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Its mission is to promote equity and i 1mprove the quality of educa-
tional practice.
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issues dealing with finance, law, govémment, organization, and
management in educatiorsin order to help people at the Federal
state, and local levels make better mformed decisions.

The Program on Dlssemmatlon and Improvement of Practice
explores ways in which .teachers, administrators, and policymakers
can best obtain and apply the results of educational research and-
development. C

‘ The Institute supports research through: Requests: for Pro-

" posals’ (RFP’s), which deal with specific topics; grants ,compet1~
. tions, which cover broad problem ateas; and the NIE unsolicited
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s FOREWORD . -

This publication is the result of a National Institute of* Education

grant to the American Federation of Teachers. i

"

A "Guide to Texas School Finance" is onézpf a series of handbooks

prepared for use at workshops designed to assist teachers, administratoys,
legislators +and other interested parties in understand%ng and dealing with
) N

. o~ , / )
the intricagies of school finance equalization plans in their states. In
// the past, these issues have been debated in relative isolation by a handful

"of experts. . : >

% States were selected.fSr analysis either because they are currently

L
°

undergoing significant changes in, their education finance systems or .because

current with@¥ state disparities suggest that the development of new finance
legislétion is a topic of growing concern, Workshops, have been conducted

in California, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Michigan, Missouri, Ohio, New '

, \ : N
York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and Texas. _ ' N .

N

It.is oﬁf hope that through the diésemingtion of these handbooké, to a

‘wider audience, people representing diverse points of view will be able to

2 . / ! , >
efgectively ggke part in the debates and decisions affecting the financing of

n ” -
our nation's schools.

t

Lauren ﬁeisberg s
Project Officer )

Educational Finance ,
¢ - Program




v .
T : . e ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. . . ! ‘“ k '
¢ . .« O . . . ) a . *
' X ) >, g ' L& ‘. . . i . R
o B \\ i 2 -'
. The AFT Project on Teachwyrs ‘and School Finance 5eform is’ the product of
the foresight of AFT leadership, and a grant from the National In%titute of S :

: Education, Department ‘of Education. Recent: ‘events~-~court challenges .to school °
. finance plans, declining enrollments, rising education ‘costs. spurred by inflation - =
and increased mandatory programming, and shrinking revenues resulting from tax
limitation initiatives—-have made school finance a’ critical edueational issue
affecting evéry teacher, every parent and every child in the nation's public’
schools., Each year, state ard local governments spend bd1lions of dollars on
educatien. Yet,, the decisions regarding how edudational revenues are to be
.raised and more importantly how revenues are to be diStributed among schools
have been left to the few legislators, administrators §and policymakers who
understand the c0mplexities of school finance. - .. -, o ’ :

L o

N + The American Federation of ‘Teachers has long beén a. leader at- the natioé}l, T

state and local levels in the struggle for more noney for our publfe schdols!

The AFT recognizes that to be succedsful in maintaining quality public education

the general puhldc in key policy decision-making, i

. . .
The manual on Texas School Finance represents one. of many initiatives

- requires the informed participation of teachers adminisjrators parents and

"~ by the American Federation of Teachers to provide its members and other public
‘ interest leaders with the basic knowledge and skills to deal effectively with
the isdues surrounding the financing of our public schools.’ The authors _hope

you will use this manual as a guide to understanding the Texas' school finance ' o~

rplan and as a resource for exploring future policy issues in Texas school finance.i '

L - .

, The authors gratefully acknowledge the invaluable assistance of Helen Nemorin «_‘. )

.
©

of .the AFT Economic Research staff for typing the manuscripé and preparing it “.* .
" for pyblication -and the imaginative talents of Charles Glendinning for the

cover design.

.
2 o .

}‘ o . . e ot ,.Qrenda L. Biles, Technical Assistant
i v ’. o James G. Ward,- Director ° "
: .. . . - » N - .

, \ S " . -Department of Economic Research

‘ < <L Américan Federation of _Teachers, . ‘
, c o < ' AFL-CIO . R PR

AT N e
L]

- - A

: . . ) b N P
. . ~ . 2
- (‘ ‘ . . - 7‘ oL
. B . . . . .
. . . .
. . .




. viiN ' ?ili“' v T
R F‘%“ | CONTENTS’J ;gti_‘* Y

FOREWORD ' L SR - O — g

"ACKNOWLEDGMENTS A G "’ I e

Chapteri&n - INTRODUCTTON ;..:..,.' ...... ‘..;;‘.:,1,;9 ....... Moeeenvaes 1

"Chépter II -.FISCAL STRUCTURE DF TEXAS STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT . 7

L) = N

] Social and Economic Features frTexas +.iceeeennnns :"f"f"' 7
Lo f"‘ State and Ldcal: Revenues ?&..ﬂ.,,,... Veeeesenn eoseseeees 9
e : State and Local Expenditures .....vveeeceevecess wreseatoian, 10
\ ‘:“ 'Fiscal Performance and, Tax Effort ......... :,}V.S..;.WJ...,.. 11
Chapter III - STATE SUPPOR?’FOR PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY :
. ﬂi EDUCATION IN TEXAS ...... ceeosbocscssananes a.%..:é.m.. 15.
B Public Education in Texas ....... Ceesesasrsoans Seeesesssenns <15
C . State’ Support for Public Education .......... [ weees eee.'16
-~ The’ Texas School-Finance Plan ...... B T S .. 37
o . The Foundation School PLogram ......... Beseriedereaaatas 21
St s Foundation School Budgef ...... e eeeenee Ceeetececann semes 21
3 - . Personnel Units ..... eieeaeans Abeeeseeaseesetetatanans .22
rs , Computing a Foundation School Budget R A ‘29
?ip’ . Local Fund Assignment -...... ceescisiaanans heeeenn cediaenns 36
g o Foundation School Program,Aiq eeettcertetiecrecacesasome 38
AR " The Available School Fuhd vviiiiiiiiiininnnnn.. Vieead. 38
’ S Foundation School Funds . Weeenesenin
- ‘Local. Enrichment ....... s
x State Equalization Aia__.
LY, Chapter‘LV - STUDYING TEXAS" SCHOOL_ a
. " SR h -- oo .o n
AL ‘ o Disparities in Educational Expenditufes ....oeeeeeeececeess eeee-50
< - ﬂ~Statewide Per Pupil Expenditure Dispggitles teeesecagesssaens 55
- .7 N ,‘Disparfties in District Wealth .....-. rregseess TeeeimgeTa 57
‘§~' " Disparities in Tax Effort .,u,.' ...... :ﬁ..;;...i..n...a:.iﬁz\
. gomparing Wealth with Educationaleervices P T meved 64
L Appeﬁdix A: Adjustments to Eersonnel Units ceee ...;1..¢..;i3,..,.1¢ 69 _
" - . .. - - -. L ".‘

Appendiva. Allocation of Special Education Personnel Units ...,;.,.E 71

'Appendin,b. EffectiJe Local’ Enrichgent Tax Rate “..m..,..fll;,,,;;.,.’73

%

\ bl : ‘ S N .
‘Appejdix b 'Local Enrichment Per ADA [ eipaesed 15
- Appendi% E Eederal,Aid:to Education IN TEXAS veverenenecncnnns .;:wlﬁ77' "
g 'j Appendix F" Senate Bill 350: Recent Changes in the Texas Statie Afd<* .. R
i\“’ -. Plan see e eeevccsee 000000 '.o'ooo..‘Olooool..oooo'oo.‘X:\o...\b‘:'t'n 81 “‘\:‘
Appendix G: Answers to Exercises .........::...:......f};...;.}a;plf 85
o s . - . N e . . -
. o . - ' A 7; . . ' o e LT




- ¥

: CHAPTER I - &
o -7 INTRODUCTION

. . - {
~ . ' L
School finance is the most basic educational issuey for without proper

financing our system of public education cannot survive. Under the American

federal system, the responsibility of prov{ding for elementary and secondary

educdtion is reserved for the states. Traditionally, most states have delegated
the Iargest part of thls respon31b111ty to local government units, leaving them
also with the largest share of f}nanclal responsﬁblllty for public schools.

_Since the nineteenth century, local property taxes have served as the major -

’rsource of revenue for pub11c education. Unequal abilities to support public °

services and.different ideas on what constitutes appropriate local tax effort and
spending levels have created wide disparities in educational expenditures per
pupil among local school districts {ﬁ almost all states. It is, the existence

of these wide dlsparltles in educational expendltures wh1ch has been the prime
factor behind the recent school finance reform movement . '
;s The school finance reform movement marked its beginning w%th the land-

mark case of Serrand” vs. Priest in California in the early 1970's. The
. \

Californié Supremé Court ruled that the state's public school financingysystem
w1th its substantial dependence on local property taxes and resultant wide

nl
disparities-ip school revenue"” was in violation of the equal‘protectlon clause
<t

" of both the Callfornla state constitution and the Fourteenth Amendment of the

N v G

U.s. Const1tut10n. Ceritral to the Court's declslon wastts finding tHat equal
educational opportunity was be1ng denied the young people of California be-
cause under the state s school finance plan th ua11ty of a child's education,
as evidenced by pgr pup11.expend1tures, was | &tly dependent upon the wealth
of the.child's parents and' neighbors. Furthermore, the state's dlstrlbutlon'of
aid to d1str1cts on a uniform per pupil basls, regardless d@ dlstrlct wealth
only exaoerbated the éxlstlng d13par1t1es 1n school d13tr1ct educatlonal
offerings. The court also found that taxpayers in poor districts could{not
"freely choose to tax (themselves) into an excellence" which their tax rolls
could not provide.2 In its‘ruling, ‘the court rahe&\'“ wo fundamental issuee:
educational expenditure“equrty and tax burden equity.Q\H W v%r, the overriding
3

3

) %Serrano vs. Priest, 96 Col..Rptr. 601, 487 p.- 2d 1241 (1

2, - ) .t
_Serrano vs. Priest,

/
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concern of the court lay Wlth ach1ev1ng greater equ1ty among school d1str1c ]

in spend1ng for education. - (

Shodtly after the original Serrano case (1971), a federal District Court

in Texas found the Texas system of school f1nance to be Unconstltutlonal ‘under

3

the Fourteenth Amendment. On appeal, the Rodxlguez vs. San Antonio case was .

~heard by the U.S. Supreme Court In l973 the Supreme Court reversed the lower

courf~s dec1s1on, finding* tha; 1) educatlon waf not a, fundamental 1nterest

afforded protectlon under the Federal" Const1tut10n (Fourteenth Amendment) and

2) there was no suspect class1f1cat10n of poor agalnst whom discrimigation had :

been practiced—The court maintained that the, Texas school f1nanee plan was . 3
. structured so as to preserve local autonomy over education and not to promote

wealth discrimination Paramount to the Court s decision was a fear that a ‘ )

natlonal mandate to reform state school f1nance laws would,cause too great\ "
shift in the traditional d1str1but10n of powers among state and.federal . N .

governments 1n the /field of education. 3&

) v

.

) The impact of the Rodriguez decision was to effectively close the federal
courts to ak

consideration of school finance reform. At the time of the

decision, many reformers felt that the‘welght of such an opinion from the U.S.
Supreme Court would negatively influence .state courts. Fortunately, the

Ser‘ano case remained unaffected by the u. S Supreme Court s decision since o
it also was based on an 1nterpretat10n of the state constitution's equal .
protection clause. Déspite the Rodriguez dec1s1o&, 11t1gat10n based on state.
constitutional grounds did continue in various states. .

: Within a matter of weeks after the Rodr1guez ecision, the New Jersey .

" Supreme Court ruled in Robinson vs.. Cahill that New Jersey's plan for public —
school f1nanc1ng violated that state's constitution'because the plan failed )
to provide for a thorough and eff1c1ent system of f ee publlc schools. The
court stated that the obllgatlon to provide .for a "t orough and efficient

system'" of educat10n was clearly the state's, and that regardless 6f the reason,

1

"{f the local government cannot carry the burden, the \tate must itself meet .

its continuing obligation." né It is interesting to note in this case that the

~

. S
. . “John Jennings, "School Finance Reform: . The Challenge Facing Connectlcut,"
t Journal of Education Finance, Vol. 4, No. 4, p. 397. - ,
} - ’
“Robinson va. Cahill, 62NJ-473; 303 A. 2d 273,(1973). -

Q -
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New Jersey Supreme Court clearly accepted educational expenditure_ levels as r"

a measure of the quality of ‘educational opportun1ty being provided-in sehool

districts. ) ) ° . .

The Horton vs. Meskill casé’followed in 1977. The Connecticut school

. N . . “ ! . '
finance plan was ruled unconstitamtional by the Connecticut Supreme Cotrt on

g&ounds that_it violated both an education rights olause and the equal pro-
-tection clause of the state constitution. .The court maintained that since it
.was the state's coq§t1tut10na1 respons1b111ty to "provide a substantially

equal educatlonal’opportunlty for its youth, a system of'school finance

whleh re11ed primarily on local fpndiﬁg and yet provided no sign%ficant state
.equalizing aid waswunconstitutional. The céurt further found that since public
education was a fundamental right under the state copstitution's equal pro-.

S— N o 4. l' . . -~ : . . .
tection provision, any infringement of that right must be strictly scrutinized.

—

v

' Unlike' the U.S. Supreme Court's finding in Rodriguez, the Comnecticut Supreme
¢ '
Court held that local control of ¥ducation was nqz a "compelling state interest"

" justifying different treatment for education among districts.

In Cincinnati vs. Walter, an Ohlo Supreme Court ruled (1979) that Ohio's

school finance plan was const1tut10na1 overturnlng the decision of two lower
. courts which ruled in 1977 and in 1978 that Ohio's equal y1e1d formula was‘“/
unconstltutlonal The lower courts held that‘hﬁlo s school f1nance plan,
which d1str1buted state a1d accordlng to local tax effort, v1olated the state's
°"thorough and efficient" education clause since ‘local effort, or the inclination .
of taxpayers- to support property tax 1n1t1at1ves, was not necessarlly a reflectlon
of voter preference for educatlon but rather an 1udlcaton of the s001oeconom1c d
class or wealth of the district. Furtherqore; the differences in district
expenditures per pupil and resultant variations in educational quality attributed
to. the school finance plan, violated the state constitution's -equal protection

clause.

-

s L a
‘—In its findiags, the Ohio Supreme Clurt said the state's plan was -consti-

.

tutional because local control ofcﬁucatlon 'provides a rational basis_ for

supportlngethe disparlty in per pupil expendltures‘ Addltlonally, the present
f1nan01ng system meets the condltlon for a‘"thorough and eﬁfipient" education
because "no part or any number" of the school districts in the state are

- . . ., . . . '
starvéd, for funds or lac&uof teachers, building or equipment. ''The fact that

~ a better finaneing system could be devised which would be more efficient or .

- -

E ‘I‘C“ ‘ 10 " ' .
- }
:‘f . . ‘ . ‘ '
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more thorough is not material," the court said. The case is now being, appealed
by the'plaintiffs to the U.S. Supreme Court. ‘

In the 1978 New York case, Levittown vs. Nyquist, the New York school

finance plan was declared unconst1tutlona1 In its findings, the court adopted

the concepts,.of 'municipal overburden" and "educatlenal overburden In . .
' recognizing the role of municipal overburden, the court required that .the ‘

greater’ burden placed &n c1ty taxes to prov1de Tevenues for w1despread social -

services must be taken into account in apportioning state funds for pub11c ’
. education. Slm11ar1z\ the court recognized that certain school d1str1cts,
part1cu1ar1y 1arge u}ban d1str1cts, are overly burdened with hrgh educatlbnal }
need ch ldren such as handicapped, disadvantaged, and limited Engllsh speaklng. '
ch11dren This fact coupled with the higher cost of purchasing, educational
services in the'CIQIES leads to the limited ability of some drstricts to meet
the demand for-educational.services. . Y G )

\ Since Serrano vs. Priest, ngfe than, thiTty school finance-casds have been
2 X ;

filed in state and federal tourts. > Some of the most significant cases have
been preSerted here as a brief overview of the JudlCﬂal history of the reform

¢ movement.” While the turmoil of school finance reform may not reach directly
into- the classroom the 1mpact of the movement will have an-effect on the
funds avgilable for the education of each and every ch11d For this reason : %
it is imperative that’%eachers, other school professlonals, and those concerned
about publlc educatlon become knowledgeable about school finance issues and
actively engage in policy debates. _ * . Y
+ « The purpose of this manual 1s to prov1de an overview of the way public
elementary and secondary schools arg financed 1n Texas, place s¢hool finance
in the context of government frnances, and explore some of the school finance .
policy 1ssues and op o!s Chapter II of this manual looks at state and local .
government fiscal stru ures in Texas with emphasis on flscal performance and
_effort. This chapter {s offered as background ihforiation for the 1arger . .

discussion of school finance strategles, for w1thout an understandlng of “local '

and state f1nanc1a1 capac1t1es, meapingful and well integrated reform measures

cannot be'concelved Chapter III explains the current JTexas state-school

< o ) ] ) » . v
° . ~ P— N
: ) ‘ ' «
3 éJay Moskow#€z and Joel Sherman""School Finance' Litigation: The Use of -~ \
| Data Ana ay81s," Jaurnal of Educatlon F1nance, 1979, Vol. 4,'No. 4, p. 322. \
1 + N . \a N N
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financing plan with emphaslis on'how state aid to school districts is distributed.
{
i Lastly, Chapter IV provides an introduction to. the 1ssues surrounding schoo% .
. fmance reform’ by examining statewide d1spar1t1es in school district educat1onal
_expenditures, wealth, and tax rates. Some commentary, is offered on the effects
-
of these disparities and their relationship to state, financing formulas. -
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. CHAPTER IT'

FISCAL STRUCTURE OF TEXAS STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Social and Economic\Features of Texas

Texas is a major agricultural manufacturing, and mineral, produciné state
in the Southwestern United States with an estimated 1977dpopu1at10n of 12 830 000,

maklng it the th1rd largest state 1n the nation. In 1970, Texas was apprOX1 ately

l
-80 percent drban. Between 1970 and 1976, Texas gained over 1.6 m11110n in popu-~
lation, with over 540,000 of the ga1n by in-migration. : '

The urban nature of the state's population is demonstrated by the fact that
approximately 60 percent of the people of Texas live in the 9 largest metropolitan
areas: ) o
Dallas-Ft. Worth . 2,527,200
Houston - 2,286,200
San Antonig 981,600
El Paso | _ 424,500 +
Austin | . -~ 396,900
Beaumont=-Port -Arthur-Orange 350,000
Lo Corpus Christi ' . 295,800
McAllen-Pharr-Edlnburg 227,900
9. K111een-Temp1e ‘ 20{,400

'QVer 45 percent of Texas' population live in the® three largest metropolitan,areas

W ~u O W -

-

of Dallas~Ft. Worth, Houston, and San Antonio.

Téxas has.a diversified economy based on the following major elconomic

. . - . Pertel N
activities: . .

. . . . .

1. Financé, insurance, and real estate

2. Agriculture, especlaITN“f(ttle, sorghum graln, cotto llnt, and

dairy products R R

.

Transportation equipment, notably aircrdft

e

,Food and kindred products, 2q&?b1y meat products .°

0il and.gas extraction, notably oil and gas field ‘Services.

Boy s furnlshlngs 7
Machlnerz, especially construction and related machlnery




, Table 1 ) .
' Levels of Governmegt and Direct General Expenditures
~ . ‘Texas

¥

Government‘ Direct General EXpendltures, 1976-77
- Units (millions of dollars)
- 1972 « = ‘ Amount Percent

All govefnment units 3,625 $12,873.4 100.0
° . 1 5,133.2 39.9
Counties . ‘ 254 ' 1,029.4 * 8.0
Municipalfties 981 ~. 5,106.0' T 16.4

Independent school
distriéts . 1,174 - &,067.9 . - 31.6

Special districts ) 1,215 . 536.6 4.2

States

SOURCE: AFT Department of Research calculatlons from U.S. Bureau of the
R Census, Census of Governments, 1972, and Governmental Finances in
1976-77, (Series GF77, No. 5). . .

- G
4«* {
e In 1976 personal income per capita for Texas was 6‘&43, or 97 percent of the
U.s. average of $6 441, ranklng Texas 25th of the 50 states and the District of

Columbla In constant dollars, between 1970 and 1976-persona1 income in Texas

grew byy34 2 percent, well above the natlonal average\gf 19.2 percent.

In 1972, in addition to the state government, there were /3, 624 governmental
uni;e in Texas. These included 245 counties, 981 mun1c1pa11t1es, 1174 1ndependent.
seheolbd%stricts,,and 1215 special dietricts. Table 1 shows these governmental

}units and theif fiscal year 1977 direct éenerai expenditures. As meaéured by the
size of the direct éeneral e;penﬁitures, the most~imﬁbrtant tyﬁes of governments °
were the state (39.9 perceﬂi of all state and local direct generaf*expeﬂditures)j
school ‘districts (31.6 perce;f),‘and municipalf?ies;(16 4 percent). Together

they account for close to 90 pércent of a11 direct general expendltures in the //ﬂ/,\
state.  Note that all statesand local governmental expendltures in fiscal year ‘

.1977 came to $12.9 ‘billion in Texas.




State and Local Revenue

In fiscal year 1977 (FY L977), the state of Texas received just over $8
billion in genera1°;evenues (see Table 2).-: The largest single source of revenue
was federel aid (%2 biliion) followved by general sales tax revenue (81.7 b11110n)
selective sales tax revenue ($1 5 billion), and charges and mlscellaneous revenues
($1.3 billion). These four’ sources provide 80 percent of the state's reyeques.
Sales taxes, both general and_se}sctive,'accounted for 35.4 percent of all state
reVenues and 67 percent of state tax revenue. The state general sales tax has
been set at 4'percent since 1972. The tax hds been made less regressive through
exemptions both of food for off permises consumption and of prescription medicines.
The most impbrﬁant’selective sales taxes are those on gasoline and motor fuels,
mptor vehicle sales and use, and clgarettes and tobacco products The severance

taxes on oil, natural gas,, sqlphur, and cement prov1de another 11.2 percent of

state revenues o - ,
\
Table 2
General Revenue ¢
24 Texas State and Zogal Governments L
Fiscal Year 1977 - <

(dollar figures in millions)

State of Texas Texas Local Governments
Amount Percent Amount Percent
Total 4gneral Revenue $8,090.2  100.0" $%,739.8 100.0
Federal‘Revenues . + 2,066.0 25.5 660.3 8.5
State Revenues’ ) - - 2,142.3 27.7
Local Revenues ) ‘ 16.5 0.2 - -
Total Taxes - . 4,750.1 58.7 | 3,428.2 44.3
Property Taxes 42.8 0:5 2,942.2 . 38,0
- General Sales Taxes 1,695.8. 21.0 301.2 3.9
"Selective Sales Taxes 1,485.2 18.4
License Taxes .552.4 6.8 .
Death and Gift Taxes *  66.6 0.8 R
‘' All Other Taxes ~ ' 907.3  11.2 184.8 2.4 .
Charges and Mlscellaneous . ) . ‘
Revenues , ., 1,257.6 15.5 1,509.0 19.5
Il : i
7 b

SOURCE: AFT Department of Research calculations from U.S. Bureau of the
Census, State Government Finances in 1977, (Series GF77, No. 3)
. and Governmental Finances in 1976-77, (Series GF77, No. 5). *

f .

® : b




€$2.9 billion), state aid ($2.1 billion), and charges and miscellaneous revenues

" A1 percent genePal sales tax levied by 854 Texas municipalities produced slightly

" of revenue raised from all sources by Texas state and local governments, 27 cents

‘ ‘ -]0-
- - N .
- . ) . | _

3 . . N
Local governments in Texas depend heavily for revenue on the property tax )

~

($1.5 billion), which together provide 85 percent of all local govérnment revenues.

over $300 million in .revenue in fiscal year 1977. Direct federal aid ‘provided

$660 million to local governments in the same year.

e ) . . : °

State and Local Expenditures ¢ o

A summary of direct general ,expenditures for state and local governments
in Texas is presented in Table 3. X '

The state of Texas spends over $5 billion annually in direct generel /”’;;1
expenditures and also provides over $2 billion a year in.aid to local governments,
almost all of which goes for education. The 1argest single expenditure categorles
for the state government are higher education ($1.5 billion), pub11c welfare
(él 2 billion), highways ($0.7 billion), and health and hospitals ($0.7 billion). .
Together these four functions make up 79 percent of all direct general expenditures R
of the state. ‘ 70 -

By far the 1argest single expendlture category for Texas local governments
is local schools, whlch account. for $3.7 b11110n, or 47 5 percent of all local

/.”’

hospitals ($584 m11110n), sewerage and sanitation ($475 million), hi ghways ($443

government expenditures. Other 1arge expendlture categories are health ‘and

million), interest on general debt ($385 million), police protection (5369 m11110n),
: . \

and ‘general government ($327 million). '
By combining the expenditures of the state and local governments 1n Texas,
education constitutes 43.5 percent of all state and local government spendlng in

the statéﬂi%In comparlng’educatlonal expenditures to total reVenues, of every $1

goes to local schools and 13 cents géeg\to higher educatlon ) -
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# ’ Table 3
=¥ Diréct General Expenditures
Texas Staté afhd Local Governments
) ° Fiscal Year 1977
(dollar figures in millions)

3 © v+ - 7 -State af. Texas ., Texas Local Governments
: X *  Amount Percent Amount Percent
. Total Direct General Expendlture& $5 133. 2, 100.0 $7,739.9 100.9
Total Education v - 1,671.8 32.6 3,923.3 50.7
Local Schools" ‘o : 13.7 0.3 3,677.6 47.5
. Higher Education ‘ 1,5019 29.3 244.6 3.2
Otber Educatlon . 156.2 ° 3.0 1.1 --
Highways ) . 693.6 13.5 443.0 5.7
Public Wel fare 1,173.6 22.9 26.5 0.3
Health and Hospitals 687.0 13.4 584.3 7.5
Police Protection N *79.9 1.6 369.1 4.8
Fire Protection S b - - : 197.5 2.6
Sewerage and Sanitation - - 474.7 6.1
Local. Parks and Recreation - - 162.1 2.0
® General Government 133.8 2.6 N 327.1 4.2 :
Interest on General Debt * 113.3 2.2 385.3 5.0
=All Other Expenditures s 580,16 11.3‘ 846..9 10.9

SOURCE: AFT Department of Research calculatiogs from U.s. Bureau of the Census,
Governmental Finances in, 1976 77, (Seties GF77, No. 5)

<

d
e Fiscal Performance: and Tax Effort

.

'The amount of revenue ralsed by governments is often not meanlngful ln itself,
but can take on meaning when compared to ‘similar data from other states or when
compared to some measure of revenue raising capacity. >

+ Various indicators of fiscal performance and tax effort are presented in
Table 4, On all indig\t&?s Texds ranks well below the national average (see "
qcol 3, Table 4). Texas state and local taxes per caplta in 1976-77 Vere $637,
or 78 % cent of the U.S. average of $813. Texas property taxes per- captta were
also below the national average ($233 vs. $289). - Property t®xes per capita in’
Texas, howeve;; have been increasing faster than the national average. In fact,

property taxes per.capita in Texas increased 59 percent from 1972 to 1977,

1‘3

compared to an average increase of 43 percent in the nation as a whole.
Since the capacity of a state varies because of differing income levels,,

angther way of measuring effort is to look at revenues raised as a percent of
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personal,income. Lines 4 and 5 of'Table 4 show Texa§ state and local taxes

o

and Texas property taxes as a percentage of the state's pérsonal income. Fdr

total state and local taxes, Texas' effort is 17 percent below the nat19na1‘ Q\

average, and property tax effort is 15 percentgzbelow the national average.
Line 6 of the table shows an estimate of the average amount of taxes naid-

by Texas families by income class and compared to the U.S. average. In the °
lowest two income classes, where families %arned less than.$20,000,vTexas .
residents have a tax burden about 56 or 57 percent of that of the avkrage U.S. .
family. Above the §2Q,996p1eve1, taxes paid by Texas families rapidly descend .
from about 50 percent of the national average to 36 percent in the hignest .
income class. Two conclusions can be drawn from this information. The first
'is that Texans have a very low tax burden as compared to the national ayerage‘
and, therefore, Texas is not making a very great tax effort. The second is

that the tax structure of Texas is fairly regre551ve placlng a disproportionate
tax burden on lower and middle income families. Data compiled by the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) confirns the fact that Texas °
has a regressive tax system.

( A more sophisticated and meaningful way t6 analyze tax effort is the "

. 3 .
representative tax system approach. This approach, the product of the now

- clasgic 1962 ACIR study, Measures of State and Local Fiscal Capacity, by

Selma Muskin and Alica Rivlin, relates state and local fiscal capacity to average
tax rates. The resulting tax effort measure indicates whether a state overuses

or underuses various tax sources. '

v

The tepresentative tax system approach determlnzzet:f/éapacity as the

amount of tax revenue a state could raise through st nd local taxes if it
taxed at a rate identical to the average td% rate assessed in the nation. In
effect, the system is called’ representatlve in that a uniform and national
average tax system is appli#d to the taxnbases of each state.

Under the representative tax system, a state's tax effort is a comparison
of ‘the amount of revenue raised"by particular taxes or all taxes together and
the amount that could be raised under the average national "tax rate.

" The tax rates gkderithe representative system are average tax rates and not
necessarily ideal tak rates. However, they do _provide a meaningful way to
~compare statejaocal tax systems for the varlous states, and to analyze state

~, r

and local tax structures. /// . -

Q

ERIC - ~

A




T

! -13- ,'/
u‘ 'J/J !
Table 4 !
Indicators of Fiscal Effort
Texas State and Local Governments

L

Effort

_ Texas U.S. Average Index*
1. State and Lotal Taxes Per Capita,
. . FY 1977 $ 637 $ 813 g 78
* 2. Property Taxes Per Cgpita, , . .
FY 1977 233 289 81
3. Increase in Property Taxes Per ,
Capita, FY 1972 to FY 1977 . © 59% /%y S -
4. State and Local Taxes as Percentage of N ‘
) Personal Income, FY 1977 10.6% 12.8% 83
5. Property Taxes as Percentage of
Personal Income, FY 1977 3.92 ° 4, 6% 85
6. Average State and Local Taxes by —_— .
Income Class
$1o 000 - 14,999 \ ) $ 646 $1,131 57
15,000 - 19,999 839 1,503 56
20,000 ~ 24,999 - 916 1,869 49
25,000 - 34,999 1,213 2,409 50
35,000 -~ 49,999 T 1,414 ‘3,368 42
50,000 -~ 99,999 . 1,944 5,384 36
- “*Effort Index = %gggg x 100

[N
&

SOURCE: Parts 1-5)\AFT Department of Research calculations from U.s. Burhau
. of the Census data

“

’ Part 6: Money magazine, February 1979, bpmplled from Internal
. Revenue Service da;al \

=
b
R -~

Table 5 shows measures of Texas tax effort under the regresentatlve tax
system approach. An index of effort (column 3) of less than 100 indicates under-
utilization\ of the tax,and ad effort over 100 indicates overutilization. Ia the.
event of upderutilization, the difference between the "potential amount" and the
"collected amount" shows thé amount lost. in-1975 becauselof low tax effort.

' Note that Texas overutlilzes most selective sales taxes and licenses, but .
underutlllzes most other taxes‘ In 1975, the state of Texas lost almost $2

é}illon in potent1a1 revenue because the state has no individual or corporatlon

-

_income taxes. Also, almost $375 m11110n in property taxes. went unreallzed because

P T.-‘ .
O ~ .
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commerc1a1 angd industrial property and property owned by pub11c ut111t1es were
taxed at lower than the natlonal average tax rates.” It.is also S1gn1f1cant to

note that pubch ut111ty exclses are serlously underutilized.

At the same: time ‘that the people of Texas look aéasohool finance reform,
they also’ need .to con31der tax re form. Through individual and corporate income
taxes, for 1nstanee, the Texas tax structure could be made far less regressive,
large -amounts of revenue could be raised, the property tax could be stabilized,
and the f1nanc1ng of public schools .and other public services cou’d be placed on-

a f1rmer foundatlon

a .
.
- N -

‘ . ‘ Table 5

Tax Effort Under a Representative Tax System
e " Texas State and Local Governments -
; 1975 - ’
(dollar amounts in mllllons) _
Tax Potential™ Amount - . Index of
Amount Collected Effort
. All Taxes K $8,867 $6,026 - 68
.General Sales Tax 1,733 1,501 87
Selective Sales Taxes 1,177 1,0&5 ; 86
Motor Fuels 616 395 64 :
Alcoholic Beverage 84 8 119 143
Tobacco Products . 171 260 - 152
Insurance : : 96 97 -~ 101
Public Utilities ) 206 - 138 * 67
Parimutual - ) 0 0 0
Amusement ‘ . 4 5 143
Individual Income Tax 1,273 N 0 : 0
Corporation-Net Income Tax 707 o' ~. 0
Licenses . 333 452 v M36
Motor Vehicle .. 249 248 100
Motor Vehicle Operation .. 16 | - " 18 111
LI Corporations o 47° 167 351 s
Alc¢oholic Beverages 4 169
Hunting and Fishing . — 17 \\\3 75
Property Taxes . 3,118 -2, 343 75 .
Residential _ . 1,119 838" 75
Commercial and Industrial . 1,324 ﬁ# 1,026 A Y
Farm . . 280 155 NN 55
Public Utilities T , 99 - - 334 - 82 -
Death and Gift Taxes ‘74 48 . 65
U Severance Taxes ’ 452 . 667 147
\\\\\ SOURCE: D, Kent Halstlrgd, Tax WealthfinkFifty Stateg,fhational Ingtitute of
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‘ ‘ . . CHAPTER III o
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!STATE SUPPORT J PUBLIC ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY?EQPCATION IN TEXAS =~
.\‘ i . s “ . . . N . ". . . \" < ':; :
Public Education in Texas . ~ ¢ o ',

4

In Texas there are 1,107 school districts operating 5,545 public schools
(3,386 e1ementary schools and 2, 159 secondary schools) In 1977L78. nearly

AN

3 m11110n students ‘were enrolled in these schools, Over the past s1x years ‘
enrollments in TexasMhave 1ncreased sl;ghtly with 1ncreases averaglng one

I»

percent each year since 1971 ‘ . ..

Texas “school d1str10ts represent a wide range of sizes, .property wealth
and character The largest school d1strkcts ynclude the major urban centers-- . W
Houston, Da11as, San Antqnlo El Paso and CQ\\:s Christi. Houston 1s the

1argest district 1ﬂ the state educating over 1 000 students. " In contrast,

the smallest dlstrlcts--Carta Va11ey, Loving, McFadden--are responsible for

educat1ng a mere handful of students The prqperty wea1th among school d1str1cts' .
varies extrenely from<$12,238 per ADAG.to $9,221,669 per ADA: Some d1str1cts are . ',
h1gh1y urbanlzed ‘while others are totally .rural. - . \

3

- Current operat1ng expend1tures7 for elementary and secondary education hav-
1ncreased from approx1mate1y $1.4 billion in 1970 to $3.6 b11110n in 1978
(Table 6). 1In terms of constant purchas1ng powet, ‘the total expendltune per

- pupil has risen over the same period from $997 92 to $l 384.00, 4n increase of
27.9 percent. “ ‘ a "}ﬂ o . - '

The d1fferences among districts in Bize, property wealth, and character -

’

account for d1fferent educatlonal needs and vary1ng abilities to pay for educational
_services. A stanz 8 school finance p1an is \intended to overcome these d1fferences,

assurlng each student a m1n1mum adequate educatlzJ,regardless Qf the wealth of, the

k|
dlstrlct in which he or she may ‘reside, The subJect of this chapter is how Texas' ¢

school finance plan addresses the problem\ef fiscal and educational equallzatlon
' . “ v c ’

among. school d1str1cts ; _ . . . .

- -
g N - .
» . v ,
-
e : N -
R 13 1

’ éADA refers to student in average daily attendance. : .

7Excludes federal revenues, and local revenue for debt service. ‘
- . '

+
»
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: f/“ . ’ Table 6 . e ’ .
' . ‘ Tesas Public Elementary and Secondary School | Yo :
RS . Operational Expenditures -+ * ... %ﬁ =D ¢
N ‘ , 1969 -70 to’ 1977‘78 .
4 > ® Z . . ° ® * ‘
N M ‘*_ . s~ g . .
‘- v Total E§penaitures Per Pipil \
4 Total Expe ditures | Actual 1978 Purchaglng s
« . - (in millggps) Dollars | ’ . Power, :; . g0
\ - - . i . e
19§9-1970 “. 81,391 $ $72 $ 998
1973-1974 2,023 805 © | L ozl s
1975-1976 . 2,852 . 1,119 ", 30,3‘ o,
1977-1978 3,582 1,38 |g - 1,384 - 7
. | . . , . B
- h "A; R .
State Support for Hublic Education . . ;1‘ Lo N
The first public support for education in Texas _came durrng a time perlod
when educatlon was considered by many to be a prlvate enterprise. Tne Educatlon
Act of 1839, adopted while Texas was sti'll a republic, set as1de land grants in
H N ’.‘ ‘ & ) .

each county" for the support of public "academies." : Y ;

A |

The‘hext,major development in public Support came in 1853 when Elisha M Pease
campalgned for governor on a platform which 1nc1uded an educataon pfgnk His

Melectlon resulted in the School Law of 1854 which created a perménent endowment P )

fund for public ‘education from a $2 million surplus reallzqégby the state during

theaCompromlse of 18&94 Revenues from the fund were’ des1gnate3 for annua1 ,

dlstrlbutlon to public schools‘on a per capita basis. Interestlngly, parents

‘sendlng thezr children to private schools could also claim theyrwchlld s'per

capita apportionmdnt. In effect this was an early "voucher system" of .state

Y e
school finance.” . . ' S, . . .

« The Texas Const1tut10n<>f ]876 estabIished the basic framework of school
funding for the next 70 years. The permanent endowment fund known today as
the Permanent School Fund, was enlarged through the addition of reVenues from R
certain state taxes and a large apportionment of public 1ands Revenues from

1nvestment of the Permanent School Fund yielded the Ava11abIe School Fund

dlstrlbuted annually on a per capita basis. This was the sole Source of state
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aigd- toﬂgubl1c schools from 1876 to 1915. The first Available School Funds
distributed during 1876-77 amounted to $3.59 per ADA, contrasted with SZZQ 45 per
ADA in 1976-77. - \

\
In 1915, the state began a program of rural school equalization a1d ?he

‘/
prog;am was designed to "equalize" the growing disparifies between rural and
urban éducatlonal expend1tures, resulting in part from previous legislation wh1ch
qllowed urban areas to levy a higher property tax rate than rural areas. '\

“ \

\
‘A major oVerhaul of the Texas school finange plan was effected ig 1949 when
3

",
,the 1eg1sIature enacted into law the proposals of the G11mgr-A;kén Committee, &
P an

established in 1947 %pr the purpose of designing a new finance p1an The new

called for a Minimum Foundat1on Program, supported through "local contr1but1o s and
state aid.” The Program, renamed the Foundat1on School Program, is the core_ of the

Texas school finance plan todaya_ .

In late 1971, a U.S. D1str1ctkCourt ruled in the case of San Antonio I.S.D.

vs. Rodriguez, that Texas' school finange‘plan was unconstitutional because it
denied equal protections guaranteed by the”Fourteenth Amendment. The court held
that the Texas plan, which relied heavily on }ocal property wealth, d1scr1m1nated
against children living in property poor d1str1cts . Those districts w1th“greater
property wealth were capable of spending more on’ educatlgn, thereby prov1d1ng

~higher ‘quality educat1ona1_serv1ces. On appeal, the case was heatd by the U S.

) Suprene Court™~in i912 . In 1973, the Supremézcouri reversed the lower court's
flngfﬁgs on the grounds that there were no federal constitutional -issues involved
in state school finance, thereby end1ng the series of school finance dec1s;,ons69
that relied upon the Fourteenth Amendment to invalidate school finance laws.
Subsequenf judicial challenges in states would now need to be based upon state law.

In t?73, the Texas legislature failed to enact any reform megxures in response
totheRodriguez case. However, in 1975, the state 1eg1s1ature passed H.B. 1126,
creating a state equalization aid program above\the Foundat1on School Program..

And in 1977, the legislature passed S.B.l which effectlvely 1ncreased state aid
to school-districts through the existing programs.

The Texas™ School-Finance Plan ’ o

Under the “current Texas school finance plan, funds for public elementary and

secondary education come from three sources: local rgvenues, state aid and federal .
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aid. Figure lﬁillﬁstrates how these three sources combined to provide $4,223
million in total educational revenub for 1977-78. Local revenues acc;unted‘for
$1,882 million or 44.6 percent of all'revenuesu State revenues accodnted for
$2,019 million or 47.8 percent of the.total, and feheral re;enues accounted for
$322 millionm or 7.€ percent. of the total. A
The)Texas\sqhool finance plan is designed to equalize the revenue that is '
available to school districts for the cést of ;Ehcation, The plan.draws upon
threé state aid programs: the Foundation School Program, the per capit@ Available
School Fund and §E;te Equalization Aid. .Figureﬂz illustrates how these thrée aid
prograﬁs work gggether with lacal support and federal aid to meet district

educational expenditures. .
- .. v

,7. A . #ﬁé‘ . - 3
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_ FIGURE" I : ) )
Local, State, and Federal’ .
Current Revenue for -
Public Elementary and Seconddry Education .
1977-78 0
¥ ‘ . /
~ A ¢ z
L . -
. . , . '~
R - Federal Revenue 7.8%
s ‘7“-.;‘ _ State $322 million
Equal- [Federal Aid a . .
) \ ization| $322 ’
\ aid | million
. \‘$133 “ .
* ' ° mil"' -~
’ Available Schqol\lion
o Funds . . .
" $608 million "/ Sexrvice
. $332 m&lllon
P ) / i e —
\ ”’_;(
X - . .
State Local Enrichment Funds }ocal Revenue
Revenue Foundation School $1,056 million 44.6%
47.8% - _ Funds \ .
>t . $1,278 million \Excess teachers and
$2,019 ™ . . \Falaries,aboveESB $1,882 .
Million . Local insurance, » Million
- Fund \nainmenance,
Assignment etc. ~

$373 million\

¢

Total Current Revenue $4,223 million”,
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The Foundation School Program

.
.

The Texas Foundation School Program (FSP) addresses disparities in'district
ability to support the cost of educationm. Under the FSP, the state guarantees
each school district a basic amount of ney to support the cosﬁ<df K-12 educatlon

,'AThis guaranteed amount is known as the Foundatlon School Budget. Un11ke many

foundation aid prograﬂt which define the guaranteed amount as a cost-pet pupil,
the Texas FSP)defines the guaranteed amount as a total district educational cost )
or budget. Local school districts are expected (but not required), to contribute

to the jguaranteed amount. The local share, known as the Local Fund Assignment,

. . P N\ . .
is determined by levying & state mandated tax rate on a local district's property,

.wealth. State aid is the d¥fference between the Foundat¥on School Budget and "

-
L) . °
f 4

.the Local Fund Assignment. )
Foundation School _  Foundation _ Local Fund

7 Program Aid . School Budget Assignment

. v N . . '

{A Under the Foundatlon Schqol Program, thls state a1d comes from two sources: the

per capita Available School Fund and the Foundatlon ‘School Fund.

_ Foundation School . Available . Foundation M -
R Program Aid : School Funds School Funds )
. o . )
Thus the formula for compuEing state aid becomes: "
) Foundation . Available _ , Foundation ‘_ Local Fund -
. #ﬁﬁ%ghool Funds School Funds School Budget Assignment
I - ¢ j & R
i The f1rst step in computing Foundation School Program aid is 4etermining the
Foundation Scﬂgﬁl Budget ’ ‘ !
) L}
Foundatlon School Budget ’ " : . g

The Foundatlon School Budget is the amount of money guaranteed by the state
to cover the cost of public education within each school district. The Budget
accounts for Foundatlon School Program salaries, maintenance and operation costs,

and transportatlon for the regular education program, the special education

.

[kl




-)2-

.
»

* program and the vocational education program. (Building construction costs are
not incldaded since they are considered the respons{bility of local districts.)
The Foundation School Budget also provides for categorical program expenses for:

the Edﬁcationally Disadvantaged, Bilingual Education, the Gifted and Talented, and

i

Driver Education.
. The Budget is determined uéing a series of state mandated formulas whflh
are based upon the number of personnel units used by a district (not to

exceed its totg} allocation) and the'diétrict's ADA. Before discussing how to
determine a Foundation School Budget, it is necessary to understand the concept
of personnel units and haﬁ they are allocated by the state to school districts.

® .
Personnel Units:-

Using a detailed indexing system, Texas has defined all of its*éﬁﬁc;tional
staff and administrative positions in terms 6f personnel units with corré§pondin% '
miﬁimum salaty levels. The assigned personnel unit values account fofijob.
classification, qualifications and experience (Table 7). Under the Foundation
School Program, the state guaraq}eeg eth sqhool district funding to support a
minimum number of personnel units (PU). rict uses its allotment of

' taff, administratorg and
other personnel which it';:els best meets the educatioqal needs of its students.

Distritts may hire additional teachers, and other persghnel as needed; however,

-~

the expense is not covered by the Foundation School Budget. In*allocating its

PU's, a district is governed by three conQétions:
1) A district ,must maintain a teacher:pupil ratio of 1 to 25.
2) 942—of'the PU's allotted fof grades K—l,&énd 80% of the PU's allotted
for grades~2-§ mdSt'be used f&r instrpctiqnal staéggﬁ
3) For the purpose of.determining a Foundation School Budget and Foundation -
StateEAid, a district may not e;ceed its total PU allotment.
Personnel units are allocated to -school districts by the state based upon
the district's total refinedvnumber of studerits in average daily attendance (ADA)°
° for the bestzgive 6-week periods of the preceding school term. Refined ADA is

total or gross ADA less the number of ineligible students8 as defined in the

-

.
- " \

8The bulk of all inelig{b}e students are those students considered by the Texas
Education Agency to be either under-aged or over-aged. Statewide,, ineligible
students number approximately 10,000. - 22 ) - ’

=
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Table 7
Pay Grade and Personnel Unit Index
For Texas Fducational Personnel

«

PERSONNEL
X ' UNIT PAY
POSITION - - .VALUE GRADE'

CONTRACTUAL
NO. MONTHS |
PAID ANNUALLY

Edugational Aide I - .55
Educational Seg¢retary I - .55

Educational Aide II * : .60
Educational Secretary II .60

Educational Aide III’ ‘ : .75
Educational Secretary III ; .75

Teacher Trainee I .80

Teacher Trainee II .90
Certified Nondegree, Teacher .90

Nurse, R.N. and/or Bachélor's_Degreeﬁ

o

Teachefj Bachelor's Degree

Vocational Teacher,
Bachelor's Degree and/or
Certified in Field
Librarian I, Bachelor's Degree .
. . - -
Visiting-Tedcher I, Psychological
"Associate, Bachelor's Degree-

‘Teacher, Master's Degree

Vocational Teacher,
Master's Degree

Librarian II, Master's Degree
Physician, M.D.

Speéial Duty Teacher, Master's Degree

Visiting ggééher, II Master's Degree

Counseloré%% Psychologist -

S
Supervisor I.

10
10

10
10

10
10

10

10
10

10
. 10
10
11
12

10

10
10

10
11
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Table 7
(Con't)
. PERSONNEL CONTRACTUAL

© 7 UNIT "PAY NO. MONTHS
POSITION - VALUE GRADE * PAID ANNUALLY

Part~time Principal--11 or fewer ; -
teachers on campus ° ) 71.20 10 - 10

Al

'
InsttégtionaI/Administrqtive Officer I 1. 10 10

Assistant Principal--20 .or more - N

teachers on campus. . . 11 10
‘ Instruct1onal/Adm1n1strat1ve : 1. . 13 11
“Officer IV . o ‘ . 12

Principal--50-99 teachers on
campus

" - Principal~~100 or more teachers
on campus

Instruct1onal/Adm1n1strat1ve
0ff1cer v

Super1ntendent-~District with 400
or less ADA .

Instruct1onal/Adm1n18tratlve
Offlcer VI

. Superintendent—--District with
401-3,000 ADA
Ingtructional/Administrative
Officer VII ‘

Superlntendent—-sttr1ct with
. 3,001-12,500 ADA ‘ :

|
. Instructional[Administrative‘
- Officer VIII

Superintendent—-Digtrict with
12,501~50,000 ADA - “
. J, ' ~ \ L“*‘: %
. .Superintendent~-District with
v 50,000 or more*ADA - !
S N

SOURCE: Texas Education Agency, Austin, TX




Daily Register of Pupil Attendance. Gross ADA 1s found by dividing the aggre—
gate days attendance by the number of days school is in sessjonq. K1ndergarten
¢

students attendlng a half-day session, or a full day se551gﬁ/a half-year, are .

computed at % ADA. /

>

.
-

FSP Reggiar Education Program

ARSIt

Personnel units for the regular education program, are allocated to districts
. ; :

according to the following formula:

-
REGULAR EDUCATION PROGRAM
For Grades 1 PU per _ #ADA |

K-3 ' 18.5

4-6 o ' 21 ~
o 7-9 ‘ : 20 ’ '

10-12 18
. o , ,

For our example district, Lone Star School District, with a total refined

ADA of 3 765 d1str1buted'as follows, the state guaranteed personﬁel unit allot-

.

ment for 1ts regular education program is 195.

Lone Star School District v
Grades ] Total Refined ADA PU Allotment Per ADA Total PU Allotment
K-3 - 740 ,18.5 . 40
T 46 945 21.0 45
-9 1000 ' 20.0 50 o
~10-12 - 1080 18.0 ‘ ) 60
TOTALS 3765 \ 195 ’
>

The total PU's allotted for ‘each grade range are calculated as follows: -

a4

‘ * _ Total Refined ADA
Total PU Allotment = 5y Allotment Per FADA

L] . -

As an example, for grades K-3 the total refined ADA is 740 and 1 PU is allotted

for every 18.5 students im ADA. The total number of PU's allotted £or rades

K—3 is found by dividing 740 by 18 5 ’
( 740 \ ‘ s
. . 185 "~ 40 FUs < T

et
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Adjusting Regular Program Personnel Un;ts

>

In addition to the total number 0f-pe:§onne1 units allotted to a district

based upon ADA, some districts are allotted extra PU's to compensate for sparse
student populations or small districf size. For the calculation of adjusted’

persomnel units (APU) see Appendix A. -

Personnel units are further adjusted to account for the vocational education
program and the special education program. .Tatal Bi's or APU's are reduced by an
amount equal to ¥ of the addltlonal personnel yeffits allocated for vocational

'educatlon and % of the additional personnel un¥s designated for special education.

<

FSP Vocational Education Program

&

School d1str1cts are allotted addltlonal personnel unltsm;;:ove the regular
program allotment to operate vocatlonal education programs

number of
additional PU's is determlned at the state level through a complex series of

formulas which are based on district need and the total funds allocated by the

s

state for vocatlonal education. " ‘ -

-4

>

FSP Special Education Program . T ; -

For the operation of a Speclal educatiom program each school district is
ggbermltted a maxlmum entitlement of 30 special educatlon PU's for the first 3000 -
total ADA and 4. 25 PU's for each addltlonal 500 ADA, prov1ded at least 12%-of"
the total ADA are handicapped and belng served. If less than 12% of the ADA are

handlcapped and belng served, PU's are allotted on a prorated basis. See

Appendix A for the formula. ' .. )
e
Allocating PU to Staff ! - . . : o
To'understand how & district allocates its PU's in making staff aeSignments,-

consider the Lone Star District whlch has been allotted 195 PU's by the state for

the l977—7§ school year. Using the personnel unit values outlined in Table 7,

’

the Lone Star District chooses to hlre the "following FSP educatlonal personnel

for its Publgg\ifhools ‘(see Table 8): » - ' . ‘

4 ]




Table 8
Lone Star District
‘Schodl Year 1977-78
Regular Program
Foundation Program Personnel Units .

3
LN

>

1y @ :
PAY NO. OF PERSONNEL ' TOTAL PU'S
GRADE PEOPLE  UNIT VALUE (1) x (2)+

Educational Aides T . ‘ 15.0- .55 . 8.257
' 7 60 7.20
~7.50
.00
.00
. 00.
.00
.00
.60
.25
.25
.30
.80

Educational Afges )

Educational Aides III

—
o N

Bacheio?‘s Degree Teachers

o]
N

\

(

Master's Degree Teachers

Vocational Education Teachers?

w B
o

.

Special Education Teachersb

3

" Librarians
Counselor/Supervisor ~ 10

Assistant Principal . - - 1

Lo

instructional/Administ}ative Officer IT 11
.InsEructioﬁal/Administrative Officer IIT 12
Principal-20-49 Teachers 13,
Principal-50-49 Teachers . 14 .50
Superintendent~3,001-12,500 ADA 16 2.00

&101AL ‘ ' D+194.6 = 195°

.

O O O O 0O O 0O 0O 0O OO ©O O ©

.
4

T R e = WO ™ WO O

o N = = = 0

.

N
3

R ST ey
" e P

a . - . - o ..
Vocational education teachers are countdd at 0% of their index level for the
purpose of allocating personnel units for the regular education program.
(Discussed in more detail later).

bSpecial education teachers are counted at 25%,0f their index level (as above).

’

°All fractional PU valies equal to or greater than .5 are rounded up to the next
whole PU value; all fractional values less than .5 are rounded down to the next
‘whole value. ' '




Exercises on Personnel Uni

1. Calculate the total number of personnel units for. a regulgr education program

. . 3
allocated to a distri¢t with the following ADA:. "

i District A District B
ADA grades K—3 . 630 . 925 ‘
- ADA grades 4-6 < 882 1260
ADA grades 7-9  \.280 1300 -
ADA grades 10-12 756 1440 3240
Total ADA ’ 2,986 . 4925, 13;011

2, Calgulate the number of PU vdlues a district will need if it-wishes to employ ?

. the' following educational personnel for its regular education program: I ,i
. District A W ) District B & . !
- . : e T 7
2 Educational Aides II .. © . 3 Educational Aides‘II . ‘
1 Educatqhnal Aide III - 2 Educational Aides III

. \
20 Bachelor's Degree Teachers

‘ .

30 Bachelor's Degree Teachers

10 Master's Degree Teachers " 15 Master's Degree Teachers

1 Vocational Education-Teacher . ’ 1 Vocational Education Tea;hér

5 Sbecial Education Teachers 7 Special Education Teachers .

1 Librarian . 1 Librarian _,
- | 2 Counselors ‘ ‘ 3 Counselors ’
E@M~ ' 1 Assistant Principal ‘ ' I'Assistgnt Principal ) )
B 1 Principal - 20-40 Teachers 1 Principal -°20-40 Teachers

1 Superintendent - 401-3000 ADA "1 Superintendent - 401j§000 ADA

R ?

. .
. -

¢ ' . °

3.° The. state has recently cut Lone Star District's persomnel unit allotment

v

by 7% or 14 PU's. ‘Referring to page 27, show how you nighf pédiétrfbute N
]

-

4

personnel assigﬂhepté to account for the loss in PU's.

*

.
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Computlng a Foundatlon School Budget i ¢

Recall that the Foundatlon School Budget is the amount of money guaranteed

by the State to cover, the cdst of.a basic.education for each student in a school

district. The budget accounts for FSP sa1ar1es, ma1ntenance and operation costs,

" and transportatlon for the regular education program, the ipec1a1 educat10n program

and the vocat10na1 education gprogram. It also covers the cost of programs for *
the Educatlonally Disadvantaged, Bilingual Education, the Gifted and Talented and

Driver Education. - The following is, an explanation of the formulas used in

o s ., 4 . £
computing the Foundatien School Budget. 3

- ® °

. . - ' ) o o
. Lo \{% - 50
Salaries Z - . . '

Educational personne& salaries are based,on an index matrix of PU values

The index (Table 9) has 18- pay. grades, each with a base monthly pay (step 0) ey
and 13 step intervals. As seen in Table 7, each personnel position is, assigned

a pay grade rank and the number of months for wh1ch salary is paid. Most

positions are paid on a 10-month bas1s “Thé’saLary index represents m1n1mum

.

salary levels guaranteed by the state for Foundat1on School Program personnel . N

School districts may choose to pay their personnel higher salar1es but the increase #&

cannot be counted into the Foundat1on School Budget for the purpose of determ1n1ng C
state aid. \ ' ° , :
The salary value of 1.00 PU'has been set.by *the state at $940 for 1977-78 ’ <

and 3949 for 1978- 79 To compute the monthly base ,pay of a starting teacher with :
a bachelot 's degree, ‘you mu1t1p1y the step "0" PU. value for pay grade 7 by $949.

“ Step "o" PU x $949

.

Monthly Basé Pay

i , 90, x, $949 = 8854 L, - Tt . Lo
- 1 Tl
The monthly base pay is $854. This | samerteacher Upay grade 7) at step 13 would " °
< 3-)‘ FY —— .
earn $1,452 per month. . s . N 3 .
* Step "13" PU x °$949 = °ﬁoﬁthly Base Pay R . ’
= $1,452 - L . ‘ s "

"1.53 x  $949
<&

‘To raise minimum salafies, the state legislature simply &dopts a ,higher salary

value associated with 1.00 PU ' N . °




S

‘o
TR
'\ GRADE
: 1
NP
‘ 3
. 4 ‘
2 5
. 5
o0 7
e 8
SEE
~' 10
11
12
b
R X I
“ ill"ﬁ‘:’?
15°

by 16

STARTING.

0
.46

53
.63
.68
.72
.78
.90
.96
.98
.99
1.05
1.08,
1.16

1.23 ¢

1.40
1.56
1.80
1.86

4 -
e . -

° 7] 3
. .48 .50
.55 .57
65 o .67
) B /A
‘..75 .78
.81 .84
.93 .96
.99  1.03
ie2 1.06
1.06  1.09
51509 1.14

1.13

1.21 1.2

.1.28 L.3
s 1.46 1,52
1.63  1.70
1.8 1.9
‘1.95 2.04

R s.', o = S
Edu'cat lgsz’iePer;n‘gl L__ - ’
*  Salary Index--. .
) Defined in Personnel Unit 'Values ) T : .'
) MONTHLY BASE PAY IN STEPS , . . ° - e
3 b s L6, 7 *E 8- "9 10 11+ 12 13
.52 .54 .56 .58 6L- - .63 .65 .67 .69  .71. .73
59 . .61, .63 .66 © .69 ' .7;2 .75 - .38 .81 82 .83
SO T3 76 N0 e 83 v sk 85 86 87 .88
770 .80 .83 86 .90 T 9%  +.98 . 1.0~ 1.06 1.10. I.14
.82 .8 .90 ' .9 _ /98 1.03 -1.08 . L13 1.6 123 128 g
88 .92 .9 100 105 Li0 L1520 125 L3 1.3
100 .1.0b Los 1D 1.8 . 123 1,29 135 141 1.47  1.53
'1.08 113 .L18 .1.23- 1.290 L3 1.4l . L47  L.53  1.59.  1.65
L 115 L2 .L27- 133 13 ’;.'4'5 152 159 1.66 173 |
Ll 119 125 CL3L. 137143 149 156 - 163 - 170 177 §
L1 125 131 137 143 | 149 155 1,61 167 173 . L.79
123 - 1.28 1.33° 1.39 Tl45s k32 158 g 167 175  1.83 191
131 136 142 148 155 1.62 1.69  1.77  1.85 1.93 2.61
L9 145 151 157 L6 . L71 L7818 TU1.96 2.05  2.14
158 “L.64 170 .38 1.8 134" 2.03 $2.13  2.23 2.3 2.43
1.77 1.8 192 2,00 . 2.09 . 2.18 .2.28. 299 . 2.50 2.61 2.9
-1.97 205 (213 2.23 . 232 242 . 253 2:65 277 2.89  3.0L
2.14 - 2.25 . 2.36 . -2.47 2.58 2.69:_ 2.80. 2.91 3,02 -3.13- 3.24"
. . e , 5
4 ! . 37
e s “3‘ h n !
. . ._/
P . . i o R L, A




Maintenance and Operation

To cover ma1ntenance and operation costs for the Regular Education Program,
P g g

the state has guaranteed each school district $110 per student in ADA for 1977-78

" and $115 per student in ADA for 1978~79. For a school district with 5,000 ADA,

the operating,allotment for 1978-79 is 5,000 x $115 = $575,000.

The Vocational Education Program receives an additional $400 per vocational
education teacher. If the Program egploys f;;e vocational education teachers,
the operating allotment is 5 x $460 = $25000. v '

“The Special Education Program receives a separate operating cost allotment,
to cover books and other instructional materials, of $500 per‘special education
teacher. If a school district, using its PU allotment, employs 25 special
educatlpn teachers, its operat1ng cost allotment is 25 x $500 = $12,500. 1In
add1t1on, the state grants an unspec1f1ed amount of money (limited by state
1eg1s1at1ve appropr1at1ons) for the support of Regional Education Serv1ce Centers,

establlshed for the cooperat1ve use of all school districts. il

- The guaranteed operat1ng allotments for both the vocational and spec1a1

educatlon program are subject to downward adjustments if the level of needed

suyport exceeds the statewide limit for fund1ng for each of these’ programs

“lew

In this event, d1str1ct allotments are adJusted downward»by the staif on a

rorata basis. . < \ . -

- -

Transportation

Y

Allowable’ transportat1on§costs, cover1ng maintenance, operation, sa1ar1es,
and deprec1at1on, for the regular edéication program are as follows:

. 1977-78 1978-79
Bus Capacity Cost Per Bus Cost Per Bus

72 $5,701 * $5,986

0-71. o 5,492 5,767

) &-59 ) »5,283 . 9,547
- 4248 5,074 5,328
30-41 4,866 " 5,109

— 20-29  b,657 ‘ 4,890
15-19 : 3,821 . 4,012
1-14 161 169

+

Total transportat1on costs are found by multiplying thedfnimber of buses in each

3 33

category by the cost per bus.

.

r/
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Transportation costs for the Vocational Education Program are determined
on an exact cost basis. The ekacr‘number of miles .traveled by the vehicle is
multiplied by the district's "extra cugricular ¢xact mile rate." .

The maximum transportation entitlement fior the Special Education Program
has been set‘by the state’ at $278 per exceptional student for\1977-78 and $29£'

~ per exceptiomal student for 1978-79. , Total traneporEation costs are found by

multiplying the number of exceptional students by the transgortatien rate.

&

Categorical Aid v “ N .

!

Educationaily Disadvantaged. School dlStrICtS wh1ch recelve federal

compé%satory education aid are eligible for $40 per Title I e11g1b1e student
within a statew1de tot#l limit of $25.4 million annually. If the total amount~
of a1d for whlchlgll districts are eligible exceeds the* statewide 11m1t
'dlstrlct allocations will be adjusted downward on a prorata basis. ,/ '
Bilingual Education. Scho8l districts receive $25 per eligible student for

operating costs within a statewide limit of $5.2 million annually.

B Gifted and Talented. No state aid has, yet been authorized.
Driver Education. School districts receive $25 per student in driver
education, the total number of students rs not to exceed 20% of grades 10-12
enrollment. + P )
As an example of hoﬁ a Foundation School Budget is computed, consider
again Lone Star District with an ADA of 3,765, employlng 189 regular program
educational personnel, 12 vocational education teachers, and 36 spec1a1 education
. teachers, - ) . )
N
%%*3 ./ -
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Lone Star District
+ Foundation School Budget

xFoundatlon Salary Expense - N
\ Baaed on a total salary ) -

o«
PU value of 205.32 (starting leval) pald on an average of 10 months .

b (295.3 x saég) x 10 months;’ ~— ' C $1,948,297

' ;Mainte nce and Operation e )
" Régular: ($115-x 3765) $432,975 .
(5400 x fz) o 4,800
($500 x 36) ) 18,000

n

$ 14,600
. 334,486

Compensatory Educatlon ]
Based on 564 ESEA thle I students °*
(840 x 564) ;o

Ld

Driver Education © -
-t Baged on 310 students

($25 x 310)
val Educatlion,

Based on 7 eligible séuden@s
($25 x 753)

. 18,825
Total Budget $2,802,293

4

This $2 802, 293 is th total budget for Lone Star Dlstrlct's Foundatlon School

Prograp As figure 2\111ustrates, this* is not necessarily the total educational

: operaglng budget Lone Star District may choose to raise -lpcal enrichment fqnds,%’

— P

Total,salary PU value, at the startlng -level, was~determined by multiplying the
total-number of personnel at each pay grade by the salary Py value associated

with the starting salggz.level for that pay grade (p. 30)

° Personnel were
taken from P 26 N '

d - x
L by - . B
AT B I S R T s e
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v

hire additional personnel, pay higher salaries, or otherwise enr

~

program.

Y

Exercises on Foundation School Budgets

~

1ch the educational

1. ‘Coﬁppte a.Fbundation SchooT Budget for District A based on E?e following

4 Total ADA = 1500 -
< . > ’ +*
Exceptional students =-50 (Special Education)

Title I students = 180

information: (Assume a 10-month work year for afl personnel

Driver Education students = 130
Bilingggl Education gtudents = 225, '
#'of Buses = 20 buses (60" to 71 capacity)
Educational Personnel (Use starting salary levels)
2 Educational Aides I1I

. 1 Educational Aide II1

20 Bachelor's Degree Teachers, - s
10 Mastér's~Degree Teachers ( - »
liLibranian
Spec¢ial Educatioh Teachers -

-

Counselors
- 1

5

2

1 Assistant Principal.,
1 Principal-20-40 teachers
i~Su§erinteﬁﬁént7401-3000 ADA

o

ety

).

|
| .

I
.

W

2in
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>

2. Compute a Foundation School Budget for District B based on the folloﬁing

¢

v
o
H
vl
%

information: .
< ADA = 2500 ' e T .

Exceptional students = 30

peneecanursy
N

Title I students = 300 } ' . © e

ECEERAc I
.

Driver.Education students = 150“
’fwﬁilingual Education Students = 350
: # of Buses = 40 buses (60 to 71 capacity)
; Educatiénal Personnel ~: '
: 3 Edacational Aides II .
5 ° . 3 Educational Aides III |

- .

45 Béchelo;'é Degree Téachers
27 ﬁester's Degree Teachers , .
1 Sﬁecial Education Teachers
o i<YOcationa1 Education Teéchers:
3 Librarians

: 4 Counselors ' ‘ ]

1 Assistant Principal
-1 qut-timewPfincipal

1 Principal-20-40 teachers.
1 Superint’pdent~401-3000 ADA . '

PRI
.
-
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Local Fund Assignment . o -

The Local Fund Assignment (LFA) is the district's expected contribution
toward the Foundation School Budget. A district is not required by the state to T
- raige 1ts LFA in order to receive Foundation Schbé1 Program Aid. 1In 1977-78 the
Local Fund Assignment provided $373 million (16.5 percent) of the $2,259 million
in Foundation Scheol Program revenues. . ) '
School districts ralse the Local Fund Assignment by 1evy1hg a property tax,
or maxntenance tax as~it is sometimes called on:the district's property valuation.

The actual ’tax rate is prescribed by the state. 1In Texas the property tax is

expressed as a rate of so many cents per $100 of property value. 'Generally, ax
rates are expressed in mills, a rate of $1.00 per $1000 of property value. ‘A
district's LFA is the sma11est contribution lével resu1t1ng from any of the follow1
computatxons : - o
1) A tax rate of 18¢ per $100 of property value (1.8 mills) levied on the
- ~ district's full market value of property, as defined by the Government
’ 0ffice for Educational Resources. (GOER),
2) A tax rate of 20. Sc per $100 of property value (2.05 m111s) levied on
the district's agricultural use value of property,,as defined by GOER.
3) A district's LFA cannot exceed 125 percent of the Previous year's LFA. -
- As~an e§Zmp1e, consider Lone Star District with a GOER: full market value of
property of $115,076 037 and a GOER® agricultural use value of $105,398,563
(1878-79). Last. year's LFA was $170,000. The 1978-79 Local Funo~Assxgnment is
computed as: follows: ’ )

1) .18 x $115,076,037

.

= .0018 x $115,076,037 = $207,137

§100 o
or 1.8 mills x $115,076,037 = 1.8 x $115,076,037 o
: $1000 ~ ‘
’ = .0018 x $115,176,037 = $207,137
2) .205 x g}gg’?98’563 = .00205 x $105,398,563 = $216,067
L or 2.05 mills x $105,398,563 = 2.05 x $105, 398,563 . :
e ' $1000 ‘ . .
’ = .00205 x $105,398,563 = $216,067
- ] _
" .
* - . 43 ‘
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3) 125% x $170,000 = 1.25-x $170,000
Do = $212;500 -
3 The Local Fund Assignment for Lone Star District is the sggllest of these three

values, $207,137 (computed on the full market value).

e

@

Exercises on Local Fund Assignment

.

1./ Compute the Local Fund Assignment for each of the following districts:

S “ DISTRICT A ~ DISTRICT B :
GOER Full Market Value 35,820,073 87,376,069 : —
GOER Agricultural Use Value 31,219,58] ' 76,764,160
Last Year's LFA o 60,000 - 155,133
, . .

[y

$e

k] °

2. Compute the Local Fund Assignment for each of the following districts:

DISTRICT C DISTRICT D
GOER Full Market Value 92,175,200  2,000,000,000
GOER Agricultural Use Value 81,954,000 - 1,000,000,000°
‘Last Year's LFA _ + 132,000 - 2,000,000 K

H

P
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Foundation .School Pgogram Aid °

Foundat1on School Program Aid is des1gned to guarantee each local ‘district
basic ~amount of money to support the cost of K 12 education. Guaranteed state
aid is the difference between the Foundation School Budget and the Local Fund

Assignment.

(1), Guaranteed.
Foundation School = Foundation = Local Fund,
' Program Aid . School Budget - Assignment’

Under the Foundation School Program state aid comes from: two sources: the per

capita Available School Fund and the Foundation School Fund.

(2) qundauion School _  Available + Foundation v
- Program Aid School Funds’ School Funds

Thus the formula for state aid becomes: ’

(3) Available . Foundation _ Foundation Local Fund

= - - - ~

Sehool Funds. School Funds School Budget Assignment

In computlng state aid, a district first determines the amount of Avallable
School Funds, based upon ADA, to which it is entitled. The d1fference between the
total amOunt of state aid a district is guaranteed and its Available School Fund is

the Foundat1on School Fund.

14

The Available School Fund ' i .

The Ava1lab1e School Fundaxs the 1nvestment,1ncome from the stocks and bonds
of the Permanent School Fund, a perpetual endo;;zet established by the state in
the mid-1800's to provide support for public education. The Available School
Fund guarantees state ald to all school districts based upon the number of students
in ADA. ~ Local property wealth is not a factor in distributing-Available School -
Funds (ASF) The amount of aid prov1ded per ADA is determined by the state by
-d1v1d1ng the total amount of ASF for d13tr1but10n by the total state ADA. For
1978~ 79, the ASF allotment was $240 per ADA. The amount of Available School Funds
guaranteed to Lone Star School District with 3,765 students in ADA 1s:

$240 x 43,765 or $903 600

"(Thls f1gure can be subJect t0 some adJustments by the state.)
T - v 2

—
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T Exercises on Available School Fund

Compute the Available Schéoi Funds guaranteed to each of the following districts:

District A

District B -

District C
District D
District E
District F

*

.

Refined ADA
- 1500
2500

~

Aps

- 3000
7500
4125

15,690
- y T
RN

. 9

.

3

-

¢

P

. Al €
2. - Compute the Available School Funds guaranteed to each of the
' Refined ADA

* v

following districts:

<
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v
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.
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" Foundation School Funds

b v 0 -
. ?

The a@ggnt of Foundation School Funds a district receives is the difference

. between the district's total guaranteed state aid and the district's Available

School Funds.
(%)

Guarantee%ﬁ
Foundation School

Program Aid

Foundation
! School Funds

Available
School Funds

Substituting from equation (1) on page 39 qa district's Foundation School Funds
can be computed as folLows .

(5) - Foundation
‘School Funds

Available
School Fundg

Foundation

- LmalFmd)
Schqpl Budget

- Assignment

' Using the above formula (5) the amount of Foundation School Funds guaranteed Lone

Star School District is computed as follows:

(2,802,293 - $207,137) - $903,600
$2,595,156 - $903,600 .
$1,691,556

The f0110w1ng illustration shows how the amount of Foundation School Funds

Foundation School Funds

A N

a district receives depends primarily upon the district' s property wealth. In .
comparing a property rich district with a property poor d1str1ct, 1evy1ng the

same property tax rate; the property r1ch district will be able to raise a greater
Local Fund Assignment than.will the property poor district. If both districts ‘i"
have similar ADA and 81m118r educational needs, the property rich d1str1ct with

a greater Local Fund Ass1gnment will recieve less Foundation School Funds than

. o

Total:
"+.. Foundation
School Budget

~will a property poor d1str1ct . . ¥
Foundationyy /" Foundation //)/%oundation
///// School School School Funds r
///// Funds /<::;Funds L L L /]
. - Local
Local Fund
//// . Fund Asgignment-
local —4 | .Assignment .
Fund Assignmené —_— *
Available _Available Available
School Funds School Funds School Funds

As

st .

" Property Poor
'District

Average Property
Distriect

4
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) Property Rich'
District
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A Balanced Budget District occurs if the sum of a district's Local Fund

Ass:.gnment and Available School Funds 1s equal to or greater than the district's
state allotted Founddtion School Budget. A Balanced Budget District w111 always *
be guaranteed its full’ ent:.t:lement of per ADA Ava:.lable School Funds; however, it
w1ll not receive any Foundation School Funds. Under thls provision, it is poss1b1e
for a property rich district with a substantial ADA to actually recelve more state
aid, in the form of per, ADA Available School Funds, than it needs to operate a @

Foundation School Program. ) .

@

o Balanced Budget District ~ .

n >

Excess funds over
. . . Foundation School Budget
—f p .
- . " 3 B
Local
- Fund . .
Assignment o
1 ° 4
s ]

Foundation ' ’ S .
Schgol . o - PR
Budget ' >

4
. s ] N
Available A -
School Funds ¥ ‘ "
.
P — 1 '
. ' ' ‘
~ )
» - ‘ *
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Exercises on Foundation School Funds

3
=

Refer back to the exercises on calculatlng F Foundatlon School-Budget (p. 35),
the, Local Fund Assignment (p. 39) and the Available School Fund (p. L1y,
Using the f1gures you calculated for District-A and District B, .now compute

the Foundatlon Schoel Funds guaranteed to both Dlstrlct A and Dlstrlct B.

¢

t
’ »

.

Compute the Foundation School Funds guaranteed District C w1th the follow1ng
Foundation School Budget $12,480,000 .‘ .

Local ‘Fund Assignment . ) 4,200,000 N\ ‘
Available School Fund 2,880,000

¢
’

Suppose that next year there is a sharp rise'in District C's property value;

resulting in a 20%cincrease in the Local Fund Assignment. Compute the
Foundatlon School Fund for D1;§rig;;h with an increased LFA = $5,049,000.

» B

Compare the neéw Foundatlon School nd with the abyve amount. *
N .
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;Q 3. Compute the Foundation School Fund for Dietri%t D with the following:
; ‘ Foundation School Budget ~2,585,000
3 [ . ~ !
' Local Fund Assignment _ 2,300,000 D }
: Total Refined ADA . 2,000 ., AN
; (Hjnt: Compute the Available School fund first) .- 2,
” - . - R
—_ e, . . 2t - ‘
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Local Enrichment ) s, . ' - s -2
. In Texas, school districts are allowed to assess a,b1gher property tax to
enrich school revenues than is mandated by the state for the Local Fund Assign-- ",

ment. Most d1str1cts take advantage. of this provision to offer a ‘higher qua11ty
-educatlonal program than provided for dunder the FoundatLpn School Program.

‘ Almost’ haif of the %ot5&°$1,Q56 mlllron\;n Loca1 Enrlchment funds raised

by d13tr1cts~rn 1977= 18 wentatﬁ support add1t1ona1 ﬁeache s above the FSP allot-"
’vinent, and h1gher sal@ty IeGEls than proV1ded for 1g§er th schedule. The other

s
'half of the Local Eh 1chmént Fugﬁs“went to suppgr ther ducatlon operat1ng and

°

malntenance expendlt res, 1nc1ud1ﬁg suoh‘handated-prograh\as wbrkers compensathn\ ¢

insurance, unemployment rnsuraﬁ%q* fiked~oo§ts (bu£1ﬂ1ng-1nsurancé .uf 11t1es)

food services, etc. In 1977- 78 tofal Lo dal Enr
of all operatzng expendltures 1n‘the state. ,f”

.Enrlchnent Funds through hlgher property tax‘rates. For the " rpose of rL1S1ng
local revenues for educational operat1ng expenses, the s%%tg u1res that a
district not tax 1ts property value at a rate gre%ter thag‘ﬁ'total of $1. 40

" per $100 (15 mills) o?/pOER estimated. full market value of prdperty, or $1 50
per $100 (15 mills) of assessedtvalue of property, whlchever 18 lé“% (A m111

. v

1s~$1 per $1000 of property va1ue ) In @ract1ce, the limit. of S$1, 50" per $100

.«tﬁ,~
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of assessed value of property is used. Net "Local Enrichment is the difference -
between the total local revenue ralsed'and the Local Fund A381gnment
4 The maximum local revenue for operating expenseg which Lone Star‘SchOOI
District could raise is found by multiplying a tax, raté of $%. 50 - ‘per. $100 of
.-property value on the total assessed property value of $115,076,037:
N 015 x $115,0767,037 = $1,726,141 '
If the district raises its Local Fund Assignment of $207 137 then Local

TS

'
Enrichment is the dlfference between the maximum local revenue raised and the ;i?
LFA: ] . ~ ! . .
$1,726,141 - $204,137 = $1,519,004 * -
e . Exercises on Local Enrichment ..

1. Compute the maximum local revenue each of the following districts could

raise for operating expenses using the districts assessed property value.

- ° Assessed Property .
District A " 35,820,073 ,
- District B . 87,376,069 ¥
District C 92,175,200 ‘ -
District D 2,000,000, 000
L3 .q. L . . . Y
N
° 2. Compute the net Local Enrichment for each of the above districts. Refer .
back to the exercises on Local Fund Assignment (p. 39) for each district's Y
LFAQ ‘ . A = ’
-2 *. ‘6 .
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State Equalizationﬂéﬁd

Recognizing the disparity in local property Qealth among school districts,
State Equalizatiom Aid SSEA) is designed to equalize the Local Enrichmenf Funds N
raised by districts. To qual&fy for State Equalization Aid, a district must
raise itshfscal Fund Agsignment for the Foundation School Program. The amount ~
of SEA a district receives depends upon its average property value per pupil
relative to the state average prope?ty value per pupil. ’

If a district has an:ﬁverage property value per pupil which is'less than
1.10 times the state average propérty yalue per pupil theg.}t qualifies for SEA

-

in an amount equal to: )
. - -

SEA = (1_ - DARV/ADA j:) X ADA x $185
! 'SAPV/ADA x 1.10

‘

‘Where * SEA = State Equalization Aid
DAPV/ADA

District Adjusted (Average) Property Value per ADA; found
by di§§ding the average of the district's GOER full
market value of property plus its GOER agriculturai
use value9 by. the "ADA

SAPV/ADA = State Adjusted (Average) Property value per ADA;
‘ found by-dividing the average of the total GOER state-
- wide full market value of property and the total GOER , ,

« v -
statewide agricultural use value by the total state-

wide -ADA. - _ ,

For "1978-79, 1.10 times the state average property value per ADA (SAPV/ADA x 1.10)

'has‘been determined as.,$91,309. ' This means any school district~haviﬁg an average

bropertf value per pupil which is less than $81,309 is entitled to SEA using
the aboge formula.

— «

) - ’ ’ . . iﬁ'

N ’

9The average of a district's GOER full market value of property plus its GOER '
agricultural use yalue is equal to the sum of the total GOER full market value
of property plus Ehe total GOER agriculture use value divided by 2. ’

A
”

\J)‘

’
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For a school district with an average property value.per pupil of, $7500

and an ADA of 5,000 its state equalization aid would be computed as follows:

= SEA 1 - %)-x ADA x $185

- SAPV X

75,000) '
m X’SOOO X $185

= (1 .82 } x " 5000 x $185
=/ N18 x 5000 x  $185
= $166,500

. e

If a district has an average property value per pupil which is less than .50~
times' the state average property walue per pupil, ‘it qualifies for more aid. The

formula for calculafing SEA is the same as above except that $210 4s substituted

' for the $185. For 1978~79, .50 times the state average ‘property value per .ADA

has been determired as $41,504. .

~~Consider the~above school district with an average property value of 35,000

and ADA = 5,000. 1It's state equalization aid wou%& now be computed as:
“ 4 *

' DAPV/ADA
SEA = SAPYV/ADA * x 1.@ ¥ ADA x 3210

;i’+88> x 5000 x "$210

$647,520

.

A statewide-cap of $135 million per annum in SEA to districts has_beén set
by the—stgte legislature. This has the effect of reducing SEA district entitle- -
ments proportionately should the total statewide request for SEA exceed the limit.

e




t Seny =

- ) District
Average Market ’
Valye per ADA’ 73,000
N Y
Totdl Refined ADA 6,000 .
L
e
a ‘ .
o
) 2
3 ' ."" N .
- |
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¥ Exercises on State ®Equalization Aid

5. | A

«

3
o

A

Average
Total refined ADA

”~

©

iy

{

Market Value per ADA

o

District A

g o

1. Compute State Equalization Aid for each of the followifxg school districts:

. District B

22, 346.
1,500

-

32,828
L\ 2,500 B

.

“2. Compute State Equalization Aid for each of the following schoﬁ‘éistricts:

District

82,000

4,000

-

%000
e

5,060

-
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CHAPTER 1V .

STUDYING TEXAS' SCHOOL FINANGF PLAN . '

b ¢
s

o

The sch%ol finance reform movement of the past decade has resulted largely
“£¥om court challenges to existing school f1nance systems on the grounds thgt
the’“—iolated equial- protection provisions w1th{n state constitutions and laws.
The courts held that for a-school finance system to be equitable, the level .
of educational serv1ces provided could not be dependent upon the wealth of the
district in which the pupll resided. Thus, the school thance reform movement -
has introduced two basic conceptS' fiscal‘equity and educational equity
Fiscal equity' refers to the ab111ty of school districts to ra1se educational
« revenues, as ‘evidenced by district wealth Since most local revenues for -
educatidn are raised through a local property tax, district wealth is traditionally
measured as equallzed property value per pup114 Egualxzed property value means
thej values of the property (w1th1n a state or district) hawe been determlned on
thel same or'relative scales so that they are comparable. By equallzlng the\
abiflities of school d1str1cts fo raise educatlonal revenues at a given tax rate, .

f1sca1 equzty or fiscal neutrality is achieved.

Fiscal equ1ty does not necessarily result in any lessenlng of the disparities _ .

th /the level of educational services provided, measured in terms of expenditures
- p pupil. Fiscal equity only requ1res that educational” d1spar1t1es not be a
Y netion of wealth. Disparities 1n educational expendlture levels,may result
from the desire of some d1str1cts to offer a h1gher level of educational services

' through~h1gher property tax rates. - .

o,

As has already been mentioned, d1str1ct wealth has been tradltlonally

-
-~ &

+defined as property wealth per pypil. Some economists claim that a more accurate

-8 measure of wealth is average family income, s1nce all taxes, regarﬂless of the

L tax base, are paid out of 1ncome This adds another perspective to wealth = -
- *equalization in school finance, sgince property wealth mhy~n§b always bé highly
o correlated té family 1ncome ' - - . N )

? ; Educatlonal equ1ty refers to the level of educatlonal services provided

A across all sqhool districts. It 1s commonly measured in terms of expenditures

; - per pupil. Whlle expendltures do not actually measure educational services, a

hrgher expenditure: per pupil does suggest the ability, on the part of School

d1str1cts, to hire ’additional or more experlenced teachers, to ‘offer more in-

A

bl
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‘novative instructional materials, etc. Under this concept of equity,~disparities
in per pupil expénditures are allowed as long as they are based on some rational
measure of differing student need. ; - °
The Texas Foundation Program is designed to "equalize" the abilities of
school districts to raise educationaI revenues by guaranteeing each school
district, —1evy1ng the same tax rate, suff1c1ent state aid to yield a, guafanteed.
level of support for education. The amount of Foundation A1d a district receive§
* depends upon the district's property wealth, with poorer districts receiving more
* state aid. Interestingly, the gudranteed level of support varies among districts.
to allow for différing educational needs among students.' To this extent the Texas
plan is equalizing. ' ) '
However, the Texas plan alig allows districts to offer a h1gher level of
educational services by taxing themselves at a higher rate. The ab111ty of local
districts to ra&ss local enrichment revenues depends d1rect1y upon the district's
wealth. The problem that arises is tggt property poor districts are forced to
tax themselves at a much higher rate than a property rich district in order to
raise a comparablellocal enrichment. Even at higher rateg, the property poor
. d1str1ct may not be able to raise sufficient local enrichment to offer a competitive
" educational program. Recall that the Texas plan does provide for equalization aid

to mitigate the disparities among school districts in their ability to raise local

enrichment. .
. A% B
This chapter looks at the disparities among Texas school districts in
~ <
educational expenditures per pupil and in their ability to raise educational

revenues, considering property wealth per pupil and effective iocal enrichment

3

tax™reates. The purpose of th1s chapter is not to suggest an approach to equ;ty,

but to show ways in which the different approaches to equlty can be analyzed.

.
i .

Disparities in Educational Expenditures

‘To investigate disparities in .district expenditures for education, we
developed a small systematic sample of 20 Texas school districts. The sample
includes large city'districts, sJEnrban districts and rural districts throughout

*'the state. Table 10 shows the per pupil expendltures of theée districts arranged
" from the dlstr1ct with the highest per pup11 expendlture to the district w1th the
towest per pup11 expenditure.

-

A quick examination of the data reveals the wide disparities in per pupil

, ‘ e, Lo B
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. ' T ' * Table 10 ’
- o "Per Pupil Expenditures 1977-78 L/
Sample of 20 Texas School Districts A _
. N ) . Current v Lo
- Operating Gross . Per. Pupil .
District Expenditure . _ADA Expenditures .
l Leveretts Chapel $ 623,258 220 $ 2,830
Westbrook . : 386,167 174 2,214
o Booker ' : 579,504 295 1,663___,——~"’//A
Stinpett  * 847,705 501 . 1,691 '
Stanton | “ 1,349,446 SRSV 1,638
Midland . 21,217,109 13,878 - 1,529
Fort Worth * 91,180,325 62,369 1,462
Mt. Enterprige 446,220 318 1,404
Corpus Christi 49,459,253 35,563 1,391
Cross Roads - : 238,830 181 1,320 .
. Clarendon - . 680,676 * o524 1,300
Callalen 2,960,764 2,35  © 1,258
<:'Atlénta 2,693,975 . 2,182 ‘ 1,235
‘' Waskom "~ "815,650 Te72 © 1,213 ’,
Itasca 609,966 . 506 1,205
Del Valle ) 4,218;839J/i‘ 3,670 - 1,150
Lubbock CSager 1,220,715 1,108 1,102 -
-~ Hughes Spriﬁg . ‘1,046,651 974 ‘ 1,0?5
. Shallowater 804,434 160 1,059 -
Boyd ~ . 644,915 . <680. -949 )
TOTAL - $182024,402 127,753 $28,988
N * |
‘ Prepared By: ‘FT Reseal‘- Department with data from the Texas Education- Agency,
: D1v181on of Information Analysisg, Austln Texas, April 1979.
o, o : A
2
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expenditures among the districts. However, in order to analyzeﬁthe degree of
disparity, it is useful to emp10§ certain statistical techniques which help to
summarize the data. - - '(
.The simplest summary technique is the range,  the difference between the
highest and lowest value. The range indicates the extremes or how widely
dispersed the districts are. In looking at how widespread the disparity is,
it is important to keep in mind the reiative size of the sample. For our sampley%
the range is the difference between the per pupil expenditures for, Leveretts ;
Chapel (the highest vaLpe) and Boyd (the lowest value):
$2,830 - $949 = 41881 ’ Range
‘For our sample of twenty districts, the range is high . '
Anothervway to look at the range~1s to examine the ratio between the

highest value and the.lowest value. The range ratio for our sample is 2.98 to 1:

$2830 _ 2.98
$ 949 1
“t

The rat10 shows that Leveretts Chapel spends almost 3 times as much on education

2.98:1 Range Ratio . .

-

per pupil as does Boyd. ) —

The simple mean, weightgdﬁgean, and median are all measures of central
tendency because they describe some central point or value in the data. These
measures are used to describe disparities by ¢omparing their values with the
aétual values of individual districta. For example, you may indicate how much
a particular district varies from the.average. Or you may choose to group the

- districts by degree of variance from the average. -

e simple mean, or ar1thmet1c average, is the most familrgr method of N
sum;af?:)ng data. The mean or average per pupil expenditure *in our sample is
$1,449. This is found by dividing the sum of each district's per pupil expenditure
by 20, the number of districts in our sample. .

) . $28,988 _
. : 320 $1,449 |

- « N -
‘ As a measure of central tendency, the simple mean can be misleading if

Simple Mean .

v

there are wide differences among districts in the number of pupils. In computing
the simple mean, we placed equal weight on each of the values for per pupil ,
expenditures, which répresent "averages'" of total expenditures per total ADA.

. Thus,-some distortion results from counting a per pupil expenditure of $1,462
for Fort Worth with an' ADA of 62,369 the.same as a per pupil expenditure of
$1, 404 for Mt. .Enterprise with,an ADA of 318.

.98

e
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This problem can be overcome by calculating a weighted mean or weighted
‘ average which does account for the differences among districts in pupils. The )
” we1ghtedf’§erage is found by dividing the total operating expenses for all dlstrxcts.
by the ‘total ADA for all districts: - =
. §1%%§%%%§593 = $1,424 Weighted Mean , - .
" The median is the middle value when you arrange the values according to ° -
sfee. The per pupil expenditures in Table 10 have been arranged by size from
the highest pef pupil expenditure to the }owest. The median is the per pupil
‘expenditure that lies halfway between the district with the highest value and the .
district with the lowest value. As an example, in a distribution with a; odd
number of values,\say 5, the median is the middle or_third value (1 2 34 5).
In our sample of 20 districts, the median is the value which diyides the' 20 _
districts into 2 equal parts. Thus, it lies midwey between the 10th and Ilgh
values or between $1,320 (Cross Roads) and $i,306 ‘(Clarendon). The median is
eemputed\as follows: . ) . ' .
(1) $1,320 - $1,30 _ 20 _ o '
2 " 2 \
(2) $1,300 + 10 = $1,310 - . Median
or (3) $1,320 - 10 = $1,310 Median ‘ » ¢
'A summary of the data bn‘per pupil expenditures for our 20 Texas school \ )
districts (Table 10) follows: )
Range: $1,881 ) / - ‘ .
#Range Ratio:'. 2.98 "1 . 7{’ - -
Simple Mean: « $1,449 ‘
Weighted qgan $1,424' ;
\ Median: ' $1,310 .“ P .
g \ ’ ’ . . ®
.y - . N
3 ‘ .
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JEE Exercises . .
. :

1., From Table 10, develop a summary table, like

. folldwing districts: . -~ S - T
-, Booker . S : ' .
, ~ + Cross Roads
T Waskom .
. ) " Stanton ‘ v ' .
) " Hughes Spring . -
2 ¢ . ’ -
. ’ \ -
- )
T 2. Develop a summary table for M1d1and Fort- Worth, and Corprs Chr1st1.
does it compare to the sample of 20. d13tr1cts7 -
’ . Q; ? L L4 v
H ) . i i ) -
L 3 ; o = i
. - ‘ .r
- - » X
- . ' . N [
Y J . . . i - . /r
- - //’
® ’ //
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g /
s . P .
e ]
Qo . e ‘
ERIC .
. O Lt

How




.

~55 C.

Statewide Per Pupil Expenditure Disparities - ~

»

We have used the sm§11 sample of 20 distrigts to illustrate how data can be,
summarized for the purpose of analyzing disparities among districts in per pupil
ekpenditures. However, such a small sample cannot be very representative of
the entire state. Because of the computation problems.of dealing with all 1,107
Texas school districts, ‘the AFT Research Department has developed a larger
systematlc sample of 98 Texas dlstrlcts, répresentative of the state.

Table 11° showspthe summary data for the-random.sample of 98 districts.
Because this sample is larger than the eample of 2Q'disericts, the extreme velues
(highest spending and lowest spending) are greater, yielding a higher range and
range ratio. In th;s sample‘o% 98 districts, the higheet spending district
spends 3.5 times more en education’per pupil than does the lowest district.

The weighted mean of $1,598 in the larger sample is consideraply higher '
than the weighted dean.of $1,424 in the smaller sample. This means, withid the
larger sampIe, there are more higher spéﬁding districts relative to the number
of puplls being served The mediag value for both samples is almost identical.

Baseéd on these comparlsons, our small sample of 20 districts, while not totally

3

”gepresentatlve of the state, is a reasonable indicator of state disparity ‘leyvels.

.

Another way of analy21ng expendlture disparities is to look at the
dlstrlbutlon of per pupil exgend;tures within the larger sample.. Table .12 and
Flgure 3 show this distribution. The‘flgure shows that over 61 percent of the
districts in our sample are spending less than the average amount;éer pupil on.
educational services This suggests” that over 34 percent of the pupils in our

populag!on are rece1v1ng a less than average level of educational services.

Py

Y

. Table 11 - s RN
© Summary Measures 6f Per Pupil Expenditures T
Sample of 98 Texas School Districts /

N -
Highest Spendlng District (Expenditures Per Pupll) ’ $3,180 .
Lowest Spehdlng District ‘ . $ 910
Range (highest - lowest) ~ $2,270
Range Ratio (highest -~ lowest) 3.49:1 R
Simple Mean . ' $1,451
-Weighted Mean $1,598 .
‘Median PR $1,310% .
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: Table 12 . . ’
Distribution of Per Pupil Expenditures :
. Sample of 98 Texas School Districts y
Per Pupil Number of Percentage of 2~ Number of % of i
. Expenditures Districts "Districts "ADA ADA
>
Under $1,000 3 3.1 1,815 0.2
1,001 - 1,200 22 22,4 g 72,219 9.1
1,201 - 1,400 35 ! 35.7 N 179,786 22.%
1,401 - 1,600 15« 15.3 295,214 37.2
1,601 ~ 1,800 9 9.2 234,927 29.6
1,801 - 2,000 4 ¢ 4.1 : 1,518 0.2 _
Above 32,000 /10 10.2 9,123 1.1 .
“TOTAL 98 100.0 794,602 100.0
N - Y ’ P
B 3 .
L - Figure 3 :
y Distribution of Per Pupil Expenditures,
5% Sample of 98 Texas School Districts - &
! 40 b - . .
R « » -
3 35.7 - ‘ .
- 1 o 5 4
- 30 * :
x 25
. 22.4 ( \\/’,,_5 .
. 20 ) a
*15———' 4 15.3 !
’ 3 -
J— 10.2 .
. —
10 .2 ‘ ,
! : 5 | '
5 ! 411 |
3.1 |
]
e 10 12 14 16 18 200 ,
e . (In hundreds of dollars) . .
Prepared by: AFT Research Department with. the data from tﬁg;?exas Education

Agency, Division of Information Analysis, Austin, Texas, April 1979
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Disparities in District Wealth - L.
A J [
In the prev1ous section, we examined the d1spar1t1es among school districts

im per pup11 expendltufEs We know from the Texas school finance plan that some
of the disparity is due to the differing guaranteed levels of Foundation Program
support among districts. However, the greater part of the disparity is due to
“Local Enrichment, whlch is only partly equalized by State Equallzatlon Aid. In -
this sectlon, we will examlne the dlSparltleS among districts in property wealth,
or ab111ty to raise local educational revenues, partlcularly Local Enrichment.

Table 13 shows for our small sample, the average market value of property
per pupil, as defined by the Government Office for Ehucational Resources. The ,
average market value (used in determining State Equalization Aid), is thé sum
of a district's full market value plus agricultural use‘valge (used in determining
Local Fund Assignment) divided by two. The districts are arranged in order from
the wealthlest district, on a per pupil basis, to the poerest district.

The wealthlest district in our sample is Westbrook w1th an average market
value per ADA of $554 871. The poorest district is-Del Valle w1th an average
market value per ADA of $28,843. The range for this small sample is $526,028.

The range ratio tells us thaf§Westbrook has a &ex base which is 19 times the tax

base of Del Valle. The summary data for our sample follows: ¢

Y - - : \ .

Wealthiest District: $554,871 - oo
- Poorest District: . - 25,8A3 ' . R
Range: - ' — 526,028 . .
. ' e ‘Range Ratio: to19.2:1 " )
Simple Mean: T+ $119,605 ) '
Weighted Mean: ,, ’ . 67,678 E . \’
Median: 74,581 . ) ‘

. " { ot ( .
\ .

As is expected from a large range ratio, the 31mp%e mean is considerably

higher than the oﬁher measures of central tendency This 81mp1e meén:@ndicates :

that" at the upper extreme, there are many high wealth districts relative to the'

size of the sample. In looking at this sample, it is 1nterest1ng to keep in. mlnd
| that for the purpose of allocatlng State Equalization Aid, the statewide average

(‘,. market value per ADA has been set at $83,000. - . A




District.

Westbfook

Chapel

_Leveret

~Clarendon

Stanton

Stinnett

'Hughes Spring

Mt. Entérpr%se
" Atlanta

Fort Worth
Midland

"Itasca

Waskom

Corpus Christi

Shallowater
Callalen
ioyd :

Del Valle .
TOTAL

Rrepared'by:

+ ~ .

-

e

o ™

Lubbock Cooper * -

S

Table 13 .

Property Value Per ADA 1977-78
Sample of 20 Texas School Districts® .

Total
Average
" Market Value

of Property-

$ _ 90,943,481
43,902,682

67,491,940%

51,703,550
87,661,935
95,938,445
44,496,627
74,611,038

123,724,803
169,861,010
4,632,043,138

993,674,639
35,057,740
41,471,274

66,562,540

1,968,993,916

34,875,512

118,454,900
" 30,051,839

2,

"3

" 8,778,978, 865

ADA

107,457,856

o

Average Market

Refined o

Valué
Per ADA

163
182
300 :
241
" sug
826'

»

$.554,871"
241,104 '
224,397
214,013 .
159,853
116,051

518 \\\\\ 85,892 -

935
301
2,231
63,418
14,187
504
678
1,128
36,117
691
2,350
674 ¢
3,725

. 129,717

79,724,
78,642

76,125
_7%,@38
70,038
69,458 .
61,093
. 58,997
54,516
50,465
50,402
44,580
28,843
2,392,102

kY

%‘%

AFT ReSearch' Department with data from the Texas Education
Agency, Division of Informatlon Analysis, Austin, Texas,
Apr11 1979 "o

s
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For the’laréer sample of 98 school districts, Table 14 and Figure &4 show
the distrintion of property wealth per ADA. The summary data follows:

Wealthiest District: ~ $1,578,552

. . Poorgst District: . 12,23?
fe ¢ . Range: . . 1,566,314 )

YV Range Ratio{ ’ . " ) 129:1

ff{“* Simple Mean: \ $ :143,152

3 Weighted Mean: . - 87,803

Median: . "+ 80, 035

' . 3
Agaln because this sample is much larger than the prevnous sample of 20
~dlstr1cts, the range is much higher, indicating a wider dlspers1on of property
values. The simple mean value indicates that ‘there are a signficant number of
exfremely we‘alt:hy~ districts in our sammle. Note t;hat‘tl:l'e weighted mean a.nd
me&ian are very close in values. They are also very close to the GOER statew1de
average market vafﬁe per ADA of $83,000.- 'If we con91der the weighted mean of
our sample-at $87,803, then 17 percent of'all districts in our sample (Figure 4)
fall within the median ragée. Approximately 42 percent of the districts lie |

" below the median range and 38 percent lie above.

-

.

Table 14 )
. - Distribution of Average, Market Property Value Per ADA
: Sample of 98 Texas School Districts

e

. -
LRy R . - &

Averdge Market

~

Value Per ADA Number ‘of Districts Percent of Districts
Under $25,000 - 3 ; T
< 25,001 - 50,000 . 11 . 11.2
- ,-. 50,001 -* 75,000 ' 28 . 28.6 -
75,001 - 100.000 17 . - ‘ . 17.3
100,001 ~ 125,000 14 : . 14.3
.125,001 - 150,000 5 . .. 5,1
150,001 - 175,000 3 : 3.1
.~ 175,001 - 200,000 » 2 - 2.0-"
.. Above $200,000 - 15 15.3
TOTAL 98" - : 100.0

Prepared by: . AFT Reseatrch Department w1th data from Texas Education Agency,
. D1V1810n of Information Analysis; Austin, Texas; April 1979
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Figure &

'“Distribution-of Average Market Property Value Per ADA
— Sample of 98 Texas School Districts

30 . ”

>

Percent

of 25
-~ Districts

20

Averége Market Valugd Per ADA
(In Thousands of Dollars)

Prepared By: AFT Research Department with data from the Texas Education Agency,
DivisOm of Information Analysis; Austin, Texas; April 1979.
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Another way to lqpk at the dlsparlty in district property wealth per ADA is
to rank the districts by dec11es in order of size. Deciles divide a distrfbution
into 10 subd1v181ons, w1th each subd1v1slon having an approx1mate1y equal number
pf_dlstrlcts. Within our sample, the uneven groupings have been pIaCeq\at the

extremes. -

Table 15
Average Market Value Per ADA by-Deciles,

Maximum Minimum Mean
' Decile Value Value Value
10 1,5%8,552 241,738 . 687,586
9 ¢ 241,104 159,853 - 206,630 .
s 4 ‘
8 156,129 . .116,787 130,559 .
7 * 116,051° 101,157 107,665
]
6 99,140 80,06? 89,610
‘ s * 80,00l 73,038 77,233 *
) . 4 70,652 61,093 ~ 66,414
. Y . . . . o
3. 60;070‘\ 54,263 56,487 oo
2 . 53,490 35,105 47,165 ‘
o 1 32,924 12,238 23,505
. Prepared by: AFT Research Department WLQP data ) a,
..or . _+from the Texas Education Agency, g .
4 . ~— " Division of Information Analysis, :
Austin, Texas; April 1979
3

- . —

Again, this table shows a wide dlsparlty anwng dlStrlCtS in property value per
ADA. If we e11m1nate the exXtreme values and conszdef'only the valtas “at the
" 90th percentile ($241,104) and the 10th percentile ($32, 924), we find the range
.to be conaiderabl& smaller. .Our new range is 7.32:1 as compared to 129:1, the
-« . range for the extreme v;lues. The weighted mean for the total distribution

($87,803) falls within the sixth decile. .t

[ . - -
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Disparities in Tax Effort v

"This section will examine the d1spar1 ies in tax effort for raising Local -
Enrichment.. Table 16 shows the effective kocal Enr1chment Tax Rates10 for our
small sample of 20 Texds school districts.” The districts are érranged in order
from the d1strkct with the highest tax rate to the d1str1ct with the lowest tax
rate. Thq%?ggh&st dlstr1ct in our sample, Stlnnett 1ev1es an effect1ve tax
rate of 8. 9b‘m1lls (8.9¢ per $100) for Local Enrichment while the lowest district,
Atlanta, levies at 1. 04 m1lls (1.04¢ per $100). 1In this sample, the ‘simple mean

is 4.73 mills and the med1an is 5.20 mills. The mean local enrichment per.ADA
is $506 ) oL - ¥

- . '

~

*

X (_ -« -
. Table 16

Local Enrichment, 1977~ 78 ’

. g (Sample of 20 D1str1cts) LT o
N - - Effective Local Enrichment *Local Enrichment
District: . Tax Rate Mills - Per ADA .
Stinnett . Lol 8.90 -~ ) 790 .
Midland 8.01 o 73
Leveretts Chapel . . 7.26° 4 1,#07
Callalen " 6.80. ' .o 342
" Corpus Christi 6.40 . 355 -
‘Stanton RR 6.04 , 703 '
,Shallowdter /- 5.75 264
Waskom . . 5.45 : 336 .-
. Cross Roads _ - ¥.135 . 1,299 R ‘
Boyd 5.29 i 234
.Baoker ¢ '5.11 1,169 -
Ft. Worth 4.85 360 wr
Lubbock Cooper T 3.77 ‘ 202 . ' :
Del Valle - 3.51 . 103.
- Mt. Enterprise . 3.34 “ 252
Hughes Spring : 2.55 ' . 196
Itasca ) 2.36 . 163
Clarendon © 1.53 256 .
"-Westbrook 1.39 . 727
Atlanta 1.04 ~ 81
o i I} .
TOTAL ’ : ) 94.70 ; : 10,112 ,
‘Przpared by: °‘AFT Research Department with data from Texas Education Ag gency,
y . Division Of Information Analysis, Austin, ‘Texas ; Apr11 1979,
10See Appendix C for, calcu1§t1on of Effective Local Enrichment Tax Rate®
See Appendix D for calculation of Local Enrichment Per<ADA. )

.
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Table 17
Distribution” of Local Eprzchment Tax Rates.,
Sample of 98 Texas School Dlstrlcts

@

. .

o, 5 .
Effective Local Enrichment’ . . S
Tax Rate . T . - z . A7
~ (mills) " Number of Districts Percent of Districts

Under 1.00 3 oo e 301
1.00 ~ 2.00 Y o, 13
- 2.01 - 3.00 1T~ : (17.3
3.01 - 4.00 \ 23 ' 23,5

¢ €

4801 - 5.00 > 9 o 9.2
5.01 - 6.00° ‘ 12 12,2

©

6.01 -'7.00 6 . 6.1
Above 7.00. 1’ ‘ 1.2
TOTAL + . . 98 - " 100.0.

Prepdred By:!'AFT keaeareh Department with data frem the Texas Education Aéency.

ES
- ' ¢ ‘o T ) - M
Yoo, ° ,

' N
? . —.
., o

i L

The summary for this-data follows T
Hzghest tax rate (mllls) 10.75
Lowest‘tax rate:’ ~0.62
'Range;-; o ©10.13
ﬁange Ratio: | N 17.3:1
| R 3.93 . -
Medlap_ ‘//’ Ty s o < . .
Table 17- and the sxmmary data show that there s a broad distribution of

‘ *
Mean: -

&
‘tax_ rates for raising local enrichment. The lﬁrgest 1nterva1 23, 5 percent of

. the dzstrzcts, lies around the nean and median’ values in the range_of 3.01 to
~

4,00 mllls \‘There is an almost even percentagevof dlstrzcts taxing above. (39%)

3

[y

and below (374) th;’_s range.
" For our sample of 98 school dzstrzcts theSe tax rates ‘yeild a dzstr1bntzon
“of ‘local enrzchunnt per ADA which ranges from a hzgh vaIue of $1 749 per ADA.

LA »
2 et » »\, MY
~ g .. (N4

LA -
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- s N
(WinK-Loving) to & low value of $19 per ADA (Southwest). The mean local enrich-
4

ment ﬁér\ADé is $433.

’

Comparing Wealth with Educational Services

. .

The preced1ng sections examined the disparitie§ among school dlstrlcts in
educat10na1 expendltures per pup11 property wealth per pup11, effective local
enrichment tax rﬁtes, and 1local enrichment per pup11 This section will compare
these dlsparltles to discern if there are any re1at10nsh1ps‘suggested between
d1str1ct wealth or ability to raise- revenues, and the 'level of educational
services prov1ded, as measured by per pupil expenditures.

Table 18 shows the distr;butions of district wealth versus educational
expenditures for our small sample of 20 districts. 1In looking at this table,
it is d1ff1cu1t to determine if any definfte patterns are emerging from the data:
To help‘summarlze the data so that Yt may be more ea511y analyzed, we have .drawn

-

upon a technlque 1ntroduced earlier in the section on Disparities in District

‘Wealth * The, dataflnwfable 18 has been grouped by qu1nt11es,,each quintile

cdntalnlng 4 vallies. Quintiles were chosen because of the smallness of the

sample. For each of the categorles/ylthln a qu1nt11e, the ) mean value has been

R

computed. ; - _
Table_19 shows the Summary of District Wealth versus Educational Expenditures

for 6ur«§ha11 sample grouped byvquintiles. Some definite patterns do emerge

from this table. Across thel20 districts, per pupil expenditures increase

directly*as district property wealth increases The mean per pupil expenditure

in the hlghest quintile represents a1most tw1ce the expenditure per pup11 of

the mean, in the lowest qu1nt11e

3
Mean effectlve local enrichment tax ratey do not vary as dirgctly w1th .

‘property wealth as mlght be expected. The general expectation is that poorer

districts tax themselves at a relatively higher rate than wealthier districts
in order to ralse a reasonable level of revenues. In looking for this trend,
it must be kept~1n m1nd that thére 1s a limit a% to how high a property poor
dlStrlCt can actually tax itself which is relatedﬁﬂdvfamily income. The
tendency for poorer dlstrlcts to tax themselves at re1at1ve1y hlgher rates can

be seennln the f1rst, second, and’ third quintiles. The high tax rates in the

:'fourth and fifth quintiles indicate the willifigness of these wealthler dlstrlcts

»

to offer a substant1a11y high level of educat10na1 services.

\‘l( o A B .
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. Table 18~ -
District Wealth vs. Educational Expenditure
(Sample of 20 Texas School Districts)

i

-

Effective Local

("

'y !

&

| v— s‘ ’
..Prepared by: AFT R

142,392,102,
.

-

»

~

o . ‘ Entichment Local
Average Market Per Pupil Tax Rates Enrichment
District Value Per ADA  Expenditures (Mills) Per ADA
Westbrook $ 554,871 . - § 2,214 1.39° § 727
‘ Cross Roads 241,104 1,320 T 5.35 1,299
Booker 224,397 1,963 5.11 1,169 -
Leveretts Chapel 214,013 2,830 7.26 1,707
Clarendon - 159,853 1,300 1.53 . 256
Stanton = % 116,051 *1,638 '6.04 703
Stinnett , 85,892 " 1,691 . 8.90 790
Hughes Spring - 79,724 1,075 2.55 196
Mt. Enterprise |, 78,642 1,404 3.34 252
Atlanta 76,125 1,235 1.04 .81
Fort Worth T 93,038 1,462 4785 ’ 360
Midland - 70,038 1,529 8.01° 573
Itasca . 69,458 1,205+ , 2.36 163
Waskom 61,093 | 1,213 5.45 336
_ Lubbock Cooper 58,997 1,102 3.77 202
. Corpus Christi . 54,516 1,391 6.40 ™ - 355
Shallowatet 50,465 1,059 5.75. "L 264
Callalen 50,402 1,258 6.80 342
Boyd ) 44,580 949 5.29 234 .
Del Yalle 28,843 1,150 3.51 103
TOTAL  y . © $28,988 9. 70 $10,112

4

esearch Dep;Etment with data from [the Texas Education Agency -
Division of Information Analysis; Austin, Texas; April 1979.
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Table 19 )
Summary of District Wealth vs. Educational Expenditures .
- (Sample of 20 Texas School D1str1cts) ) ‘ B
; " 3 -7 Mean .
. Mean Mean Effective Local Mean
. Average Market Per'Pupil . Enrichment.Tax  Local Enrichment
Quintile Value ‘Per ADA Expenditures Rate (Mills) Per 'ADA R
5 $308,596 © §2,081 4,78 $1,225 .
4 110,380 1,426 4.76 Y , ‘
3 - 74,460 1,407 4.31" 316 '
2 61,016 1,227 " 4,50 264
1 43,572 1,104 5.34 235

Al

Prepared by: AFT Research Departiment using data from the Texas Education
Agency, Division of Information Analysis; Austin, Texas; Apr1f\$QJ9

r

The last column, mean local enrichment per ADA, indicates that while poorer
districts are willing to tax themselves at relatively h1gh rates, they are stitl -
unable to raise a level of local enr1chment comparable to the wealthier districts,
even when the tax rate is higher (quintile 1 vs. qu1nt11e 3). It is also interest-
ing to note that expenditures per pupil increase‘directly as local enrichment
per ADA increases. '

Table 20 shows a similar comparison, of district'wealth versus educativnal
expenditures for ovr larger sample of 98 school districgs. In this table, the
data has beenugrouped by deciles (10 groups): The two extreme deciles represent
only 9 values while the. other deciles represent 10 values each.

In this table, we see the same basic patterns emerging. Across the 98
districts, mean per pupil expenditures increase directly as property wealth - 5
increases. The mean per phpil expenditure in the hjghest decile is twice the
value of the mean per pupil expenditure in the Yowest decile.. ) )

‘Again, there is no pronounced re1atmonsh1p between local enrichment tax
rates and property wealth! We do see the poorer districts tax1ng themselves at
rates higher than the wealthier d1str1cts The highest tax rates fall within
the middle deciles 1nd1cat1ngothat these ‘districts are w111;ng to offer a high
level of educational services and* that they recognize it requires a higher
than average tax e¥fort. . ‘ 72 ‘ )

Q Lt R .
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e i _ ~Table 20
“Summary of District Wéalth vs. Educational Expenditures
Sample of 98 Texas School Districts .
S Mean
~ * Mean Mean Effective- Local . Mean )
Average Market - Per Pupil Enrichment Tax Local Enrichment
DecilqﬁﬁﬁrValue Per ADA Expenditures " Rate (Mills) Per ADA
10 - %687,586 ' $2,352 2.19 $1,236 .
9 *206,630 1,714 3.34 742
8 . 130,559 « 1,478 2.90 386
7 107,665 1,416 5.18 632
6 89,610 1,432 5.34 480
5 s 77,233 1,269 ’ 3.37 - 258
4 66,414 1,221 3.80 253
3 56,487 1,225 3.51 227
2 47,165 . 1,293 . - 5.10 » 239
1 23,505 1,059 3.22 - 98
4 g \
Table 21 -, b
“ Data on Selected School Districts
, . Effective Local Local
) Average Market Per Pupil ~ | Enrichment Tax Enrichment
District Value Per ADA Expenditures Rate (Mills) Per ADA
Rochester $127,755 81,584 4.64 © S 604
West' Orange Cove 108,985 . 2,101 10.74 . 1,226
Dallas. 103,919 1,788 7.07 749
Houston 98,805 . 1,461 5.66 - 566
Port Arthur 86,331 ° 1, 7247 9.60 857
Austin 80,069 . 1,648 7.96 630
Fort Worth 73,038 45462 - 4.85 360
Texarkana 65,632 1,431 4.51 * -+~ 310
North East 64,985 1,272 6.88 438
Little Cypress-— .o .

Mauriceville 61,577 o+ 1,623 ' 9.28 550
Corpus Christi «54,516. 1,391 6.40 . 355 -
El Paso S 54,263 = 1,252 4.34 237
Humble 52,691 " 1,316 . 11.00 . 485
Northside - 43,895 - 1,253 7.74 , 330
San_Antonio 42,199 1,602 5.98 W - 257 -
Ysleta . 29,288 1,045 0.21 . © 4
Brownsville L 29,039 ‘1,206 5.77 . 164
Lareddé 21,124 . 1,123 1.84 ’ k)
Edgewood - 12,238 - . 1,171 3.43 » 42

. Prepared by:

. AFT Research Deparghent using data from Texas Education Agency,
Division of Information Analysis; Austin, Texas;wApril 1979.
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The mean local’ enrichment per ADA values substantlate our statement above,
that relatively poorer districts levying re1at1ve1y higher tax rates are st111
unable to raise the level of local revenues which wealthier dlstrlctg raise with
less tax effort. Finally, mean per pupil expenditures are ingcreasing as mean -
local ‘enrichment. per ADA is 1ncreas1ng

A cautionary note, in looklng at all the tables in this last sectlon,‘we ’
do not see large varlances between deciles or between quintiles. 4Furthermore,
whlle our sample of 98 dlstrlcts is representative of the state, it is still

. relatlvely small compared to the 1,107 districts in the state. For these

reasons, it would be difficult to say conclusively that in Texas, the.level of
educational serv1ces or per pupil expenditures is dependent upon property wealth.

.

However, our data show some interesting patterns which suggest that such a

4 -
relationship mlght exist. .
LY -
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Appendix A s
ADJUSTMENTS TO/ PERSONNEL UNITS

L)

-
»

Sparse Schéol District - /

1) For a school distiiét/ﬁith more than 300 'square miles but not more
than 1000 students in ADA, its adjusted personnel units are:

_ apu = [0+ (1000 - ADA) X (.000455) | X PU
To illﬁétrate, for a school districq with moré than 300 square‘miles, with 700
students in~ADA, and a regular PU allotment of 36 (based on 700.ADA), it w;uld
increase its total‘PU ailotmedf to the.APU value of 41.
- au = [1 + (1000 - ‘7000 % (.000655)] x 36

o 1.1365 X 36 . ‘

=--.40.9 :

Note that all fractiongl PU values’ equal to or greater thdn .5 are xounded up

to the next whole value,. «

. Small Size District

QZ), For a school district with 300 square miles or less, but ' not more than
©>1000 students im ADA, its'édiusted personnel units are:
0 A = [10s (1000 - apA) X (.0003).] X U
Cons'idering the school district above with less than 300 square miles, it would
increase itg“toéal PU allotment from 36 to 39.2. ' ] , T
| [1 % (000 -. 7000 x (.0003)_] x 36

1.09 X .36 " o
39.2 . ' p

'

B3

¢

_Note that ‘all fractional PU values less than .5 are rounded down to the next
. ‘ S C ‘
.whdle valye. - ‘ '

K
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'/%ppendix B

ALLOGATION OF
SPECIAL EDUCATION PERSONNEL UNITS

- ¢ ‘
‘ ¢
. \ . -
N . \
0

~
. -

’ Each school dlstrlct is perm1tted a maximum entitlement of 30 spec1a1
educat1on PU"s for the first 3000 ADA, and 4.25 PU's for each add1t1ona1 500
ADA provided at leadt 12% of the ADA are hand1capped and being served.. If

1:-~ less than 12% of the ADA are hand1capped and be1ng served, then PU s are

‘allotted on a prorated basis as follows: . o

3
L) o

[N
.

Percent Handicapped1
N LY

Percent of PU Af'locat:ion2

L4

100

poom , ~
e : S ‘ 94
- e 10 o /fﬁ& 88 a
-, . ‘ 9 ) » 82 ’
- ‘ : . . v —
. . 8 . o <76
o 7-— ) . .T‘. - ' 70 : .
2 6 . 63
.o [ .
0-5 56
. . b
-% ‘ - sy Co . “
"5 s )
- \ * - "‘

TotgerDA Handicapped
Total Refined ADA

1Percent handicapped = X 100

2Determ1ne total PU ‘allocation as desc;ibéa for a,district with 12% handicapped
2 ADA and then take the percentage of that total f1gure, allotted as per the
actual % of students hand1capped ‘ . ‘

.
« AYS LI

: ' ‘}..
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. ‘ ' ' Appendix C
EFFECTIVE LOCAL ENRICHMENT “TAX RATE

y . - [} "
At the time of our request for information, the Texas Education Agency
was unable to supply data ,on Local Enrlchment Tax Rates by school districts’.

t
. However, based on the data that was supplied, it was posslble_to calculate

an Effective Local ‘Enrichment Tax Rate.
-
actual tax rate.levied by a district.

Tpls effective tax rate is not the

However,

o

the effective rate is valid

and useful for the purpose of comparing enrichment effort between school
. districts. . ;.l

Tﬁe Effective Local Enrichment Tax Rate for each district was calculated

as follows: 2

[

.
N ¢ -

o~

-

M & O Actual Levy X 1000

(1) Maintenance and Operatior’ (M & 0) Effective Tax Rate =

»,

- GOER Average Market Value of Property

(Tax rate expressed as mills)

(2) Local Fund Assignment (LFA) Effective Tax Rate = .
Net LFA X 1000
GOER Average Market Value of Property
(Tax Tate expressed in mills)
- @
M ’ \ * . . 'v
(3) Effective Locsl Enrichment Tax Ratex= , .
«t -
M & O Effective Tax Rate - LFA Effective Tax Rate
Ll 2
(Tax rate expressed in mills) f’
v #Ary
s, \
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. Appendix D .
i . LOCAL ENRICHMENT PER WA %
. ' i .
PN

e i ’
-5 : .

At the time of our request‘fdr information, the Texas Educatioq Agency
was unable to supply data on Local ﬁﬁ}ichment per ADA per school district.
\
However, based on the data that was supplied, it was possible to calculate

Local Enrichment per ADA for each di%trict. The calculations follow:
. o ¢

a

(1) Actual Local Enrichment = _ J

. Actual Maintenance + Operation Tax Levy - Net Local Fund Assignment

r

- ' e
g7 .

e (2) Local Enrichment per ADA = Actual Local Enrlchment

Gross ADA¥*

-

' #
#The Gross ADA figure for each district was taken from the computer prlntout
TEA 1977-78 Amended Budget, the source for dlstrlct per pupil expenditures.

. -
4?':? i et ’
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R Appendix E

Federal Aid to E@ucation 1n Texas

Compensatory educatlon programs exist largely -as—a.result of federal
financial assistance te local &chool districts. Compenpsatory education
programs seek to equdlize educational opportunity for children, espec1a11y
those who are disadvantaged, by serving the unmet neegshof this special popu- A
lation. The impact'of‘these'equalizing funds on local districts' budgets has

'

*increased in recent years to where nationdlly, it now represents an average

..8.1 percent of all revenues received by school districts. As a percent of

Pt

total district revenue éompensatory\education aid ranges from a high of 22.5
percent in Mississippi to a low of 4 percent iﬁ New York. In 1977-78, Texas
received $484 million in federal aid, representing/ome 10.1 percent of its
total school revenues, expend1tures a per pupil average of $137 Only '
California excéeded Texas in total dollars received.

Most federal funds go to meet spec1f1c needs of economicglly or otherwise

<

d1sadvantaged students. However, one category of federal aid, Impact Aid,

—- provides general assistance to districts where federal act1v1t1es adversely

affect the district. For example, the presence of large numbers of federal

employees or mllrtary personnel, or the presence of substantial areas of
federglly owned tax exempt lands in a school district will lead to increased
district expenditures for educating the children of the federally supported
- families while concurrently reducing the amount of local property available
for taxatlgp to pay for.education expenditures. Impact aid is provided by

the federal government to meet some of the increased costs to the disfrict or

~ to replace lost district revenues. "°

-

The cont1nu1ng need for the relief offered by Impact Aid will remain

w1th us. Government employment has grown_numerlcally although the ratio of

goverﬁment employees to the population has 3gc11ned In 1950, there were

L]

*13.9 government workers per thousand populatlon, totglling 1.9 m11110n employees.

-. By 1975 the ratlo of government workers had dropped to 13.1 per thousand

Loy

population, wh11e numbers of employees had grown to nearly 3.0 million in the
civilian, government work force with an additional 2.7 miliion un1formed

service personnel. The federal government owns 33.7 percent of all langy. '

7’9
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nati ;wide and 129—percent of all land in Texas. Since 1953, the 742 million
acres of federal land throughout the U.S. has tr1p1ed in val y1e1d1ng $101 .
billion dollars in federal tax exempt property accord1ng to General Services
<% Administration reports. e
Listed below are the 1980 federal funds _Projected. for Texaﬁ pub11c
education, by a1d program

+- & J

Major Federal Programs “ Ut
% of
Amount Major Programs
Elementary and Secondary Education Act ;{Ji ,
TITLE I ' ‘ ;
Educationally deprived $221,218,362 ) 52.0
‘Concentration ' 17,032,994 & 4.0
.TITLE IV - (Improvement) . 11,151,765 .6
Impact Aid o 37,994,000, . 99
Emergency School Aid Assistance
Local Education Agency ' ) ) 13,}61,760 e 3.9
ANo -profit organizations el 1,720,220 0.4
' Pilot programs 3,225,413 0.7
Librdry = 9,508,347 2.0
Guidance, Counseling and Testing _ 1,013,930 0.2
Occupational, Vocational, and Adult Ed. . 45,738,939 + 10.7
EPUCATION FOR THE HANDICAPPED : \ . '
Sféte Grant - 59,462,035 14.0
Inééntive Portion v . 1,840,036 _0.4
Major Fedérgi’Programs Total ° : - $423,667,801 . ‘ 100,0
: 4 — Non-D1;cret10nary Funds (Spec1f1ed Use)
. . . a .
- Elemehféry and Secondary Education Act
TITLE I/E&ucationally Deprived Children $221,218, 362
o Provides funds to states to ‘agsist econo ically and educatlonally deprl‘ed

@
students with programs to improve basic skllls areas.

Concentratlon Grant . ‘ 172§2§,994 %

[:R\}: — -

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC . . ’ r
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Beginning in 1980,S§S{s additional funding wifl focus Title I resources
a

[]
nd their local education agencies. ¢

TITLE IV Ifiprovement in Local Education Pfactice $ 11,15f,765

to the neediest countie

- <
Pdeldes funds to develop improved programs and practices in a wide variety

of areas. This section was formerly known as the innovative activities area.
- Y 4 -\

Education for the Handicapped

State Grant Program - : ’ - $ 59,462,035
The purpose of this program is to provide funds for districts to extend
to handicapped children é&f same rights to educational services that are
extended.to non-handicapped children. Authorization for this program accompanied
~the passage of Public Law 94-142 in 1975. The current .allocation is aimed at
reaching a goal of providing 12 percent of the additional cost of educating
these students. ’ B ‘
Preschool Incentive Gugnts * ) $ 1,840,036
This section, Part B of PL 94-142 prov1des for expans§ioh of services to
preschool children if ,a state is presently prov1d1ng serv1ces to children in
this age group. It exists as an incentive for states to part1c1pate in the
education of 3-5 year old children where no state mandate or-current practice
&?aWExists, PL 94~142 covers education for handicapped children from ages 3-21
‘'years, but at the time of enactmeiit services for children ages 3-5 were ﬂot
availa%ie 1? jgome btateg. These ﬁgderal funds should assist states in meeting
the goal of a free appropriate education where'a‘desi;e exists but planning

finds are limited. ) . PO

-

Emergency School Aid Act ‘ : - §$ 13,761,760

This program assists districts which are desegregating or.in the process
e,
of’ mov1ng toward desegregat;on to meet some of the accompanying costs of

planning and implementing a desegregatlon plan. .

L]

‘Library Services and Construction Act

School Libraries i

9,508,347 7

_ Guidance and.Counseling o 2 1, 613 930

Portlons of this act will now concentrate on activities in_public school
libraries and on expanded guidance and counse11gg)serV1ces in elementary, and gﬂ‘§

.

u‘(ndary schools. 7
c ' 81
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Occupational, Vocational, and. Adult Education $ 65,738,9%?
The program provides fund1ng for skills' training for persons who are

unprepared to -assume ga1nful employmient initially or who are iwolvéd in '

8k1118 acqu131t10n to pursue additional employment opportun1t1es °

°

N ’ [ 4 .
- Discretionary Funds (General Use) °
- - ’ ) ‘ e 7.
School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas v$- 37,994,000

Impact aid 1s’deS1gned t6 aSSISt and compensate districts in areas where
enrollment and avallablllty of Trevenue from local sources have been adversely
_affected by federal activitiesS. - The funds,now available may.be used for
’//’ current operat1ng expenses and for constructlon assistance. A majpor reduction

1s proposed this year in the portion of the law which provides funds to

« dlStrICtS for children whose parents work on federal property Efforts are
"being made to stop’the loss of $320 000,000 nationally in this area, category 3
(b) children. The effect of this proposal for Texas is the’ net ososs of

»

$27,644,854 accordxng to summaries published by the Amerlcan Federation of

L]
N . Teachers Legislative Department.
' $

»0

L4 %

14

e

SéURCE: U.S.- Department of Health Education and Welfare, Off1ce of Educatlon,
Justification of Appr0pr1at10n Est1mates for Committee on ,Appropriations

Fiscal Year 1980. . . o o h
. ° - - s L T ¢
?)' : ® e -
. S - Y
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~- ' SENATE BILL.350: RECEN® CHANGES IN THE TEXAS STATE AID PLAN .
A~ | s - °

PR . . | ) . . . “) ‘, - ' b,\ M

Since the fihal edit of th1s manual,, Senate Bill #350 (SB 350) ﬁ’ﬁsed the
Texas 1eg1s1ature amending the state's school flnance plan. " The basic formulas

e foiyallocatlng state aid have essent1a11y remalned unchang;fq’howevef,%specific ..

-

dollar amounts w1th1n the formulas have increagsed to proVide more state aid. to

school d1str1cts&‘ This appendlx‘descrlbes the.most 1mportant changes in the .

school f1nance plgn as 1eg1s1ated by SB 350 ) . S .
Salaries * , ° . : : |
at

The lndgx values assigned to the' educatlonal personnel salary schedule

’c

_are rev1sed with a 5:1 percent 1ncrease in base salary levels. The. index
factqr of 1. 00-is* 1ncreased ﬁ;om $949 in the 1978-79 academic year to $997 for
1979-80, and’ $1,048 for 1980-81. !Addltlonally, a step' 14 has been added within

+the schedule of compensatior and a' 2 percent 1ncrease 1n salaries i's provided for

-

persoénel in %teps 16 and. above who do not advance a sﬁep.

. -,
< » 4

. . °
» . , : . -

- .

— \ he ‘ ‘;’ » ‘e
Miniﬁhh Staffing Guarantee - ° g w. : .
é! . Drstrlots with 1, 000 or fewer students‘hre guaranteed a m1n1mum number of
' personnel units as’ follows: ™ ¢ R ' ) !

.

-0 K—Gsdlstrlcts with ‘at least 40 ADA or 30 m11es or more from the

S nearest- h1gh schbol d1scr1ct are guaranteed 4.2 PUs. ' - .

S ¢ 0 K—8ﬂd1str1cts wrth at least 50 ADA or 30 miles or more from the nearest .
é. . h1gh school d1s¢r1ct are. guaranteed 7.2 PUA: i .. e

SO K—l d1str1cts ‘with .at \east 90 ADA o& 30 miles or more from the nearest i’

‘?'3 a hxgh school dlsfrlct are guaranteed 12 PUs."* L

JAdso, 0. 6 personnel units are allocated to school d1str1cts with 1 OOQbor fewer S

Q,' studehts in"ADA to be’ used cooperat1ve1y to meet accred1tatron standards. Thls'
.

'}f sectlon reglaces a tectlon in .the exxstlng educatlon code “(not d1scussed 1n -

.
.

R th1s.manua}) wh1ch gtves the Cqmmlssfbner of Educa:xon the authorLty to allocate

-

200 d13cret1onary unlt} B ' .o
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Malntenance and‘OperatlonsaAllotment . L

The maintenance and operations allotment‘ls 1nereased from $115 pé% ADA
yin 1978-79 to~ $128 per ADA in 1979-80 and $139 per ADA in 1980-81. These are

/. increases of 11.3 and 8.6 percent reépectively.‘

. <

Transportation

. A linear den81gy formula for distribution of regular transportatlon funds

Iy N

was adopted 1nc1ud1ng ‘additional funﬁs fo extend bus routes where necessary to
aVo1d hazardous conditions. The special education transportatlon is .also. in-

creased: A'transporfation save-harmless is established for 1979-80 and 1980-81.
f'. ‘ ' o A} ] - ' ..‘ : -
P i . N/

.

*Compensatory Education ¢

. State a1d for educationally disadvantaged pupils is anreased‘from $40 to
$44 per Title I eligible student for districts rece1v1ng aid under the National

School Luncthrogram, not to exceed a statewide limit of $42 900, 000 per year

-
. ~

Gifted and Talented - - . -

-

. State aid is prdvided’to school districts offering programs for gifted and

talented students. First authorized for school year 1979-80, statewide aid is

not to exceed $2 million the first yeaé?and $3 million in 1980;81‘ :K

-

. Support for-Fast Growing School Districts . :
7 Dlstrlcts w1th a six percent or greater growth in ADA and an effect1ve tax

rate above the statew1de average shall receive additional state a1d based on the

> .

following formula: . * : N

)
., _ (Growth Rate - 1)
L Ald.,-‘ - 0.06 ~

X ADA X $30

“Total stateyide aid is not to exceed $2,500,000 per-year”
v C.

Local Fund A881gnment . . N .

.

The tax rates prescribed by the state for determ1n1ng a schoof district
. Local, Fund A881gnment are reduced under SB 350 thereby decreasing the local
district’ s\requlred cqntrlbutlon to the$cost of publlc educatron and 1n?rea81ng
the étate\s share of the cost by $260 m11110n in t?e 1980-81 biennium. In 19?8579,

[c
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. a district's Local Fund Assignment was the smallest contribution résulting
from either a fax of 18¢ per $100 of full market value or 20.5¢ per $100 of
agricultural use or index value. Total LFA eould not exceed 125 percent- of
‘the previous year's LFA. " For 1979- -80, the tax rates were reduced to 15¢ on
full market value and 17.5¢ on 4ndex,va1ue, whichever is less. For 1980-81,
the Local Fund Assignment is detérmined by levxing a.tax of 16¢ per'$iOO of

index value. No district's LFA can exceedeZQ percent of its prior year LFA.

- .

Equalization Aid .

’

State equalization aid to school districts is increased by increasing thg

. dollar amounts in the formula from $185 in 1978-79 to $275 in 1979-80 and $290

.

in 1980-81. Statewide limité on the program establish that total aid cannot
exceed $202 million in 1979-80 and $215 million in 1980-81.

EX )

2 - -
' Minimum Aid -
»

A save-harmlesé provision in the new legislation provides that no distric .
. .

shall receive less state aid in 1979-80 or thereafter than it received in 1978-79, -

-
- ) ~ ’ *

Tax Relief Amendment ° N |

In its deliberatjons on SB 350, the Texas fegfblature had to consider the

[y

impact of the Tax Relref Amendment on school district revenues. K The Amendment,

adqgted by a vote of the el torate in November 1978, prov1ded a homestead :

v
chool tax purposes and authorlzed the leglslature to -

exemption of<§5,000 fo

act on several othef specified property tax exémptions and valuations,” such as

i es,glntanglbles peréonal property, household goods and other
non-income produclng personal effects. ' )
3 The 66th Legislature supplemented the $5 000 homestead eﬁe;ption with an .

t

add1t10nal $10°,000 exemptlon on homesteads. owned by persons ove? age 65 and
disabled persons. It also. established gu1de11nes for productivity' valuatlon
of agrlcultural and timber land. The loss. of revenue fo schopl districts from

the homestead exemptlons and the agr1cu1tura1 valyation based on product1v1ty
L4

was offset~by the passage of HB 1060 which approprlated $220' million for d1rect » .

re;mbursement of local tax Iosses In determ1n1ng the amount of d1rect

i

reimbursement to dlstrlcts under HB 1060, the increases 1n state a1d to districts
: »
due to reduced LFA's and 1ncreased operatlng allowances are considered as part

tf “he ofﬁsettlng ellotment ‘. 5;5, ) . 3
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Appendix G .
ANSWERS TO EXERCISES *

B
Exercises on Pe;;oﬁnel Units ' \
1. District A - ‘ | e
Grades k-3 ADA] 630 divided by 18.5 eqdals 34 2.U. -
" ‘Grades 4-6 AfA: 882 divided by 21 ‘guals 42 P.U
Grades 7-9 ADA: 700 divided by 20 equals 35 P.U. T -
| " Grades 10-12 ADA: * 756 divided by 18 equals - 42 P.U.
TOTAL P.U.'s" o 149 P.U.
L
District B | )
_ 925 divided|by 18.5 equals 50 P.U. -
1260 s _oa 60 . | X S
s 1300 65 .
1440 80 - .
' TOTAL P.U.'s  \, 255 Lo !
) ’ ) R Rt
District @ 4
2826 divided by.18.5 equals 1528 -
3545 " a1 - 168.8. e 8
3400 20 it - . °
- 340 T 18 180 § S
| ToTAL P,U.'5 ¢ 67t.6 - F T,
i . " - .
: } > R ’ ‘
.‘} . . : * .




e " * " PUValue ° Total PU .
! 2 Educationdl Aides II - ) 60 1.20
= 1 Educational Aide III =~ .75 - 75
20 Bachelor's Degree Teachers 1.00 20;60 ;
I0 Master's Degree Teachers 1.00 10.00 .
y 1 Vocat1ona1 Educatlon Teacher 1.00 1:00 ” '
5 Spec1a1 Educatlon ‘Teachers 1.00 5.00 -~ .. )
"1 Librarian ' 1.00 - 1.00 -
2 Counselors - 1.20 <, 2.40° s/ i
" 1 Assistant Principals , kuf*:ljés, . 1.25. o A '
1 Principal - 20-40 Teachers 1.40 1.40 , !
‘ 1'Superingendent - 401-3000 ADA  1.75" 1.75 "
TOTAL Required PU Allotment 45,75
: o, : l
District B B

- p.

2. District A

T

[

Total Required PU Allotment 65.3 -

.

Exerclses on Foundatlon School Budget

' 1. Dlstrlct A . . % Y

Personnel Expenses . -

ﬂ.f m e - ‘ .-, \J
. 2 Educational Aides II
Q 1 Educatl:ional.Aids. III :
20»Bachelor 8- Degree Teachers -
" 10 Master's Degree Teachers
T Libranan’ ’

5 Spec1a1 Bducation Teachers

L4

. 2 Counselors s

<

. - 1:Assistant Principal -
. ’ S '
‘ 1 Priniﬁefz_:JZO-éo Teache:s >

1 Super;ntenden£~-\é01 3OUQ ADA

«,Total. Index

Pay . Startihg Valwe
Grade  -Salary ° (#Personnel X
‘Rank Index Salary Index)

L2~ .53 1.06,

3 .63 63

o7 .90 18,00 '+ -

. 8 98, . 9.60

7 90 . .90°
7 .90 < 4.50

g ‘ ’

10, .99 - 1.98

11 1:05 . . - 1.05

13 I.16° 1.16 .

15 - 1.40° CL40
. 1;7, S - ra .. <
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Total, Index Value 428 o " -
Total Foundation Salaﬁ Salary PU Value X $949 X 10 months
. = 40.28 X 949 X 10 CL
.= : “ $382,257.20 .
) ‘s N Iz
Maintenance and Operation ' - ‘ ) ) - .
Regular: ' ($115 X 1500) ° $172,500 ' ’ P .
L Special Ed: ($500 X 50) " 25,000 ' : .
VT ' : " $197,500.00 , j
. ’ © \
Transportation o ‘
20 buses X.$5492 - $190, 840 - |
(50 exceptional students X $292) _ 14,600 . SR '
A - . $124,440.00
- Compensatory Education ' o :
* (340 X 180) $ 7,200 00
5 . R . o~ h ' T
Drger Education A e . .
($25 X 130) : . . C 7§ 3,250.00
Bilingual Bducation . -7 2
‘ ($25 X 225) el o . § 5,625.00 .
' .- District A Total Budget . AR -$720,272.20 -
.o 7/ . ~ . x -
. » . ~ 4 < A ‘
‘\ - ) . , L‘
: ) . V4
L] a . [N & ' l
. '. . N ’ )
* . l p—
s - 2 ) { LT
N * N o ,-'r"
Pl LY g -
V . . @ ! . Voo
- 1 ] . )
W \ ) o st ) : -~ . S )
. ‘_;ﬁy‘ig ) . “ . « s '\ L .
n . ﬁ‘;ﬁg:t ‘ - & . - . /y RN
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Exercises on Local Fund Assignment

~

€

1. District A
LFA1 based on Full Market Value

L}

LFA&'Based on Agticultdrgl yse

bl

~ 125%’1ast_?earrs LFA,

— ’

v Actual LFA =

-
.

District B X
.oo1s‘lx $87,376,069

4

35,820,073

“.0018 X §

00205 X $31,219,587

1.25 X $60,000

-

LFA; = = '$157,277 ,
LFA, ‘= ",00205 X £$76,264,100 = $157,366
LFA, = 1.25 X $155,133 . = $193,916 . '
Actual TFA = $157,277 -
S .
o 1 . % . Y
.2, DistyictC ' * - - .
LFA, = 0018 X $92,175,200 = $165,915" o ’
. LFA, = .00205 X $81,954,000 = $168,006 .
. ' L L& .
©.+ LFA; = 1.25 X" $132,000 = $165,000 L.
. Actual LEA_ = $165,000 - N
» ' *LFA can't exceed 125% of last year's LFA
o > 4 ' . \
H " \‘ L
District ) R »y o . - -
EB¢; = .0018 x $2,400,000,000 = $3,600,000
', “LFA, = .00205 X $1,000,000,000 = sg,osb,odok |
“1FA, = 1.25 x 2,000,000 = $23500,995 . .
. : A . / ) . .\ i .
4 : ' )} T r'g .
. L R . A "‘- 189 -t L
.,( 12 ] K :T':é'( -
) '- s . .t'ts.! ‘ lv—
- - - h & A

$64,476

, $64,000

. $75,000

. ."1/..'
$64,000 (Based on Agricultural®Use Value)

A

%
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Exertises on Available School Fund

!

1. dggtrict A:

“

»

R

v
-

¢

District D:
" District E:

4

" District F:

-

Distriet B:

2. District C:

‘.ASF

ASF

L 4

-

1500 ADA
$360,000

2500 ADA
¢
$600,000

%

- $720,000 |
$1,800, 000 2

$990,000

L 4 T

-89~

X $240/ADA -

X $240/ADA

$3,765,600

1

Exercises on Foundation School Funds.

1.

2.

3.

~4,

ASF =

Digtrict A

FSF = (Fdh Budget
= $720,272 -
= $656,272 -
= $296,271

District Biy &A‘

e 1
¢

District C R |

FSF

($12%480;000
$2}280,000
$6,400,000
($12, 480 000

*$7,440 5000
$4,560,000

*xf
wn
o]
l]* L}

.;u

Dlstrlct D .

= $gao,ooo

$64,000,. -

LFA) -

$360,000 -

(Foundation Budge
‘= ($2,585,000

-

2/

$4,200,000)
$2,880,000

ASF
$360,000

$2,880,000

N?(oao 000) - $2,880,000

$2,880,000

S
- LFA)

$2,300,000) °

$285,000

.$480,000

14

ASF

$480,000

»

e

AN

L e O $193,000 Lo '
T . 290
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District reeeives no Foundation School Funds’ It does, however, receive its
. P ’ ' -
) - . . v e . *
full entjglement to Available School Funds. t . .
® -~ ° .
rd . < - ~ . - D,

Exertises on Locéi Enrichment

\.
1. District A: Maximum local Revenue .015 X $35,820,073

, = $537,301
s ‘e
District B: = .015 X $87,376,069 .
= §1,310,641 . . | .
- " . o “ . ' Y
District C: = $1,382,628. : vt
- . : B :
Distrigt D: = $30,000,000 ° STl ' '
2. District A: T : ‘
) LE = Maximum bocal Enrichment - LFA Pt
= $337,301 - $64,000 _ o
= 3473,30;\ o .. . .
- . ' ' *
District B: o 5. - . o
IE = §$1,310,641 - *$193,916 | - Coe
' = $1,116,725 . s .
‘District C: = $1,217,628 o '

'\","‘, . : . H . ‘ ' ’. af/~‘

District D: = $27;500,000 : c ’
“Us. GOVENMDNT SMNMNG cPTICE, 1981.0-730-303/3233 N1 - - e B} s "
- . e R D N .




