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Draft Final Report Feedback 
 
Instructions 

1. Complete the following two sections accordingly: 
a. The General Comments section addresses issues that may apply to more than 

one section of the report or to issues not currently covered in the report. 
b. The Specific Comments section should include comments directed at a 

particular section or wording of the report. These might be suggested line 
edits or new language, for example. 

2. In the specific comments section, indicate any page numbers and/or sections related 
to the comment. 

3. In both sections, describe in a few words the topic your comment addresses in the 
“Topic of Comment” field. 

4. Record your comment/feedback in the “Comment” field.  
5. If additional comment space is needed, right click in any row and select "insert" > 

"insert rows" to add an additional row(s). Additional rows can be added at the 
bottom of the table or in between rows.  

6. Save your document and email to Katie Lynne at 
katie_lynne_morton@hcmstrategists.com. All final comments are due by 5pm CT 
on February 20, 2024. 

 

General Comments 
 

Topic of Comment Comment 

Innova&ve Approach 
Nega&vely Impacted by 
Over-reliance on K-12 
Evidence Based Formula- 
Research Example 
 

The Commission’s commitment to developing a funding system that is 
adequate, stable and equitable is commendable. By nature, this approach is 
also innova=ve, because the concept of funding based on adequacy has been 
applied on a very limited basis in higher educa=on- and more extensively in 
the context of community colleges than public four-year universi=es. Because 
few models were available, the commission leaned heavily on the Illinois’ 
Evidence-Based Formula (EBF) developed for K-12 funding in developing a 
new framework for financing universi=es. While understandable, this 
approach contributed to not only some of the most robust disagreements 
among workgroup members, but also some of the most significant flaws in 
the proposed funding formula for Illinois Public Universi=es. Even though 
public universi=es and K-12 both educate students, there are significant and 
important differences between the higher educa=on and K-12 ecosystems.  
 
College students are more mobile than K-12 students. In addi=on, the 
variance in mission across higher ed ins=tu=ons is much greater than the 
variance in mission for K-12. In fact, the missions of our IL public universi=es 
vary in significant ways that impact their aQrac=veness to prospec=ve 
students. These differences in mission are acknowledged and celebrated 
when the IBHE convenes the public universi=es at recruitment events 
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designed to encourage IL high school graduates to choose to stay in-state, but 
they are insufficiently addressed by the proposed formula. 

For example, because of the lack of analogous func=ons in the K-12 system, 
there have been challenges throughout the process in determining how to 
consider differences in the intensity of the university research missions in the 
formula. Some of the proposed formulas, as well as some of the changes 
recommended during discussion of the final draU report do not provide a 
sufficient path forward for ins=tu=ons that must support very high (R1) or 
high (R2) research ac=vity as part of their mission.  

It is more expensive to educate students and retain expert faculty at research 
universi=es, but that investment adds clear value to the state, the ins=tu=on, 
and its students. Myriad data show not only that undergraduate par=cipa=on 
in mentored research promotes gains in self-efficacy, persistence, gradua=on, 
and the pursuit of graduate study, but also that students from minori=zed 
groups (students of color, indigenous, low-income and first genera=on) 
experience the greatest gains. A compelling personal example has been 
provided by NIU VP for Research and Innova=on Partnerships, Dr. Yvonne 
Harris. 

For these reasons, the federal government is moving to redress the 
inequitable distribu=on of research funding that hurts students and science. It 
is ironic that, at this moment, Illinois appears increasingly reluctant to 
acknowledge the connec=on between research ac=vity and student success in 
its equity-based funding formula.  
 

ESS 
 

Equitable Student Share (ESS) is supposed to be a calcula=on of the share of 
the cost of educa=on that a student can bear. However, the calcula=on does 
not include any factors related to student income, available financial aid, or 
other resources available to students. This approach poses some significant 
challenges. 

For example, the percep=on by some commission members that the formula 
is constructed to “double dip” on the Illinois investment in MAP is a major 
concern, par=cularly in the context of addi=onal concerns expressed about 
whether the level of state support the formula suggests is necessary for 
adequate and equitable funding is realis=c and/or realizable.  The exclusion of 
MAP from the formula will be targeted by naysayers and cri=cs, and it will be 
hard to defend the calcula=on to members of the General Assembly and 
Illinois taxpayers. Given the cri=cal contribu=on of ESS to the proposed 
funding formula, the result could be derailment of the en=re effort.  

https://issues.org/emerging-research-institutions-quider-blazey/
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There are addi=onal ques=ons about the overall integrity of the approach 
that depends on ESS. For example, if you take the formula as currently 
constructed and consider only undergraduates, the ESS per student ranges 
from $5855 at NEIU to $20662 at UIUC. This range by itself is suspect, as the 
financial resources of the students that aQend the two ins=tu=ons at the edge 
of the range are likely not as disparate as the formula assumes. If graduate 
students are included, the range is much more reasonable -- $5037 at Chicago 
State to $12,994 at UIUC. However, this assumes that all graduate students 
pay tui=on when we know that a significant frac=on (examples: STEM 
doctoral students at R1 universi=es; teaching assistants with tui=on waivers) 
do not. In other words, graduate educa=on is working against an ins=tu=on in 
the calcula=on of the ESS. 
 

Concentra&on Factor 
 

The concentra=on factor provides support to “Ins%tu%ons with high levels of 
students in the Intensive and High %ers of Academic and Non-Academic 
Supports” where “high levels” are based on the percentage of the university 
enrollment rather than the number of students served. This defini=on 
dismisses the importance of ins=tu=ons like NIU that serve a very substan=al 
number of low-income, Black and La=nx students within a student popula=on 
reflec=ve of the diversity of the region, state and country. In an equity 
framework, the formula’s approach appears to disregard the academic, civic 
and economic benefits of having students live, work and learn among others 
with a broad spectrum of lived experiences- and fails to appropriately account 
for the expenses incurred with suppor=ng an inclusive environment that 
promotes not only student success but also belonging, deep listening and 
construc=ve dialogue across differences. 

Addi=onally, having the calcula=on based on propor=ons rather than raw 
numbers uninten=onally creates an incen=ve to increase the propor=on 
rather than the number of underserved and underrepresented students. This 
incen=ve is perverse and counter to the goals of Thriving Illinois.   

Complexity/Transparency 
 

There is widespread concern about how the complexity of the formula will 
foment concerns about lack of transparency and make it difficult for 
universi=es to model/plan annual and mul=year budgets. There is also 
significant worry about the poten=al for the complex approach to create 
unintended consequences. These concerns (discussed in more detail in the 
following paragraph) are exacerbated by the public universi=es’ previous 
experience with the performance funding formula. 

At its essence, the proposed funding formula is a set of formulas embedded in 
cells in a spreadsheet. The formulas oUen involve mul=ple cells in mul=ple 
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worksheets, making it difficult to track down what is involved in calcula=ng 
any single cell. Since sensi=vity analysis was either not performed or not 
shared, we cannot be confident that we understand how small changes in any 
of the underlying exogenous factors will affect the formula. Given the 
difficulty in understanding the opera=ons of the formula, universi=es will 
need to invest significant resources to analyses of the formula each year to 
predict following-year state alloca=ons. This has already been acknowledged 
to some extent in the report where it’s expected that the IBHE will need 
significant new resources to manage, operate and oversee the formula.  

Stability and 
Sustainability in Funding 
 

Stability in funding is vital for the sustainability of public universi=es and the 
success of students whose degree programs have dura=ons longer than the 
state budget cycle. Accordingly, it is hard to address the issues of 
sustainability in funding within a formula used for annual alloca=on of 
appropriated resources.  

Addi=onally, it is dangerous for fiscally responsible university leaders to 
assume that the inten=ons of those who developed and endorsed this 
formula will result in decades of ongoing growth in state support for higher 
educa=on. Sustained growth in state higher ed investment is inconsistent with 
past paQerns, despite the posi=ve trajectory under Governor Pritzker.   

There is also concern about the treatment of infla=on in the model. The 
availability of state funding for universi=es is =ed to the business cycle. 
University expense budgets are highly sensi=ve to infla=onary pressure 
because labor makes up a large propor=on. Currently, despite the increased 
state investment seen over the past few years, our public universi=es are 
struggling to keep up with the Higher Educa=on Price Index because of our 
mission-driven commitment to maintaining affordability and avoiding tui=on 
increases. If the formula fails to account for infla=on before alloca=ng new 
funding, the new money directed to providing students with educa=onal 
experiences that generate equitable outcomes will be diminished by the need 
to keep pace with infla=onary increases in labor and commodi=es.  

These are some of the reasons why the Commission struggled to find 
consensus on any specific strategy for scenarios where the state cuts funding 
to universi=es.  

It would be helpful for the report to suggest addi=onal aspects of funding 
models to address stability in funding such as moving parts of the higher 
educa=on funding streams to the non-discre=onary side of the state budget. 
Ac=on on this recommenda=on would provide reassurance to the public 
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universi=es who are s=ll recovering from the FY16-17 budget impasse while 
reckoning with the consequences of long-term underinvestment.  

Outstanding Issue/Other 
Resources 
 

The assump=on that revenue from endowment is a resource that can be 
spent down to support university opera=ons is false and damaging. The 4.2% 
average based on a na=onal survey is irrelevant to reality. This has been 
pointed out repeatedly by the university presidents to no avail.  

In addi=on to the restric=ons on endowment acknowledged in the draU 
report, the use of endowment depends on the governing documents and will 
of the boards associated with the founda=ons that manage the university 
endowments. These university-related organiza=ons make decisions 
independently of their university and the IBHE, reflec=ng their history.  Public 
university founda=ons were founded in part to ensure donor investments 
could not be “swept” by the state. 

In the case of NIU, there is documented resistance of the founda=on board 
and donor base to using endowment for university func=ons viewed as the 
responsibility of the state. This resistance was obvious during the budget 
impasse and observed recently in donor feedback related to the case for our 
current fundraising campaign. All the op=ons presented in the draU report are 
not viable in our context, and wider discussion of these possibili=es will 
damage NIU’s ac=ve fundraising efforts. Founda=on board members and 
donors who learn of these proposals will have swiU, nega=ve reac=ons. 
Accordingly, an addi=onal consequence of advancing these proposals is that 
the alumni and donor communi=es, who might otherwise be strong 
advocates for a funding formula designed to provide NIU with adequate, 
equitable and stable funding, will be distracted from the greater good and 
laser-focused on defea=ng this aspect of the Commission’s recommenda=ons. 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
6 

Specific Comments 
 

Page Number, 
Paragraph, 
Section, etc.  

Topic of 
Comment 

Comment 

Page 17, Paragraph 
2 

Results 
Misinterpreted 

The paper says, “Research has established a link between 
increases in state appropria%ons and increases in gradua%on 
rates, wherein a $1,000 per FTE increase in appropria%ons is 
linked to a 1.5 percentage point increase in the gradua%on 
rate (Chakbara% et al 2020).”   

However, the actual result from the paper, for four-year 
students, is: "we find that state appropria%on increases lead 
to substan%ally lower student debt origins. They also react to 
appropria%on increases by shortening their %me to degree, 
but we find liQle effect on other outcomes."  

The consultants misinterpreted a statement in the paper: "a 
$1000 per student state appropria%ons increase shortens 
%me to degree by increasing the likelihood a student obtains 
at least a BA by age 25 by 1.5 percentage points." This 
doesn't mean the gradua=on rate increases by 1.5%.  

Of course, shortening =me to degree is a worthy goal, and 
aligns with the other findings in the paper that an increase in 
state appropria=ons leads to less debt. But, most 
importantly, it is incorrect to say that a $5000 increase in 
state funding per student will lead to a 7.5% increase in 
gradua=on rates. This paper did not find that. 
 

Page 19, final 
paragraph 

Graduate 
Students 

Appreciate the acknowledgement regarding uncertainties in 
the assumptions used to generate equity adjustments for 
graduate students and the recognition of the wide variation 
in types of graduate programs. We would like to see a more 
detailed action plan for gathering institutional data on 
graduate students and creating an evidence-based strategy 
for supporting graduate students with adequate, equitable 
funding. 
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