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Introduction

Education Law Center’s Making the Grade is an annual
overview of the condition of school finance in the
states. The current report presents a picture of school
funding in the 2022-2023 school year, the most recent
data available. The report provides a comparative
analysis of the degree to which states are fairly funding

schools so that all students have the chance for success.

For students to have a meaningful opportunity to
achieve a state’s academic standards, three core
principles must be followed: 1) students need a
sufficient level of funding so that schools have
adequate staff, programs and services; 2) low-income
school districts need even greater funding to address
the additional costs associated with student poverty;
and 3) state lawmakers need to raise sufficient revenue,
either through state or local sources, to ensure that all

schools have adequate funding.

Making the Grade evaluates states on three measures

of funding fairness aligned with those principles:
funding level, funding distribution, and funding effort.
The funding level measure analyzes between-state
funding equity by ranking states on their average
cost-adjusted per-pupil funding levels. The funding
distribution measure analyzes within-state equity by
examining how state and local funds are distributed
relative to student poverty. We characterize states as
progressive—with higher funding levels in high-poverty
districts, regressive—with lower funding levels in
high-poverty districts, or flat—where there is no clear
pattern in funding relative to poverty. The funding
effort measure analyzes how much states prioritize
education funding by ranking state and local revenue as

a proportion of each state’s economic activity, or GDP.

Key Takeaways

The main findings of Making the Grade 2025 are:

» Average per-pupil funding levels continue to vary
greatly among states. There is a funding gap of
more than $17,000 between the highest (New
York) and lowest (Idaho) funded states, even after

accounting for regional cost differences.

» Seventeen states had at least a modestly
progressive distribution of state and local funding
relative to student poverty. With eleven fewer
progressive states than in 2022, this represents
the first reversal of progress after a five-year trend

towards increasing progressivity among states.

« States are making markedly different efforts to
fund their public schools, where effort is defined
as state and local revenue as a percentage of the
state’s GDP. The highest effort state (Vermont)
makes more than double the effort to fund
schools as the lowest effort state (North Carolina).
While most states saw positive year-over-year
growth in both education revenue and GDP,
economic growth outpaced investments in
public education, resulting in declining effort

in most states.

« Though federal dollars are a small proportion
of overall education revenue, those dollars do
contribute to a more equitable distribution of

funds relative to poverty in nearly every state.
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Federal Upheaval
Threatens Public Schools

This edition of Making the Grade is published in a

time of unprecedented uncertainty. Public schools

are bracing for an FY26 federal budget that could
dramatically alter the financial support that states
receive from the federal government. Threats against
states and individual school districts whose policies are
at odds with the administration’s priorities are already
being realized. For example, over $30 million in special
education grants were terminated in September of
this year, affecting 14 states. In each case the notices
cited district language that referenced diversity, equity,
inclusion, and racism.’ The administration canceled
dozens of contracts within the U.S. Department of
Education’s research branch, the Institute of Education
Sciences (IES), halting projects in various stages of
completion, many of which should be protected by

congressional mandates.?

And even as Trump's executive order to dismantle

the Department of Education is challenged in court,?
mass layoffs have undermined the ability of the
Department to execute its core mission—to promote
student achievement and ensure equal access to
educational opportunity.* The Office of Elementary
and Secondary Education, the Office of Civil Rights, the
Office of English Language Acquisition, and the Office
of Special Education Programs have all been affected
by layoffs that impede their ability to perform basic
functions and leave the country’s most vulnerable

students at risk.’

Data and Research Compromised

In addition to terminating research contracts within
IES, reductions in force have also drastically reduced
the number of employees who manage the day-to-
day work required of the organization. IES is operating
with a skeletal staff of fewer than 20 federal employees,
down from 175.5The largest division within IES, the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), has been
hollowed out with only three remaining employees.”
NCES is the federal statistical agency responsible

for collecting, analyzing, and reporting data on the
condition of U.S. education. The data collected by this
agency are used by researchers, policymakers, and
advocates. These cuts threaten their ability to generate
timely analyses of all aspects of education across the

U.S., from demographics to student performance.

Next year, will we have access to the data that is used
to generate reports like this one? Reliable state-level
school funding comparisons will be nearly impossible
without the federal effort to collect and report
compatible revenue data across all school districts and
states. The Survey of School System Finances (F33), the
primary data used in this report, is collected by the U.S.
Census Bureau in collaboration with NCES. The Census
Bureau has thus far escaped mass firings but still lost
1,500 workers, including many high-level employees,

through a resignation incentive program 2
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Current and former workers worry about the agency'’s
ability to continue to produce reliable statistics.” Even
if data collection continues, the quality of the data
produced will be questionable since NCES no longer
has sufficient staff to perform the necessary quality
control or even the ability to respond to requests for
technical assistance from state and school district

employees responsible for responding to surveys.

Timely and reliable data is vital for those who are
committed to improving the quality of education
across the country, concerned about disparities in
access to educational opportunity, and intent on
using information and research to inform decisions
and policymaking that will benefit students, families,

and educators.

Where Do We Go from Here?

Making the Grade is based on the premise that the core
responsibility for creating fair school funding systems
lies with states. State funding formulas and other

state and local funding mechanisms are responsible
for the overwhelming majority of education funding.
Historically, federal revenue, as we show in this report,

has had a minimal impact on reducing fiscal disparities

among states. Though federal funding helps make
within-state distribution modestly more progressive
and provides funding to support critical programs for
students who most need it, at current levels it cannot
“fix" a state that refuses to fairly and adequately fund

its public schools.

Therefore, it is incumbent on advocates to fight for fair
school funding on all fronts. That requires advocating
for meaningful investments in public education at
the federal, state, and local level. At the federal level
that means protecting grant programs that support
students in need, improving those programs so

that students reap the largest benefits possible, and
continuing to operate an education department

that fulfills its mission of expanding opportunity

and improving student achievement. At the state
and local levels, this means continuing to press

for school finance reforms so that, no matter what
happens in Washington, D.C., families and educators
are supported by fair and equitable school funding
policies that recognize the true cost of education

and ensure that all students, from preschool through

adulthood, are given the opportunity to thrive.
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How Fair Is School
Funding in Your State?

What Is Fair School Funding?

We define fair school funding as the funding needed
in each state to provide qualified teachers, support
staff, programs, services, and other resources
essential for all students to have a meaningful
opportunity to achieve a state’s academic standards
and graduate from high school prepared for
citizenship, postsecondary education, and the
workforce. A fair funding system is the basic
foundational building block for high-performing,
effective, PK-12 public school systems. Fair funding
has two basic components: a sufficient level of
funding for all students and increased funding for
high-poverty districts to address the additional cost
of educating students in those districts. These two
components are dependent on a third factor: the
effort made by state lawmakers to raise sufficient
revenue to support their public schools so they

can meet state-established curriculum content and

performance objectives.

Why the States?

Unlike other countries, the United States has no
national education system. Instead, states, under
their respective constitutions, have the obligation to
support and maintain a system of free public schools
for all resident children. The states, and not local
school districts or the U.S. Congress, are the unit of

government legally responsible for operating the

nation’s public schools and providing the funding
necessary to support and maintain those schools. All
states fund their schools through a statewide method
or formula enacted by the state legislature. These
school funding formulas, or school finance systems,
determine the amount of revenue school districts
are permitted to raise from local property and other
taxes and the amount of funding or aid the state is
expected to contribute from state taxes. In annual or
biennial state budgets, legislatures also determine
the actual amount of funding districts will receive to
operate their schools — amounts which do not always

align with the state’s funding formula.
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Why Does Fair School Funding Matter?

A fair, equitable, and adequate school funding the schools that serve them, need additional staff,
formula is the basic building block of a well- programs, and supports to put them on the same
resourced and academically successful school footing as their peers. Research on the needs of
system for all students. A strong funding foundation vulnerable student populations for extra academic
is even more critical for low-income students, and academically related programs and services is
students of color, English learners, students with compelling, as is growing evidence that increased
disabilities, and students facing homelessness, investments in these students improves academic
trauma, and other challenges. These students, and achievement and other outcomes.™

Measuring Fair School Funding

Making the Grade analyzes the condition of public school funding in all 50 states and the District of
Columbia. Using the most recently available data from the 2022-2023 school year, the report ranks
and grades each state on three measures to answer the key question: How fair is school funding in
your state?

The three fairness measures are:

« Funding Level - cost-adjusted, per-pupil revenue from state and local sources (Figure 1a);

» Funding Distribution - the extent to which additional funds are distributed to school districts
with high levels of student poverty (Figure 2a);"

» Funding Effort - funding allocated to support PK-12 public education as a percentage of the
state’s economic activity (GDP)(Figure 3a).

The state rankings and grades on these measures provide crucial data to inform advocates,
policymakers, business and community leaders, teachers, parents, and students about the equity
and adequacy of public school funding in their state. Making the Grade is designed to assist residents
working to improve the level and distribution of funding for public school students.
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Methodology

This report utilizes national data sets to analyze the condition of school funding in the states.

Data Sources

The U.S. Census Bureau’s Annual Survey of School System Finances, the U.S. Census Bureau’s Small Area
Income and Poverty Estimates, and the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis’ State Gross Domestic Product
reports. The report focuses on data from the 2022-23 school year.

Funding Level

This is determined by dividing state and local revenue for PK-12 education by student enroliment. Because
our focus is on state finance systems, federal revenue is not included, except for Indian, Native Hawaiian,
and Alaska Native Education Aid (Title VI) and Impact Aid (Title VII), as they are intended to replace, not
supplement, state and local funds."” We also exclude revenue for capital outlay and debt service programs.
These revenues tend to be uneven from year to year, and one-time or short-term investments may obscure
more prevalent funding patterns. Finally, district-level payments to charter schools, private schools, and
other school systems that are reported as expenditures are subtracted from the revenue total. These
revenues are attributable to students typically not included in the enrollment count. The resulting per-pupil
funding levels are adjusted for regional differences using the National Center for Education Statistics’
Comparable Wage Index for Teachers.®

Funding Distribution

We utilize a modified version of the regression-based method developed by Bruce Baker, professor in the
School of Education and Human Development at the University of Miami, and published in Is School Funding
Fair? A National Report Card (editions 1-7), to model the pattern of funding relative to district poverty within
each state.™ The analysis essentially asks: Once differences in costs related to district size and geography
are accounted for, do states provide more or less funding to districts as the poverty rate increases? Using
district-level revenue data (as defined above for funding level), the model predicts funding in a high-poverty
(30% Census poverty) relative to a low-poverty (5% Census poverty) district. States that provide higher
per-pupil funding levels to high-poverty districts are progressive; states that provide less to high-poverty
districts are regressive; and states where there is no meaningful difference are flat.

Funding Effort

Effort is measured as total state and local revenue for PK-12 education (including capital outlay and debt
service, excluding all federal funds) divided by the state’s gross domestic product (GDP). GDP is the value of
all goods and services produced by each state’s economy and is used here to represent the state’s economic
capacity to raise funds for schools.

Grades

Grades are assigned using the normal curve. This means that grades indicate how each state performed
relative to other states, not relative to any particular benchmark. A standardized score is calculated as the
state’s difference from the mean or average, expressed in standard deviations. Grades are as follows: A =
2/3 standard deviation above the mean; B = between 1/3 and 2/3 standard deviations above the mean; C =
between 1/3 standard deviation below and 1/3 standard deviation above the mean; D = between 1/3 and 2/3
standard deviations below the mean; F = 2/3 standard deviation below the mean.

For more information on the methodology used in this report, see the Technical Appendix.
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The Fairness Measures

Funding Level

Funding level is determined by dividing combined
state and local revenue for PK-12 education by
student enrollment and adjusting to account for

regional variation in labor market costs.

A state’s funding level grade is determined by ranking
its position relative to other states; the grade does

not measure whether a state meets any particular
threshold of funding adequacy based on the actual cost
of education resources necessary to achieve state or

national academic standards.'

Our analysis highlights the significant disparities in
per-pupil funding across states, with many states
spending thousands of dollars per pupil more than
the national average, and other states spending
thousands of dollars per pupil less (Figure 1a). The
highest-funded state, New York, spends two and half
times as much as the lowest-funded state, Idaho.
Even after adjusting for regional cost differences, the
highest funded states are largely in the Northeast
while the lowest funded states mostly span the South
and Southwest (Figure 1b).
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Figure 1a. Funding Level

Ié?';fjle State Funding Level Amount Above/Felow National Average
A New York $29,440 a 0 B
Vermont $27,067 > I o
D.C. $26,223 s I 50
New Jersey $24,402 + I 56540
Connecticut $23,583 s [ 55,730
Pennsylvania $22,600 s NG 54747
New Hampshire ~ $22,137 7 I 54284
Illinois $21,923 s [ 34,070
Maine $21,078 o N +53,225
Wyoming $20,971 10 [ +53.118
Michigan $20,919 1 [ +53,066
B Rhode Island $20,176 12 [ +52,323
California $19,894 13 [ +$2,041
Delaware $19,435 14 N +$1,582
c Massachusetts $19,097 15 [ +$1,244
Ohio $19,055 16 [ +81,202
Oregon $18,780 17 +$927
North Dakota $18,642 18 +8789
New Mexico $18,616 19 +$763
Kansas $18,132 20 |« +$279
Nebraska $18,023 21 +8170
esningion Sl ol Kis) National Average: $17,853
Maryland $17,809 -$44 23
Wisconsin $17,784 -$69 24
South Carolina $17,698 -$155 25
Minnesota $17,654 -$199 26
Hawaii $17,469 -$384 | 27
Alaska $17,308 -$545 28
Kentucky $17,058 -$795 29
Missouri $16,866 -$987 30
Colorado $16,780 -$1,073 31
West Virginia $16,663 -$1,190 32
D Indiana $16,297 -$1,556 33
Montana $16,291 -$1,562 34
Georgia $16,049 -$1,804 35
lowa $15,940 -$1,913 36
Virginia $15,815 -$2,038 37
Louisiana $15,717 -$2,136 38
Alabama $15,242 -$2,611 39
F South Dakota $15,011 -$2,842 40
Texas $13,852 $4,001 [ 41
Arkansas $13,849 $4,004 [ 42
Tennessee $13,584 $4,269 [
Mississippi $13,559 $4,204 [T 44
Oklahoma $13,295 -$4,558 [ 45
Florida $13,227 -$4,626 [ 46
Nevada $12,546 -$5,307 [ 47
Arizona $12,537 -$5,316 [ 48
Utah $12,522 -$5,331 [ 40
North Carolina  $12,193 -$5,660 [ 50
Idaho $11,805 -$6,048 [ 51

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2023.

Notes: States are ranked from highest to lowest according to their cost-adjusted per-pupil funding level, with the color of the horizontal bar indicating
funding above/below the national average. For example, New York provides $11,587 per-pupil above the national average of $17,853, for a total of $29,440.
For more on the methodology for this report, see the Technical Appendix.
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Figure 1b. Regional Funding Disparities

New York

’ l +$11,587

|/
_-"—'4

-‘ii-

Funding level above/below
national average ($17,853)

-$6,048 +$11,587

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2023.

Notes: States are colored according to their distance above/below the national average ($17,853) using per-pupil funding levels adjusted for labor
market differences.

Funding Level Trends

Most states maintained or at least slightly increased For some states, per-pupil funding changes were
their per-pupil funding levels from 2022, even after so dramatic that they significantly changed their
adjusting for inflation (Figure 1c). This is a dramatic ranking relative to other states (Figure 1d). For

example, Alaska’s funding declines led to a drop
from a rank of 20th in 2022, down to 28th in 2023,
while maintaining a C grade. Louisiana fell from 25th

departure from 2022, when high inflation rates
wiped out most of the nominal per-pupil funding

increases in most states.’ Only nine states had

to 38th, d ing fi CgradetoaD.Onth
per-pupil funding losses, though large funding © roppingiromat. gradetoa nthe

. ) . . other hand, California and Hawaii both moved up
reductions were seen in Louisiana (-8%), Wyoming

more than 10 spots and attained higher grades:
(-6%), Nevada (-4%), and New York (-4%). Some states

California from a C to a B and Hawaii froma D to a C.
saw significant per-pupil funding increases, notably

California (19%), Washington D.C. (15%), Hawaii
(15%), and Michigan (13%).

It is worth noting that there is very little movement
among the lowest funded states, a pattern that is
repeated annually.
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Figure 1c. Change in Inflation-Adjusted Per-Pupil Funding Level, 2022 to 2023

State
Alabama

Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
D.C.
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
lllinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

.l

‘>

Level 2022
$14,416

$17,664
$12,026
$13,722
$16,783
$15,599
$24,061
$22,805
$19,274
$12,551
$15,545
$15,251
$11,453
$21,278
$16,035
$15,628
$17,958
$15,546
$17,073
$21,258
$17,612
$19,080
$18,584
$17,304
$12,746
$16,170

Level 2023
$15,242

$17,308
$12,5637
$13,849
$19,894
$16,780
$23,583
$26,223
$19,435
$13,227
$16,049
$17,469
$11,805
$21,923
$16,297
$15,940
$18,132
$17,058
$15,717
$21,078
$17,809
$19,097
$20,919
$17,654
$13,559
$16,866

Change (%)

-2.0%

0.9%
8.5%

-2.0%

0.8%

1.0%

-0.8%
1.1%
0.1%

12.6%

State
Montana

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyoming

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2022-2023.

Level 2022
$16,053

$17,680
$13,058
$21,582
$24,444
$16,976
$30,612
$12,252
$18,242
$18,921
$13,156
$17,745
$21,680
$19,175
$17,008
$14,319
$13,241
$13,392
$11,461
$26,661
$15,450
$17,263
$16,587
$17,523
$22,387

Funding Level Change

-7.9%

Level 2023
$16,291

$18,023
$12,546
$22,137
$24,402
$18,616
$29,440
$12,193
$18,642
$19,055
$13,295
$18,780
$22,600
$20,176
$17,698
$15,011
$13,584
$13,852
$12,522
$27,067
$15,815
$17,888
$16,663
$17,784
$20,971

18.5%

Change (%)

-0.2%
9.7%

-0.5%

0.7%

0.5%

Notes: Maps are colored to indicate whether a state’s funding level increased or decreased between 2022 and 2023. Revenue is adjusted for inflation using the
State and Local Government Implicit Price Deflator.
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Figure 1d. Change in Funding Level Rank, 2022 to 2023

New York 1 1 New York Source: ELC analysis of U.S.

Vermont 2 2 Vermont Census Annual Survey of School
New Jersey 3 3D.C. System Finances, 2022 & 2023.

Connecticut 4
DC.5 5 Connecticut according to their relative rank in
2022 and 2023. Lines are colored

Wyomln.g 6 6 Pennsylvama. to indicate whether their relative
Pennsylvania 7 7 New Hampshire funding level rank increased or
New Hampshire 8 8 lllinois decreased by more than two
Illinois 9 9 Maine positions between 2022 and 2023.
Maine 10 10 Wyoming

4 New Jersey Notes: Lines connect states

Delaware 11 11 Michigan
Rhode Island 12 12 Rhode Island
Massachusetts 13 13 California
Ohio 14 ~ 14 Delaware
Michigan 15 \ 15 Massachusetts
North Dakota 16 16 Ohio
Kansas 17 17 Oregon

Oregon 18 ‘ 18 North Dakota
Nebraska 19 19 New Mexico
Alaska 20 ~ 20 Kansas
Maryland 21 ' 21 Nebraska
Wisconsin 22 ‘ 22 Washington

Minnesota 23 o ~— 23 Maryland
Washington 24 y e\ 24 Wisconsin
Louisiana 25 / = 25 South Carolina
South Carolina 26 - 26 Minnesota
New Mexico 27 27 Hawaii
California 28 28 Alaska
West Virginia 29 29 Kentucky
Missouri 30 30 Missouri
Montana 31 ‘ Z~ 31 Colorado

Indiana 32 ,;' 32 West Virginia

lowa 33 _ = 33 Indiana E
Colorado 34 34 Montana = e
Kentucky 35 35 Georgia

Georgia 36 36 lowa
Virgirga 37 7/ 37 Virginia
Hawaii 38 38 Louisiana View Funding Level state
Alabama 39 39 Alabama profiles for more detailed
South Dakota 40 40 South Dakota data by state
Arkansas 41 ><41 Texas data by state.
Texas 42 42 Arkansas
Tennessee 43 43 Tennessee
Oklahoma 44 44 Mississippi
Nevada 45 45 Oklahoma
Mississippi 46 46 Florida
Florida 47 47 Nevada
North Carolina 48 48 Arizona
Arizona 49 >-S<49 o
Utah 50 50 North Carolina
Idaho 51 51 Idaho
2022 2023
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Funding Distribution

A critical element of school funding fairness is
whether funding is allocated within states to address
the additional costs associated with student poverty.
The funding distribution measure describes the
relationship between district-level, per-pupil funding

and student poverty in each state.

Figure 2a depicts funding distribution in each

state by comparing the average per-pupil funding
allocated to high-poverty districts to that allocated to
low-poverty districts (the funding distribution ratio).
States are defined as “progressive” if high-poverty
districts receive at least 5% more funding than low-
poverty districts. States that do the opposite, where
high-poverty districts receive at least 5% less funding
than low-poverty districts, are “regressive. "' States
with similar funding levels in high- and low-poverty
districts, even if there is wide variation in funding
among districts that is unrelated to student poverty,
have a“flat” distribution.

While we do not propose a specific target for how
much progressivity is enough, we maintain that

flat or regressive distribution patterns are unlikely

to adequately support low-income students and
certainly put high-poverty districts at a disadvantage.
However, it is important to remember that our grades
are assigned on a relative basis, meaning that states
are compared to each other, and their rankings do
not necessarily align with these categorizations. The
average distribution ratio in 2023 was 105%, and
states receiving a grade of C range from flat (101%) to
progressive (111%).

In 2023, 17 states met our definition of progressive.
Nineteen states had a flat distribution, and 12 states
were regressive. States exhibit a wide range, with

the most progressive state, Utah, providing, on
average, 60% more funding per pupil to high-poverty
districts, and the most regressive state, Connecticut,
providing, on average, 19% less funding to high-
poverty districts.
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Figure 2a. Funding Distribution

Funding Distribution:

girs;g:U“O" State LowPoverty  High-Poverty Advantage (+) / Disacvaniage (-) in High-Poverty Districts
A Utah $11,775 $18,794 + I -
California $16,942 $24,087 > I 2
Wyoming $18,388 $25,564 s I -
Minnesota $15,987 $21,709 p + I 5
New Mexico $14,629 $19,395 R s [ 330
Maryland $17.432 $22,045 0 o I 25
Alaska $15,343 $19,216 G 7 I 25%
South Dakota $13,213 $16,529 R s I 25
Delaware $17,900 $21,950 E o I 23
Nebraska $15,968 $19,124 ) 10 I 20%
B Colorado $16,247 $18,861 S 11 N 16%
Montana $13,594 $15,733 ' 12 I 16%
Ohio $16,378 $18,775 \é 13 I 15%
c Arkansas $12,336 $13,693 14 S 1%
Georgia $15,461 $16,662 15 T 8%
Massachusetts ~ $18,025 $19,216 16 B 7%
North Carolina  $11,976 $12,588 17 10 5%
Nevada $12,602 $13,228 18 I 5%
Wisconsin $17,164 $18,014 19 T 5%
New York $28,938 $30,301 20 W 5%
Indiana $15,744 $16,377 21 4%
Louisiana $15,182 $15,651 22 11 3%
Kansas $16,709 $17,207 23 3%
Kentucky $16,390 $16,831 24 §13%
Virginia $15,880 $16,223 25 1 2%
Mississippi $13,048 $13,265 26 | 2%
Arizona $12,258 $12,424 27 1%
lowa $15,305 $15,472 28 | 1%
New Jersey $23,465 $23,652 29 1%
South Carolina $17,583 $17,691 30 1%
D Texas $13,708 $13,628 1% | 31
Oklahoma $12,576 $12,501 1% | 32
Rhode Island $19,414 $19,136 1% | 33
Idaho $11,589 $11,119 4% [ 34
Illinois $21,404 $20,517 4% | 35
Michigan $18,472 $17,589 5% [ 36
F Washington $18,083 $16,704 -8% 37
North Dakota $17,198 $15,850 -8% 38
West Virginia $16,799 $15,387 . 8% 39
Pennsylvania $21,654 $19,576 E -10% 40
Alabama $16,077 $14,270 g 1% 41
Tennessee $14,476 $12,505 E -14% I 42
Maine $20,310 $17,321 S -15% I 43
New Hampshire ~ $21,676 $17,973 ? -17% [ 44
Oregon $18,210 $15,014 v -18% [ 45
Missouri $16,727 $13,704 - -18% [ 46
Florida $14,486 $11,821 -18% [ 47
Connecticut $23,767 $19,159 -19% [ <8

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2023; U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, 2023.

Notes: States are ranked from most progressive to most regressive using our Funding Distribution measure. For example, Utah has a progressive funding
distribution so that, on average, a high-poverty district (30% Census poverty) would receive 60% more per pupil funding than low-poverty district (5%
Census poverty). Hawaii and D.C. are excluded because they are single district systems. Vermont is excluded because of reporting inconsistencies.
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Funding Distribution Trends

In last year's installment of Making the Grade, we documented the decade-long trend of increasing progressivity in
states. Unfortunately, that trend reversed in 2023. The number of progressive states dropped from 28 to 17 in just one
year, with most of those formerly progressive states slipping towards a flat distribution (Figure 2b).

Figure 2b. Number of Progressive, Flat and Regressive States, 2013-2023

0 Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census

Annual Survey of School System
Finances, 2013-2023; U.S. Census
Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates, 2013-2023.

19 Flat

/ . Progressive
8 17 Progressive Flat
S 15
* . Regressive
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0
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Figure 2c shows how each state’s funding distribution statewide patterns absent any significant state policy
ratio changed between 2022 and 2023. States with reform. For example, New York has over 600 school
the largest gains were California and Alaska (+11). districts, but one-third of students are educated in
States with the largest losses were Tennessee (-19), the New York City's single district. Fluctuations in
Idaho (-17), New York (-13), and North Dakota (-13). revenue in that one district can drive changes in the
The declining number of progressive states is largely distribution pattern across the state. Between 2021
the result of previously modestly progressive states and 2022, reported local revenue in New York City
slipping to a flat distribution. increased by 13%, driving up per-pupil revenue and

. . , . . o
It can be difficult to assess the causes of year-to-year increasing the state’s funding ratio from 107% to
118%. When that reported local revenue declined

by 21% between 2022 and 2023, the state’s funding

ratio dropped back down to 105%. These vast swings

fluctuations in the funding distribution ratio. Changes
may result from deliberate school funding policy

reforms, as in California, where implementation

of the Local Control Funding Formula resulted in were not related to any policy change at the state

funding increases that were targeted to the state’s level and reflected a seemingly temporary influx of

most disadvantaged school districts. Trend data for local revenue.
California clearly reflect steady improvements as
this policy change was phased in over a number
View Funding Distribution
state profiles for more

detailed data by state.

of years.”®

In other cases, changes affecting individual school

districts with large student populations may alter
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Figure 2c. Change in Funding Distribution Ratio, 2022 to 2023

Distribution

Grade State
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Distribution Ratio

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual of School System Finances; U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates.

Notes: Highlighted bars show states where the funding distribution ratio increased or decreased by more than 5 percentage points between
2013 and 2023.The length of the bar indicates the size of the change. States are ordered by the 2023 ratio.
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Figure 2d. Digging Deeper on Funding Distribution: New York

This chart illustrates both the cost-adjusted funding level and poverty rate for all school districts in the state
(blue circles for 2023 and yellow circles for 2022) and the estimated relationship between funding and poverty
in the state (dotted lines). For presentation, districts with fewer than 1,000 students are not shown.
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NEW YORK CITY SCHOOL
DISTRICT, 2023: $29,236
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District Poverty

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2022 & 2023; U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates,
2022 & 2023.

These examples underscore the importance of more
detailed analyses of the conditions in individual

states that influence the funding distribution interactive versions of the figures presented here

measure. While such analyses are beyond the scope and to view state profiles that include trend data for
of this report, we have provided additional tools all indicators.

that can be used as a starting point for deeper
research and discussion. Visit our website for
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Fairness Profiles

The fairness of a state’s school funding system is contingent on both adequate funding levels and a progressive
distribution of funds. Some seemingly well-resourced states, such as Connecticut and Maine, do a poor job

of targeting funds where they are most needed, leaving large disparities in the average funding levels of the
highest and lowest poverty districts. Likewise, some states with a progressive distribution, such as Georgia
and South Dakota, have low overall funding levels that leave even their highest poverty districts with funding

that does not reach the national average (Figure 2e).

Figure 2e. Fairness Profiles: Combining Funding Level and Distribution

$30,000
$25,000
Connecticut
E .
o $20,000 Maine
2 National Average: $17,853 @ e — —m m
2
=]
LL .
$15,000 Georgia
South Dakota
$10,000
$5,000

Low Poverty High Poverty

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2023; U.S. Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, 2023.
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Funding Effort

Figure 3a ranks states on effort measured as PK-12
revenue as a percentage of the state’s economic
activity, or gross domestic product (GDP).” It is
important to note that the effort calculation includes
both state and local funding for schools and serves
as an indicator of the overall capacity of the state to
generate revenue through taxes, whether at the local

or state level.

While we rank the states using the effort index, these
rankings require additional context. A state’s effort
must be evaluated in relation to its economic wealth.
Consider New Hampshire and Mississippi: Both
states receive a C for average effort, but one state is
relatively wealthy with a high per-capita GDP (New
Hampshire: $66,657), while the other has a relatively
low per-capita GDP (Mississippi: $40,619). Though
these states are making a similar effort to fund schools,
New Hampshire can generate much higher per-pupil
funding levels than Mississippi (22,137 and $13,559,
respectively). In other words, the same effort does

not generate the same results for each state, and

some states may require higher effort than others
to reach adequate funding levels. Figure 3a shows a
state’s effort compared to the national average with
its per-capita GDP and per-pupil funding levels to
contextualize how the effort index interacts with
the state’s relative wealth to produce high or low

funding levels.

In 2023, state effort ranged from a high of 5.4%

in Vermont, to a low of 2.0% in North Carolina.

Most high-effort states were able to generate
above-average funding levels, even when they had
below-average fiscal capacity (GDP per capita), e.g.,
Vermont, Michigan, and Maine. Some low-effort
states, such as Delaware and North Dakota, were able
to generate above-average funding levels because

of their high fiscal capacity. But too often, states with
low fiscal capacity, such as Florida and Arizona, are at
a double disadvantage because they are also making
a below-average effort to fund schools, leading to low

funding levels.
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GDP per

Figure 3a. Funding Effort

Funding

State capita Level Effart Index

A Vermont CORCON soro7 0 EOB
New Jersey 524,402 a5
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Mississippi $13,559 22 1 321%
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lowa $62,780 $15,940 24 : 3.19%
New Hampshire ! 25 1 3.17%
Arkansas $46,543 $13,849 26 I 3.14%
Georgia $61,296 $16,049 27 %-04%
Louisiana $54,187 $15,717 28 !roz%
Ohio $60,032 29 3.00%
Missouri $56,135 $16,866 30 2.:96%
Minnesota ! 31 2.93%

D Indiana $58,762 $16,297 32 269%
Virginia $15,815 33 2.84%
Oklahoma $51,164 $13205 34 2800
Nebraska - 35 2.80%
Montana $50,714 $16291 3 272,
Massachusetts $87,10 37 2472%!

F Colorado $16780 38 266%
North Dakota 1390 2o |
Washington 386,19 FE
Texas $13852 4z |
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Utah se5479 si2s22 4 aew |
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South Dakota $62,370 $15011 45 232% :
Tennessee $59,047 $13,584 46 228% :
Fiorida ss6442  $13227 AT 2w i
Nevada $60,791 $12,546 (481 208% |
Arizona $56,523 $12,537 SN, 205% ]
North Carolina $58,639 $12,193 (SO 1.98% INatl Average: 3.10%

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2023; U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis’ State Gross Domestic Product reports, 2023.

Notes: States are ranked by funding effort. For context, the state’s relative wealth (per-capita GDP) is presented as an indicator of the state’s fiscal capacity and our cost-
adjusted state and local revenue per pupil measure is presented to show funding levels resulting from the state’s effort. All indicators are colored to indicate whether
the state falls above or below the national average.
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Funding Effort Trends

The average funding effort remains at the
depressed levels seen over the past few years
and did not change much from 2022 (Figure

3b). Funding effort declined in about half of the
states and increased in the other half (Figure 3c).
In most states where effort declined, inflation-
adjusted investments in education increased,
but those increases did not keep pace with
growing economic activity. There are, however, a
few notable exceptions. Nevada, Wyoming, and
New York experienced the largest declines in the

effort index, and those declines were driven by

Figure 3b. National Effort Trends

State GDP (2017 dollars)
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reductions in educational investments, i.e., total

state and local revenue for public schools.

Several states saw significant increases in the
effort index due to substantial investments in
public school funding, as documented in the
funding level analysis. California and Hawaii both
dramatically improved their position on the effort
index ranking, with California climbing from 34th
to 20th and Hawaii moving from 28th to 12th.
These two states also had the largest increase in
inflation-adjusted total state and local education

revenue, 17% in California and 22% in Hawaii.

Effort Index
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$838.4B
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3.44%
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3.20%

3.10%
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Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2013-2023; U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis’ State Gross Domestic Product

reports, 2013-2023.

FUNDING EFFORT

Alabama

View Funding Effort state profiles for more detailed data by state.
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Figure 3c. Change in Effort Index, 2022 to 2023

A

Change in Effort Index (%)
vt [ 6%

. \‘

State & Local Effort Index State & Local Effort Index
GDP Change Revenue Change Change GDP Change Revenue Change Change
Alabama Montana
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Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2022 & 2023; U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis’ State Gross Domestic Product
reports, 2022 & 2023.

Notes: The map is colored to show whether states’ effort index increased or decreased between 2022 and 2023. The heat map shows one-year change
(positive or negative) in the components of the effort index: state and local revenue and GDP, both of which are adjusted for inflation.
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What Role Does
Federal Revenue Play?

Making the Grade focuses exclusively on state and
local revenue. The reason for excluding federal
funds—except those that are intended to replace
local revenue, such as Impact Aid—is that, even in
states with a relatively high federal share, the majority
of school revenue comes from state or local sources
through formulas determined by state legislatures.?
In states with unfair school funding systems, the lever
for change is state policy.

However, we now find ourselves in an unprecedented
situation. Federal funding for public education is
being threatened on an astonishing scale. President
Trump’s FY26 budget request reduces the Education

Department’s budget by $12 billion (15.3%).”'

That includes a $4.5 billion (70%) reduction across
18 competitive and formula grant programs,
including literacy and afterschool programs, teacher
improvement grants, and more. The president’s
request also proposes to eliminate funding for
English Language Acquisition ($890 million), Adult
Education ($729 million) and Migrant Education
(5428 million) programs.

Consistent with the vision expressed in the

Heritage Foundation’s Project 2025 blueprint,

the administration has also touted the notion of
“returning” education decision-making to states
and local communities.?? For example, the proposed
Trump budget converts formula-based grants into
block grants, potentially allowing states to divert
federal funding away from its intended recipients.
Therefore, while the federal government provides

a small percentage of the overall funding for public
education across the country, these proposed
changes to federal programs could have a significant
impact on school districts across the country.

To illustrate the contribution that federal funds
make to fiscal equity when measured both between
states and within states, below we present Making
the Grade’s funding level and funding distribution
measures including federal revenue. Because federal
money for education in 2020 through 2023 included
non-recurring federal Covid relief funds, thereby
artificially increasing the impact of federal funding,
the following analyses use data from 2019 to avoid
skewed results.
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Figure 4a. Federal Revenue Categories

The Annual Survey of School System Finances (F33) data
collection, the primary source of data used in this report,
does not include detailed information on the types of
federal grants that school districts receive, but it does
distinguish funding for three of the largest federal grants:
Child Nutrition Act, Title |, and IDEA Part B. These three
programs represent 75% of the federal funding school
districts receive, and each grant includes some measure
of student poverty in the allocation formula. The Child
Nutrition Act funds the National School Lunch Program
through which districts are reimbursed for school meals
according to household income eligibility criteria. Title | is
allocated to districts using four different funding formulas
that largely rely on Census poverty estimates.? IDEA Part
B is allocated to states and then school districts according
to student population, student poverty, and prior IDEA
allocations.? The remaining federal funding is allocated to
school districts based on a variety of factors depending on
the individual grant.

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual
Survey of School System Finances, 2019.

Funding Level

Figure 4b shows the per-pupil increase that comes variation in per-pupil federal funding is affected by

from federal revenue allocations and its impact on the complexity of formula grant allocations, eligibility

funding level rankings. Nationally, the federal share for grants allocated to specific student populations,

of total revenue received by school districts was 9% and the competitive nature of other federal grants.

in 2019, but ranged from a low of 5% (New Jersey

and Connecticut) to a high of 17% (Mississippi) While some states see a greater average advantage

The combination of varying federal shares and wide from federal revenue than others, federal support

disparities in the base funding levels coming from does not do much to reduce inequities in funding

state and local revenue mean that the average per- among states. The disparities in funding levels among

pupil revenue from federal sources varies significantly districts also remain, with the highest funded states

by state. For example, the federal share was 9% in still dramatically outspending the lowest funded
both Rhode Island and Utah, but in Rhode Island,

a state with above average state and local funding,

states. The addition of federal funding also does not
dramatically change the relative ranking of states on

that amounted to $1,264 per pupil, while in Utah, the
state with the second-lowest state and local funding,
that figure was $762 per pupil. Utah had the smallest
per-pupil funding increase from federal revenue,
while West Virginia ($1,773) had the largest. The

Making the Grade’s funding level measure. The states
that receive the most federal revenue per pupil—
West Virginia, Louisiana, Mississippi and Kentucky—
only move up in funding level rank between two and

four positions.
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Figure 4b. Funding Level with Federal Revenue (2019)

Federal Revenue Per Pupil

$754 $1,773
Funding . Funding .
Federal Total Funding Federal Total Funding
State Festfgfel Revenue  Revenue Le\_/esltaRtaenBI: Level Rank  State Fescquzri Revenue  Revenue Ley%lt;aeng Level Rank
Per Pupil Per Pupil Local - Total Per Pupil Per Pupil Local - Total
Alabama 12% $1,349 $13,157 42 42 Montana 1% $1,400 $16,976 20 17
Alaska 9% $1,548 $18,728 1" 1" Nebraska 9% $1,079 $16,836 18 19
Arizona 13% $1,112 $10,879 51 50 Nevada 10% $982 $11,429 48 48
Arkansas 13% $1,449  $13,406 41 41 New Hampshire 6% $1,030  $19,603 8 8
California 1% $1,256 $14,915 32 33 New Jersey 5% $892 $20,824 5 6
el 8% 7%  $14.206 38 3 New Mexico 12%  $1384  $14,109 38 a7
Connecticut 5% $970 $21,963 4 4 New York 6% $1.342 $27.115 1 1
0
DC. 8%  $1.307  $22.906 3 3 North Carolina 12%  $1,198  $11,732 a7 a7
0

Delaware 8%  $1237  $17.947 1’ ™ North Dakota M%  $1493  $18,254 13 12

i 13% 1,344 12,443 45 46
Florida o8 s Ohio 8%  $1218  $18,218 12 13

Georgia 10% $1,159 $14,084 37 38
Oklahoma 12% $1,136 $12,510 43 44

Hawaii 9% $1,294 $15,771 27 27
Oregon 9% $1,051 $15,581 25 28

Idaho 12% $977 $11,156 49 49
Pennsylvania 8% $1,409  $20,903 6 5

lllinois 8% $1,145 $18,803 10 10
Rhode Island 9% $1,264 $17,523 16 16

Indiana 9% $1,119 $15,185 30 30
South Carolina 1% $1,281 $15,793 26 26

lowa 8% $1,087 $15,129 31 3
South Dakot 12% 1,186 14,604 85} 34

Kansas 8%  $1.250  $16,687 2 20 CoumPEcE S s

Kentucky 13% $1682 $15.111 34 3 Tennessee 13% $1,343 $12,470 44 45
Louisiana 15%  $1,754  $14,536 39 35 1OXEs 12%  $1375  $13468 40 40
Maine 8%  $1149  $19,243 9 g Utah 9% 754 $10832 50 51
Maryland % $919  $16,203 23 24  Vermont 25 GilES SR 2 2
Massachusetts 6% $859  $17,581 14 15 Virginia 8% $887  $13,920 36 39
Michigan 10% $1,315 $16,884 21 18  Washington 8% $883 $16,686 17 21
Minnesota 7% $783 $16,448 19 22  West Virginia 13% $1,773 $16,112 28 25
Mississippi 17% $1,753  $12,608 46 43 Wisconsin 8% $1,047  $16,243 24 23
Missouri 10% $1,133 $15,412 29 29  Wyoming 7% $1,176 $20,589 7 7

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2019.
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Funding Distribution

While federal revenue doesn’t change funding
inequities among states, within-state funding
distribution is impacted. In fact, because most
federal funding is allocated relative to student
poverty or other measures that are often correlated
with student poverty (English learner status, migrant
status, rural location), we would expect that the
allocation of federal funds would lead to a more
progressive, within-state distribution of revenue.
And in fact, we find that in nearly all states the
addition of federal funds does lead to greater
progressivity (Figure 4c). This is true regardless of the
underlying distribution of state and local funding.

In other words, federal revenue is, for the most part,
creating more equitable funding systems, even in

states that are already fairly progressive.

Alaska, a state with a progressive distribution of state
and local revenue, is the only state whose distribution
has not improved significantly with the addition of
federal funds.? In the other 47 states analyzed here,
the funding distribution ratio between predicted
funding in high- and low-poverty districts improved
by between 6 and 26 percentage points. For example,
in West Virginia, state and local revenue distribution
was slightly regressive, with high-poverty districts
expected to receive about 6% less per-pupil than
low-poverty districts. With the addition of federal
funds, however, the distribution swings slightly to the
progressive side, with high-poverty districts expected

to receive about 5% more than low-poverty districts.

In total, federal revenue made 18 already progressive
states, such as Utah and Nebraska, even more
progressive and 13 otherwise flat (neither progressive
or regressive) states at least slightly progressive, while
two states improved from regressive to modestly
progressive (Kentucky and Michigan). Eight states
moved from regressive to flat. But in seven of the
most regressively funded states, including Nevada
and Pennsylvania, the overall distribution was still
regressive even though the addition of federal

revenue improved equity among districts.

Federal Funding Improves Equity

While these results show that federal funding has
been far from a magic bullet dramatically improving
between-state or within-state funding equity, in

most states these resources do contribute to more
equitable funding levels between high- and low-
poverty districts. Proposals to significantly reduce
federal funding or give states more flexibility in how
federal funds are distributed to districts within the
state could have a significant negative impact on
school funding fairness. Higher poverty districts, which
disproportionately rely on federal funding programs,
are most likely to be severely affected by federal
funding losses or reallocations. Instead of reducing
federal investments or loosening federal oversight,
Congress must act to strengthen federal programs to
further reduce inequities in education and incentivize

states to improve their school funding formulas.
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Figure 4c. Federal Revenue Impact on Funding Distribution (2019)

Change to distribution ratio
o6 10 I 5

State & State & Local
State Local Ratio Total Ratio State Ratio Total Ratio
Alabama 87% 98% Montana 1% 123%
Alaska 154% 155% Nebraska 130% 146%
Arizona 102% 115% Nevada 73% 80%
Arkansas 102% 114% New Hampshire ~ 78% 90% 12.3%
California 17% 127% New Jersey 93% 100%
Colorado 108% 17% New Mexico 106% 113%
Connecticut 82% 89% New York 104% 1%
Delaware 99% 110% North Carolina 108% 17%
Florida 87% 100% North Dakota 109% 135%
Georgia 109% 118% Ohio 119% 129%
Idaho 103% 121% Oklahoma 102% 113%
Illinois 82% 91% Oregon 90% 101%
Indiana 107% 121% Pennsylvania 80% 89%
lowa 107% 119% Rhode Island 85% 93%
Kansas 101% 115% South Carolina ~ 106% 118%
Kentucky 95% 107% South Dakota 142% 153%
Louisiana 98% 105% Tennessee 97% 1M1%
Maine 88% 97% Texas 94% 105%
Maryland 119% 127% Utah 158% 184%
Massachusetts 99% 106% Virginia 98% 109%
Michigan 94% 106% Washington 91% 100%
Minnesota 129% 140% West Virginia 94% 105%
Mississippi 103% 116% Wisconsin 99% 112%
Missouri 84% 94% Wyoming 148% 155%
00% 100%  20.0% 00% 10.0%  20.0%
Change in Distribution Ratio Change in Distribution Ratio

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2019; U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, 2019.

Notes: Map shows the percentage point improvement in the funding distribution ratio between high- and low-poverty districts with the addition of federal funds. For
example, in Alabama, high-poverty districts typically receive only 87% of the state and local funding of low-poverty districts; with federal funding that improves to 98%.
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Putting It All Together

Making the Grade provides an overview of school
funding fairness in the states through the examination
of three interrelated factors (Table 1). We urge readers
to consider each state’s rankings on the three measures
collectively and not in isolation. In some cases, a

state’s stellar performance in one area is completely
undermined by its poor performance in another.

Some key takeaways:

« In 2023, no states earned As on all three funding
fairness indicators (level, distribution, effort).
Wyoming, which previously held this distinction,
dropped to a B on funding effort.

» California’s investment in a new, more equitable
school funding formula is paying off: The state
dramatically improved on all three measures of
funding fairness and now has the second most
progressive distribution of funding in the country.
Importantly, research convincingly demonstrates
that those investments have paid off in terms
of student achievement and other measures
of success.”’

« Many states have high funding levels but a flat or

regressive distribution of funding, necessitating
school finance reforms that better allocate revenue
according to student need (Connecticut, lllinois,
Maine, Michigan, New Hampshire, New York, New
Jersey, and Pennsylvania).

Of the 19 states that earned a D or F on funding
level, 13 also earned a D or F on effort (the rest
earned Cs). These states are not leveraging their
economic capacity to better fund public schools.
Raising their effort to be more in line with the
national average would significantly raise funding
levels.

Florida, Idaho, and Tennessee have the unenviable
distinction of earning Fs across all three indicators.
These states have low funding levels, due at least
in part to a low effort to raise revenue relative to
their economic capacity. Those funds are also
distributed regressively so that high-poverty
districts get less funding, and therefore, fewer
resources than wealthier districts.?®
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Table 1. Making the Grade 2025

Poverty Rate  Funding Funding Funding Poverty Rate  Funding Funding Funding

State (age 5-17) Level Distribution Effort State (age 5-17) Level Distribution Effort
Alabama 20% D F C Montana 11% D B D
Alaska 1% o] A C Nebraska 10% C A D
Arizona 15% F C F Nevada 15% F C F
Arkansas 19% E B C New Hampshire 8% A I~ C
California 14% B A C New Jersey 12% A C A
Colorado 10% Cc B F New Mexico 21% C A B
Connecticut 12% A F A New York 17% A C A
D.C. 20% A - - North Carolina 17% F C F
Delaware 14% B A F North Dakota 9% C F F
Florida 15% F F F Ohio 16% C B Cc
Georgia 18% D C C Oklahoma 19% F C D
Hawaii 1% C - B Oregon 12% C F Cc
Idaho 10% F F F Pennsylvania 14% A F A
lllinois 14% A D A Rhode Island 14% B C A
Indiana 14% D C D South Carolina 18% C C A
lowa 12% D C C South Dakota 12% F A B
Kansas 12% C C B Tennessee 18% F F F
Kentucky 19% Cc C B Texas 17% F C F
Louisiana 24% D C C Utah 9% F A F
Maine 12% A F A Vermont 9% A - A
Maryland 10% C A B Virginia 12% D C D
Massachusetts 12% (o] C D Washington 1% (e} D F
Michigan 16% A D A West Virginia 18% C F B
Minnesota 10% C A C Wisconsin 12% C C Cc
Mississippi 23% F C C Wyoming 11% A A B
Missouri 13% C F C

Source: ELC analysis of U.S. Census Annual Survey of School System Finances, 2023.

Note: D.C. and Hawaii do not receive Distribution grades becaues they are single district systems; Vermont is excluded because of reporting
inconsistencies. D.C. is excluded from Effort because its GDP is better compared to other cities, not other states.

View State Funding profiles for more detailed data by state.



https://edlawcenter.org/research/making-the-grade-state-profiles/

Conclusion

The findings of this edition of Making the Grade make
clear that school finance reform should be a significant
priority in states across the country. Too few states
have finance systems that adequately and equitably
support all students. The nation’s public schools are
currently facing a litany of challenges, from continued
Covid-related learning delays and mental health
concerns to racial and economic achievement gaps,
inadequate facilities, teacher shortages, and more.”
These problems are exacerbated, if not directly
caused, by inadequate and inequitable school funding
policies that deny students the resources they need

to succeed.

A state’s responsibility to develop and implement a fair
funding system has become an even greater priority,
given proposed policy changes at the federal level.
The dismantling of the U.S. Department of Education,
though challenged on multiple fronts, is already
underway. Funding for federal programs that support
the country’s most vulnerable students is being

threatened: The Department has effectively eliminated
offices that monitor and support programs for

English learners and students with disabilities, among
others; research and evaluation contracts to support
improved student outcomes have been canceled; and
enforcement of students’ civil rights has stalled.

In this challenging climate, advocacy efforts in
support of public education must be directed at

local communities, state legislatures, and Congress.
Research has proven that resources matter when it
comes to students’ educational success, and that more
vulnerable students benefit from more resources.*
Sustaining, protecting and increasing those resources,
therefore, is crucial, especially in the face of federal
cuts and soaring education- and child-related needs
at the state and local levels. Our hope is that Making
the Grade can be a useful tool for public education
supporters as they encourage policymakers to

take responsibility for providing adequate learning
opportunities for each and every child.
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