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’ ?’ A Look Bé;ck at P
*xﬁ in the 1990s

__'Q---Due 10 the fact tha{ every CI has réake in the success of edu-

cating. our chlldren, publ,%('.qL e catlon s been the most widely
debated: function iﬁ state. gover.merjt As the, new millennium
begins, interest in public educati ISSUGS iS sure to remain thigh.
Debate continues over. funding, endlng, academic standards,
school vouchers, year-round schaeling and a host of other issues.
Taking a look back at trllJ prior dec de can provide a basis of
understanding as policymakers an ucators forge ahead with
" | public education policy,into t,[;le new c ry.

‘A review of elementary and!seconda ucation throughout the
1990's reveals various changes ‘in manyi“ f the statistical aspects
commonly focused on in the lllinois publlc ‘education system. One
wfact in particular that stands outis the increase,of nearly 177,000 or
10.1% in kindergarten through twelfth grade student enroliment
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Fiscal Focus Quarterly

Fiscal $Smarts

School Choice: Charters, Vouchers and Tax Credits

When Governor Ryan signed SB 1075 in toHowever, there is no single definition of
law last year (PA 91-9), lllinois joined three school reform, and approaches to achieve it
other states that have some kind of tax credvary. For example, some argue that school
its for education. But tax credits are not thereform is dependent on setting higher stan-
only method for assisting parents withdards. Others argue that students need to be
school-aged children. In general the use ofaught how to think rather than how to mem-
income tax credits and/or deductions is bubrize and recite facts. A third argument is
one of a number of methods being used tdhat school reform has to be based on ade-
enhance school choice. guate, equitable funding of school districts,
School Reform in Perspective and a fourth perspective is that school reform

_ ~ can best be achieved using the power of
The performance of public schools continues:hoice in a free market.
to be monitored closely throughout the

United States. Whether fueled by a (:oncen‘lA common theme_ of the free ma'.”‘et argu-
gent is to provide school choice (also

to improve student achievement scores, or t .
referred to as parental choice) as to where

hold schools more accountable for their per-

formance because of limited tax dollars, theChIIOIren will be educated. The assumption

fact is that many sectors of society are caIIingfeh'nd. this line of reasoning 1S that compgtl—
for school reform. ion will lead public schools to improve in

order to retain students, and this change, in

FISCAL SMARTS continued, page 5
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AView From The Outside

By Arthur Berman [State Representative from 1969-76; State Senator from 1977-1999, which included serving
as Chairman and Minority Spokesman for the Senate Education Committee. Arthur Berman is currently Director of
Labor Mediation Services for the Chicago Board of Education.]

Reflections on Education Reform  when Public Act 90-548 was signed erty-tax poor downstate communities.
into law by Governor Edgar. This ini- | can drive five minutes from my
tiative took the step of establishing new house and run into the Skokie School
foundation levels of per pupil state District in Niles Township where
spending ($4,100 for FY 1998, $4,225 about $13,500 is spent per year on
for FY 1999, $4,325 for FY 2000 and each student. Then | can drive anoth-
$4,425 for FY 2001). But, more er few minutes into Calumet City on
importantly, this new law built educa- the South end of Chicago and arrive at
tion funding into the continuing appro- a school district that was spending,
priation process. The beauty of that before P.A. 90-548, about $3,500 a
law is that education funding founda- year per student. The disparities exist
tion levels kick in as a continuing not just in the inner cities and rural
appropriation each July 1, regardless of areas; they are all around us.

During my 30 years serving in the whether lawmakers and the Governor
lllinois General Assembly, 23 of which reach a budget agreement.

were spent in Senate education com-
mittee leadership positions, public pol-
icymakers spent hundreds of hours
reviewing policy options aimed at
reforming the state’s inequitable edu-
cation funding system. The leading
lessons learned, at least from a political

As the steady stream of blue-ribbon
education reform commissions and
task forces litter the halls of state gov-
ernment, | enjoy the opportunity to
reflect on highlights of past public pol-
icy achievements in the area of educa-
tion reform. And perhaps a brief
reflection on the past will provide
some useful direction for state public
policy makers as they shape the future
of education policy.

Policymakers should also continue to
explore ways to reduce our reliance
I hope the lllinois General Assembly on property taxes for education fund-
takes decisive action this year to ing and seek more reliable funding
extend the continuing appropriation sources.

beyond the June 30, 2001, expiration
date. Why not build in another muilti-
year step-up ladder - maybe $4,550 in
) .. FY 2002, $4,650 in FY 2003 and
perspective, were not always gratity- g5 50 in Fy 200472 Why not take this
'ng. And one lesson Iearned_ 'S action now, while the economic sun
irrefutable - _that any true c—_:ducatlon appears to be shining with budget sur-
reform must include substantial educa- ) ,qe<> \we can call this our children’s To live up to the promises made by vir-
tion funding reform statewide. Rainy Day Fund. tually every elected official that
“Education is my top priority,” we must
find a way to provide a stable funding
source adequate to provide a quality
education for every lllinois youngster.

The chart below shows the percentage
of property taxes devoted to schools,

and the chart on page 10 indicates the
reliance on local revenue (property

taxes) from 1990-99 relative to state

and federal revenue sources.

One of my former Senate colleagues
Dawn Clark Netsch, was politically

pummeled for advocating the proper-
ty tax-for-income tax swap. Less than
a year after her defeat, the candidate
who authorized the anti-Netsch TV

ads was swiftly promoting major ele- “Robin Hood” approack
ments of thg very plan he pummeleq. to school funding - tha
Governor Jim Edgar then blessed his.

bl ibbon task f ] | is, we should not rob
new blue-ribbon task force’s conclu- o yny suburban

’ That would represent a huge step for-
ward in having the state lay down a
policy that says, emphatically, we
must bring up the bottom without
harming the wealthier school districts.

A VIEW FROM THE OUTSIDE continued, page 7
We should never take a pag

Percent Distribution of Property Tax Extensions, 1996

. P ; e Townshi

sion thattllllr:msfne(.—:tded to |tmplement school districts to o p 23?;'

Z%ropetrhy a>|<.;.or—||nct:ome ax swap. pay for the poorer 8%
nd so the political story goes. districts. We need County

But before we despair, we should take to continue to pull 9.8%

notice of recent positive actions taken the bottom up while

by the lllinois General Assembly and not tugging the top All Special
the Governor. During my 30 years in down. Districts MU;'SC';;‘“W
o 11.3% -3%
the lllinois G_ene_r_al Assembly, perhaps And poor school districts
the most significant step taken to do not reside solely in prop- SOURCE: lllinois Department of Revenue

improve education funding occurred
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Chicago School Reform Revisited

The initial calls for school reform in Chicago began with a fiscal crisis in 1979-1980 when the system failed to medt ésgegaaired
a financial bailout. The 1983 report entitledllation at Riskcharacterized the public school systems in the nation as failing, and a few years
later then-Secretary of Education William Bennett claimed Chicago’s school system was the worst in the country. Aftelisessiaf
and proposals, the General Assembly enacted the Chicago School Reform Act on December 2, 1988. A key provision of thedAgt inclu
the creation of Local School Councils (LSCs) to govern each public school.

The 1988 law was not a panacea. In the first few years, some test scores improved, the graduation rate increaseds andchoidlent
violence decreased. However, Chicago’s performance remained low relative to other large, urban school districts. Armheataver
pleased with the new administrative structure. Many educators had difficulty sharing power with parents and communistivesegen
and some LSCs were slow to learn their duties. The attempt to give LSCs greater control over discretionary (supplenmgntedisfupd
contradicted by cuts that were made to basic core programs.

In 1995 the General Assembly revisited the issue and passed an amendatory act that replaced the 15-member Board oftEddeatjon wi
member Board of Trustees to be appointed by the Mayor of Chicago. In July, 1995, Mayor Richard M. Daley appointed the suetlv Boar

a new management team to run the Chicago Public Schools. School strikes were banned for 18 months, layoff proceduesmand class
size were no longer collective bargaining issues, and an Academic Accountability Council was created.

Administratively, steps were taken to eradicate wasteful spending. Large bureaucracies were streamlined and unnecessatjnobsw
nated. A new ethics policy was instituted and restrictions were placed on travel, food and beverage expenses. The new hanagemen
anced the budget, eliminated a $150 million deficit in the first year, and a $1.3 billion deficit over four years.

A Capitol Improvement Plan (CIP) was developed to fund new construction of school buildings and facilities, renovate didicigst i
and facilities, and develop related items such as playgrounds, athletic fields or computer wiring and equipment.

Educationally, the Children First Education Plan was developed and implemented. Important features included new prognys such
expanded pre-kindergarten, home-based preschool, summer bridge, small schools initiatives, tutors/tutoring academiesafieshig®g!
and alternative schools.

Current Assessment

The Comprehensive Annual Report for the Chicago Public Schools for the year ended June 30, 1999, cites the followirgyfgains in p
ance indicators over a four-year period: 1) rising test scores on norm referenced and state tests in 94% of the sptificdeit 2Jedns
by many low scoring schools; 3) declining truancy and dropout rates; and 4) the highest graduation rates in the decade.

The annual budgets have been balanced, and the second consecutive four-year contract with the Chicago Teachers Umdads fully f
Also the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) has enabled the construction (complete or underway) of seventy new schajsanditi-st
tions, and single-story annexes. Progress has also been made on forty-two accessibility projects, forty-five stateigti-gehaal sci-
ence labs, and wide and local area computer networks in all administrative offices. In 1999 Moody’s bond rating for theuticag
School District was raised from Baal to AS3.

® ®
Chicago School District Report Card Variables, 1990-1999

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
Enrollment-Elementary 303,558 305,846 306,406 307,913 306,682 305,221 310,576 319,744 329,574 335,539
Enrollment-Secondary 104,884 102,868 103,355 103,669 102,817 102,020 102,345 101,590 98,610 95,546
Graduation Rate 47.4 43.7 50.7 50.2 522 61.2 61.7 65.2 64.9 65.3
Dropout Rate NR NR NR 14.8 17.0 16.6 15.5 16.2 15.8 15.5
Student Attendance Rate 89.7 89.8 89.8 89.1 88.7 89.2 89.6 91.1 91.5 90.9
Student Mobility Rate 36.0 33.7 335 32.8 26.3 30.3 29.0 28.7 28.5 27.6
Chronic Truancy Rate NR NR NR 4.7 53 5.7 4.7 4.6 4.4 4.0
Low Income Enrollment 66.2 70.1 79.2 68.1 79.0 79.8 83.2 84.3 84.8 84.5
Average Teacher Experience 16.7 16.7 16.6 16.6 15.3 14.3 14.5 14.7 14.8 14.8
Pupil/Teacher Ratio-Elementary 22.4 21.3 20.9 20.3 21.2 20.5 20.6 21.7 222 22.1
Pupil/Teacher Ratio-Secondary 17.7 17.9 18.7 18.6 21.4 21.0 20.5 20.2 20.1 19.6
Pupil Admnistrator Ratio 375.1 368.2 376.2 430.1 4235 364.6 357.2 355.4 356.4 338.6
Average Teacher Salary $ 36,359 $ 38,409 $ 39,966 $§ 43,086 $ 42,124 $ 41,627 $§ 43,867 $§ 455508 $ 47,304 § 48,879
Average Administrator Salary $ 57,315 $ 60206 $ 61,968 $§ 63,590 $§ 65415 $ 65218 $ 69,577 $ 73,717 $ 79,231 $ 84,165
Operating Expenditures Per Pupil $ 5265 % 5548 § 5675 $ 6031 $ 6,596 $§ 6525 $ 6941 § 7,102 $ 6,630 $ NA
Average Composite ACT Score 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 16.8 17.1 17.1 17.3 17.3
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Fiscal Smarts continued education through a system of “public income that does not exceed $37,500 can

tum, will produce better outcomes (i.€., schools,” and an appeal of this ruling is claim a credit of up to $1,000 per child
higher student performance or test scores).expected. ($2,000 per family) for educational expens-

Opponents of this view believe that the " . es incurred. The deduction, which applies
: . With the recent addition of Illinois, there : ' pp

dits for students attendi jj. deductions. Arizona allows residents to .
€rs or creans for students attending rei o expenses. Deductions up to $1,625 per

gious schools crosses the tenuous constituS/2iM @n income tax credit of up to $500 ° . - (K-6) and up to $2,500 per child (7-

tional line requiring the separation of for donations to charitable organizations 12) are allowed. Tuition paid to

church and state. attend a private school qualifies
Approaches to School Choice States with Income Tax Adjustments for Education Expenses only for the deduction, however,
and not the credit. Minnesota’s

Three general approaches are be 1 2 o .

used thgroughoutriﬁe United Stateg CrediltmaCt - St;[)teeduction Pljglri(:lllr:lr‘;:;te original tax o_leduct|on program was
provide school choice: chart challenged in 1983 and the U.S.
schools, tuition vouchers, and t: Arizona® $ 1.80 (private) NA 814 45 Supreme Court ruled the program
credits/deductionsCharter schools b 820 (@it A was consitutional.

are public schools that are freed frq ~ lowa® $ 9.00 NA 501 50 | lowa passed a tuition and textbook
most state and local laws and ruled  Minnesota® §14.40 $ 10.00 854 90 | creditin 1998 for parents with chil-

exchange for a written contract th  |11ineis® $75.00 NA 2012 323 | drenin grades K-12. The credit is
specifies certain results to be m 25% of the first $1,000 paid for
Proving to be a rather populy each dependent for tuition and text-
approach to school reform, chart Enrollment figures are in thousands of students in grades K-12 for books. lowa’s previous law (a

school legislation has been enac{ ¢ !997-1998 schoolyear. Tllinoisi figures are for 1999. choice between itemized deduc-

!Credit/deduction figures are in millions.

in 36 states, and in September, 19 3 Arizona has a $500 credit for contributions to private school tions or a tax credit) was upheld in
there were 1,682 charter schoq fuition Ofgarlnza“"f‘?’ af;d a $2T‘L° Cfred‘t forhpubhc SC?OOI 1992 by a U.S. District Court.

L . extracurricular activity fees. The figures shown are from a o
operating in 31 states. In llinois tf preliminary sample of tax year 1998 returns. lllinois’ recently enacted law pro-

number of charter schools in opel
tion has grown to 17 in the 199
2000 school year.

*The Towa Department of Revenue reports that the tuition and vides for an income tax credit of
textbook credit claims for tax year 1998 totaled $9 million. 25% of qualified education expens-
es (expenses in excess of $250 for
tuition, book fees, and lab fees).

*Minnesota law provides both an income tax deduction and a

The other two approaches to parer

refundable tax credit for education expenses. For tax year 1998,

choice are more controversial al $14.4 million in credits were claimed by taxpayers. The $10 However, the credit claimed by a
less widely adoptedTuition vouch- |  million figure for deductions is based on a preliminary sample of family can not exceed $500. The
ers are being used in Wisconsi| returns. law is scheduled to take affect for
Ohio, and Florida. Wisconsinyl epjinoisi credit is expected to begin in tax year 2000. The $75 tax years beginning January 1,
experiment with vouchers is limite] million figure is an estimate from the Governoris proposed budget. 2000, but is Currently being chal-
to the Milwaukee public school dig lenged in court.

trict in a program that began in 1990.

The Wisconsin Supreme Court ruled the
program constitutional, and in November,
1998, the U.S. Supreme Court declined to
review the case, allowing the Wisconsin
ruling to stand.

that provide scholarships to children to Impact of Tax Credits on State Revenue

enable them to attend private or parochial Both the arguments for and against educa-
schools. The state also allows residents totion vouchers and tax credit programs, and
claim a tax credit of up to $200 for the attendant court challenges over their
extracurricular activity fees paid at Arizona constitutionality, divert attention away
public schools. If the allowable tax credit from the fiscal impact of such programs on
In Ohio, the legislature created a pilot exceeds the taxes due, a taxpayer maystate revenue. While any program that pro-
“scholarship” program for Cleveland. The carry the credit forward for up to five years. vides a voucher or reduces taxes for eligi-
legislation creating the program was Although challenged in court, in October, ble families will prove to be popular with
amended in June, 1999, and in December a1999, the U.S. Supreme Court refused to the beneficiaries, the bottom line is a reduc-
District Court ruled against the program.  consider an appeal of the Arizona Supremetion in state revenue based on the number
Florida lawmakers enacted the first Court case that upheld the constitutionality of families/children taking advantage of the
statewide voucher program in 1999. In of the credits. program. For example, Governor Ryan's
March, 2000, a state judge ruled this Minnesota has two tax programs, a K-12 proposed budget for fiscal year 2001 esti-
voucher program was unconstitutional syptraction (deduction) and a K-12 educa- mates the cost of the newly enacted educa-

because it violated the mandate of a freetion credit. Families with an adjusted gross 10" ¢rédit at $75 million.
FISCAL SMARTS continued, page 16
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per pupil and was ranked twenty-ninth in the nation. The varia
tion among regional spending can be attributed to federal aid pre
grams that tend to be concentrated in large urban areas, lak
unions that are more likely to have unionized teachers and, ther
fore, higher wage rates, and differences in local preferences.

Sources of School Funds

Another indicator used to compare states is the relative share
funds provided by each level of government. Education receive
revenues from all three levels of government, federal, state ar
local. The United States spends approximately $300 billion annt

A Comparative Look at K-12 Education ally on K-12 education, but the majority of school revenue come:

. from state and local governments. The national average for ed
Revenues and Expend|tures cation revenue from the federal government is 6.9 percent, whil

Americans have always considered education a top governmeigtate government provides 49.8 percent, and local governme
priority and every state tries to incorporate public policies that will 43.3 percent.

provide enough funding, and distribute funds fairly, to every child syate government shares ranged from 89.1 percent (Hawaii) to 8
in grades K-12. Acommon indicator for comparing states is K-12parcent (New Hampshire). lllinois ranked forty-ninth in public
expenditures per pupil. school revenues from state government in 1998-1999, an
Expenditures per Pupil lllinois’ 26.7 percent share from state revenue was 23.1 perce!

below the national average of 49.8 percent. States in the Sou

Expenditures per pupil varied significantly among states in theyroyided anywhere from 37.5 percent to 73.3 percent of scho
Midwest and Northeast regions that spent as much as $9,703 #ynds, and states in the New England region provided from 8.

$3,807. Twenty-one states spent between $5,000 and $6,000 gy provide the majority of school revenues. Other states in th

pupil, and the national average was $6,251. lllinois spent $5,84%1idwest range from 76.8 percent (Michigan) to 39.5 percent
(Missouri). According to a survey on school

State Grades for Education Funding ) finance conducted by the Council of State
All grades color coded— SO Governments, most states (90.7 percent)
« ADEQUACY..blue » ALLOCATION..red * EQUITY..green £ c+ D+ D rely on annual appropriations from
A their general funds to support
WA A NH
y ~ ccrDy 4 schools.
B- D+ B- - o . N VT 'ME
/ B CD+ Pl b 7 ! s’ DB-D ABrG/ Local government shares for
AL °F MN - MA _2 education ranged from 88.1
| c sp |Gcre w4 CEPH Ny RIBEC  percent (New Hampshire)
/ JeE WY cc.c A-cB- (A M & c+BD- '//SCTB-CC N
e NaDc,) S Y ot to 2.5 percent (Hawaii).
e L PA =L _NJacc lllinois ranked third as
NV B-C-B OH B+ C+C- . .
B cDC uT B CD+ TN /\y—DEc+c-8  having the most reliance
A A D+B C co = £ WV, /\/p 5 MD C-D+Cx (66.7 percent) on local
D-D+ C sl co ol O /KY 888 corcs revenues. The national
= + B- s .
. I\CJCB y average is 43.3 percent.
" .
F’QZC NM N AR S sc The remaining top ten
) Ny Cr N c.C ALY oqB0ES Not Shown: states ranged from 67.1
MS / i
\ E colE C-ESllp.c g Alaska F F F percent to 53.9 percent.
v X LA Hawaii D C A* States in the Midwest
Ccat B-DB- oy st ranged from 16.5 percent
™ . s \1 FL| *Hawai has asingle, to 54.4 percent. The major
o DB statewide district. .
y source of local revenues is
\ / the local prpperty tax (97.7
SOURCE: Education Weekly report entitled Quality Counts 2000. percent according to a Council of
ADEQUACY grades based on spending per student, percent change in spending per student, and State Governments sur\/ey)_ One
percent of taxable resources spent on education.
ALLOCATION grade based on percent of education spending used for instruction.
EQUITY grade based on relative inequity in spending per student among districts. HOW ILLINOIS STACKS UP continued next page 7
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How lllinois Stacks Up concluded

problem with the reliance on local property taxes is the gap between the rich an Flscal Foru m

school districts. Wealthier, more populated districts can generate more property t

lars and can afford better schools, while rural, less wealthy and less populated 31 Last month’s Fiscal Forum was based pn
can't generate enough property tax dollars, and can't afford better schools. an article concerning available cash bpl-
ances and asked readers their opinjpn
about creating a Rainy Day Fund. Tlje
Education Weeklyecently publishedQuality Counts 2000a report which graded thg question and the distribution of our reag-
states on how well they are doing in terms of three major financial resources in 1997 ers’ responses are presented below.
adequacy, allocation and equity. lllinois received a C+ for adequacy which was a
posite of three education spending measures. In terms of allocation, defined as tf| Do you think the State should creatg|a
centage of annual expenditures spent on instruction, lllinois received a D+. The|| Rainy Day Fund to help avoid future tgk
grade received was a D for equity which was defined as the relative inequity in spg{ increases, short-term borrowing, miff-

Other Comparative Indicators

per student among districts (see map). year budget reductions or delays in pay-
On average, states spent 22 percent of their total state spending on K-12 education ing bills?
Michigan spent the highest, 34.2 percent, and New Hampshire spent the lowest, 9 YES .... 83%
cent. lllinois ranked 30th in spending with 19.9 percent which was only two perce NO ..... 17%
points below the national average. . .

This month’s question concerns edugp-
Latest Trend tion reform efforts, and the fact that

After declining annually from 1989 to 1994, education’s share of total state spendir] there are 17 charter schools operatindfin

begun to increase (see chart). According to the National Association of State H g'nto'.z t;Aftfer readértlgt AS\AGV\; Ffr?;]
Officers  (NASBO), utside by former State Senator \ITg

: 4| Berman hink th h
K-12 Education Spending as a Percent of Total State state spending on K-12 dc? mca)lre: tci)oe%%léjra o tar? d/Sc;[?;ec:elgtm(:e
Spending National Average education increased the establishment ofgcharter <chools?
Sg-g' 7.2 percent in 1998 : :
0 ’/e/‘\\ and an estimated 7.3 YES O NO [
< .
22 ——, | percent in 1999. Totalll 7o respond to this question, simply IiE
§ 215 \\’/e\ / state g 6Spend'”9 onto the Comptroller's web site
£ 210 — Increase Percentl www.ioc.state.il.us.
o 205 ¥ and 6.9 percent in
20.0 those same years. |
lg:g its preliminary fi'scal
18.5 ————————————————— | feport, the National
87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99| Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) estimates that fiscal year 201
Fiscal Year state general fund spending on K-12 education will increase 6.8 perce
Source: National Association of State Budget Officers, 1999 while overall general fund appropriations will increase 5.9 percent.

lllinois ranked third (31.8 percent) based on total spending increase frol
1997-1999. This is well above the national average of 14.7 percent. Mississippi had the highest increase with 46.2 Ysoemahdd
the lowest, -2.6 percent. This recent trend of K-12 spending increases is related to a strong economy and a renewed foomeigment
islators and governors to provide more money for education. In lllinois, for example, recent legislation increases théopadatign
level in annual steps from $4,100 in 1998 up to $4,425 in 3001.

A View From The Outside concluded

Finally, we should also encourage the According to the ISBE, there are now 17 one in which we live. We made significant
expansion of alternative public schools, or charter schools in lllinois - 12 in Chicago, progress in recent years, but our children
charter schools, throughout lllinois. We two in the suburbs and three downstate - with deserve no less than the best effort that we
should closely monitor the results of the more sprouting up on the horizon. can possibly make. Simply put, our children
early charter schools and learn what is, and represent this state’s futune
is not, working. And then we should employ Education policymakers have always faced [The opini I

o . L K X e opinions expressed in this column are the
our creativity, energy and commitment to the difficult challenges of crafting a statewide aythor's and do not necessarily represent the
creating the best charter schools possible.education policy in a state as diverse as theopinions of the lliinois Office of the Comptroller].
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On Revehue

Revenue Sources
Dedicated for Education

Much has been written about revenues
from gambling being dedicated for edu-
cation. However, there are numerous
sources of revenue that are specifically
earmarked to suppor;

The remaining 10% of revenues to the
CSF are dedicated receipts, which are
deposited directly into the fund. These
sources include public utility taxes, ciga-
rette taxes, bingo taxes, licenses and taxes
from pull tabs and jar games, investment
income, and other miscellaneous sources.

excess of revenue increases, General OVer the ten year period from fiscal year
Revenue Fund transfers account for a 1990 to 1999, public utility and cigarette

larger percentage of education revenues.

Common School Fund

While the Common School Fund (CSF)
receives revenues from a variety of
sources, transfers from the State Lottery
Fund are probably the most well known of
these sources. In fiscal year 1999, lottery
transfers totaled $540 million which

education. While Common School Fund Revenues

gambling is an (Dollars in Millions)

important source of BiscalBcar Change

revenue for educal 1990 1999 Amount  Percent

t|0r?’ it is not the | gyies Tax Transfers $ 10367 $ 138.0 $ 3493 337 %

major source Of rev- Lottery Fund Transfers 594.0 540.0 (54.0) .1

enue and has littl§ Bingo Tax 3.9 2.9 (1.0) (25.6)

impact in determin-| Pull Tabs & Jar Games 1.9 3.9 2.0 105.3

ing education fund-| Taxand Licenses

. i T 1. 180.1 108. 151.

ing levels. In fact, Clga.rette.flxes 71.6 80 8.5 51.5
Public Utility Tax 12.0 1135 101.5 845.8

over the last ten Other 3.6 12 (2.4) (66.7)

years’ even _\Nlth the GRF Transfers 525.2 817.0 291.8 55.6

implementation of

riverboat gambling TOTAL $ 22489 $ 30446 $ 7957 354 %

the share of education revenues provided
by gambling has declined. This was due
to growth of major tax sources and tax
increases that impacted the amounts ded-
icated to education.

The majority of state support for elemen-
tary and secondary education comes from
the Common School Fund and the
Education Assistance Fund, both of
which receive revenues from gambling.
It should be noted that the Education
Assistance Fund also supports higher
education. These two funds provide for
the payment of general state aid to local
schools and for teachers’ retirement.
Dedicated revenues are not sufficient to
support spending levels, especially in the
Common School Fund, so the General
Revenue Fund transfers any funding defi-
ciencies. Since education spending levels
have increased over the past ten years in

Fiscal Focus Quarterly

accounted for 17.7% of total CSF rev-

enues, and were the third largest source of

revenues into the fund. By far thiggest

and major source of revenue into the CSF
for the year was the sales tax transfer of
$1.386 billion or

taxes have experienced the largest per-
centage growth of all revenues. This
growth was due primarily to tax increas-
es. In fiscal year 1998, the telecommuni-
cations tax rate was increased from 5% to
7%. The Common School Fund receives
$12 million per year of the original 5%
tax and 50% of the additional 2% tax
increase. In addition, the explosive
growth in the use of telecommunication
equipment has also impacted the growth
in revenues. While prior to 1998 the CSF
received a portion of cigarette taxes, the
entire 14-cent per pack tax increase enact-
ed in 1997 was allocated to the fund.

Education Assistance Fund

Atemporary increase in income taxes was
enacted in fiscal year 1990 with the rev-
enues generated divided between educa-
tion and local governments, and this
resulted in the creation of the Education
Assistance Fund (EAF). Since then the
increase was made permanent and the dis-
tribution to local government has
changed, but the EAF continues to
receive 7.3% of individual and corporate
income tax receipts. Beginning in fiscal
year 1992, the fund began receiving a por-
tion of riverboat gambling taxes. With

45.5% of total rev- Education Assistance Fund Revenues
enues. The Generd (Dollars in Millions)
Revenue-Common Fiscal Year Change

i 1990 1999 Amount Percent
School Special Account
Fund receives 25% o
the state’s share o Income Tax $ 3532 $§ 6094 $ 2562 725 %
sales tax collections Gaming Fund Transfers 0.0 240.0 240.0 N/A
and can only transfe Other 0.0 0.4 0.4 N/A
monies to the CSE GREF Transfers 0.0 10.7 10.7 N/A
Transfers from the TOTAL $ 3532 $ 8605 $ 5073 143.6 %

General Revenue

Fund are the second largest source of rev-

enue to the CSF, with $817 million trans-
ferred in fiscal year 1999 representing
26.8% of total revenues.

8

general state aid payments being made
from the EAF, spending problems in fis-
cal year 1998 resulted in legislation to
provide the fund with the same deficiency
FOCUS ON REVENUE continued page 14
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On Spending

Looking at Our School Buildings

School construction grants gained renewedthe U.S. Government Accounting Office esti-
emphasis in May 1998 when the state announcedhated that 89 percent of lllinois public schools

partnership aimed at improving school facilities.
The School Construction Law

In December 1997, the General Assembly
approved a new school construction program
and set aside $1.1 billion in bonding authority to
fund school construction grants over a five-year
period. In 1999 the legislature added over $1 bil-
lion for school construction projects through the
lllinois FIRST infrastructure program.

The lllinois State Board of Education (ISBE)
and the Capital Development Board (CDB)
jointly administer the school construction pro-
gram. The ISBE develops eligibility standards,
reviews school district applications, and calcu-

$30 million in new grant awards. Grant awards were in need of repair or upgrading. There arelates a grant index for each school to determine

have now grown to nearly $889 million and will 3,883 public school buildings in lllinois, and

the state’s share of a project’s cost, and issues

yield $1.9 billion in school construction projects. another 368 buildings used for special educationgrant entitlements. The CDB develops construc-

The school construction program was authorizedand other education purposes.
by the General Assembly in 1997 and is the first
state building program to assist schools in

more than two
decades. The con-
struction program
comes at a time
when lllinois
schools are con-
fronted with
increasing enroll-
ments and rapidly
aging school
buildings.

Compounding the problem of increasing enroll-

ments and aging facilities has been
the fact that schools
have been “going it
alone” when it comes
to maintaining their
buildings or con-
structing  new
facilities.  The
responsibility for
funding the capital
needs of schools
rests almost entirely
with local boards of edu-
cation. School districts levy
local property taxes for building

Distribution of School Construction Grants
(May 1998 - February 2000)

Chicago

Downstate 20%

Areas
38%

Suburban
Areas
42%

As enrollments continue
to increase both nationally
and in lllinois, the need for safe and

tion standards, approves construction costs,
awards construction grants, and prepares pay-
ment schedules for approved projects. State
funds for construction projects are appropriated
to the CDB.

The School Construction Law outlines the prior-
ity of school construction projects. The priorities
for awarding grants are, in order of importance,
projects that: (a) replace or reconstruct buildings
destroyed or damaged by man-made or natural
disasters; (b) alleviate a shortage of classrooms
due to population growth or replace aging build-
ings; (c) support the interdistrict reorganization
of school districts; (d) replace or reconstruct
buildings determined to be severe and continu-
ing health or life safety hazards; (e) improve
accessibility for individuals with disabilities;

adequate school facilities becomes more critical.operations and maintenance and can issue bondsnd (f) provide unique solutions to facility

Throughout the United States enrollment in pub-for construction. However, restrictions relating

needs. In addition to these priorities, the School

lic elementary and secondary schools is expectto these funds, such as limitations on bondedConstruction Law requires 20% of the total
ed to increase through the year 2008. In lllinoisindebtedness, referendum requirements, andamount of grants awarded statewide be given to

the number of students enrolled in public restrictions on revenue increases, limit the abili-

the Chicago School District. In order partici-

schools increased for the ninth consecutive yeaty of school boards to generate needed capitapate in the school construction program schools

in 1998-99 and totals 1.9 million students. Thefunds. In addition, state financial support was

State Board of Education predicts that enroll-almost non-exis-

FOCUS ON SPENDING continued, page 14

ments in lllinois will continue to increase tent from the late
through school year 2005-06. 1970s until 1998.
Now with the cre-
ation of a new o
school construc-
tion program and
the beginning of
the lllinois FIRST
program, schools

It's not only increasing enroliments that put
pressure on school facilities. Another major con-
cern is the aging of our school buildings. Both
nationally and in lllinois, many school buildings
are in need of major repairs or replacement.
Over one-fourth of the school buildings in the
United States were built between 1950 and "
1969. Nearly 30 percent of lllinois school build- are benefiting
from a renewed

ings were built over 50 years ago. In June 1996,
state and local

Grants Awarde

Fiscal Focus Quarterly

Grant Awards by Grant Index

(Representing District Wealth)

57
60 -

.35-.39 .40-.44 .45-.49 .50-.54 .55-.59 .60-.64 .65-.69 .70-.74

.75-

Grant Index (.35 for wealthier districts to .75 for poorer districts)
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Cover Story continued

over the decade. State Board of Education estimates, nearly $15.6
Education figures show that more billion in revenues from state, local
than 1.935 million students were and federal sources were directed
enrolled in the 1998-99 school year to elementary and secondary edu-
compared to slightly less than cation in lllinois for the 1998-99
1.759 million in the 1989-90 school school year. The $15.6 billion
year. As for student performance receipted was $1.3 billion or 9.1%
measurement, beginning in 1999 higher than the prior school year
student assessment testing wasand $6.7 billion or 75.3% higher
conducted using the ISAT (lllinois than the $8.9 billion receipted in
Standards Achievement Test) the 1989-90 school year.

which replaced the IGAP (lllinois
Goals Assessment Program) test.
This change prevents a direct com-
parison of the 1998-99 school year
to earlier years.

Local revenues, which are primari-
ly from property taxes, continue to
be the largest source of funding for
public elementary and secondary
education. For the 1998-99 school
On the financial side, an upswing year, the State Board estimates
in the reliance on local revenues local sources provided nearly $8.5
(primarily property taxes) which billion or 54.5% of total funding
occurred in the 1980’s continued with $5.7 billion or 36.3% from the
throughout the first part of the state and $1.4 billion or 9.2% from
decade as state revenues dedicatethe federal government.

to education sagged due to the

financial troubles of the General Compared to the beginning of the

. . decade, or the 1989-90 school
Funds. This trend reversed itself year, the state share of education

Zg?;o\l’;h;: ;ns':rhoen Ia;ts(;nr;a;;t Ofutthtfl efunding has decreased by an esti-
! g ec Y P mated 3.1 percentage points while
state in better shape financially.

increased by 1.4 and 1.7 percent-
age points respectively. The poor
_ financial condition of the state’s

According to State Board Of General Funds throughout the

Percentage of State, Local and Federal Receipts for the Common Schools
SOURCE: State Board of Education

Elementary and Secondary
Education Funding

60 58.3

57.0

58.9 58.4 58.9

58.5
56.2

50 S

40

30

Percentage

20

10

0
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State
Federal

1989-90 4990.94

1991-92
1992-93
1993-94 1994-95

1995-96

1996-97
199798 499g.99

School Year
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Public Elem
General |

1990
37 §

$

Operations

Awards and Grants:
General State Aid
Supplementary State Aid

2,073
10
323
323
234
49

41
45

0

49

0

0

118
3,265

Retirement
Special Education
Transportation
Early Childhood Education
Reading Improvement
Bi-lingual Education
School Safety and Educ. Improv.
Vocational Education
Professional Development
Technology for Success
All Other Grants

Total, Awards and Grants

Total, Public Elem. & Sec. Education

General Funds Expenditures 3,302

Total, General Funds Expenditures

Public Education's Share of Total

General Funds Expenditures** 25.1

1991

41

2,106
6

306
333
239
63

41
48

0

49

0

0

114
3,305

3,346

$ 13,180 § 13,736

24.4

* Includes the State Board of Education and Teachers Retirement Systc

**Percentages exlude repayment of short-term borrowing principal in 1

the local and federal shares haveearly to middle part of the 1990’'s

led to a significant decline in the
ratio of public education funding
by the state. After contributing
39.4% of total funding in school
year 1989-90, the state’s portion of
funding declined each school year
through 1995-96 when it reached a
low of 32.1%. That downward
trend has now reversed. A robust
economy, in conjunctionwith
increases to the state’s cigarette and
public utility taxes, allowed the state
to increase its ratio of support to
32.7% in 1996-97, 33.9% in 1997-
98 and to an estimated 36.3% in
1998-99. (see chart)

Elementary and Secondary
Education Spending

Approximately 90% of state
spending for public elementary
and secondary education comes
from the state’s General Funds
which include the General
Revenue Fund (the state’s main
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mentary and Secondary Education*
| Funds Expenditures (15 months)

(Dollars in Millions)

Fiscal Year

1

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

41 8 41 48 $ 55§ 69§ 100§ 128 $ 134 $ 152
06 2,109 2,121 2,186 2285 2326 2378 2471 2,922
6 6 8 18 15 14 32 174 60
06 292 291 301 300 362 417 494 584
33 325 321 334 358 406 454 489 512
39 233 230 235 252 257 258 267 297
63 7 78 90 93 104 116 153 154
41 40 40 44 45 45 45 47 83
48 48 48 52 62 64 54 56 56
0 0 0 0 0 22 78 82 56
49 48 48 48 49 49 49 53 52
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 24
14 95 98 113 132 109 133 149 157
05 3,268 3,283 3,421 3,591 3,758 4014 4462 4983
46 3309 3,331 3476 3,660 3,858 4,142 4,596 5,135
36 $ 14,438 $ 14,793 $ 15978 $ 17,221 $ 18,087 $ 18,517 $ 19,672 $ 21,527
1.4 232 23.0 22.6 21.6 21.3 22.4 23.4 23.9

/stems.

in fiscal years 1992 ($185 million), 1993 ($300 million), 1994 ($600 million) and 1995 ($300 million).

operating fund) and three funds
specifically earmarked for educa-
tion (Education Assistance Fund,

Common School
General

Fund and the
Revenue-Common

School Special Account Fund).

and secondary education General$4.425 for 2001.

to emerge
from its fiscal

difficulties.
From fiscal
year 1996

through fiscal
year 1999
expenditures
from the

General
Funds for
public educa-
tion increased
by an average
of nearly $426
million or

10.0% per
year. The
$1.277 billion

increase in fis-
cal years
1997,1998
and 1999
accounts for
69.7% of the
$1.833 bhillion

increase  in
elementary

apportionment grants, an increase
of $849 million or 41.0% over fis-
cal year 1990. Of the $849 million
increase in general state aid over
the decade, $544 million or 64.1%
occurred in fiscal years 1998 and
1999. The significant increase in
apportionment over the past two
years is due in part to legislation,
which established minimum foun-
dation levels of financial support.

Up until fiscal year 1998, a special
equalization formula was used to
determine apportionment grants to
districts based on average daily
attendance guaranteeing each dis-
trict a minimum amount of
resources per student provided the
district made a sufficient tax effort.
For fiscal year 1998, legislation
enacted established foundation lev-
els of financial support that were
deemed appropriate for a student to
receive an “adequate” education.
Those levels were established as
$4,100 for fiscal year 1998, $4,225
for 1999, $4,325 for 2000 and
In subsequent

Fund's expenditures in the 1990's Years, the General Assembly will
reflecting the strong financial posi- determine the appropriate founda-

The

substantial

tion enjoyed over the last few years. tion level with advice from a newly

created Funding Advisory Board

INcreases N consisting of 5 members to be
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General Funds spending in the lat- appointed by the Governor.
ter part of the decade also reveal

that education has become a higherThe fastest growing segment of
priority for lawmakers. After ded- public education spending, particu-
icating 25.1% of General Funds larly since 1995, have been retire-
spending to elementary and sec-ment grants. State grants supple-
ondary educgtion in fiscal year ment employee contributions and
more than fiscal year 1990 expen- 1990, education’s shqre of t_otal |nvestm?nt income in funding the
. - General Funds spending declinedteacher’s retirement systems.
ditures of $3.302 billion. . . : _ ’
in each of the six succeeding yearsFiscal year 1999 spending for
As a direct reflection of the state’s to a decade low of 21.3% in fiscal retirement totaled $584 million,
fiscal problems, General Funds year 1996. Since that point, educa-$261 million or 80.8% higher than
spending increased by only $29 tion’s share of the General Funds fiscal year 1990 spending of $323
million or 0.9% between fiscal year has increased each year to 23.9%million. Retirement grant spend-
1990 and fiscal year 1993. Over in fiscal year 1999. ing actually declined $23 million to
the next three fiscal years (_1993- The largest State Board of $3Q0 million from fiscal year 1990
1996_3), Genere_ll Fu_nds spending for Education spending program is to fiscal year 1995 before jumping
public education increased by an : .+ $284 million in the four subse-
average of $175 milion or 5.0% apportionment or general state aid. fiscal
annua?ll as the state slowl bé aotn For fiscal year 1999, the State quent fiscal years.
y y began g ard spent $2.922 billion on

Fiscal year 1999 General Funds
public elementary and secondary
education spending by the State
Board of Education and the
Downstate and Chicago Teacher’s
Retirement systems totaled $5.135
billion, $1.833 billion or 55.5%

COVER STORY continued, page 12
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Cover Story continued

This significant increase in retire- Expenditures for reading improve- enrollment of 1,758,607. The State
ment grants is due to pension fund-ment have also increased signifi- Board forecasts that the overall pub-
ing legislation, which took effect in cantly with the $83 million spent in lic school enrollment will continue
fiscal year 1996. This legislation fiscal year 1999 more than double to increase through the 2005-06
provides for a 50-year funding plan the $41 million spent in 1990. school year by another 131,315
including a 15-year phase-in period | pupils before leveling offSee table
with the ultimate goal of increasing below.

the actuarial funded ratio to 90.0%.
The act also provides the
Comptroller with continuing appro-
priation authority for the required
employer contributions.

The smallest portion of Genera
Funds spending for public education
is operations with spending of $152 Despite the fact that nearly 177,000
million in fiscal year 1999, an more students are enrolled in the
increase of $115 million or 310.8% state’s public schools, pupil/ teacher
since 1990. While the bulk of oper- ratios have remained fairly steady
ations spending at most agencies isover the past decade due to the hiring
The remainder of grant spending for typically for employee salaries and of new teachers. For the 1989-90
elementary and secondary educationbenefits, many programs at the Stateschool year, the pupil/teacher ratio in
consists primarily of categorical Board are coded as a lump sum oper€lementary schools was 20.2 com-
grants. Categorical grants are pay- paredto 17.1in

ments earmarked to school district secondary

for specific purposes such as specii classrooms.

Ilinois Public School Enrollment & Pupil/Teacher Ratios

School Enrollment Pupils per Teacher

ed_ucatlon’ trans_portatlon’ ea_rly Year Elementary Secondary  Total Elementary Secondary By the 1998-99
childhood education and readin¢ T5g9790 1246955 511,652 1.758.607 20.2 171 school year, the
improvement. 1990-91 1,270,383 506,941 1,777,324 19.9 17.0 emmentsré’
: 1991-92 1,286,620 514,546 1,801,166 19.8 17.5 ratio a
The '.afgeSt cat_egorlcal grant pro g, 55 1,301,016 522,592 1,823,608 19.7 17.5 declined by 0.6
gram is for special education for the 9939, 1310817 520814 1.840.631 19.9 132 B to 19.6 while
handicapped which includes reim- 199495  1319,985 541,253 1,861,238 19.6 182 B e secondar
bursements to school districts foi 1995-96 1,338,890 547,193 1,886,083 19.5 17.9 LT g
approved personnel who perfornm 199697 1,358,721 551,786 1,910,507 20.0 18.5 [)at'o Increase
services in Specia' education pro 1997-98 1,376,466 549,936 1,926,402 20.0 18.5 ylo to 18.1.
grams. Special education grant pay 199899 1,389,319 546200 1,935,519 19.6 18.1 Student
ments of $512 million in fiscal year PROJECTIONS Performance
1999 are $189 million or 58.5% ;33(9)8? 13;8223 2;38;‘(9) ;gg‘;zgg Measurement
fr:gher than f'SC"?". year 1990 pay: 2001-02 1,438,185 586,921 2,025,106 With the infu-
ents of $323 million. 2002-03 1,441,328 594,988 2,036,316 sion of a signif-
The second largest categorical pr¢ 2003-04 1,440,022 607,180 2,047,202 icant amount of
gram is transportation, which pro- 2004-05  1.431.823 629,790 2,061,613 new state dol-
. . 2005-06 1,420,020 646,814 2,066,834
vides grants to relrr_lbu_rse allowable ;- - 1408998 658280 2.067.278 lars over the
costs of school districts above ¢ ;00708 1399247 664,395 2,063,642 last few years,
required local contribution to pro- lawmakers
vide transportation for regular, Source: State Board of Education. demanded
vocational, and special education accountability
students. Fiscal year 1999 trans- for the taxpay-
portation grant spending of $297 ations and include both grant and er’s investment. Changes in

million is $63 million or 26.9%
higher than fiscal year 1990 spend-
ing of $234 million.

Grants for early childhood educa-
tion have grown dramatically
throughout the 1990’s. Spending of
$154 million in fiscal year 1999 is
more than three times the $49 mil-
lion expended in 1990.

Fiscal Focus Quarterly

Enrollment

12

operations type spending.

statewide achievement tests were

undertaken and instituted in fiscal
year 1999. The switch from IGAP

Public school enrollment increased testing to ISAT testing includes test-
for the ninth consecutive year during ing at the grade 5 level instead of
the 1998-99 school year. Kinder- grade 6 as well as test results for high
garten through twelfth grade enroll- school students becoming part of
ment of 1,935,519 for the 1998-99 their permanent record and test
school year is 176,912 or 10.1% results for elementary pupils becom-
higher than school year 1989-90 ing part of their temporary record.

COVER STORY continued, page 13
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SOURCE: State Board of Education

State Mean IGAP Scores for Reading

State Mean IGAP Scores for Math

290
300 +
280 -
290 + 270 4
280 + 260 3
270 + 250 :\‘\‘VA ‘ |
260 + 240 -+
230 -
250
220 -
240 + 210 4
230 + 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 200 = ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 1
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
—o— Grade 3 Grade 6 —&— Grade 8 —%— Grade 10 —&— Grade 3 Grade 6 —&— Grade 8 —%— Grade 10

The accompanying chart shows a$5.577 billion are $394 million or 2005-06 school year and with tax
downturn in IGAP reading scores 7.6% above fiscal year 1999 appro- caps in place for many school dis-
from 1993 to 1997 for all grade priations. For fiscal year 2001, the tricts limiting the amount of addi-

levels tested. However, reading test Governor has proposed an increasetional funding from local sources,
scores increased significantly for of $370 million or 6.6%. Since stu- increased state funding will be vital
grades 6,8 and 10 in 1998 while dent enrolilment is projected to to the fiscal health of schools

grade 3 scores remained steady.increase significantly through the throughout lllinoisa

ISAT testing for reading in 1999
showed that 39% of third and fifth
grade students, 28% of eightl.

Websites of Interest to lllinois Educators

WEB Site Address

Organization

grade students and 30% of tent
grade students were graded eith
below standards or on academi
warning. Conversely, math score
have increased significantly
throughout the 1990’s, particularly
in grades 3,6 and 8. For 199¢
ISAT mathematics results revea
that 32% of third graders, 45% o
fifth graders, 57% of eighth
graders and 47% of tenth gradel
were below standards or on ace
demic warning.

A Look Ahead

With a pledge by the Governor tc
dedicate at least 50% of new re\v
enues to education and job trair
ing, public elementary and sec
ondary education funding for the
first decade of the new millenniunr
is continuing the trend of signifi-
cantly increased state funding
established in the last few years ¢
the 1990’s. Fiscal year 200C
General Fund’s appropriations o

Technology
www.isbe.state.il.us/learn-technology/Default.html
www.lincon.net/Default.htm
www.ed.gov/Technology/
www.21ct.org
www.iste.org
www.slcfund.org
www.edlinc.org/edlinc/
ucpnet.org/P_S/ATEN/aten.html

General
www.isbe.state.il.us
www.trs.state.il.us
www.iasb.com
ipa.vsat.net
Wwww.ieanea.org
ift-aft.org
illearningpartnership.org/home/welcome.htm
www.prairienet.org/cpta/Illinois/
www.ed.gov
www.ed.gov/free/
nces.ed.gov
Www.ericae.net
WWW.ECS.0rg
geminfo.org
www.hood.edu/seri/serihome.htm
WWW.Nea.org
www.aft.org

www.nsba.org

ISBE Learning Technologies

Illinois Century Network

U.S. Office of Educational Technology

21st Century Teachers Network

International Society for Technology in Education
Schools and Libraries Funding Requests (E-Rate)
Education and Libraries Networks Coalition
Assistive Technology Exchange Network

Illinois State Board of Education

Illinoisi Teachers Retirement System

Illinois Association of School Boards

[llinois Principals Association

Illinois Education Association

Illinois Federation of Teachers

Illinois Learning Partnership

Illinois PTA

U.S. Department of Education

Federal Resources for Educational Excellence (FREE)
National Center for Education Statistics
Educational Resources Information Clearinghouse
Education Commission of the States

The Gateway to Educational Materials

Special Education Resources on the Internet
National Education Association

American Federation of Teachers

National School Boards Association
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Focus On Revenue concluded

transfer authority from the General sources group was calculated by addingfrom incomes taxes also increased from
Revenue Fund that the Common School lottery transfers, riverboat gaming trans- 13.6% to 15.6%. Because of the previous-
Fund has. fers, bingo taxes, and pull tabs and jar ly mentioned tax increases, education rev-

games taxes and fees.

The largest source of revenue for edu-
cation is the sales tax transfer,
accounting for 35.5% of edu-
cation revenues in fiscal
year 1999. Because of
increased revenues

from other sources,

this share has declined

from 39.8% in fiscal

year 1990. Deficiency

Education Revenues
Fiscal Year 1990

Gambling
Sources
23.1%

Income Tax
13.6%

Other Sources
3.3%

GRF Transfers ??;Ss fTe?: transfers  from  the
20.2% 3080 oeneral Revenue Fund
. (]

represented 21.2% of fiscal
year 1999 education revenues, up
slightly from fiscal year 1990. Gambling

enues from other sources more than tripled
over the ten year period. Other sources in
fiscal year 1999 represented 7.6% of total
education revenues.

These percentages can fluctuate over the
years depending on revenue growth, tax
changes and spending levels. For example,
gambling sources should increase in the
next few years due to the implementation
of dockside gambling, and then level out to
a no growth source of funds. However, it is
doubtful that it will surpass the sales tax as
the major source of dedicated eewes for
educations

Education Revenues

Fiscal Year 1999

Income taxes into the EAF totaled $609
million in fiscal year 1999 and accounted
for 70.8% of total revenues. Riverboat
gambling tax transfers were $240 million
or 27.9% of the total.

sources, even with the addition of river
boat gambling, decreased fro~
23.1% in fiscal year 1990 t
20.1% in fiscal year 1999. Th’

decline was due to growth Other Sources
. _ other sources and a decreas 7:6%
Combined Analysis lottery transfers. Income tax
Combining the two funds and grouping over the period experienc
like sources reveals some interesting dramatic growth and as a res
trends in funding education. The gambling the share of education revent

Gambling
Sources
20.1%

Income Tax
15.6%

GRF Transfers
21.2%

Sales Tax
Transfers
35.5%

Focus On Spending concluded

must meet minimum enrollment requirements. or above the 99th percentile for similar type lion, (38% of all grants) went to the schools
Those requirements are a minimum of 200 stu- districts have a grant index of “0.” located in other areas of the state.

dents for elementary (grades K-8) and high school

(grades 9-12) districts, and a minimum of 400 stu- Distribution of Funds
dents for unit (grades K-12) districts.

Thirty-eight grants (20% of all grants) were
awarded at the maximum grant index of .75
From May 1998 to February 2000, the state (the state pays for 75% of construction cost).
The amount of state funding for a school con- issued 187 school construction grants worth Forty-nine grants (26% of all grants) were
struction project is determined by a “grant $888.6 million. School districts receiving these awarded at the minimum grant index of .35 (the
index.” The grant index is set by law and is an 9rants will contribute another $992.2 million  state pays for 35% of construction costs).
indicator of the school district's property &S their local share of construction costs. _

wealth compared to the property wealth of the Together, state and local funds for the 187 proj- Looking Ahead

district located at the 90th percentile for all dis- €cts will stimulate $1.9 billion in construction  The state’s renewed emphasis upon school con-
tricts of the same type (grades K-8 elementary Work. Overall, the state will pay for 47% of = gyryction is likely to continue over the next sev-
districts, grades 9-12 high school districts, or construction costs and local school districts grg| years as the state implements its commitment
grades K-12 unit districts). The law limits the Wil pay for 53% of costs. to provide over $2 billion in funds for school con-
grant index to be no less than .35 for wealthier Geggraphically, school construction grants have Struction projects. The governor's proposed state
districts and no greater than .75 for poorer dis- peen concentrated in Cook County and its five Pudget recommends spending $500 million for
tricts. Once the grant index is computed, the ¢qjar counties. Chicago received $177.3 million School construction grants during fiscal year
amount of the state grant is determined by mul- i grants (20% of all grants awarded as required 2001. State funds for school construction, cou-
tiplying the index times the construction costs py jaw;). Another $371.7 million in grants (42% Pled with local funds, will play an important
approved by CDB. State construction grants f 5| grants) went to districts located in suburban ole toward improving the learning environ-
therefore range from 35% to 75% of construc- cook County, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, Ment for children in all areas of the state.

tion costs. Districts whose property wealth is at gng Wil Counties. The remaining $339.6 mil-
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L ocal Government Line

Education and Training Conferences forLocal Governments

Comptroller Daniel W. Hynes is pleased to offer Local Government Education and Training Conferences that are designed
to improve the accuracy and timeliness of financial information reported by local governments. State law requires the
Comptroller to provide educational and training programs to assist local governments in complying with financial report-
ing requirements. Local government officials are urged to take advantage of these educational opportunities and the
Comptroller looks forward to your participation and feedback. These training conferences have been structured to bene-
fit local officials in various staff positions within all types of governments in all regions throughout lllinois. The primary
focus of the conferences is annual financial reporting, but this information will be supplemented with several breakout ses-
sions on a variety of related topics. Finance directors, treasurers, clerks, auditors, accountants, and other professionals
employed by local units of government are welcome and encouraged to attend. The training conferences are free and
are scheduled in several cities throughout the state. If you have any questions, please contact Citseko Staples, phone:
312-814-7184, email: staplcn@mail.ioc.state.il.us

TOPICS

» Covering the Basics/FY 2000 AFRs » Debt Management
* How to Fill Out an AFR Line-By-Line * For Auditors Only
* Using Internet Filing Screen-By-Screen * Tax Increment Financing Reporting

APRIL, 2000

SUNDAY MONDAY TUESDAY__ WEDNESDAY  THURSDAY, FRIDAY SATURDAY Cemetery Cleanup

Efforts Scheduled

The Comptroller has designated the
month of May 2000 for cleaning up aban-
doned cemeteries throughout the State
of lllinois. Based on testimony received
at six statewide hearings the Comptroller
conducted during 1999, the need to
address the maintenance and care of
abandoned cemeteries in lllinois
became apparent. This cemetery
cleanup project is designed to bring
increased awareness to the issue by
recruiting local volunteers to work to
improve and maintain their local aban-
doned cemeteries.

WESTERN
ILLINOIS
Cemetery Cleanup

MAY, 2000

SUNDAY MONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY SATURDAY

CHAMPAIGN [ EFFINGHAM
Education

& Training

NORTHERN
ILLINOIS

Education
& Training

QUINCY
Education Education
& Training & Training

A4 35  do pEi7) EEEis 9

Education Education
& Training & Training

@) 2 g2’ s 00 25 @26

SPRINGFIELD | SPRINGFIELD
Education Education

ROCKFORD CENTRAL
ILLINOIS

Cemetery Cleanup

SOUTHERN

EASTERN

ILLINOIS
Cemetery Cleanup

SOIL &
METRO EAST
REGION
Cemetery Cleanup

The calendar shows the dates for
cleanup efforts in specific regions of the

& Training state.

& Training

JUNE, 2000

SUNDAY MONDAY TUESDAY_ WEDNESDAY  THURSDAY FRIDAY SATURDAY If you have anY qgestions, _
T T please contact Nikki Budzinski

SUBURBS SUBURBS phone: 217-787-1276
email: budzinj@mail.ioc.state.il.us

PEORIA
Education
& Training

Education
& Training

Education
& Training
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EMETERY

Care Cerner

Cemetery Care
Reform Highlights

Due in part to consumer hearings conduct-
ed by the Office of the Comptroller during
the summer of 1999, many issues related to
abandoned cemeteries and the pre-need
cemetery/funeral/burial sales industry were
brought to light. As a result of these hear-
ings and countless consumer calls, House
Bill 3988 was drafted to meet and resolve
many of the concerns that were voiced.

Abandoned Cemeteries

One longstanding problem in the cemetery

industry has been the number of aban-
doned and neglected cemeteries in lllinois.

Currently there are at least several thou-
sand abandoned cemeteries that have
remained unkempt for years due to high

maintenance costs and responsibilities er of the assets of a pre-need licensee

placed on the surrounding communities. In
recognition of this problem, House Bill
3988 would establish a Cemetery
Preservation Fund and Grant Program to
provide financial assistance for the preser-
vation of abandoned cemeteries throughout
llinois. If the legislation passes, beginning
January 1, 2001, compulsory registration
fees, license fees, reporting fees and penal-
ties paid to the State Comptroller would be
deposited in the Cemetery Preservation
Fund. Under recommendation of a five-
member Cemetery Advisory Board, the
Comptroller would distribute payments to
units of local government, surrounding
schools, and non-for profit organizations
for the clean up or restoration of aban-
doned and neglected cemeteries.

New Responsibilities for Privately
Operated Cemeteries

House Bill 3988 addresses consumer pro-
tection issues by enhancing the

Fiscal Focus Quarterly

Comptroller’s oversight of privately oper-
ated cemeteries. New responsibilities
required of private owners include: 1) the
reasonable maintenance of cemeteries; 2)
the posting of cemetery regulations and
fees; 3) surveying and mapping of the
cemetery land; 4) maintaining accurate
burial records; and 5) providing maps and
burial records that are accessible to the
public.

Other Consumer Protections
Additional consumer protections, perhaps
more central to the Comptroller’s office,
clarify the relationship and responsibilities
of those selling a pre-need contract. Pre-

tions of the Cemetery Care Act, the Pre-
Need Cemetery Sales Act, or the Funeral
or Burial Funds Act, ordered by the
Comptroller, have been increased from
$5,000 to $10,000.

Conclusion

While the above mentioned measures in
House Bill 3988 have been designed to
facilitate compliance, efforts have already
been made to increase communications
between the Comptroller's Office and
those in the cemetery and funeral industry.
These efforts are continuous but have so
far taken the form of the clarification of
existing forms and reporting procedures,
an increased mailing effort regarding
important changes and dates pertaining the
industry, and the establishment of a toll-
free consumer hotline (1-877-203-3401).
The consumer hotline has been a great
resource in highlighting current problems
in the cemetery care and funeral industry.

funeral, burial, or cemetery merchandise
and/or services. The consumer protection
provisions specify disclosures that must
be contained within each pre-need con-
tract and improve refund provisions that
must be provided under a pre-need con-
tract. This legislation makes the purchas-

liable for any shortages in trust funds prior
to or subsequent to a licensee’s sale or
transfer of the business, and streamlines
the process by which consumers apply for
restitution under the Pre-Need Cemetery
Sales Act. Furthermore, the legislation
requires all contracts to be written in at
least 12- point type, numbered and exe-
cuted in duplicate.

Licensing/Record

Keeping/Penalties

In order to screen those operating within
the funeral and cemetery industry, House
Bill 3988 clarifies licensing and record-
keeping requirements for privately operat-
ed cemeteries and entities licensed to con-
duct pre-need sales of cemetery or burial
merchandise and services. This bill fur-
ther strengthens the grounds under which
the Comptroller may deny, suspend, or
revoke a license. Finally, penalties for
noncompliance and/or intentional viola-

16

House and was re-referred to the Rules Committee
in the Senate. The Comptroller's Cemetery Care
Reform legislation is supported by groups such as
the AARP, lllinois Funeral Directors Association,
lllinois Township Officials, lllinois State Historical
Society, and State Genealogical Society.] =

FISCAL SMARTS concluded...

Based on a very preliminary study of the
first year of tax credits, Arizona’s
Department of Revenue identified $1.8
million in contributions to private school
tuition organizations (eligible for the $500
credit) and $8.9 million for the public
school activity fees (eligible for the $200
credit). The lowa Department of Revenue
reported that $9 million was claimed for
the tuition and textbook credit in tax year
1998. Also for tax year 1998, the
Minnesota Department of Revenue report-
ed $14.4 million claimed under the educa-
tion credit, and projected a $10 million loss
to the treasury due to the education deduc-
tion. Spokespersons for these departments
cautioned that these tax programs are just
beginning and that not all eligible taxpay-
ers are aware of them. In addition, the data
in some cases are based on preliminary
samples of returns. All expect the number
of claims and the dollar amounts claimed
to increase in future yeass.
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A Monthly Look
At State Finance

. / -
Ital revenues by $746 million resulting in a

= = decrease in the available cash balance.
atl Stl CS Of the $888 million increase in awards and
grants, $329 million or 37.0% is from the State
Board of Education, including $203 million in

The Heartbeat of lllinois’ Finance  march. However, a portion of the March

increase is misleading. Slightly more than
Through the third quarter of fiscal year inheritance taxes (down $23 million) and $123 million of the $203 million increase was

2000, the available cash balance in theinsurance taxes and fees (down $16 million). due to the early delivery of the general state

General Fundos totaled $605 million, $205 g5\04 3 income taxes account for the lion's@id payment, scheduled to be paid on April
million or 25.3% below last March and $746 share ($714 million or 73.1%) of the $977 10th. While the state aid payment shows up as
million or 55.2% below the $1.351 billion . i i
<70 DEIOV oY million year-to-date increase over fiscal year &1 expenditure as soon as the voucher is
balance at the. beglnnlng of the fiscal year.1gg9. Through nine months, sales tax entered into the Statewide Accounting
All of the decline in the balance from last oo of $4.482 billion are $322 million or Management System (SAMS), the payment
March can be attributed to the General, 5o, higher than comparable fiscal year Will not be released until its scheduled date.

™ 999 receipts. The 7.7% increase is 1.2 per-The early delivery of the state aid payment

Revenue Fund as the cumulative balance i

the three school funds is up $70 million over centage points higher than the 6.5% project- alS0 accounts for the abnormally large varia-
E‘St year ;Vh"g 'thg balag;e;n ':Ihe General,y increase by the Bureau of the Budget. tion in the adjustment for vouchers payable for
evenue Fund Is down mitlion. Individual income tax receipts of $5.175 bil- March.

The significant drop in the General Revenuelion through March are $266 million or Other increases in awards and grants spending
Fund balance from last March is due to an5.4% higher than last year. The Bureau hasinclude Public Aid grants for medical assis-
accelerated spending pace. General Revenuerojected a 4.5% increase for individual tance (up $394 million or 12.5%), Department
Fund warrants issued as a percentage oincome taxes. Corporate income tax receiptsof Human Services grants (up $80 million or
appropriations through March of fiscal year of $821 million are $126 million or 18.1% 4.3%), Teachers Retirement grants (up $47
2000 total 72.9% compared to 70.7% lasthigher than last year and significantly higher mijjlion or 10.7%), Higher Education grants
year. While a 2.2 percentage point increasghan the 6.3% decline projected. (up $17 million or 2.9%) and all other grants

in the pace of warrants issued may not seefyy o gqyrces of revenue which have (UP $21 million or 2.0%).

gkegl?:ét?;\éir}(:?z;(glen::rllzzg\ée;rlées:i: ut?fincreased on a year-to-year basis include Spending for operations totaled $4.815 billion

pprop Ay 9N huplic utility taxes (up $87 million of  through March. $381 mill 8.6% hiah

ly more than $17.0 billion, the acceleration : -~ rougnh March, miflion or ©.6% higher

gmounts 10 approximately $375 million 11.5%), liquor taxes (up $50 million or than comparable expenditures last year.
PP y ' 116.3%), riverboat gaming transfers (up $58 Higher education operations are up 5.1% or

General Funds Revenues Through Milion or 30.9%) and federal revenues (Up $65 million, while all other operations

. $39 million or 1.3%). Liquor tax receipts increased $316 million (10.0%)
_ 0 .U").
Nine Months Up 6.2% Over FY 1999 have increased due to the rate hikes institut-

With a $249 million or 12.9% increase in ed as part of Illinois FIRST while the A Look Ahead
March (compared to last March), Generalincrease in riverboat gambling proceeds is
Funds revenues of $16.618 billion through due in part to the implementation of dock- R .
the first nine months of fiscal year 2000 are side gambling. evenue I_:und) available cash balance from
$977 million or 6.2% higher than last year. the beginning of the year to the end of March
The $249 million increase in March is prima- General Funds Spending Through Was expected due to the seasonal flow of rev-
rily due to a $198 million or 103.7% increase Nine Months - Up 8.3% Over FY enues. However, the decline was amplified to

in corporate income tax receipts for the 1g9gg some .extent by acgglerated spendmg of
month. Approximately $130 million of the approxmately $480 million. Fr_om about mid-
increase is due to a one-time payment. Othe_;rhrouglh March, Ge”_efa' Funds cas_h_ spend-Aprl_I through the end Of. the fiscal year, the
sources of revenue that recorded an increasid totaled $17.364 billion, $1.331 billion or  available cash balance in the Genergl Funds
over last March include federal receipts (up_8-3% above last year. '_I'he $1.3:_31 billion (and the General Revenue Fund) will grow
$42 million), Cook County !ncludes an $888 million increase in spgnd- dramagcally as the seasonal fI_ow Qf revenues
Intergovernmental transfers (up $31 million), "9 for awards and grants, $381 million works in the state's favor. During fiscal years
sales taxes (up $21 million) and riverboat 9roWth in operations, a $107 million 1998 and 1995_3, the General Funds'a!vallable
gaming transfers (up $9 million). Sources of increase in transfers out, and $64 million cash bz?llgnce mcregsed by $781 m|I.I|or_1 gnd
revenue that recorded a decrease inclug&nore in all other. After nine months of fis- $910 million respectively between the individ-

public utility taxes (down $26 million), cal year 2000, expenditures have exceededual income tax deadline and the end of May.

A drop in the General Funds (and General
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FEBRUARY 2000

GENERAL FUNDS REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES

(Dollars in Millions)
Eight Months
Change From
Feb. Prior Year
Total General Funds 2000 FY 2000 $ %
Available Balance $ 784 § 1,351 § 149 12.4
Revenues 1,619 14,433 728 5.3
Expenditures 1,847 15,228 1,146 8.1
Ending Balance $ 55 $ 556§ (269) (32.6)
General Revenue Fund
Available Balance § 485 § 1,016 $ 4 0.4
Revenues 1,399 12,383 636 5.4
Expenditures 1,569 13,084 985 8.1
Ending Balance $ 315§ 3158 (345) (52.3)
Common School Special Account Fund
Available Balance $ 74 $ 68 $ 9 15.3
Revenues 109 996 75 8.1
Expenditures 123 1,004 69 7.4
Ending Balance $ 60 § 60 $ 15 333
Education Assistance Fund
Available Balance $§ 199 § 210 § 126 150.0
Revenues 55 590 51 9.5
Expenditures 88 634 111 21.2
Ending Balance $§ 166 § 166 $ 66 66.0
Common School Fund
Available Balance $ 25 3 57 $ 12 26.7
Revenues 227 1,694 (109) (6.0)
Expenditures 236 1,735 (94) (5.1)
Ending Balance $ 16 $ 16 $ (3) (15.8)

Note: Total General Funds excludes interfund transfers while the individual funds include
such transfers. Numbers may not add due to rounding.

GENERAL FUNDS REVENUES
(Dollars in Millions)

Eight Months
Change From
Feb. Prior Year
Revenues: 2000 FY 2000 $ %
State Sources:
Cash Receipts:
Income Taxes:
Individual $ 533§ 4,621 $ 257 59 %
Corporate 17 432 (72) (14.3)
Total, Income Taxes $ 550 $ 5053 § 185 38 %
Sales Taxes 437 4,004 301 8.1
Other Sources:
Public Utility Taxes 101 724 113 18.5
Cigarette Taxes 31 265 2) 0.7)
Inheritance Tax (gross) 16 237 (14) (5.6)
Liquor Gallonage Taxes 7 81 42 107.7
Insurance Taxes and Fees 3 93 (28) (23.1)
Corporation Franchise
Tax and Fees 7 82 6 7.9
Investment Income 26 158 8 53
Cook County IGT 0 138 9) (6.1)
Other 12 154 5 3.4
Total, Other Sources $ 203 $ 1,932 § 121 6.7 %
Total, Cash Receipts $ 1,190 $ 10,989 $§ 607 5.8 %
Transfers In:
Lottery Fund $ 35 8% 289 $ ©) (3.0) %
State Gaming Fund 15 221 48 27.7
Protest Fund 0 4 (7 (63.6)
Other Funds 10 374 92 32.6
Total, Transfers In $ 60 $ 888 § 124 162 %
Total, State Sources $ 1,250 $ 11,877 $ 731 6.6 %
Federal Sources:
Cash Receipts $ 344 § 2,456 $ 7 03 %
Transfers In 25 100 (10) (9.1)
Total, Federal Sources $ 369 $ 2,556 $ 3) (0.1) %
Total, Revenues $ 1,619 $ 14,433 § 728 53 %
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GENERAL FUNDS ANALYSIS OF EXPENDITURES

(Dollars in Millions)
Eight Months
Change From
Feb. Prior Year
Expenditures: 2000 FY 2000 $ %
Awards and Grants:
Public Aid $ 364§ 3,017 $ 274 10.0
Elem. & Sec. Education:
State Board of Education 307 2,855 127 4.7
Teachers Retirement 54 433 39 9.9
Total, Elem. & Sec. Education $ 361 $ 3288 $ 166 53
Human Services 202 1,781 110 6.6
Higher Education 135 563 28 52
All Other Grants 82 971 34 3.6
Total, Awards and Grants $ 1,144 §$ 9,620 $ 612 6.8
Operations:
Other Agencies $ 366 $ 3,101 $ 286 10.2
Higher Education 152 1,185 62 5.5
Total, Operations $ 518°$ 4286 $§ 348 3.8
Transfers Out $ 192 $ 1,271 $ 101 8.6
All Other $ 38 85 $ 65 325.0
Vouchers Payable Adjustment $  (10) $ (34) $ 20 N/A
Total, Expenditures $ 1,847 $ 15,228 $ 1,146 8.1

COMPARISON OF SPENDING FOR OPERATIONS BY OBJECT
(Dollars in Millions)

Eight Months
Change From
Feb. Prior Year
2000 FY 2000 $ %

Personal Services:

Regular Positions $ 187 $ 1,499 §  (740) (33.1) %

Other Personal Services 20 160 10 6.7
Total, Personal Services $ 207 § 1,659 § (730) (30.6) %
Contribution Retirement 38 308 30 10.8
Contribution Social Security 13 106 1 1.0
Contribution Group Insurance 44 349 22 6.7
Contractual Services 34 341 (46) (11.9)
Travel 2 16 (€)) (5.9)
Commodities 10 93 (1) (1.1)
Printing 2 7 0 0.0
Equipment 2 29 (10) (25.6)
Electronic Data Processing 3 34 2 6.3
Telecommunications 4 31 (O] (22.5)
Automotive Equipment 1 11 0 0.0
Other Operations 158 1,302 1,090 514.2
Total, Operations $ 518 § 4286 $ 348 8.8 %

COMPARISON OF SPENDING FOR AWARDS AND GRANTS
(Dollars in Millions)

State Board of Education:
General State Aid $
Categoricals
Other

Public Aid

Human Services

Higher Education:

Student Assistance Commission
Community College Board
Other

Teacher's Retirement

Children and Family Services

Aging

Revenue

All Other

Total, Awards and Grants $

Eight Months
Change From
Feb. Prior Year
2000 FY 2000 $ Y%
247 $ 1,760 $ (43) 2.4 %
60 1,095 174 18.9
0 0 4) (100.0)
364 3,017 274 10.0
202 1,781 110 6.6
25 283 15 5.6
82 233 8 3.6
28 47 5 11.9
54 433 39 9.9
54 537 62 13.1
8 137 21 18.1
3 36 5 16.1
17 261 (54 (17.1)
1,144 § 9,620 $ 612 6.8 %
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MARCH 2000

GENERAL FUNDS REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES

(Dollars in Millions)
Nine Months
Change From
Mar. Prior Year
Total General Funds 2000 FY 2000 $ %
Available Balance $ 55 $ 1,351 § 149 124 %
Revenues 2,185 16,618 977 6.2
Expenditures 2,136 17,364 1,331 8.3
Ending Balance $ 605 $ 605 $  (205) (25.3) %
General Revenue Fund
Available Balance $ 315 § 1,016 $ 4 04 %
Revenues 1,900 14,283 853 6.4
Expenditures 1,859 14,943 1,132 8.2
Ending Balance $ 35 $ 356 § (275) (43.6) %
Common School Special Account Fund
Available Balance $ 60 $ 68 $ 9 153 %
Revenues 119 1,115 81 7.8
Expenditures 116 1,120 80 7.7
Ending Balance $ 63§ 63 $ 10 189 %
Education Assistance Fund
Available Balance $ 166 $ 210 § 126 150.0 %
Revenues 94 684 75 12.3
Expenditures 73 707 121 20.6
Ending Balance $ 187 § 187 $ 80 748 %
Common School Fund
Available Balance $ 16 $ 578 12 26.7 %
Revenues 242 1,936 (98) (4.8)
Expenditures 258 1,993 (67) (3.3)
Ending Balance $ 0 $ 0% (19 (100.0) %

Note: Total General Funds excludes interfund transfers while the individual funds include
such transfers. Numbers may not add due to rounding.

GENERAL FUNDS REVENUES
(Dollars in Millions)

Nine Months
Change From
Mar. Prior Year
Revenues: 2000 FY 2000 $ %
State Sources:
Cash Receipts:
Income Taxes:
Individual $ 553§ 5,175 § 266 54 %
Corporate 389 821 126 18.1
Total, Income Taxes $ 942 § 599 $ 392 7.0 %
Sales Taxes 478 4,482 322 7.7
Other Sources:
Public Utility Taxes 121 845 87 11.5
Cigarette Taxes 35 300 A3) (1.0)
Inheritance Tax (gross) 19 256 37 (12.6)
Liquor Gallonage Taxes 12 93 50 116.3
Insurance Taxes and Fees 17 110 (45) (29.0)
Corporation Franchise
Tax and Fees 15 97 9 10.2
Investment Income 19 176 9 5.4
Cook County IGT 31 169 22 15.0
Other 21 175 3 1.7
Total, Other Sources $ 290 $ 2,221 $ 95 4.5 %
Total, Cash Receipts $ 1,710 $ 12,699 $ 809 6.8 %
Transfers In:
Lottery Fund $ 47§ 336 $ 7 (2.0) %
State Gaming Fund 25 246 58 30.9
Protest Fund 0 5 (6) (54.5)
Other Funds 23 396 84 26.9
Total, Transfers In $ 95 $ 983 § 129 15.1 %
Total, State Sources $ 1,805 $ 13,682 $ 938 74 %
Federal Sources:
Cash Receipts $ 376 $ 2,832 $ 49 1.8 %
Transfers In 4 104 (10) (8.8)
Total, Federal Sources $ 380 $ 2,936 $ 39 1.3 %
Total, Revenues $ 2,185 § 16,618 $ 977 6.2 %
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GENERAL FUNDS ANALYSIS OF EXPENDITURES

(Dollars in Millions)

Expenditures:
Awards and Grants:
Public Aid
Elem. & Sec. Education:
State Board of Education
Teachers Retirement
Total, Elem. & Sec. Education

Human Services
Higher Education
All Other Grants

Total, Awards and Grants

Operations:
Other Agencies
Higher Education
Total, Operations

Transfers Out

All Other

Vouchers Payable Adjustment
Total, Expenditures

Nine Months
Change From
Mar. Prior Year
2000 FY 2000 $ %
$ 524§ 3,540 $ 394 125 %
633 3,488 329 10.4
54 487 47 10.7
$ 687§ 3975 $ 376 104 %
172 1,953 80 43
40 604 17 2.9
104 1,075 21 2.0
$ 1,527 $ 11,147 $ 888 87 %
$ 381 $ 3482 $ 316 10.0 %
148 1,333 65 5.1
$ 529 § 4815 § 381 8.6 %
$ 151§ 1,422 § 107 8.1 %
$ 38 87 § 64 2783 %
$ (749 8 (107) $ _(109) N/A
$ 2,136 $ 17,364 $ 1,331 83 %

COMPARISON OF SPENDING FOR OPERATIONS BY OBJECT
(Dollars in Millions)

Personal Services:

Regular Positions $
Other Personal Services
Total, Personal Services $

Contribution Retirement
Contribution Social Security
Contribution Group Insurance
Contractual Services

Travel

Commodities

Printing

Equipment

Electronic Data Processing
Telecommunications
Automotive Equipment

Other Operations

Total, Operations $

Nine Months
Change From
Mar. Prior Year
2000 FY 2000 $ %
185 $ 1,684 §  (835) (33.1) %
21 181 12 7.1
206 § 1,865 $  (823) (30.6) %
38 346 33 10.5
13 119 1 0.8
44 393 25 6.8
42 383 (54) (12.4)
2 19 0 0.0
12 105 3) (2.8)
1 8 0 0.0
7 36 ) (20.0)
5 39 3 8.3
8 39 (6) (13.3)
1 12 (1) (7.7)
150 1,451 1,215 514.8
529§ 4815 $ 381 8.6 %

COMPARISON OF SPENDING FOR AWARDS AND GRANTS

(Dollars in Millions)
Nine Months
Change From
Mar. Prior Year
2000 FY 2000 $ Y%

State Board of Education:

General State Aid $ 369 $ 2,129 $ 83 41 %

Categoricals 264 1,359 250 22.5

Other 0 0 4) (100.0)
Public Aid 524 3,540 394 12.5
Human Services 172 1,953 80 43
Higher Education:

Student Assistance Commission 33 316 12 3.9

Community College Board 0 233 7 3.1

Other 7 55 2) 3.5)
Teacher's Retirement 54 487 47 10.7
Children and Family Services 34 571 34 6.3
Aging 13 149 16 12.0
Revenue 21 57 9 18.8
All Other 36 298 (38) (11.3)
Total, Awards and Grants $ 1,527 § 11,147 $ 888 8.7 %

April 2000
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