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: The | < . Issued Mby the Texas Education Agency:
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v In the first edition of BASIC ISSUES IN TEXAS PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE (1975):
' An Analysis of the-Plans, January 8, 1975, eighteen basic issues in Public
s School Finance were identified. The identification of these issues had

-~ L resulted from a series of meetings among eight school finance study groups

then developing plans or recommendations for presentation for the Sixty-

fourth Texas Leﬁis]ature. It was anticipated at that time that as future
revisions were made in proposals and gnalyses these would be reflected in
updates of that initial report with distribution of these updates through

THE BRIEFER for Public School Finance Studies.

The revised.edition of Basic Issues which follows is a description of six-
teen of the eighteen issues identified in the earlier report. Each of five
major school finance bills pending before the Texas Legiglature is discussed
in relationship to each of these sixteen issues, with cost information and
analyses included where appropriate. These five bills are:

Senate Bill 37 " House Bill 420
. (by Aikin, Schwartz) (by Hale)
¥ OUCATION & WELFARE ‘ : ’ House Bill 946
ONAL INSTITUTE OF . i

i T caTiON | ‘ : (by Kubiak)
e i MENT e REEN faem  Senate Bill 478 _ House Bill 1083
ThE o LON O SR ' A *GN- : .
THE 4T 4ion 6 SenanFaTiON O G v (by Mauzy) -(by Massey, et al)
CTA'ED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE- .. . . . '
T At ion pow 110N 08 Boicy O o - House Bill 1126
. : ‘ : : (by McAlister)

House Bill 1715
(by Truan, et-al)

The reader should note that due to possible amendments. in these bills the
information contained in this second report will be subject .to future re-
visions. It should be further- noted that in compiling the present report
summaries and descriptions of each bill have not been reviewed by the
sponsors of the bill, although every effort has been made to accurately
and objectively describe the provisions of each bill.

[ The cost data cited in this report are taken from the official five-year
~ cost estimates for each bill developed by the Texas Education Agency for
the Legislative Budget Board. Inquiries, comments or suggestions about -

*\ﬁge information or' the analyses contained in this report. should be directed

o
X
p) . ‘ Alton 0. Bowen

: Deputy Commissioner for Administrative-
g ~ . : Services . ‘
= 4 : Texas Education Agency

201 East Eleventh Street

- Austin, Texas -78701

* Phone: (512) 475-4536

m .




FOREWORD

During Decémber 1974, tﬁe staffs of eight jroups'then developing plans or
récommendations in pub]if scﬁoo1hf1nance for presentation.to the Sixty-
fourth Texas Legislature were“invited'to meef in a series of meeting§ tp'
deVe]op and analyze a list of basic issues in“publit school finafice as one
means.fqr,identifying both,§im11arities and differences amoqg'the plans of
these groups. A répoht éntit]e&,“ldéﬁtification of Basic Issues in Texas
bub{ic School Finance - 1975" resulted from the meetings partiéipated in by
., these groups. . Drafted by the Texas E&ucation Agency staff, this report

_ identifiéd ejghteen basic issues in school finance to be considered by tﬁe

: Sixty-fourth'Texas'Legis]ature. The report-summarized the positioﬁ bf_each
participating study Qroup with regard fo éach 6f these issues and presented
table formats for data analysis ofueach issue. Exceptlfqr”thé préseﬁt syffém,
no cost estimate information was included in thé repor%. - Information’ used to

compile the report was taken from reports, recommendations, or principles and

Tentative Recommendations to Governor Dolph Briscoe Regarding The
Restructuring of Public Elementary and Secondary School Finance
' Ivagrnor's Office of Edurational Research and Planning) -

" A Time for Change: Towards Quality and'Egualjgy (Report of the
House Educqtion Cpmmitte¢). N '

Draft Report of Committee of 24 (House Interim Committee on the
Reorganization and Modernization of Public Education: Recom-
mendations_gf Subcommittee on Public School Finance)

*Proposed Principles for a New School Finance Plan" and "Criteria
for a School Finance Plan Based on A Weighted Pupil Approach”

(Senate Education Committee)



Public School Revenue System Recommendations (Texastdvisory
"~ Commission on Intergovernmenta] Relatigns) ,

Pr;gosed Legislative Program: Policy Position (Texas Association -
?of School Boards) : _

Public Schoo] Finance Plan: A Special Supplement to Recommendations
for Legislative Consideration on Public Education. in Texas (Texas
State Board of Education)

Schoo] F1nance &11] Draft, 11 12~ 74 (Texas State Teachers Assoc1at1on)

The summaries contained in the initial Issues document were preliminary andafubaect'
to change as pr0posa1s were wr1tten 1nto b111s wh1ch are now pending before the
Legislature. Since the pub11cat1on of the f1rst edition of the lssggg_document
five major schoo] f1nance bills have . been 1ntroduced ‘in the House and referred to
the House Education tomm1ttee, two of which have compan1on bills in the Senate.

The House Educat1on Committee has discussed all f1ve b111s 1n terms of the basic
issues in school f1nance identified in the lssggs_document Presently, all five
House B111s1(House Bill 420 by Ha]e, House Bil1- 946 by Kubiak; House Bill ]Q$§.by
Massey, et al; House Bill 1126 by McAlister; and House Bill 1715 by Truan, et a])l
have been referred to a subcommittee of the House Education Committee. Senate
Bi1l 37 (by Aikin, Schwartz) and Senate. B111 478 (by Mauzy) have been referred by'l

' the Senate Educat1on Comm1ttee to a subcommittee.

The second edition of Issues, whieh follows, focuses upon these five schoo]
finance bills invterms of sixteen issues identified in the first puh]ication
of Issues and presents state tota]'informatiohaas to the program and-financing
costs of each bill. Cost information is presented for initial year of ihp]e-

.mentation (1975-76) and for full implementation (1978-79) of each bill.

ii



I.

IDENTIFICATION-OF BASIC ISSUES IN TEXAS PUBLIC gCHOOL‘FINANCE'- 1975

The following 1list of issues were identified by school finance groups in a

. series of meetings during December, 1975. The original list included

eighteen issues. In the following report sixteen of these eighteen issues
will be dissussed. )

ISSUES RELATING TO THE TYPE AND CONTENT OF THE FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM

To what extent and in what manner shall. the revised F0uhdation Schoo]

Program provide for the following components? )

A.: Identification of Student Populations. ~What pupil populations will
recognized for funding purposes? . -

B. _¥pe of "Allocation Method. Will allocations be based on a combination
' personnel and student units or student units only? Through what

method will students be counted within: various populations?

-C. Level of Staffing. What level of staffing can or will be provided?

" 'D.. Staffing Flexibility. What flexibility in staffing patterns will

D § &

be provided? .

E. -Salary Levels. _What level of-ealarf will be provided for educational

personnel? -

[

F. Specfal Programs. What levels of financial support will be prov1ded'
or special, vocational, bilingual, oompensatory, and migrant educa-

tion?

G. General Fiexibilitz. Nhat general flexibility will be provided in
the funding formulas? What level of governance w111 be provided
"~ with what amounts of flexibility? ' .

H. -Renewal and Accountabilitv. What mechanism-for 1mprovement will be
estabiished7 What should the scope and method of accountability be?

I. Transportation. How wiil transportation services be proVJded?

ISSUES RELATING TO THE FINANCING OF THE FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM

A. Determination of Local Ability. Through what means will the ability
of each school district to support education be determined?

B. Determination of State and rocal Shares. To what extent and in what
manner will the Foundation School Program be financed from local
revenues and State revenues? To what extent and in what manner will
state revenues be used to offset increases in required local effort?

. . _' .55«'
1
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I11. ;gsuzs RELATING TO FINANCING OF EXPENDITURES ABOVE THE FOUNDATION SCHOOL
. OGRAM : - \

A. Extent of Local Leeway Funds. To what extent will school districts be
, 'permfttEa to enrich t%e Foundation School Program?, .

B. Equalization of Local Leeway Funds. To what extent and through what
means will the state equalize schogl districts' ability to raise en- -

richment funds?

’

IV. SSUES RELATING TO THE TOTAL FINANCING OF PUBLIC SCHOOL EDUCATION IN TEXAS
A. The Total Operating Cost of Education in Texas: What is the current
' operating cost of education Py 'sources of revenue? A )
B. Funding of Capital Expenditures. Will the financing of capital expen- "

ditures be partially supported by state funds? GIf so, to what extent
and through what mechanism? - S o

C. Implementation Schedule. Over what period and through what means will
a school finance program be implemented? What impact on equalization
, -~ 7 and support of desired program, staffing, and salary levels do alterna-
" tive .implementation schedules have? Ce '

Clearly none of these issues exists within a vacuum. Each issue has an appropriate
3 relationship to all of the other issues. To the extent possible these interrela- -
™ tionships have been noted within the context of this report. h

G
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MAJOR SCHOOL FINANCE LEGISLATION BEFORE THE

- | SIXTY-FOURTH TEXAS LEGISLATURE
Senate Bi1137 - ¢ . House Bill 420

(by Aikin, Schwartz) (by Hale)

House Bill 946
{by Kubiak}

A Senate Bill 478 ) House Bill 1083

- (by Mauzy) ' : (by Massey, et al)
House Bill 1126
N ' ~ (by ﬁcA]ister)

House Bi11 1715
(by Truan, et.al)

The following report summarizes the provisions in‘each of thesg

bills in terms of the issues identified above. .
¥ '
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‘iI; ISSUES RELATING TO THE TYPE AND CONTENT OF THE FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM
A1l five bills expand the exiscing Foundation School Program either through }f" )
expanding present services or by adding new services. All five bills provide J
for compensatogy education programs House Bill 1083 and House Bill 1715 es-
© _ tablish funding for & renewal and accountability system House Bill 1715
would provide guaranteed funding for capita] outlay purposes as well as allot-
ments for start-up costs in vocatiqnal-education. Section I aescribes the

components of the Foundation Schobl‘Program under each bill.

w

~ Tables I A. and I.B. present the cost of the Foundation School Program for
: 1n1t1a1 year of 1mplementation in 1975-76 and full: 1mp1ementation in 1978-

79 for the present program and each of the five bills, where detailed cost

data can be established.




v

I. A. IDENTIFICATION OF STUDENT POPULATIéNS

Present Program. The present Foundation School'Progrdm edsentially recognizes

four basic student poph]ations including regular program students*, studentss
enrolled in vocational péograms**; special education students**, and students
in need of bilingual education**. In-addition, a highly limited definition

of migrant students is utilized. e e _
.

Progasals. Housé~81]1 420 and House Bill 1126 utilize the presént'definitidn

of present programs but add students in need of compensatory education. Hause

L Bi11.946 divides the régular program info two djvisions - kindergarten through-
grade 4 and grades 5 through 12, and adds students needing compensatory édca-
tion. House Bill 1083 and House Bill 1715 substantially retain the presently
jdentified student populations in the aréaé of vocational and special education
while dividing the regulér brogram into kindergarten, grades 1-3, 4-6, 7-8,
9-12 and adding driver education as well as a "parity" proéram catégofy which
embraces present compensatory, migrant, and bilinguai'student pobu]ations;

x House,Bil] 1715 also includes gifted students in the populations served by

_special programs.

°

' . Eligibi]ity for Foundation School Program benefits for children over five
and under 21 years of age at beginning of the school year, with full-time
kindergarten for all children to begin in 1977-78.

$** See Section I.F. Q)

9




ELA . 4
o (ST OF THE FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM 1975-76 |
o PMﬁﬂ}ﬁAMFwammE?us N
mi11ons of dollars ‘ '
| T B PR ) P
, LA PRESENT  HOUSE BILL  WOUSE BILL  HOUSE BILL  WOUSE BILL  HOUSE BILL
,‘ 9675 W ol 1089 11% ik
¢ REGR EHTIO s W)
Salary Costs  $1,065.0 ° $,00.0  $L,8845 81,7064 w ot "
Operating Allowance 6,0 . . 6.3 13,7 w3 $]’?g;:g by

Total: Reglar TNT0 SWTS. W27 WL ofggy TWL AR
, : | 1 ’ w . |

 VOATIOML ENEATIN

] ‘ ' - /
Salary Costs * § 87.0 R T /A T T VN QLM k
Other Costs . 0.0 N0 22 124 b 56w
"* Total: Vocational" § 91.0 j 1099 "164.7 IRER RETTH ,_\F 164.0 7185

© SPECIAL EDUCATION .

§ 25,7 o § 309.2 "

Csaylosts S 1610 5 81§ 36
- *0ther Costs 260 N2 9.2 . W] i 3.4 kh
Total: Special ¥ 8.0 - § 237.3 § 353 § 278 § 280 53406 KR
COUATIOWLY OIS - , | | -
- VANTAGED . ] - L —
Total - - § 24 5606 R ETE
TRANSPORTATION |
fal - FRDOTR3OTRI TE 1 T 09 T s
10 | |
*Includes operating costs and contract costs,  **Not Available. ],].

Note: Although neither House Bill 420, House 8111'946; nor House Bi11 1126 alter present method of funding for
vocational and special education, due to increases in salaries the-costs for these programs will increase

over present levels,

it \ Unde mMéNH1%&cmfﬁrwﬂw,wmﬁmﬂﬂmdw%nlwmuwnmdwmsmﬁmnqun
o Supplement funds, '

-ERC



TBLE LA, CNINE

- PRESENT

. LA PIRESENTn © HOUSE BILL  HOUSE BILL  HOUSE BILL  HOUSE BILL lHOUSE BILL
1974-75 LAY " 420 946 1083 1126 175
. - -~ {sB37) | (SB478) —
. Sparsity ‘Supplement 0 -0- -0~ . § 2.1 (- 35
. Capital Outlay SN X 0 0- 0 § 1280
' Vocational Stariup Cost T Y I EOE A I
Coe . Sowo Yaep M2 S w3 S B3 b w4 o5
Renewal and Account- ' SR :
“ability (Evaluation, v - o
 Conputer Services) 0= - b § &5 - § 19 % 159
RS 60 065 mems o RALD - RIS Qe REKY
e | B
Regular Educationv:-‘ - The total cost i”ncludes_\_cos't for driver édu,ca,tionlinHous,e Bi11 1083 and House Bi11 1715,
pectal Elucation: . The total cust for special education under ouse BiT1:4083 includes the estiated cost
T for. special -education cooperative sipplement, -The total cost for spe¢ial education

under House Bi11 1715 includes allocation to regfonal service centers for provision of
special education services.- - S T
Other Cost: P(ese'np biTingual veduca'tion progran costs are included in other‘cos.ts'.'
" Renewal and Accountability: The cost for renese] .and accountability for House BiT1 1775 incTudes cost for ealation
1 . " and planning allocation. The'cost shown on the House Bill 94b s for needs assessment -
- and evaluation programs. The cost shown under House Bi11 1126 is for computer services.




- COST OF THE FOUNDATION SCHOCL PROGRAFTAT-FULL INPLEMENTATION---- —_—
PRESENT LAW AND FIVE HOUSE BILLS . o
{in miTtions.of dollars)

RESE s 7 T — ,
LA CPRESENT  HOUSE BILL  HOUSE BILL USE BILL  HOUSEBIL  HUSEBLL
197475 m W o 108 - 1% 105

| - ’ CXI. T .

REGULAR EDUCATION | | o

sl Costs S SO0 $L23 681 R,20.0 " §2,146.] "o

perating Allovance 6.0 @7 2935, 30,7 i 01,5 "

Total: Regulaie ~ §1,130.0 §1,089.6  $2,926.6 2,511.7 \;2,118.5 RTAES 1,886.3

 VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ) | |
Gy st 4 B0 § W3 Skl faed ™ SmR M

© #{ther Costs X A [ ¥ By M 3.1 "o
o Total: Vocatlonal FTo0 ¥ U I O T X B I TN VIV
PRI EIATIN e
T Salary Csts S0 ST fg §mE L om T mI e
wOther Gosts v _ 260 %6 460 g2 o £3.2 "o
o Total: Spec1a1 Twae Ty § SiE.O - s § 4613 g8y $ lﬁﬁgﬁ;ﬂh:
C pTow s S N S
U VMTAGED o o L
Total - 59§ s E T A X
L0 R R o
Tl - T TRE TR TS Tws THE, TS
| L 13-
*Inc]udes operat1ng costs and contract costs,  **Not Available. - | \ *

Note..A]thbugh neither House Bi11 420, House Bi]1 946, nor House Bi11 1126 alter present method of fundlng for
. vocational and special education, due to increases in salaries the costs for these prograns will* 1ncrease
over present levels , . . .

! ' ‘ .
; 4

m .
N UMWHMWB”]w%’m“°f"%hhvm&wmlaMsmmﬂethm1mM®suﬁfmmew -
[j[z\y(;.supplement funds

’ ¢
U 1 . . . . ‘




TABLE 1B, CONTINUED

A — SRR % et
| . PRESENT : . : .

| JH LWt BRESENT  HOUSEBILL - MUSEBILL  BOUSEBILL  HOUSE BILL - HOUSE BILL

e L. R TR I 11 75~

o , E) TSR) - T

Sparsity Suplement < e SR A ST R T X

fpite) utly <O T Y S R X
Vocational Startup Cost =0~ 0 (- - ~{» R VA
Other SR T S /2 N S P N S X SN - K-S B

*Renewal and Account - | |
ability (Evaluation, - - ) . o
Conputer Services o0 - 0 0 o _ 0 0§ 54~ § 60 § 10 80

LGRS SLUED . B3 BAET BB BaB4 RS R

woo .

Regular Eduoa'oion: S The total cost mcludes cost for driver educatoon 1n House Bﬂl 1083 and House Bill 1715
Spectal Education:  *  The total cost for special education nder Huse BiT1 1083 ncludes the estomated cost

for-special education cooperative supplement. The total cost for special education
under House Bi11.1715 mcludes allocation to reguonal serv1ce centers for provision of
© $pecial educatoon services. .

Other Cst: Present bl educat1on progran costsxare‘ included in other costs.

[

Renewal and Accountabi]*ty The cost for reneual and accountabohty for House Bi11 1715 includes cost for evaluation
‘ co . and planniing allocation. The cost shown on the House Bif 946 .is for needs assessment
- and evaluation programs The cost shown under House Bl 1126 is for conputer servmes,.f




I. B. TYPE OF ALLOCATION. METHOD

Present Program. The present program initially utilizes a series of pupil

~data in the distribution of funds. Total students in ADA, calculated on
the"basjs-of 180 days, are utilized for the regular program and special
'éducation, while gtudents enrolled are used for the vocational educétfon~
program and the bi]ingu§1 brogram. These students measures are used to
allocate basic pe“sonnelﬁunits.- generally teachers. "These teachers in

turn generally become the basis for other personnel units and for operating

costs. .

"Progqsals; uw%th modificationss Housé_é%]]s 420, 946, and 1126 all maintain

*.the preséﬁt.a]location method.-~House~B%]i 420 and House Bill 1126 fequire_
that étLdents in ADA be calculated on the basis of the best fwo twé]ye-wéeks,’
the best three nine weeks, or the best four six weeks. This change wou]dr.l:-
increase the coSts_pf:the regular program by abphbximéyély oﬁé percént.

House Bill 1126 alsop provides'for the usé_of studenté in ADA for the_a]lodq- f
tion of seQéra] types of personnel in'§ddition to teachers. House ‘Bill 946 ;,
E uti]izes-students in ADM for the ailbcatioh basis_of.basic-pErsonﬁel for.the -
regular program. .A]]_threé of these bii]s employ thz nhmber'of,students to

allocate opér@ting costs other than professional salaries and transportation

costs.

‘House Bil11 1083 and House Bill 1715 provide for a weighted pupil iype of
-a]]océtion method jnvo]Viﬁg fu]]-timé edujva]ent‘(FTE) student pupil account-
ing.generally with a modified version of students in average daiiy membership

(ADM) to measure total rumber .of students. Under.these~bj]]s, program

e e e+ e e e e ,,..;_...,,.. 4-Q . e S VO VO
: . .n’s. O N R T ) :
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entitlements for regular, vocational, and special education piograms would be

based on the number .of FTE students in these programs. Ent1t1ements for parity
programs and driver education under HousefBill 1083 wou]d be based on identified

or ehrol1ed ‘pupils. After 1975-76, under House B111 1083, e11g1b111ty for parity

‘programs wou]d be based exclus1ve1y on educat1ona1 achievement cr1ter1a deve]oped

<

by the State Board of Educat1on.

“Under House Bil1l 1715, eligibility for enrollment in special programs for the

educationally disadvantaged would be developed by the State Board of Education,

using appropriate family income standards.




I. .C. LEVEL OF STAFFING RATIO

Present Program. Under the preéent Foundation Schqo]~Program, a tota]

numbe}‘of prqfessiona]s employed under the Foundation Program. is pro-.

vjétted~to be 135,157 in 1974-75 for an overé]] professional/pupil kADA) )
ratio of 18.5 to 1. By 1978-79>fhis numbef is expected to increase to -

146,642 thus reducing the ratio to a projected 17.3 to 1.

Proposals. Three of these bills specifically call for higher levels of
staffing undér the provisions of the Foundatibn Program in the area.of

the reguldr ‘education program. The effects of these.changes are shown

1

iq the’tables below.

+

Data Ana]ysis.' The befowing tables present suhmary level information'
for ]925-76 and 1978-79 under three of -the five bills. Detailed infor-:

mation is presented in'Tables IT.A. and II.B.

o o  1975-76 R
N PRESENT - HOUSE BILL HOUSE BILL HOUSE- BILL
PE __LAW 420 ° _946 1126

i , (sB37) . ’ :
~—" . Total Professional ) o ~ o
A o staff 139,008 151,866 163,464 149,313
Ve W - 18.0 15.1 - 16.5 16.8
A 1978-79
Wl . PRESENT HOUSE BILL ~ HOUSE BILL HOUSE BILL ™
T ©_LAW 420 946 - 1126
T o - T(SB37) T .
— +._ Total Professional . o .
L ._,\Staff o 146,642 171,866 ° 175,624 163,071
. ©  staPf/1978-79 ADA o o
\\\\,_ (projected)  17.3 4.7 - 14.4 15.5

S N o e




*Included in the Counselor Allotment

" #**Included in Other

[ 4

TABLE II.A.

COMPARISON OF STAFFING LEVELS - ]975-76

'HOUSE BILL

_ i} PRESENT HOUSE BILL HOUSE BILL
CATEGORY ~_LAW QZOA. 946 1126 .
Regular Teachers 100,052 108,799 117,278 104,605
Regular Supportive ' .
Librarians ** ' ** ' ** . Kk
Counselors 1,850 - 2,152 ** 2,489
Supervisors. * * *k ‘ *k
Administrators a-- 1,628 1,668 *k
Principals 3,145 4,685 7,513 4,203
Superintendents . 977 977 - 977 977 . -
Other 4,560 5,205 8,108 9,419
Sub-Total 10,532 14,648 18,266 17,088
Vocational Education ' | . |
~ Professionals 10,320 10,320 10,320 10,020
Special Education : L. ' : '
- Professionals 18,100 18,100 . 17,600 - 17,600
. - ) E e
Total Foundation - 139,004 151,866 - 163,464 149,313,
Professionals . , . B
Regular Aides 4,600 5,205 6,179 4,985
‘Spec1al Educat1on A1des 7,500 7,500 7,500 . 7,500
'”f"Educat1ona1,Sgcretar;es | -- 4,110 4,058 - ”}O
Total Paraprofessionals 12,100 ' _16,815 47,737 12,485 -
. GRAND TOTAL | 151,104 168,681 - * 181,201 161,798

Although House Bill 1083 and House Bil1:1715 will prov1de funds for 1ncreased
- staffing, these bills.do not spec1fy staff1ng levels. P -

’




TABLE II.B.
COMPARISON OF STAFFING LEVELS

1978-79-.
T PRESENT  HOUSE BILL HOUSE BILL
CATEGORY LAW 7420 - 946
~ Regular Teachers 101,287 117,002 122,459

Regu]ar.Supportive . :

. Librarians _ , . 4,054 *x
Counselors 1,874 - 2,956 *%
Supervisors : * , 1,715 *x
Administrators - - 1,628 1,668

- Principals ' 3,184 4,76 : A 7,772
Superintendents 977 977 _ 977
Other A } 4,600 - 4,054 : 8,528

Sub-Total 10,635 20,144 ° 18,945
Vocational Education : : :
_ Professionafs . 13,2200 13,220 13,220
Special Education ) |
Professionals . 21,500 21,500 : 21,000
Total Foundation . | '
Professionals 146,642 171,866 175,624
Regular Aides. . 4,656 5,874. " 6,551
. Educétiona] Secretaries - o 4,375 o 4,371
. Special Education Aides - - _ 8,100 _ 8,100 8,100
A A . . N S
Total Paraprofessionals . 12,756 -18,349 - 19,022
" GRAND" TOTAL - '159,398 190,215 ' 194,646 .

*  Included in the Counselor Allbtment .
%% _Inciuded in Other o .

[t

~—HOUSE BILL

- 1126

111,521
Jdk
2,542
ok
Cak
4,487
977
9,624

17,630

12,920
- 21,000
- 163,071

10,911
Je v :
__8,100
19,011
182,082

"Although House B111 1083 and House Bill 1715 w111 provide funds for 1ncreased

staff1ng, these bills do not spec1fy staffing levels.
22
14 -




I.

D. STAFFING FLEXIBILITY

. Present-Program. ~In hiring personnel allocated under the special services

allotﬁent, school districts may.choose any combination from among the follow-
ing five categories: libraﬁ{anS, vaiting teachers, itinerant teachers,
physicians, and nurses. The present law also permits ;choo] districts to use
allotted classroom teachers units as adninistratoré and ailotted aides as

secretaries.

Proposals. House Bill 946 would add supervisors and counselors to the current
special services allotment. House BillA1126 would authorize flexibility

among regular programvitéff undef ru]es‘and’regulations adopted by the Texas
Education_Agency. By not specifying types of persbnne1, House Bil1l 1083 and
House Bill 1715 would providevcompleté flexibilit&aat the district level in

the use of different typés of personnel.

4

House Bill 420, House Bill 946, and House Bill 1126 would require personnel

classified as classroom deach.rs to actually perform teaching duties.




I. E. SALARY LEVEL N .

12

Present Program. The present minimum salary schedule was adopted in 1969

- by the Sixty-first Legislature. It currently mandates”a minimum salary.for
a beginning teacher with an undergraduate degree of $6,600 per year .A]:
though salary ificreases are not scheduled for the years 1975-76, 1976-72@ '
or i977-78, the current base ea]hry wi]]lincrease to $7,260 in 1978-79.

The base salary is incremented for ten steps. Personne]raﬁe_categorized
among 15 of the possible 18 pay grades in the schedu]e fhe avera&é N

-
Foundat1on School Program professional sa]ary is est1mated at $9 405 for

-

the currenf/igppo+-year and $10,668 for 1978-79. - -
- c . : - LR

Progosa]s House Bi1l 420 and House Bill 1126 increase the base salary for
beg1nn1ng teache; w1th an undernraduate degree to $10, 000 per year QT:n ‘
under House Bill 420, salary levels would be increased annua]]y,to meet in-
-creases in tﬁe'Consumer Price Index. House. Bill 946 increases the base

salary to $8,400 per year, ' - : L

';*fHouse Bill 1083 bases a salary. schedele index_upon the value'of 1.00 in the
student cost factor index. The beginning B:A. salary for 1975-76 weuld_beﬁ
$7,430 annually which is calculated: by multfplying the value of 1.00'(oe L
'$635) times a factor of 1.5 times .78 (the salary index value for éaygrede
7 step 1). This would fepresent approximately a.12 percent inereese over:the
bresent base eaiary. Under House Bill ]083 teachers would enter the'ne%
index sghedu]e"at the samewstep as they 6cqypied in 1974-75. 'Under thi%,
arrangement, automatic increases in the va{ee of 1.00 in student weights

would increase salaries. Movement across the schedule would be based on

~
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meritorious service. In %éoition, the State Board of Education would adjust:
»the*salary schedule: for pronotions~ahd demotions within pay grades. House.
Bill 1715 does not spec1fy a salary schedule except that d1st*1cts must

pay ‘a beg1nn1ng B. A. teacher ‘a m1nmmum sa]ary of $8 000 annua]]y, with
\add1t1ona1 1ncrements of 5 percent for each year of ‘experience not to exceed
ten years. AdJustments in the salary schedu]e would be made by the State

o

Board of Education under House B11]‘1715. o
/ .

. Table IIT.A. below shows the beg1nn1ng B A saiary'for each bi]], the
average profess1ona1 salary and 1ncreased cost of these sa]ary levels over

_present 1aw for 1975 76 for the bills for wh1ch this can be determ1ned

- . N

21 T e TABLE IILA.
) "COST ANALYSIS OF SALARY PLANS - 1975- 76
£
' . ' - INCREASED COST OF
BEGINNING SALARY -~ AVERAGE  PROFESSIGNAL AND
FOR TEACHER WITH PROFESSIONAT .  AIDE SALARIES OVER
ABA.. - __SALARY. - PRESENT LAW -
. “ . M . v . .‘/ ' . .‘ .
House Bill 420 - $10,000 - $14,775- .7 $838,510,000
" House Bill 946" 8,400 12,188 439,928,000
House Bill 1083 7,430 R
‘ : ' AR K] ’
House Bil] 1126 10,000 %f; 14,806 817,666,000
House Bill 1715° 8,000 - - -

-

**Not Ava1]able
- The tabl on the fo]]ow1ng page presents a cost ana]ys1s of sa]ary plans for'

1978~79.
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L . .TABLE 41IB, - ..
.« . COST ANALYSIS OF SALARY PLANS - 1978 79
~ : - -
L .o Co “INCREASED COST OF
_ BEGINNING SALARY *  AVERAGE PROFESSIONALS - AND
| FOR TEACHER WITH PROFESSIONAL ~ AIDE SALARIES OVER
- ___AB.A, . _SALARY - PRESENT LAW
© - House BiT1 420 ) e lin thousands)
without cost of -~ - _ ' , R
living - ~ $10,000. T $15,135 7§ 840,335
House Bi11 420 y ' B ) o
- with cost 'of , ' T - L :
living . - S a2250, 1 18,540 1,456,310
House Bi11°946 | | o -
without cost of : : " '
living . . 8,400 o 12,604 . - 363,985
_ House Bi11 946 " T e
. with cost of - g L _ e _
. Tiving 10,290 15,607 7 889,781 |
“House Bil1 1083 &5 R T
. House Bil1 1126 10,660 . ; - 15,953 - 932,687 -
House Bi11 1715 8,000 . - R
. . )
) : .
* Not Available. e |
. o L .
"o
i
. . K _ :
2 s S
“‘\ ’ ! . - . . '-..
! : 18 | .\g;; e




I.

F. SPECIAL PROGRAMS

Present Phograms. Under current law speciaT pirograms of vocational, special, e .

bilingual education are f1nanced through policies of the State Board of

Educat1on wh1ch are author1zed by gu1de11nes set forth in statute. --These pro-

grams are oriented towards the_a]]ocat1on of direct cost. of instructional

activities with little support for overhead‘costs, ‘Kindergarten programs with
priority given to full-day programs for “educationally disadvantagedf}pypi1s

(nbn-EngTish speaking and for Tow income) till 1977-78. are provided.

¢

" Each of the above special programs is in a period of phased implementation with

full implementation by 7980. o _ T

Preseht1y students in grades 7-12 are serVed by the following vocational edu-

cation programs: agriculture, homemaking, distributive education, vocational

.industria14technica1-6ccupations, health occupations, vocational office educa-

tion, cobrdfnated vocatioha]-academic equcatioﬁl and industrial arts.

Vocat1ona1 educat1on a11ocat1ons are made under rules and regu]at1ons of the
%

' , State Board of Education the author1zat1on for which is_set forth in statute

In add1t1on, ‘certain prov1s1ons are spec1f1ed in Taw. For example, (1) every

';:,four accred1ted high schoo] is ‘entitled to two vocat1o;a} units and (2) an

openatlng a1]owance of $400 is made for each vocational teacher unit. N

' _Present spec1a1 programs for except1ona1 ch11dren between the ages of 3 and 21

. w1th educat1ona1 hand1caps (phys1ca1, retarded, emot1ona11y d1sturbed and/or

ch11dren with language® and/or 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es), autistic ch11dren, and

chj]dren~1eav1ng and not attend1ng.reg Tar pub11c schoo] classes because of

pregnancy include services-for the_fo]]owing; visually handicapped, auditorially

L3
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handicapped (deaf<and severe1y hard of hearing), minimally brain-injured,

' orthoped1ca11y hand1capped or other health impaired, educab]e menta]ly re-

tarded, trainablei mentally retarded emot1ona11y d1sturbed, 1anguage and/or

learning ‘disabilities, speech handicapped, mu1t1p1e handicapped, and pregnant

St.l.‘.ad,.é.ryi.t....s_..."...-‘..._.... __..._"_A, e e o - - - l P - ——— e — 2

‘“Comprehensive Programs for Except1ona1 Ch11dren“ (P1lan A) will be ava11ab1e

on a stateW1de basis by September 1976 ‘In a phased 1mp1ementat1on, a se1ected

number of school districts are approved to deve]op P1an A programs Other

~ school districts are approved to operate programs based on "Allocations Based

on Ident1f1ed Handicapped. Pup11s" (Plan B) unt11 September 1976. Special edu-

cat1on a1locat1ons are made under rules, regu]at1ons and formulas for"the State

" " Board Education. ' o

'School districts w1th an enrollment whose primary language is other than Engl1sh

must prov1de a program of bilingual education. The iritial year of 1mp1ementa-

tion,of bilingual programs was 1974-75. By 1979-80 the program-for grades 1-6

will be fully implemented. 1y

Full- day Kindergarten programs are prov1ded on a first priority basis for "edu-

"cationally d1sadvantaged" pup11s who are 1dent1f1ed as pupils who cannot speak,

read, and comprehend the English 1anguage or whose families are low income

(that is, at or below subsistence level).

ProQosals. House Bills 420, 946, and 1126 do not alter the present method or

level of financing of vocationa1 education.* House Bi11 1083 maintains support
o

*Due to sa1ary increases, fund1ng for vocat1ona1 educat1on wou]d 1ncrease
under each q{ these bills..

23
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eq(npment for ea:¢ h vocational c¢lassrooms, »beg inh'i‘ng“'i n 1975-7 6 - Al lotme’lts T ‘“:""' -

of vocat1ona1 and technical education under the Foundation School Program,
recogn1z1ng for funding purposes the following vocational programs: agri=-
culture, distributive education, home econom1cs, office, industrial arts
This bill p]aceS'limits of $175 million in 1975-76 and $206 million 1n~

1976-77 on the total- guaranteed entntlement for al] _school d15tr1cts for ‘

"vocat1ona1 programs. House Bi11 1715 pr0poses to ma1nta1n support of vo-

cat1ona1 and techn1ca1 education under the Foundat1on School Program,
recogn1z1ng for funding purposes the fo]]ow1ng vocational programs. agri-
cu]ture, dist,ibutive education, home economics, office, industrial, health,

and industrial arts. House Bill 1715 would provide for-allotments. to purchase

wou]dﬂequa] actua],cost of equipment, not to exceed $1,500 for each classroom.

House Bills 420, 946, and 1126 do not alter the present method oF level of

' financing of special education* House Bill 1083 .identifies the following

. categories of special StudentoneedS'for foundation funding: visua]]y handi- -

capped orthopedica]]y hand1capped m1n1ma1]y bra1n injured, auditorially
handicapped, educable mentally retarded, ‘trainabie menta]]y retarded, speech
handicapped, 1anguage/1earn1ng d1sab111ty,,emot1ona11y'd1sturped, and mpltTple
handicapped (severe)t This bill p]aces limits cf $265 mi]]ion in 1975-76 and ’

$300 m1111on 1n 1976-77 on the tota] guaranteed entitlement for all school

e“d1str1cts formspec1a1 educat1on. Th1s b111 also provides a supplement for '

special education cooperative programs.- House Bill 1715 1deht1f1es the fo]]ow-

ing -categories of special student needs for foundation fundlhg. visually

- handicapped, orthopedica]Jy handicapped, minimally brain injured, auditcrially

-

*Due to salary 1ncreases, fund1ng for spec1a1 education wou]d 1nc?ease : 1
under each of these bills. < '
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handicapped, edocable mentally retarded, trainable mentally retarded, speech‘“
~hand1capped language/learning disability, emotionally disturbed, and mu]tiple
handicapped (severe). This bill also prov1des an allotment to regional educa-

tion service centers for provisions of special education seryicesl
. . ~ ’ . P .

4 . -

House Bills 4207 926, and 1126 do not alter the present method or Tevel of
financing of Bi]ingual‘eaﬁcation‘*“ House BT]1~1083**—ineludes.leJngual_edur.«_M___;_

cation as part of "parity" programs. House Bill 1715%* includes bilingual

veducation as part of spec1a1 programs for this student population.

[N

‘House Bi]]s'420,‘946, and 1126 continue kindergarten programs on a first priority
- basis to "edocationally disadvantaged" pupiis. House Bill 420 a]so provides
~-_fondihg~for~compensatory-educatjon"prpgrams.throqgh an a]]otment”of $35.50 per'-
| educationa]]y_disadvantagedwchildren for 1975-76 and $75 per child for91976-77i
and thereafter.. A child is feducationally disadvantaged" if he cannot speak.
or comprehend the Engiish lanaguage or if he is determined to be educationa]]y
disadvantaged as measured by standards deve]oped by the Texas Education Agency.
'House Bill 946 also provides funding for compensatory education programs
through an a]]ocation of $50 for each educationally handicapped child for 1976-
'77 and $100 per child for 1977 78 and thereafter. "Educationally disadvantaged
pupils" are pupils who cannot speak or comprehend the English language or whose
+ ~ family is at or below a sub51stence level according to standards set by the
’- State Board of Education. House: Bii] 1126 a]so prov1des funding for compensa-
) tory,education programs through an allocation of'$50‘for each educationally
handicapped child for 1976-77 and $100.per child for 1977-78 and thereafter.

{

*Due to salary increases, funding for bi]ingual education will increase.

under each of these bills . .
-**%As presently written, nETther‘bTii—repeais—funding—¥er present—bqllngual B

progranms.




\

"Educationa]]y disadvantaged'pupiTs" are pupils eligible'for federal compensa-

tory education aid under Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

House Bi1l 1083 provides funding for fu]]-day kindergarten programs for

educationally disadvantaged pupils (according to. "parity" identification

~criteria) as well as funding for "parity" program (which would :include

" present bilingual, migrant, and compensatory programs). Impelmentation of

parity programs would be phased in over three years beg1nn1ng in 1975 76
as follows: 1975- 76 - approx1mate1y'$96 per pupil; 1976-77 - approx1mate1y
$168 per pupil; 1977-78 and thereafter - 40 percent of the base student

. cost (va]ue of 1.00). Eligibility for parity programs would be based on

. thereafter. House B111 1715 prov1des fundqng for spec1aT programs fbr

T1t1e I def1n1t1ons 1n 1975 76 and on exc]us1ve1y educat1ona1 criteria

pupi]s who are educationa]ly"disadvantaged b111ngua1 gifted, or m1grant
with an we1ght of 1.00 added to the we1ghts for each educational level of the
regular program " For examp]e, programs for educat1ona11y disadvantaged -

children in K-3 wou]d be funded at a weight ‘'of 2.20 (1.20 in regular program

" cost factors)¥ Students who attend bilingual classes at a campus other

than their_regular campus would be eligible for transportat1on funding.
. . .

House Bills 420, 946, and 1126 contain no provision for driver education,

while House'Bil1 1083 provides allocations for support of driver education

| programs based on 10 percenc of the base student cost of 1.00 for each

student enrolled in this program. Funding for driver ‘education programs

would“be 1fmited to not more than 4 percent of students in ADM for 1975-76;

~ to not more than 6 percent for 1976-77; and to not more than. 8 percent for

-

Student‘membersh1p in these special programs wou]d be on.a e

fu11 time-equivalent bas1s
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’

1977-78 and thereafter.* House Bi1l 1715 provides an allotment of $60 -
per student enrolled in such programs, and would prohibit districts from o
charging students:-fees for foundasion funded driver education programs.

1)

Tables IV.A. and IV.B. show costs 6% vocational and special education

_.and-programs-for thg educationally disadvantaged under each bi]]gfof

1975-76 and 1978-79.

[
'

i

f

i

1

* Under House Bill 1083; a-district would be réddiréd to use only 85 percent ‘
of its driver education program a]]gfgent for this program. , :

32
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C TABLE VA, o
o C0ST OF SPECIAL PROGRAMS: 1976-76."
‘ - B (in ni1Mons of dollars)
G e 1] N —— ——
PRESENT .. . | R
O LM MESEN - WUSEBILL  WSEBNL  WSEBILL . BOUSEBIL  HOUSEBILL
1974-15 W g0 w6 oo o 116 5.
, , — |
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION.
Salary Costs o0 . $8%9  fms fsd M g4
Qther Costs 10.0 N I 1y R 1t R 56 M
Total: Vocational 9.0 - 1099 T, mwT  yee . el TEA
SPECIAL EDUCATION | |
Csalary Costs . S161.0 s06.1 - $316.] $258.1 o 0.2 - ™
*ther Costs - %60 3.2 292  _2. kr 3.4 rr
Total: Special ~ ST8T.0 I L I T
DTN DI NS, i
* ANTAGED | IR . e
,, Total: i, Disadv. ER /“/3 2.4 . T $ 60.6 T, s
. GRAND TOTAL §284.0 .2 g 05 5 522 4506 X
| | - T -

: o
ﬂmNMswwnmgmﬂsmdeMacmm.
**fjot Available.




THES
COST OF THE SPECTAL PROGRANS: 1978-79
(1n mi1Tions of dollars)

o - .. ...... 478+ 1grnsserareensmensmsnnssnmsmanasasas s
. SR | S -
| C LW RESET HOSEBILL  MWSEBILL  KSEBILL HOUSEBILL  HOUSE BILL
| O T T R/ M S 112 ms__
 YOCATIOML EDUCATION T -
Salary Costs (.0 0 W sl twd oM doe) o
ther Losts 10.0 Wl .20 B # AR
ol eeatiol 390 TRI O WI WI ., PRI W2 36
" SRCIAL EUCATION | - |
Qs 00 W3 WP RS e BRI- e
o fther Costs ¢ 06 Bs 40 1.2 # 5.2 #

Tl gecal T@T o WG WG W8 W3 W WA

" EDUCATIONALLY DISAD-

VANTAGED ’
U Totel: B, Disade. By Tas ST TR T

0 W g2 MBS B9 W6 Bmge

TR TR0 Wd o e gws g0
" Includes operating costs and contract costs. |
ot hailable,. - | PR 38
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I.

G. GENERAL FLEXIBILITY

" Present Program. Each district's Foundation School Program entitlement is

determined by a set of statutory formulas for the regular program and trans-

" portation and by the State Board of Education policies for vocational, special,

and bilingual education. A school district must hire allotted personnel and

provide the tranqurtation and other services for which fﬁnds are allotted in
order to receive a{1 pf'the state funds allotted. F]exibility exists~on1y in
the_expenditure of approximately 5 percent of allotted Foundation School Pro-
gram funds,(fhe $660 per teacher maintenancé‘and operating allowance, approx- -
imatély $32 per ADA). These funds can be'spent for any purpose except cap- -

ital expenditures, debt service, professional salaries, and transportation.

Proposals. A1l five bills increase the amount'of the present maintenance and
operating funds. Under the House Bill 946 $85 per_ ADM allowance, these funds
would compriée 10 percent of the Foundétion Schéo] Program cost or $359 million.

Simi]an]y; the $178 per ADA allowance in House Bill 1126 would p]ace;lg;ﬁ_pencént
\  would place

. - . i e . .
“of the Foundation School Pregram-entitlement in this category, or $462 million.

————
e

" The $130 per ADA allowance under House Bill 420 would place 9 percent or $339

‘million in,the’Foqndation School Program cost under this type of flexible
arrangement. The variance in percentages, howevér: is largely a function of -the

)

total cost of the recommended programs.

House Bi11 1083 and House Bill 1715 would both provide greater flexibility for

~ local administrators. This is,accomp]ishedvby éubstantia]Iy increasing the

amount of flexibility allowed in the expenditure of funds both by purpqées and
between_programs.' Under'the provisions of‘House'Bill 1083 up to 10 percent of

funds allocated to a program could be moved to another program area and up to -

37 °
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r

30 percent of the funds allocated could be spent for indirect costs other
than direcf instructional costs. Based on state total estimates these
provisions:would provide $305.3 million in flexible program funds and $915.9
million for indirect costs for House Bi11 1083. For House éiﬁl 1715 these
‘”amouhts would be $274.2 million in flexible funds and $822.7 million for indirect
costs. Districts would be permitted:to use up to 15 percent of transportation
allocations for purposes other than t#ansporthtion'services under Hoﬁse Bill
1083.' Under House Bill 17155 transportation allocations Qou]d havg“to be

used for transportation services.

1

A11 costs cited above are for 1975-76.

33



I.

g

'H. RENEWAL AND ACCOUNTABILITY .

3
Present Prqg_am Under current law there are provisions delegated to the

State Board of Education which require.the implementation of an accountab111ty
system. Among these provisions are the powers and duties given to the State
Board of Education to review the educational needs. of the state, to adopt or
promote plans for meeting thése needs, to evaluate the achievement of the

educational program, and to provide accreditation standards. The Goals for

Public School Education in Texas, adopted by the State Roard of Education,

~also describe the development of accountabi1ity which includes a program

for measuring the performance of the public school system in terms of the .
competence of its staff, the performance of its students, and the eff1c1ency

",

of 1its structure and processes.‘ These programs are minimally funded from a

.

'variety of funds which are mostly federal and are uncertain in future avail-

~"ability.

‘e

Proposa]s. House Bi11 1083 proposes an educat1ona1 renewa] system, the fund-

. ing for wh1ch would be a percentage of current operating expenses from the -

Foundation School Program.costs, consisting of four components: (1) an
accountability system; (2) a management information system; (3) a research
and development system; and (4) an accreditation system which utilizes possible

8

sanctions such as withholding of the Foundation School Program funds.

Funding wout¥begin at .5 percent in 1976-77, 1 percent for 1977-78,

'2‘percent for 1978-79, and 3 percent for 1979. This would involve a' funding
. Tevel of approximately $12.5 mf&]ion for 1976-77. House Bill 1126'recommends

a new a]locat1on for the development of .a statew e 1nformat1on services net-

work wh1ch uould be funded in 1976 and 1977 at .3 percent of the total alloca-

“ted from the Foundation School Program, .4 percent of the Foundat1on School

Ty



o

_Program for'1978-and .5 percent\of the'Foundation.Scholl Program'thereafter.
h_.Th1s bill a]so proposes‘support for reg1ona] serv1ce centers at $3 per ADA

. statewide. D1str1but1on of funds would be in accordance with the rules and-
regulations of the State Board of Education. vEst1mated-cost of'these pro- '

. vis1ons would be $17 miilion for 1nformat1on services and §7. 7 m1111on for
' reg1ona1 educat1on service centers. House B111 946 proposes a program of

' needs assessment-and evaluation to be 1mp1emented throeg\_the ]ocal sch001
ﬂd1str1ct in al]ocat1ng $2 per ADM.statewide for. the cost of assessment and
evaluation 1nstruments. House_8111 420 makes no spec1f1c'prov1s1ons for.
renewal or accountability HouSe Bill 1715 wou]d'provide approximately $2.7
~ million in ]975-76 ($1 per student 1n average daily membersh1p) to 1mp]ement
a state'and dnstr1ct level program of needs assessment and eva]uat1on. House
Bill 1715 also proV1des for a renewal -system the major components of wh1ch

_wou]d include: (1) Five-Year P]ans A d1str1ct wou]d be required to prepare

an annua]]y update a five-year p]an for the deve]opment of educat1ona1 pro-

grams.. A district would be’ required to accompany its pre11m1nary app]icat1on

for state and federa] categor1 al grants w1th a copy of its current f1ve-year

plan. (2) Management Inform tion System Uniform budget1ng procedures would ‘

/
be prescr1bed for all d1str1cts, and a computer1zed comprehens1ve data base

for state and regional educat1ona] planning and manag1ng would be. estab11shed

(3) Beve]opment of a_ State-wide Des1gn for Research and Deve]opment and (4)

]

‘Accred1tat1on A system which reflects current state gdals and wherein each-

school d*str1ct would*be 1nspected at least once every five years for com-
p11ance w1th standards for accred1tat1on would be instituted. Funding for

: th1s renewal system wou]d be‘determ1ned as a percentage of ‘the total cost

@4
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[4 .
I

" of al],djstricis~l entitlements for current operations under the Foundation

'School Program according to the following schedule:

S .1975-76 , . 0.5%

1976-77 I T

1977-78 L
. 1978-79 o 3%
. 1979-80 4%

_ 1980-81 and thereafter 5%
. Th1s would involve a fund1ng level of approx1mate1y $13.2 m11110n for
- 1975-76 , A .
.° i [ - . i i ‘ (,
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_I. TRANSPORTATION. .-

PresentfProgram The transportat1on a]]otment is determ1ned on a cost per
route basis and js designed to ref]ect operating and deprec1at1on costs.
Tne cost of each route is based on the number of children served, the
length of. the route, and road cond1t1ons All transported'children living
two or more miles from their schoo] may be counted for a]]ocat:on purposes

There. is also an annual $150 a]]otment for ch1]dren in- spec1a1 educat1on ‘

o

- unable to use regu]arutransportatiOn Add1t1ona1 allotments suppart trans-

portat1on for bilingual and vocational education students

Proposais. House Bill 1126 proyidgs that_the base allowances per route be

" increased by an averagetof $800 (or approximately 25 percent). House Bill

- 420 provides that the base allowance_per route be increased by an aVerage

of 75 percent,_and the Friterion for eligibility be reduced from- two mi]es

to one mile. ' House Bill 1083 and House Bi11 946 provide for de]fvery system

for transportation funding under the Foundation School Program based on an

eligibility limit of two miles for regu1ar~students. State funding for

maintenance and operation costs of regular transportation would be based_on

a per e]igib?e transported pupi].a]Tocatjonyformula which considers areal
density (pupi1s per square miles) and 1inear'density (number of pupils trans-
ported per daily route mile), uith‘addftiona1 provisions for bus rep]acement.

Specific farmulas are written in these b111s Special education. (at $260 per

" pup11 for 1975- 76), contracted serv1ces vocat1ona1, b111ngua1 and pr1vate

transportat1on wilt be funded under separate formulas s1m11ar to these for
regular transportation after 1975-76. While providing the same type of trans-

portation delivery system as House 8111\1083 and House Bill 946, House7§i11 3

-



1715 does not spec1fy transportatmn fundmg ‘formulas. Under House Bill~
1715, the el'ig1b1l'ity 11m1t is reduced to one mile and fundmg for spec1a1

education transportatmn wou]d be 1ncreased to $250 per pupil from the T

-~

‘present. $150.

| _TABLE V- - | S
ESTIMATED COST FOR TRANSPORTATION ]975-76 o . LI
(in mﬂhons) S o

PRESENT HOUSE BILL HOUSE BILL HOYSE BILL - HOUSE BILL HOUSE BiLL-

_ LAW 420 946 ]083 - 1126 1715
Regular - g9 $60 C$40 40 $36 $48
Bus Rep]acemen‘t' _ ek ek 14 4 ok 4,
‘Vocational Eddcation 1 - 1 1 1 1 1
_ “special Education 3 3 _§_ ' 6 . -3  _6
. ) . . N ) ) ] . . . . .o
TOTAL : $33 64 $61 - $61 . $40 $69
t P
**Not Available. , o : s _
13 ,
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II.

AL DETERMINATION OF LOCAL ABILITY

Current System. Under the current system, the ability of each schOol d1str1ct
\

is measured by a series of formulas wh1ch depend upon the county property value

(to be se]f -reported market va]ue of property for 1975- 76), income factors, and

:spec1a1 statutory adJustments

Proposa]s. " A1 five bi]]s'wou1d use a sing]e'factor market value index for'

_the détermination of 1oca1 ability. Each bill spec1f1es to some extent a

system. for gather1ng and mon1tor1ng market va]ue 1nformat1on A]though all

| .b1]1§ place the responsibility for this task with a state Tevel agency, the

b111s differ 1n the def1n1t1ons of property, 1n the organ1zat1ona1 1ocat1on _

- and powers of the state adm1n1strat1ve agency, in the use of 1n1t1a1 esti-

,mates for the f1rst year, and in the year of data to be used.

Def1n1t1on of Property House Bi]] 420 and House Bi]1-946-define the follow- e

1ng as 1ndex propert1es rea] property subject to taxat1on under state 1aw,

: p1pe11nes, te]ephone lines, te]egraph lines ‘and transm1ss1on cables; mobile

homes, merchand1se he]d for sa]e equipment veh1c1es, and furniture of com-
mercial and=1ndustr1a1 enterpr1ses, and bank-cap1ta1 stock These two b111s

also refer to the const1tut1ona1 prov1s1on regard1ng the va]uat1on of agricul-

Ty

“tural land. House Bill 1083 spec1f1es the fo]]ow1ng as 1ndex propert1es

va1ue of real property (as defined in state law); tangible pensona]-property
employed in commerce or industry;_motor vehicles: and property o financial
businesses.  Various definitions and_qoalifications are made.including that
of valuing agricultural land at its productive ya]ue,"House Bill 1715 contains

the following categorization_of index properties: all real property (no refer-

~ence to.present state law); tangible person property employed in industry and
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: commerce, tangible and 1ntangib1e property of banks and other financial 1nst1- ‘- .
| tutions; mobile homes motor vehicles; and other classes" of personal property
_f/' de51gnated by the State Tax Board_ for which vatues may be uniformly determined .
| by assessors,exercising'due di]igence. House Bill 1126 refers only to the

market value of taxable property.

"State Respons1b111ty A1l of the bils. place the respons1b1]1ty for the deter-

mination of property values with a state agency. House Bill 1126 requires that -
the market values used be those reported or published by an official state agency."
House Bii] 420 and House Bill 946 require the Comptro]ler to,deye]op forms for
-. gathering the 1nformation, to check annually twenty percent of the districts
with approximate]y twenty percent of the market value, and to revise self reports
found to be in error. _ House Bill 1083 wou]d place similar responsibilities with
" a State Aid Equa1ization Cmmniss1on app01nted by the Governor and confirmed by
the Senate with up to $5 million appropriated for 1ts operations House Bill

I 1715 gives the Comptro]ler a number of specific powers and duties relating to

A

_the maintenance of market value information.

Initial Estimates.- House Bill 420'and House Bi11 946 refer to the use of ini-

tial market value estimatesmin the specification that the market value of

property, ;ather than the market vélue;of index:property, be used for caicu- i
lating the first year's-index. House Bil1l 1126 énables_the Commissioner of |
Education to calcufate an index for the first year. Housk Bill 1083 and_
House: Bill 17]5 do not.refer to the use of initial estimates. |

| Although the source of 1n1t1a1 market value estimates is not addressed by any

of the ]egis]ative proposals, the Texas Education Agency has used the 1974
4‘ -
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market value estimates developed by Management Serv1ces Assoc1ates for
the Governor's 0ff1ce to prepare cost estimates of the f1ve*major school

-

f1nance bills.

Year of Data. Al of the b1lls require that market value for the second .

prior school year used for the determination of local ab111ty. However, -~

House Bill 1083’spec1f1es that 1974-75 market value would be used for both-

the 1975-76 and the 1976- 77 schoo] years.



II. B. DETERMINATION OF STATE AND LOCAL SHARES

?Present System. Under the current‘system, the Foundat1on School Program

is determ1ned to be approx1mate1y 80 percent state and 20 percent local
with the assignment to each 1oca1 d1str1ct of a local fund assignment
based on the re1at1ve ab111ty of each schoo] district to ra1se the 1ocaT
fund ass1gnment In add1t1on, the state share of the Foundat1on Program
is automatically financed through a comb1nat1on of funds from ‘the Avail- T
able Schoo] Fund the 0mn1bus “Tax Clearance Fund, and the Genera] Revenue

. Fund. School d1str1ct5~are not_requfred to raise their 1oca1 fund assign-

A

ment.

-

Progosals _A11 of the bills change the method of determ1n1ng state.and

local shares Two of the bills contain a clause which would offset the - -

-

cost of phasing in Jocal tax increases under the proposed formu]as

Determ1nat1on of the Loca] Share. A1l of the b?]]s set the local fund . .

Y - ass1gnment at a specific tax rate for the determ1nat1on of the ass1gnment‘

~ of each district. A1l bills except House ﬁll] 1715 retain the.prov1snon
in present law which does not require districts to raise their local fund

_assignment. House Bii] 420 sets this rate at $.35 -for 1975-76 and $.40 |
thereafter House 8111 1126 and House Bi1l 946 set it at §$. 25 ~ House Bill
1715 and House Bill 1083 set it at the average effective ma1ntenance tax

rate for 1973- 75 ($.60).

- Determination of-the State Share. The present automatic financing'system,

whereby the state autonatically,finances the balance between the. total
4program~cost and ‘the local fund assignment, would continue under all five

bills.
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‘Tables VIA. and VI. B. on the following page present state and_]ocal :
sharing of the Foundation Séhooerrbgram for 1975-76 and for 1978-79

under each of these bills.

<
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TABLE VI.A.

STATE - LOCAL SHARING OF BASIC

_FOUNDATION' SCHOOL PROGRAM - .1975-76
' (costs in m11]ions)

lt

o TOTAL - -~ e s RN
LEGISLATIVE ~ PROGRAM  STATE * ; 'LOCAL # ' ‘
PROPOSALS - COST _  .SHARE = PERCENT  SHARE  PERCENT -
Present Law  $1,576  $1,291  81.9° $285 18.1
" House Bill - S : ' o .
420 | 2,675 2,159 80.7 516 19.3
" House Bill - : : : ' |
© 946 2,401 2,005 83.5 - - 396 ' 16.5
v ~ “House Bil1-- B . |
~ 1083 2,343 1,650 . 66.1 793 '+ 33.9
“ " House Bill : ) S o -
1126 2,642 2,241  84.8 401, . 15.2
" House Bill 8 | S
1715 2,927 2,03 -  69.5 892 30.5

Ed

* State share may be less than the net state funds required because N
. of ava11able school payments to budget balance districts. =~ -

ok Based on 1974 market value of $165 billion.




TABLE. VI.B.
STATE - LOCAL SHARING OF BASIC '

' FOUNDATIQN  SCHOOL PROGRAM - 1978-79
(costs in millions) - ,

TOTAL

LEGISLATIVE ~ PROGRAM ~  STATE LA
PROPOSALS cosT SHARE ~ PERCENT SHARE ~  PERCENT
Present Law §  $1,844  $1,310 81.8 . $33% . "18.1
] ‘House B{11 . . T
420 ' 3,897 - 3,183 81.7 - 714" . 18.3 - -
“House Bill ' , . "
946 - 3,449 2,994 8.8 ... 455 13.2
‘ Hpuse Bill, | - h :
1083 3,298 2,318 70.3 - 980  29.7 -
House Bill o e T
1126 | 3,426 2,970 86.7 " 456 13,3 .
House Bi11 - : - » |
- 1715 . - 3,091 . - 2,078 67.2. . 1,013 32.8
N . o i S : o
N L S T , .
\\,:', * State share may be less than the net state funds required because
A\ of available school payments to budget balance districts.:

' ** Based on an estimated 1976 market value of $789 Bil]ion,
x\ inflated by seven percent’ per year from 19?4 market va]ug.




Present System. , The extent of .1ocal leeway funds from property tax revenue

may be measured in one of two ways. Under the preSent system, the Tegal
extent of iocal leeway funds is the difference between the maximum tax rate
.of $2.50 per $100 of market value and the locaT fund asstcnrent urrent]y :M;m_l
averaging about $.20 per '$100-of market value.. As a resuTt the average dis- i
trict has approximateTy $1.30 per $100 of market value for use in enriching
it Foundation School Program. On the other hand the current (1974-75)
average Tocal maintenance tax rate is estimated to be $.60 per $100 meaning
that districts are using approximateTy $.40 of the $1. 30 of Tocal leeway

available to them Approximately 38 percent of the districts tax above this-

level, leaving 62 percent that are using Tess than this dmount.

ProgosaTs Three of the bi]]é would retain the'present maximum tax rate .
of $1 50 per $100 of market value while the other two bills would Tower

this maximum tax rate

{

. The Maximum Tax Rate "House BiTT 946 would 1imit the maximum tax rate to

C $ 75 per $100 of market value. With a $.25 Tocal fund assignment tax rate
:tthTS would Teave $.50 for enrichment " House Bil11:1715 woqu limit it to
-25 percent of the district's guaranteed funding level for current operations.

1
T However, no district wou]d be required to reduce their total expenditure

o below their 1974~ 75 TeveT, The maximum tax: rate ‘would vary according to the _
weaTth of the district, and woqu generaTTy range between $ 35 and $ 80.

Districts wou]d have $1. 16 for enrichment under House Bill 420 $1.25 for

‘House Bi11_1126, and $.90 under House BiTT 1083.

Ay

A ) . 7

o1
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1110

B, EQUALIZATION OF LOCAL LEEWAY

Present Program. ‘Under the ‘present financing system there is no equalization

" of funds raised locaII& above the Foundation Program lerel.

T Proposals. Four of the bi]]s provide some type of state equalization for

local'feeWay funds. The differences among the planS'relate_to the qualifi;-

“cation levels for add1t1ona1 support), the extent of equal1zat1on as measured

~wh1ch ‘equalized funds may be spent. . B

'Extent of Local Leewax,Equalization. Under House Bi]]sf420 946 .and 1126

- state guaranteed leeway program of up to $300 per student is provided 1f

the district chooses to exert a .tax effort of $.40 per $100 of property value

,_aboVe its local fund ass1gnment requ1rement Under each of these three b1lls,

districts levylng taxes above the local fund ass1gnment cou]d receive addl-
tional state aid if these tax efforts did not vield the spec1f1ed amounts of

revenue per student

For the f1rst step ($100 per student, $.10 tax rate), the d1str1ct would: be
guaranteed total revenue of $10 per student for each one cent of tax rate
on "market" value. The.d1fference, if -any, between the $1O per student and

the yield from a one cent tax rate would be provided through additional

er student for each

~state funds. The second step ($200 per student, $ 31btax rate) would provide

.funds in a s1m111ar manner with. total revenue of $10
one and a half cents of. tax rate. ' Under the first step, d1str1cts with up.

to $100,000 of market value per student would qua11fy for add1t1ona1 ass1st-

ance while under the second_step districts with up to $66,667 of market value

per student’would qualify. . .
R
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'House Bi1l 1715 would equalize enr1chment expenditures up to ‘the full twenty
'percent allowable level of enrichment. ‘State funds for’ equa11zat1on wou]d

be. a]]ocated on the: bas1s of the state .share' of -the-program allotment for

current operations. : - : o
\\ : \/ :

Use of Equa11zed Funds for Local Leeway. House B111s 420 946, and 1126

’

spec1fy that equa11zed local leeway funds be- spent for current operat1ng
.expend1tures other thanvcommun1ty serv1ces, food services, and student body
act1v1t1es. House B1]1 1715 specifies that no more than f1fty percent df
- enrichment funds be used toyenr1ch salaries above the m1n1mum levels
estab11shed by the State Board of Educat1on } - |
-

03




v, szUEs RELATING TO THE TOTAL FINANCING OF PUBLIC .SCHOOL| EDUCATION IN TEXAS
N o . ’!‘ 4 T

A. TOTAL. STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS f ‘
:.Est1mates of tota1 current revenues froﬁfstate and ]ocal sources for 1975-76 are”

~presented in Tables VII.A.. and VII B. The basic assumptnon behind the est1mates
; of loca] leeway revenue is that d1str1cts w111 maintain current tax rates 1f they
are above the local fund ass1gnment rate an“’)dl increase them if they are below

that rate. Th1s assumption does .not apply to budget balance districts.

- -
\

A comparat1ve analys1s of “tax 1ev1es from 1974—75 school d1strict budgets and

k.

—

market value est1mates prepared by Management Serv1ces Assoc1ates for the :
Governor's 0ff1ce 1nd1cates that the average effective tax rate for the current '
year 1s_$.60. This tax rate was appl1ed to proaected statewide market value to
_obtain.totalxlocal revenues. Compar1son of the, tax rates required for part1c1-'
pation in leeway equa]1zat1on w1th the $.60 avérage effective rate made it

possible to determ1ne how much state 1eeway aid wou]d be requ1red




“TABLE VILA,

ESTIMATES OF TOTAL CURRENT STATE AND LOCAL REVENUES 1975 16

CURRENT OPERATIONS

* The Foundation Schoo! Program allowance for capttal expendttures has been taken out of the cost of House B911. 1715 for. |

. purposes of this analy51s

’ A W Total for Foundation School Program wﬂl not necessartly agree with earlier tables )smce the above
- 7 estinate shows the total demand on state funds. ‘

Q

* SOURCE OF REVENIE * PREGENT LA
FONDATION SOHOOL PROGRAK™
State i, 0
- Local _ 8 |
I R
LOCAL LEEWAY
State© ——
Local $ 16
-~ TOTAL. 3 76
TOTAL REVENDE
‘State f1,24
Local . 1,00
TOTAL REVENUE FOR §2,355

T

Lo
r

-
.

j

{in mﬂHons)
BOUSE BILL  HOUSEBILL  HOUSE BILL .  HOUSE BILL HOUSE BILL
T 1083 w6 U+
DI R gL R L
&6 ¥ om0 @
e RMB - N R o
§ 5 - b el § 18
S be gm0 fw 8
a0 S dm S ¢
(7R VX VRN om0
' oy o t
SRS i SO R X 3,172
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TABLE V11,8,

N
\

o Tota] of Foundation Schoo! Program will not necessarily’ agree with earher tables since the
above estinate shows the. tota] demand on state funds.

‘mmmwmmmwmmmmmm 197-19
(in mi1lions) | )
S  MUSEBILC WSEBILL  ROUSEBILL - HOUSEBILL HOUSE BILL
SORCE OF REVENE  PRESEAT L - __ 42 906 08 1% s
FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRMY * )

St $188 B RO R QI f1%
ol T Tm s W s 1n
T S R BB B B R

LOCAL LEEHAY |
State | . P R R
Local | § 88 s 0 b g %
T B | SR I SR IS SR R O
TOTHL REVENLE
State RS BM BB R RIS 2
Local :‘ 1.2 1,205 1,215, 1,25 1,215 - 1,238
* TOTAL REVENE FOR o o | .
CURRENT OPERATIONS  §2,728 4,55 §438 0 SI9  B30 43368
o TR B CACU R T L A Y
* The Foundation Program a]lowance for Capital Expenditure has been taken ouf of the cost of | , 58
House Bi11 1715 for purposes of this analy51s ‘See Section IV.B. below.



Iv. B, FUNDING OF CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

Present Program. With the except1on of minor amounts of state and federa]

funds, current capital expend1ture programs are funded from local funds and
- general, obligation bonds. .These bonds are retired thraough the use of ad \
valorem tax revenues 1evied'specif1ca11y for this purpose. ‘

> Proposals. ‘Neither House B111 1083 House Bill 1126 House 8111 946 nor’ ;
* House Bill 420 prov1des for state funding. for cap1ta1 expenditures in 1oca1/
schoo] d1str1cts House 8111 1715 provides for guaranteed funding for /
capital out]ay A district's ent1t1ement for capital outlay wou]d be the/
| sum of (1) pr1or-year expenses for principal and 1nterest payments on’ bonded
' 1ndebtedness (not to exceed $50 per student in average da11y membersh‘py
(2).-$50 per ADM of the d1fferenc° in.prior-year and present-year ADM; 03)
$50 per ADM of students who attend school in fac111t1es that are more than
o . 40 years o]d (with fund1ng 1imited to not more than students counted or
three suCCessive years). C;pital»outlay"éntitlements could be used/ﬁor_
debt service, site acquisition,'construction, remode]ing, or'repair,of
faci11ties. purchase of oapital equipment, or any'other purpose approved
by the State Board of Educat\on,except current cperating and t.ansportat1on .
,‘expenses. Estimateu cost ftr guaranteed funding for capital outlay would |
be approxfmately $128 million in -1975-76. House 8111.1715 would also pro-

vide funding for start-up costs for vocat1ona1 c]assrooms, not to exceed

$1 500 for each c]assroom, at-an. est1mated cost of $1.5 m1111on for 1975-76.

- !
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IV,

. IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

" Present Law. Under the present law, adjustments in the Foundation School

Program and in other funds which impact the Foundation School Program may

- be made through a ser1es/bf automat1c f1nanc1ng procedures wh1ch a]]ow in- .

corporation of future 1mprovements in the financing pattern over a series

of years. ¢

Proposed Legislation. All five of the school finanee bills discussed in

the preceeding report provides for the ‘implementation of a new foundation

school ‘program over at least a period of three years;' ngse Bill 420 and .

. House Bill 1126 would be implemented over a four year period. House Bill

1715 would be implemented in 1975-76 except for renewa] The majority

of rec&mmendatlons of House Bill 946 are 1mp1emented dur1ng the first year

of the next biennium. Although most of House B1]1 1083'wou1d be Jmple-

mented during the next biennium, several recommendations are not fully -

imp]emented until the .next biennium. If one considers the cost of 1iuing

-provisions in"House Bill 420, House BiT]s 946 and House Bill 1083,'it is

1mposs1b1e to spec1fy when these bills would be "fully implemented" since

_cost of 11V1ng adjustments would be cont1nu1ng features: of the program,

Under House Bills 420 and '946, the level of salaries would be based on the .

Consumer Price Index while-under House Bill 1083 the base student cost of

L].OO woqu be adjusted according to changes in the Consumer Pricé Index.

In the preceeding report the vears 1575-76 and i978-79 have been used as

“ the years of hnitia] imp]ementation and full implementation respectively. .-
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