGERS
Graduate School of Education
Description: This 2017-18 profile of Colorado's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core CONTEXTUAL STATS co_ Us.
. . . e - Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 11.5 17.0
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three Public school coverage (%) 90.0 87.6
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Colorado devotes to its public schools, the Pct. revenue from state sources .2 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 910,280 (19)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a « Effortin CO increased in the years
Ezgi?t?gaﬂ{é:]s;vc:?;ez(;%?g?;e in 50% before the "Great Recession's" main
’ impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). ao% H_.% 8.20% in 2004 to 3.30% in 2009.
Colorado effort 2.95 % Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43 % S0% 2% 510, 3% g, VT I A 510 - —e—0 Period CO | US.
9% 2 89, 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2004-2009 0.10 0.33
= In FY 2018, Colorado spent 2.95% of 2.0% 2009-2018 -0.35 -0.64
its economic capacity directly on K- 2004-2018 -0.25 -0.31
_1|_ I21.educatci)o;f1é t - 1o% = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.48 percentage points 0.35 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national . 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = CO's effort was 0.25 percentage
= Colorado's effort level ranks #40 in vy v v v v v v v e v v v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49)_ -e-Colorado --U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $18,000 ~/Adequacy: CO vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $16.000 LS Percent above / below adequate
state to the estimated amount required 514,971 District poverty co Us.
to achieve national average test scores. | st4.000 stato2 Lowest poverty 18.0 45.4
T_he;e comparisons _are_presented, by 512,000 Low poverty 98 1.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $10994  $10906 o Medium poverty 331 20
graph (in $), and in the right panel table | 1000 =& — : so.594 High poverty 241 151
(as percentage differences). $8.000 il Highest poverty -36.0 -20.7
= Spending in Colorado's highest = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $5,387 PP lower s6000 Colorado's spending is 36.0% below
than the estimated adequate level $4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
($1 4,'971'), a difference of -36.0%. w000 -20.7% US average.
= Districts in Colorado's second highest = Adequacy in Colorado's highest
poverty quintile spend 24.1% less e — Modim  Hioh ooverty  Hiohost poverty districts ranks #39 in the
than the adequate level. poverty povert poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty 3.8%
difference in adjusted state and local e e B
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), o i o
middle (20%), and higher poverty e
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 7.8%
districts. o
= School funding in Colorado is L e Dt
progressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 11.9% = CO's funding was more progressive
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 11.9% in 2018 (11.9%) vs. 2002 (-6.7%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #7 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Connecticut's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Connecticut devotes to its public schools,
the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Connecticut effort 3.48 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Connecticut spent 3.48%
of its economic capacity directly on
K-12 education.

= This was 0.05 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national

3.0%

FISCAL EFFORT

3.3

3.6% 3.6% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3-6% 359, 3.5% 5 40, 3.5%

% 3.99, 3.3% 3.4% 3.4%

STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

CONNECTICUT

CONTEXTUAL STATS cT u.s.

Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 13.0 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 89.9 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 37.8 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 531,288 (30)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in CT increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.32% in 2004 to 3.61% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period CT | Us.
2004-2009 0.29 0.33
2009-2018 -0.13 -0.64
2004-2018 0.16 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.13 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

average of 3.43%. S L &5 & & X VO XY L O N = CT's effort was 0.16 percentage
= Connecticut's effort level ranks #24 TEIIT T LTI TLEETeee points higher in 2018 than in 2004.
in the nation (out of 49)_ -e-Connecticut -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and §25,000 A’ Adequacy: CT vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required o000 520871 520593 sross s21.024 District poverty CcT U.S.
to achieve national average test scores. ste Lowest poverty 2259 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by s Low poverty 197.8 1.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $15,000 Medium poverty 154.4 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table High poverty 125.4 -15.1
(as percentage differences). Highest poverty 10.0 -20.7
= Spending in Connecticut's highest $10.000 so.326 = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $1,738 PP higher o000 seot5 il Connecticut's spending is 10.0%
than the estimated adequate level 55000 above the adequate level,
($17,373), a difference of 10.0%. compared with a -20.7% U.S.
= Districts in Connecticut's second average.
highest poverty quintile spend 125.4% o 5 e Hio o = Adequacy in Connecticut's highest
more than the adequate level. poverty PN ey e ey poverty districts ranks #6 in the
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP nation (out of 49).
PROGRESSIVITY

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Connecticut is
regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 11.2%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #40 in the nation [out of 51]).
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Lower poverty

-50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

-3.9% D

Middle poverty -7.6% l
Higher poverty -11.2% .

CONNECTICUT SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

50%

19.8% 19,

3% 17 0
15.1%15.3% g 17:0%

10.9%10.7% 12:3%

ooooooooooooooooo

~-e-Connecticut -8~U.S. average

= CT's funding was more regressive in
2018 (-11.2%) vs. 2002 (19.8%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Delaware's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core gggTE’iT;’AL STATS __ 1DE ?75
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three it c(‘;h o‘g)cz?,‘:;g'er?:)(/") 83'? 87'2
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Delaware devotes to its public schools, the  pct. revenue from state sources 63.4 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 136,293 (46)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a « Effort in DE increased in the years
Sgpr)(;i?t?g3vﬂ{éLSJvc:?Lez(;%?g?;e 0 s0% before the "Great Recession's" main
’ impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). “on m 2.63% in 2004 to 2.98% in 2009.
Delaware effort 2.80 % Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43% o " 28 2.8% 2% 009 06 |
2.8% .8% 8% 2.8% - . .
= In FY 2018, Delaware spent 2.80% 0% = = 2009-2018 -0.18 -0.64
of its economic capacity directly on 2004-2018 0.18 -0.31
K-12 education. Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.63 percentage points 0.18 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S ES S 88 ST VLT Lo o = DE's effort was 0.18 percentage
= Delaware's effort level ranks #44 in vy v v v v v v v v v v v v points higher in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49). -s-Delaware -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $20,000 A’ Adequacy: DE vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each 16,000 e Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required oo — District poverty DE U.S.
to achieve national average test scores. $16/ wnm $14.610 514,666 Lowest poverty 60.9 45 4
These comparisons are presented, by $14000 [ 513765 513,627 513,505 Low poverty o5 7 114
district poverty quintile, in the center 612000 e Medium poverty 32.8 2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table o000 High poverty 0.9 -15.1
(as percentage differences). oo 58,841 Highest poverty 1.0 -20.7
= Spending in Delaware's highest $8,000 = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $144 PP higher $6,000 Delaware's spending is 1.0% above
than the estimated adequate level the adequate level, compared with a
$4,000 I
($14,666), a difference of 1.0%. -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Delaware's second highest | “*° = Adequacy in Delaware's highest
poverty quintile spend 0.9% more 00 et Low Very | Medum  High poverty  Highest poverty districts ranks #9 in the
than the adequate level. poverty P poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o0
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty -7-1%D
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), o
middle (20%), and higher poverty 8
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 13.7%
districts. o
= School funding in Delaware is R gju;avjragi oo
regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 19.8% = DE's funding was more regressive in
less revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty -19.8% 2018 (-19.8%) vs. 2002 (47.9%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #48 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Description: This 2017-18 profile of the District of Columbia's public K-12 school finance system focuses on
three core indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity.
These three measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much D.C. devotes to its public

schools, the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in the District of Columbia's
highest poverty districts is $1,220 PP
higher than the estimated adequate
level ($21,539), a difference of 5.7%.
= Note: due to the structure of D.C.'s
education system, adequacy
estimates are only available for the
highest poverty quintile

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in the District of
Columbia is regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 12.4%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #43 in the nation [out of 51]).
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FISCAL EFFORT

Effort is not calculated for the

District of Columbia.
ADEQUACY
$25,000
$22,759
521,539

$20,000
$15,000
$10,000
$5,000
$0

Lowest Low poverty Medium High poverty Highest

poverty poverty poverty

mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP

PROGRESSIVITY

-50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

-4.3% |:

Lower poverty

Middle poverty -8.5% l
Higher poverty -12.4% .

STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank)

CONTEXTUAL STATS DC U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 24.8 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 82.0 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources n/a 46.7

87,315 (51)

A’ Adequacy: DC vs U.S. average

Percent above / below adequate

District poverty DC U.S.
Lowest poverty n/a 45.4
Low poverty n/a 11.4
Medium poverty n/a -2.0
High poverty n/a -15.1
Highest poverty 5.7 -20.7

= In its highest poverty districts, D.C.'s
spending is 5.7% above the
adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

= Adequacy in D.C.'s highest poverty
districts ranks #7 in the nation (out
of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

50%

8% e -8.1%
8.7% 3% 9.1% B.5% 5% 10.1%10.8% @ 500,

. 15.5%]
02 108%

ooooooooooooooooo

~e-District of Columbia -8~U.S. average

= DC's funding was less regressive in
2018 (-12.4%) vs. 2002 (-20.7%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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FLORIDA

Description: This 2017-18 profile of Florida's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Florida devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

CONTEXTUAL STATS FL u.s.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 18.8 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 84.9 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 39.2 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 2,832,424 (3)

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Florida effort 2.78 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Florida spent 2.78% of
its economic capacity directly on K-
12 education.

= This was 0.65 percentage points
lower than the unweighted national

6.0%

5.0%

4.0%

2.0%

3.0% 34% 3.3%

4.1%

3.5%

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in FL increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.36% in 2004 to 3.87% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

2004-2009 0.51 0.33
2009-2018 -1.09 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.58 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
1.09 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

average of 3.43%. S R S R I S 2 R S R I S = FL's effort was 0.58 percentage
= Florida's effort level ranks #46 in the A A 2 A A A A points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
nation (out of 49). -e-Florida -e-U.S. average
Adequacy compares actual state and $16,000 - ~’Adequacy: FL vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each 10000 Percent above / below adequate
state to the estimated amount required 513,224
to achieve natipnal average test scores. 512000 $12136 s12407 Lowest poverty 8.9 45 4
These comparisons are presented, by Low poverty 205 11.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $10000 g s s918 59519 59643 Medium poverty 8.8 20
graph (in $), and in the right panel table w5000 High poverty -23.6 -15.1
(as percentage differences). ' Highest poverty -36.7 -20.7
= Spending in Florida's highest poverty $6,000 = In its highest poverty districts,
districts is $5,595 PP lower than the Florida's spending is 36.7% below
estimated adequate level ($15,238), a §4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
difference of -36.7%. -20.7% U.S. average.
$2,000
= Districts in Florida's second highest = Adequacy in Florida's highest
poverty quintile spend 23.6% less 00 e Lo ety Medum  Highpoverty  Highest poverty districts ranks #41 in the
W W Vi u I Vi 1 .
than the adequate level. poverty P poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)

mActual spending PP

m Required spending PP

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Florida is neither
progressive nor regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 2.9%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #22 in the nation [out of 51]).

Lower poverty

Middle poverty

Higher poverty

-50.

0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0%

1.0%

I 1.9%

2.9%

50.0%

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

23.1%

-----------------

-o-Florida -#~U.S. average

= FL's funding was more progressive in
2018 (2.9%) vs. 2002 (-2.1%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Georgia's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Georgia devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.
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CONTEXTUAL STATS GA u.s.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 19.9 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 88.2 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 45.8 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 1,768,642 (6)

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Georgia effort 3.44 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Georgia spent 3.44% of
its economic capacity directly on K-
12 education.

= This was 0.01 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national
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A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in GA increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.70% in 2004 to 4.59% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

2004-2009 0.88 0.33
2009-2018 -1.14 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.26 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
1.14 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

average of 3.43%. S R S R I S 2 R S R I S = GA's effort was 0.26 percentage
» Georgia's effort level ranks #25 in the TFEISTAFT ST ESETETS points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
nation (out of 49)_ -e-Georgia -e-U.S. average
Adequacy compares actual state and $18,000 A’/ Adequacy: GA vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each 616000 - Percent above / below adequate
state to the estimated amount required $14.966 $15,007
to achieve natipnal average test scores. $14,000 s Lowest poverty 5.1 45 4
These comparisons are presented, by 512,000 strsr Low poverty 216.0 11.4
district poverty quintile, in the center st0a01 $11.041 $10,560 s Medium poverty 207 20
graph (in $), and in the right panel table | $t.000 s High poverty -29.5 -15.1
(as percentage differences). $8,000 Highest poverty -32.2 -20.7
= Spending in Georgia's highest poverty = In its highest poverty districts,
districts is $5,301 PP lower than the $6.000 Georgia's spending is 32.2% below
estimated adequate level ($16,448), a $4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
; i o )
dlffer'enc.e of 32.? é ' o000 20.7% US average.
= Districts in Georgia's second highest = Adequacy in Georgia's highest
poverty quintile spend 29.5% less 00 e Lo ety Medum  Highpoverty  Highest poverty districts ranks #36 in the
W W Vi u I Vi 1 .
than the adequate level. poverty P poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)

mActual spending PP

m Required spending PP

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Georgia is
progressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 10.1%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #10 in the nation [out of 51]).
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A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

7.8% 7.4% 82% 87%

o 9.8% %
88% 98% 87% (o 740, 10

-----------------

-e-Georgia -#—U.S. average

= GA's funding was more progressive in
2018 (10.1%) vs. 2002 (4.9%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Hawaii's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core CONTEXTUAL STATS Hl___US.
S ! - T o Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 10.8 17.0
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three Public school coverage (%) 828 87.6
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Hawaii devotes to its public schools, the Pct. revenue from state sources 89.9 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enroliment (U.S. rank) 180,837 (40)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a st_ate 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a

4 . . = Effort in HI increased in the years
percentage of its total "economic 50% before the "Great Recession's" main
capacity," which we measure here in

impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

0% H_._./\‘_._H_H 3.12% in 2004 to 3.58% in 2009.
Hawaii effort 2.43 % 3.69 Net change by period (% pts.)

U.S. average 3.43 % W e
s 2.7% 2.7% 2004-2009 0.46 0.33
= In FY 2018, Hawaii spent 2.43% of po B 2S%  pav 25% 5 24% 2009-2018 114 | -0.64
its economic capacity directly on K- 2004-2018 -0.68 -0.31
12 education. 1o% = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 1.00 percentage points 1.14 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S E S S S TN LLh R = Hl's effort was 0.68 percentage
= Hawaii's effort level ranks #48 in the vy v v v v v v v v v v W points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
nation (out of 49). -e-Hawaii -e-U.S. average

ADEQUACY

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).

Adequacy estimates are not calculated
for Hawaii, as the state consists of a
single school district.

PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to 0%
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty -4.3%
difference in adjusted state and local
0% P B S Sy
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), N —
middle (200/0), and higher poverty - -‘5‘5%‘33%,3_7%'5»“"-u.:-/..9,1-/,-l.s-/.-s,l%,mimn.!'/tmm:um
(§O°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 8.5% e
districts. w0 _
= School funding in Hawaiiis (=== =0 et 05 o
regressive. _
= Higher poverty districts receive 12.4% = Hl's funding was less regressive in
less revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty -12.4% 2018 (-12.4%) vs. 2002 (-20.7%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical

ranks #42 in the nation [out of 51]).

state (red line) is generally neither
_ _ progressive nor regressive_

www.schoolfinancedata.org HAWAII SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18




ASE NOTES ON DATA AND MEASURES

ALBERT SHANKER INSTITUTE

'NDICATOS:TABASE IQJTGERS State School Finance Profiles 2017-18 (published 2021)

ication

| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Idaho's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core indicators CONTEXTUAL STATS b___ US.

from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three measures g:gﬁc(i:h?g)cz%f;ger?:)(%) ;S:g ;;:g
provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Idaho devotes to its public schools, the fairness of its Pct. revenue from state sources 65.5 46.7
system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 301,186 (38)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a « Effort in ID decreased in the years
percentage of its total "economic 5.0% before the "Great Recession's" main
capacity," which we measure here in impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP) a0 2% 3.89% in 2004 to 3.75% in 2009.
Idaho effort 2.97 % 87% 3% 359 g - Net change by period (% pts.)
2004-2009 -0.14 0.33
= In FY 2018, Idaho spent 2.97% of its 2.0% 2009-2018 -0.77 -0.64
economic capacity directly on K-12 2004-2018 -0.91 -0.31
education. Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.46 percentage points 0.77 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = ID's effort was 0.91 percentage
= |daho's effort level ranks #39 in the VoYY v v v v v v v v @ points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
nation (out of 49)_ -s-ldaho -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $16,000 A’ Adequacy: ID vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each s13902 Percent above / below adequate
state to the estimated amount required $14.000
to achieve national average test scores. $12.000 si1.603 Lowest poverty 1.4 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by s1028 Low poverty 208 11.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $10,000 S5 w2 Medium poverty -27.4 2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table s 5750 sy . High poverty -34.5 -15.1
(as percentage differences). S0 = ' 7% ’ Highest poverty -34.1 -20.7
= Spending in Idaho's highest poverty $6,000 = In its highest poverty districts,
districts is $4,771 PP lower than the Idaho's spending is 34.1% below
estimated adequate level ($13,992), a §4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
difference of -34.1%. 52,000 -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Idaho's second highest = Adequacy in Idaho's highest poverty

poverty quintile spend 34.5% less $0 districts ranks #38 in the nation (out

Lowest Low poverty Medium High poverty Highest

than the adequate level. poverty poverty poverty of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty -0.2%

difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty

Middle poverty -0.5%

districts. o

= School funding in Idaho is neither L e e T
progressive nor regressive.

= Higher poverty districts receive 0.7% = |ID's funding was more regressive in
less revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty -0.7% 2018 (-0.7%) vs. 2002 (2.9%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #27 in the nation [out of 51]). state (red line) is generally neither

[ meomessve | IERSSRESSVENN | rogressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

ILLINOIS

Description: This 2017-18 profile of lllinois's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much lllinois devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

3.16 %
3.43 %

= In FY 2018, lllinois spent 3.16% of its
economic capacity directly on K-12
education.

= This was 0.27 percentage points
lower than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= lllinois's effort level ranks #32 in the
nation (out of 49).

llinois effort
U.S. average

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in lllinois's highest poverty
districts is $3,561 PP lower than the
estimated adequate level ($17,879), a
difference of -19.9%.
= Districts in lllinois's second highest
poverty quintile spend roughly the
same (+0.04%) as the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in lllinois is
regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 21.9%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #49 in the nation [out of 51]).

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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Lower poverty -7.9%
Middle poverty -15.2% .
Higher poverty -21.9% -

ILLINOIS SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18

CONTEXTUAL STATS IL U.s.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 15.3 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 87.5 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 42.0 46.7

Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 2,005,153 (5)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in IL increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.46% in 2004 to 3.84% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period IL | us.
2004-2009 0.38 0.33
2009-2018 -0.68 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.30 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.68 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= IL's effort was 0.30 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: IL vs U.S. average

Percent above / below adequate

District poverty IL U.S.
Lowest poverty 130.7 45.4
Low poverty 49.5 11.4
Medium poverty 23.0 -2.0
High poverty 0.04 -15.1
Highest poverty -19.9 -20.7

In its highest poverty districts,
lllinois's spending is 19.9% below
the adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

Adequacy in lllinois's highest
poverty districts ranks #21 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

50%

~e-lllinois -e~U.S. average

= IL's funding was less regressive in
2018 (-21.9%) vs. 2002 (-22.3%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Indiana's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Indiana devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Indiana effort 2.82 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Indiana spent 2.82% of
its economic capacity directly on K-
12 education.

= This was 0.61 percentage points
lower than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= Indiana’s effort level ranks #43 in the
nation (out of 49).

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in Indiana's highest poverty
districts is $4,947 PP lower than the
estimated adequate level ($16,295), a
difference of -30.4%.
= Districts in Indiana's second highest
poverty quintile spend 16.2% less
than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.

= School funding in Indiana is

= Higher poverty districts receive 6.5%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #15 in the nation [out of 51]).
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INDIANA SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18

CONTEXTUAL STATS IN U.s.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 16.2 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 85.7 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 62.8 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 1,054,187 (15)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in IN increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.76% in 2004 to 3.78% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period IN | Us.
2004-2009 0.02 0.33
2009-2018 -0.96 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.94 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.96 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= IN's effort was 0.94 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: IN vs U.S. average

Percent above / below adequate

District poverty IN U.S.
Lowest poverty 48.9 45.4
Low poverty 9.2 11.4
Medium poverty -2.7 -2.0
High poverty -16.2 -15.1
Highest poverty -30.4 -20.7

In its highest poverty districts,
Indiana's spending is 30.4% below
the adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

Adequacy in Indiana's highest
poverty districts ranks #33 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
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= IN's funding was more regressive in
2018 (6.5%) vs. 2002 (10.7%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of lowa's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core indicators
from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three measures
provide a succinct but informative overview of how much lowa devotes to its public schools, the fairness of its
system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

3.60 %
3.43 %

= In FY 2018, lowa spent 3.60% of its
economic capacity directly on K-12
education.

= This was 0.16 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= lowa's effort level ranks #20 in the
nation (out of 49).

lowa effort
U.S. average

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in lowa's highest poverty
districts is $1,701 PP lower than the
estimated adequate level ($13,188), a
difference of -12.9%.
= Districts in lowa's second highest
poverty quintile spend 6.8% more
than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in lowa is moderately
regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 7.4%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #36 in the nation [out of 51]).
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STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

CONTEXTUAL STATS 1A U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 12.5 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 90.1 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 53.2 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 511,850 (31)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in 1A increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.62% in 2004 to 3.97% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period IA_ | Us.
2004-2009 0.35 0.33
2009-2018 -0.37 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.02 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.37 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= |A's effort was 0.02 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: IA vs U.S. average
Percent above / below adequate

District poverty 1A U.S.
Lowest poverty 75.7 45.4
Low poverty 39.2 114
Medium poverty 12.1 -2.0
High poverty 6.8 -15.1
Highest poverty -12.9 -20.7

= In its highest poverty districts, lowa's
spending is 12.9% below the
adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

= Adequacy in lowa's highest poverty
districts ranks #14 in the nation (out
of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

50%

o 91%
8.0% e d1%
12% 13%

0% .69

5.4% 5.2%
10,89 2% -0.0% 8.5% 8% 5% S2% go% 7.4%

ooooooooooooooooo

-e-lowa -e-U.S.average

= |A's funding was more regressive in
2018 (-7.4%) vs. 2002 (1.2%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Kansas's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core CONTEXTUAL STATS _ KS __US.
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three g:gﬁc(i:h?g)czs‘:;ger?:)(/") ;i'i ;;'g
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Kansas devotes to its public schools, the Pct. revenue from state sources 65.2  46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 497,088 (32)

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

40% 3:8% 370, 379,

FISCAL EFFORT

4.4% 4.3%

3.6% 3.6% 3-7% 3.7% 5 5o, 3.7% 3.7%

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in KS increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.77% in 2004 to 4.35% in 2009.

Kansas effort 3.65 % Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43 % o Renod KS | _US.
2004-2009 0.58 0.33

= In FY 2018, Kansas spent 3.65% of 00% 2009-2018 -0.70 -0.64
its economic capacity directly on K- 2004-2018 -0.11 -0.31

12 education.
= This was 0.22 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.70 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = KS's effort was 0.11 percentage
= Kansas's effort level ranks #15 in the vovov _:’Ka‘”sas“’ :u ; a‘” a” vovov v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
nation (out of 49). n - average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $16,000 A’ Adequacy: KS vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each 11000 - Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required District poverty KS U.S.
to achieve national average test scores. $12.000 $12214 s11.921512161 4y 057 Lowest poverty 89.5 45 4
These comparisons are presented, by oo §10931 510,366 Low poverty 33.6 11.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $10,000 Medium poverty 17.8 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table oo 58,180 High poverty -2.0 -15.1
(as percentage differences). 5 Highest poverty -13.8 -20.7
= Spending in Kansas's highest poverty $6,000 65280 = In its highest poverty districts,
districts is $1,891 PP lower than the Kansas's spending is 13.8% below
estimated adequate level ($13,718), a §4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
difference of -13.8%. ' 52,000 -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Kansas's second highest = Adequacy in Kansas's highest
poverty quintile spend 2.0% less than 0 et Low oover Mediom o ooverty  Hihest poverty districts ranks #15 in the
the adequate level. poverty poverty poverty Jn poverty po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP

PROGRESSIVITY

PrOgreSSiVity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 830.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to S
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage 1.0%
difference in adjusted state and local o
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), o
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Kansas is neither
progressive nor regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 3.0%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #21 in the nation [out of 51]).

Lower poverty

o 0% o
2% _g 5o, -2.5% 16% :

165%
|2.0°/o
-50%
Y @ ¥ 8 8 K ® 3 O - N o ¥ v o ~ ®

ooooooooooooooooo

Middle poverty

-e-Kansas -#-U.S. average

= KS's funding was more progressive in
2018 (3.0%) vs. 2002 (-5.5%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.

Higher poverty 3.0%
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Kentucky's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core CONTEXTUAL STATS _ Ky US
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three g:gﬁc(i:h?g)cz%f;ger?:)(/") s;g ;;'g
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Kentucky devotes to its public schools, the  pct. revenue from state sources 56.1 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 680,978 (27)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a « Effort in KY increased in the years
Sgpr)(;i?t?g3vﬂ{éLSJvc:?Lez(;%?g?;e 0 s0% before the "Great Recession's" main
terms of Gross State Product (GSP) |, 4.0% 40% 4.0% 4.0% 5,65, impact on K-12 funding, going from
. w0 379 3.7% 8% 3% 3 6 5 650 36% 37% 3% 3.40% in 2004 to 4.04% in 2009.
Kentucky effort 3.58 % L4 Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43 % oo 009 O \
= In FY 2018, Kentucky spent 3.58% of 2.0% 2009-2018 -0.46 -0.64
its economic capacity directly on K- 2004-2018 0.18 -0.31
_1|_ I21.educatci)o;1é t - 1o% = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.15 percentage points 0.46 percentage points between
higher than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S ES S 88 ST VLT Lo o = KY's effort was 0.18 percentage
= Kentucky's effort level ranks #21 in vy v v v v v v v v e v v points higher in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49). -e-Kentucky -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $18,000 A’ Adequacy: KY vs U.S. average
ke el P
District povert KY U.S.
to achieve national average test scores. $14,000 s13.725 Lowest pverty 3.6 454
T.hese comparisor_ws _are_presented, by $12,000 512'267“1088 $11,607 Low poverty 10.6 114
district poverty quintile, in the center $10,563 o 510529 $10845 S10%61 Medium poverty -9.3 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table §10,000 High poverty -21.0 -15.1
(as percentage differences). $8,000 — Highest poverty -32.3 -20.7
= Spending in Kentucky's highest = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $5,234 PP lower $6.000 Kentucky's spending is 32.3% below
than the estimated adequate level $4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
) i o )
($1 6,'195'), a dn"feren'ce of -32.3 /o o000 20.7% US average. '
= Districts in Kentucky's second highest = Adequacy in Kentucky's highest
poverty quintile spend 21.0% less e — Mogim Hidh ooverty  Highot poverty districts ranks #37 in the
than the adequate level. poverty povert poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty 0.9%
difference in adjusted state and local i T B e 0% 5% 1 1 a0 220 20
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), .
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 1.7%
districts. o
= School funding in Kentucky is neither L e e
progressive nor regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 2.6% = KY's funding was more progressive in
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 2.6% 2018 (2.6%) vs. 2002 (1.2%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #23 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Louisiana's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core gggTE’iT;’AL STAth — 2':;‘2 %so'
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three it c( h o‘g)c';?,‘:;ger?;)( °) a2 &6
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Louisiana devotes to its public schools, the  p¢t. revenue from state sources 4.0 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 715,135 (25)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends d'rethlY on K|12 educat!on aséd = Effort in LA increased in the years
Eggr)(;i?t?g?/vﬂicILSvtvc:?nezCs?Jr;grrT;e in 50% before the "Great Recession's" main
’ impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). 4.0% 3.32% in 2004 to 3.84% in 2009.
Louisiana effort 3.15% A 3% 36% a5% -+ Net change by period (% pts.)
u.s. average 3.43 % o °3-°°/° 2.9% - e 009 03 ‘
* In FY 2018, Louisiana spent 3.15% pon 2009-2018 069 | 064
of its economic capacity directly on 2004-2018 -0.16 -0.31
K-12 education. Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.28 percentage points 0.69 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national . 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = LA's effort was 0.16 percentage
= Louisiana's effort level ranks #33 in voYyov v vy v v v v v v v W points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49)_ -e-Louisiana --U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $18,000 A’ Adequacy: LA vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each s16000 o Percent above / below adequate
state to the es_tlmated amount required soses District poverty LA Us.
to achieve natl_onal average test scores. $14,000 mmm,ssa sta302 Lowest poverty 17 1 454
g_h(teget compztarlsor_wst_?re_prtisente?, by 62000 stica0 sza17 512 o Low poverty 113 114
istrict poverty quintile, in the center s10,745 Medium poverty -8.2 -2.0
. . " $9,905
graph (in $), and in the right panel table §10,000 High poverty -4.7 -15.1
(as percentage differences). $8,000 Highest poverty -26.6 -20.7
= Spending in Louisiana's highest = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $4,064 PP lower $6.000 Louisiana's spending is 26.6%
than the estimated adequate level $4,000 below the adequate level, compared
($1 5,'285'), a dlffgrenc':e of -26.6%. o0 with a -20.'70/0 US average.
= Districts in Louisiana's second highest = Adequacy in Louisiana's highest
poverty quintile spend 4.7% less than $0 . : : poverty districts ranks #29 in the
Lowest Low poverty Medium High poverty Highest .
the adequate level. poverty poverty poverty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty -0.6% -
difference in adjusted state and local '
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), .
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 1.2%
districts. .
= School funding in Louisiana is neither C e i T
progressive nor regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 1.8% = LA's funding was less regressive in
less revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty -1.8% 2018 (-1.8%) vs. 2002 (-18.0%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #28 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.

www.schoolfinancedata.org LOUISIANA SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18



ASE NOTES ON DATA AND MEASURES

ALBERT SHANKER INSTITUTE

'NDICATOS:TABASE IQJTGERS State School Finance Profiles 2017-18 (published 2021)

ication

| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Maine's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core indicators
from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three measures
provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Maine devotes to its public schools, the fairness of its
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system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

CONTEXTUAL STATS ME U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 13.6 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 88.5 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 38.6 46.7

Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 180,473 (41)

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Maine effort 416 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Maine spent 4.16% of its
economic capacity directly on K-12
education.

= This was 0.73 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national

6.0%

50% 4.79

% 4.7% 4.6% 4.7%
" 45% 449, a.5% 6% 27 M00 o”

4.4%

2.0%

4.2% 4.1% 4.1% 4.9, 4-2% 42%

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in ME did not change in the
years before the "Great Recession's"
main impact on K-12 funding, going
from 4.66% in 2004 to 4.66% in
2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

2004-2009 0.00 0.33
2009-2018 -0.49 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.50 -0.31

This was followed by a decrease of
0.49 percentage points between

average of 3.43%. S ES S 88 ST VLT Lo o 2009 and 2018.

= Maine's effort level ranks #6 in the vy vy v vy v v v v v v = ME's effort was 0.50 percentage
nation (out of 49). ~-Maine -e-U.S. average points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

Adequacy compares actual state and $16,000 — A’ Adequacy: ME vs U.S. average

local per-pupil (PP) spending in each s14367 1353 s1aom0 Y Percent above / below adequate

state to the estimated amount required $14.000 513,209

to achieve national average test scores. | ., o0 - Lowest poverty 100 1 45.4

These comparisons are presented, by 510,851 Low poverty 8.6 1142

district poverty quintile, in the center $10,000 Medium poverty 19.7 -2.0

graph (in $), and in the right panel table High poverty 5.3 -15.1

(as percentage differences). saome $7.179 Highest poverty -11.9 -20.7

= Spending in Maine's highest poverty $6,000 = In its highest poverty districts,
districts is $1,791 PP lower than the Maine's spending is 11.9% below
estimated adequate level ($15,000), a §4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
difference of -11.9%. 5 000 -20.7% U.S. average.

= Districts in Maine's second highest h = Adequacy in Maine's highest
poverty quintile spend 5.3% more 00 et Low sovery  Mecium  High poverty  Highest poverty districts ranks #13 in the
than the adequate level. poverty poverty poverty nation (OUt of 49)

mActual spending PP

m Required spending PP

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Maine is
regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 19.2%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #47 in the nation [out of 51]).
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= ME's funding was more regressive in
2018 (-19.2%) vs. 2002 (-3.7%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Maryland's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core gggTE’iT;’AL STATS __ 1'"1") ?75
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three it c(‘;h o‘g)cz?,‘:;g'er?:)(/") 8 4'2 87'2
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Maryland devotes to its public schools, the Pct. revenue from state sources 4.9 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enroliment (U.S. rank) 893,684 (20)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends d'feCTf'Y on K|12 educat!on aséd = Effort in MD increased in the years
Eggr)(;i?t?g?/vﬂicILSvtvc:?nezCs?Jr;grrT;e in 50% before the "Great Recession's" main
’ impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). 4.0% 3.32% in 2004 to 3.89% in 2009.
3.9% 3.9% = go -
Maryland effort 3.42 % e 3% 38% oo o e Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43% o e B 009 |
= In FY 2018, Maryland spent 3.42% of 0% 2009-2018 047 064
its economic capacity directly on K- 2004-2018 0.10 -0.31
12 education. Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.02 percentage points 0.47 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S ES S 88 ST VLT Lo o = MD's effort was 0.10 percentage
= Maryland's effort level ranks #26 in VoYY v v v v v v v e v v v points higher in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49). -s-Maryland -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $20,000 - ~ Adequacy: MD vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $18,000 Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required - o District poverty MD Us.
to achieve natl_onal average test scores. T s st4912 sta503 stadst - Lowest poverty 83.6 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by $14,000 Low poverty 211 14
district poverty quintile, in the center 512,000 e Medium poverty 18.0 2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table 1 510570 510413 High poverty 39.2 -15.1
(as percentage differences). F1o000 Highest poverty -17.6 -20.7
= Spending in Maryland's highest $8,000 il = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $3,293 PP lower $6,000 Maryland's spending is 17.6%
t(g?g t;w;sjzstirggffted adeqt:aze7 Igl//el 54000 b('atlf?w tgg a7izl/e%uaste level, compared
, , a difference of -17.6%. with a -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Maryland's second highest | ***° = Adequacy in Maryland's highest
poverty quintile spend 39.2% more e — Mogim Hidh ooverty  Highot poverty districts ranks #17 in the
than the adequate level. poverty povert poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty 0.6%
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), .
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 1.3%
districts. .
* School funding in Maryland is neither T T e vt e
progressive nor regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 1.9% = MD's funding was more progressive
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 1.9% in 2018 (1.9%) vs. 2002 (-21.1%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #24 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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schools, the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

2.91 %
3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Massachusetts spent
2.91% of its economic capacity
directly on K-12 education.

= This was 0.53 percentage points
lower than the unweighted national

Massachusetts effort
U.S. average
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MASSACHUSETTS

Description: This 2017-18 profile of Massachusetts's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Massachusetts devotes to its public
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FISCAL EFFORT
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STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

CONTEXTUAL STATS MA U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 11.6 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 88.9 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 38.0 46.7

Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 964,791 (17)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in MA increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.12% in 2004 to 3.34% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period MA | UsS.
2004-2009 0.22 0.33
2009-2018 -0.44 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.22 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.44 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

average of 3.43%. S E S S S TN LLh R = MA's effort was 0.22 percentage
= Massachusetts's effort level ranks vy v v v v v v v v e v v v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
#41 in the nation (out of 49)_ -o-Massachusetts -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $20,000 A’ Adequacy: MA vs U.S. average
H H H $18,602
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $18,000 stz — Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required snom L5 516,532 $16,389 District poverty MA U.S.
to achieve natl_onal average test scores. ' Lowest poverty 175.6 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by $14,000 Low poverty 119.1 1.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $12,000 Medium poverty 105.2 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table s10000 510538 High poverty 69.2 -15.1
(as percgntage differences). . o7 Highgst ppverty -7.7 | -20.7
= Spending in Massachusetts's highest $8,000 o = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $1,435 PP lower $6,000 e Massachusetts's spending is 7.7%
t(l;an the ;zstirg?fted adeqt:ate level 54000 below the adequate level, compared
18,602), a difference of -7.7%. with a -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Massachusetts's second §2.000 = Adequacy in Massachusetts's
highest poverty quintile spend 69.2% 00 et Low vy Medum  Hhpovery  Highest highest poverty districts ranks #11 in
more than the adequate level. poverty P poverty an povery po%/erty the nation (OUt of 49)

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Massachusetts is
progressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 10.9%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #9 in the nation [out of 51]).

www.schoolfinancedata.org

Lower poverty

mActual spending PP

m Required spending PP

PROGRESSIVITY

-50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

:| 3.5%

Middle poverty I 71%
Higher poverty 10.9%
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A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

50%

36.1%

17.4%
152% 13,29 12,6 13.8%
9.7%

ooooooooooooooooo

-o-Massachusetts -8=U.S. average

= MA's funding was more regressive in
2018 (10.9%) vs. 2002 (17.4%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Michigan effort 3.49 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Michigan spent 3.49% of
its economic capacity directly on K-
12 education.

= This was 0.06 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= Michigan's effort level ranks #23 in
the nation (out of 49).

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in Michigan's highest
poverty districts is $5,143 PP lower
than the estimated adequate level
($17,096), a difference of -30.1%.
= Districts in Michigan's second highest
poverty quintile spend 14.0% less
than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Michigan is
moderately regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 9.1%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #39 in the nation [out of 51]).
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Michigan's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Michigan devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

FISCAL EFFORT
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Lower poverty -3.1% D
Middle poverty -6.1% l
Higher poverty -9.1% I

CONTEXTUAL STATS Ml uU.s.

Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 17.9 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 88.5 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 58.4 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 1,516,398 (10)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in Ml increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
4.84% in 2004 to 4.94% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period M | us.
2004-2009 0.10 0.33
2009-2018 -1.45 -0.64
2004-2018 -1.35 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
1.45 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= MI's effort was 1.35 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: Ml vs U.S. average

Percent above / below adequate

District poverty Mi U.S.
Lowest poverty 75.5 45.4
Low poverty 25.4 11.4
Medium poverty -0.3 -2.0
High poverty -14.0 -15.1
Highest poverty -30.1 -20.7

In its highest poverty districts,
Michigan's spending is 30.1% below
the adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

Adequacy in Michigan's highest
poverty districts ranks #31 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

0% S
10 1% 1% N
73% % 7.1% 6.0% & -5.1% g .30, -4.9% 33%

“asn 8% 9.2% 0.1%

ooooooooooooooooo

-e-Michigan -#~U.S. average

= MI's funding was more regressive in
2018 (-9.1%) vs. 2002 (-7.3%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Minnesota's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core

indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: f

measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Minnesota devotes to its public schools, the

iscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three

fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

FISCAL EFFORT

STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

MINNESOTA

CONTEXTUAL STATS MN U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 10.8 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 89.8 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 65.2 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 884,944 (21)

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
+ Bt WY boeesed o s
capacity." which we measure here in 5.0% before the "Great Recession's" main
' impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP) 4.0% — 3.59% in 2004 to 4.04% in 2009.
Minnesota effort 3.60 % 6% O 3 6% 3.6% 6% s o % Net change by period (% pts.)
o 3.0% 4% 7T 84% 3.4% 3.3% 34% Period MN | UsS.
U.S. average 3.43 %
- 2004-2009 0.45 0.33
= In FY 2018, Minnesota spent 3.60% 2.0% 2009-2018 -0.44 -0.64
of its economic capacity directly on 2004-2018 0.02 -0.31
K-12 education. Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.17 percentage points 0.44 percentage points between
higher than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = MN's effort was 0.02 percentage
= Minnesota's effort level ranks #19 in VoYY v v v v v v v v v v W points higher in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49). -s-Minnesota -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $20,000 A’ Adequacy: MN vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $18,000 sira04 Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required e District poverty MN U.S.
to achieve national average test scores. stadod Lowest poverty 79.5 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by $14,000 Low poverty 347 1.4
district poverty qu_intile, i_n the center 612000 s11508 $11,936 $12,260 suim Medium poverty 148 20
graph (in $), and in the right panel table . coer High poverty 6.8 -15.1
(as percentage differences). oo 58,862 Highest poverty -16.9 -20.7
= Spending in Minnesota's highest $8,000 e = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $2,940 PP lower $6,000 Minnesota's spending is 16.9%
than the estimated adequate level 54000 below the adequate level, compared
($17,434), a difference of -16.9%. with a -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Minnesota's second $2000 = Adequacy in Minnesota's highest
highest poverty quintile spend 6.8% 0 et Low oover Mediom o ooverty  Hihest poverty districts ranks #16 in the
more than the adequate level. poverty povert pov&lerty an poverty ptljgi/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to s0%
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty 8.2% e,
difference in adjusted state and local o
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), ° —_
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(§O°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 17.0%
districts. o
= School funding in Minnesota is S e —us g; e
progressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 26.6% = MN's funding was more regressive in
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 26.6% 2018 (26.6%) vs. 2002 (36.9%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #4 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Mississippi's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core gggTE’iT;’AL STAth — Z“gs(‘) %so'
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three 5t c( h o‘g)c';?,‘:;ger?;)( °) 868 876
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Mississippi devotes to its public schools, the  pct. revenue from state sources 50.4 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enroliment (U.S. rank) 478,321 (35)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends dlreotly on K-1”2 educat!on asa « Effortin MS increased in the years
percer_ﬂage of its total "economic e e 48% 4. before the "Great Recession's" main
capacity," which we measure here in % 4.4% ; 4.2% 4.3% 42% 4% 4z impact on K-12 funding, going from

terms of Gross State Product (GSP). 4.41% in 2004 to 4.79% in 2000.

4.0%
Mississippi effort 4.07 % H—*‘”./‘\.\‘\k._._._‘_.\. Net change by period (% pts.)

U.S. average 3.43 % o
2004-2009 0.39 0.33
= In FY 2018, Mississippi spent 4.07% 2.0% 2009-2018 -0.73 -0.64
of its economic capacity directly on 2004-2018 -0.34 -0.31
K-12 education. 1o% = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.63 percentage points 0.73 percentage points between
higher than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S E S S S TN LLh R = MS's effort was 0.34 percentage
= Mississippi's effort level ranks #8 in VoYY v vow v v v v v v v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49)_ -e-Mississippi -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actu_al state and $20,000 A’ Adequacy: MS vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each 16,000 mw Percent above / below adequate

state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by $14,000

district poverty quintile, in the center $12,000 st1.s0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences). SO0 e s
= Spending in Mississippi's highest $8,000

poverty districts is $8,778 PP lower $6,000

than the estimated adequate level 54000

($18,557), a difference of -47.3%.
= Districts in Mississippi's second $2000

highest poverty quintile spend 41.5% $0

Lowest Low poverty Medium High poverty Highest

District poverty MS U.S.

Lowest poverty -5.6 45.4
Low poverty -26.9 11.4
Medium poverty -32.8 -2.0
so77 High poverty -41.5 -15.1
so142 Highest poverty -47.3 -20.7
= In its highest poverty districts,
Mississippi's spending is 47.3%
below the adequate level, compared

$16,000 $15,632
$14,295

with a -20.7% U.S. average.
= Adequacy in Mississippi's highest
poverty districts ranks #46 in the

less than the adequate level. poverty poverty poverty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty 0.6%
difference in adjusted state and local

revenue between: 1) lower (10%), .
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty

33%
0.5% 0.9% g go 20% a0, 0% 1.2% 19% 1.7%
33% 08% " 2.0 3.1% 24% 3.49 4% 03%

Middle poverty 1.2%
districts. o
= School funding in Mississippi is L e e T
neither progressive nor regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 1.7% = MS's funding was more progressive
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 1.7% in 2018 (1.7%) vs. 2002 (-3.3%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical

ranks #25 in the nation [out of 51]).

state (red line) is generally neither
_ _ progressive nor regressive_
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Missouri's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core CONTEXTUAL STATS MO _ US.
. . . L .- Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 171 17.0
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three Public school coverage (%) 85.2 87.6
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Missouri devotes to its public schools, the Pct. revenue from state sources M7 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 915,472 (18)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends d'rethIY on K|12 education as a = Effortin MO increased in the years
Sgpr)(;i?t?g(\e/vﬂicILSvtvc:?nezCs?Jr;grrT;e 0 s0% before the "Great Recession's" main
’ impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). 40% 3.53% in 2004 to 3.92% in 2009.
R R o, 3-9% o "
Missouri effort 3.37 % aom g 0T T S et Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43% o o Period MO _ | US.
2004-2009 0.39 0.33
= In FY 2018, Missouri spent 3.37% of 2.0% 2009-2018 -0.55 -0.64
its economic capacity directly on K- 2004-2018 -0.16 -0.31
'1|' '21.educatci)og% t " Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.07 percentage points 0.55 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national . 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = MO's effort was 0.16 percentage
= Missouri's effort level ranks #28 in VoYY v v v v v v v v v v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49). -e-Missouri -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $18,000 A’ Adequacy: MO vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $16.000 16028 Percent above / below adequate
state to the estimated amount required District poverty MO U.S.
to achieve national average test scores. $14,000 Lowest poverty 60.7 454
T_he;e comparisor_ws _are_presented, by $12,000 stooe Low poverty 5.6 114
district poverty quintile, in the center s10.747 o S Medium poverty -8.2 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table $10000 — 89457 so.se High poverty -18.8 -15.1
(as percentage differences). $8,000 Highest poverty -28.3 -20.7
= Spending in Missouri's highest poverty 55,689 = In its highest poverty districts,
dist'ricts is $4,534 PP lower than the 6,000 Missouri's spending is 28.3% below
estimated adequate level ($16,026), a $4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
dl'ffer'enc'e of .-28.3%. . o000 -20.7% US average.
= Districts in Missouri's second highest = Adequacy in Missouri's highest
poverty quintile spend 18.8% less e — Mogim Hidh ooverty  Highot poverty districts ranks #30 in the
than the adequate level. poverty povert poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty -5.0%
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), e
middle (20%), and higher poverty TR R T e T e e
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 9.7%
districts. 5o
» School funding in Missouri is L e e T
regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 14.2% = MO's funding was more regressive in
less revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty -14.2% 2018 (-14.2%) vs. 2002 (0.1%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #46 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Montana's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Montana devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Montana effort 3.96 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Montana spent 3.96% of
its economic capacity directly on K-
12 education.

= This was 0.53 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national

FISCAL EFFORT

4.0% 0% 5 gop, 4.0%

4
3.8% 3.8% 3.9% 3.8%

CONTEXTUAL STATS MT U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 14.8 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 88.6 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 431 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 149,474 (43)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in MT increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
4.38% in 2004 to 4.42% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period MT | US.
2004-2009 0.04 0.33
2009-2018 -0.46 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.42 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.46 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = MT's effort was 0.42 percentage
. I\aontana's(effortfleve)zl ranks #10 in v v W_._(Kﬂor:”tan: 1U‘; a‘:eraz}e voYov points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49). e
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $18,000 A’ Adequacy: MT vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $16.000 s15.008 Percent above / below adequate
state to the es_tlmated amount required s1a.414 District poverty MT U.S.
to achieve natl_onal average test scores. $14,000 Lowest poverty 28 8 454
These comparisons are presented, by 512,000 $12210 11 13 Low poverty 30.2 114
district poverty quintile, in the center s10818 $11,107 $10953 Medium poverty 153 20
graph (in $), and in the right panel table $10,000 $3495 High poverty 2.5 -15.1
(as percentage differences). 58,000 il — Highest poverty 9.3 -20.7
= Spending in Montana's highest = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $1,484 PP lower $6.000 Montana's spending is 9.3% below
than the estimated adequate level $4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
($1 5,'898'), a dif‘ferenlce of -9.3%. o0 -20.7% US average.' .
= Districts in Montana's second highest = Adequacy in Montana's highest
poverty quintile spend 2.5% more o0 e L Vot T — poverty districts ranks #12 in the
than the adequate level. povary PN ey Ry nation (out of 49).
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Montana is
moderately regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 7.2%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #34 in the nation [out of 51]).
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-4.9% I
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A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

16% 1.1
14.8%15,89515.0%14.8%

ooooooooooooooooo

-o-Montana -#-U.S. average

= MT's funding was less regressive in
2018 (-7.2%) vs. 2002 (-9.6%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Nebraska's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core gggTE’iT;’AL STATS __ 1":'5 ?75
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three i c(‘;h o‘g)cz?,‘:;g'er?:)(/") 8 4'2 87'2
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Nebraska devotes to its public schools, the  pct. revenue from state sources 30.8 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 323,766 (37)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends d'rethly on K|12 educat!on aséd = Effort in NE increased in the years
Eggr)(;i?t?g?/vﬂicILSvtvc:?nezCs?Jr;grrT;e in 50% before the "Great Recession's" main
’ impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). som : A% 5, 3% e 35 3.69% in 2004 to 3.93% in 2009.
Nebraska effort 3.76 % D e o N Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43% oo 009 05 |
= In FY 2018, Nebraska spent 3.76% 0% 2009-2018 -d_17 -d_e4
of its economic capacity directly on 2004-2018 0.08 -0.31
K-12 education. Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.33 percentage points 0.17 percentage points between
higher than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = NE's effort was 0.08 percentage
= Nebraska's effort level ranks #13 in oYY v v v v v v v v v v v points higher in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49)_ -o-Nebraska -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $16,000 woons A’ Adequacy: NE vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each 10000 o Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required ! 12086 513,224 513 13,024 District poverty NE Us.
to achieve national average test scores. | ¢, .. s1,945 Lowest poverty 88.3 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by $10865 Low poverty 34.9 114
district poverty quintile, in the center $10,000 $9627 59,466 Medium poverty 26.2 2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table w5000 High poverty 2.1 -15.1
(as percentage differences). ’ Highest poverty 15.3 -20.7
= Spending in Nebraska's highest $6,000 $5.769 = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $1,991 PP higher Nebraska's spending is 15.3%
than the estimated adequate level §4,000 above the adequate level,
($13,024), a dif‘ference(z)f 15.3%. 52,000 compared withqa -20.7% U.S.
= Districts in Nebraska's second highest average.
poverty quintile spend 2.1% less than o e Lo vy Mecum  Highsoverty  Highest = Adequacy in Nebraska's highest
the adequate level. poverty P poverty Jn poverty po%/erty pOVGI’ty districts ranks #4 in the
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP nation (out of 49).
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students. Wy
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty 10.8%
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), . )
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 22.79%
districts. o
» School funding in Nebraska is T e ot
progressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 36.0% = NE's funding was more progressive in
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 36.0% 2018 (36.0%) vs. 2002 (2.1%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #3 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Nevada's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core gggTE’iT;’AL STAth — 1";"1 %so'
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three i c(‘;h o‘g)c';?,‘:;ger?;)( °) o6 86
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Nevada devotes to its public schools, the Pct. revenue from state sources 63.4 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enroliment (U.S. rank) 485,785 (34)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a « Effort in NV increased in the years
peme’?‘a;?e O.f its total "econoric . 50% before the "Great Recession's" main
capacity," which we measure here in impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). ao% H_.% 2.96% in 2004 to 3.54% in 2009.
Nevada effort 2.85 % 6% 3. Net change by period % pts.)
o 3.0% 3.2% 3.9, Lo Period NV U.S.
U.S. average 3.43 % a.0% o 3.0% 1% 32% 3.0% 2.9% 3.0% .99 5 go, 2.9% 2.8% 2004-2009 0.59 0.33
= In FY 2018, Nevada spent 2.85% of 00% 2009-2018 -0.70 -0.64
its economic capacity directly on K- 2004-2018 -0.11 -0.31
'1|' i educatci)oné t Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.59 percentage points 0.70 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = NV's effort was 0.11 percentage
= Nevada's effort level ranks #42 in the VoYY v v v v v v v e w v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
nation (out of 49)_ -o-Nevada --U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $18,000 4’ Adequacy: NV vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $16.000 sts.62 Percent above / below adequate
state to the estimated amount required District poverty NV Us.
to achieve national average test scores. | st4.000 st3.193 Lowest poverty 16.1 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by 12000 sriam mszm,sm s12473 Low poverly 290 114
district poverty quintile, in the center : : $10.750 Medium poverty -10.5 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table | sse [EEiaagy s High poverty 31 | 151
(as percentage differences). $8,000 Highest poverty -43.8 -20.7
= Spending in Nevada's highest poverty = In its highest poverty districts,
districts is $7,030 PP lower than the $6.000 Nevada's spending is 43.8% below
estimated adequate level ($16,062), a $4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
difference of -43.8%. -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Nevada's second highest sao00 = Adequacy in Nevada's highest
poverty quintile spend 13.1% less e — Mogim Hidh ooverty  Highot poverty districts ranks #44 in the
than the adequate level. poverty povert poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o0
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty -15.1%
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Midde poverty  -27.9%
districts.
= School funding in Nevada is v 05, aveme
regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 38.8% = NV's funding was more regressive in
less revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty38.8% 2018 (-38.8%) vs. 2002 (-6.9%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #51 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of New Hampshire's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core CONTEXTUAL STATS NH __US.
. . . e L Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 9.0 17.0
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, apd progresswle. Thege three Public school coverage (%) 87.6 87.6
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much New Hampshire devotes to its public Pct. revenue from state sources 313 46.7
schools, the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 179,433 (42)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a « Effort in NH increased in the years
percentage of its total "economic 5.0% before the "Great Recession's" main
capacity," which we measure here in w100 4150 a9 A7 1o impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). sov 3% s 39% 30% 39% 5% 5.8% 5.7% 5.7 5 g 3.80% in 2004 to 4.09% in 2009.
New Hampshire effort 3.64 % Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43% o
2004-2009 0.29 0.33
= In FY 2018, New Hampshire spent 0% 2009-2018 -0.45 -0.64
3.64% of its economic capacity 2004-2018 -0.16 -0.31
directly on K-12 education. oo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.21 percentage points 0.45 percentage points between
higher than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S E S S S TN LLh R = NH's effort was 0.16 percentage
= New Hampshire's effort level ranks VoYY v v vy v v v v v v W points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
#16 in the nation (out of 49). -o-New Hampshire -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $20,000 A’ Adequacy: NH vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $18.000  s175a s17.6% - Percent above / below adequate
state to the estimated amount required — : $16,626
to achieve national average test scores. | %% sts,622 Lowest poverty e —
These comparisons are presented, by $14,000 513,415 Low poverty 156 4 1.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $12,000 Medium poverty 106.1 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table Sl High poverty 56.2 -15.1
(as percentage differences). F1o000 saaa2 Highest poverty 16.5 -20.7
= Spending in New Hampshire's highest $8,000 pryves = In its highest poverty districts, New
poverty districts is $2,207 PP higher $6,000 _— Hampshire's spending is 16.5%
than the estimated adequate level 54000 above the adequate level,
($13,415), a difference of 16.5%. compared with a -20.7% U.S.
= Districts in New Hampshire's second $2000 average.
highest poverty quintile spend 56.2% 00 et Low sovery  Medum  Hihpoverty  Highest = Adequacy in New Hampshire's
more than the adequate level. poverty poverty poverty hlghest poverty districts ranks #3 in
@Actual spending PP mRequired spending PP the nation (out of 49).
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to 0%
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty -9.4% D
difference in adjusted state and local o
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), .
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(80%) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 17.8% . e
districts. - ~
= School funding in New Hampshire is e a0t
regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 25.5% = NH's funding was more regressive in
less revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty -25.5% 2018 (-25.5%) vs. 2002 (-24.5%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #50 in the nation [out of 51]). state (red line) is generally neither
I IERSSRESSVENN | rogressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of New Jersey's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core

measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much New Jersey devotes to its public schools,
the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

FISCAL EFFORT

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

New Jersey effort 4.51 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, New Jersey spent 4.51%
of its economic capacity directly on
K-12 education.

= This was 1.08 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= New Jersey's effort level ranks #1 in
the nation (out of 49).

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in New Jersey's highest
poverty districts is $370 PP lower than
the estimated adequate level
($18,963), a difference of -2.0%.
= Districts in New Jersey's second
highest poverty quintile spend 56.2%
more than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.

= School funding in New Jersey is

= Higher poverty districts receive 7.2%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #13 in the nation [out of 51]).

| www.schoolfinancedataorg ~ NEWJERSEY SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18
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PROGRESSIVITY
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CONTEXTUAL STATS NJ U.s.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 12.7 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 87.9 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 41.6 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 1,408,102 (11)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in NJ increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
4.62% in 2004 to 5.05% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period N | Uus.
2004-2009 0.43 0.33
2009-2018 -0.54 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.11 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.54 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= NJ's effort was 0.11 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: NJ vs U.S. average

Percent above / below adequate

District poverty NJ U.S.
Lowest poverty 154.3 45.4
Low poverty 127.5 114
Medium poverty 99.6 -2.0
High poverty 56.2 -15.1
Highest poverty -2.0 -20.7

= In its highest poverty districts, New
Jersey's spending is 2.0% below the
adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

= Adequacy in New Jersey's highest
poverty districts ranks #10 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
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16.5% 8.
yo ar5%422%
3ags  963%
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= NJ's funding was more regressive in
2018 (7.2%) vs. 2002 (31.2%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of New Mexico's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much New Mexico devotes to its public schools,
the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

3.57 %
3.43 %

= In FY 2018, New Mexico spent
3.57% of its economic capacity
directly on K-12 education.

= This was 0.13 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= New Mexico's effort level ranks #22
in the nation (out of 49).

New Mexico effort
U.S. average

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in New Mexico's highest
poverty districts is $11,612 PP lower
than the estimated adequate level
($22,461), a difference of -51.7%.
= Districts in New Mexico's second
highest poverty quintile spend 37.8%
less than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in New Mexico is
moderately regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 8.8%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #37 in the nation [out of 51]).
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NEW MEXICO

CONTEXTUAL STATS NM U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 24.0 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 89.6 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 67.5 46.7

Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 334,345 (36)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in NM increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
4.07% in 2004 to 4.75% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period NM | Us.
2004-2009 0.67 0.33
2009-2018 -1.18 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.51 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
1.18 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= NM's effort was 0.51 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: NM vs U.S. average

Percent above / below adequate

District poverty NM U.S.
Lowest poverty -20.9 45.4
Low poverty -35.5 11.4
Medium poverty -31.2 -2.0
High poverty -37.8 -15.1
Highest poverty -51.7 -20.7

= In its highest poverty districts, New
Mexico's spending is 51.7% below
the adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

= Adequacy in New Mexico's highest
poverty districts ranks #48 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
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= NM's funding was more regressive in
2018 (-8.8%) vs. 2002 (-2.2%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much New York devotes to its public schools, the
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of New York's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core

fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

New York effort 4.22 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, New York spent 4.22%
of its economic capacity directly on
K-12 education.

= This was 0.78 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national

o
4:3% 4 29, 4.

30, 4.3%

FISCAL EFFORT

4.6% 4.7% 469,

4.5%
3 429 23% 4.3% 4.3% 4.3% 4.3% 429,

o HW_H_H

CONTEXTUAL STATS NY U.s.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 17.8 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 83.5 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 39.6 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 2,724,663 (4)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in NY increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
4.30% in 2004 to 4.68% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period NY | UsS.
2004-2009 0.37 0.33
2009-2018 -0.46 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.09 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.46 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

average of 3.43%. S E S S S TN LLh R = NY's effort was 0.09 percentage
= New York's effort level ranks #5 in vV W_._;‘\] ‘”YO“IL luws : : voYov points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49). ew or -5 average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $30,000 A’ Adequacy: NY vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each - Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required go5000  S24825 i District poverty NY U.S.
to achieve national average test scores. s22,397 e s21002 Lowest poverty 259 4 45 4
These comparisons are presented, by 620000 ' — Low poverty 148.3 1.4
district poverty quintile, in the center Medium poverty 103.2 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table . High poverty 56.9 -15.1
(as percentage differences). - s Highest poverty 20.9 -20.7
= Spending in New York's highest 510,434 = In its highest poverty districts, New
poverty districts is $4,365 PP higher §10,000 ss020 York's spending is 20.9% above the
than the estimated adequate level e adequate level, compared with a
($20,923), a difference of 20.9%. $5,000 -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in New York's second highest = Adequacy in New York's highest
poverty quintile spend 56.9% more e — Mogim Hidh ooverty  Highot poverty districts ranks #2 in the
than the adequate level. poverty povert poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in New York is
progressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 11.0%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #8 in the nation [out of 51]).
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m Required spending PP

PROGRESSIVITY

:| 3.5%

Middle poverty I 7.2%
Higher poverty 11.0%

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

50%

EXU
E -5.2% 6.0%
A% | n02% 4%

SO e

25.1%24.9%

ooooooooooooooooo

-o-New York -#-U.S. average

= NY's funding was more progressive in
2018 (11.0%) vs. 2002 (-25.1%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of North Carolina's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core gggTE’iT;’AL STATS __ 1N° '1"73
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three it c(‘;h o‘g)cz?,‘:;ger?:)(/") sg'g 87'2
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much North Carolina devotes to its public schools, Ppct. revenue from state sources 61.5 46.7
the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enroliment (U.S. rank) 1,553,513 (9)
FISCAL EFFORT

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

spends directly on K-12 education as a « Effort in NC increased in the years

Ezgi?t?gaﬂ{é:]s;vc:?;ez(;%?g?;e in 50% before the "Great Recession's" main

’ impact on K-12 funding, going from

terms of Gross State Product (GSP). ao% H_.% 8.07% in 2004 to 3.55% in 2009.
North Carolina effort 2.74 % . Net change by period (% pts.)
u.s. average 3.43 % 8% 1% 1% 3.00% 2% 3% 3% s 3.0% 2,990 Period NC ‘ U.S.

2.8% 2.8% 2.7% 2.8% 2.7% 2004-2009 0.48 0.33

= In FY 2018, North Carolina spent 0% 2009-2018 -0.81 -0.64
2.74% of its economic capacity 2004-2018 -0.33 -0.31
directly on K-12 education. oo = This was followed by a decrease of

= This was 0.70 percentage points 0.81 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S E S S S TN LLh R = NC's effort was 0.33 percentage

= North Carolina's effort level ranks vy vy v v v v vow v v v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
#47 in the nation (out of 49). -e-North Carolina -e-U.S. average

ADEQUACY

Adequacy compares actual state and $18,000 A’ Adequacy: NC vs U.S. average

local per-pupil (PP) spending in eac_:h s10000 $16,142 Percent above / below adequate

state tp the es_tlmated amount required District poverty NC Us.

to achieve national average test scores. $14,000 513,574 Lowest poverty 9.2 45.4

These comparisons are presented, by 612000 _— il Low poverty 379 114

district poverty quintile, in the center ' st00 S10248 Medium poverty -25.7 -2.0

graph (in $), and in the right panel table $10.000 g 154 §9490 $9,363 59554 High poverty -29.6 -15.1

(as percentage differences). $8,000 Highest poverty -36.5 -20.7

= Spending in North Carolina's highest = In its highest poverty districts, North
poverty districts is $5,894 PP lower $6.000 Carolina's spending is 36.5% below
than the estimated adequate level $4,000 the adequate level, compared with a

i - o, _ 0,

e s Noris Crainais soeond | + Adsaquecy I Nori Caroina's
highest poverty quintile spend 29.6% 00 et Low vy Medum  Hhpovery  Highest highest poverty districts ranks #40 in
less than the adequate level. poverty P poverty Jn poverty po%/erty the nation (OUt of 49)

mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY

Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

states provide greater resources to o

districts serving higher need students.

The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty } 1.6%

difference in adjusted state and locall i

revenue between: 1) lower (10%), .

middle (20%), and higher poverty

(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 3.3%

districts. . »

= School funding in North Carolina is L e e e T

= Higher poverty districts receive 4.9% = NC's funding was more progressive in
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 4.9% 2018 (4.9%) vs. 2002 (-15.0%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #16 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither

progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year

www.schoolfinancedata.org




SCHOOL
FINANCE
INDICATORS
DATABASE

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

North Dakota effort 3.20 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, North Dakota spent
3.20% of its economic capacity
directly on K-12 education.

= This was 0.23 percentage points
lower than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= North Dakota's effort level ranks #31
in the nation (out of 49).

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in North Dakota's highest
poverty districts is $516 PP higher
than the estimated adequate level
($16,866), a difference of 3.1%.
= Districts in North Dakota's second
highest poverty quintile spend 21.1%
more than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in North Dakota is
moderately regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 4.8%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #31 in the nation [out of 51]).
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of North Dakota's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much North Dakota devotes to its public schools,
the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.
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CONTEXTUAL STATS ND uU.s.

Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 9.6 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 88.8 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 55.8 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 111,920 (48)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in ND decreased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.85% in 2004 to 3.32% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period ND | US.
2004-2009 -0.53 0.33
2009-2018 -0.12 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.64 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.12 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= ND's effort was 0.64 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: ND vs U.S. average

Percent above / below adequate

District poverty ND U.S.
Lowest poverty 74.6 45.4
Low poverty 58.9 11.4
Medium poverty 36.5 -2.0
High poverty 21.1 -15.1
Highest poverty 3.1 -20.7

= In its highest poverty districts, North
Dakota's spending is 3.1% above
the adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

= Adequacy in North Dakota's highest
poverty districts ranks #8 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
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= ND's funding was less regressive in
2018 (-4.8%) vs. 2002 (-19.2%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.

www.schoolfinancedata.org

NORTH DAKOTA SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18



ASE NOTES ON DATA AND MEASURES

ALBERT SHANKER INSTITUTE

'NDICATOS:TABASE IQJTGERS State School Finance Profiles 2017-18 (published 2021)

ication

| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Ohio's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core indicators
from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three measures
provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Ohio devotes to its public schools, the fairness of its
system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Ohio effort
U.S. average

3.69 %
3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Ohio spent 3.69% of its
economic capacity directly on K-12
education.

= This was 0.25 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= Ohio's effort level ranks #14 in the
nation (out of 49).

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in Ohio's highest poverty
districts is $3,222 PP lower than the
estimated adequate level ($16,955), a
difference of -19.0%.
= Districts in Ohio's second highest
poverty quintile spend 4.6% more
than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Ohio is
progressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 21.9%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #5 in the nation [out of 51]).

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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CONTEXTUAL STATS OH u.s.

Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 17.8 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 84.4 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 40.2 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 1,704,399 (8)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in OH increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
4.21% in 2004 to 4.51% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period OH | us.
2004-2009 0.31 0.33
2009-2018 -0.83 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.52 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.83 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= OH's effort was 0.52 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: OH vs U.S. average
Percent above / below adequate

District poverty OH U.S.
Lowest poverty 116.9 45.4
Low poverty 48.1 11.4
Medium poverty 26.3 -2.0
High poverty 4.6 -15.1
Highest poverty -19.0 -20.7

= In its highest poverty districts, Ohio's
spending is 19.0% below the
adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

= Adequacy in Ohio's highest poverty
districts ranks #19 in the nation (out
of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

ooooooooooooooooo

-e-Ohio -e~U.S. average

= OH's funding was more progressive
in 2018 (21.9%) vs. 2002 (12.8%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.

OHIO SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Oklahoma devotes to its public schools, the  pct. revenue from state sources 46.1 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enroliment (U.S. rank) 695,092 (26)
FISCAL EFFORT

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

spends directly on K-12 education as a « Effort in OK increased in the years
percentage of its total "economic s0%

before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.82% in 2004 to 4.01% in 2009.

capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

4.0%
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Oregon's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core

indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three

measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Oregon devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.
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CONTEXTUAL STATS OR U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 14.3 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 88.8 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 53.1 46.7

Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 608,014 (29)

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

6.0%

5.0%

4.0%

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in OR increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.46% in 2004 to 4.00% in 2009.

Oregon effort 3.40 % % o 59 Net change by period (% pts.)
3.5% 3.49% 3.5% 3.49% 3.4%
U.S. average 3.43 % s.0% s 35% 4% 0.3% 3.3% 3.3% 3:3% 3.3% 34%
2004-2009 0.55 0.33
= In FY 2018, Oregon spent 3.40% of 00% 2009-2018 -0.60 -0.64
its economic capacity directly on K- 2004-2018 -0.05 -0.31
'1|' r21.educat(i)ocr)1:.3 . Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.03 percentage points 0.60 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = OR's effort was 0.05 percentage
= Oregon's effort level ranks #27 in the vy v v vy v vy v v v v v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
nation (out of 49). -e-Oregon -o-U.S. average
Adequacy compares actual state and $18,000 +’Adequacy: OR vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each 516,000 s1s73 Percent above / below adequate
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve natipnal average test scores. $14,000 - $13.289 $13,851 Lowest poverty 11.9 454
T.hesl,e comparisons _are_presented, by 612000 s11s28 i . $11,951 Low poverty 10.4 11.4
district poverty quintile, in the center 0308 [ $109% $10875 Medium poverty -20.9 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table $10,000 High poverty -21.5 -15.1
(as percentage differences). $8,000 Highest poverty -24.1 -20.7
= Spending in Oregon's highest poverty = In its highest poverty districts,
districts is $3,792 PP lower than the $6.000 Oregon's spending is 24.1% below
estimated adequate level ($15,743), a $4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
; i o )
dlffer'enc.e of -24.1 IAa . o000 20.7% US average.
= Districts in Oregon's second highest = Adequacy in Oregon's highest
poverty quintile spend 21.5% less 00 et Low Very | Medum  High poverty  Highest poverty districts ranks #26 in the
than the adequate level. poverty P poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)

mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Oregon is
moderately regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 3.9%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #30 in the nation [out of 51]).
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A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

-----------------

-e-Oregon -8-U.S. average

= OR's funding was more regressive in
2018 (-3.9%) vs. 2002 (9.5%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Pennsylvania's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core ~ CONTEXTUAL STATS PA___US.
. . . e L Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 15.9 17.0
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three Public school coverage (%) 847 876
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Pennsylvania devotes to its public schools,  pct. revenue from state sources 38.3 46.7
the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 1,726,809 (7)
FISCAL EFFORT

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 60% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

spends directly on K-12 education as a = Effort in PA increased in the years
percentage of its total "economic s0%

before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
4.12% in 2004 to 4.17% in 2009.

capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

4.1% 4.1% 41% 8.1% 4.1% 42% 41% , o

a5 9% 3,85, 3,89 39% 0% 39%
8% .8% 3.

Pennsylvania effort 3.94 % Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43 % s — — |
« In FY 2018, Pennsylvania spent o 2009-2018 0.23 | -064
3.94% of its economic capacity 2004-2018 -0.18 -0.31
directly on K-12 education. oo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.51 percentage points 0.23 percentage points between
higher than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S E S S S TN LLh R = PA's effort was 0.18 percentage
= Pennsylvania's effort level ranks #11 vy v vov v v v v v v W points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
in the nation (out of 49). -e-Pennsylvania -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $20,000 A’ Adequacy: PA vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $18,000 si7o12 Percent above / below adequate
state to the estimated amount required sy S5 District poverty PA U.S.
to achieve natl_onal average test scores. ' stoats S1a.604 $14,885 o Lowest poverty 154.6 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by $14,000 . Low poverty 750 1.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $12,000 511,814 Medium poverty 52.0 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table o000 sos67 High poverty 26.0 -15.1
(as percentage differences). o 58,228 Highest poverty -21.3 -20.7
= Spending in Pennsylvania's highest $8,000 = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $3,811 PP lower $6,000 — Pennsylvania's spending is 21.3%
t(g?r; gw1e3§>stlrg§ffted adeql:atze1 Ig://el 54000 b(?tlﬁw tgg a7(3/e%uaste level, compared
, , a difference of -21.3%. with a -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Pennsylvania's second §2.000 = Adequacy in Pennsylvania's highest
highest poverty quintile spend 26.0% o0 L " R — poverty districts ranks #23 in the
more than the adequate level. poverty PN ey ey nation (out of 49).
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to 0%
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty 1.3%
difference in adjusted state and locall A o
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), o ——
middle (20%), and higher poverty P en ety -
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 2.6% '
districts. 507
= School funding in Pennsylvania is T e S e
= Higher poverty districts receive 3.9% = PA's funding was more progressive in
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 3.9% 2018 (3.9%) vs. 2002 (-18.4%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #20 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Rhode Island's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core ~ CONTEXTUAL STATS RI__US

indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three g:gﬁc(i:h?g)czs‘:;ger?:)(%) ;g:; ;;:g
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Rhode Island devotes to its public schools,  pct. revenue from state sources 40.8 46.7
the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enroliment (U.S. rank) 142,949 (44)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Ef_fort is the amount a st_ate 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends d'rethlY on K|1”2 education as a = Effort in Rl increased in the years
perce’?‘a;?e ﬂ. 'LS fota econorrrzlc . 50% A% 45% 4 1o 4 before the "Great Recession's" main
capacity," which we measure here in 02% g a1 132 A% A% 4 3% 4.3% 429 4 10, 429 V% 42% impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). “on m 4.18% in 2004 to 4.53% in 2009.
Rhode Island effort 4.24 % Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43% o Period RI__|_UsS.
2004-2009 0.35 0.33
= In FY 2018, Rhode Island spent 00% 2009-2018 -0.28 -0.64
4.24% of its economic capacity 2004-2018 0.07 -0.31
directly on K-12 education. oo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.81 percentage points 0.28 percentage points between
higher than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. N N N S S A O R NS = RI's effort was 0.07 percentage
» Rhode Island's effort level ranks #3 T8 essIoeessoesdaod points higher in 2018 than in 2004.
in the nation (out of 49). -e-Rhode Island --U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actu_al state and $25,000 A’ Adequacy: Rl vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required o000 oo District poverty RI U.S.
to achieve natl_onal average test scores. ' Lowest poverty 195.4 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by s16273 stoses G o Low poverty 123.1 11.4
district poverty quintile, in the center 615000 ' — Medium poverty 124.2 2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table High poverty 55.2 -15.1
(as percentage differences). , Highest poverty -19.9 -20.7
= Spending in Rhode Island's highest $10.000 — = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $3,859 PP lower o i Rhode Island's spending is 19.9%
t(l;an the ;zstirg?fted adeqt:ate level 55000 — below the adequate level, compared
19,385), a difference of -19.9%. with a -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Rhode Island's second = Adequacy in Rhode Island's highest
highest poverty quintile spend 55.2% 00 et Low sovery  Medum  Hihpoverty  Highest poverty districts ranks #20 in the
more than the adequate level. poverty poverty poverty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to s0%
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty -2.5%
difference in adjusted state and local N
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), - RAREITETD o s .
middle (20%), and higher poverty e
(§O°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty -4.9%
districts. 5o
* School funding in Rhode Island is T e eus mene
moderately regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 7.3% = RlI's funding was more regressive in
less revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 7.3% 2018 (-7.3%) vs. 2002 (5.1%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #35 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of South Carolina's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much South Carolina devotes to its public

schools, the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

4.02 %
3.43 %

= In FY 2018, South Carolina spent
4.02% of its economic capacity
directly on K-12 education.

= This was 0.58 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national

South Carolina effort
U.S. average

4.0%

FISCAL EFFORT

4% o
3% 4.9,
° 41% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0%

STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

SOUTH CAROLINA

CONTEXTUAL STATS SC U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 21.3 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 89.0 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 47.6 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 777,507 (23)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in SC increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
4.41% in 2004 to 5.12% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period SC | Us.
2004-2009 0.71 0.33
2009-2018 -1.10 | -0.64
2004-2018 -0.39 | -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
1.10 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

average of 3.43%. S E L IS T I Lep = SC's effort was 0.39 percentage
= South Carolina's effort level ranks #9 vV -o(-‘/Sthh ga oqll' aw :U SW . v a“’ VoV points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
in the nation (out of 49). uth Larofin -5 average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $18,000 A’ Adequacy: SC vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each $16.000 15587 Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required sra0s District poverty sC U.S.
to achieve natl_onal average test scores. | st.000 ST Lowest poverty 5.4 45 4
These comparisons are presented, by 512000 12419 g1 0g1 - $12,089 Low poverty 141 e
district poverty quintile, in the center ' w020 510663 Medium poverty 8.0 2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table $10,000 > High poverty -18.9 -15.1
(as percentage differences). $8,000 Highest poverty -22.6 -20.7
= Spending in South Carolina's highest = In its highest poverty districts, South
poverty districts is $3,528 PP lower $6.000 Carolina's spending is 22.6% below
than the estimated adequate level $4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
($15,587), a difference of -22.6%. - -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in South Carolina's second ’ = Adequacy in South Carolina's
$0

highest poverty quintile spend 18.9%
less than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.

= School funding in South Carolina is

= Higher poverty districts receive 7.7%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #11 in the nation [out of 51]).

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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Lower poverty

Middle poverty
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Medium
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PROGRESSIVITY

:|2.5%
I 5.1%

7.7%

SOUTH CAROLINA SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18

highest poverty districts ranks #24 in
the nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

50%

3% 15% 7% g0 7%
20% %2 8% 4% g oo

ooooooooooooooooo

~e-South Carolina -8~U.S. average

= SC's funding was more progressive in
2018 (7.7%) vs. 2002 (2.9%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of South Dakota's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much South Dakota devotes to its public schools,
the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

South Dakota effort 3.02 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, South Dakota spent
3.02% of its economic capacity
directly on K-12 education.

= This was 0.41 percentage points
lower than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= South Dakota's effort level ranks #36
in the nation (out of 49).

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in South Dakota's highest
poverty districts is $3,519 PP lower
than the estimated adequate level
($17,271), a difference of -20.4%.
= Districts in South Dakota's second
highest poverty quintile spend 2.4%
less than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in South Dakota is
moderately regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 3.1%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #29 in the nation [out of 51]).
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SOUTH DAKOTA SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18

STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

SOUTH DAKOTA

CONTEXTUAL STATS SD U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 14.8 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 91.2 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 34.3 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 137,823 (45)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in SD increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.32% in 2004 to 3.33% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period SD | UsS.
2004-2009 0.00 0.33
2009-2018 -0.30 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.30 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.30 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= SD's effort was 0.30 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: SD vs U.S. average

Percent above / below adequate

District poverty SD U.S.
Lowest poverty 40.1 45.4
Low poverty 11.4 11.4
Medium poverty 4.0 -2.0
High poverty -2.4 -15.1
Highest poverty -20.4 -20.7

= In its highest poverty districts, South
Dakota's spending is 20.4% below
the adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

= Adequacy in South Dakota's highest
poverty districts ranks #22 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
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t08%-98%
O e teeta 5145 124% 13,00

ooooooooooooooooo

-o-South Dakota -#~U.S. average

= SD's funding was less regressive in
2018 (-3.1%) vs. 2002 (-3.8%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Tennessee's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Tennessee devotes to its public schools,
the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.
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CONTEXTUAL STATS TN u.s.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 20.0 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 85.1 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 46.4 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 1,001,967 (16)

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Tennessee effort 2.79 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Tennessee spent 2.79%
of its economic capacity directly on
K-12 education.

= This was 0.65 percentage points
lower than the unweighted national

6.0%

5.0%

4.0%

3.3% 3.5% 3.4% 3 40, s

30% @ o 3.1% 2%
3.1% 3,19 3.1% 3.1% 3.0% 3.0%

2.0%

2.8% 2.8% 2-8% 2.8%

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in TN increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.11% in 2004 to 3.46% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

2004-2009 0.35 0.33
2009-2018 -0.67 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.32 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.67 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

average of 3.43%. S R S R I S 2 R S R I S = TN's effort was 0.32 percentage

= Tennessee's effort level ranks #45 in vVEYI&IISLLLwLssseed points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49)_ -e-Tennessee -e-U.S. average

Adequacy compares actual state and $14,000 A’ Adequacy: TN vs U.S. average

local per-pupil (PP) spending in ea(_;h 512593 s12402 Percent above / below adequate

state to the estimated amount required $12,000

to achieve natipnal average test scores. . sooor - $10.084 Lowest poverty 14.8 45.4

These comparisons are presented, by $10000 seoro [ s $9.345 Low poverty -8.2 11.4

district poverty quintile, in the center am0 : Medium poverty -17.6 -2.0

graph (in $), and in the right panel table $8000 ) High poverty 152 | -154

(as percentage differences). 56,000 Highest poverty -24.6 -20.7

= Spending in Tennessee's highest ’ = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $3,057 PP lower 84,000 Tennessee's spending is 24.6%
than the estimated adequate level below the adequate level, compared
($12,402), a difference of -24.6%. $2,000 with a -20.7% U.S. average.

= Districts in Tennessee's second = Adequacy in Tennessee's highest
highest poverty quintile spend 15.2% 00 et Low sovery  Mecium  High poverty  Highest poverty districts ranks #27 in the
less than the adequate level. poverty poverty poverty nation (OUt of 49)

mActual spending PP

m Required spending PP

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.

= School funding in Tennessee is

= Higher poverty districts receive 4.1%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #19 in the nation [out of 51]).

www.schoolfinancedata.org

Lower poverty } 1.4%
Middle poverty I 2.7%
Higher poverty 4.1%

-50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0%

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

50%

40.0% 50.0%

16.2% 16.8%
11.59,13.0%
%

L 11.5%126% 11,85, 13.1% 11.8%
01% 7.0%

-----------------

-e-Tennessee -8-U.S. average

= TN's funding was more regressive in
2018 (4.1%) vs. 2002 (6.2%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Texas's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core indicators CONTEXTUAL STATS X US.
. . o . Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 20.2 17.0
from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three measures Public school coverage (%) 911 876
provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Texas devotes to its public schools, the fairness of its  pct. revenue from state sources 33.7 46.7
system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 5,401,341 (2)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a = Effort in TX increased in the years
percentage of its total "economic s0% before the "Great Recession's" main
capacity," which we measure here in im _ ; ;
1% pact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP) 40% 38% 3.82% in 2004 to 4.13% in 2009.
Texas effort 3.24 % S— Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 343% | e Period O
; 2004-2009 0.31 0.33
= In FY 2018, Texas spent 3.24% of its 0% 2009-2018 -0.89 -0.64
economic capacity directly on K-12 2004-2018 -0.58 -0.31
education. Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.20 percentage points 0.89 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national . 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = TX's effort was 0.58 percentage
= Texas's effort level ranks #30 in the VoYY v v v v v v v e v w v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
nation (out of 49). -e-Texas -o-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $25,000 A’ Adequacy: TX vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each Percent above / below adequate
state to the estimated amount required $20300 District poverty Eo U.S.

= Districts in Texas's second highest = Adequacy in Texas's highest

to achieve national average test scores. | $%% Lowest poverty 54 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by o Low poverty 28.8 11.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $15,000 Medium poverty -31.7 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table 513,014 - High poverty -43.1 -15.1
(as percentage differences). stosse Highest poverty -49.8 -20.7
= Spending in Texas's highest poverty $10.000 9007 575  $9268 ‘ = In its highest poverty districts,
districts is $10,113 PP lower than the Texas's spending is 49.8% below
estimated adequate level ($20,309), a 55000 the adequate level, compared with a
difference of -49.8%. -20.7% U.S. average.
poverty quintile spend 43.1% less $0 poverty districts ranks #47 in the

Lowest Low poverty Medium High poverty Highest

than the adequate level. poverty poverty poverty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to 0%
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty 21%
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), o “/:\‘f"‘ ———
m|dd|e (200/0), and h|gher pOVerty 6.0% -6.6% _g g0, -7.0% 5-8% -6.4% “5.0% 6,69, "5.5% 7 5o, 5.9% 5.6% -5.9% 6.3% V8% 7 1o, 6.2%
(§O°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 4.2%
districts. 50
= School funding in Texas is C e T
moderately regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 6.2% = TX's funding was more regressive in
less revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty -6.2% 2018 (-6.2%) vs. 2002 (-6.0%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical

ranks #33 in the nation [out of 51]). state (red line) is generally neither

| REGRESSNE B | ) ogrossive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Utah's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core indicators gggTE’iT;’AL STATS __ uT ?75
from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three measures o/ c(‘;h o‘g)cz?,‘:;g'er?:)(/") 9%00 87'2
provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Utah devotes to its public schools, the fairness of its Pct. revenue from state sources 52.3 46.7
system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 668,274 (28)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Ef_fort is the amount a st_ate 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends d'rethIY on K|12 education as a = Effort in UT increased in the years
Sgpr)(;i?t?g(\e/vﬂicILSvtvc:?nezCs?Jr;grrT;e 0 s0% before the "Great Recession's" main
’ impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). 4.0% 3.49% in 2004 to 3.80% in 2009.
Utah effort 2.99 % oo 2o Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43 % 80% %% 4% 3% T een s e 3.0% 3.0% 31% 31% 3 09, 009 00 |
= In FY 2018, Utah spent 2.99% of its 00% 2009-2018 -d_s1 -d_e4
economic capacity directly on K-12 2004-2018 -0.50 -0.31
education. Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.44 percentage points 0.81 percentage points between
lower than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S ES S 88 ST VLT Lo o = UT's effort was 0.50 percentage
= Utah's effort level ranks #38 in the VoYY v v v v v v v v v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
nation (out of 49). -o-Utah -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $16,000 A’ Adequacy: UT vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in ea9h $14.000 stasre Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required District poverty uT U.S.
to achieve natl_onal average test scores. 512,000 si2,162 Lowest poverty 10.9 45 4
These comparisons are presented, by $11,022 Low poverty 16 114
district poverty quintile, in the center $10,000 s0.036 s9.377 Medium poverty -29.0 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table a0 N~ High poverty -25.7 -15.1
(as percentage differences). T e 7O soee Highest poverty -31.1 -20.7
= Spending in Utah's highest poverty $6,000 = In its highest poverty districts, Utah's
districts is $4,237 PP lower than the spending is 31.1% below the
estimated adequate level ($13,614), a §4,000 adequate level, compared with a
difference of -31.1%. ' 52,000 -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Utah's second highest = Adequacy in Utah's highest poverty
poverty quintile spend 25.7% less e — Mogim Hidh ooverty  Highot districts ranks #35 in the nation (out
than the adequate level. poverty povert pov&lerty an poverty ptlj%erty of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -100.0% -80.0% -60.0% -40.0% -20.0% 0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o0
districts serving higher need students. o
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty j 19.1% e e A
difference in adjusted state and local oee
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), o e
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 41.9%
districts. 100%
= School fu_ndlng inuUtahis (| s ovan S e
progressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 69.0% = UT's funding was more progressive in
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 69.0% 2018 (69.0%) vs. 2002 (42.8%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #2 in the nation [out of 51]). IEEEE  rrocnessve state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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ication

| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year

www.schoolfinancedata.org




SCHOOL
FINANCE
INDICATORS
DATABASE

ALBERT SHANKER INSTITUTE

RUTGERS

Graduate School of Education

VERMONT

Description: This 2017-18 profile of Vermont's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Vermont devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

|

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Effort estimates are not available
for Vermont in 2018 due to data
irregularities.

The graph to the right presents the trend in
effort for Vermont up until 2017 (and the U.S.
averages in this graph, unlike those in all other
states' profiles, include Vermont).

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each state
to the estimated amount required to
achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center graph
(in $), and in the right panel table (as
percentage differences).

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Vermont is
progressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 16.0%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #6 in the nation [out of 51]).
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FISCAL EFFORT
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ADEQUACY

Adequacy estimates are not available for
Vermont in 2018 due to data irregularities.

PROGRESSIVITY

-50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

:|5.1%

Lower poverty

Middle poverty . 10.4%
Higher poverty 16.0%

VERMONT SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18

STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

2017-18 SCHOOL YEAR

CONTEXTUAL STATS VT U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 11.3 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 88.2 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 90.5 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 88,028 (50)

A Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in VT increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
5.10% in 2004 to 5.52% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period VI | us.
2004-2009 0.42 0.33
2009-2018 n/a -0.64
2004-2018 n/a -0.31

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

16.0%

ooooooooooooooooo

-e-\ermont -8-U.S. average

= VT's funding was more progressive in
2018 (16.0%) vs. 2002 (3.9%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

3.31 %
3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Virginia spent 3.31% of
its economic capacity directly on K-
12 education.

= This was 0.13 percentage points
lower than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= Virginia's effort level ranks #29 in the
nation (out of 49).

Virginia effort
U.S. average

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in Virginia's highest poverty
districts is $3,830 PP lower than the
estimated adequate level ($15,951), a
difference of -24.0%.
= Districts in Virginia's second highest
poverty quintile spend 8.9% less than
the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Virginia is
moderately regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 9.0%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #38 in the nation [out of 51]).
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STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

VIRGINIA

Description: This 2017-18 profile of Virginia's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Virginia devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

FISCAL EFFORT
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VIRGINIA SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18

CONTEXTUAL STATS VA uU.s.

Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 12.8 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 88.0 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 40.0 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 1,291,462 (12)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in VA increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.36% in 2004 to 3.58% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period VA | US.
2004-2009 0.22 0.33
2009-2018 -0.27 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.06 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.27 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= VA's effort was 0.06 percentage
points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: VA vs U.S. average

Percent above / below adequate

District poverty VA U.S.
Lowest poverty 35.5 45.4
Low poverty 17.5 11.4
Medium poverty 4.2 -2.0
High poverty -8.9 -15.1
Highest poverty -24.0 -20.7

In its highest poverty districts,
Virginia's spending is 24.0% below
the adequate level, compared with a
-20.7% U.S. average.

Adequacy in Virginia's highest
poverty districts ranks #25 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

50%

0% ‘A

o% ~10.1%10.5%8-9% 9.0%
18.1%13.7%14.2913.4%

ooooooooooooooooo

-e-Virginia -8-U.S. average

= VA's funding was less regressive in
2018 (-9.0%) vs. 2002 (-13.7%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Washington effort 3.06 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Washington spent 3.06%
of its economic capacity directly on
K-12 education.

= This was 0.37 percentage points
lower than the unweighted national

AS |
Y
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RUTGERS

Graduate School of Education

WASHINGTON

Description: This 2017-18 profile of Washington's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Washington devotes to its public schools,
the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

FISCAL EFFORT

3.0% 3.3%

%
3.
31% 3.0% 3.0% 31% 3.0% .99

3.0% 3.0% 3-1%

2.8% 2.8% 2.8%

STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

CONTEXTUAL STATS WA uU.s.

Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 11.7 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 88.8 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 64.1 46.7
Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 1,110,367 (14)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in WA increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
3.30% in 2004 to 3.33% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period WA | UsS.
2004-2009 0.03 0.33
2009-2018 -0.27 -0.64
2004-2018 -0.24 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.27 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

average of 3.43%. S E S S S TN LLh R = WA's effort was 0.24 percentage
= Washington's effort level ranks #34 VoYY v v vy v v v v v v v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.

in the nation (out of 49). -e-Washington -e-U.S. average

ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and 520,000 — A’ Adequacy: WA vs U.S. average
g |
) ! District poverty WA U.S.
to achieve national average test scores. | %% - Lowest poverty 45.8 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by $14,000 staon 1292 s13.009 s13120 Low poverty 20.3 11.4
district poverty quintile, in the center 12000 Lot Medium poverty 5.1 2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table c0000 it High poverty -16.4 -15.1
(as percentage differences). ' Highest poverty -30.1 -20.7
$8,000

= Spending in Washington's highest
poverty districts is $5,658 PP lower
than the estimated adequate level
($18,778), a difference of -30.1%.

= Districts in Washington's second
highest poverty quintile spend 16.4%
less than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.
= School funding in Washington is
regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 12.3%
less revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #41 in the nation [out of 51]).

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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= In its highest poverty districts,
Washington's spending is 30.1%
below the adequate level, compared
with a -20.7% U.S. average.

= Adequacy in Washington's highest
poverty districts ranks #32 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

6%
104%12.39

ooooooooooooooooo

-e-Washington -#-U.S. average

= WA's funding was more regressive in
2018 (-12.3%) vs. 2002 (-3.7%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enroliment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of West Virginia's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core gggTE’iT;’AL STATS __ ;"1"’ ?75
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three it c(‘;h o‘g)c'g?,‘:;ger?:)(/") 88'8 87'2
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much West Virginia devotes to its public schools,  pct. revenue from state sources 55.0 46.7
the fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enroliment (U.S. rank) 272,266 (39)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a « Effort in WV decreased in the years
. " f 9% 4.9% 489, . .
percerjtage ﬁf ILS total eCOﬂOFEIC _ 50% tor 4o g AT 2 6% e 4.6% 45% a4 44% 4t before the "Great Recession's" main
capacity,” which we measure here in 4% 4% 43% impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). po M_H_: 4.89% in 2004 to 4.60% in 2009.
West Virginia effort 3.87 % Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43% o 009 g |
= In FY 2018, West Virginia spent 0% 2009-2018 -0:73 -d_e4
3.87% of its economic capacity 2004-2018 -1.02 -0.31
directly on K-12 education. oo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.43 percentage points 0.73 percentage points between
higher than the unweighted national oo 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S EE &S 88 sy oy LLede = WV's effort was 1.02 percentage
= West Virginia's effort level ranks #12 vy v v v vy v v v v v v v points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
in the nation (out of 49). -e-West Virginia -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $16,000 A’ Adequacy: WV vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each 1s000 . Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required $13, District poverty WV U.S.
to achieve natl_onal average test scores. $12000 _srreze w0 Iy Lowest poverty 24.8 45 4
These comparisons are presented, by $10.958 s10503 o $10.947 Low poverty 10.7 11.4
district poverty quintile, in the center $10,000 e i Medium poverty 7.9 2.0
Cae percentage diference). | o Fignastpovery | 6.1 1207
= Spending in West Virginia's highest $6,000 = In its highest poverty districts, West
poverty districts is $2,423 PP lower Virginia's spending is 18.1% below
t(l;an the ;zstirg?fted adeqt:ate level §4,000 the adequate level, compared with a
13,370), a difference of -18.1%. -20.7% U.S. average.
’ ’ $2,000
= Districts in West Virginia's second = Adequacy in West Virginia's highest
highest poverty quintile spend 4.1% 00 et Low vy Medum  Hhpovery  Highest poverty districts ranks #18 in the
less than the adequate level. poverty P poverty an povery po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty '2-1%ﬂ
difference in adjusted state and locall .
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), oA
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 4.1%
districts. o
= School funding in West Virginia is T v eus mene
moderately regressive.
= Higher poverty districts receive 6.1% = WV's funding was more regressive in
less revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty -6.1% 2018 (-6.1%) vs. 2002 (1.7%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #32 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enrollment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Wisconsin's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core ggl’f?g”“" STAth — 1"2"'9 %so'
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three c( h o‘g)c'g‘\),‘:;ger?;)( °) 817 876
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Wisconsin devotes to its public schools, the  pct. revenue from state sources 54.3 46.7
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals. Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 860,753 (22)
FISCAL EFFORT
Fiscal Effort is the amount a state 6.0% A’ Effort trends, 2004-18
spends directly on K-12 education as a « Effort in Wl increased in the years
222;%?59aﬂiféas\:vc:?:]ezz%?g?;e in 50% before the "Great Recession's" main
’ 81% 400 40 g g 1 42% 429 449, impact on K-12 funding, going from
terms of Gross State Product (GSP). pon - 37 36% 56% 450, 2500 a0 3% 4.06% in 2004 to 4.24% in 2009.
Wisconsin effort 3.61 % Net change by period (% pts.)
U.S. average 3.43% o 009 o |
= In FY 2018, Wisconsin spent 3.61% 0% 2009-2018 -d_e3 -d_e4
of its economic capacity directly on 2004-2018 -0.44 -0.31
K-12 education. Lo = This was followed by a decrease of
= This was 0.18 percentage points 0.63 percentage points between
higher than the unweighted national . 2009 and 2018.
average of 3.43%. S E S S S TN LLh R = WI's effort was 0.44 percentage
= Wisconsin's effort level ranks #18 in VoYY v v v v v v v v v v W points lower in 2018 than in 2004.
the nation (out of 49). -e-Wisconsin -e-U.S. average
ADEQUACY
Adequacy compares actual state and $20,000 A’ Adequacy: Wl vs U.S. average
local per-pupil (PP) spending in ea(_:h 15000 s18,466 Percent above / below adequate
state tp the es_tlmated amount required e District poverty Wi Us.
to achieve national average test scores. ' Lowest poverty 90.2 45.4
These comparisons are presented, by $14,000 s13,716 Low poverty 385 14
district poverty quintile, in the center $12000 st s116% 2o S128% 1200 Medium poverty 21.8 -2.0
graph (in $), and in the right panel table s10000 510,161 High poverty 1.1 -15.1
(as percentage differences). ' s8.446 Highest poverty -25.7 -20.7
= Spending in Wisconsin's highest $8,000 = In its highest poverty districts,
poverty districts is $4,750 PP lower $6,000 il Wisconsin's spending is 25.7%
t(g?g ngstirgaﬁted adeqt:atze5 Isl//el 54000 b('atlf?w tgg a7izl/e%uaste level, compared
, , a difference of -25.7%. with a -20.7% U.S. average.
= Districts in Wisconsin's second §2.000 = Adequacy in Wisconsin's highest
highest poverty quintile spend 1.1% $0 Lowest  Lowpoverty | Medum  Hhpovery  Highest poverty districts ranks #28 in the
I I 1 .
more than the adequate level. poverty P poverty Jn poverty po%/erty nation (OUt of 49)
mActual spending PP mRequired spending PP
PROGRESSIVITY
Progressivity is the degree to which -50.0% -40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% )‘-) Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18
states provide greater resources to o
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage Lower poverty } 1.6%
difference in adjusted state and local 2o 49% 3 5% g, 824 60 T
revenue between: 1) lower (10%), o 3
middle (20%), and higher poverty “’“
(§O°/_o) districts and; 2) zero poverty Middie poverty 3.29%
districts. .
= School funding in Wisconsin is S e e T
= Higher poverty districts receive 4.8% = WI's funding was more progressive in
more revenue than zero poverty Higher poverty 4.8% 2018 (4.8%) vs. 2002 (4.6%).
districts (this level of progressivity = Since 2002, funding in the typical
ranks #17 in the nation [out of 51]). | reoressve | " prOGRESSVE | state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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| General

The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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Description: This 2017-18 profile of Wyoming's public K-12 school finance system focuses on three core
indicators from the School Finance Indicators Database: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. These three
measures provide a succinct but informative overview of how much Wyoming devotes to its public schools, the
fairness of its system, and whether its funding levels are sufficient to meet common outcome goals.

Fiscal Effort is the amount a state
spends directly on K-12 education as a
percentage of its total "economic
capacity," which we measure here in
terms of Gross State Product (GSP).

Wyoming effort 4.35 %
U.S. average 3.43 %

= In FY 2018, Wyoming spent 4.35% of
its economic capacity directly on K-
12 education.

= This was 0.91 percentage points
higher than the unweighted national
average of 3.43%.

= Wyoming's effort level ranks #2 in
the nation (out of 49).

Adequacy compares actual state and
local per-pupil (PP) spending in each
state to the estimated amount required
to achieve national average test scores.
These comparisons are presented, by
district poverty quintile, in the center
graph (in $), and in the right panel table
(as percentage differences).
= Spending in Wyoming's highest
poverty districts is $8,247 PP higher
than the estimated adequate level
($13,496), a difference of 61.1%.
= Districts in Wyoming's second highest
poverty quintile spend 55.2% more
than the adequate level.

Progressivity is the degree to which
states provide greater resources to
districts serving higher need students.
The center graph is the percentage
difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between: 1) lower (10%),
middle (20%), and higher poverty
(30%) districts and; 2) zero poverty
districts.

= School funding in Wyoming is

= Higher poverty districts receive 7.3%
more revenue than zero poverty
districts (this level of progressivity
ranks #12 in the nation [out of 51]).

www.schoolfinancedata.org
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WYOMING SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE 2017-18

STATE SCHOOL FINANCE PROFILE

WYOMING

CONTEXTUAL STATS wYy U.S.
Child (5-17yo) poverty rate (%) 11.6 17.0
Public school coverage (%) 90.9 87.6
Pct. revenue from state sources 56.9 46.7

Total K-12 enrollment (U.S. rank) 94,258 (49)

A’ Effort trends, 2004-18

= Effort in WY increased in the years
before the "Great Recession's" main
impact on K-12 funding, going from
4.06% in 2004 to 4.56% in 2009.

Net change by period (% pts.)

Period wy | UsS.
2004-2009 0.50 0.33
2009-2018 -0.22 -0.64
2004-2018 0.29 -0.31

= This was followed by a decrease of
0.22 percentage points between
2009 and 2018.

= WY's effort was 0.29 percentage
points higher in 2018 than in 2004.

A’ Adequacy: WY vs U.S. average
Percent above / below adequate

District poverty wYy U.S.
Lowest poverty 119.2 45.4
Low poverty 92.4 11.4
Medium poverty 78.9 -2.0
High poverty 55.2 -15.1
Highest poverty 61.1 -20.7

In its highest poverty districts,
Wyoming's spending is 61.1%
above the adequate level,
compared with a -20.7% U.S.
average.

Adequacy in Wyoming's highest
poverty districts ranks #1 in the
nation (out of 49).

A’ Progressivity trend (30/0), 2002-18

100%

ccccccccccccccccc

-e-\Wyoming -#-U.S. average

= WY's funding was more regressive in
2018 (7.3%) vs. 2002 (17.4%).

= Since 2002, funding in the typical
state (red line) is generally neither
progressive nor regressive.
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The data in this state profile are from the School Finance Indicators Database (SFID), a collection of public K-12 school finance and resource allocation
indicators published annually by researchers from the Albert Shanker Institute and the Rutgers University Graduate School of Education. The purpose of the
SFID is to provide sophisticated yet accessible school finance data and analysis to policymakers, journalists, parents, and the public. The primary product of
the SFID is the State Indicators Database (SID), a state-level dataset containing roughly 125 variables. This profile focuses on three types of measures
included in the SID: fiscal effort, adequacy, and progressivity. The full SID dataset, along with accessible documentation and other SFID tools and reports,
are freely available to download at: schoolfinancedata.org. The following are some general notes about the profiles, followed by descriptions and notes
pertaining to the three types of measures presented in this profile:
= The years in the profile refer either to the fiscal year or to the spring semester of the school year (e.g., 2018 is 2017-18). Note that the latest data in this
profile (2017-18) predate the coronavirus pandemic by 2-3 years.
= Pre-2018 estimates may differ slightly from those in previous profiles, as all measures are recalculated every year to account for revised data.
= Due to rounding, changes and differences published in this profile may vary slightly from users' manual calculations.
= All poverty data used in the SFID and presented in these profiles are from the U.S. Census Bureau.
= The total number of states assigned rankings varies slightly by measure (as indicated), as not all measures are available in D.C. and Hawaii, and we've
excluded Vermont from our 2018 effort and adequacy calculations due to irregularities in that state's data.
= Non-SFID data sources ("Contextual Stats" table): 1) Child (5-17 years) poverty (2018) from the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) program; 2) see SFID documentation for sources used for coverage estimates; 3) percent of total (FY 2018) revenue from state
sources from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School System Finances; 4) total state public elementary and secondary school enroliment (Fall
2017) from the 2018 Digest of Education Statistics, published by the National Center for Education Statistics.

| Fiscal effort

Fiscal effort indicates how much of a state's total resources or capacity are spent directly on K-12 schools. It is calculated in the SFID by dividing total state
and local expenditures (direct to education) by either Gross State Product (GSP) or aggregate state personal income. Both of these denominators are
measures of a state’s economic capacity; in the simplest terms, how much “money” does a state have? In this sense, effort measures how much each state
spends as a percentage of how much it might spend. The former denominator (GSP) is used in these profiles, but the two are highly correlated, and the
income-based effort indicator is available in the SID. Bear in mind that high capacity states with larger economies, such as New York and California, can put
forth lower effort than lower capacity states, such as Mississippi and Alabama, but still produce the same revenue.
= U.S. effort averages are unweighted and do not include D.C. or Vermont (effort estimates are not calculated for the former, and estimates for the latter,
which are not calculated in 2018, are excluded from all years to maintain the same set of states over time).
= The table in the right panel summarizes the graph in the center panel, with a focus on effort trends before and after the "Great Recession" of the late
2000s (comparing this state with concurrent changes in the U.S. average). 2009 is the "cutpoint" in the table because effort in the typical state was
increasing until that year, and subsequently declined. Trends, however, vary by state, as is evident in some states' profiles.
= Note that even seemingly small changes or differences in effort levels represent large spending amounts, as the denominator is entire state economies.
= SID variables used: effort, year

| Adequacy
Adequacy is typically defined as the extent to which the amount of funding for schools is sufficient for students to reach a given level of educational
outcomes. The SFID's primary measure of adequacy compares, by poverty quintile, a state's actual state and local spending levels to estimates from
models of how much that state would have to spend in order to achieve national average test scores in the prior year. The 2017-18 estimates in this profile
are from the National Education Cost Model (NECM), which is part of the SFID. The NECM calculates required spending based on factors such as districts'
labor costs, size, and their students' characteristics. For more information about the NECM, see the SFID documentation.
= The district poverty categories (e.g., lowest, low, medium, high, highest) are defined in terms of quintiles (i.e., 20 percentile increments).
= The U.S. averages in the right panel table are average percent differences between actual and required spending weighted by enrollment (this is a slightly
different measure from that used in last year's profiles). Note, however, that the NECM defines poverty quintiles state-by-state, which means that the U.S.
averages should be interpreted as an approximate snapshot of the national situation. In addition, three states are excluded from these U.S. averages:
Hawaii (no adequacy estimates due to it being a single district state); D.C. (estimates only available for highest poverty quintile); and Vermont (no
adequacy estimates this year due to data irregularities).
= SID variables used (each of these three sets of variables include five separate variables [q7-g5], one for each poverty quintile): necm_predcost_q1—
necm_predcost_g5; necm_ppcstot_q1—necm_ppcstot_g5; necm_enroll_qg1—necm_enroll_g5
| Progressivity
A progressive school finance system is one in which districts serving larger shares of disadvantaged students (all else equal) are allocated more resources
than their counterparts serving lower proportions of these students. In this profile, progressivity is calculated by comparing adjusted state and local revenue
between districts with (U.S. Census) child poverty rates of zero to those with higher poverty rates (i.e., 10, 20, and 30 percent). In addition to child poverty,
revenue is also adjusted for labor market costs, population density, and district size, all of which affect the value of the education dollar. For more details on
the calculation of adjusted revenue, as well as alternative approaches to measuring progressivity, see the SFID documentation and annual report.
= In the left panel (first bullet), the progressivity of each state's system is characterized based on the percentage difference in adjusted state and local
revenue between high (30%) and zero percent poverty districts (this is also the figure presented in the bottom bar of the center panel graph). The
designations are assigned as follows: progressive (revenue in high poverty districts is at least 10% greater than that in zero poverty districts); moderately
progressive (between +3% and +10%); neither progressive nor regressive (within three percentage points of zero); moderately regressive (between -3%
and -10%); regressive (lower than -10%).
= In the graph in the center panel, "lower poverty" districts are those with 10 percent poverty, "middle poverty" districts have 20 percent poverty, and "higher
poverty" districts have 30 percent poverty. Once again, the figures in the graph are percentage differences in adjusted state and local revenue between
low/medium/high poverty districts and zero poverty districts. Note that the definitions of district poverty groups in this section, which are based on poverty
rates (0, 10, 20, and 30), vary from those in the "Adequacy" section, in which district poverty is defined by quintiles.
= The graph in the right panel presents the trend in percentage difference between high (30%) and zero poverty districts, both for this state and on average
across the U.S. The U.S. averages are unweighted and can be interpreted as 30/0 progressivity in the typical state in a given year.
= SID variables used: predicted_slocrev0_; predicted_slocrev10_; predicted_slocrev20_; predicted_slocrev30_; year
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