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The Honorable Ann W. Richards, Governor of Texas

The Honorable Bob Bullock, Lieutenant Governor of Texas
The Honorable Pete Laney, Speaker of the House

Members of the 73rd Texas Legislature

Section 16.205 of the Texas Education Code requires the Commissioner of
Education to conduct a study on the efficiency of administration in Texas
public school districts. The results of the study are to be provided to the

Legislative Education Board and the Legislature prior to the beginning of each
regular legislative session.

In compliance with the statute, the enclosed document reports the results of
the study. It includes the legislative recommendations of the State Board of

Education to the 73rd Texas Legislature for public school administrative
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Report on Efficiency in Administration

This study of administrative costs for Texas public schools was directed by
the Texas Education Code (TEC) Section 16.205, Efficiency in Administration
Report, which states-

(a) The commissioner of education shall conduct a study to determine the
most appropriate and efficient method for reporting and monitoring the
allocation of resources by school districts.

(b) The study shall identify the most effective means for calculating,
monitoring, and reporting the proportion of resources that school
districts allocate for their administrative costs and shall include
administrator-teacher ratios.

(c) The study shall include a description of average efficient
administrative expenditures by district with consideration of district
size and demographics.

(d) Prior to the beginning of each regular session of the legislature, the
agency shall provide a report with recommendations to the Legislative
Education Board and the legislature.

(e) The study is an element of the study of accountable costs of education
under this subchapter.

Background

adrinistrative costs and efficiency have become public policy concerns over
the past several years as significant amounts of new state and local tax
revenue have been infused into the education system. Edgewood v _Kirby
litigation and the resulting legislative response in 1989 (SB 1019), 1990 (SB
1), and 1991 (SB 351) all made changes in the structure of public school
finance at the same time appropriations were increased. Because current
economic circumstances make new funding initiatives problematic, the natural
impulse is to create additional revenues for instruction by 1increasing
efficiencies in other areas of school operations. District administration

activities, which consume revenues, are logical targets for this search for
efficiency.

In the last decade, while expenditures for administration have increased,
general administrative costs have not increased disproportionately to other
expenditure categories. Financial data from 1981 to 1991 and personnel data
for 1988-89 through 1991-92 indicate moderate reductions in the percentages of
revenue spent for general administration. This follows the education reform
pendulum over the last ten years, which has swung from increasing
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centralization in the mid-1980s to decentralization and campus-based decision-

making in the early 1990s. Current trends and state law favor an approach
calling for fewer centralized administrative functions at the school district
level and greater autonomy at the campus level. Resources saved from

increased efficiency and reduced costs in general administration should be
available for instructional expenditures at the campus level.

Study Methodology and Results

Definitions of teachers and administrators were established and ratios between
the two were computed to respond to the law. These ratins are provided but
not used as a test for administrative efficiency. Anecdotal evidence suggests
that clear categorization of school district staff is difficult. District
support staff commonly play critical roles in the managing, planning,
directing, coordinating, and evaluating a school district’'s tasks.
Additionally, instructional personnel can be defined as administrators as they
accomplish various administrative functions. Principals can be defined as
instructional because of certain assigned campus duties. Further, some
administrative functions and tasks are not performed by current campus or
central administrative office staff, but by contracted services.

To develop the proposed means of calculating and identifying average efficient
allocation of administrative resources with consideration of district size and
demographics, the following steps were taken:

1. Define Administrative end Instructional Costs

Administrative costs are defined as being associated with managing,
planning, directing, coordinating, and evaluating a school district
(accounting functions 21--Instructional Administration, and 41--General
Administration). Instructional costs are defined as being associated
vith direct teacher/student inst.uction (accounting functions 11--

Instruction, 22--Instructional Resources and Media, and 31--Guidance and
Counseling)

These definitions focus administration on the general management of the

school districts and exclude the role of the principal from
administration and instruction.

2. Determine Average Efficient Administration Costs
The average statewide administrative to instructional costs for the past
four years were computed (.2 percent). The four-year period provided

stability to the cost estimate but assumptions of efficiency cannot be
made. The computation is a reflection of average costs.
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3. Establish a Demographic Adjustment

Analyses were performed with varying district demographic data to
determine what had the greatest effect on the allocation of district
resources. Results indicate that districts with increasingly large
numbers of students served by special, bilingual and compensatory
education programs use more administrative resources to meet federal,
state and local resquirements.

The average adninistrative to instructional costs computed for the past
four years was adjusted for school districts with greater percents of
high cost students. Four categories were devised based on equitable
splits of high cost students determined from the percents of weighted
students identified for the three programs as a percent of total
weighted students.

4. Establish Size Adjustment

Analyses suggests there is merit for a size adjustment. Thus, cost
adjustments were made for small/sparse districts. A four-year averege
administrative cost was computed for those districts with (1) less than
500 students and (2) more than 500 square miles or where there was only

one district in the county. Adjustments were made for districts based
on those factors.

5. Establish Criterion

All districts were compared to the four-year mean as adjusted for
demographics and size.

Reporting and Monitoring

A standard annual reporting and monitoring schedule is proposed. In January,
all districts will receive a letter from the Agency informing them of the
requirements and standards for efficient administrative costs. (The standards
are provided at this time to assist districts in planning and budgeting for
the succeeding school year.) In March, a desk audit will be conducted of
current data to identify districts with administrative costs exceeding the
standard. In April, districts with administrative costs exceeding the

standard for the current school year will be notified and required to reduce
costs for the following school year.

In May, districts receiving the April letter will be required to respond with:

1. a description of plans to comply with the administrative cost standards
for the following school year; or

2. an appeal to the commissioner of education justifying why the district
cannot comply with the administrative cost standards.

Texas Education Agency iii January 1993

10




In June, districts will receive a response to their May letter based on the
information provided. The Agency's Division of Audits will conduct ongoing
accounting and PEIMS data-specific audits as part of the standard attendance
audit. Adherence to requirements will be continuously monitored.

Recommendations

The State Board of Education’s recommendations to the 73rd Texas Legislature
address administrative efficiency and propose approaches for reducing
excessive administrative costs.

1. The 73rd Legislature should make statutory changes to direct the
commissioner of education to implement systematic procedures for
determining appropriate school district administrative costs; identify
inefficient administrative operations within school districts; and
implement a plan for school districts to reduce excessive administrative
costs.,

2. The 73rd Legislature should amend the incentive aid statute to include

incentives to consolidate administrative and support functions at
regional or sub-regional levels.

Texas Education Agency iv January 1993
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Report on Efficiency in Administration

BACKGROUND

This study is the result of public and legislative concern with efficient and
effective use of funds for public education. This concern has focused on the
relative balance in the allocation of monies for administration versus
instruction.

Public funds for education are used in myriad ways--for direct instructionm, for
functions related to instruction, and for various forms of support for students,
staff, and schools. For example, district budgete pay for teacher salaries,
instructional materials, staff development, and teacher aides--expenses all
related to the classroom. Resources also are allocated for analyzing student
achievement, monitoring attendance, processing data, and budgeting anc recording
federal, state, and local funds. Schools employ counselors and nurses, operate
school buses, maintain equipment and facilities, and provide other forms of
necessary support. The relative allocation of these funds is not fixed, and
districts across che state differ in the extent to which they dedicate money for
classroom use as compared to non-instructional support functionms.

Administrative costs and efficiency have become public policy concerns over the
past several years as significant amounts of new state and local tax revenue have
been infused into the education system. Edgewood v Kirby litigation and the
resulting legislative response in 1989 (SB 1019), 1990 (SB 1), and 1991 (SB 351)
all made changes in the structure of public school finance at the same time
appropriations were increased. Because current economic circumstances make new
funding initiatives problematic, the natural fmpulse is to create additional
revenues for instruction by increasing efficiencies in other areas of school
operations. District administrative activities, which consume revenues, are
logical targets for this search for efficiency.

Legislative action began with SB 1 which required this study. Rider 24, Article
III of the Current Appropriation Act (1991) required the comnissioner of
education to define administrative cost per weighted student and identify those
districts which have costs exceeding 110 percent of the statewide average.
Principals and assistant principals were to be excluded from the calculation.
To the extent districts were prorated (there was insufficient state appropriation
to fund fully the Foundation School Program formulas), it was legislative intent
that districts exceeding 110 percent of the average were to reduce their
administrative costs. A report on implementation of the rider The laplementation

of Rider 24 - Excess Administrative Costs is available from the Texas Education
Agency.

In the last decade, while expenditures for administration have increased, general
administrative costs have not increased disproportionately to other expenditure
categories. Audited data show that in 1980-81, General Administration was 5.59
percent of the total school district expenditures. By 1990-91, the percent was
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reduced to 4.07. 1In 1980-81, Instructional Administration was 2.19 percent of
the total school district expenditures. By 1990-91, it had dropped to 1.88
percent. During the same period, the percent expended for direct instructional

services increased slightly, from 48.86 percent in 1980-81 to 49.05 percent in
1990-91.

Another indicator of trends in administrative costs is reflected in Table 3 of
this paper. Administration to professional staff ratios have improved statewide
from 1 to 13.9 in 1988-89 to 1 to 15.0 in 1991-92. While these data indicate
that the perception of uncontrolled administrative expansion by school districts
is inaccurate, the emphasis must be on instruction. It is the relative balance
between administration and instruction that is the policy concern and the impetus
for this project.

The slight shift in the balance of administrztive/instructional resources has
followed the education reform pendulum over the last ten years, which has swung
from increasing centralization in the mid 1980s to decentralization and campus-
based decision-making by the early 1990s. Current trends and state law favor an
approach calling for fewer centralized administrative functions at.the school
district level and greater autonomy at the campus level.

Recent Reports

Three recent documents have reported on local allocation of funds for
instructional versus administrative purposes. A report from the Comptroller of
Public Accounts! articulates the concern noted above: "A common perception, held
by many citizens and political leaders, is that Texas school districts spend
excessively for administrat.un purposes at the expense of instruction™ (p. 49).
This report notes that both wealthier districts and smalier districts tend to
spend a larger percentage of their funds on administration than do poorer or
larger ones. Moreover, many of the small districts may be "small by ch ice"”
rather than "small by necessity.®" A recommendation is made to limit state
funding of district administrative costs to 25 percent (adjusted for sparse
districts) of instructional costs.

In November of 1992, the State Auditor’s Office published a report? that echoes
the public perception that "school districts spend excessively for administration
at the expense of instrucvion" (p. 20). As reported by the State Auditor,
statewide administrative costs were 23 percent of instructional costs. For
individual districts, the reported range was from 15 percent to 134 percent, with
fifty-two percent of the districts having in excess of 25 percent of
instructional costs allocated to administration. This report found no overall
relationship between administrative costs and productivity as measured by test
scores. Because there is a large range in expenditures for district
administrative costs, and because of the apparent lack of relationship between
administrative costs and any observed student outcomes, the study recommended a
phased-in state limit on administrative costs--beginning with a 23 percent limit
in the 1993-94 school year with an overall annual reduction of 1 percent per year
for each of the three succeeding years. The State Auditor’'s study asserts that
measuring administrative costs against instructional costs is the most direct way

to encourage school districts to redirect resources from administration to
instruction.

Texas Education Agency 2 January 1993
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A third study of administrative costs was prepared under the direction of the
Educational Economic Policy Center in November of 19923. This study recommends
that statewide administrative costs be limited to 20 percent of instruction,
adjusted for district size and bilingual student population.

Although each of these reports arrive at similar conclusions, they are not
directly comparable and must be reviewed independently. Definitions of
administrative costs are not consistent across all three reports. Therefore, the
calculations for administrative and instructional cost levels vary.

Before action is taken based upon the recommendations contained in these reports,
specific common definitions must be stated for what is and is not a legitimate
administrative and instructional cost. While this task may seem simple, it is
not. The lack of uniformity in the work product of the Comptroller, State
Auditor, and policy center demonstrate the complexity of the problem. There
exists a wide variety of opinion both within and outside the educational
establishment about which components of the enterprise contribute directly to
student outcomes and are thus deemed to be related to instruction.

arge the isla e

. A new emphasis upon increased campus-based decision making, combined with the
perception that certain education dollars could be spent more effectively,
culminated in action by the 71lst Legislature (1990) to monitor and evaluate the
use of education funds. Section 16.205 of the Texas Education Code (TEC) directs
the Commissioner of Education as follows:

(a) The commissioner of education shall conduct a study to determine the
most appropriate and efficient method for reporting and monitoring
the allocation of resources by school districts.

(b) The study shall identify the most effective means for calculating,
monitoring, and reporting the proportion of resources that school
districts allocate for their administrative costs and shall include
administrator-teacher ratios.

(c) The study shall include a description of average efficient
administrative expenditures by districts with consideration of
district size and demographics.

(d) Prior tc the beginning of each regular session of the legislature,
the agency shall provide a report with recommendations to the
Legislative Education Board and the legislature.

(e) The study is an element of the study of accountable costs of
education under this subchapter.

This report combines the Commissioner's compliance with Section 16.205 of the
Education Code with the State Board of Education's recommendations for
administrative efficiency.
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

The major source of data for this study is the Public Eduction Information
Management System (PEIMS). PEIMS is the statewide automated database used to
obtain struv:tured, consistent information from school districts. Data dealing
with resource allocation and fiscal transactions are standardized according to
the state’'s financial accounting manual, Bulletin 6s/3. Bulletin 679 includes
revenue and expenditure categories with a code structure that includes fund type,
and function, object, organization, and program codes. The costs described are
derived from the most recent actual state and local operating expenditures in the
General and Special Revenue Funds (1990-91 school year) and have been audited.

In addition, costs data were obtained for various other industries for comparison
to the allocation of dollars for educational administration in Texas. An attempt
was made to also compare Texas to other states. This proved to be of limited
value because of differences in definitions of costs. For example, Utah excludes
FICA payments in teacher salaries; Califormia includes retirement benefits.

Definitions

The first step of the study was to define key terms, particularly what functions
constitute "administration" and "instruction.” Although, at a minimum, teacher
salaries can be categorized as instructional costs, and superintendent salaries
are clearly administrative, there are a host of other roles and functions with
less clear definitions. Indeed, the studies previously referenced adopted
varying definitions and methods for differentiating these functions. The
Auditor’s calculations were based on data published in the Texas Education
Agency-s Snapshot '91: School District Profiles, which was not intended to
oofine administrative nor instructional expenditures, but was created only to
compare general costs. The Comptroller‘'s data was derived from selected
functions and objects from Bulletin 679 which have not been uniformly adopted by
other entities concerned with differentiating the two types of costs. Therefore,
comparisons across these and other studies should be made with caution.

Teachers and Administrators

The law required the considerations of administrative teacher ratios as an aspect
of the study. Teachers and administrators can be identified according to PEIMS
professional role codes (the PEIMS 3-digit code used to classify professional
employees within each district). Roles for the campus principal have been
excluded: the rationale for this is explained in a later section of this report.

Teachers t

: B

025 Special Duty Teacher
020 Teacher

Assistant/Associate/Deputy Su=srintendent
Instructional Officer

Superintendent

Supervisor

Athietic Director

Teacher Appraiser

Business Manager

Tax Assessor and/or Collector

Director of Personnei

080 Non-Campus Professional Support

REREEER

2
n
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There are varying local interpretations of role definitions and, t.ierefore,
inconsistencies among districts in the use of professional role codes. Moreover,
role codes were not audited in the past and anecdotal evidence suggests that

there is much overlap in functions among the roles. This observation is
substantiated in the study of the Educational Economic Policy Center referenced
earlier. 1Instructional personnel often perform administrative functions, and

vice versa. To further confound the issue, some districts contract out some of
their administrative functions such as tax collections or bookkeeping, which is
not detectable in the role codes. Administrative roles were the basis for cost
calculations in the implementations of Rider 24, Article III of the current
Appropriations Act for the 1992-93 biennium. The limitations described here were
evidenced in the implementation of the methodology and development of the report
to the 73rd Texas Legislature.

Because of the limitations experienced in using personnel role codes as an
integral part of the methodology for implementation of Rider 24, teacher to
administrative ratios were not selected as a criteria for determining
administrative cost allocations. This methodology could lead logically to the
reestablishment of the "personnel unit" system of school funding abandoned by
House Bill 72 in 1984. Therefore, although ratios of teacher to administrators
are reported in this study and the ratios have significance, interpretation
should be in light of the limitations of the data from which they were compiled.

Appendix A provides a district listing with teacher to administrator ratios. The
following information is shown for each district:

% Total Administrative PFTEs: sum of the partial full-time equivalents of
selected administrator role codes;

* Total Teacher PFTEs: sum of the partial full-time equivalents of
selected teacher role codes; and

* Teacher to Administrator Ratio: sum of teacher PFTEs divided by the sum
of administrator PFTEs.

Administrative and Instructional Costs

To develop more incisive analyses, financial data were used. The following
definitions were adopted:

Administrative Costs: Costs associated with managing, planning, directing,
coordinating, and evaluating a school district.

Instructional Costs: Costs associated with direct teacher/student instruction
and closely related activities.

Support Costs: Costs identified as necessary for the general operation of a
school district.

The definition of administrative costs is limited to the central administrative
functions of the school district as a whole (function 41). Instructional

administration (function rode 21) which consists of functions associated with
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program management such as special education director, vocational education
administrator, and federal program coordinator is included in administration.
The functions constitute the district’s central management of instructional
operations and is not campus-based or direct student instruction.

The definition ~f administrative costs assumes that administrators have to
preside over all governmental funds but those related to capital projects and
debt service. Hence, all funds but these (funds 50 and 60) are included as
administrative costs. Ongoing necessary support functions funded from
governmental funds, such as transportation or health services may be managed from
a central point but are not directly related to either administration or
instruction. Accordingly, such support functions are excluded from both
instruction and administration.

Additionally, proprietary fund types (fund 70), which include enterprise and
internal service funds, are not included in the construct. Enterprise fund
activities, such as food service, do not relate to administration or instruction
in a school district. The internal service fund expenditures are reimbursed from
general and special revenue funds. Therefore, related expenditures would be
counted twice if the internal service funds are included.

Fiduciary fund types or expendable trust funds will require special consideration
in the examination of administrative costs for the individual district.
Expendable trust funds ars used to account for the activities of local, state,
and federally funded educational cooperatives, which are formed to produce
economies of scale for a group of districts. According to the accounting rules
in the Financial Accounting Manual, Bulletin 673, the cooperative administrator
reports the administrative costs of the cooperative under the fiduciary fund
types. The school district members of the cooperative benefit both from an
economy of scale and the fact that the administrative expenditures of the
cooperative activities are reported by the fiscal agent. Accordingly, the member
districts appear to have lower administrative costs than districts that have not
formed cooperative arrangements. (Payments by member districts are reported as
transfers or as flow-through-out to avoid double accounting of program
expenditures and revenues by member districts and the cooperative
adcministrator/fiscal agent.) Although fiduciary funds are included as
administrative costs in this analysis, special consideration must be given to
those districts that administer cooperatives when examining data at the
individual district level. Otherwise, financial data of these districts would
show costs that are more properly attributed to member districts.

The role of principal (function code 23) was not included in the definition of
administrative costs. First, the expressed legislative intent in Rider 24,
Article III of the Appropriations Act (1991) excluded principals and assistant
principals from administrative costs. Second, the Texas Education Code specifies
that the "principal of a school is the instructional leader of the school..."
(Section 13.352) whose duties include "assuming administrative responsibilities
and instructional leadership..." (Section 21.913). 1In most cases, costs for
function code 23 (school administration) are limited to operating a principal’s
office, and include activities pertaining to the operation of that office.
Therefore.  function 23 has not been consideved an administrative cost, either.
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The above definition regarding the principal is intended to encourage districts
in the decentralization process initiated by Senate Bill 1 in 1990. The
separation of the various roles is extremely difficult, but in the delivery of
actual services to students, a division of these roles is necessary. The
principal is responsible for management of the campus unit and accountable for
whether student performance objectives are met. The highly decentralized system
envisioned by campus-based decision making will, in fact, increase the emphasis
on campus-based instruction and administration.

Instructional costs include direct instruction of students and the related
functions that are integral to the teaching/learning process. Instructional
material and equipment used in classrooms and libraries and guidance and

counseling (e.g. student assessment, counseling, psychological services) are
included.

According to the construct, the relevant PEIMS expenditure categories are
identified in Tabie 1. Appendix B provides detailed definitions from Bulletin
679 of the categories described below.

TABLE 1
Expenditure Categories Identifying Administrative & Instructional Costs

Functions 21 Instructional Adminiy ‘ation 11 Instructional
41 General Administration 22 instructional Resources & Media Services
31 Guidance & Counseling Services
Objects 6100 Payroll Costs 6100 Payroll Cos.s
{See Note) 6200 Purchased & Contracted Services | 6200 Professional & Contracted Services
6300 Supplies & Materials 6300 Supplies & Materials
5400 Other Operating Expensas 7400 Other Operating Expenses
Funds 10 General Fund 10 Genera! Fund
20-40 Special Revenue Funds 20-40 Spacial Revenue Funds
80 Fiduciary Funds 80 Fiduciary Funds

(Note: 6100 indicates all objects in the series, i.e., 6111, 6112, etc.)

Analyse
Various descriptive statistics were derived for the state as a whole, by
district, and for various subgroups of districts as established by "analyze"
categories, a standard analytical tool used by the Texas Education Agency.
(Analyze categories include: enrollment, district type, wealth, tax effort, low
income, ethnicity, etc.) Such analysis included:

% administrative costs as a percent of instructional costs; &nd

* the ratio of teachers to administrators.

flso, student performance was examined in relation to the teacher to
administrator ratios. The variable used was the percent of pupils passing the
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Texas Assessrent of Academic Skills (TAAS), the standardized criterion referenced
test that all students must pass before receiving a high school diploma.

To identify individual uiistricts with excessive administrative costs, a
methoZology was developed to take enrollment size and demographic characteristics -
into account. This entailed devising an "adjusted state average" for comparison
purposes. This process is described later in more detail.

RESULTS

In 1991-92, as defined in Table 1, almost $8 billion was expended for instruction
and $885 million for administrative functions (about 11 percent of instructional
costs). Statewide, administration accounted for about 2 percent of total
expenditures, and superintendent salaries, about .4 percent.

Comparison to Other Industries

Information was obtained from the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics®
~ which compares educaticn administrators to professional staff ratios to other
industries (Table 2). This information was collected by the Bureau using uniform
definitions of administrative functions. (Note that these data, as well as that
presented in Table 3 below, define the role of principal as administrative).

The administrative to professional staff ratio of 1 to 14.5 is far below the
average of the study of 1 to 5 and below that of all other industries. These
data suggest that, nationwide, public education may be the most efficient in its
allocation of resources between administrators to professional staff.

National Administrator to Pr:ofes'l;:AiBoIt‘f:al2 Staff Ratios - Other Industries
e ——
industry Ratio - Auministrator 10
Professional Staft

Elementary/Secondary Schools 110 145

Transportation 1109.3

Food Products Y |1to8a

Average All Manufacturing 1t07.1

Utilities 11066

Construction 110 6.3

Printing/Publishing 11055

Mining 11054

Communications 1t0 4.7

Public Administration 110 3.6
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In Texas, the ratio of administrators to professional staff for the past four
years is comparable to national statistics (Table 3). Additionally, the trend
for that period is that the ratio is getting progressively larger each year.

TABLE 3
Texas Administiator to Professional Staff Katios
School Year Ratio- Administrator 30 Professional
Staft
1988-89 1t0 139
158990 110 13.6
1990-01 110 14,2
1991-92 1to 150

District Size

The statute requires that the study consider district size and demographics in
its description of administrative expenditures (TEC Section 16.205¢). The
standard "analyze" enrollment groups were used to examine size effects on
resource allocation. A number of variables were examined for each enrollment
group (Table &).

TABLE 4
Resource Allocation by Analyze Enrollment uroup

Encoliment Group | instructional Adminis- Administrative | Ratio~ Percent

Costs Per trative Costsas a Teachers 0 Weighted

Weighted Costs Per Percent of Adminis- Pupils in

Pupil Weighted Instructional trators Special

Pupill Costs Programs
‘%—_—r—

Over 50,000 $2,055 $202 9.83% 11% 21.1%
25,000 to 49,999 $2,081 $198 9.51% 11% 16.29% 51%
10,000 to 24,999 $2,042 $217 10.64% 11% 19.03% 46%
5,000 to 9,999 $1,970 $219 1.13% 1% 17.58% 47%
3,000 to 4,999 $2,007 $241 11.99% 11% 17.75% 46%
1,600 to 2,999 $1,979 $260 13.11% 1% 18.76% 44%
1,000 to 1,599 $2,059 $272 13.20% 10% 19.14% 45%
500 to 999 $2,214 $315 14.23% 10% 18.72% 48%
Under 500 $2,466 $510 20.67% 9% 18.76% 48%

Smaller districts spend proportionately more on administration than they do on
instruction (about 21 percent) compared to all other groups (about 10 to 14
percent), particularly the largest group of districts (10 percent). The positive
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linear relationship between size and cost indicators was confirmed by more
sophisticated statistical techniques including regression and mean distribution
analyses. This finding is consistent with economic theory which predicts
administrative costs to rise as district population size declines. It also
concurs with previous research substantiating diseconomies of scale in education
costs due to district size’. :

District Demographics--Special, Bilingual and Compensatory Education Students

In addition to size, other district demographic variables were considered to
determine which had the greatest effect on the allocation of district resources.
The number of weighted program participants as a percent of total weighted
average daily attendance was calculated for the bilingual, special education, and
compensatory education programs. These figures are shown on the sixth column of
Table 4. Regression analyses using this indicator accounted for the greatest
variance in the allocation of district resources. This finding suggests that
school districts with increasingly large numbers of students served in these
special programs need more administrative staff to carry federal, state, and
local accountability and other management requirements. Many of these districts
can become only marginally more efficient due to the limitations of size, and as
suggested by the report of the State Auditor, some may be "small by choice.™
These districts possibly could improve efficiency through the consolidation of
management and support functions.

ot istrict Demo

The standard "analyze® enrollment groups also were used to examine the effects
of other demographic factors on resource allocation (Appendix C). A pattexn
consistent with that for size effects can be found by district type: the major
urban districts expend less on administration as a percent of instruction (10
percent) than do non-metropolitan and rural districts (13 to 18 percent).
Similarly, rural districts have fewer teachers in proportion to administrators.

No pattern across all groups emerged when districts were classified by wealth.
The most property-rich districts had the greatest percent of administrative costs
relative to instruction (16 percent) compared to all other groups (11 to 12
percent). Although these same districts also performed best on the TAAS (52
percent of students passing all tests taken), it is likely that high performance

is associated with accompanying socio-economic factors rather than administrative
expenditures.

No statistical relationship was found between district enrollment size, resource
allocation, and the student outcome measure examined. It would be optimal to
define efficiency and effectiveness in ti.e use of .esources in relation to
student achievement. It appears, though, that too many other factors intercede
between dollars and test results for this to be a viable avenue of research at
the present time.

Identifjcati .n of Districts with Excess Costs

Because demographic characteristics do significantly impact administrative costs
differentially, evaluating all districts against a uniform standard of efficiency
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would not be meaningful (or fair). Higher administrative costs in districts with
greater proportions of students identified for special education, bilingual
education and compensatory education are justified. Therefore, a grouping
methodology was devised in order to compare districts only to other similar
districts. This method entailed placing each district into a like group and
developing an adjusted mean administrative cost for each group.

First, the statewide mean administrative cost as a percent of instructional costs
for four years (1987-88 through 1990-91) was calculated. Then, four quartile
groupings were created which took into account the percent of weighted students
in the three special programs. The four-year state average administrative cost
as a percent of instructional cost.was 12.06. The standard deviation was 9.20.
To develop a standard for each group, the state mean was adjusted by 1/10th of
the standard deviation. Table 5 shows the adjusted percents which serve as
standards representing "average efficiency® for each of the four groups.

TABLE 5
Adjusted Percents of Administrative Costs
for all Districts

District Grouping Percent Weighted Pupils in Special Programs Adjusted Percentage
1 (18t quartile) Oto 14.81 12.086
2 (2nd quartile) 14.82 to 17.82 12.98
3 (3rd quartile) 17.83 t0 20.94 13.90
4 (4th quartile) over 20.94 14.82

Similar groupings were made for districts considered to be small and sparse.
These 48 districts (1) had 500 or fewer students in Average Daily Attendaace and
(2) were the only district in the county or had an area of greater than 500
square miles. Table 6 shows the adjusted percents which serve as standards
representing "average efficiency” for the small/sparse district groupings.

TABLE 6
Adjusted Percents of Administrative Costs
for Small/Sparse Districts

IR 3}

District Grouping Percent Weighted Pupils in Special Programs Adjusted Percentage

1 (1st quartile) 0to 14.81 2163
2 (2nd quartile) 14.82 to 17.82 2255
3 (3rd quartile) 17.83 to 20.94 23.47
4 (4th quartile) over 20.54 24.39

Districts whose percent of administrative costs (compared to instructional costs)
that exceed the adjusted state mean for their group are i{dentified as "exceeding"
(relative to the average). For the 1990-91 school year, 593 districts were found
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to have administrative expenditures of more chan $42 million above the standards
established by this methodology. Note that this dollar amount includes not only
salaries, but also contracted services, supplies and materials, and other
administrative operating expenses. Benchmark data are shown in Table 7.

The state 4-year average of 12.06 percent (administrative costs as a percent of
instructional) is well below that of the exceeding districts, which have a group
mean of almost 17 percent. The range shows the wide extremes: from about 5

percent to about 116 percent. For many districts, the amounts in excess ave
relatively small.

TABLE 7
Benchmark Data on Administrative Costs

Benchmark {nstructional Costs Administrative Costs Four-Year Average H
Per Weighted Pupil Per Weighted Pupil Administrative Costs as a
Percent of Instruc Costs

Districts in Excess {n=590)
Total $1,303,495,526 $217,458,824

Average $2,141 $357

Range )
Maximum $66,400 $77,264

Minimum $13,858,895 $713,998 5.15% H

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Although there are isolated examples of excessive administrative expenditures
among the school districts in Texas, data do not reflect massive or large scale
inefficiencies. For the majority of the districts identified as having
expenditures above the standard, the variance is relatively small. The primary
reason that school district administrations vary in size appears to be local
preference. Administrative efficiency must always be a concern of public
educators; however, it emerges as a public and policy issue when new. resources
for public education are limited. At the same time, demands for administrative
services by the public or the state are seldom reduced.

Excellence and equity in student performance is the singular goal that must be
achieved by public education in Texas. Expenditures must be justified within the
context of that goal. Efficient administration is essential in order that any
savings can be redistributed to instructional costs. However, the total amounts
ultimately identified through any reasonable methodology will result in limited
funds being available for transfer to instructional purposes.
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Procedure for Annual Determinatjon of School District Administrative Costs

Tables 5 and 6 are proposed to become the standard or criterion for the annual
review of school district administrative costs. The construct for district
groupings, number of weighted pupils in the three special programs as a percent
of total weighted pupils, and the adjusted percentage remain constant from year
to year. This provides a known standard for each school district based on its
individual demographics and size (i.e., small\sparse). Changes in demographics
(special, bilingual and compensatory students) or growth or decline in
enrollments of small\sparse districts could move some districts from one district
grouping tc another from year to year, but the standard or adjusted percentage
for each group would be known by using the tables.

The definitions and methodology for determining administrative and instructional
costs would be used in the calculations. These would also remain consistent from
year to year to ensure stability and a standard, ongoing criterion. Special
consideration will be given to school districts that administer cooperatives.

Each school district has general control over its instructional and
administrative costs. By knowing the applicable standard in advance, budgets can
be developed to achieve the desired balance of resources. Administrative costs
could be reduced, instructional costs increased, responsibilities changed, or
combinations of these and other options used. While the standards and
methodology are applicable statewide, the district response is individual and
local.

Proposed Reporting and Monitoring Schedule

The statute requires the Agency to identify the most effective means for
monitoring and reporting district allocations of administrative costs (TEC
Section 16.205b). A method and schedule have been developed for this purpose
(Table 8).

The proposed schedule is based upon practical data submission constraints and a
realistic timeframe. (Otherwise, prior year’s data would have to be used.) In
addition, the monitoring component extends the Agency's efforts at quality
control and reduces redundancies in reporting and monitoring.
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TABLE 8
Proposed Method and Schedule for Monitoring Administrative Costs

Agency Activity I

A letter will be sent to all districts from the Agency informing them of the requirements and
standards for efficient administrative costs. (The standards are being provided at this time to
assist districts in planning and budgeting for the forthcoming school year.)

Agency staff will conduct a aesk audit of current PEIMS data to identify those districts whose
administrative costs exceed their adjusted group standard.

Districts with administrative costs exceeding their adjusted group standard for the current year
will be notified that they have excessive administrative costs and that they are required to
reduce them to the level of the standard for the following school ysar.

Districts receiving the April letter will be required to respond with either (1) a description of
plan to comply with the cost standard for the following school year; or (2) an appeal to the
commissioner of aducation explaining why they cannot comply with the standard.

Relevant districts will receive a response to their May letter based upon the information
provided.

Ongoing The Agency's Division of Audits will conduct accounting and PEIMS data-specific audits as
part of the standard attendance audit. Strict adherence to requirements will be continually
monitored.

Consolidation of Administrative Functions

As noted previously, research has shown cost diseconomies of scale increase as
enrollment declines. This finding is supported by this study. As enrollment
decreases, administrative costs increase as a percent of instructional costs.
This is a laudable outcome of district efforts to provide the full range of
administrative and support services regardless of the extent of their enrollment.

Efficiencies could be gained by smaller districts through the consolidation of
some administrative and support services at the regional or sub-regional level.
Currently, the consclidations of data processing, purchasing, accounting, and
transportation at the regional, county, or sub-regional level already are
operating successfully in some locations in the state. The transfer of such
responsibilities to a regional or sub-regional fiscal or management agent
potentially provides more efficient operation and for employment of more

specialized and trained personnel. At the same time, it reduces certain
administrative costs at the district level.

Recommendations
The statute requires that this study provide recommendations to the legislature

(TEC Section 16.205d). The State Board of Education has adopted a series of
recommendations to the 73rd Texas Legislature for administrative efficiency.
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1. The 73rd Legislature should make statutory changes to the Texas
Education Code to direct the Commissioner of Education to implement
systematic procedures for determining appropriate school district
administrative costs; identify inefficient administrative operations
within school districts; and implement a plan for school districts
to reduce excessive administrative costs.

This study defines administrative’costs and develops a procedure to identify
inefficient use of resources that considers district size and demographic traits.
Specifically, it compares a district's administrative costs as a percent of
{nstructional costs to a like-group standard which adjusts for the numbers of

students served by special programs. Table 5 and 6 provide criterion standards
to be used.

In this study, a specific reporting and monitoring schedule has been proposed.
The schedule formulated is based upon practical data submission constraints and
a realistic timeframe. It would enhance quality control and reduce redundancies
in reporting and monitoring.

2. The 73rd Legislature should amend the incentive aid statute to
include incentives to consolidate administrative and support
functions at regional or sub-regionzi levels.

Certain districts are restricted in the degree to which they can become efficient
due to the limitations of size. Many of these could improve efficiency through
the consolidation of management and support functions at a regional or sub-
regional level. Limited state financial support as on incentives would assist
districts in forming administrative cooperatives.
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COUNTY
DISTIRICT
NUMBER

891992
991963
991994
231996
a41997
991998
901999
992901
993992
993993

APPENDIX A

1991:92 TEACHER TO ADMINISTRATOR RATIOS COMPARED TO STANDARD
SORTED 8Y COUNTY DISTRICT NUMBER

DISIRICT
NAME

CAYUGA ISD
ELKHARI ISD
FRANKSTON ISD
NECHES ISD
PALESTINE ISD
WESTHOOD 1SD
SLOCUM ISD
ANDREWS ISD
HUDSON 15D

LUFKIN ISD
HUNTINGTON ISD
pIsott IsD
ZAVALLA ISD
CENTRAL ISD
ARANSAS COUNTY 1SD
ARCHER CITY ISD
HOLL IDAY ISD
MEGARGEL ISD
WINDTHORST 1SD
CLAUDE 1SD
CHARLOTTE ISD
JOURDANTON ISD
LYTLE 1SD
PLEASANTON ISD
POTEET ISD
BELLVILLE ISD
SEALY ISD
MALLIS-ORCHARD ISD
MUL ESHOE 1SD
THREE MWAY ISD
MEDINA ISD
BANDERA ISD
BASTROP ISD

ELGIN ISD
SMITHVILLE ISD
MCDADE ISD
SEYMOUR ISD
BEEVILLE ISD
PAMNEE ISD

PETTUS ISD
SKIDMORE-TYNAN ISD
ACADEMY ISD
BARTLETT ISD
BELTON 1SD
HOLLAND ISD
KILLEEN ISD
KOGERS ISD

SALADO 15D

TEMPLE ISD

TROY ISD

ALAMO HEIGHMTS ISD
HARLANDALE ISD
EDGEWOOD 1SD
RANDOLPH FIELD ISD
SAN ANTONIO ISD
SOUTH SAN ANTONIO ISD
SOMERSET 1SD
NORTH EAST ISD
EAST CENTRAL ISD
SOUTHHEST ISD
LACKLAND ISD

FT SAN HOUSTON ISD
NORTHSIDE ISD
JUDSON ISD
SOUTHSIDE ISD
JOHNSON CITY ISD
8LANCO 15D

BORDEN COUNTY ISD
CLIFTON ISD
MERIDIAN 1SD
MORGAN ISD

VALLEY MILLS 1SD
WALNUT SPRINGS ISO
IREDELL ISD
KOPPERL ISD
CRANFILLS GAP ISD
DEKAL® 1SD

HOOKS 1SD

HAUD ISD

NEW BOSTON 15D
REDMATER 1SD
TEXARKANA ISD
LIBERTY-EYLAU ISD
SIMMS ISD

MALTA ISD

RED LICK ISD
PLEASANT GROVE ISD
HUBBARD ISD
LEARY ISD

ALVIN ISD
ANGLETON 15D
DANBURY 1SD
BRAZOSPORT ISD

TOTAL TOTAL TEACHERS TO
ADMINISTRATOR TEACHER ADMINISTRATOR
PFTES PFTES RATIO
2.96 44,00 22.99
3.76 71.19 18.92
4. 00 55.43 13.86
1.69 24.09 24.08
19.89 265.29 26.53
2.88 193.89 36.06
2.08 24.52 12.26
16.99 241.87 24.11
2.08 116. 64 55.32
22.5¢ 519.88 22.71
3.4 82.61 27.54
3.62 136.28 36.0¢
2.99 25.17 12.58
2.96 83.49 41.74
7.08 177.42 25.35
1.99 41.14 41.14
1.99 53.93 53.93
1.09 9.0¢ 9.90
1.9 23.25 23.25
1.90 33.91 33.01
1.96 36.58 36.58
3.1 81.29 21.89
2.96 79.08 35
8.74 295.75 23.55
3.40 96.38 28.31
2.08 113.3¢ 56.68
4.33 117.26 27.86
2.68 69.97 26.12
6.38 115.34 18.47
9.58 15.08 9.08
1.98 26.19 26.19
3. 44 95.16 27.66
8.08 291.91 36.49
7.17 156.89 21.84
[N 95.60 23.9¢
9.67 8.48 12.73
3.0 56.17 18.72
19.57 258.8¢6 13.23
1.33 12.36 9.31
1.84 37.79 37.79
2.14 49.87 23.27
3.96 69.78 26.26
1.08 31.79 31.79
14.00 316.85 22.63
2.08 31.87 15.94
&0 1,344.14 39.55
9.7 48.55 61.79
1.49 38.11 27.13
17.36 529.41 36.50
- 2.96 74.71 37.36
9.08 240.69 26.73
54.9% 967.43 17.68
48.24 955.25 19.8¢
3.87 74.53 19.2¢6
141.81 3,573.76 25.20
37.96 654.21 17.68
5.99 118.44 23.69
122.96 2,386.50 19.56
18.58 348.83 18.77
16.99 448.79 27.55
3.00 68.87 22.96
6.79 112.66 16.82
113.68 3,168.99 27.9¢
32.08 774.38 24.20
16.98 194.77 17.75
2.08 39.92 19.9
2.88 46.46 16.59
1.06 19.43 19.43
4" .00 66.64 16.66
1.06 33.52 33.52
1.08 15.48 15. 48
4. 08 39.34 9.84
$.71 16.28 22.68
$.73 13.68 18.62
1.58 28.45 13.63
8.9 13.18 14.01
2.8 76.11 38.85
3.5¢ 76.92 21.72
3.08 31.78 16.66
[N ] 119 88 27.72
1.45 6) .04 42.62
11.06 347,71 31.61
9.08 187.88 260.88
1.06 43.08 43.08
1.00 5.00 5.08
1.08 15.06 19.08
&.00 113.95 28.49
1.06 .00 .08
1.08 12.08 12.06
24.74 562.73 22.75
11.06 3468.39 8.9
1.06 48.31 48.31
26.909 716.18 27.55

PFTES = SUM OF PARTIAL FULL-TIME EQUIVALENTS
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APPENDIX A
1991-92 TEACHER TO ADMINISTRATOR RATIOS COMPARED TO STANDARD
SORTED 8Y COUMNTY DISTRICT MUMSER

COUNTY TOTAL TOTAL TEACHERS TO
DISTRICT BISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR TEACHER ADHINISTRATOR
NUMBER NAME PFTES PFTES RATIO
2098¢ SKEENY ISD 7.0 125.24 17.89
029967 COLUMBIA-BRAZORIA ISD 16.86 211.88 21.11
289 FEARL2ND ISD 15.9¢ 484,89 26.94
s20019 DAMON ISD .99 11.04 11.98
21961 COLLEGE STATION ISD 127.99 348.03 20.47
021962 BRYAN ISD 28.58 716.86 25.95
022644 TERLINGUA CSD 2.15 7.55 3.51
922981 ALPINE 1SD 3.53 86.47 24.51
022932 MARATHON 1SD 1.33 14.92 11.19
622963 SAN VICENTE 1SD 1.06 4.99 o0
623982 SILVERTON ISD 2.9 23.94 11.56
§24961 BROOLS 15D 6.82 142.75 0.75
925991 BANGS 1SD 2.8 61.68 21.33
025982 BROWNWOOD 1SD 16.98 253.8¢ 25.39
025904 BLANKET ISD 1.6 15.79 15.79
925995 MAY SO 1.08 17.56 17.56
025956 ZEPHYR ISD . §.87 13.66 15.71
925988 SROOKESMITH ISD 1.00 13.28 13.28
025995 EARLY ISD 2.63 71.33 27.11
026991 CALDHWELL ISD 7.38 115.33 15.62
026992 SOMERVILLE ISD 400 52.49 13.12
025993 SNOOKX ISD 2.90 41.45 20.72
927983 BURNET CONS ISD .06 139.29 17.41
27 MARBLE FALLS ISD 5.58 154.52 28.11
928902 LOCKHART ISD 6.71 201.74 3.
928993 LUL ING ISD .00 92.97 .9
028986 PRAIRIE LEA 1SD 1.06 20.98 20.08 -
129991 CALHOUN CO 1SD 13.06 273.46 21.64
039961 CROSS PLAINS ISD 1.08 39, 39.96
038902 CLYDE CONS ISO 3.00 99.19 33.86
039903 BAIRD ISD 1.06 35.68 5.5
138996 EULA ISD 1.8 34.00 34.00
31961 SROMNSVILLE ISD 91.63 2,277.15 24.85
631993 HARLINGEN CONS ISD N ) 841.62 23.38
031995 LA FERIA ISD 4.58 134.61 29.78
9319956 LOS FRESNOS CONS ISD 16.96 259.99 16.21
93199 POINT ISABEL ISO 7.00 119.61 17.99
31911 RIO HONDO ISD 6.89 185,95 15.37
31912 SAN BENITO CONS ISD 26.95 463.14 18.
31913 SANTA MARIA 1SD 3. 32.22 10.74
#31914 SANTA ROSA 1SD 7.00 75.99 16.86
31916 SOUTH TEXAS ISD 7.75 161.48 13.99
932942 PITTSSURG 1SD .00 129.22 21.54
§33901 GROOM 1SD 2.08 19.27 9.64
033992 PANHANOLE ISD N ] 56. 28.25
033944 WHITE DEER ISD 2.99 39.89 19.95
934991 ATLARTA ISD 5.00 130.60 26.12
034992 AVINGER ISD 1.08 18.96 3.0
034993 HUGHES SPRINGS 1SD 4.49 69.3 15.45
134995 LINDEN-KILOARE CONS 1$D 2.00 91.06 .54
034986 MCLEOD 1SD 1.00 19.89 19.89
034997 QUEEN CITV ISD 3.86 81.4 21.62
034998 MARIETTA ISD §.11 4£.78 43.83
034999 8LOOMBUAG ISD 1.06 21.00 21.00
035961 DIMMITT ISD 4. 70 119.71 25.48
035992 HARY 1SD 3.0 48, 16.12
03593 WAZARETH 1SD 1.06 24.36 26.36
036961 ANAHUAC IS0 5.00 .37 18.47
036992 BARBERS MILL ISD 7.88 129.93 16.49
036943 EAST CHAMBERS ISD 3.00 66.63 22.21
937941 ALTO ISD 1.0 52.87 SS.A7
#3794 JACKSONYILLE 1SD 11.06 264.99 26.658
037987 RUSK 1SD 7.68 105,14 13.69
937998 NEW SUMMERFIELD ISD 1.68 24.00 26.00
037999 WELLS ISD 1.06 26.99 26.98
938991 CHILDRESS ISD 3.41 .27 22.%
139941 BVERS 1SD .75 12.61 16.81
039982 MENRIETTA ISD 2.9 69.93 34.91
39993 PETROLIA ISD 1.00 .11 .11
039994 SELLEVUE 1SD 1.73 18.21 16.54
039995 MIDHAY ISD 1.06 17.72 17.72
S45991 MORTON 1$D 3.7 68.53 18.34
40992 WHITEFACE CONS 1SD 2.98 36.24 18.12
S499%93 SLEDSOE 1SD 1.06 5.99 5.
$41991 SRONTE 1SD 1.00 28.64 28.64
541992 ROBERT LEE ISD 1.06 26.54 26.54
$42961 COLEMAN ISD 4.63 81.1% 17.52
542993 SANTA ANNA ISD 2.08 28.43 14.22
2995 PANTHER CREEK COMS I1SD 1.00 21.63 21.63
542986 NOVICE 1SD 1.6 14.49 14.49
42981 ALLEN 18D 14.59 2.7 .88
542982 ANNA 1SD R 4. 23.04
043902 CELINA ISD 3.0 56.11 16.76
843964 FARMERSVILLE ISD 3.00 63. 21.12
543995 FRISCO ISD 4.00 .77 22.69
[l MCKINNEY 15D 10.72 . 28.82
S43908 MELISSA 180 1.2 19.18 14.61
PFTES = SUM OF PARTIAL FLRL~-T QUIVALENTS
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COUNTY
DISTRICY
NUMBER

d6391¢
943911
943912
$43914
843917
043913
943919
44962
44994
945992
945983
045985
046991
046902
947961
de7992
947983
047985
J48901
948963
049961
J49982
J49963
049995

APPENDIX A

1991-92 TEACHEI TO ADMIMISTRATOR RATIOS CONPARED YO STANOARD
ORTED 8Y COUNTY DISTRICT WUMBER

DISTIRICT
NAKE

PLANO ISD
PRINCETON 1SD
PROSPER ISD

WYLIE ISD

8LUE RIDGE ISD
COMMUNITY 1SD
LovEJoy ISD
WELLINGTON ISD
SAMNORWOOD 1SD
COLUMBUS ISD

RICE CONS ISD
WEIWAR 1SD

NEW BRAUNFELS ISD
COMAL ISD
COMANCHE 15D

DE LEON ISD
GUSTINE ISD
SIDNEY ISD

EDEN CONS ISD
PAINT ROCK ISD
GAINESVYILLE ISD
MUENSTER ISD
VALLEY VIEM ISD
CALLISBURG ISD
ERA 1SD

LINDSAY ISD
WALNUT BEND ISD
SIVELLS S8END ISD
EVANT ISD
GATESVILLE ISD
OGLESBY ISD
JONESBORO 1SD
COPPERAS COVE 1SD
PADUCAH 1SD

CRANE 1SD
CROCKETT CO CONS ISD
CROSBYTON 1SD
LORENZO 1SD

RALLS ISD
CULBERSON COUNTY ISD
DALHART ISD
TEXLINE 15D
CARROLLTON-FARWERS BRANCH 15D
CEDAR MILL 1SD
DALLAS ISD

DE SOTO 1SD
DUNCANVILLE 1SD
GARLAND I1SD

GRAND PRAIRIE ISD
HIGHLAND PARK ISD
IRVING ISD
LANCASTER ISD
WESQUITE 1SD
RICHARDSON 1SD
SUMNYVALE 1SD
WILWER-HUTCHINS 1SD
COPPELL 1SD
DAWSON 1SD
KLONOIKE 1SD
LAWESA ISD

SANDS 1SD
HEREFORD 1SD
WALCOTT ISD
COOPER ISD
FANNINDEL 1SD
DENTOM ISD
LEWISYILLE ISD
PILOT POINT ISD
KRUM ISD

PONDER 1SD

AUBREY ISD

SANGER 1SD

ARGYLE 1SD
WORTHMEST ISD
LAKE DALLAS ISD
LITTLE ELM ISD
CUERO ISD
NORDHEINW ISD
YOAKUM 1SD
YORKTOMN I1SD
MESTHOFF 1SD
ﬂEVEISVlLLE 1sD
SPUR 1

PATTOU SPIINGS 150
ASHERTON 1SD
CARRIZO SPRINGS CONS ISO
CLAREMDON ISD

TOTAL
ADMINISTRATOR
PFTES

84.65
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TOTAL
TEACHER
PFTES

1,9160.22
116.3
[IN
175.43

PETES = SUM OF PARTIAL Ml'ﬂ%'ﬂ!l“

TEACHERS TO
ADMINISTRATOR
RATIO

23.69
25.52
28.66
15.55
33.08
66.99
29.03
26.98
143.04
69.24
24.92
46.083
33.81
»
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APPEND,
1991-92 TEACHER To mmsrnnt lmos COMPARED TO STANDARD

DISTRICT
NAME

HEOLEY ISO
BENAVIDES 1SD
SAN DIEGO ISD
FREER ISD

CIsco IsD
EASTLAND ISD
GORMAN ISD
RANGER ISD
RISING STAR ISD
ECTOR COUNTY ISD
ROCKSHRINGS 1SD
NUECES CANYON CONS ISD
AVALON ISD

ENNIS 1SD
FERRIS ISD
ITALY 1SD
MIDLOTHIAN 1SD
HILFORD ISD
PALMER ISD

RED OAK ISD
WAXAHACHIE ISD
WAYPEARL 1SD
CLINT ISD

EL PASO ISD
FABENS ISD

SAN ELIZARIO ISD
YSLETA ISD
ANTHONY I1SD
CANUTILLO 1SD
TORNILLO ISD
SOCORRO 1SD
THREE MAY ISD
DUBLIN 15D
STEPHENVILLE ISD
SLUFF DALE ISD
HUCKABAY 15D
LINGLEVILLE ISD
MORGAN MILL ISD
CHILTOM ISD
MARLIN 1SD
RESTPHALIA IS0
ROSEBUD-LOTT ISD

TRENTON ISD

SAM RAYBURN IS0
FLATONIA ISD

LA GRANGE 15D
SCHULENSURG 1SD
FAVETTEVILLE ISD
ROUND TOP-CARMINE 15D
ROBY CONS I1SD

ROTAN ISD

FLOYDADA ISD

LOCKNEY 1SD

CROMELL 1SD

LAMAR CONSOLIDATED 1SD
NEEDVILLE ISD

FORT SEND 15D
STAFFCAD MSD

MOUNT VERMON 1SD
FAIRFIELD IS0

TEAGUE IS0

DILLEY ISD
PEARSALL ISD
SEAGRAVES 1SD

LOOP ISD
SEMINOLE ISO
DICKINSON 1SD
GALVESTIN 1SD
HIGH ISLAMD 15D
LA MARQUE IS0
TEXAS CITY 150
HITCHOOCK 15D
SANTA FE IS0
CLEAR CREEX 15D
FRIENDEWOOD 1SD
POST 13D
SQUTHLAND 150
FREDERICKSOURG 1SD
HARPER ISD

€0 8Y COUNTY DISTRICT MUMSER

TOTAL TOTAL
ADMINISTRATOR TEACHER
PFTES PFTES
2.98 13.59
4.52 56.84
6.08 166.98
2.00 84.12
2.48 58.49
3.0 7.0
2.8 27.23
2.0 52.58
1.45 19.57
89.84 1,624.15
1. 33.
2.6 31.89
§.86 16.51
16.59 249.14
3.08 89.68
2.31 43.69
16. 178.15
§.62 18.06
1.08 48.11
6.08 183.41
12.06 294.24
2.42 .72
6.44 275.713
137.99 3,759.64
5.81 148.17
6.00 10%.66
136.00 2,91. 9
2. .19
16.15 2.7
2.9 a8s.
28.59 898.44
1.99 3.
3.0 72.08
6.08 174.24
6.8 6.76
1.0 16.06
1.08 17.76
6.3 6.44
3.93 26.56
8.0 119.82
§.3% 7.2%
1.3 65.48
5.5 116.75
1.00 19.37
1.08 15.717
1.60 48.37
3.48 .
2.0 18.84
1.0 26.3
1.48 8.0
1.51 37.21
3.0 118.88
1.08 54.88
1.04 18.50
1.08 18.0¢0
1.0 27.89
1.0 39.06
6.76 91.67
1. 55.93
2. as.n
3%.74 748.58
2. 119.92
76.27 2,878.
X
2.64
5.52
2.58
1.09
1.09
3.9
7.64
1.35
1.99
7.76
14.58
2.82
2.9
15.09
16.09
6.62
.09
44.00
7.09
1.32
1.08
e
1.09
Q1
JA

PFTES = SUM OF PARTIAL FULL-TINE EQUIVALENTS

TEACHERS TO
ADMINISTRATOR
RATIO

6.75

12.57
17.83

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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. APPENDIX A
H 1991-92 1EACHER TO ADMINRISTRATOR RATIOS COMPARED TO STANDARD
SORTED 8Y COUMTY DISTRICT NUMBER

COUNTY TOTA! TOTAL TEACHEZRS TO
DISTRICT DISITRICT ADMINISTRATOR TEACHER ADMINISTRATOR
NUMBER NAME PFTES PFTES RATIO
@87901 GLASSCOCK 1SD 1.49 33.26 33.26
988992 GOLIAD I1SD 5.54 99.60 16.37
989901 GONZALES ISD 4.87 167.50 34.40
929993 N1XON- SHILEY CONS ISD 2.45 69.80 28.46
029965 WAELDER 1SD 1.33 21.14 15.95
899991 ALANREED 1SD 1.9¢ 3.60 3.8
999992 LEFORS ISD 8.5¢ 19.09 38.09
999963 MCLEAN 1SD 1.1 26.48 16.38
099904 PAHPA 1SD 9.81 276.85 27.62
990995 GRANDV I EW-HOPKINS 1SD 2.99 4. 2.08
991901 BELLS ISD 2.0 45.96 22.%8
991992 COLLINSVILLE ISD 1.88 28.23 28.23
991993 DENISON 13D 12.29 275.22 22.48
991995 HOWE 15D 3.08 56.9¢ 18.67
991996 SHERMAN 1SD 14.99 342.48 22.85
991997 T10GA ISD 1.08 11.89 11.09
g91908 VAN ALSTYNE ISD 1.69 52.83 52.83
991999 WHITESBORO 1SD 3.08 75.64 25.21
991918 WHITEWRIGHT 1SD 1.56 45.43 .29
991913 POTTSBORO 15D .00 67.08 22.33
991914 S AND S CONS ISD 2.00 54.57 27.28
991917 GUNTER TSD 1.31 36.80 23.44
991918 TOM BEAN 1SD 2.75 45.71 16.62
992991 Gl ADEWATER 1SD 4.08 145.21 3.9
892992 KILGORE 1SD 16.906 228.64 22.86
992993 LONGV1EW ISD 22.58 531.68 23.68
992994 PINE TREE I1SD 14.87 291.27 19,59
492966 SABINE ISD 6.37 79.56 12.49
992997 SPRING MILL ISD 4.81 97.49 26.25
992908 WHITE OAK ISD 2.65 87.37 33.00
993991 ANDERSON-SHIRO CONS ISD 1.94 31.54 16.26
993993 10LA I1SD 2.00 27.85 13.92
393904 NAVASOTA 1SD 7.7 179.66 23.29
993995 RICHARDS 1SD 1.09 15.43 15.43
994901 SEGUIN ISD 20.80 475.98 23,88
994992 SCHERTZ-C180LO-U CITY ISD 14.87 253.52 17.95
294993 NAVARRO 1SD 2.08 42.21 21.16
994904 HARION 15D 2.89 7111 24.58
995991 ABERNATHY 1SD .. 69.98 17.25
995992 COTTON CENTER ISD 1.08 18.96 18.96
995993 MALE CENTER 15D 2.46 55.54 22.54
995994 PETERSBURG 1SD 3.08 36.96 12.32
395905 PLAINVIEW ISD 9.04 365.80 4f8.64
996994 HEMPHIS 1S 1.09 42,64 42.64
996995 TURKEY-QUITAQUE ISD 1.08 25.715 25.7%
9969098 LAKEVIEW ISD 1.08 10.08 16.08
§97902 HAMILTON 1SD .00 54,13 18.64
997993 HICO ISD 2.19 36.97 16.89
998991 GRUVER ISD 2.08 46,32 23.16
98993 PRINGLE-MORSE CONS ISD 1.08 11.08 11.08
@98904 SPEARMAN 1SD 2.09 61.96 38.95
999992 CHILLICOTHE ISD 1.08 22.52 22.52
999993 QUANAM 15D 2.00 62.99 3.
106993 KCUNTZE ISD 3.08 89.08 29.67
109904 SILSBEE ISD 13.08 232. 46 17.88
188995 HARDIN- JEFFERSON ISD 5.19 123.52 23.80
189997 LUMBERTON ISD ,.08 136.92 15.21
199908 WEST MARDIN COUNTY CONS ISD .00 48.34 12.93
101962 ALDINE ISD 4. 08 2,384.20 37.25
101993 ALIEF ISD 92.13 1,916.91 26.81
191995 CHANNELVIEW ISD 12,08 4,72 25.39
101996 CROSBY ISD 11.08 2§6.13 18.74
101997 CYPRESS-FAIRBANKS ISD 116.08 2,628.04 22,66
191998 DEER PARK 1SD 16.908 .13 37.28
1601969 NORTH FOREST ISD 3%.08 743.29 19.56
101919 GALENA PARK SO, 32.98 823.601 25.72
161911 GOOSE CREEK ISD 43.48 1,013.66 23.31
161912 HOUSTON 1SD 481.34 16,967.19 22.78
161913 HUMBLE 1SD . 62.91 1,238.37 19.56
161914 KATY ISD 45.08 1,117.94 24.84
161915 KLEIN 1SD 47.08 1,623.85 34.55
161916 LA PORTE ISD 18.09 481.26 26.74 ,
161917 PASADENA 1SD 76.98 2,194.18 31.35
161919 SPRING 15D 38.08 1,167.57 .73
161926 SPRING BRANCH ISD 56.08 1,678.29 29.97
161921 TOMBALL ISD 14.23 299.15 21.02
101924 SHELDON 1SD 8.61 255.89 29.73
1601925 HUFFMAN 1SD 5.7 123.48 23.48
102961 KARNACK ISD .08 48.35 13.45
162962 MARSHALL ISD 16.56 369.11 22.37
162963 MASKOM 1SD 3.08 61.00 264.33
162984 HALLSYILLE ISD 10.54 199.65 18.95
102905 HARLETON 1SD 1.33 37.20 27.99
102984 ELYSIAN FIELDS 1SD 3.08 61.08 26.33
183961 CHANNING 1SD .58 15,62 31.24
163962 HARTLEY ISD 1.08 16. 16.
164961 HASKELL 1SD 2.48 55.79 23.2¢

PFTES = SUM OF PARTIAL FULL-TIME EQUIVALENTS

FR]C—BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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DISTRICY
NUMBER

164982
164983
184987
185982
195984

APPENDIX A
199192 TEACHER TO ADMINISTRATOR RATIOS COMPARED TO STAMDARD
SORTED 8Y COUMTY DISTRICT WUMBER

TOTAL JOTAL
DISIRICT ADNINISTRATOR TEACHER
NAME PFTES PFTES
ROCHESTER ISD 1.8 18.44
RULE ISD 1.08 22.09
PAINT CREEK 1SD 1.09 14.59
SAN MARCOS CONS ISD 18.66 454.78
DRIPPING SPRINGS ISD 3.88 117.98
HIMBERLEY ISD 2.9 64.6¢
HAYS CONS ISD 9.7 262.14
CANADIAN 1SD 1.88 72.81
ATHENS ISD 9.74 264.92
BROKNSBORO ISD 4. 00 128.48
CROSS ROADS ISD 1.38 37.63
EUSTACE ISD 3.96 6.0
HALAKOFF ISD 4. 09 63.68
TYRINIDAD ISD 2.96 20.80
MURCHISOM 1SD 1.09 12.09
LA POYNOR ISD 1.09 36.00
DONNA ISD 35.33 431.7
EDCOUCH-ELSA ISD 18.04 243.41
EDINBURG ISD 47.16 1,029.16
HIDALGO ISD 12.99 151.23
MCALLEN ISD 65.22 1,332.23
MERCEDES ISD 24.99 279.24
MISSION CONS ISD 25.99 641.44
PHARR-SAN JUAN-ALANG ISD 58.48 1,836.49
PROGRESO ISD 17.09 197.53
SHARYLANO ISD 7.68 176 .99
LA JOYA ISD 46.61 52.10
HESLACO ISD 45.00 792.18
LA VILLA ISD 5.9 55.99
HONTE ALTO ISD 3.99 37.%¢
VALLEY VIEW ISD “. 09 97.28
ABBOTT ISD .43 15.19
COVINGTON ISD 1.09 17.35
HILLSBORO ISD 3.65 167.83
HUBSARD ISD 1.50 35.84
ITASCA ISD 2.9 39.18
MALONE ISUD §.58 .08
MOUNT CALM 15D : 1.42 8.00
WHITHEY ISD 2.99 71.56
AQUILLA ISD 2.99 14.%
8LUM ISD 1.68 19.69
PENELOPE ISD §.44 13.12
ANTON 1SD 2.9 29.38
LEVELLAND ISD s.09 266.54
ROPES ISD 2.99 29.66
SMYER 1S0 1. 27.9%
SUNDONN 1SD . 54.33
HHITHARRAL 15D 1.09 17.69
GRANBURY 1SD 8.3 322.62
LIPAN ISD 1.32 16.26
TOLAR ISD 1.09 24.607
SULPHUR SPRINGS ISD 16.09 238.75
cumsy 1SD 1.99 21.99
NORTH HOPKINS ISD 1.09 25.95
MILLER GROVE ISD . 1.09 17.58
COMO-PICKTON ISD 1.8 3%.28
SALTILLO ISD §.62 19.98
SULPHUR SLUFF ISD §.88 16.50
CROCKETT ISD 5.09 118.48
GRAPELAMD ISD 2.9 59.58
LOVELADY ISD 2.99 .99
LATEXO 1SD 1.7¢ 32.%
KENNARD ISD 1.43 37.13
81G SPRING ISD 15.09 289.9
COAHOMA 1SD 1.9¢ 63.53
FORSAN 1SD 1.69 38.48
ALLAMOORE CSD §.13 §.08
FT HANCOCK ISD N 24.21
SIERRA SLANCA ISD 2.9 16.79
DELL CITY ISD 2.99 17.09
CADDO MILLS ISD 5.9 52.00
CELESTE ISD 1.06 31.13
COMMERCE ISD 5.74 99.26
GREENVILLE 1SD 13.22 324.78
LONE OAX ISD 3.0 38.86
QUINLAN 1SD 3.3 143.97
WOLFE CITY ISD 1.09 .53
CAMPSELL ISD 1.08 26.50
SLANO ISD 1.68 23.85
BOLES ISD 2.9 21.58
SORGER 1SD 8.50 206.29
SANFORD 1SD 409 87.56
PLEMONS-STIMNETT-PHILLIPS CONS ISD 3.0 78.08
SPRING CREEK ISD 1.09 5.09
IRION CO ISD 1.0 31.16
SRYSOM 1SD 1.25 2:.09
JACKSBORO 15D 2.5 76.84

[a)
BEST COPY AVAILABLE .

PFTES = SUM OF PARTIAL FULL-TIME EQUIVALENTS

TEACHERS TO
ADMINISTRATOR
RATIO

18.44
22.99
14.59
21.76

39.48
2.
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COUNTY
DISTRICT
NUMBER

119963
126961
120962
120995
121942
121903

DISTRICY
NAME

PERRIN-WHITT CONS 1SD
EDNA 1SD

GANADO 1SD
INDUSTRIAL 1SD
BROOKELAND 1SD

SUNA 1SD

JASPER 1SD
KIRBYVILLE 1SD
EVADALE 150

FT DAVIS iSO
VALENTI%E 1SO
NEDERLANO 1SD

PORT ARTHUR 1SD
PORT NECHES 15D
SEAUMONT SO

SABINE PASS 15D
HAMSHIRE-FANNETT 1SD
JIH HOGG COUNTY 1SD
ALICE 1SD

BEN BOLT-PALITO BLANCO ISD

ORANGE GROVE 15D
PREMONT 150

LA GLORIA 150
ALVARADO 15D
BURLESON 150
CLEBURNE 15D
GRANDVIEN 150
JOSHUA 15D

KEENE 15D

RIO VISTA 15D
VENUS ISD

GODLEY 1°0

ANSON 15D

HANLIK 130
HARLEY 150
LUEDERS - AVOCA 15D
STAMFORD 15T
KARMES CITY )"0
KENEDY 15D

RUNGE 15D

FALLS CITY 150
CRANDALL 15D
FORMEY 150
KAU-MAN 1SD

KEr® 150

MASANK 15D
TLRRELL 15D
SCURRY-ROSSER 15D
SOERNE 150
COMFORT 15D
KENEDY COUNTY WIDE C$O
JAYTON-GIRARD 150
CERTER POINT 1SD
HUNT 15D
KERRVILLE 15D
INGRAM 15D
DIVIDE 15D
JUNCTION 15D
GUTHRIE €SO
BRACKETT 150
KINGSVILLE 1SD
RICAROO 15D
RIVIERA 150
SANTA GERTRUGIS 1SD
LAURELES 15D
GOREE ISD

XNOX CITY-O'SRIEN 1SD
MUNOAY 15D
SEMJAMIN 1SD
CHISUM 15D
ROXTON 150

PARIS 15D

HORTH LAMAR 150
PRAIRILAND 1SD
AHERST 1SD
LITTLEFIELD 15D
OLTON 15D

SPADE 1SD
SPRINGLAKE-EARTH 15D
SUDAN 15D
LAMPASAS 1SD
LOMETA 1SD
COTULLA 1SD
HALLETTSYILLE 150
WOULTON 15D
SHINER 150
VYSEHRAD 15D

ENDIX A
1991-92 TEACHER TO ADNIMISTRATOR RATIOS COMPARED TO STANDARD
SORTED 8Y COUNTY DISTRICT WUMBER
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APPENDIX A
1991-92 TEACHER TO ADMIMISTRATOR RATIOS COMPARED TO STAMDARD
SORTED 8Y COUNTY DISTRICT WUMBER

COUNTY TOTAL TOTAL TEACHERS TO
DISTRICT DiSTRICT ADMINISTRATOR TEACHER ADKINISTRATOR
NUMBER NAME PFTES PFTES RATIO
143965 SWEET HOME 1SD 8.79 5.21 6.64
143986 E2ZELL 1SD 8.89 5.11 5.72
144961 GIDDINGS 1SD 5.58 183.56 18.82
144982 LEXINGTON 1SD 2.% 55.2 23.58
144983 DIME 80x ISD i.e 17.79 17.79
145981 BUFFALO 1SD 1.9 58.59 58.59
145992 CENTERVILLE 1SD 2.9 48.43 28.21
145966 NORMANGEE 1SD 1.8 36.53
145987 OAKWOOD 1SD 2. 16.24
145911 LECN 1SD 8.%9 4.08
146981 CLIVELAND ISD 8.09 21.72
146982 CAYTON 1SD $.64 21.66
146983 DEYERS 1SO 1.6 11.00
146984 HARDIN 1SD 3. 27.33
146995 HJULL-DAISETTA 1SD 2.33 24.28
146986 LIBERTY 1SD 18.26 16.15
146987 TARKIHGTON 18D 3.0 29.34
147981 COOL :DGE 1SD 1.6 3.0
147982 GROESBECK 1SD [N ] 27.21
147983 MEXIA ISD 5.58 27.35
148981 BOOKER 1SD 1.6 3.97
148992 FOLLETT 1S9 1.68 18.71
148983 HIGGINS 1SD 1.09 16.95
148985 DARROUZETT 15D 2.0 7.51
149991 GEORGE MWEST ISD .. 20.13
149942 THREE RIVERS ISD 2.0 29.85
150991 LLANO ISD 3.0 29.67
152961 LUBBOCK ISD 66.9% 3.19
152982 NEW DEAL ISD 3.0 15.66
152943 SLATON 1SD 7.14 127.34 17.83 -
152996 LUBBOCK-COOPER ISD 8 187.00 26.75
152987 FRENSHIP ISD 6.0 264.88 44.13
152908 ROOSEVELT 1S0 4.0 2.60 23.00
152999 SHALLOWATER ISD 2.52 67.68 26.82
152918 1DALOU 1SD 2.5 8.9 23.79
153993 O°DONNELL ISD 1.76 34,31 19.47
153984 TAHOKA ISD 1.56 58.83 37.64
153995 NEW HOME 1SD 1.9 28.31 26.31
154981 MADISONVILLE CONS 1SD 8. 111.79 27.95
154983 NORTH ZULCH ISD 2.0 19.56 9.75
155991 JEFFERSON ISD 5.0 164.22 20.84
156992 STANTON 1SD (8. 72.31 18.08
156995 GRADY 1SD 1.52 28.83 13.67
157981 MASON ISD 3.0 54.32 15.11
158981 8AY CITY ISD 16.84 278.63 16.
158992 TIDEHAVEN 1SD 2.0 4. 58 32.25
158964 MATAGORDA ISD 1.66 .00 .60
158945 PALACIOS 1SD 5.4 126.53 23.11
158996 VAN VLECK 1SD 5.48 65.72 12.16
159991 EAGLE PASS ISD 19.60 537.46 28.29
168981 BRADY ISD 4.0 %. 77 21.51
168994 ROCHELLE ISD 2.0 18.47 9.23
168995 LOHN 1SD 1.0 12.24 12.24
161981 CRAMFORD 1SD 2.0 31.% 15.68
161993 MIDMAY 1SD 18.76 306.56 27.88
161996 LA VEGA ISD 6.57 143.92 21.76
161967 LORENA 15D 2.50 69.45 27.83
161968 HARY ISD 1.0 .00 4.0
161999 MCGREGOR 1SD 4, 73.00 .
161918 HOCDY 150 2.0 52.91 26.90
161912 RIESEL 1SD 1.6 32.19 32.19
161914 WACO 1SD 34.28 9:.80 27.76
161916 WEST ISD 3. 77.08 25.67
161918 AXTELL ISD 1.5 95.01 63.34
161919 SRUCEVILLE-EDOY 150 - 1.0 34.23 34.23
161928 CHINA SPRING 1SD 3.4 56.84 18.95
161921 CONNALLY ISD 6.58 146.66 22.29
161922 ROBINSON ISD 3. 199.57 3%.52
161923 BOSQUEVILLE ISD 1.32 21,9 16.62
161924 HALLSBURG 15D 1.6 8.0 8.0
161925 GHOLSON 1SD 8.58 16.00 20.09
162994 MCMULLEN COUNTY 1$D 1.66 17.94 16.98
162991 DEVINE 1SO 4.77 105.2¢ 22.97
163942 D'HANIS ISD 1.0 19.69 9.
163993 NATALIA ISD 2.0 5.90 28.00
163964 HONDO 1ISD 4.45 126.75 28.45
163998 MEDINA VALLEY ISD 1.87 117.75 63.00
164991 MENARD IS0 3.19 3 11.48
165991 MIDLAND 1ISD 52.58 1,178.76 22.45
169992 GREENMOOD 15D 1.8 .72 52.33
166991 CAMERON 1SD .60 119.89 26.96
1646982 GAUSE 1SD 1.0 7.8 7.80
166993 MILANO 1SD 1.60 26.99 26.99
166994 ROCKDALE ISD 5.64 106.9 19.36
166985 THORNDALE 1S0 2.3 28.64 12.22
166967 BUCKHGLTS 18D 8.76 12.43 16.32
167981 GOLDTHMAITE ISD 2.%92 o8 18.42
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COUNTY
DISTRICY
NUMBER

167982
167903
167964
168901
168992
1689903
169981
169992
169996
169993
169995
169919
169911
176902
176993
178904
176906
179997
178308
17198}
171902
172992
172905
173991
174901
174902
174993
174904
174906
174908
174909
174919
174911
175992
175993
175904
175995
175987
175916
175911
176991
176902
176983
177991
177902
177963
177905
178961
178962
178903
178964
178995
178906
178908
178989
178912
178913
178914
178915
179961
188931
186942
186963
189964
181941
181995
181966
181967
181968
182941
182942
182943
182984
182965
182996
183941

APPENDIX A

1991-92 TEACHER TO ADMINISTRATOR RATIOS COMPARED TO STANDARD

SORTED 8Y COURTY DISTRICT MUMBER

DISIRICY
NAME

MULLIN ISD

STAR 15D

PRIDDY ISD

COt ORADO 1SD
LORAINE 1SD
WESTBROOK 1SD
BOWIE ISD

NOCON: 1SD

GOLD BURG 1SD
MONTAGUE ISD
PRAIRIE VALLEY ISD
FORESTBURG 1SD
SAINT JO ISD
CONROE ISD
MONTGOMERY 1SD
WILLIS ISD
MAGNOLIA ISD

SP! ENDORA 1SD

NEW CANEY ISD
DUMAS 15D

SUNRAY 1SD
DAINGERFIELD-LONE STAR ISD
PENITT 1SD

HOTLEY COUNTY ISD
CHIRENO ISD
CUSHING ISD
GARRISON ISD
NACOGDOCHES ISD
WODER ISD

CENTRAL HEIGHTS 15D
MARTINSYILLE ISD
ETOILE 1SD

DOUGL ASS 1SD
BLOOMING GROVE ISD
CORSICANA ISD
DANSON ISD

FROST ISD

KERENS 1SD
MILDRED I1SD

RICE ISD
BURKEVILLE ISD
NEWTON ISD
DEWEYVILLE 1SD
ROSCOE ISD
SWEETWATER ISD
BLACKWELL CONS ISD
HIGHLARD ISD

AGUA DULCE 1SD
BISHOP CONS ISD
CALALLEN ISD
CORPUS CHRISTI ISD
DRISCOLL ISD
LONDON 1SD

PORT ARANSAS ISD
ROBSTOWN 1SD
TULOSO-MIDKWAY 1SD
BANQUETE ISD
FLOUR BLUFF ISD
WEST 0SO 1SD
PERRYTON ISD

80YS RANCW ISD
VEGA ISD

ADRIAN ISD
WILDORADO ISD
BRIDGE CITY IS0
ORANGEFIELD 1SD
WEST ORANGE-CQVE CONS ISD
vIDOR ISD

LIT CYPRESS-m. “FVILLE 1SD
GORDON 1SD
GRAFORD ISD
MINERAL WELLS ISD
SANTO 1SD

STRAWN 15D

PALO PINTO iSD
8ECKVILLE ISD
CARTHAGE 1SD

GARY 1SD
POOLVILLE ISD
SPRINGTOMN ISD
WEATHERFORD 1SD
HILLSAP ISD

ALEDO ISD

PEASTER 1SD

BROCK 15D

GARNER 1ISD

BOVINA ISD
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PFTES = SUM OF PARTIAL FULL-TINE EQUIVALEMTS

TEACHERS T0
ADMINISTRATOR
RATIO

12.86
22.49
11.5
22.46
20.98
22,68
44,76
17.88
11.77

6.84

43.19
25.78
.58

8.21
42,50

5cST COPY AVAILARI F
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APPENDIX
1991-92 TEACHER TO ADMINISTRATOR IATIOS C”AIED TO STANDARD
SORTED 8Y COUNTY DISTRICT NUMBER

Y TOTAL TOTAL TEACHERS TO

DISTRICT DISTRICY ADMINISTRATOR TEACHER ADMIMISTRATOR
NUMGER NAHE PFTES PFTES RATIO

185962 FARMELL ISD 1.98 39.02 39.42
1859893 FRIORA ISD 4.76 91.23 19.16
185984 LAZBUDDIE ISD 1.06 23.78 23.78
186991 BUENA VISTA ISD 1.0 26.98 26.93
186992 FT STOCKTON ISD 7.08 211.6% 30.24
186943 IRAAN-SHEFFIELD ISD 2.27 58.25 25.62
187961 8IG SANDY ISD . 1.8 25.98 25.98
1879823 GOODRICH ISD 1.68 264.73 24.73
187964 CORRIGAN-CAMDEN ISD 4.43 82.27 18.55

187986 LEGGETT ISD 1.08 17.98 17.

187967 LIVINGSTON ISD .08 186.81 26.76
187916 ORALASKA ISD 2.08 25.08 12,50
188941 AMARILLO 1SD 67.88 1,646.77 24.58
188962 RIVER ROAD ISD 4.43 .71 16.62
188943 HIGHLAND PARK I1SD .08 55.99 18.66
183964 BUSHLAND ISD 2.08 24.58 12.25
189961 MARFA ISD 1.22 38.98 31.87
189942 PRESIDIO ISD 4.81 69.93 14.54
198963 RAINS 1SD 5.08 37.81 17.56
191941 CANYON ISD .08 355.68 44,46
192961 REAGAN COUNTY ISD 1.49 88.34 59.37
193942 LEAKEY 1SD 1.08 23.21 23.21
194962 AVERY ISD 1.68 24.12 24.12
194963 TALCO-BOGATA CONS ISD 1.08 48.64 48.64
194964 CLARKSVILLE ISD 4.59 109.63 24.23
194985 DETROIT ISD 2.08 .65 16.83
195941 PECOS-BARSTOR-TOYAH ISD s.08 225.72 28.21
195962 SALMORHEA ISD 1.88 .93 20.93
196981 AUSTHELL-TIVOLI ISD 1.82 5 ] 11.16
196942 WOODSBORO ISD 2.43 51.57 21.23
196983 REFUGIO ISD 3. 66.89 2.3
197942 MIAMI ISD 1. 22.08 22.08
198941 BREHOND 1SD 2.5 .63 12.25
198942 CALVERT ISD 1.26 32.43 26.97

198963 FRANKLIN ISD

g
3
g

193985 HEARNE ISD 9.67 111.32 11.52
198966 MUMFORD ISD 1.89 .00 .00
199941 ROCKHALL ISD 8.7 269.11 32.15
199992 ROYSE CITY ISD 2.53 83.88 33.18
200961 BALLINGER ISD 3.75 78.25 28.87
209982 HILES ISD 1.88 33.12 33.12
200964 NINTERS ISD 3.09 64.61 21.34
200984 OLFEN ISD 8.29 7.65 26.79
261992 HENDERSON 1SD 14.58 256.39 17.68
261943 LANEVILLE ISD 1.09 31.98 31.98
201984 LEVERETTS CHAPEL ISD i.08 11.66 11.06
281997 MOUNT ENTERPRISE 1$D 2.08 31.88 15.58
261998 OVERTON I1SD 1.08 35.83 35.88
201916 TATUM 1SD 5.33 2.9 15.56
201913 CARLISLE 1SD 1.44 29.22 26.28
201914 NEST RUSK 1SD 5.08 88.61 17.68
202983 HEWPHILL 1SD 4. 09 66.92 15.23
202995 N;M SABINE 1SD 3.08 39.18 13.66
263961 SAN AUGUSTINE ISD 4. 00 87.38 21.82
203942 SROADOUS 1SD 1.09 31.88 31.88
204991 COLDSPRING-OAKHURST CONS 1SD .08 165.88 17.65
264984 SHEPHERD 1SD 6.68 96.64 14.64
285991 ARANSAS PASS 1SD 5.08 131.85 26.21
205992 GREGORY-PORTLAND 1SD 11.66 236.22 21.47
205993 INGLESIDE 1SD 3.22 161.38 31.48
205954 MATHIS 1SD .00 135.23 15.64
2059495 ODEM-EDROY 1SD 5.75 83.26 14.48
205906 SINTOM 1SD 1.0 158.58 21.51
205987 TAFT 1ISD 6.71 109.22 16.27
206991 SAN SASA 1SD 2.3 66.34 27.86
206992 RICHLAND SPRINGS 1SD 1.08 15.88 15.88
206993 CHEROKEE I 1.60 16.43 16.43
2071991 SCHLEICHER 1SD 2.42 56.39 23.54
2091 HERMLEIGH 1SD .09 16.88 16.99
288992 SNYDER 1SD .09 23%.99 .59
200943 IRA 1SD 1.80 18.91 18.91
209991 ALBANY 150 1.48 39.84 28.3%
209992 MORAN 1SD .79 13.42 16.95
219901 CENTER 1SD 1.8 151,61 21.66
219992 JOAQUIN 1SD 2.3 44,44 17.95
219943 SHELBYYILLE ISD 3.09 51.17 17.66
219964 TENAHA ISD 1.32 .20 22.86
219995 TIMPSON 15D 2.08 54.09 21.98
210946 EXCELSIOR 1SD 1.57 .96 5.16
y 21191 TEXHOMA 1$D 2.99 5.19 2.68
211982 STIATFMD 150 1.76 39.42 22.43
21291 ARP 1SD 2.454 51.52 19.99
212942 BULLARD 1$D 1.0¢ 65.83 65.83
212993 LIMDALE 1SD 7.76 137.93 17.77
212994 TROUP 15D 2.0 55,49 27.75
212995 TYLER 1SD M.48 1,62, 5. .15
212966 KAITEMOUSE 1SD 5.9 200.99 41.78
QO PFTES = SUM OF PARTIAL FULL-TINE EQUIVALENTS
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COUNTY
DISTRICT
NOMBER

212989
212910
213961
214961
214902
214903
215901
21698
217981
218961
219961
219961
219965
220901
220902
220904
220905
220966
220047
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PFTES = SUM OF PARTIAL FULL-TINE EQUIVALENTS

APPENDIX A

1991-92 TEACHER TO ADMINISTRATOR RATIOS COMPARED TO STANDARD

SORTED 8Y COUNTY DISTRICT NUMBER
TOTAL TOTAL
DISTRECT ADMINISTRATOR TEACHER
NAME . PFTES PFTES
CHAPEL MILL 1SD 8.09 181.61
WINORA 1SD 2.00 59.44
GLER ROSE ISD .07 167.61
RIO GRANDE CITY ISD 26.00 428.3%
SAR ISIDRO 1SD 1.68 31.57
ROMA 1SD 16.09 276.56
BRECKENRIDGE 1SO 3.00 107.84
STERLING CITY ISD 1.00 32.25
ASPELRMORT 1SD 1.00 37.48
SONORA 15D 1.76 77.24
HAPPY 1SD .33 22.32
TULIA 1SD 4.92 108.49
KRESS ISD 1.00 33.00
ARLINGTOR 1SD 104.50 2,618.62
BIRDVILLE ISD 59.00 1,127.22
EVERMAR §SD 11.08 196.00
FORT WORTH 1SD 213.76 3,978.18
GRAPEVINE-COLLEYVILLE ISD 20.74 533.26
KELLER 1SD 15.08 466.82
MANSF IELD 1SD 19.00 480.46
MASORIC MOME ISD 2.24 14. 48
LAKE WORTH 1SD 2.00 97.26
CROMWLEY ISD 8.00 346.31
KENNEDALE 1SD .00 124.95
AZLE ISD 7.00 282.81
HURST-EULESS-BEDFORD 1SD 46.09 1,85.23
CASTLESERRY ISD 8.00 169.63
EAGLE MT-SAGINAW 1SD 13.00 262.98
CARROLL 1SD 6.87 128.68
WHITE SETTLEMENT 1SD 8.00 229.02
ABILENE 1SD 47.25 1,319.55
MERKEL 1SD 3.48 99.94
TRERT 1SD 2.00 17.89
JIM NED CORS 1SD 2.00 57.71
WYLIE 1SD 3.56 128.26
TERRELL COUNTY {SD 2.99 .12
BROWRFIELD 1SD 7.58 175.81
MEADOW 1SD 1.09 23.86
URIOoN ISD 1.00 16.02
WELLMAR {SD 1.8 19.94
THROCKMORTON 1SD 1.98 21.85
WCODSOR 1SD 1.00 14.02
MOUNT PLEASANT SD 8.87 256.16
MIRFIELD £SD 1.09 .00
CHAPEL MILL §SD 2.09 19.11
HARTS BLUFF ISD 1.08 24.00
CHRISTOVAL 1SD 1.00 25.29
SAN AKGELO ISD 42.65 91.58
MATER VALLEY 1SD 2.3 31.61
MALL 1SD 5.00 68.44
GRAPE CREEK-PULLIAN 1SD .00 41.26
VERIBEST 1SD 1.0¢ 13.6%
AUSTIR 1SD 128.13 4,223.86
PFLUGERVILLE 1SD 11.08 429.81
MAROR 1SD 6.3 166.11
EAMES 1SD 12.80 «95.23
DEL VALLE 1SD 14.00 343.16
LAGO VISTA 1SD 1.09 7.
LAKE TRAVIS 15D 5.68 135.83
GROVETOR 13D 3.50 56.84
TRINITY 1SD 2.50 75.87
CENTERVILLE 1SD 1.98 15.75
APPLE SPRINGS ISD 1.00 22.99
COLMESKREIL 1SD 1.00 31.3
WOOOVILLE 1SD 7.00 111.33
MARREN 1SD 1.00 65.38
SPURGER 1SD 1.00 .14
CHESTER 1SD 1.09 21.09
* BIG SANDY ISD 1.00 51.01
GILMER ISD 5.49 137.14
ORE CITY ISD 2.64 59.3
UNION HILL 1SD 1.00 25.60
HARMONY ISD 1.48 50.59
NEM DIANA 1SD 3.00 49.34
UNIOR GROYE 1SD 3.13 45.87
MCCAMEY 1SD .55 57.87
RANKIN 1SD 2.46 3%.79
KNIPPA 1SD 1.00 15.79
SABINAL ISD 2.92 45.08
UVALDE CONS 1SD 11.88 34.82
uToPlIa 1S 1.58 15.12
SAN FELIPE-DEL RIO CONS 1SD 31.18 567.50
COMSTOCK 1SD 1.08 13.99
CANTON 1SD 2.52 95.07
EDGENOOD 15D 1. 48.21
GRAND SALINE 1SO 2.9 56.64
MARTINS MILL 1SD 2.05 22.55

TEACHERS TO
ADMINISTRATOR
RaTlO

22.63
29.72
17.63
16.48
16.52
27.66
35.95
32.25
37.48
43.84
66.96
28.42
33.00
25.06
19.11
17.82
18.61
17.35
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COUNTY
DISTRICT
NUMBER

234966
234997
234980
23591
235992

APPENDIX A
1991~92 TEACHER TO ADMINISTRATOR RATIOS COMPARED TO STANDARD

SORYED 8Y COUNTY DISTRIC/ MUMBER

TOTAL
DISTRICT ADHINISTRATOR
NAME PFTES

VAN IS0 3.88
NILLS POINT 15D 4.23
FRUITVALE 1SD 3.35
BLOOMINGTON ISD 6. 08
YICTORIA ISD 27.51
MCFADDIN I1SD §.12
NURSERY 15D .58
NEN WAVERLY 1SD 2.99
HUNTSYILLE 1SD 17.36
HENPSTEAD ISD 4. 00
NALLER ISD 9.7
ROYAL ISO 5.46
MONAHANS-WICKETT-PYOTE 1SD 1.9
GRANOFALLS-ROYALTY ISD 2.99
SRENHAM ISD 13.09
BURTON 1SD 1.09
LAREDO ISD 84.76
NIRANDO CITY ISD 2.5
UMITED 1SD 34.50
NESS COMS ISD 1.61
BOLING ISO 2.63
EAST BERNARD ISD 2.08
EL C 1 5.76
NHARTON ISD .08
LOUISE 1SD 1.9
MOSEETIE ISD 1.08
SHAMROCK 1SD 3.0
NHEELER ISD 1.2
ALLISON ISD 1.08
KELTON ISD 1.08
SRISCOE 1SD 2.09
SURKBURNETT 1SD 6.93
ELECTRA ISD 3.00
I0WA PARK CONMS IS0 3.64
NICHITA FALLS ISD 21.66
CITY YIEN ISD 1.09
HARROLD ISD s.a8
YERNON ISD 7.08
NORTHSIDE I1SD 1.08
LASARA 1SD 56
LYFORD 1SD 8.26
RAYHONOVILLE 1SO 9.98
SAN PERLIVA ISD 1.08
FLORENCE 1SD 2.08
GEORGETOWN 1SD 6.81
GRANGER 1SD 2.5
HUTTO ISD 1.67
JARRELL ISD 1.08
LISERTY HILL ISD 5.54
ROUND ROCK ISD $9.%
TAYLOR 1SD 12.99
THRALL ISD 1.8
LEANDER 1SD 12.99
COUPLAND IS0 1.33
FLORESYILLE 1D 5.88
LA YERNIA ISD 3.
POTH 1SD 1.09
STOCKDALE 1SD 1.2¢
KERMIT 1SD 6.56
NINK-LOVING ISD 2.08
AL 1 2.38
180 2.08
SRIDGEPORT ISD 3.0
CO ISD 1.09
DECATUR ISD 4.76
PARADISE 1SD 1.32
SLIDELL ISD 1.08
HAMKINS ISD 2.27
NINEOLA ISD 3.0
QUITHAN 4. 09
YANTIS ISD 1.86
ALSA-GOLDEN 1SD 3.0
NINNSBORO ISD 2.08
DENVER CITY ISD 3.76
PLAINS ISD 3.00
$D 3.9
OLNEY ISD 3.76
IAPATA 18D 16.09
CRYSTAL CITY ISD 11.75
LA PRYOR ISO N _J
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TOTAL
TEACHER
PFTES

164.54
148.23

PFTES = SUM OF PARTIAL FULL-TINE EQUIVALENTS

TEACHERS TO
ADMINISTRATOR
RATIO

26.9%
33.18

7.95
11.3¢
31.33

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Appendix B

Administrative Cost as Defined as PEIMS Functions and Objects and Funds

Functions:

21 - Instructional Administration

A function for which expenditures are directly for activities that have as
their purpose managing, directing and supervising general and specific
instructional programs. This function also includes expenditures related to
research and development of new modified instructional methods, techniques,
procedures, programs, etc. (formally coded as function 24). Costs are to
include those attributed to curriculum supervisors, instructional program area
administrators or managers (e.g., special education supervisors or directors,
federal program coordinators, cooperative fiscal agents, etc.), or other
similar types of costs directly incurred in overseeing instructional programs,
excluding those types of indirect costs pertaining to school administration
(function code 23), general administration (function code 41), and direct
noninstructional administrative costs (e.g., transportation, food services,
plant maintenance, etc.). Program codes defined in Procedure Number CDE-413,
Financial Accounting Manual, Bulletin 679, are usually assigned to this
function, except general curriculum costs applicable to all programs of the
district, which may use the 0l general program code.

41 - General Administration

A function for which expenditures are for purposes of managing or governing
the school district as an overall entity and that cover multiple activities
that are not directly and exclusively for costs applicable to specific
functions. General administration costs are not directly or exclusively
applicable to more specific functions. General administration is an indirect
cost applicable to other expenditure functions of a school district. Examples
of general administration are expenditures incurred by the school board,
office of the superintendent, fiscal budget, accounting for business offices,
textbook custodian, central personnel office, tax administration, central
administration office support services (e.g.. aggregation of district-wide
pupil attendance figures), etc. Genera! administretion does not include costs
for activities directly and exclusively for instructional administration
(function 21), campus administration (function 23) or for direct
noninstructional administrative costs incurred exclusively for such functions
as transportation, food services, plant maintenance, etc.

Objects:

6100 - Payroll Costs

This major classification includes the gross salaries or wages and benefit
costs for employee services. An employee of a local education agency is paid
a salary or wage. The local educaticn agency acts in a supervisory capacity
over an employee and furnishes the working area and usually the equipment and
materials necessary for the completion or performance of a task or service.
Although an ewployee may work with more than one supervisor subsequent to,
during, or after the normal employment period of hours, if the services or

Texas Education Agency 1 January 1993
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tasks performed are at the general direction of the local education agency the
amount paid to that employee is considered a payroll cost.

6200 - Professional and Contracted Services

The major account classification Professional and Contracted Services is used
to record expenditures for services rendered to the local education agency by
firms, individuals and other organizations, including internal services funds.
However, internal service funds that account for employee benefits, such as
health insurance, are to be classified to the appropriate code in the 6100
account group. Normally, professional and contracted services represent a
complete service that is rendered for the local education agency, and no
attempt should be made to separate labor from supplies.

6300 - Supplies and Materials
This major classification includes all expenditures for supplies and
materials.

6400 - Other Operating Expenses
This code is used to classify expenditures for items other than Payroll Costs,
Professional and Contracted Services, Supplies and Material, Debt Service and

Capital Outlay that are necessary for the operation of the local education
agency.

All Governmental Funds Except:

50 - Debt Service Fund

A governmental fund type, with budgetary control, that must be used to account
for general long-term debt principal and interest for debt issues and other
long-term debts for which a tax has been dedicated. A separate bank account
must be kept for this fund. Principal and interest payments for operating
indebtedness including warrants, notes, and short-term lease-purchase are to
be made from the fund for which the debt was incurred.

60 - Capital Projects Fund
A governmental fund type, with budgetary control, that must be used to
account, con the modified accrual basis, for projects financed by proceeds from

bond issues, or for capital projects otherwise mandated to be so accounted for
in this fund.

0 - Proprietary Fund Type

Proprietary fund types, which include enterprise and internal service funds,
are used to account for a local education agency’'s ongoing organizations ana
activities where net income and capital maintenance are measured. All related
assets, liabilities, equities, revenues, expenses, and transfers are accounted
for through the fund affected. Generally acceptad accounting principles that
apply to similar businesses in the private sector arxe applicable to

proprietary type funds, as net income and financial position are to be
determined.

Texas Education Agency 2 January 1993
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Instructional Cost as Defined as PEIMS Functions and Objects and Funds
Functions:

11 - Instructional

A function for which expenditures are for the purpose of instructing students
ir.cluding those enrolled in adult basic education programs. This includes
expenditures for direct classroom instruction and other activities that
deliver, supplement or direct the delivery of learning situations to students,
excluding costs applicable to instructional related services (function code 20
series) and student services (function code 30 series). Expenditures for the
delivery of instruction in regular program basic skills; bilingual and English
as a second languag. programs; remedial, tutorial and accelerated instgg;;ion
programs; gifted and talented education programs; and vocational education
programs; are function 11 costs. Also, expenditures for special education
instructional purposes, including speech, occupational, and physical therapy
and other related services necessary for the learning needs of handicapped
students, are function 1l costs. Please refer to Procedure Number CDE-413 for
program code definitions, which are usually required for function 11¢€,
expenditures. Upkeep and maintenance for buildings and improvements are to be
coded for under function 51. Upkeep and repairs to instruction equipment are
function 11 costs. Function 11 expenditures include instructional computing
formally codes function 12.

22 . Instructional Resources and Media Sexrvices

A function for which expenditures are directly and exclusively for
establishing and maintaining libraries and other major facilities dealing with
instructional materials and media. Expenditures for instructional material
and equipment (such as, books, videos, and film strips) purchased for and
assigned to a classroom or to personnel who deliver instruction to students,
are function 11 costs, even if controlled by a library.

31 - Guidance and Counseling Services

A function for which expenditures are directly and exclusively for activities
that have as their purpose assessing and testing students’ abilities,
aptitudes and interest; counseling students with respect to career and
educational opportunities and helping them establish realistic goals. This
function includes costs of psychological services, identification of
individual characteristics, testing, educational counseling, and occupational

counseling. Expenditureg for guidance personnel, counseling and their aides,
etc., are function 31 costs.

Ob jects:

6100 - Payroll Costs

This major classification includes the griss salaries or wages and benefit
costs for employee services. An employee of a local education agency is paid
a salary or wage. The local education agency acts in a supervisory capacity
over an employee and furnishes the working area and usually the equipment and
materials ne essary for the completion or performance of a task or service.
Although an employee may work with more than one supervisor subsequent to,

Texas Education Agency 3 January 1993

1o
Do




during, or after the normal employment period of hours, if the services or
tasks performed are at the general direction of the local education agency the
amount paid to that employee is considered a payroll cost.

6200 - Professional and Contracted Services

The major account classification Professional and Contracted Services is used
to record expenditures for services rendered to the local education agency by
firms, individuals, and other organizations, including internal services
funds. However, internal services funds that account for employee benefits,
such as health insurance, are to be classified to the appropriate code in the
6100 account group. Normally, professional and contracted services represent
a complete service that is rendered for the local education agency, and no
attempt should be made to separate labor from supplies.

6300 - Supplies and Materials
This major classificczion includes all expenditures for supplies and
materials.

6400 - Other Operating Expenses

This code is used to classify expenditures for items other tham Payroll Costs,
Professional and Contracted Services, Supplies and Material, Debt Service and
Capital Outlay that are necessary for the operation of the local education
agency.

All Governmental Funds Except:

50 - Debt Service Fund

A governmental fund type, with budgetary control, that must be used to account
for general long-term debt principal and interest for debt issues and other
long-term debts for which a tax has been dedicated. A separate bank account
must be kept for this fund. Principal and interest payments for operating
indebtedness including warrants, notes, and short-term lease-purchase
agreements, are to be made from the fund for which the debt was incurred.

60 - Capital Projects Fund
A governmental fund type, with budgetary control, that must be used to
account, on the modified accrual basis, for projects financed by proceeds from

bond issues, or for capital projects otherwise mandated to be so accounted for
in this fund.

70 - Propretary Fund Types

Proprietary fund types, which include enterprise and internal service funds,
are used to account for a local education agency's ongoing organizations and
activities where net income and capital maintenance are measured. All related
assets, liabilities, equities, revenues, expenses, and transfers are accounted
for through the fund affected. Generally accepted accounting principles that
apply to similar businesses in the private sector are applicable to

proprietary type funds, as net income and financial position are to be
determined.
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TEACHER TO ADMWISTRATIVE RATIOS, % ADMINISTRATIVE TO INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS, % WEIGHTED PUPILS IN SPEC. PROG & TAAS INFORMATION

NBR
DIST

CATEGORY

ENROLLMENT GROUPINGS

)
18
47
59
s
136
118
208
82

OVER 58,089
25,888 Y0 49,999
16,888 10 24,999

5.908 10 9,99
3.008 10 4,999
1,608 TO0 2,99
1,088 76 1,599

DISTRICT TYPE

MAJOR URBAR

MAJOR SUBURBAN

OTHER CENTRAL CITY
OTHER CC SUSURBAN
INOEPENDENT TOWN
HON-METRO FAST GROWING
NON-METRO STASLE

RURAL

MWEALTH (MEDYAN=$148,578)

184
184
195
194
185
194
185
194
145
184
6

UNDER $76,272
$76,272 70 $°#.118
$94,119 T0 $186.953
$186.854 1O $124,839
$124,848 T $148,577
$145,578 TO $165,184
$165,195 1O $262,678
$202,679 10 $259,734
$259,735 TO $438,51¢
OVER $433,516
SPECIAL DISTRICTS

WEALTH (ST AVG=$181.548)

679
%5
6

UNDER $181,54¢
OVER $181,548
SPECIAL DISTRICTS

WEALTH 8Y EQUAL PUPILS PER GROUP

24 UNDER $44,827

36 $44,827 TO < $63,744
(1) $63,744 TO < $81,747
132 $81,747 TO < $99,824
54 $99.824 TO ¢ $186,867
67 $168,867 10 < $128,927
65 $126,827 T0 < $136,91
L] $134,961 TO < $136.498
26 $136,498 TO < $148,227
(1) $148,227 T0 < $155,589
48 $155,549 T0 < $163,412
45 $163,412 TO < $176,418
38 $176,418 TO < $194,732
57 $196,732 TO < $215,663
56 $215,663 TO < $246.258
1 $248,258 TO < $248,954
41 $248,954 TO < $277.6%
14 $277,69 TO < $389,182
as $306,182 TO < $344,184
143 $344,184 AND OVER

[ SPECIAL DISTRICTS
TOTAL TAX EFFORT (ST AYG=$1.1629)
261  UNDER 1.8519

261  1.0519 TO UMOER 1.1541
261  1.1541 TO UNDER 1.2517
261  1.2517 AND OVER

6 SPECIAL DISTRICTS

MEO EFF. TAX EFFORT (ST AYG=$1.§663)
261  UNOER #.8885

261  6.8805 T0 §.989%

261 0. 9197 ro 1.1285

261 OVER 1,1285

6 SPECIAL DISTRICTS

HIGHEST PROPERTY VALUE CATEGORY

352
k.
200
184
'3 .

1,850

RESIDENTIAL

LAND

OIL AND GAS
SUSINESS

SPECIAL DISTRICTS

STATE TOTAL

INSTRUCT.

EXPEND. /
WGT ADA

$2,955
$2,9081
$2,042
$1,978

$2,466

$2,064
$2.967
$2,959
$1,944
$1,941
$1,897
$2,080
$2.363

$1,897
$1,959
$2,837
$1,937
$1,961
$1,992
$2,949
$2.9475
$2,327
$2,966
$2,787

$1,966
$2.209
$2.787

$1,916
$1,859
$1,967
$1,934
$2.991

$2,663
$2,787

$1,9%
$2,027
$2,949
$2,195
$2,787

$1,917
$1,975
$2,499
$2,248
$2,787

$1,997
$2,119
$2,341
$2,117
$2,787

$2,85

ADMIN.
EXPEND. /
WGT ADA

$282
$198
$217
$219
$241
$268
$272
$315
$51¢8

$264
$209
$217
$232
$211
$276
$274
$428

$223
$212
$228
$225
$197
$216
$227
$238
$272
$479
$439

$216
$258
$419

$209
$233
$285
$236
$228
$218
$263

$193
$236
$208
$224
$225
$235
$253
$182
$252
$254
$293

$419

1991-92
WEIGHTED
PUPILS

792,868
671,917
845,287
497,878
345,368
312,581
169,965
169,388

782,114
1.868,377
498,789
337,559
398,631
62,447
491,558
208,212

455,744
213,375
296,727
244,618
541,353
457,865

2,424,946
1,392,489
6,324

185,874
284,192
197,547
194,828
261,949
193,365
187,537
188,213
196,998
179,914
206,945
195,990
192,938
183,933
204, 74€
222,285
188,697
189,298
126,979
184,314

6,324

628,928
745,593
1,157,973
1,292,948
6,324

998,994
748,292
1,251,449
819,528
6,324

2,353,535
167,269
281,275

1,895,276

6,324

3,823,679

%X ADMIN.

TO INSTRCT. TO ADMIN.
C

0ST

TEACHER
RATIO

11.84
14.97
18.75
11.19

.85

16.9%
l' 9

11.19
.85

11.68
14.24
11.15

.85

164.99

% WEIGHTED
PUPIL

SPEC. PROG.

22.18
16.29

% PASS % OF DISTS

AL
TanS

34.73
54.715
45.84
47.12
46.49
43.92
45.14
47.63
47.53

34.26
52.91
44.61
42.22
44.85
46.23
4. 08
47.64

32.87

46.06
42.99

51.69
48.72
43.31
48.089
52.17
62.51

42.93
47.66
62.51

29.51
31.78
39.91
43.58

42.%
44.34
47,58
44.73
58.54
53.13
48.59
43.49
54.53
49.99
32.75
48.42
36.66
57.93
56.94
62.51

35.99
43.32
43.38
49.15
62.51

39.96

45,18
49.31
62.51

47,14
43.59
43.48
39.65
62.51

44.71

EXCEEDING
STANDARD

78.84

88,71
]

57.47
54.79
52.11
69.92
56.09

43.66
49.43

71,65
56.09

33.52
73.70

43.91
56.9¢

56.29

1
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AGENCY

APPENDIX C
TEACHER TO ADWMISTRATIVE RATIOS, % ADMINISTRATIVE TO INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS, X WEIGHTED PUPILS IN SPEC. PROG & TAAS INFORMATION

NBR
DIsT CATEGORY

AEl GROUPS: PUPILS WEALTH|X LOM INC

163 QK i < AVYG, i [ .3
188 <K L cavG: | >ess
e ax ) ave |ots
8 1K 10 ¢ X } < AYG, |
191 1K 10 ¢ X i < AYG. i pL7Y |

10 <Xk | >ave b ocem
B Mo <am ! tave | e
43 W T0 <1k | <avG. | >mes
322 XT0 <1k | >ave |
H XK TO ¢ 18K 12 AVG, i pLIY )
17 > 16K 1 < AYG, | <AP%
¥ 1k D cave. | >uas
19 >16K 1 2 AYG, ; <
7 1 Ly [ suss

>16K AVG
[ SPECIAL DISTRICTS

SMALL/SPARSE ADJSTMNT (ST AVG=38.9%)

298 HO SMALL/SPARSE ADJUSTMENT

188  UMDER 22.3%

188  22.3% 10 UMDER 31.4%
185  31.4% TO UNDER 36.8%
191  36.8% AND OVER

CEI LEVEL (MEDIAN=1.87)

168  UNOER 1.65

267 1.5 TO UNDER 1.97
247  1.67 T0 UNDER 1.89
153 1.6% 70 1.11

223 1.11 AND OVER

OPERATING COST/PUPIL (ST AVG=$3,971)

219 UNDER $3,714
218 $3,714 T0 34,975

216  OVER $5,327

ESC REGION

3 1 EDINBURG
43 11 CORPUS CHRISTI
41 111 VICTORIA
55 1v HOUSTON
29 v SEAUMONT
57 vl HMTSYILLE
” VIl KILGORE

48 VIIT WY PLEASANT
48 IX MWICHITA FALLS

79 X RICHARDSON
7”7 X1 FORT WORTH
78 XI1 HACO
56 X111 AUSTIN
43 XIv ABILENE
o4 xv SAN ANGELC
67 VI AMARILLO
61 Xvil LUSSOCK
33 Xvill HIDLAND
13 XIX EL _PASO

L XX SAN ANTONIC

TAAS: PCT PASSING ALL TESTS TAXEM

203  56% TO UNDER 57%

195 OVER 5&%

AVERAGE SAT SCORE

226 UNDER 816

209 818 TO UNDER 86§

215
227
179

::: T0 WEI "¢
w STlDEITS TESTED

AVERAGE ACT SCORE

257
268
212
271
182

UNDER 18.25

18.25 10 UNDER 19.5
19.5 10 uuon 26.5
20.5 AND OV

" STIDEITS TESTED

INSTRUCT.
EXPEND. /
HGT ADA

$2.895

$1,894
$2,005
$2,165
32,314
$2,9%9

$2,875
$2

$2
$2,161

$2,

ADMIN.
EXPEND./
HGT ADA

$191

5
$252
$308
$569

1991-92
HWEIGHTED
PUPILS

8,772
9,025

167,242
264,818
317,574
476,745
2,663,299

1,194,448
1,289,751
937,147
322,229
84,113

32,51

1,229,959
(3]

Ll
783,729
603,410
557,661

781,259
1,058,974
993,711
936,156
53,584

767,284
718,457

964,007
1,349,625
22

% ADMIN,
TO INSTRCT.
CcosT

10.56
14.82
2064

14.88
13.81
13.25

19.51
10.99

18.85

11.83
29.43

12.65
16.53
16.71
11.82
23.19

TEACHER
TO ADMIN.
RATIO

10.24
9.54

8.77
11.31
16.17
10.74
10.89
11.78
10.71
11.57
11.53
11.62
16.84
11.34

. 11.38

.85

11.21
16.52
16.23
8.79
8.94

16.29
19.59
19.94
11.61
19.97

16.49
16.93

11.22
11,3

10.53
16.87
11.15
11.49

.20

16.32
16.99
11.85
11.45

8.42

% WEIGHTED
PUPIL
SPEC. PROG.

17.96
a1.19
15.36
18.42
16.32
21.26

18.96

18.94

19.01
18.77
18.15

18,89

16.44

22.25
19.19
18.78

13.23

21.91

19.12

% PASS % OF DISTS

ALL
TAAS

EXCEEDING
STANDARD

61.35

93.86

21.81

8819

2
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NSR
DIST CATEGORY

1,856  STATE TOTAL

DENSITY (ST AVG=12.77 PUPILS/SQ WI)

546 LESS THAN §

288 5 TO UNDER 2§

119 26 T0 UNDER 166
” 164 AND OVER

6 SPECIAL DISTRICTS

PUPIL CHG:99/91-91/92 (ST AVG=2.43%)

315 DECLINING PUPILS
338 9% TO UNOER 3%
222 3% TO UMDER 6%
164 6% TO UNDER 1#%
n 10% AND OVER

PCT AFRICAN aM PUPILS (ST AVG=14.3%)

629  UNDER 5%
137 5% TO UNOER 1%

1 5@% AND OVER
PCT HISPANIC PUPILS (ST AVG=34.4%)

274  UNDER 5%

175 5% TO UNDER 1%
181 16X 70 UNOER 26%
163  29% TO UNDER 3%
137  34% TO UNOER 5¢%
186  5#% AND OVER

PCT MINORITY PUPILS (ST AVG=51.8%)

9 UNDER 5%

127 5% TO UNOER 1#%
199  1#% TO UNDER 20%
146  20% TO UNOER 3%
231 W% TO UNDER 5#%
254  5P% AND OVER

PERCENT LOM INCOME (ST AVG=41.88%)

118  UMDER 20%

179  29% TO UNDER 3%
234 % TO UNDER 49%
354 49X TO UNOER 68%
121 6§% TO UNDER 38%
4 80% AND OVER

AVG. TEACHER EXPER (ST AVG=11.3 YRS)

256  UMDER 9.7 YEARS

278 9.7 TO UNDER 11.2 YEARS
247 11,2 YO UNDER 12.4 YEARS
269  12.4 YEARS ANO OVER

AVG. TEACHER SALARY (ST AVG=$27,556)

262 UNOER $24,516

263 $24,516 TO UNDER $25,617
263 $25,617 TO UNDER $26,913
262 $26,913 AND OVER

PCT MINORITY TCHRS (ST AVG=22.6%)

597 UMDER 5%

181 8% TO UNDER 1#%
131  10% TO UMDER 2%
% 20% TO UNDER 0%
5 WX TO UNDER 58%
68  SP% AND OVER

% TCHRS W ADY DEGREE (ST AVG=28.3%)
262 UMDER 18.9%

263  18.0% TO UMDER 24.9%

263  24.9% TO UNDER 32.9%

262 32.9% AND OVER

1,056 STATE TOTAL

O

TEXAS

INSTRUCT.
EXPEND. /
WGT ADA

$2,956

$2,279
$1,993

32 787

$2,156
$2,859
$2,956
$1,891
$1,%6

$2,169

$2,042

$2,048
$2,119

141
$2,029
$2,062
$1,975
$1,956
$1,976
$2,033
$2,1%
$2,85

ADHIN,
EXPENO. /
HGT ADA

$232

$279

$223
s218
$346

$249
$215
$224
$239
$215
$292

$222

ED U C A T I oN
PENDIX C
TEACHER TO ADMNISTRATIVE RATIOS, % ADMINISTRATIVE TO IISTMTIOIAL COSTS, %X WEIGHTEO PUPILS IN SPEC. PROG & TAAS INFORMATION

1991-92
MEIGHTED
PUPILS

3,823,679

352,615
579,439
4

2,254,033 .

6,324

588,925
1,823,913
1,017,0%

352,129

41,616

71,078
164,262

291,567

562,920
1,014,801
1,442,763

157,318
376,453
780,288
2,5M,621

979,782
612,674
635,948
344,308
529,121
721,862

378,697

3,823,679

% ADMIN.
TO INSTRCT.
cosT

11.26

12.9%

17.61

13.37

11.42

12.14
11.48

11.69
11.14
16.63
12.19

15.88

16.55

13.32

11.27
16.98

11.26

46

AGENCY

TEACHER
TO ADMIN.
RATIO

16.99

9.0
#

11.97
11.16
9.85

16.37
16.95
11.53
11.01

9.72

16.6¢
11.26
11.55
v

.97

.83
16.75
11.92
11.11

16.77

% WEIGHTED
PUPIL
SPEC. PROG.

18.89

19.31
13.83
18.19
19.01
28.25%

21.69
19.54
16.97

19.56

19.75

19.38
18.92

18.81

15,46
16.36
L

19.53
21.68
23, %

21.85
19.5¢
17.43
18.79

18.89

% PASS % OF DISTS

,-.
-~

TMS

4.7

39,61
33.44

54.28
55.67

53.42
43.73
2%.58

.08
52.77
46.77
39.71

27.10

EXCEEDING
STANDARD

56.29

75.82

51.69
54.75
52.56

61.16
63.18

6.78
52.52

45.34
$6.51

52.85
53.64

.29
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COMPLIANCE STATEMENT

TITLE VI, CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964; THE MODIFIED COURT ORDER, CIVIL ACTION 5281,
FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT, EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS, TYLER DIVISION

Reviews of local education agencies pertaining to compl:ance with Title VI Civil Rights Act of 1964 and with
specific requirements of the Modified Court Order. Civit Action No. 5281, Federal District Court, Eastern
District of Texas. Tyler Division are conducted periodically by staff representatives of the Texas Education
Agency. These reviews cover at least the foliowing policies and practices:

(1) acceptance policies on student transters from other school districts.
{2) operation of school bus routes or runs on a non-segregated basis:
(3) nondiscrimination 1n extracurricular activities and the use of school facilities;

(4) nondiscriminatory practices in the hiring. assigning. promoting. paying, demoting. reassigning, or
dismissing of faculty and staff members who work with children;

(5) enroliment and assignment of students without discrimination on the basis of race. color, or national
origin;

(6) nondiscriminatory practices relating to the use of a student’s first language; and
(7) evidence of publhished procedures for hearing complaints and grievances.

in add'tion to conducting reviews. the Texas Education Agency staff representatives check complaints of
discriminatior made by a citizen o citizens residing 1 @ school district where 1t is alleged discriminatory
practices have occurred or are occurring.

Where a violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act s found. the findings are reported to the Office for Civil
Rights. U.S. Department of Education.

If there 1s a diract violation of the Court Order in Civil Action No. 5281 that cannot be cleared through negotia-
tion. the sanctions required by the Court Order are applied.

TITLE Vii, CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964 AS AMENDED; EXECUTIVE ORDERS 11246 AND
11375; TITLE IX, EDUCATION AMENDMENTS; REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973 AS AMENDED;
1974 AMENDMENTS TO THE WAGE-HOUR LAW EXPANDING THE AGE DISCRIMINATION
IN EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1967; VIETNAM ERA VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

ACT OF 1972 AS AMENDED; AMERICAN DISABILITIES ACT OF 1990; AND THE CIVIL RIGHTS
ACT OF 1991.

The Texas Education Agency shall comply fully with the nondiscrimination provisions of all Federal and State
laws and regulations by assuring that no person shall be excluded from consideration for recruitment, selection,
appointment, training, promotion, retention. or any other personnel action, or be denied any benefits or par-
ticipation in any educational programs or activities which it operates on the grounds of race. religion. color,
national origin, sex, handicap, age, or veteran status or a disability requiring accommodation {(except where
age. sex. or handicap constilute a bona fide occupational qualification necessary to proper and efficient ad-
ministration). The Texas Education Agency is an Equal Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Action employer.
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