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N : THE BRIEFER is published as an informal means to serve present
" study efforts regarding publid school finance in Texas. The
purpose of THE BRIEFER is to provide for a systematic exchange .
of,lgformat1on on school finance among study grdups and others
1hterg\ in this subject. At the request of the groups pre-
, sently~invoyved in school finance studies, the Texas Education ._
4 ' Agency has dssumed the responsibility of\compiling, pr1nt1ng,
©and d1str1bu 1ng THE BRIEFER.

"

" The information which appears in each issue wilt be 1nf0rmat1on>
~which has been received since the previous issue of THE BRIEFER,
and prior to the date of issue. Selected reprints of research
' reports which contribute to the study of school f1nance will ¢
appear in THE BRIEFER. . ‘ ;

= ~
* . Those groups studying public school finance are encouraged to
' ~submit information for inclusion in THE BRIEFER. Attention is’
rected to page 2 for status reports of present studies on
gépoo1 finance in Texas. _

Requests and 1nqu1r1es concerning THE BRIEFER should be d1rected .
“to: , . ' S
v ‘ 4 s
The Office of the Deputy Commissioner of Education.,
Texas Education Agency . ] ) ' Py
201 East Eleventh Street . _v . A
Austin, Texas 78701 o ‘ - S
Telephone: ' 475-6448 o | :
Contact: Ron Knight o
®

.
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UL STATUS OF STUDY GROUP PROJECTS
I A. Governor s fo1ce Educat1ona1 Research and Planning ’

. Mora] eth1ca1, and 1ega1 cons1derat1ons make it -mandatory. that Texas
* . eQUa11ze access -to quality eduéat1ona1 opportunities for all public ..
:#school students and ensure equ1ty for the taxpayer withjn the state
system of public education. ‘Beginning the implementation of a pro—
gram to ach1eve such goa]s ‘can no longer be de]ayed .
Governor Br1scoe has commi tted thse1f to the estab11shment of a
comprehensive, foundation school program which does not need :to be
"enriched" through additional .local tax e¥fort in order to provide
qua11ty educat1on ~He has also committed himself to oppose:any -
effort to delay the beg1nn1ng of the qmp]ementat1on of that program

In the Sp1r1t of these comm1tments the Governor estab11shed an 0ff1ce
of. Educational Research and Planning to. assist him in developing pro-
posals for the achievement of equity goa]s in-public education. Working *
with many organizations and 1nd1v1dua1s in new research ‘and deve]opment
activities and bu11d§'g on prior research, the Governor s staff began
an effort in July,1973 to address 20 areas of inquiry. In spite of the
best efforts of all concerhed, a few of. the projects remain in progress;
notable among these.are the development of (1) district-by-district
estimates of 1974 .taxable values which should be available by February
. , 15, (2) proposals for assisting school districts with facilities finan-
-~ ) cing which ,should be available by December 20, (3) minimum.salary
standards which shou]d be available by December 20, and (4) plans for
assisting school districts with 1976-77 start-up costs in vocational
programs which should be available by January 1. These inquiries have
resulted or will result in the&prov1s1on of the research. and develop-
“ment necessary to planning for the comprehens1ve restructur1ng of the
state system of school finance. .

The selected tentative pr0posa1s presented in the attached document
evolved from such inquiries. In addition to da.]y communications, the
.- Governor's staff will conduct, dur1ng the first three weeks -of. December,‘
N " sixty discussion sessions (three in each education service center region
- " - see schedyle below) with interested citizens, educators, band legisla- '
.tors. Feedback regarding these tentativé proposals will be utilized to -
finalize staff recommendations, and -inputs received during these dis-’
cussion sessions will be carefully considered by the Governor as he
prepares "his proposals to the Sixty-fourth Legislature. - o

{ In other words, the attached ‘docurent does not,reflect a finalized. posi-
tion by either -the staff Wpat developed it or the Governor. It should
be viewed as an instrument With which to stimulate productive exchanges
between the Governor's Qffife of Educational Research and Rdanning and
fellow Texans committed tp/quality educational- opportunities ﬁbr all
_public school students-and to fundamental fairness' for th ?taxpayer
As a result of these exchanges, the Governor will have a better basis for.
for designing his plan for the restructur1ng of the state system of the -
pub11c school finance. : . .

N
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_ GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
OF

EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND- PLANNING

SCHEDULE OF DISCUSSION SESSIONS

. CITY

EDUCATION SERVICE

Persons\1nterested in attend1ng these pub11c meet1ngs should contact’

-E]»Pasa~

~ DATE CENTER REGION =«
December 2 - 3 Edinburg "1 o
. : ‘Corpus Christi IT
Kilgore VII
. . Amarillo XVI
; ,december 4 -5 Victoria 111
‘ oo Houston . IV
- Huntsyille VI
’ _ Mt.-Pleasant VITI
Lubbock © - XVII
December 6 and 13 Austin XIII
December 9 ~ 10 Fort NortH. | - XI
Waco - XIT
» Abilene - XIV
T _\/
Deqember_ii‘# 12 Beaumont V.
Richardson X
San Angelo - XV
Decemher 16.- 17 Midland - Odessa XVIIT
' - San Antonio XX
December 18 - 19 " Wichita Falls - X
: XIX -

! .,

‘the appropriate regional education service center for the tim me. and . .
1ocat1on of the meet]ngs ~ *



I. STATUS GF STUDY GROUP. PROJECTS (continued)

o~

B.

Senate Education Committee --

The staff of the Committee is preparing general education legislation as
well as a comprehensive public school, finance plan for introduction to
the Sixty-fourth Legislature. An emergency schiool finance plan has also
been drafted and an analysis of its effects prepared.

. ‘(

The Committee has established general principles for any school finance °
plan (See‘BRIEFER, 3-29-74). However, the staff is developing a "component"
type plan wherein different alternatives might be substituted.

For futher information or inquiries about the work of the Senate Education
Committee contact: , :

Mrs. Karol L. Phelan
Committee Coordinator .
Senate Education Committee A .
State Capitol, Room G-21
Austin, Texas 78711
(512 475-2020
House Education Committee-- (See p. 9, Item LIL.B.1.)

House Interim Study Committee on the Reorganization and Modernization of

Public Education: Subcommittee on Public School Finance -- .

This subcommittee is chaired .by State Representative Herman Adams and was
appointed by Representative R. B. McAlister, chairman of the House Interim
Study Committee on the Reorganization and Modernization of Public Education
(Committee of 24). Members of the subcommittee in%iude Representative Ray
Barnhardt, Representative Carlos Truan, Representative Eddie Bernice Johnson,
and Dr. L. D. Haskew. : '

The subcommittee was charged with gathering existing informatton from stu-
dies and proposals on public school finance in Texas and to make recommen-
dations to the Committee of 24. To date the subcommittee has held three
public hearings on the following topics: ‘

1. “Aﬁ Overview of School Finance in Texas" .(Austin, October 8,.1974);

2. "The Weighted Pupil vs. Other Fund Allocation Formulaa" (Austin,
October 22, 1974);:and

3. "Practical Application of the Weighted Pupil Formula in Specific
School Districts". (Pasadena Independedt School District Adminis-
tration Building, Pasadena, October 29, 1974).

v
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- I, STATUS OF STUDY GROUP PROJECTS (continued)

. : Among those who have testified before this subcommittee have been repre-
sentatives of the Governor's Office of Educational Research and Planning, -
Texas Education Agency, Texas State Teachers Association, Texas Associa-
tion of School Boards;, Legislative Property Tax Committee, Texans for
Educational Excellence and Intercultural Development Research Association,
and school administrators from several school districts in the Houston

R area. * '

The subcommittee will hold a final public hearing on Monday, November 18,

1974, in the 01d Supreme Court Room in the State Capitol, 9:30 a.m. Topics

to be discussed will include the taxation component of school finance and

the need for immediate emergency funding for public schools. - At its final

hearing, the subcommittee is expected to make recommendations concerning

several aspects of public school finance. Specific areas in which fecommen-
. dations may be made include:* _

1. The fund allocation formula;
2. The taxation component of school finance equation,(i}p;,‘who

<shall have the authority to assess and collect property taxes
for education and what guidelines should be established?);

3. - An accountability system; v
4, ’Teacher salaries;

ik | 5. - An enrichment prdgram;

6. Transportation funding; and

7.. Emergency funding for 1974-75 schdol year.
‘\\ . ' ) . ‘.
A report of the subcommittee will be prepared in which recommendations based
upon information gathered during hearjingS will be presented to the pqrent
Committee of 24 in late November. This report of the subcommittee will be
presented as part of the repor of £he Committee 0f“24 in December.

For further information or inquiries about the work of the Committee of 24
or the Subcommiptee on Public School Finance cantact:

)

<

Mr. Don Buford

Chief Clerk

Committee of 24

Capitol Station, Box 2910
. Austin, Texas ‘78767

(512) 475-5867
. . \
* Late addition to THE BRIEFER:
Attachment C: Summary of Recommendations adopted by this Subcommittee.

. v
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[. STATUS OF STUDY GROUP PROJECTS (continued)

E.

Texas Advisory Commission on Intergovernménta1 Relations --

The Texas Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations adopted 15
recommendations for revising the current state-local public school rev-
enue system at its bimonthly meeting November 8. The recommendations
call for state equalization of local ability to raise revenvedlfor public
school financing, reform of the property tax, and establishment of state
standards and oversight of countywide school property tax, appraisal. A
list of the recommendations is ATTACHMENT B. '

The Commission also approved publication of a research study that forms
the basis for the recommendations. Examining the adequacy and equity

of the current revenue system, the ‘report provides an intensive analysis
of the property tax-in financing public schools in Texas. This report
was prepared under a cooperative agreement between the Commission and
the Texas Research League. ,

Publication of both reports is scheduled for December. Draft copies of
the recommendations report are available from the Conmission. The re-
search study is still subject to final technical review and editing.

Legisiative Property Tax Committee --

ATTACHMENT D is an excerpt from the newletter of the Legislative Property .
Tax Committee, October, 1974 describing the LPTC market value study of

35 randomly selected Texas school districts. Preliminary results from
verified property sales data and appraisa) reports for use in estimating
taxable_market value and assessment ratios will be known by"ﬁid November.
The first draft of a final report of the study will be presehted to the
Committee before December 1, 1974. - A final report will be published by
December 31. Inquiries about this project and other projects of the
Committee should be addressed to:

Legislative Propé?ty Tax Committee
105 West Riverside Drive, Suite 275
Austin, Texas 78704

State-Board of Education Committee on Public School Finance --

The .State Board Conmittee on Public School Finance, chaired by Mr. Vernon
Baird, held meetings September 28; October 4; and October 28, 1974, to
review and evaluate the school ®inance plan previously adopted by the
State Board in February, 1973, and to consider modifications and revisions
to that. plan. Efforts by the Board Committee to review and.revise this
plan have been based upon the strengths inherent in the foundation con-
cept and have sought to incorporate other features including:

-~
s &
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I.  STATUS OF STUDY GROUP PROJECTS (confinued)

" 1. expansion of the present Foundation Program to a level
providing an adequate basis of support;

. 2. assignment of the local share of the Foundation costs
in relation to each district's taxable capacity as
determined from a market value index with provisions \°
to move to full state funding if market value infor- :
mation is not obtained; : ' '

3. expansion of school district capability to enhance and
enrich the Foundation School Program and equalization
of such capability if market value information is avail-
able; and

4.',retention of debt service and capital outlay as a local
responsibility. - :

The modified plan adopted by the Board Committee on Public School Finance
was submitted to the State Board of Education and adopted by the Board on
November 9, 1974, at its regular meeting. o -

A summary of the recommendations contained in thé plan adopted by the State
Board is presented in ATTACHMENT A. . '

At the Board Committee meeting, October 28, Dr. Richard L. Hooker, Special
Assistant to the Governor and his staff presented a set of tentative rec-
ommendations for restructuring public elementary and secondary school fi-
nance in Texas. Among the recommendations presented by Dr. Hooker were
proposals for a weighted pupil method of distributing foundatior funds, a
revised transportation delivery system, an educational renewal and account-
ability system, and a system of finance based upen the market value of
taxable propert{ as the measure of local ability to support public educa-

- tion. (See pp.! ff. of this issue of THE BRIEFER for further information
about Governor's Office proposals:).

H. Other --

Severa] other groups are developing school finance proposals or statements
of policy in this area. Among these groups are the Texas State Teachers
Association and the Texas Association of School Boards. For information
regarding the work of these groups contact:

Mr. Earl Cantrell
Texas State Teachers Association . : .
SR , 316 West Twelfth, Austin, Texas 78701 . -
" (512) 476-5355

Mr. Brad Duggan™ ” ' :
] Director of InformatidWervices . -
i Texas Association of School Boards
507 West Avenue, Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 476-9116
-9
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L. TEXAS LDUCATION AGLNCY RESEARCH AND_INFORMATION RLPORT

Program Cost Difterential Study (Weighted Pupil Study)

A forthcoming technical report of a program cost differential study for the

~ Senate Education Committee and the Governor's Office of Educatjonal Research
and Planning conducted by the School Finance - Special Projec!g staff of the
Texas Education Agency will be available within the next month. This techni-
cal report will describe the procedures used to determine program cost differ-
ential indices (i.e., "weigh®s") and costs per FTE student for twenty-two
reqular, vocational and special education programs in forty-one exemplary

_ Texas school districts for the year 1972—73.~\T\' -

The report will contain average program cost differential indices and costs
per full-time equivalent (FTE) student for the total of forty-one districts
in the study. Illustrative of the type of information which will be con-
tained in the report is the information presented in ATTACHMENT E.

Inquiries about the study should be addressed to:

Mr..Ly&n Moak .
Project Director

Program Cost Differential Study

Jexas Education Agency

201 East Eleventh Street

Austin, Texas 78701

Estimates anthrojections

An analysis of information on school district organization and student enroll-
ments in Fstimates and Projections appeared in THE BRIEFER, March 29, 1974.

A similar analysis of the staffing and revenue data in Estimates and Projections
appeared in THE BRIEFER, August 7, 1974._-ATTACHMENT F of this issue is an anal-

ysis of state supported program costs and professional salaries in Texas.

. A

Cost Estimates and Impact Models

The School Finance-Special Projects section has received requests for state-
wide cost estimates of sthool finance plans being considered by various groups
and is presently developing computer models for providing information and pro-

jected statewide costs as well as the district level impact of these plans.

10




ATTORNLY GENERAL'S OPINION: The Fqualization of Assessment Ration in the
County fconomic [ndvx Formula (See ATTACHMINT G).

Letters to all. \ounty tax assessors were wailed November 1h requesting that
they submit™>to the Texas Lducation Agency the pvl((ntaqv ot market value
used in determining the assessed values for the 1973 and 1974 tay years.
These county-by-county fiqures, due dy December 13, will be used Ws one ol
the factors in computing the 1975-76 Egonomic Index. This action fol

the opinion by Attorney General JohnfLi Hill, November 12, that: "The
Commissioner of tducation shoud® reguire _each county's tax agsessor to re-
port the pbr(entdgo of market valye/ used in determining the assessed value
;of property in Quﬂ'cthty it 's oplnlon further stated that "the
Commissioner should use this information in computing the county cconomic
index to achieve un1form1ty of property values of each county as compared

"with every other county . In complying with this opinion, Commissioner of
‘Education, Dr. M, L. BrocketteMannounced that the Agency will follow these
specific procedyres: (1) the revised approach to caltulating the Lconomic

Index w1l be. rﬁp]emented over a three-year period beginning in 1975-76 in

order to lessen the impact; and (2) market value will be used for calcula-
* ting any adjustments which depend upon property values for calculation.

The new Cconomic Index will be submitted to the State Board 1n March 1975

for its approva]

N .
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TLXAS. SCHOOL. FINANCE BIBLIOGRAPHY \

The tollowing listings are udditidnq to the compilation of intormation
and bibliography specifically related to the study of school finance 1n
Texas included in previous. issues of THE BRILFLIR.-

A.

B.

Texas tducation Agency
Legislative Studies”

1. Aim*ﬁnm;‘mmn,,mmmmwnm Report of House

Education Committee. For copies of ‘this report, contact Mr.

‘Lee Manross, Chief Council, House tducation Committee, House of -
_ Representatives, P. 0. Box 2910 Capitol Station, Austin, Texas
J8711. :
. Texas Adv?éory Commission on Interqovernmental Relations™(See p.
above). : S .
- - ' * "
. Other

1. The Possibilities for Tomorrow's School: A Proposed Program for
the 1980's, prepared by the Texas Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development Task Force to’ Study Improvements in
Elementary and Secondary Education, August, 1974.

Note: ~F\na1 pub1ication.enti£1ed A Schod] Curriculum Design -
For the 1980's. :

2. yhpyCd;Jdﬁ For Work To Better Serve The Needs of Individuals and
Coiety. Fifth Annual Report of The Advisory Council for
. Technical-Vocational Edecation in Texas, November, 1974.

\,\\jj\\
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TV, NATIONAL STUDIES AND STUDIES Iﬁ%éfHER
: T

- This sect10n 11sts current reports and other b1b1109raph1ca1 1nformat10n
but should not be considered an exhaustive, cumlative b1b11bgraphy fFor
the initial list ‘of reports and bibg1ography, the reader 1s referred to
the August, 1973, issue of THE BRIEFER. - . .

Readers having information about add1t1oﬁa? repdrégaand documents are
. encouraged to submit this information to THE BRIEFERN o

, A, Understanding F1nant1a1 3upport~of Pub11c Schools: 1974-75, The
L11verswty of the State ‘of New York, The State Education Department
Bureau of Educat1ona1 Finance Research Albany, New York 12724.

Noter Th1s report wWas designed to help, the average school district
voter, the new school board member, theiPTA participant, and civic
‘organization to understand the operagion of State aid distribution
to the schoo] districts of New York State.

3

B. Prepublication Release: Se]ectedéf:scaT Dafa for Public Elementary
and Secondary Education, Department of Health, Educat1on, and Welfare,
September, 1974, SEE ATTAcﬁhiNT H.

C. Excerpts from Legislative RevAew, Educat1on Commission of the States
See ATTACHMENT I

. ; - : o
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ATTACHMENT A )

-

A Public School Finance Plan
. " Adopted By :
The Texas State Board of Education
.November, 1974

-
o

. - \\
. B . N .,
\—3) - !
~—Summary of Recommendations

P Y
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SCHOOL FINANCE BRIEFER
November 25, 1974
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R ~ INTRODUCTION

N

A

‘f! ‘In 1973, the State Board .of Education developed and submitted to the Governor,

. the Sixty-third Legislature, and the general public a Public School Finance

f Plan. * The Board ass#gped the principal responsibility for the-school fidance .. .
study to a special committee. This State Board of Education Committee gn Public B
School Finance begap- its work by-considering the scope of public school/educa= ,
tion needed and wanfed in Texas -- the pbpulations to be served, the pyograms
and .services to be offered, and the elements of quality desired. The/level of ~ \

d of financing were then determined. ™

, A .

Three dlternative plans for improving public School educatiomwere. considered

by the Committee before ghe decision was made“ﬁo recommend: (1) full imple- ///

funding to support the progrSm and the met!
A :

mentation @f ‘the recomnendations of ‘the Governor's Committee on Public School
Education; (2) development of a weighted pupil approach to financing public

school education; and (3) development of an expanded Foundat?Bn School Program. .=~
During the months of intensive study, the Board also worked with other concepried
. citizens and organizations in Texas to establish.a common base of informatign,

to coordinate efforts, and to share information..

The Board Committee worked on this study for nearly a year before submitting a
? * tentative plan for Board consideration in November, 1972. Following broad dis-
tribution, public involvement and response, and review of other plans for fi- _
E nancing public education, a final‘plan was adopted.by the State Board of Education
on February 10, 1973. ' : ~ v

. For the past several months, the State Board of Education Committee on Public
Scﬁpo] Finance has been reevaluating and revising .this plan. This Committee
recommended that several of the specifics of the plan be updated to reflect
current district practice and other considerations. ' .

~

Both the 1973 plan and this revised versioh build upon the strengths inherent
in the foundation concept and incorporate other features including:

(1) expansionsof the present Foundation Program to a level providingi'--
an adequate basis of support;

(2§ assignment of the local share of the Foundation costs in relation
to each district's taxable gapacity as determined from a market
value index with.provisions to, move to full state funding if
market value information is not obtained; .

(3) expansion of school.district capability to enhance and enrich
the Foundatign School Program and equalization of such capa-
bility if market value information is ‘available; and

(4) retention of debt service'and capital outlay as a local respon-
sibility. o

-
o
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’ ) \¥Qe Board has also recognized responsible educational 3overnance‘as a factor in 4
- the determination &f educational quality and the me of financing public schoel-.
education. Recommendations for this area have been made in a separate legislative

recoqmendation»supp]ement. ' o _ o )

™

The State Board of Education hag§ long recognized the need:for improving the fi-g.
- nancing of Texas.public schools.’ Evidence of this concern can be seen in the. ~
Board's recommendations for legislation submitted over ‘the years. Ghange in fi-
nancing is inevitable. The State Board of Education proposes one plan for.change
and, in its opinion, a plan which would provide the quality of education desired
for Texas. Each of the twelve recommendations of this plan is followed by a brief
~ explanation-and justification. A complete 1ist of all the recommendatidns is sum-
marized in the followirg pages. An alternative set of  recommendations is.also
offered in the event that ‘the Legislature does nét authorize the development of
‘a system for obtaining market.value information. - .

"The Board recognizes that this plan. is one ‘of many school finance plans currently .
under development by both public and private groups. In recognition of this- fact,
’ the’Boardencourages all study groups to participate in mutual review and identi-
fication of the vital issues in the financing of public. school education in Texas.
L . -
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' SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
A
RECOMMENDATION AR ‘

Present1y authorized increases in the Foundgg{:n School Program shou]d be fu]]y
1mp1emented accord1ng to schedute.. Kindergarten bilingual.education along with

any .increases in the Foundat1on School Program enacted by the 64th Legislature

should be 1ncohporated/1nto the program recommended in th1s report. -
, . »

e RECOMMENDATION #2

f ’r *
Average da11y attendance for sta;g aid purpoSes should be calculated on the

basis of the best four six wee&n best»three nine week, or best two twelve week
report1ngxper1ods AP . - - :
’ S T A o

RECOMMENDATION #3 ~ | S o
Staff1ng aT]ocat1ons “for reg jram personne] shou]d be improved.
1. Classroom Teachers - One regu]ar c]assrqom teacner for each 23 ADA
. or major fraction thereof for districts-with more than 156 ADA.
* Allocations for smaller districts and for vocational and special
- .education should remain as in current law. For kjndergarten- N
through third grade, the actual ratioiwithin the gistrict of stu-
dents to teachers should average 20%students (ADA) per teacher.
. Teachers allocated under the Foundation School Program should be

required to perform teaching duties, as defined by the regu]at1ons
of the State Board of Education.

2. Special Duty Teachers - Up to 15.percent of the ¢ l1ocated class-
room teachers may be des1gnated as spec1a1 duty “teachers and
paid accordingly. :

3. Aides - One aide for every 10 c1assroom teachers, allocated among
three pay grade levels, subject to percentage limitations.

e " . ! '

4. _Counselors - One counselor for each 1,000 students in average

aily attendance or major fraction thereof allotted under policies
estab11shed by the State Board of Education.
!

5. Support1ve Profess1onals - One unit for each 275 ADA for d1str1cts
‘with 1,000 ADA or more. Three units for districts from 500 to 999
ADA. One unit for districts with less than 500. ADA with an accred-
ited four year high*school. These personne] §nou1d be allocated
among pay grades on the basis of maximum: p Fcentage allocations.
Separate allocations for supervisors and s etﬁa] service personnel
should be rep1aced by the new formula. e

6. Princ1pa1s -_One unit for the first 15 CTU and one for each addi-
tional 25 CTU with no credit for fractions. Principal units should
be divided between head principals and assistant principals.. A
district with an accredited four year high school and fewer ithan 15
CTU should be permitted to use one CTU as a_part-time principal.

7. Super1ntendents - One unit for each district operat1ng an accred-
ited four year high school (current formula).

15 17
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. 8. Staffing Flexibility - The Commissioner of Education, subject Yo ﬂqih; .
T policies of the State'Board of Education, should be permitted to allow

© ..flexibility among the categories of personnel allocated under the

~  Foufidation School Proggam for.purposes other than vocational and gpecial

| ~ ~ _ education. Howeter, flexiblity shaldnnot ingrease the level of:spending-
' . q@?er,the Foundation School Przgram. oo *

' ‘ . | ‘.. . X ‘ . ‘ . s '
RECOMMENDATION #4 , LTV S :

x0T : —~
‘A]]otmghts,for operating costs other than professional salaries and transpartation
should be based on $175 per ABA. Present oper ing~gllowances for the support
of vocational education, specidl education, and bilingual education-costs should
be contlnued. A basic allotment of not>less than $3.00 per ABA<should be pro-
vided to-‘support theracquisition:of printed and audfovisual materials for the
‘Learning Resources Centers. : ’ .
R RECOMMENDATION #5 : 17' ' n

A~

Formul&'s for the»tranéportation'a]]otmég should be increased by approximately
.$800 per Bus route. The present formula §pr the provision ofspecial educatibn
transportatign should be maintained at $150 per eligible student transported.

. ] .\ - | L . .u .
RECOMMENDATION #6 U o e ;o

- .
’

iq

Expenditures from Title I of the Elementar #¥d Secondapy Education Act (ESEA,
Title 1) for educationally disadvantaged €hildren reésiding in high concentration.
.areas of low income families should be supplemented by a state allotment ‘of $300
4 bper pupil. - . ) T . - R o S

)

O

. * RECOMMENDATION #7

% The Legislature should adopt a ‘system for theé determination of estimates of the
! market value of ‘taxable property in each school district in the State, and for .
-the establishment of an index of such values. e

-

i
5 : -

RECOMMENDATION #8- ~~ . . L e
Program should be financed from a combination of state and
Tocal funds. Theif@d] share of the cost of the Program should be determined by
“the applicatijon ofEhfpquivalent of @ $.25 tax rate per $100 .of market value of *
taxable property. for th€;§taté as a whole. Thus the local fund assignment of each
_” district should be determined by the application of the same rate to the index
- estimate of the full market value of taxable property in each district. The State
share of the Foundation School Program should continue to be guaranteed.

The Foundation Scho

-
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* ¢ RECOMMENDATION #9 . \ J/ “ |
| " An eniichrient progrdmvshou]d be established which would guarantee each district ,
4~ 3$300 per ADA in additional -revenue for an-additional local tax effort of $.40 .
- per $100 in market ya]ué. S ‘. o . ,

For up to the first $100 6er ADA of such revenue, the district would levy the-
equivalent of a. tax rate not to.exceed $.10 per $100 of the market value of
taxable property in the district. Guaranteed state aid wou]q be supp]1ed to
/,.' those &istricts unable to raise $100 per ADA by the application of su;h a rgte.
For up to the second $200 per ADA of such revenue, the district would levy the
. ehuiva]ent of a tax rate not to exceed $.30 per $100 of the market value of .
o b taxahle property in the. district. Guaranteed state aid woulq be supplijed to
those dQstricts unable to raise $200-per ADA:.by, the app11cat10n of such a rate. .

=& RECOMMENDATION #10 ST N 4
- .The baéic financial supportsof the regional service denteré should be ingneaseg :
by $1.00 per ADA for a totfil of $3.00 per ADA. . . =~ A
. o ) ¢ . N

. -
r Co ‘ . .

RECOMMENDATION #11

The' computer services allocation for regional service cghters_shoulq,be-jnqont‘}
“porated under @ broader allocation for information services, including fi ancial

. support for computer processing on a statewide network, the development of a
common ‘core of educational ‘data,.the prdvision of commun1ca?1qn sery1ce§,,thg
proviSion of technical asgjstance se&viCes, and central adm1n1strat1on. N . L

OMMENG s A1 '. I L
RECOMMENDATION.#12 7 . - : ' - B »
: VAN o s . ' . S e
. Any'reviéion in pre§ent}$ch001 ffhance formulas should be phaseqlln OVngQ four .
L yed} neriod beginning iR 1975-76. ~Tr}e full plan would be operational in 1978-793=
' 4. f , S

MATED STATE AND LOCAL COST UNDER
RECOMMENDED PLAN, 1978-79.
(cost in millions)

A

« 0 Foundation School . . A "
v’ k Program ~ ° . Enrichment  Total -
State Funa C$1,98 8160  $2,144 g
S . f
Local Funds ) 467 430 : 897
' ‘g‘ o / “ B : -
Total Funds,/ $2,451 $590 $3,041

If the information on the market value of taxable property is not available,
the alternative plan presented in this report would have the effect of .
increasing present commitments of state funds for 1978-79 by a total of
$864 million compared to the recommended plan amount of $661 million.

N
L.
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"PUBLI€ SCHOOL REVE“GE SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS
o OF THE .TEXAS ADVISORY COMMISSION :
vt * ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS !
. (Adopted November 8, 1974)

f
v

.Designing a New School Revenue System -(

1. The property tax should be retained as the source of local share
. 7 funding for the Foundation School Program, with a local share rate
s eq3a1 to the statewide average effective maintenance tax rat€ (on -
ket value of property) at the time of adoption of a new school
f}nance plan. ‘ /

.uvThe tax required for the local share ofgthe Foundat1on Ehoo]

Program should be levied on‘a countywide basis, with the proceeds dis-

tributed among districts within each county on a per-student basis;

a correspond1ng reduction should be made in local d1str1ct taxing
ority.

¥ alitho .

3. Llocal tax increases required by setting the local share tax at the
statewide average effective tax rate should be phased in over a period
of three years with the interim higher costs to the state underwritten

from the 1974- 1975 b.enn1um surp]us

¥

f\< 4. The state should ensure with state funds that local district taxes
RN levied for enrichment above the Foundation School Program level will
\\ { produce an equal amount of revenue. per student from state and local
sources for the same 1oca1 tax effort. - ’

5. ‘Those statutes that ded1cate a portion of the proceeds of certaih
taxes to public education should be amended to provide that the dedi-
cated proceeds shall be deposited in the Foundation School Fund.

PR

A New Yardstick of Local Ab111ty e

/ - .
6. A state agency should be made respons1b1e for estimating the total
market value of property in each county and school district.

7. The.state should enact a statute providing for the collection of '
parcel and sales 1nforma€1on on real estate transfers.

b S

| Essential Property Tax Reforms

8. The State Constitution should be amended to make the ad valorem tax
- base consist of real and tangible personal property (except household
goods not .used in the production of income). The Legislature should
.enact an ‘anticipatéry statuyte exempting 1ntang1b]es (except bank stock)
“from local taxation. \

)
*

'S .
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14.

15.

-

-

der to achieve more equal taxation among owners of alletypes of
property, the Legislature should enact a state -tax on intangibles.

The State Constitution should be amended to permi®’ the valuation of
¥CUTtural (including“timber) lands by the income capitalization
(or productivity) approach. The Legislature should enact an antici-
patory statute to implement the changes. :

The gtatutes should be amended to require that motor vehicle registra~
tion/ forms show the sch901 district residence of vehicle owners.
. . po

: . . - b,
Hle statutes should be amended to provide uniform methods for va]uéﬁg

» business personalty and to require the submission of standardized

rendition forms.

The c0unEies shoutd be made responsible for countywide appraisal of

property for local scpoo1 tax purposes, and local districts should be

"required, to use these*appraisals. The cost gnd expenses of appraisals

are to be allocated among the taxing authorities in the manner pre-
scrtbed by general law. : A

. ~ ' i ‘ '
A stateyagency should be empowered to administer a technical assistance
program for county property tax assessment offices, and state standards
and guidelines should be established for county tax offices.

. [}

The State Cohstitution should be amended to delete the requirement
that county commissioners courts act as boards of equalization. The
Legislature should enact an anticipatory statute.

Y,

-

v
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° 1
CHAPTER VI
~Recommendations‘sf\the Interim Subcommittee on

Public School Finance = =>~-. - -

4

On Monday, quember\ia, the subcommittee held its final
hearing in Austin. At this héaring the subcommiftee?diseggsed
the seven schoo%yfinance issues outlined invCheétér vV of this
report and made\§§commendafions of its own which it erges the
Commiéfee of 24 to adopt as part ef its’final report ﬁo the
64th Legislature.

Thz subcommitéee decided at the outsee of ite discussion
that it %agld not make specific recommendatiens as to the
technicalities of implementing the school finance concepts
which it favors. RAFher, the members of the subcommittee
expressed their bellef that the role of thlS subcommlttee, aﬁd
y -
indeed the role of the Committee of 24, shoqld be to encourage
the decision making process Qith regard to restructuring the
public school finance system in Texas.

To 50 this, ﬁhe subcommittee med$ recomm.: 1ations on basic
seh _ finance coﬁcepts which it bJIEEVes snou © e included in
the finance plan adopted by‘fhe 64th Legielature. In addition
to offef&ng recommendat;ons concerning the seven 'issues outlined

in Chapter V, the subcommittee unanimously adopted the following

three recommendations:

25



Recémmendatlon )ﬂ A .

-The subcommlite recommends that no effort be
spared in desigiing and enacting a“ new school
finance plan for Texas in the 64th session of
~ the legislat(re. /

e

Recommendation #2

» -
-

So- :
The subcommittee urges the 64th-and all future
legislatures to provide adequate fundlng for

‘any new or modified educational program whlch
- they may mandate

1

Recommendation #3 /‘ '

The subcommittee urges the 64th. and all future
R ‘legislatures to provide local school districts
‘ with adequate planning and preparat@pn time
prior to the effective date upon Yhéph ‘new or
modified educational programs are r qulred to
be implemented :

.\ . ’
A e ' ’
The %‘icommittee turned to the specific school finance

issues outlined in Chapter V of this report and offered the

¢

following recommendations:

1. THE FUND ALLOCATION FORMULA:
)

Recommendation #4

The Welghted pupil concept, which recognizes

r the financial needs of school district$ in terms
of the educatidnal needs individual dtudents,
should be utilized in the ¥ihd allocation formula

of any new school finance foposal designed and
enacted for Texas. ¢

23
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II. THE TAXATION COMPONENT OF THE SCHOOL FINANCE EQUATION‘/
v . v . ¥ - > . .. .
. 1

Recqmmendatlon #5 B ’ ' <,

The/leglslature should adopt a* system for the -
- - defermination of estimates of the market value
e T of)taxable property in each school’ ‘district in
T : the state for the establlshment of an index of
' ' such.values £or the 1975-76 and.1976-77 school
years to be utlllzed fpr d1str1but10n of state

. frnds. S — o

N

<Recommendation #6

1. Single) ‘ddunty-wide authorities, should be .
made responsible for county-wide appraisal:
. of property for local tax purposes and local
.. . distriéts;\hould be required to use these

appraisal .

d gu1de11nes should be
nty-wide appraisal

2. 'State standardsd
established foxg
. authorities;

‘ 3. The State Comptr 1Yer should be made .
- " R “respons1ble for estimating the total market
" "wvalue of property in each county and school
district. : .

-
-

'ITI. AN ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM

Recommendation #7

A quality comprehensive foundation program.should

provide that each school district adopt an-accounta-
% bility program that provides for needs assessment,

programed budgetlng, management by objective and

program and personnel evaluation. Implementation

of an accountability system should be delegated

primarily to the Texas Education Agency. :

2 .
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IvVv. TEACHER SALARIES:’ :

’ .

The subcommittee recognized that teacher salarles are
a matter of top concern and importance but decided, because
of the lack of input received by the committee in regard to
the teacher salary question, that it. would not make any
specific recommendations on this matter.

V. AN ENRICHMENT PROGRAM: N

Recommendation #8

v

The state shoufﬂ'ensure with state funds that local
district taxes levied for enrichment above the
Foundation Program level will produce an equal
amount of revenue per student from state and local
sources. for the same local tax ‘effort. A maximm level
of enrichment should be established.

-~

VI. TRANSPORTATION FUNDING: l

Recommendation #9

The subcommittee recommends that transportation funds
be made available in accordance with a delivery model
that would:
N - .
1. Distribute additional funds for school trans-
‘portatlon in a manner that most nearly approxi-
* mates reasonable expenditures.

2. Recognize(the diversity of Texas' geography and
demography by developing a formula that takes
into account the various special problems in
Texas, 1nc1ud1ng urban factors, court orders,.
and other local needs.

3. Allow more flexibility to local districts in

© the determination of their transportation systems.

4., Recognize dlfferlng costs among the school

districts. N o v g -

™
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5. Empower the State Board of Education to approve,
on an individual district application basis, * .
additional funding to meet the special local
needs. ‘ '

!

e

6. Provide the framework £dr continual updating
" of the model. -

VII. EMERGENCY FUNDING:

-

Wy " Recommendation #10

The subcommittee recommends a one-time-only
appropriation of $80 million for the 1974-75 school
year. This money is to be distributed to the local
districts on the basis of $40 per pupil in ADA and

° , each local school district is to receive a percen
age that $40 per pupil equal to the percentage of
.state funds received under the ‘Minimum Foundation

» “Program. , “

Upon ccmpletion of its discussion and decision-making
. R 7 = -

r

concerniqg the above ten recommendations, the subcommittee voted
“ r . . ’ ~ N )

unamiously to approve the entire set of recommendations as well

as the other information contained in this K report and to urge the

[ ’ ' .
Committee of 24 that it include this subcommittee report as a

] ) - ] . ) r
portion of its final recommendations to the 64th Legislature.

.4\. )\
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"It )is the purpose and intent of
the Legislative Property Tax Com-
mittee to conduct a pilot praject
in approximately 35 representative
randomly selected Texas school
districts..."
Thirty-five school districts were se-
lected on April 22 using computerized
random number procedures. Witnesses
“from the Governor's Office, the Edu-
cation Agency and the Committee were
prezent. Documentation of selection
methodology is available.

In- keeping with the concept of a
pilot project, the focus of the study
will be on the 35 districts as repre-
sentative of the State as a whole
rather’ than as 1individual entities.
The random selection process was de-
signed accordingly. From each of five
geographic divisions of the State,one
district was picked from each of seven
ranges of student population. In ather
words, each district selected repre-~
sents one of 35 unique combinations of
geographic area and student popula-
tion. ﬁiscrepancieb in value and other
assessment problems observed are thus
exﬁected to bz representative and will
be reported in terms desjigned to be
instructive to State and local offi-
cials generally.

" .. that will provide ...a highly

reliable, thoroughly documented and

fully defensible study..."
CBM's assignment 1is to deliver the
best quality possible within the -exis-
ting time-money constraints. Current
plans are to limit errors in the esti-
mate of total value by district to 15X
at the 90Z confidence interval, i.e.,

SCHOOL DISTRICT MARKET VALUE STUDY - .

4 193
to produce estimates’ such that thera
is a 90% chance that the true value
will be within 15% of the estimated
value. e .
Rigorous concepts of value have
been adopted, and advanced statisti-
cal and computer technology will be
used. All findings presented in the
final report will be supported by
documentation of data sources, proce-
dures, and. statistical reliability.
Every effort will be made to accur-
ately define both the results and the
limitations of the project. No prev-
ious study of tax values in Texas has
used comparable technology or offered
such documentation, with the possible
exception of isolated local efforts.
CBM will be required to demon-
strate and defend the soundness of
their methodology and the results of
the study as a whole. In keeping with
accepted sampling technology, prop-
erty value estimates will be defensi-
ble in the aggregate but not neces-
sarily on a parcel-by-parcel basis.
"...consistent with and respoasive
to the mandates of Senate Bill 414
62nd Legislature, and Senate Con-
current Resolution 89, 63rd Legis-
lature..." to '
The most immediate and obvious ap-
plication of project findings has to
do with the development of a macket
value index for school aid distribu-
tion. Nevertheless, the Committee's
primary purpose 1in .conducting the
project is to help bring about im-
provement 1in assessment administra-
tion.
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- Program Cost Differential Study ,
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METRODS OF COMPUTATION N
The primary result of the Texas Education Agency Program Cost Differential Study
was the development of a series of costs per full-time equivalent (FTE)* student
and related cost differential indices (i.e., "'weights") for forty-one exemplary -~
Texas school districts selected by the Governor's Office‘of‘Educationa1 Research
and Planning. This information is presented in Table I and.ref1ects the three
different methods used to calculate costs per FTE -and cogt.1nd1ces., The three
methods of calculation used resulted in the computation of a weighted mean of

all districts in the study, a district unweighted mean, and a strata unweighted
mean. Each of these methods will be described brief]y below to assist the read-

er to understand the information in Table I.

A weighted mean approach provided a set of cost differentials based upon the re-
lative number of students and amount of program cost among the forty-one districts.
Districts with large numbers of students and higher costs ‘influence the cost differ- -
entials more than small districts. Two unweighted mean approaches - a district
unweighted mean and a strata unweighted mean - were also used since the study was

a study of exemplary district practice and because districts selected for the study
were stratified according to six categories of community type. Using these two
methods helped to remove the bias created by size of district and program costs.
The unweighted mean approach probably represents the most descriptive interpreta-’

&7"?70n of the data. . .

Weighted Mean Method. For each program aggregated total costs of the program were

divided by the aggregated total number of FTE students in the program to arrive at

a weighted cost per FTE for the program. For example, the total cost of kinder-

. garten for the thirty-eight districts offering this program was $13,697,401; the «

/" number of FTE students served was 22,887. Program costs divided by number of FTE

students served produced a weighted mean cost per FTE of $598. Or, the aggregated
~ total cost of elementary was $312,163 and the number of FTE students served, or &

weighted mean cost per FTE of $578.

The costs per FTE were then converted to a cost differential index which was keyed
to the elementary cost per FTE ($578) being assigned a value of 1.00 and was com-.
puted by dividing the cost per FTE of each program by the cost per FTE of elemen-
tary. For example, the index for kindergarten is 1:04, which was computed by
dividing the cost per FTE of kindergarten ($598) by the cost for elementary ($578):

District Unweighted Mean Method. -The cost diffgrentials in the "(district) cost
index" column for each program were determined by adding.together the individual
program weights of the districts in_the forty-one district sample and dividing by
the number of districts offering the program. For example, the cost index for
vocational agriculture of 2.63 was calculated by adding the cost indices of the
3] districts offering this program and dividing by 31. [In this method each dis-
trict affected the calculation equally. ' g

sThe cost per FTE for elementary of $630 was determined by adding the weighted mean
costs per FTE for-all forty-one districts and dividing by 41. The cost indices for
all other programs were multiplied by this. cost per FTE for elementary in order to
derive costs per FTE for all other programs, thus indicating the impact of the

cost differential index in terms of costs per FTE. : . '

) : : . .-
*A "full-time equivalent" (FTE) student is defined statistically as.a student'who
spends all of this time in a program. To determine the number of FTE studeqts it
is necessary to have both the number of participating students and the amount of

time spent in a program. . N P

37 32




(

Strata Unweighted Mean Method. The districts which were selected for this-study
_represented six strata or types of school districts. Using a strata unweighted
.mean method, the cost index for each stra{um in which a district offered the pro-
gram involved was summed and divided by the total number of 'strata providing the
program. For example, the cost index for vocational agriculture of 2.46 was calg=
culated by adding the cost indices of the six'strata offering this program and
dividing by six. Under this method, each stratum affected the calculation equal-
ly. The differentials amonghdistricts within a stratum perhaps creates a bias in
this approach. - ‘ '

The determination of the cost per FTE student for the elementary program of $592
was determined by summing the costs per elementary FTE student for each of the
six strata and dividing by six. The remainder of the calculation was identical
to that of the district unweighted mean method.
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TEXAS EOUCATION AGENCY PROGRAM COST DIF{[RENTIRL% STUDY FOR SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1972-13

[

CALCULATION OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM COSTS PER FTE SYUDENT AYD COST [NDICES FOR ALL SAMPLE DISTRICTS

1

a : BASJC ATA * NELGHTED MEAN METHOD UELGHTED AEAN METHOD
o (DISTRICT) (STRATA)
| NHBER 7 PROGRA | ‘ ‘
"~ PROGRAM OF o/ STIORNTS  COT 00T/ N 0ot Ihoex COST/ COST NDEX COST/ £OST INDEN
DISRICTS (FTF) (900) FIE (EBeL00)  FTE(ELEWLO0)  FTE  (ELPWeD.OO)
REGULAR PROGRAM | y
Kindergarten 7 b S13.697  §/% 104 VA W B A B I
Elementary i S 35 A 10 o w0
Junfor High , 0o 142,556 B 1.0 B L 0 105
Senfor High. ST 153,503 0oL Mmoo Ls 8 L
VOCATIONL EOLCATION ) -
Agriculture N R L 250 LB 26 2.46
Distributive NS T O M 4 o1 N LS L1
Health Rt B0 5] .| 119 B LY L0
Honesaking:sefu B IR Y X A AN, RN 1.6
a  Honenaking-Gainful 2% 2,1 % 1 LR LY 1.21
Dffice P O B 09 L6 LI L8 116
Industrial . ﬂ*ah‘ ST e o 1w LB L% 135
Occupational Orientation R 35 1,461 2.53 1,193 1,89 247
SPECIAL EDUCATION | o K Jd ’
Visually Handicapped a8 IR I 250 4B 205 48 5% 4
Orthopedically Handicapped Y ,\\’» mg,dll 4,714 1,382 2.3 3,094 491 Lo X))
Mininally rain Injured Ao BB 1 2 L0 3% L o
Auditoria ly Handicapped A% L om KN S/ | B N RN I
Educable entally Retarded B g é1,040 16,050 L% 2 LR 1M 0
Trainable Mentally Retarded Y B LB LT 266 150 2.8
Speech fandicapped . 0 e 6w W5y W 65 38 sd
Language & Learning Disability 8 - 0865 10,92 1,507 2.76 2,03 .65 2,166 3.6
Pregnant Students I o 206 158 T T 1.2 133 4100 1,08 L8
Enotionaly Disturbed Mo 40 Vi 260 TR X N 1/ X
TOTAL REGULAR 0 LI 62,504 10 B8 L0068 LG
TOTAL VOCATIONAY EDUCRY Iy o {ﬁ,z,ﬁsl N o W18 LI 1% L0 - LT
TOTAL SPECIAL ERUCATION oo T 0,80 L6 24 LB 1 L@
GRAND TOTAL SR TR AN R R nmoooLe 66 L

. : ‘:’r“
* Recomended Interpretation
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE STATE SUPPORTED PROGRAM COSTS AND
PROFESSIONAL SALARY DATA -

School Finance-Special Projects
Texas Education Agency
November, 1974

STATE SUPPORTED PROGRAM COSTS - 1972-73 School Year

State supported program costs fall within three categories -- the regular
Foundat\on School Program, special programs under the Foundation School
Program, and other state supported programs. In 1972-73, these three pro-
gram categories cost $1,368,697,000 and accounted for 54.1 percent of the
grand total cost of education. {

The bulk of state supported program costs ($1,203,661,000 in 1972-73) are
within the regular Foundation School Program. Jhese costs are shared on
an 80 percent state, 20 percent local basis, and are automatically financed.
The total level of funding is contingent upon a series of personnel, opera-
ting cost, and transportation cost allocation formulas, along with the min-
imum salary schedule and State Board of Education policies regarding vocational
and special education.

Salaries of professional personnel (including personnel allotted under voca-
tional and special education policies) accounted for $1,057,913,000, or 88
percent of regular Foundation School Program costs. Maintenance and opera-
ting allowances cost $79,423,000, or 6.6 percent of total cost. Teacher
aides cost $22,067,000, and regu]ar and spec1a1 education transportation
cost $28,462,000. The remaining $15,796,000 was divided among other special
education programs, vocational contract services, and Texas Education Agency

adm1n1strat10n

There are ten special programs within the Foundation Program, the costs of
which are met entirely out of state funds. In 1972-73, these programs cost
$21,118,000. Some of these programs are automatically ¥inanced, while others
depend upgn the appropriations bill for funding. )
The remaining state supported program costs are outside of the Foundation
School Program and completely state funded. Certain of these costs, in-
cluding textbooks and teacher retirement are automatically funded, but
supplemental salary aid and several other programs depend upon the general
appropriations bill. 1In 1972-73, state supported costs outside of the
Foundation School Program amounted to $143,918,000.
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- TRENDS IN STATE SUPPORTED -PROGRAM COST - 1957-1975

i
The. cost of the regular Foundation School Program (including vocational and
special education) has increased from $293,572,000 in 1957 to $1,224,779,000 ip
1972-73. The estimated cost of the Foundation School Program for the current
1974=75 schood 'year is $1,458,473,000. Growth in the student population,
growth of special and vocational education programs, and increases in minimum
salaries have been the major factors behind the 300 percent increase over the
past sii}een years.

The addition of teacher aides, growth in maintenance and operation and trans-
portation allotments, and the addition of special programs have also had an
impact on the overall growth of state supported program costs. Teacher aides
were first included within the Foundation School Program in 1970-71, at.a
cost of $15,888,000. The cost of aides increased to $22,067,000 in 1972-73.
The basic maittenance and operating allowance of $660 per teacher has*not
been changgg since 1969. Increases in this cost category have therefore
been in response to increases in teachers and to the addition of operating
allowances for vocational education and special education. Transportation
allotments have shown relatively little increase; 63 percent since 1957, and

by 29 percent since 1962, with virtually all of the inCrease since 1962 oc-
curring in 1971 as a result of a 20.percent increase in the formula.

State program cost as a percentage of total expenditures for education was
approximately the same in 1972-73 (54.1 percent) as it was in 1956-57 (52.4

1.« - percent). In the years between, this percentage increased with very sub-
stantial increase in state aid, but decreased.in subsequent years as local
expenditures increased. For example, this percentage decreased from 53.1
percent in 1967-68 to 50 percent in 1968-69, but increased to 55.7 percent
in #970-71 with the passage of a new education bill. In 1971-72, this per-
centage decreased to 54.8 percenf: Estimates for the 1972-73, 1973-74, and
1974-75 school years foreteli—a leveling off of this percentage at around
54.1 percent. (4‘

The special programs have all been instituted since 1957. In 1962, $1,004,000
. was allotted for these programs, which then included pre-school Non-English
speaking, pre-school deaf, and day schools for the deaf. In 1968, $4,306,000
was allotted, including funding for regional media centers, educational TV,
and incentive aid. In 1970, $5,426,000 was allotted. In 1971, sick leave,
- computer services, and student teaching were added to the list of these pro-
»” grams, bringing their total cost to $15,013,000. In 1972-73, additional state
support for regional educational service centers was provided, bringing the
total cost of $21,118,000. The estimated cost of these programs for the cur-
rent 1974-75 school % is $25,222,000. .

SALARY TRENDS

Professional salaries have increased at an average annual rate of 6.5 percent since
1966. These increases have not been at a steady rate, however, but have
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} .
been largely in response to increases in Foundation School Proggam salaries.
For example, in 1968, average Foundation salaries increased by- 9.9 percent
and average professional salaries increased by 11.3 percent. The next year,
average Fqundation salaries actually decreased slightly, and average pro-
fessional salaries increased by 1.2 percent.

Several factors may explain these variations. First, large increases-in aver-
age professional salaries occur as a result of the legislature increasing the
minimum salary. For example, the 1969 legislation was followed the next year
by a 14.1 percent increase in the average Foundation School Program salary

and an 11.1 pefcent increase in the average professional salary. Second, the
average salary is seriously affected by the education and years of experience
of teachers. Between 1967-68 -and 1968-69,/ average Foundation School Program
salary decreased and "the average profegsional salary stayed the same.

This indicates that a number of teachers may have left the profession at that
time, since Foundation salaries are based on education and years of experience.
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TR ATTORNEY (GENERAL
OF TEXAS

~ AusTIN, TEXAS 78711

‘'JOHN L. BILL .
, ATTORNEY GENERAL

November 12, 1974 : “

The Honorable Marlin Brockette ' Opinion No. H- 448

Commissioner of Education ' -

Texas Education Agency Re: The obligation of
210 East 11th Street . the Commissioner of
" Austin, Texas 78701 « .- 4 Education'to equahze

' C v assessment. ratfos
. before using thern in
. the county economic
Dear Dr. . Brociette: index formula.

You havemasked our opinion on two questioﬁs' whieb»are:
. - 1
l. . In calculating the economic index, should
this office require.each county's tax assessor to
report, along with the assessed valuations of the
county, the percentage of market value used in
determining the assessed values reported? *

. - ' 7 ™~
2. If you have answered the above question
in the affirmative, should this office use such I

information in computing the county economic
index to achieve equality and uniformity of N

property values of each county as compared with s
every other county? . : J
&

Similar questions w ong several issues presentéd in Fort
Worth Independent School District, et al v. Edgar, et al.4 Civil Action
4-1405 (N.D. Tex., Fort Worth D1v1510n) ‘That case was f11ed in 1970,
and a three judge court was appointed. Plaintiffs in that case wexre the
Fort Worth, Dallas, and Houstonh Independent School Districts along
with taxpayers .and students from each’ distrlct " Allocation of funds
under the minimum foundftlon program (hereafter MFP) was attacked
on several grounds mcludui’g the use of property asses sments at less
than full market value in determining the county economic index, which

is the issue raised in your two qu%;hons

/ | N

r
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The Honorable Marlin Brockette, page 2 (H-448)

This office represented the defendants in the suit and asserted several
defenses. These defenses included a challenge to the standing of the
plaintiffs to litigate the issues presented in the case. During the course
of the litigation the United States Supreme Court issued its opinion in
San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1 (1973).
Rodriguez had the effect of deciding substantial portions of the Fort
Worth lawsuit in a manner adverse to the plaintiffs' claim. In the latter
part of 1973 the Fort Worth litigafion was voluntarily dismissed. Sub-
sequently, your predecessor, whg was a defendant in the lawsuit, sub-
mitted these two inquiries to this office for an opinion to be issued in
our quasi-judicial role under Article 4399, V. T.C.S.

The present questions were not before the Supreme Court in Rodriguez.
The contentions in that case centered on the inter-district disparities in
per-pupil expenditurés caused by the variations in different school
districts' ad valorem tax bases. Although the Court recognized that
assessment practices'in Texas are not uniform, thewre is no indication
that it considered the effectfof the use of non-equalized assessments
in determination of the county economic index. Rodriguez, supra, at
p. 46, n.100. '

Your two questions are substantially narrower than those raised by
Rodriguez or by Fort Worth Independent School District. They relate
sclely to the figures emPloyed in calculating one factor which is used in

 determining the county economic index.

It is unnecessary to set out the details c;f the highly complex MFP
in this opinion. It will suffice to say that the economic index for each
county is determined from a formula spelled out.in Sec.. 16. 74, Texas
.. Education Code. Its application is a major factor in the deter‘i'ninétion
" of each district's local fund assignment, which is the amount a district
is required to contribute as its share of the MFP. Although the local
fund assignment ultimately computed for a given district may be affected
by various statutory credits and adjustme nts not germane to this request,
the amount of state aid received generally corresponds to the economic
index calculated for the county in which the district lies. If the economic
index is high, the local fund assignment will be high, and the amount
of state aid received under the MFP will be low. On the other hand, if: .
the economic index is low, the local fund assignment will be low, and
.the amount of state aid recejved will be high. '



The Honorable Marlin Brockette, page 3 (H-448)

The economic index for each county is based on three weighted
factors. Income for the county is measured by value added by manu-
factui'e, value of minerals and agricultural products, and the total
of payrolls for retail, wholesale and service establishments. This
factor is weighted by 72. The scholastic population of the county is
weighted by 8 and the assessed property waluation of the caunty is weighted by 20.

You indicate that: ) -

It is common knowledge that many county tax
assessor-collectors in this state customarily assess ¢
. property subject to ad valorem taxes at less than
- 100% market value, and that there is a wide variation
from county to county in the assessment ratios used
(see Governor's Committee Report on School Finan-
' cing--1967). Some school districts conterd that the
disparity in the assessments by the county tax assessor-
collector vary from 3% to 100% of fair market value.

The practical effect of assessment at a low percen'tage' of market .

~ . . .
value is a low economic index and a resultant high amount of state.,id
under the MFP.

Your first inquiry concerns your ability to obtain information from
tax assessors on the assessment ratio employed in their counties.

Section 16.79(a) of the Education Code imposes the duty on the State -
. Board 6f Education and the Commissioner ''to take such action, require
such reports, and make such rules and regulations consistent with the.
terms of this chapter as may be necessary to carry out its provisions."
(Emphasis added)

Three Attéarney General Opinions have been addressed to similar
points. Attorney General Opinion V-1195 (1951) construed Article
2922-16, Sec. 3, V.T.C.S. [now Sec. 16.74, Education Code] and held
that in adjusting a county's economic index to reflect a sudden and marked
decline in economic activity, the.Commissioner was free to consider
information from sources other than those listed in the statute if the .
information was not reflected in the statutorily designated source. The
Opinion stated that, ''unless the Commissioner can look to other reliable
sources of information, -.it might not be possible to compute an index
accurately indicating the taxpaying ability of each county."
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The Honorable M:arlin~Brockette, page 4 (H-448)

2 v

r

Attorney General Opinion WW-452 (1&58) said that the various
sources of information then being used by the Commissioner to obtain
the necessary data for the computation of the index were not exclusive.
The only statutory requirement was that the inform#afion be taken
" 'from the most recently available official publications and reports -
of agencies of the State of Texas or the Federal Government. ' "

Attorney General Opinion M-262 (1968) discussed adjustments made
by the State Board of Education to reflect changes in-economic activity.
That opinion indicated that: 1

In computing the economic index . . . the Boardis
v confined to dati taken from the most recently avail -
able official publications and reports of Federal and
State agencies. Although being thusly confined, it
is the opir.ﬁon of this office that the Board may con-
sider any official State or Federal publications or
reports; and if the Board deems it proper or neces-
sary in considering the question of an adjustment,
it has the authority to arrange for and make avail-
able to itself other and further such official reports
and publications as it may deem necessary in order
to properly and wisely make its decisions. This
same principle is true with regard to the compila-
tion of economic indices in the future. (Emphasis
in original) ¢

It a/‘ppears well settled that the commis3ionef has the ﬁthority
to require any official report he may deem necessary for the proper per-
formance of his statutory functions. If he is permitted or required to
utilize values which have been corrected to o“fset fractional assessment prac-
tices, it seems clear to us that he can require tax assessors to report the
percentage of market value that has been used in arriving at the assessed
property values reported.

Your second inquiry is whether the Commissioner should utilize such
information in computing the county economic index to reflect equal and
uniform property assessment ratios among the state's 254 counties. In
answering this question it is important to recognize that if differing per-
centages of valuation are employed from county to county in determining
assessed property valuatjon to be reported to the Commissioner, the

44
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The Honorable Marlin Brockette, page 5 (1:1—448), -

) ’ v
inevitable result is to distort calculation of the county. economic
index in favor of those counties using lower assessment percentages

unless these assessed values are adJusted to reﬂect an equal
standard of assessment.

One of the basit rules of statutory construction is that a statute
should be construed in a manner that will sustain its constitutionality
unless the plain import of its provisions renders such an interpretation
impossible. State v. Shoppers World, Inc., 380 S. W.2d 107 (Tex.
1964); Newsom v. State, 372 S. W, 2d 681 (Tex. Crim. .1963); McKinney -
v. Blankenship, 282 S.W. 2d 691 (Tex. 1955). A recent federal case,
Levy v. Parker, 346 F.Supp. 897 (E.D. La. 1972) (3 judge court)
aff'd. mem., 411 U.S. 978 (1973), involved questions which are very
similar to those presented in your inquiry and has established the
constitutional limits within which we must construe your statutory
duties in compu‘""ng the county economic index. It should be noted
that the affirmagice of Levy by the United States Supreme Court came
- subse€quent to that'éourt's Rodriguez decision and that the case was
not presented to the three judge.court in the plaintiff's brief in the
Fort Worth case. ' o

4

The question in Levy involved a state revenue sharing scheme
designed to reimburse parishes for the cost of a homestead tax
exemption provided in the state constitution. Reimbursement by
the state was proportionate to the parishes' tax or millage rates.

In Louisiana,as elsewhere, property tax revenue is a function of
the assessed value of property and the rate of tax. Thus, a parish
faced with local requirements for a certain amount of tax revenue
benefited most from the homestead reimbursement provisions by
minimizing assessments and maximizing its millage rates. The Texas
MFP formula works in essentially the same manner since the lower
the assessed value the higher the amourt of state aid under the MFP.
In Louisiana constitutional and statutory limitations effectively pre-
cluded some parishes from raising their tax rates and thus qualifying
for higher rebates. Likewise, county tax rates in Texas are limited,
e.g., Article VIlI, Section 9, Texas Constitution. When a county
reaches the maximum tax rate it must assess property at a higher

Q
‘
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The Honorable Marlin Brockette, page 6 (H-448) _ T

* percentage of true value if it is to generate more revenue. A county
" which is relatively poor in value of taxable property will be required.

to reach its maximum tax rate sooner than a relatively rich. county -
and will then be required to increase its assessment rate if it is to
raise more tax money. Thus, the poorer ajcounty is the less able it
is to manipulate its assessment ratio to generate larger amounts of
state aid for its school districts. Conversely, the richer the county,;’
the more able 1t is to adjust its assessment ra.txo.

"In discussing the Louisiana plan the federal court observed:
. . . . The mill’age-ﬁmes-assessment-any-basis: _
you-choose formula for distributing state funds i's,. .
in'a word, arbitrary. It establishes a rule for
distributing state funds that is no rule at all.

No reason has been advanced, nor any govern-
mental policy argued, that would support the ‘
reimbursementj each Louisiana parish on tke -
-basis now in eff€ct. It has not been suggested

. that the amounts now being paid to any parish = - ”:A
—~ "\ ‘ are based on its real loss of revenue resulting ©

- from the homestead exemption, or on state policy
based on any rational geographical or demographic
classification, or on any other basis that might
constitute coherent governmental policy.

Levy v. Parker, supra, at 903-904.

The court accordingly held the Louisiana rebate system unconstitutional.

o

Givenythe Levy precedent, we believe the use of unequalized agsessment.
values in determination of thé.county economic index for purposes of the MFP
-presents constitutional probleﬁ‘x See, Weissinger v. Boswell, 330 F. _
Supp.615 (M.D. Ala. 1971); Yudof, The Property Tax in Texas Under State
and Federal Law, 51 Texas Law Review 885 (1973). '

wr
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The H‘b’nj)rable Marlin Brockette, page' 7 (H-448)

In construing the statute we are required to be guided by the intent
of the Legislature while at the same time giving the statute an inter-
pretation most calculated to sustain its constitutionality.

We believe the language of the statute is consistent w1th a construc-
hon which will avoid constitutional pitfalls. For example, in actually lev*‘mg
the maintenance taxes from which local fund assignments are paid, all
school districts except common school districts are free under Sec. 20,03
Texas Education Code, to assess property 'on any basis authorized
or permitted by any applicable law, " including Title 28, V. T.C.S.,
applicable to cities and towns, which permits fractional assessment.

It may have been to avoid varying fractidnal assessments bearing nd relation
‘to local taxpaying ability that the Legislature selected for inclusion in the

- MFP's economic index formula valuations by the county --a taxing jursidic-
tion theoretically required to assess at 100% of market value and forbidden
from adopting "a.lower or different standard of value"(Articles 7149, 7174,
V.T.C.S.), although in actual practice lesser values were used. See e.g.,
Lively v. Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Co., 120 S. W. 852 (Tex.
1909); Robertson v. Connecticut General Life Insurance Co., 140 S.W.2d 936
(Tex. Civ: App. --Waco 1940, no writ). Also, use of the largest tax
assessing unit, the county, rather than the multitude of school districts

in the state is more consistent with a program based on equalized and,
standardized.effort. County assessments if performed according to the
common standards thus prescribed, would afford a far more accurate
means of comparing local fiscal capacities than would the assessments
actually made by districts pursuant to Sec. 20.03. Moreover, such .
county assessments would better serve the basic intent of the MFP financing
provisions, which is to determine local contributions to the program on

the basis of relative taxpaying ability. Further support for the view that
there was anintent to prescribe a common valuation standard appears in

the valuation reporting provision of Sec. 16.77(a), the formula for ‘
determining district local fund assignments in Sec. 16.76(a) and the
maintenance tax credit provisions of Sec. 16. 76(e), all of which are tied

to the county valuation standard.

Additional aid to construction is found in the basic purpose of the
MFP itself, which is to assure an equal minimum educational opportunity
for each school-aged child by providing state aid in compensation for
variations in local taxpaying ability. The program is to be financed in



The Honorable Marlin Brockette, page 8 (H-448) ‘

v @ ,
‘part by an ""equalized, local school district effort" (Sec. 16«71) assigned |
to each district '"according to its taxpaying ability' (Sec. 16. 73). The ‘
manner of adjustment presented in your second question would plainly
further this pufrpose. ?

Therefore, we answer both of your questions in the afﬁirmative.
The Commissioner should reéquire counties to report the perqﬁentage of
true value at which they assess property. He should then utilize the
inforrhation received from the counties in computing the Minimum
Foundation Program county economic index. Your questions are phrased
narrowly, and it has not been necessary to consider the legahty or |
propriety of county tax assessors assessing property at a frac on of its
full value or their determination of what constitutes taxable 3 ? erty.

Our function essentially is to predict the resolution o? a questmn
which would be reached were it presented to a court. Our courts possess
broad powers of equity and often utilize their equitable discretion to grant
stays, to allow phased implementation of an order or to permit other
means of ameliorating the effect of its decisions. At least one provision
of the Education Code is designed to lessen the effect of any sudden shifts
in the factors constituting the county economic index. .Section 16. 74(c)
of the Education Code provides that the index is to be computed from a
three-year average of data. Although a court's order concewably could
require full market value assessment figures to be used in- f1gures for all
three years used in computing the index for the coming sch,ool year,
we believe that utilization of the corrected figures for thqj current year
and following years would be within the equitable d1scret19n of a court.
Under such an arrangement some effect of the corrected ’data would be
felt immediately but the full effect' would not be realized untll the third

year.
~

SUMMARY

The Commissioner of Education should require -
each county's tax assessor to report the percentage
of market value used in determining the assessed

W '; , 4 ]
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The Honorable Marlin Brockettet page 9 (H-448)

.value of property in that county, The Commissioner
should use this information in computing the county

- economic index to achieve uniformity of property
values of each county as compared with every other

county. ~
- ' .
, ¥Very truly yours,
JOHN L. HILL
‘Attorney General of Texas
APRROVED:

WML

LARRY F. YORK Fidst Asslstant

DAVID M. KENDALL, Chalrman
Optmon Committee -

*
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Tabls l.—Current expenditursa of local achool districts and sxpanditurss per pupil, for public slementary and eacocdary edycatioa, by revsnue
source and by State OF other erea: United Statee, 1972-7)

- .
’ . it R N
Twtal curvent > " TS
sxpesditures Ravenus {rom FeBarsl sources ' noaffros State gnd local sOUICes & ‘r
State or sther * Taoussnde Dollare Theussade Dollers Parcent i Thousands - Dollacs Parcect
avea of dollare por pupll of dollare per pupll, of topals i et dollare per pupil »f total
Y T ;] [ 5 6 = 7 8 .9
- - N Y
30 Sentes and D.Coccvo.n. $44,709,301 $1,062 $3,951,09) $ 340,838,208 $ 968 T91.2
521,578 708 97,467 N 424,108 576 81.3
135,23 1,733 32,53) #102,700 1,6 75.9
7,382 900 38,041 353,341 814 90.4
- 288,887 703 49,446 239,421 583 8.9
4,729,446 1,042 456,421 4,273,021 941 90.)
[73 VX 7Y V- 521,088 976 40,054 4€1,034 901 92.3
- Cownactfcut 760,784 1,227 47,700 713,084 1,150 93.7
Delavarc...e.... . 152,721 1,238 12,145 140,576 1.140 92.0
y DPiscrice of Columbis.. 178,018 1,519 72,069 109,949 904 $9.3
Plorida.cecteceanannns 1,251,277 / 913 106,206 n 1,144,971 836 91.5
Corrgin..cacuuan . 849,958 ) 858 103,143 104 12.1 746,815 754 87.9
. 1763355 1,059 21,150, 127 12.0 \ 185,203 932 88.0
. 131, 754 14,912 86 11.) 116.538 668 88.7
. 2,580, 1,224 171,450 33 6.6 2,408,852 1,14 9.4
1,017,424 914 60,130 . 54 5.9 957,094 80 9.1
. 634,72) 1,03 35,365 58 5.6 599,358 981 %.4
. 442,162 982/ 3,801 n 1.2 410,321 911 92.8
. 471,077 ne’ 81,106 123 17.1 191,971 593 82.9
. 699,969 904 98,275 127 14.0 ~ 601,694 m 86.0
| Y T 196,796 852 17,720 n 9.0 179,076 s 91.0
966,187 1,196 83,527 103 . 8.6 882,660 1,093 91.4
1,281,08) 1127 69,900 61 5.5 1,211,18) 1,066 9.5
2,381,548 1,180 151,778 ] 6.4 2,229,770 1,105 93.6
1,027,300 1,224 60,662 72 s.9 966,638 1,152 9.1
343,228 . 699 86,457 176 25.2 256,771 52) 74.8
218,53 919 82,408 90 ° 9.8 756,120 829 90.2
159,160 16,518 104 16.4 142,642 878 89.6.
306,116 25,749 8 8.4 280,367 903 91.6
116,83) 9,580 _ ” 8.2 107,253 e84 91.8
i 141,591 % 7,001 50 5.6 133,700 847 9.4
. 1,905,698 1,418 553.737. ] 5.7 1,796.966 1.3 94.)
224,907 874 37,057 144 16.3 187,850 730 8.5
. . 5,429,188 1,757 305,386 99 5.6 5,123,807 1,658 94.4
.. 869,074 2 128,532 . 120 14.8 740,542 652 8s.2
' 120,387 830 14,289 104 11.9 106,098 176 88.1
. 2,105,382 - 930 126,957 s7 6.0 1,978,425 893 94.0
" 439.130 m 54,281 L} 12.4 384,849 678 87.6
o 500.151 1,161 37,078 [ 1.4 463.07) 1,075 92.6
2,680,140 1,238 238.99) 110 8.9 2,441,157 1,128 91.1
193,188 1,160 15,700 9% 8.1 177,488 1,066 91.9
. \
Sowth Carolira........ Y A59.046 795 86,757 150 18.9 372,229 645 81.1
South Dakota. . 134,691 877 20,23 132 15.0 114,458 s 8s.0
Teancesee . 597,986 79 73,778 [ 12.3 524,208 €30 87.7
Tazxas . 1,965,952 787 208,349 [ 3] 10.6 1.757,60) 704 89.4
Qeab..co... 222,871 800 23,797 85 10.7 199,074 ns 89.3 ,
VOTMONC..cu-urnenconns 104,680 1,021 5,603 b3 5.3 99,277 966 94.7
Virgiate.. .o - 933,785 97 126.627 129 13.6 807,158 818 86.4
Washingeoni . 793,929 1,102 64,170 89 8.1 729,759 1,01 91.9 »
Uset Virginta . 311,88) 815 43,108 13 13.8 268,775 702 86.2
Wieeonstin.. . 1,006,353 1,114 42.928 a7 4.3 963,425 1,067 95.7 .
, Vemiog...... . 90,59 1.134 6,881 L) 1.6 83,712 "1,048 92.4
Outlying aceas:
Ametican Samoa........ 6,128 97 1.243 182 20.) §7885, 635 .7
Cemal Zooe. . 15,995 1,719 15,995 1,219 100.0 — C —_
Cogm. ... . 23,352 1,020 5,426 218 21.4 C19,926 Y. e02 78.6
Puarto Rico . 353,73 536 78,494 19 22.2 279,240 7 ¢ 417 77.8
~ ¥irgin lslands........ 21,735 1,11¢ 2,390 13 1.9 19,145 986 3.1

1/ Besad on estimates by the 1axas Edweation Ageocy.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(In thousands of dollars)

Tabla 2.~~Current axpanditures st the local l"cl: by major fuact{ocn and by State or other ares: Uunited States, 1532-7)

Currant sxpendltures for fres public elameatary and secondary schools

Regular programs by major fuanction

Attendance Teavspor= Plaat Other
Stats or other Total Auinie- Instruc- and health tatfon operation and Pized sarvicas
ares Total tration tion secrvices services maintenance chargas .
1 2 3 [) 5 G 7 [ 5 10
SO Stetse and D.C........ $44,789,301 $43,126,377 81,506,960 330,116,839 $A42, 080 $1,628,427 $4,6089,709 $4,74),542  §1,660,924
821,575 46,958 12,63% 334,809 11,270 16,219 34,987 34,036 57,617
135,20 132,971 6,449 65,995 1.5 6,546 15,016 12,830 2,862
397,382 378,857 20,28 280,3%) 4,151 8,575 44,785 20,204 13,526
288,867 266,619 12,87) 185,313 1,225 13,537 25,943 27,126 22,249
Califorufs.....vevesnn 4,729,446 4,623,346 137,112 3,301,296 31,636 95,552 452,596 568,055 101,200
Colorado...oovnenennns 521,088 505,200 17,072 364,507 5,402 15,216 53,9¢7 49,007 15,788
Connecticut.... . 760,724 751,945 22,00! 546,0%) 9,440 29,0 80,3132° €5.093 8,839
Delavare......... 152,721 147,11 6,114 99,402 1,92 6,892 17,5m 15,851 4,948
Diserice of Coluzbia 178,018 163,404 8.%3 111,153 7,475 5,18) a1.431 10,18/ 12,214
Ploride....vvvnvnennss 1,251,177 1.145,47) 35,442 883, a1 2,501 31,968 128,070 108,111 61,704
849,953 795,298 23,412 609,319 4,28) 31,926 77,857 438,499 54,662
176,1%) 165,401 11,725 136,155 1,279 3,1 13,127 (2N 10,9%)
131,450 126,521 4,82 856,009 523 6,532 14,058 14,537 4,929
2,380,302 2,475,714 100.667 1,701,681 34,089 80,25% 298,739 260,230 104,588
1,017,424 991,817 26,195 80,141 8,107 44,460 122,210 100,036 35,585
634,72) 601,097 23,42 422,747 4,450 27,122 71,456 $2,725 31,636
442,152 A2, 08) 16,744 291,536 2,658 16,820 45,113 47,17) 17,518
473,077 442,207 11,701 327.742 4,152 23,897 42,007 32,524 30,870
695,965 630,351 36,699 436,640 3,653 41,473 62,151 49,723 65,578
196,796 188,078 5,858 134,438 342 10,765 20,411 15,632 8,118
966,157 9 .98 23,816 656,48) 11,060 40,707 115,387 85,576 29,239
1,281.083 1,229.122 43,171 914,901, 16,771 33,297 142,915 48,06) 51,961
2,381,548 2,145,809 74,562 1,575,9u8 11.476 79,983 276.630 326,249 36,739
1.027,300 394,789 35,210 681,205 3,455 45,657 107,893 114,563 32,511
Kisalseippl...teeene, 34).228 304,521 10,703 222,896 2,503 6,892 26.402 925,125 38,107
| T - C 838.536 808,517 28,475 $80,982 6,743 38,086 92,642 61,588 30,019
Montans. . 13¢.160 153,608 6,023 105,694 64) 8,333 17,281 15,565 5,352
Webrashs 1/..ininnnnn 306,116 294380 13,965 208,476 1,67) 9,088 .09 26,411 11,538
Raveda..... . 116,833 114,373 2,597 84,264 336 3,722 13,970 8,573 2,460
Rev Maspanir . 141,531 136,492 4,50% 97,932 1,662 6,844 13,975 11,174 5,099
Mow Jersey............ 1,905,698 1,844,467 66,73 . 1,255,470 3,462 63,73 208,272 21s,788 61,231
Pev Maxico 1/. 224,907 213,301 6,859 152,159 1,676 9,785 22,651 19,960 11,806
Pev York...... 5,425,138 5,294,367 183,195 3,482,932 71,212 269,165 459,5% 816.529 134,621
Woreh Cerolina 865,074 014,763 21,800 589,786 ~ 4,A20 28,970 70,058 93,30% 54,305
Worth Dekots.......... 120,387 110,417 4,6%8 76,136 F3 ) 8,202 N2, 9,06) 9,970
Oh30..cvevnenesennass 2,105,382 2,893,229 79,174 1,350.028 14,175 39,765 21,977 272,110 52,153
433,13 411,674 17,152 281,112 2,382 18,045 54,183 38,151 27,456
500,151 482,809 16,246 337,992 1.596 13,518 60.295 a7,121 17,342
. 2,680,140 2,599,242 96,191 1,616,591 40,495 98,090 304,307 t 443.322 80,893
Rhode lelsad...svnnnns 191,188 185,073 6,252 13,436 1.905 7,304 xs.AZA{r 16,750 8,112
South Caroline........ 459,046 420,387 12,838 307,932 3,39) 10,830 39,600 45,671 38,689
Ceeees 134,891 123,872 5,718 82,238 439 6.£94 12,306 10,297 10,218
[ £97.9%6 567,889 18,875 405,811 3,961 21,438 58,774 56,632 30,097
3 1.965,952 1,879,39) 93,267 1,512,127 ¥ 24,120 37,38 211,938 (2N 25,359
Utah..oiioirsnrinnnnes 222,871 211,729 4.104 145,163 1,232 5,381 23,173 32,077 11,142
Varsout 1/. 104,830 101,491 4,170 70,643 756 5,138 12,195 8,353 3,388
Virginia.. 913,785 895.607 21,044 658,818 6,502 3,712 43,933 72,599 38,178
Vashington 793,929 776,176 23,998 336,682 13,087 « 29,260 99,101 83,132 17,752
West Virginta 311,88) 28,7 9,408 200.159% 2,852 19,338 3,405 3,036 18,078
Visconsin. .. .... 1,056,353 980, 36 28,099 $6),5%% 6,113 43,600 114,3¢0 124.757 25,790
Wyoalog 1/..cceiainnnnn 90,593 87,21 ),582 62,170 688 4,614 $.403 6,810 3,320
wtlying arees:’ N
American Samoa........ 6,128 4,916 47382 4,362 - 16) “un -— 1,212
Canel 20vae.... .. 16,883 16,5888 1,157 13,758 - 21 954 o -
Cuam....... . 25,352 24,528 2,549 18,964 I} 2,588 20 177 824
Puarto Rico.. . 353,734 302.2M) 17,47) 253,761 2,472 5,226 2,128 20,572 s1,501
virgin Yelands........ 21,738 19,959 892 13,739 345 1,092 1,091 - 1,776
*

l/ Tunde for ISTA reported undietriduted by function have besn sdded to imstrucziom.
Dute wvete reported distributed to other functions.

Brpenditures for plant operation are iocluded !o expenditurss for sdmimfetcation.

¥
*; Estimatas by the Texaw Eduzstion Azeacy.
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Table &.-~Revenuss for Public slementary and sscondaty sducation by source 40d by State or other srea:

(1a thousands of dollars)

Unftad Stetes 1972-7)

Revanue Teceipts

school bond 1ss'es repurted sold 1o the Stare o FY 1971,

Source:

2/ Ravimetes by che Teras Educatioa Agency, supplemsntsd by Department or A;rxcunur- dats oo value of cummodities for
the school lunch progrea.

[ PV

Local
— Now~
Stata ar other Ister- Property { revenua Total
aces U rotal YTadaral State wadiaste Cax Othar Total jracetpts raceipts
1 H b] 4 5 3 7 [] L) 10
30 Scatas and D.C........ $32,142,27% 84,355,187 $20,844,18) $496,652 $24,242,152 $2,003,102  $26,243,243 $1,403,340  $35,546,615
Alabams.......co00enenn 563,080 109,021 311,691 — 54,171 78,196 132,37 13,738 576,838
Alaska 1/. 142,9227 34.928 94 648 —_ 13,7¢7 — 13,747 27,340 170,262
Artzcns 519,169 46,339 190,180 24,054 226,170 28,401 234,372 38,243 993,403
Arbscsass 1 320,512 61,367 142,280 34 112,620 3,700 116,120 18,063 338,973
2 Califoruls 5,691,973 493,33 1.810,216 61.08 3,120,294 207,)01&, 3,327,158 313,108 6,003,151
{4 v
ColoTedo. eernrnaann.. 618,291 431,169 172,953 3,327 368,01 () 390,80 46,207 664,198
. . 1,001,913 49.684 07,979 - 649,659 %s 6350254 83,004 1,096,917
Delifracs.... ... . 187,593 14,506 130,046 - 37,43% [ 42,912 19,087 206,622
. trice of Columbta.. 226,71) 82,954 143.769 - - - 1,746 220,479
B 7 77 2 U7 T 1,454,028 e, 2m 797,527 - 437,058 { 509,027 81,291 1,536,124
032,026 o121,232 420,076 - 311,499 zz 0 "’_)Jju 61,769 944,993
201,183 26,647 179,143 -— - —~ 26,484 227,669
142,017 16,596 49,292 10,283 38,348 . Au 65,846 4,612 146,620,
2,693,182 082 1,144,668 —_ 1,379.426 — " 1,379,426 223,018 2,916,219
1,251,809 20, “848 415,295 11,789 733,104 18,7177 753,001 30,245 1,202,054
714,943 39,202 21,114 30,964 411.664 11,%39 423.262 30,087 743,429
499.953 40,997 133.538 3,332 293,0%4 LRV S VAR 320,4°1 27,25 s21,712
576,250 91,923 314,432 -- 117,086 $2.699 169,785 6,010 382,250
786,379 110,624 434,015 - 137,259 103,881 241,120 99,400 634,919
235,065 21,818 83,091 - 127,087 2,210 129,347 19,25 294,316,
1,263,321 92,620 1,936 -_ 621,572 7,173 628.74% 22,047 1.206,108
©1,599.20) 20,437 484,623 — 982,219 51,954 1,034,173 145,918 1,745,201
V2,814,397 158,036 1,123,012 4,363 1,326,678 202,048 1,524,726 127,973 2,542,300
1,233,769 . 67,581 702,537 8.1 427,627 2,828 454,454 99,5¢5 1,330,721
Mestanippl.. 374,328 99,409 184,866 188 82,871 6,992 89,862 20,065 394,390
-
T TT Ve 2 S 1,034,497 90,956 339,600 59,273 443,724 - 80,932 524,666 53,720 1,088,216
. 188,272 19,314 52,530 49,664 64,743 2,021 66,764 20,609 208,941
. 320,624 28,124 48.001 8,754 239,423 5,323 235,746 7.971 322,595
. 139,676 10,738 49,069 - 55,102 24,686 79,868 24,328 164,004
. 162,628 8,709 . 12,664 - 19,61 1,384 141,253 12,093 - 174,721
. 2,181,437 129,244 545,260 — 1,480,495 26,328 1,506,933 199,123 2,380,360
. 271.607 56,095 163,443 20,354 10,912 20,801 31.713 19,226 290,434
. 6,165,339 339,748 2,510,124 — 3,112,123 204,552 3,316,676 359,457 6,521,996
. 964,999 143,249 539,901 - 247,763 14,083 261,849 11,127 976,125
. 147,538 20,741 40,002 20,611 59,034 7,147 66,101 189 C1a7,724
. 2,340,628 143,329 783,468 - 1,406,326 27,304 1,433,631 359,203 2,719,912
. $02,280 59,161 222.946 17,594 188,298 14,082 202,179 29,482 931,764
. 589,306 47.190 ° 115,269 103.266 307,250 10,290 317.980 20,070 08,176
Pemnsyivanta.......... 3,079,724 250.099 1,459,234 - 1,060,940 308,651 1,369,591 96,112 3,173,036
Ehods leland.......... 230,943 16,187 76,388 12,694 114,654 5,021 119,675 9,223 240,166
T
925,259 100,486 279.298 —_ *117,968 27,612 145.381 37,128 362,493
154,739 24,909 20.005 ,062 103,25 3,478 108,733 4,429 139,13
617,38 99,997 262,649 - 165.436 89,295 25,71 7,22 688,399
2,501,224 313.495 1,164,302 3,381 960,91) $9,14) 1,020.076 2¢3.000 2,764,224
275,246 28,94) 144,133 - 95,010 7,160 102,170 44,457 319.701
129,624 72,118 42,076 - 73,841 3.793 79,633 13,035 142,659
1,107.177 » 133,068 368,353 —_ 587,198 17,739 604,997 89,410 1,196,388
053,621 81.30% 436,746 — 324,022 43,348, 367,310 17,5 903,151
332,620 31.882 190,740 324 103,440 4,089, 109,504 851 333,470
1,133,738 49,640 - 352,869 11.48% 719,732 22,00% 741,740 62,784 1,218.519
98,444 9.209 33,712, 21,288 32,844 1?% 34,235 400 98,844
ra
. .
7,208 1,639 5,579 — — -~ — - 7.208
16,888 16,0088 — - -— . —_ — 16,088
26,1263 6.%01 19,764 -— - QE . — — 25,263
397,406 89,206 308,120 — — . — - 397,406
Virgim lalands........ 26,937 3,190 23,768 — — —_ — —_ 26,957
1/ Dats reportad b& the State did not fnclude recetpts (row sale of booda an! were adj-vied by primary y;nz aales of puhlic
. Bomd Yales for Public School Purpadcs, DHFV publication (OE) 74-11406.



Tabla 5.~-Raveoue per nupll {n avcragc deily sttandancas for public slementary and secoudsry aducstion, by sourca, snd by 3tsta or other

o area: DOnited States. 1772-713 )
Total Tedaral Stats Intarmadiate Local
Stats or other - n - - ~
- ares Doliars Parcent Dollara Parcant bDollara Percanc Dollara Percant Dollars Parcent
1 v 3 % 3 [ 7 8 — 10 11
$0 Scatss sud D.Co.vee... $1.236 100.0 s 108 8.7 3 494 40.0 $ 12 1.0 $ 622 7 50.3
LT YT RN 7}5 100.0 148 19.3 $2.2 - - 180 3.9
- dlaska . 1,831 7 1000 » 42 %.2 1.21) 66.2 - - 176 9.6
asleoaa.. . 1,167 100.0 103 9.0 an 36,9 LT I 4.6 577 49.5
Krhansas, 781 100.0 150 19.2 u? T 1 .1 283 36.1
Caltforoia. 1,254 100.0 - 109 8.7 399 n.s 1) 1.0 713 58.3
Colorado. eernnnrnnnns 1,158 100.0 T8+ 7.0 I 28.0 6 K 7 6.3
N Conneceticut 1.631 100.0 20 4.9 497 30.5 - - - 1,054 64,6
Delavara......coenn... 1,320 100.0 118 M N 1,054 69.) -— - 348 22.9
- Districe of Columbia.. 1,98 7 400.0, r08 36.6 1,227 61.4 — - - -_—
Plorida..cc.vvnrnnnnn 1,062 - 100.0 108 10.2 583 34.9 — -~ mn M
CaOTEIB. v tnnnnnnnn. 892 100.0 122 13.7 an 8.5 - - 3 " 1.
* 1,208 100.0 156 12.9 1,082, 87.1 - - - -
814 100.0 L} 1.7 20 3.8 59 7.2 177 46.3
1,278 100.0 80 6.) 543 2.8 7 —_ - 653 51.2
1,124 100.0 64 5.7 373 33.2 1 1.0 676 60.1
1,170 100.0 64 5.5 352 30.9 s1 1Y 691 59.2
1,110 100.0 %0 8.1 01 27.1 Y .6 712 64.2
872 100.0 19 16.0 46 54.6 - - 237 29.4
1,016 100.0 14) 14.1 361 53.2 _ - n? 30.7
1,018 100.0 L1} 9.3 363 35.7 - - 560 55.0
.
1,565, 100.0 115 7.3 671 42.9 - - 779 49.8
1,408 100.0 n 5.0 427 %.1 _ — 510 64.7
1,395 100.0 78 5.6 357 39.9 2 .2 758 54.)
1,470 150.0 L1Y 5.3 8y 56.9 .10 7 S42 36.9
762 100.0 202 26.5 n 49.4 Q”n B 18+ %.0
1,134 0.0 100 8.8 - 94 e, 3.8 65 'Sy 575 56 7
1,185 10, 121 10.) b3 27.9 n 26 420 35.a
1,032 192.0 . 91 a8 154 15.0 28 N 159 73.3
’ . 1.151 1¢6.0 89 7.7 404 15.1 - - - 658 57.2
Kev Hampshire......... 1,030 100.0 L3 5.3 80 7.8 —_ - 895 \ an.9
- Wav Jarssy......ovnnne 1,615 100.0 96 5.9 . 404 23.0 -, 1.118 .69.1
Rov Mexfcoue.nvensnsss 1,056 100.0 218 0.6 . 633 ©0.2 .’ ? 129 1.
1,993 1€0.0 110 5.5 812 40.7 - - 1,073 $).8
. 902 100.0 134 14.8 523 58.0 — -— %4 21.2
Borth Dakobs.eeese.nes 1,079 100.0 152 14.1 292 27.1 151 4.0 484 44.8
. [ N 1,065 100.0 65 6.1 353 .1 - -~ 647 60 8
Oklahoms. . 884 100.0 105 11.8 392 4.4 n 3.8 358 RIS
Oragem.... 1,359 100.0 110 8.1 268 19.7 244 irs 37 54.2
Paonsylvand 1,42 100.0 116 8.1 674~ 47,4 - 633 3448
Rhode Island...c..n... 1,387 100.0 97 7.0 459 1331 12 8., 79 51.8
. South Carolins........ 910 100.0 174 19.1 484 53.2 - - 252 27.7
1,008 100.0 162 16.1 1% 12.9 r 7 .7 709 70.3
742 100.0 120 16.2 316 42.6 — -— s 4
1,001 100.0 126 12.6 466 46.6 1 .1 ann .7
988 .,  100.0 104 | 10.5 517 52.4 -— - 367 3.1..
- 4 N
. 1,261 100.0 69 5.5 417 3.1 - -, 773 61.4
1,122 100.0 136 12.1 m 3.3 - - 61) 54.6
1,230 100.0 1) 9.2 . 607 49.3 -_ — 510 41.3
92 100.0 136 14.8 499 54.1 1 .1 286 31.0
1,280 100.0 . 55 4.1 391 3.3 13 1.3 821 64.2
Wyoming..:evverinnaans 1,232 100.0 us 9.) 422 4.3 266 21.6 429 34.8
AN "
Outlying areas:
Asmrican Semoa... 97 100.6 a2 22.6 725 714 - - - -
Canal Zoce... 1,287- 100.0 1,287 100.0 - -— -— — —_ —
Cusn....... 1,057 100.0 262 4.8 795 75.2 ' - — -— —
Puerto Mco.. . 602 100.0 135 22.4 467 77.6 -_— — — L e
Virgin lslands........ 1,388 100.0 164 11.8 1,224 88.2 — — — —
( : — — . _ — . - -
1/ leas than $0.50. ' e .
2/ Bassd ou estisates by ths Texss Education Agency. . . .
.;. v
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Legislative Review (Education Commission of the States) Vol,.4

No. 17, Auqust 12, 1974.

)L”

"STATE SCHOOL FINANCE REFORM AND HR 69

The Elementary and Secondary ‘Educa-
tion Act Amendments of 1974 (HR 69)
contain two significant provisions that
are designed to augment state equallza—
tion plans.

The first advocate& strongly by -"a num-
ber of organizations allows states
under certain conditions to "count" im-
pact aid payments tq. local educatiohal
agencies -in computing state aid. ‘The
:impact aid program (Public Law B81-874)
prohlbits a state taking impact aid
payments into consideratiom in computing
state aid (see Legislative Review, Aug.
27, 1973). Section 304 of HR 69 amends
this general prohibition to allow states
that have programs of state aid that
are "désigred to equalize expenditures
for free public education among the
local educational agencies" to con}?er'

impact aid payment in determining
relative financial need of such ageficies.
The amendment provides that a state may
consider iwmpact aid funds only in pro-
portion to the share of local resources
covered by a state plan. 2

‘The guidelines for this section, to
be written by the U.S. Commissioner of
Education, are to take into considera-
tion the provision that "equalized ex-
penditures” not adversely affect a recog-~
nition of the higher costs of special
programs. o

The second item, Section 842, author-
jzes federal reimbursement of costs in--
curred by states in the development of
equalization plans. States may receive.
from $100,000 to $1,000,000 to assist

in such planning, depending upon relative

population.

Guidelines for the implementation of
this portion of the plan will be devel-
oped by the U.S. Commissioner of Educi-
tion during 1975, subject to veto by
resolution of either house. One cri-
terion in the statute requires that
state plans shall be designed to im-
plement a program of state aid for {rece
public education that is consistent
with the 1l4th Article of Amendment to
the Constitution, the primary purposc
of which is to achieve equality of edu-
cational opportunity for all childrern ‘
in attendance at the schools of the
local educational agencics of the state.

States will be required to submit
equalization plans by July 1, 1977.
However, a state may still receive re-
imbursement if its plan does not fit
with the federal .quidelines provided
it includes in its plan the rcasons
for rejection of the federal standards.

While it is certainly desirable that
Congress voice its. support for school
finance reform, this intricate and Tcum-
bersome procedure may well be more
trouble than it is worth since many
states are moving- aggressively to deal
w1tha}1nance reform issues.

States may use funds received under
Tltle 111 of ESEA (consolidated by HR
gg) for planning school finance reforms.

Ed. note: At this time, HR 69

‘awaits the President's signature or

veto. Speculation around Washington
was that Mr. Nixon might veto the bill
with a vedy good possibility that Con-
gress wouldmpverride the veto. The
question now is, "Does Ford have a bet-

_ter idea?"
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- experts for this meeting.

'SCHOOL-FINANCE FOLLONE::S g
PACK YOUR BAGS'!

he Ford Foundation is sponsoring

cohfarence on “The Pelitical Econouy
f Education" at Silverado, Calif.,
ct. 30 to Nov. 2. The foundation has
ut together a blue-ribbon group o&

And in New Orleans, next March 2 to
4, the Institute for Educational Fi-
nance, University of Florida, Gainag-
ville, (Kern Alexander, K. Forbes
Jordan et al.) will sponsor the annual
National School Finance Conference.

ot

I3

] "l_;f"

ECS .FINANCE PROJECT

Staff members of ECS school finance
project funded by the Spencer Founda-

tion are conducting an in#ﬂépth follow-

up survey of 10 states thdt enacted
major school finance changes in 1973.
(See 'Research Brief Vol., ; No. 2,
Major changes in School -Finance:
Statehouse Scorecard). Preliminary
findings indicate that a number of
the states have reducéd the disparity

in tax rates but have not reduced dis-'
parities in per-pupil'expenditures
among districts.

-~—

® COURTS

A major court case in school finance
is being revitalized in Texas. In dis-
ute:pa claim by the school districts of

l:Fort Worth, Dallas and Houston that the

current method for tax assessmern® in the
ystate is inequitable, and that it violat
‘both due process and equal protection.
. The-districts say they've lost state aid
lbjzzuse their property has been assessed
“at a higher market-value ratio than in
other districts. Efforts to get a three
* judge federal panel to rule on the suit
were aborted by the plaintiffs last year
-after nearly a four-year wait. Now they
: thinking about refiling in a state court
but first they've asked for an opinion
from the state attofney general. The
 case: Fort Worth Independent School bLis
‘trict v. Edgar.

\
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Poll of ECS commissioners

Top concern: state-local roles

Determining the propcr role
of state and local governments
in funding the nation's schools
and developing alternatives to
the local property tax as a
major source of school funding
are top concerns of ECS com-
missioners  in 45  member
states, Puerto Rwo and the
Virgin Islands.

According to a poll of com-
missioners, the problems of
education finance and govern-

governors,

cies at all levels.
Results of thegpoll of 321
legisluﬁrs, educa-
tor$ and laypersons in the 47
ECS member jurisdictions were
released at the commission’s
annual meeting in Miami.

It was the second poll of
ECS commissioners this year.
The first, conducted in Junuary
and February, disclosed that
the top concerns of those re-
sponsible for education in the

governanu, the ceducation of
handrcapped children and post-
secondary education.

The second poll was de-
signed  to  determune |, which
issues - within - each  catepory
were  of greatest importance

and which were appropriate for
ECS involvement. >
On six education finance
issues, commissioners mndicated
that their major concern 18
determining  which  level of

* ance boil down to coordinating states fell into four categories: government should ‘be respon-
s " & g i '
. the efforts of government agen- education finance, education ) .
sible for funding loval schools,
Their second prionty s e
veloping alternatives to foout
propeily tax tevenues as the .
B primary source. of locid school Jt ) §A
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® SCHOOL FINANCE

Activity in this area resembles a
large stove loaded down with kettles,
pots and boilers in various stages of

/ - ) : simmer, boil and stew.

The hottest caldron is on the New
. . o Jersey portion of the stove. There the
7 e ‘court mandate from Robinson v. Cahill
B has the legislature under a Dec. 31 dead-
line to produce a finance plan that will
’ S _” meet the "thorough and efficient" stan-
o o a }n? . % dard. A lot of legislative cooks are in
o the kitchen, and the legislature is due
’ ' to reconvene Nov. 21. Information sources
in New Jersey say they are hopeful a
solution (legislation) will be through
" both houses by Nov. 27.

) o On the California end of the stove,
g# r o e Lo the Serrano container is only up to a
LI N “\\i slow simmer. The legislature has a six-
year court deadline to face. Both the
house and senate education committees
are now conducting hearings on the im-
plications of the Scrrano décision on

» school finance.

‘ 3 ' 1 ¢ Down in Texas, where the heat had
C - ' oo been turned off by the U.S. Supreme Court
' ' frullng in the Rodriguez case, the state

- ] -7 " "attorney general ruling in the Fort Worth
; S . . N ' Independent School. District v. Edgar case
Tow .o '+ ™ (see Legislative Review, Oct. 14, 1974)
R S ' may have things warming up again. Basi-
Ay ) - , cally the opinion says that the commis-
' 3 . IR sioner of education can require assessor
collectors to report to him the percentage
of market value used in making their as-
_sessment for state and county ad valorem
x o tax purposes and that he may use the data

AR uwations to full market value before com-
puting it in the economic index.
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thus obtained to equalize all county val-



