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THE BRIEFER 4 published as an informal means to serve present
study effort regarding publid school finance in Texas. The,

purpose of THE BRIEFER is to provide for a systematic exchange
of_information on school finance among study graups and others
iiter'tein this subject. At the request of the groups pre-
sent19--invo ved in school finance studies, the-Texas Education
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and distribu ing THE BRIEFER.
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submit information for inclusion'in'THE BRIEFER. Attention is

rected to page 2 for status reports of present studies on
ool finance in Texas.
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The Office of the Deputy Commissioner of Education,,1
Texas Education Agency
201 East EleVenth Street
Austin, Texas 78701
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STATUS OF STUDY GROUP PROJECT'

A. Governor'S Office: tducational Research ahd Planning

gora14,ethical,.and legal consideratidns make itmandatory.that Texas
equalize acCess to quality edutational opportunitieS for all public

2school students andt.tisure equity for the taxpayer within the state
system.of publjc education. 'Beginningthe implementation of a pro-

gram to achieve such'goals can no longer be.delayed.

Governor BriScoe has cOmmitted himself to the establiShment of a.
comprehensivejoundation school program 4ich does not'need to be
"enriched through.additiOnal local tax Wort in Order to proOde
quality education. e has also coMmittedhimself to oppose:any
effort'to delay' the" beginningof the implementation of that program.

. I

In the OiritoftheSe commitmehts, the Governor'established an Office.
of..Educational Research and Planning td,aSsist him in develoPing pro-
poSals or the aChievement of equity goals in-publit education. :Working
with' many organizations and individuals ii new research and development
activities and buildfim 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 ,concerned, a few of the projects remain in-progress;
notable among theseare 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 should 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. Thtse inquiries have
resulted.or will result in thewprovision of the research.and develop-
ment necessary to' planning for the comprehensive restructUringof the
state system of school finance.,

The selected tentative prOposals presented in the attached document
evolved from such inquiries. In addition to dalily communications, the
Governor's staff willconduct, during the first three weeks-of.December,
sixty discussion'seSsions .(three in each.education service renter region

see schediae_below) with interested citizens, edUcators,,and legisla-
:tors. Feedbi-Ek regarding these tentative 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: - .

In other words, the attached document does not reflect a finalized.posi-
tion by either-the staff at developed it or 'the Governor. It should

'be Viewed as an instrument ith which to stimulate productive exchanges
betweenthe Governor's Offi e of Educational Research and Rian9ing and
fellow Texans committed t quality educational opportuniti s Tor 411
public school students and to fundamental fairness* for the taxpayer. .

As a result of these exchanges, the Governor will have a better basis for .

for designing his plan for the restrutturing of the state syStem of the
public school.finance.

. 4
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GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
OF

EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND.PLANNING

SCHEDULE OF DISCUSSION SESSIONS

DATE

EDU.CATION SERVICE

CITY CENTER REGION

December 2 - 3 Edinburg I

Corpus Christi . IL

Kilgore VII

Amarillo XVI

-..p

December 4 - 5 Victoria III

Houston IV

Huntsville, VI

Mt. Pleasant VIII
Cubbock XVII

,

December 6 and 13 Austin 'XIII

December 9 , 10 Fort Worth XI

Waco XII

,Abilene XIV

December 11 12 Beaumont V

Richardson X -

San An4elo XV

December 16,- 17 Midland - Odessa
San Antonio

XVIII
XX

December 18 19 Wichita Falls IX

El Pasa XIX

Persons-Ant&ested in attending.these public meetings should contact
'the appropriate regional education service center-for thee t me and
location of the meetings.



I. STATUS OF STUDY GROUP PROJECTS (continued)

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 school finance plan has also

been drafted and an analysis of its effects prepared.

The Committee has established general prin'Ciples 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
State Capitol, Room G-21
Austin, Texas 78711

(512; 475-2020

C. House Education Committee-- (See p. 9, Item

D. 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 inelude 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. "An Overview of School Finance in Texas" .(Austin, October 8,...,1974);

2. "The Weighted Pupil vs. Other Fund Allocation Formulae" (Austin,

October 22, 1974); and

3. "Practical Application of the Weighted Pupil Formula in Specific
School Districts" (Pasadena Independeht School District Adminis-

tratioh Building, Pasadena, October 291 1974).

6
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I. STATUS Of STUDY GROUP,PROJECTS (continued)

Among those who have testified before this subcommtttee 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
area.

The, subcommittee will hold a final public hearing on Monday, November la,
1974, in the Old 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 recommen-
dations may be made include:*

1. The fund alloCation formula;

2. The taxation component of school finance equation,(i.e., who
-shall have the authority to assess and collect property taxes
for education and what guidelines should,be established?);

3. An accountability system;

4. Teacher salaries;

5. An enrichment program;

6. Transportation funding; and

7.. Emergency funding for 1974-75 sch ol year.

A report of the subcommittee will be prep ed in which recommendations based
upon information gathered during hear s will b6 presented to the parent
Committee of 24 in late November. T is report of the subcommittee will be
presented as part of the repor of he COmmittee of24 in December.

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

,*

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.



I. ,STATUS OF STUDY GROUP PROJECTS (continued)

E. Texas Advisory 6mmission on Intergovernmental 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 revenuAfor 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 dgreement between the Connission and

the Texas Research Ledgue.

Publication of both reports is scheduled for DeceMber. Draft copies of

the recommendations report are available from the Commission. The re-

search study is still subject to final technical review and editing.

F. Legislative Property Tax Comnittee

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 appraisal _reports for use in estimating
taxablemarket value and assessment ratios will be known by4pid November.
The first draft of a final report of the study will be presefited 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 Property Tax Committee
105 West Riverside Drive, Suite 275
Austin, Texas 78704

G. State-BOard of Education Committee on Publ.ic School Finance --

The State Board Committee 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 finance plan previously adopted by the
State Board in February, 1973, and to consider modifications and revisions
to thot,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:

5
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,STATUS OF STUDY GROUP PROJEdTS (continued)

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

H.

, 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 a& 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.

A summary of the recommendations contained in the 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 fiL.

nance in Texas. Among the recommendations presented by Dr. Hooker were
proposals for a weighted pupil method of distributing foundatiw funds, a
revised transportation delivery system, an educational renewal and account-
ability system, and a system of finance based upon the market value of
taxable property as the measure of local ability to support public educa-

tion. (See pp.1 ff. of this issue.of THE BRIEFER for further information
about Governor's Office proposals").

Other --

Several 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 ,

316 West Twelfth, Austin, Texas 78701
(512) 476-5355

Mr. Brad Duggan 416,
Director of Informatifflarer.vices
Texas Association of School Boards
507 West Avenue, Austin, Texas 78701
(512) 476-9116

0 9
6



II. TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY RESEARCH AND INFORMATION REPORT

Program Cost Differential Study (Weighted Pupil_Stwil)

A forthcoming technical report of a program cost differential study for,the
Senate Education Committee and the Governor's Office of Educatknal Research
and Planning conducted by the School Finance - Special ProjecEs 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., "weiglilts") and costs per FTE student for twenty-two
regular, vOcational and special education programs in fogy-one exemplary
Texas school districts or the year 1972-73. -

The report will contain average program cost dif4erential 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.

Inquirtes about the study should be addressed to:

Mr..Ly4n Moak
Project Director
Program Cost Differential Study
Texas Education'Agency
201 East Eleventh Street
Austin, Texas 78701

Estimates anl4projections

An analysis of information on school district organizatiion and student enroll-

ments in Estimates and Projections appeared in THE BRIfFER, March 29, 1974.

A similar.analysis of the staffing and revenue data in Estimates and Projections

appeared in THE BRIEFER, August 7, 1974...-4TTACHMENT F of this issue is an anal-
ysis of state supported program costs and professional salaries in Texas.

p.

Cost Estimates and Impact Model's

The School Finance-Special Projectssection has received xequests 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.



AT_TORNLY GENERAO_Ol'IN_ION: The Equalization of Assessment Ratio:. hi:the
County Iconomic Index Formula (See ATTACHMENT G).

Letters to,a1E/(ounty tax assessors were mailed NoVember 15 requesting that
they submit-to the Texas Education Agency the percentage of market value
used in determining the assessed valiies for the 1973 and 1974 t, years.

These county-by-county figures, due y December 13, will be usec s one ot

the factors in computing the 1975-76 Economic Index. This action folnw'
the opinion by Attorney General. John November 12, that: "The

Commissioner of Education shou40 re(uire.each county's tax iii,sessor to re-
port the percentage of market val used in determining the assessed value
;of property in "(icit cogniT:." 1T11'I's opinion further stated that "the
Comiiii-ssioner 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." . In complying with this opinion, Commissioner of
.Education, Dr. MaL. Brockettlennounced that the Agency will follow these
specific proced4res: (1') the revised approach to calbulating the Economic
Index vfilL be_ifhplemented 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 Economic Index will be submitted to the Stgte Board j March, 1975,

for its approval.

8



IVAs5..QQQ_U- MAKI EOGRAPHy

The following listings are additions to the compilation ol iblormation

and bibliography specifically- related to the study of school finance in

Texas included in previous., issues of THE BRIE.VER.'

A. Texas Education Agency

B. Legislative Studies'

1. p_iimc_far Change:, Wagird,Oualit,4Juld. Equality Report of House

Education Committee. For copies of.':this report, contact Mr.

'Lee Manross, Chief Council, Hous.e Cducation Committee, House of

Representatives, P. O. Box.2910. CapitorStation, Austin, Texas

,78711:

C. Texas Advfsory Commission on Intergovernmental RelationsiSee

above).

P.

D. Other ,o

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 nal publication.entitled A School Curriculum Design

For the 980's.

2. Ilduc n For Work To Better Serve The Needs of Individuals and

50:_ietx. Fifth Annual Report of The AdvisorY Council for
Technical-Vocational Edocation in Texas, November, 1974.

9
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, 'IV. NATIONAL STUDIES AND STUDI OtHER

'`

ltog-6ONL FINANCE

i*. - .

This section lists Current reports and other bibliographical information,
but should not be considered an exhaustive, cumlative biblibgraphy.- For
the initial list'of reports and bibliography, the reader is referred to
the August, 1973, issue of THE BRIEFER. ,4,

4

4,
,

., - ,. .,,,, x,,,.,.. -.7w

Readers having infOrmation abdut .additioWaT' ref°1400Nnd docuMents are

,
encouraged to submit this inforMation to THE BRIEFE6.

..

A. Understanding Financial,suoport-of Public Schools: 104-75, The
Uliversity of the State6of New York, The State Education Department
Bureau of Educational Finance Research, Albany, New York 122.24.

2

Note: This report Jas designed to helpIthe average school district
voter, the new school bbard member, theiPTA participant, and civic
organization to understand the opera&ion of State aid distribution
to the school districts of New York State.

B. Prepublication Release: Selected i cal Dafa for Public Elementany
and Secondary Education, Department offiealth, Education, and Welfare,
September, 1974. SEE ATTAC ENT H.

C. Excerpts from Legislative Rev ew, Education Commission of the States.
See ATTACHMENT I.

.c

L
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ATTACHMENT A

k Public School Finance Plan
Adopted By

The Texas State Board of Education
_November, 1974

ummary of Recommendations

-

SCHOOL FINANCE BRIEFER

November 25, 1974

14
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INTRODUCTION

In 1973, the State Board.of Education developed and submitted to the=1Governdr,
the Sixty-third Legislature, and the general public a Public School Finance
Plan. 'The Board assitrd the principal responsibility for the-school fi ance .
study to a special committee. This State B-6-a'rd of Education Committen Public
School Finanee began-its Work by-considering the scoPe of Public school educa- ,

:tion needed and wanted in Texas -- the p pulations to be served,'the p ograms
and.serVices to be offered, ed the eleme ts oequality desired. The.level of.

funding to support the program and the met'hpd of financing were Oen determineU7---s

Theee iflternative plans for improving public chool educatiZirwere considered
bysthe Committee before,the de,:ision was mde o recommend: (1) full imple-
mentation le 'the recommendations orthe 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 Foundatnn School Program.
During the months of intensive study,.the Board also worked with other conce
citizens and organizations in Texas to establish.a common base of informati n,
to coordinate efforts, and to share inforMation.

The Board Committee worked on this study for nearly A year before smbmitti g a
'tentative plan for Board consideration in. November, 1972. Following broad dis-
tribution, public involvement and response, and review of other plans for fi-

nancing public education, a final'plan was adopted.by the State Board of Education

on February 10, 1973.

,
For the past several months, the State Board of Education Committee on Public
School 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 version build upon the strengths inherent
in the foundation concept and incorriorate other features including:

(1) expansion-..af 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.peovisions toomove to full state funding if
market value information is not obtaifled;

(3) expansibn of school.district capability to enhance and enrich
the Foundation 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.

15
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e Board has also rwo'gnized responsible educational overnance'as a factor'in .1

the determination Of educational quality and the methüI of financing public schoel,

education. Recommendations for this area have been made in a separate legislative

recommendation.supplement. ,

The State Board of Education ha§ long recognized the needjor improving the fi-,)

nancing of Texas.public schools.' Evidence of thts concern can be seen in the.

Board's recommendations 'for legislation submitted over the years. Cthange in fi-

nancing is _inevitable. The State Board of Education proposes one plan for.change

and, in its 9pinion, 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 "
expldnation-and justification. A complete list of all the recommendatilons is sum-

marized in the followirig pages. An alternative.set of,recommendations is also

offered in the event that the,Legislature does n6t authorize the development of

'a system for obtaining market.value information. ,

The Board recogniZes that this plarOs one'of,many school finance plans currently .

undgr development by both public and private groups. In recognition of this,fact,

the'Boar0/encourages all'Study groups to participate in mutual review and identi-

fication of the vital issdes in the financing of,public...school education in Texas.

16
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATIION

Presently authorized increases,in the Found tion.School Program should be fully
implemented acCording to schedule.. Kindergarten bilingual.education along with
any.increases in the Foundation School Program enacted by the 64th Legislature
should be'incorporated/into.the'program recommended in this report.

RECOMMENDATION #2
-

,Average daily attendance for sta aid purpoSes should be calculated on the
basis of the beet four six week,; best4hree nine week, or best two twelve week
reportingoperiods.

( /
RECOMMENDATION #3

4

. .

Staffing allocations for reg1a pr ram personnel should be improved.

1. Classroom Teachers - One regular clasSrpm teacher for each 23 ADA
or major fraction thereof for districts.with More than 156 ADA.
Allocations for smaller districts and fdr vocational and special
.education should remain as in current law: For kiindergarten-

through third grade, the actual ratioiwithin the Oistrict of stu-
dents to teachers should average 2(P-students (ADA) per teacher.

, Teadbers allocated under the'Foundation School Program should be
required to perform teaching duties, as definedty the regulations
of the State Board of Education.

2. Special Duty Teachers - Up to 15.percent of the allocated class-
room teachers may be designated as special dutpitachers and
paid accordingly.

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

4. ..Counselors One counselor for each 1,000 students in average
lraily attendance or major fraction thereof allotted under policies
established by the State Board of Education.

e

S. Supportive H.ofessionals One unit for each 275 ADA for districts
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 highischool. These personnel sfiould be allocated
among pay grades on the basis of maximum:priage allocations.
Separate allocations for supervisors and tOdl service personnel
shoujd be replacedlby the new..formula.

6. Principals -.One unit for the first 15 CTU and one for each addi-
tional 25 CTU with ho credit for fractions. Principal units should
be divided between head principals and assistant principals. A

district with an accredited four year high school and fewer4than 15
CTU should be permitted to use one CTU as a_part-time principal.

7. Superintendents One unit for each district ope'rating an accred-
ited four year high School (current,formUla).

5 1 7



8. Staffing Flexibility -.The Commissioner of Education, subjecttc 14iig,

policies'of the :State'Board of Education, should be permitted to allow
flexibiljty. amorfg the categories of personnel allocated under the

. Foutidation School Progiwm for:purposes otherithan Vocational qpd pecial

education,j FroweVer, frexiblity shalaNnot indrease the level of:spending.-
,-, -'

*

d.
11_g_ler the Foundation School Pro ram.

...

RECOMMENDATION #4

Allotments for operating cost other than pr ssfon 1 salaries and transportation

should be based on $175 per A . Prtsent oper ing llowances for the support

of vocational education, spec} I education, and bilin ual education-costs should

be Contklued. ,A basic allotmet of nOt-less than $3. 0 pert,ADA,41121.41d be'pro-

vided to:support theacquisitiorr,of printed ani au o isual materjals for the

,Learning'Resources Centers.
-)

I

RECOMMENDATION #5

.4e

Formults for the tranSportation allott should be increase by approximately

$800 per route. The present formul r the provision of special educatipn

transportatign should be maintained at $1 0 per eligfble student transported.

RECOMMENDATION #6

Expenditures from Title I of the Elementar d SecondapS,. Educati6n-Act (ESEA,

Title'I) kir educationally disadvantage'd children residing in high concentration.

.areas of low income families shOuld be 5upplemented by a state allOtment'of $400

k per pupil. r

RECOMMENDATION 0

.The Legislature should adopt a'Syst'em for the'determination of estimafes of the

market value of 'taxable property in'each school district in the State, and for

°the establishment of an index of such values.

RECOMMENDATION #8, ift

., ,

The Foundation S h Program should pe financed from a combination of state and

local. funds. T pv share af the cOst of the Program should:be determined by

'the application ht, quiyalent of 0. $.25 tax rate per $100.of market v lue of
taxable property,for thCState 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 rroperty in .each district. The State

share of the Foundation School Program should continue to be guaranteed.

18
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RECOMMENDATION /19

An enrichment program, should be es ablished which Would guarantee each disthct

1$300 per ADA in ditional Tevenue'for an.additional local tax effort' of $.40

per $100s- in mar t valu4.
,

1 .

. .

.

.
..;

For up to the first MO per ADA of su.ch revenue, the district would levy the,

equivalent of a.tax Tate mit to,exceed $.10 per $100-of the market,value of

taxable property in the district. Guaranteed state aid would be supplied to

those Okistricts unable to raise.$100 perADA by the application of such a rate.

eiluivalent of a tax rate notto exceeq $.30 per $100 of the market value of_
For up to the second $200 per ADA of such Oveque, the district would levy the

taxable rroperty in thedigtrict. Guaranteed state aid would be suppljed to

those clstricts unable to raise $200-per.ADA,bylthe application of such a rate...

/

RECOMMENDATION #10

The basic financial suppor f'the repional service enterS shauld be increase

by $1.00 per ADA tor a tot 1 Of $3.00 per ADA. (:

RECOMMENDATION #11

_The' compititer services allocation for regional service centers should be incor,-,

porated under a broader allotation for information services, including fiilancial

support fOr computer proceying on a statewide network, the development of a

common"core of educational dataothe praision of communication servicq,,the

provi-sion of technical assistance sevices, and central administration.

.

RECOMMENDATION:#12 ---'1
/(

.-.
i A

Anygrevision in present School filbance formulas:should be phased' in over a four,,

1 year pe6od beginning i'A 1975-76. .The full plan would be operational in-1978-79.,
i

MAtED STATE AND LOCAL COST UNDER

rCil*
, RECOMMENDED PLAN, 1978-79

(dost in millions)

-/
Foundation School

Program Enrichment Total

S'tate $1,984- .4$160 $2,144

Local Funds 467 430 897

Total Funds $2,451 $590 $i,041

If the information on the market value of taxable property is not avajlable,
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.

.17
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4

PUBLIC SCHOOL RfVENOE SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS
OF THE,TEXAS ADVISORY COMMISSION
ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

(Adopted NoveMber 8,-1974)

Designing a New'School Revenue System

1 . The property tax should be retained as the source of local share
funding for the Foundation School Program, with a local share rate
equal to the statewide average effective maintenance tax rat0:(on
market value of property) at the time of adoption of a new school
finance plan.

'

., The tak_required for the local share ofithe.Foundation Spool
Program should be levied on'a countywide basis, with theproceeds dis,7
ibuted among districts within each county on a per-student basis; '
a corresponding reduction should be made in local district taxing

a glority.

3. LoCal tax increase§ required by setting the local share tax at the
statewide average effective tax rate should be phased in over a per:iod
of three years with the interim higher costs to the state underwritten
from the 197471975 biennium surplus.

4. The state should ensure with state funds that local district taxes
, 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 local tax effort.

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

A New Yardstick of Local Ability

6. A state agency should be maiie'responsible for estimating the total
market value of property in each county ahd school district.

7. The state should enact a-statute providing for the collectionlof
parcel and s'ales information on real estate transfers.

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 anticipatdry statute exempting intangibles (except bank stock)
from local taxation.

( 2 1
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9. In o,der to achieve more equal taxation among Owners of alletypes of
prope ty, the Legislature should enact a state. t,x on intangibles.

10. Te State Constitutior6sboU1d'bg amended,to per the valuatiOn of
ar4CiiItural (inCluding4timber) lands by the income capitalization
(or productivity) approach. The Legislature should enact an antici-

' patory statute to implement the changes.

11. The tatutes should be amended to require that motor vehicle registrap-

tio )1
forms show the school district residence of vehicle owners.

\, 7

12. 'Pile statutes should be amended to provide uniform Methods tor valuing
\,- business personalty and tO require the Submission of standardized

.

rendition forms.
. v . J.

13. The counties should be made responsible fbr countywide appraisal of
property for local School tax purposes, and local districts should be

. requirectto use these:appraisals. The cost qnd expenses of appraisals
are to be allocated among thg taxing authorities in the manner pre-
scroed by general law.

, /
14. A stateiagency should be empowered to administer a technical assistance

. program Tor county property tax assessment offices, and state standards
and guidelines should be established for county tax offices.

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

22
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CRAPTER VI

Recommendations o thb Interim Subcommittee on
PublIc School Finance

On Monday, Nov,ember 18, the subcommittee held its final

hearing in Austin.- At this hearing the subcommittee)discuued

the seven school finance issues outlined in Chapter V of this

report and made r ommendations Of its ownwhich it urges the

Committee of 24 to adopt as 1:)rt of its'final report to the

64th Legislature.

The subcommittee decided at the outset of its discussion

that it Naluad not make specific recommendations as to the

-

technicalities of implementing the school finance concepts

which it favors. Itther, the members of the subcommittee

expressed their belief that the role of this subcommittee, arid

indeed the role of the Committee of 24, should be to encourage

the decision making process with regard to restructuring the

public school finance system in Texas.

To do this, the subcommittee maqf recommotions on basic

sch finance codcepts which it bellbves shou included in

the finance plan adopted by the 64th Legislature. In addition

to offering recommendations concerning the seven issues outlined

in Chapter V, the subcommittee unanimously adopted the following

three recommendations:

25



RecOMmendation
-

The subcommitte recommends that no effort be
spared in desii4ing and enacting a2..new school

finance plan or .Texas in the 64th session of

the legislat re.

'RecoMmendation #2

A-
The subcommittee urgles the 64th-and all future

legislatures to provide adequate funding-for

'any new or modified educational program which

they may mandate.
;

Recoquendation #3 '1

The subcommittee urges the 64th and,all future
'legislatures:to provide local school districts
with adequate planning and preparatkon time

prior to the effectiVe date updn whiph new or

modified educational programs are r4quired to

be implemented.%

* * *

#
IltThe committee turned to the specific school finance

issues outlined in Chapter V of this report and offered the

following recommendations:

I. THE FUND ALLOCATION FORMUtA:

p.

Recommendation #4

The weighted pupil concept, which recognizes

the financial needs of school districtS in terms

of the educatidnal needs individual gtudents,
should be utilized in the d allocation formula
of any new school finance posal designed and
enacted for Texas.

2 3
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II. THE TAXATION COMPONENT OF THE SCHOOL FINANCE EQUATION

Recommendation i5

The/legislature should adopt a-systeM for the
derermination.of estimateS Of the market value
of,taxable property in each school'district in .

the state forthe establishment of an-index of
suCh:values for the 1975-76 and,1976-77 school
yeaks to be utilized fpr distribution of:state
finds:

A

Recommendation #6

1. Single; Obunty-wide authorities, should be
made responsible for county-wide appraisal
of property for local tax purposes and local

district should be required to use these
appraisalèc.

2. 'State standards d'guidelines should be
established fb nty-wide appraisal

. authorities;

-3. The State Comptr ffer should be made .

4
responsible for estimating the total market,
value of property in each county and school
distr'ict.

III. AN ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM

Recommendation #7

A quality comprehensive foundation programoshould
provide that each school district adopt an accounta-
bility program that provides for needs assessment,
programed budgeting,, management by objective and
program and personnel evaluation. Implementation
of an accountability system should be delegated
primarily to the Texas Education AgenCy.

2 6
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IV. TEACHER SALARIES:'
?

The Aubcommittee recognized that teacher salaries 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:

Recommendation #8

The staLe shoullOensure 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 s'tate and local .

sources. for the same local tax effort. A maximum level
of enrichment should, be established.

4.

VI. TRANSPORTATION FUNDING:,4(

Recommendation #9

The subcommittee recommends that transportation funds

be made available in accordance with a delivery model
that would:

1. Distribute additional funds for school trans-
.

portation 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, including urban factors, court orders,
and other local needs.

3. Allow more flexibility to local districts in
the determination of their transportation systems.

4. Recognize differing costs among the school
districts.

2 7
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5. Empower the State Board Of Education:to approve,
on an individual district application basis, m

additional funding to meet the special local
needs.

6. Provide the framework for continual updating
of the model.

VI I . EMERGENCY FUND ING :

Al,
Recommendation #10

The subcommittee recommends a one-time-only
approi,riation 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 riupil in ADA and
each local school district is to receive a percenb-
age,that $40 per pupil equal to the percentage ofl
.state funds received under the.Minimum Foundation
Program.

Upon completion of its discussiolkand decision-making

concerning the above ten recommendations, the subcommittee voted

unamiously to approve the entire set of recommendat4ns as welI

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

Committee of 24 that it include this subcommittee report as a

portion of its final recommendations to the 64th Legislature.

* * *

2 8
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SCHOOL DISTRICT MARKET VALUE STUDY

"It Is the purpose and intent of
the egislative Property Tax Com-
mittee to conduct a pilot project
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

present. 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 individual 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 other
words, each district selected repre-
sents one of 35 unique comilinations of
geographic area and student popula-
tion.. Wscrepancie.s in value and other
assessulent problems ofterved are thus
expected to be representative and will
be reported in terms desAgned 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 is to deliver the
best quality possible withinthe-exis-
ting time-money constraints. Current
plans are to limit errors in the esti-
mate of total value by district to 15%
at the 90% confidence interval, i.e.,

3 0

33
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to produce estimates,' such that there
is a 90% chance that the true value
will be within 15% of the estimated
value. ,

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 st3idy 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-byparcel basis.

"...conaistent with and responsive
to the mandates of Senate Bill 414-
62nd Legislature, and Senate Con-
current Resolution 89, 63rd Legis-
lature..."
The most'itimediate and obvious ap-

plication of project findings has to
do with the development of a market
value index for school aid distribu-
tion. Nevertheless, the Committee's
primary purpose 1.4 conducting the
project is to help bring about im-

provement in assessment administra-
tion.
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METHODS OF COMPUTATION

The primary result of the Texas Education Agency Program Cost Differential Study

was the development of a series of costs per full-ttme equivalent (FTE)* stu'dent

and related cost differential indices (i.e., Neights") for foity-one exemplary

Texas school districts selected by the Governor's Office of Educational Research

and Planning. This information is presented in Table I and'reflects the three

different methods used to calculate costs per FTE 'and cost.indices. The three

methods of calculation used resulted in the computation Of a weighted mean of

Wall districts in the study, a district unweiqhted mean, and a strata unweiqhted

mean. Each of these methop will be described briefly 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 smalT districts. Two unweighted mean approaches - a district
unweighted mean and a strata unweightedtmean - 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 Oistrict and program costs.
The unweighted mean approach probably represents the Most descriptive interpreta-

on of the data.

Weighted Mean Method. For each program aggregated total oosts 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 y

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 a,
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 eTementary ($578):

District Unweighted Mean Method. The cost differentials 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
31 districts offering this program and dividing by 31. In this method each dis-

trict affected the calculation equally.

The 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 4]. 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.

5

*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 students it

is necessary to have both the number of participating students and the amount of

time spent in a program.
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Strata Unweighted Mean Method. The districts which were selected for this.study
represented six strata or types of schoolidistrict. Using a strata unweighted

mean method, the cost index for each stratum 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 calcr

culated by adding the cost indices of the sbCstrata offering this program and

dividing by six. Under this method, each stratum affected the calculation equal-

ly. The differentials among, districts within a stratum perhaps creates a bias in

this approach.

The determination of the cost per rTE 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.

r

3 3
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TABLE)

TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY PROGRAM COST DIFFERENTIALiSTUDY FOR SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1972-73

CALCULATION OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM COSTS PER PTE STUDENT Ap COST INDICES FOR ALL SAMPLE DISTRICTS

PROGRAM

REGULAR PROGRAM

Kindergarten

Elementary

Junior High

Senior High.

VOCATIONA1 EDUCATION

Agriculture

Distributive

Health

HomemakinpUseful

Homemaking-Gainful

Office

Industrial ,

Occupational Orientation

SPECIAL EDUCATION

Visually Handicapped

Orthopedically Handicapped

Minimally Brain Injured

Auditorially Handicapped

Educable Mentally Retarded

Trainable Mentally Retarded

Speech Handicapped

Language Learn* Disability

Pregnant Students

Emotionally Disturbed

TOTAL'REGULAR

TOTAL VOCATIONA

TOTAL SPECIAL E

GRAND TOTAL

3'1

U CA TION 11°

BASJC DATA

NUMBER ,/ PROGRAM

OF STUDENTS COST

DISTRICt (FIT) (000)

37 1 22 8 $ 13,697

41 541 3 312.,758

41 A 239 62 142,556

41 1 237,418 153,503

. 31

36

,14

39

25

33

1 37%
1.

3

1,023

41"1 4 , 597

830

10,406

2,774

p3,334

9,410

257

f" 15

29

28

21

38

/0,2189

1,

* Recomended Interpretation'A

239

),411

4068

1,479

13,794

1,765

' 6,865

, 2,066

24 2713

41 ,41 130

41 342:631

38

41 *1,111,202

WEIGHTED MEAN METHOD UNWEiGHTED MEAN METHOD

(DISTRICT) (STRATA)

COST/ COST INDEX COST/ COST INDEX COST/ ;OST INDEX

FIE (ELEMm1.00) FTE (ELEMI1.00) FTE (ELEM=1.00)

$ 598

578

95

47

1.04 $ 812 1.29 $ 682 1.15

1.00 630 1.00 592 1.00

1.03 654 1.04 620 1.05 i

1,12 723 1.1 5 687 1.16

1,477 1,443 2.50 1,656 2.63 1,4550", 2.46

3,221 701 1.21 790 1.25 611 1.13

571 688 1,19 864 1.37 1,005 1.70

48.1)8,90', 855 1,152 1.83 99 1.68

2,124 766 1.32 813 1.29 3 1.21

3,398 1,019 1.76 1,164 1.85 1 2 1.76

13,718 i 1,139 1,97 1,251 1.98 1,155 1.95

375 1,461 2.53 1,193 1.89 1,462 2.47'

605

4,714

6,902

2,976

18,050

4,871

6'093

10,962

1,538

4,036

622,514

30,783

60,800

714,098

2,532 4.38 2,895 4.59 2,552 4.31

1,382 2.39 3,094 4.91 1,401 2.37

1,697 2,94 2,120 3.36 1,691 2.8t

2,013 3.48 2,271 3.60 2,289 3.87

1,635 2,83 2,216 3.52 1,846 3.12

1,284 2,22 1,677 2.66 1,550 2.62

3,452 5.97 3,941 6.25 3,198 5.41

1,597 2.76 2,932 4.65 2,166 3.6

745 1.29 1,323 2.10 1,098 1.86

1,506 2.61 2,401 3.81 1,777 3.00

598 103 658 1.04 623 '1.05

943 1.63 1,129 1.79 1,010 1.71

1,624 2.81 2,038 3.23 1,887 309

643 1,11 717 1.14 676 1.14 ,
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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
Foundation School Program, special programs under the Foundation School
Program and other state supported prograMs. In 1972-73, these three pro-
gram categories cost $1,368,597,000 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. ;Mese costs are shared on
an 80 percent state, 20 peftent 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 regular and special 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
administration.

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 Tinanced, while others
depend uppn 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. In 1972-73, state supported costs outside of the
Foundation School Program amounted to $143,918,000.

43

3 7



TRENDS IN STATE SUPPORTED ;PROGRAM COST - 1957-1975

1

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 to
1972-73. The estjmated cost of the Foundation School Program for the current
19747:75 school 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 sixteen 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 $15,884,000. The cost of aides increase& to $22,067,000 in 1972-73.
The basic matttenance and operating allowance of $660 per teacher haenot
been changid since 1969. Increases in this cost category have therefore
been in res)@onse 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 far education was
approximately the same in 1972-73 (54.1 percent) as it was in 1956-57 (52.4
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 I*970-71 with the passage of a-gew education bill. In 1971-72, this per-
centage decreased to 54.8 perceftt: Estimates for the 1972-73, 1973-74, and
1974-75 school years forete a leveling off of this percentage at around
54.1 percent.

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, sickleave,
computer services, and student teaching were added to the list of these pi-o-

,p 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 $21,11 00. 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 nat been at a steady rate, however, but have

3 3
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been lavely in response to increases in Foundation School Pro4am 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 Fundation 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 pehent increase in the average professional salary. Second, the

average salary is seriously affected by the education and years of experience

of teachers. Between 1967768-and 1968-69,/average Foundation School Program

salary decreased and 'the average profeSsional salary stayed the same.
This indicates that a number of teachers may have left the profession at that

time, since Foundation salaries are based bn education and years of experience.

3 9
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'JOHN I. SILL
wrrosarney ClICNICINLAL.

rirrEITRI ..-N`TIMENIZN/Foriv GigNIMIZAIL
OF TEXAS

Auprrinv, IrmaKAS , 78711

November 12, 1974

I.

The Honorable Marlin Brockette Opinion No. H- 448
Commissioner of Education
Texas Education Agency Re: The obligation of
210 East llth Street the Commissioner of
Austin, Texas 78701 Educ ati on' to equalize

assessment ratios
before using them" in .

the county economic
Dear Dr. BroAette: index formula.

You havelasked our opinion on two questioVs which-are:

1. In calculattng 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?

f

2. If you have answered the above question
in the affirmative, should this office use such
information in computing the county economici,
index to achieve equality and uniformity of \
property values of each county as compared with
every other county?

Similar questions weNike-a4ing several issues present0 in Fort
Worth Independent School District, et al v. Edgar, et a1 .1, Civil Action
4-1405 (N: D. Tex., Fort Worth Division). that case was filed in 1970,
and a three judge cOurt was appointed. Plaintiffs in that case We-re the
Fort Worth, Dallas, and Houstohlndependent School Districts along
with taxpayers .and students fi:om each district. Allocation of funds
under the minimum fouhdftion progran;ti- (hereafter MFP) was attacked
on several grounds incliiitirfg the use of property aisessments at less
than full market value in determinilig the ;County economic index, which
is the issue raised in your two q6ftions

4 1



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 litigaTeion was voluntarily dismissed. Sub-
sequently, your predecessor, whc ? 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 expenditures caused by the variations in different school
districts' ad valorem tax bases. Although the Court recognized that
assessment practiceS'in Texas are not uniform, there is no indication
that it considered the effec4of 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 Wor;th Independent School DiStrict. They relate
olely to the figures emlgloyed in calculating one factor which is used in

determining the county ec onomi c index.

It-is unnecessary to set out the details of the highly,cdrnplex MFP
in this opinion. It will suffice to say that the economic index fpr each
county is determined from a formula spelled out in Sec.. 16.74, Texas
Education Code. Its application is a major factor in the determination
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 adjustments not germane to this request,
the amount' of state aid receil,ed 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 received will be high,

53
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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 menu-

..facture, value of minerals and adricultural 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 ualuatim of the ccunty is weighted by 20.

You indicate that:

It is common knowledge that marry 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 contend 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 percentage of market
value is a low economic index and a resultant high amount of state,aid
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 of Education and the Commissioner "to take such action, require
such reports, and make such rules and repilations consistent with the
terms of this chapter as may be necessary to carry out its provisions."
(Emphasis added)

Three Attorney General Opinions have been addressed to similar
points. 'Attorney General Opinion V-119.5 (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 fr.ee 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 th-at, "unless the Commissioner can look to other reliable
sources (if information, -it might not be possible to compute an index
accurately indicating the taxpaying ability of each county."

51
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The Honorable Marlin Brockette, page 4 (H-448)

Attorney General Opinion WW-452 (1*8) 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 information be taken
" 'from the most recently available offidial 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 ineconomic activity.
Tha t opinion indicated that:

In computing the economic index . . . the Board-is
confined to data taken from the most recently avail-
able officiar publications and reports of Federal and
State agencies. Although being thusly confined, it
is the opinion 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 in 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 appears well settled that the commis'gionekhas the kthority
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 offset 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 valuation to be reported to the Commissioner, the

4 4
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The Honorable Marlin Brockette, page 5 (H-448),

4inevitable result is to distort calculation of the couzity, economic
index in favor of those counties using lower assessment percentages
unless these, asse,,ssed values are adjusted to reflect an equal
standard of assessment.

One of the basie rules of statutory construction is that a statlite
should be construed in a manner that will sustain its constitutionality
unless the plain import of its provisions renders such an interpretaVon
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. Pafper, 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, litnits within which we must construe your statutory
duties in comptiring the county economic index. It should be noted
th otat the affirM Ay of Levy by the United States Supreme Court came
subsecquent to tha 'court's Rodriguez decision and that the case was
not presented to the three-judge.cour,t in the,plaintiff''s brief,in the
Fort Worth case.

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 Loutsiani, 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 valiie the higher the amount of state aid under the MFP:
In Louisiana consHtutional. 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 VI1I, Section 9; Texas Constitution. When a county
reaches the maximum tax rate it must assess property at a higher
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percentage of true value if it is to generate more revenne. 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 as essment rate if it is to
raise more tax money. Thus, the poorer a)couny 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 it is to adjust its assessment_ratio.

In discussing the Louisiana plan the federal court observed:

. . The millage-times-assessment-any-basis-
you-choose formula for distributing state funds fs,
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 ar ued, that would support the
reimbursement each Louisiana parish on tire

-basis now in ef ct. It has not been suggested
that the amounts now being paid to any parish
are based on its real loss of revenUe resulting , t
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.

Gi venyhe Levy precedent, we believe the use 'of unequalized assessment
values in determination of thbcounty economic index for purposes of the MFP

;presents constitutional probleAs. 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).

54
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The HThrable 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 with a construc-
tion which will avoid constitutional pitfalls. For example, in actually lex/Ting
the maintenance taxes from which local fund assignments are paid, all
school districts except common school districts are free under Sec. 20.03
Texab 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 fractichal assessments bearing nO relation
to local taxpaying ability that the Legislature selected for inclusion in the
MFEns 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 valuelArticles 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 s'chool 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 credA provisions of Sec. 16. 76(0, 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
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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 purpose.

Therefore, we answer both of your questions in the affirmative.
The Commissioner should require counties to report the percentage of,
true value at which they assess property. He should then utilize the
inforthation received from the counties in computing the Mi4num
Foundadon Program county economic index. Your questions are phrased
narrowly, and it has not been necessary to consider the legality or
propriety of county tax assessors assessing property at a fr4.,con of its
full value or their determination of what constitutes taxable gr4erty.

Our function essentially is to predict *the resolution oi i question
which wou1,1 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 courf's order couAeivably could
require full market value assessment figures to be used iii;ligures for all
three years used in computing the index for the coming sChool year,
we believe that utilization of the corrected figures for tlij current year
and following years would be within the equitable discretiOn of a court.
Under such an arrangement some effect of the corrected 'da.ta would be
felt immediately but the full effect would not be realized Until the third
year.

SUMMARY

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

4 8
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The Honorable Marlin Brockettel 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,

AP OVEIN

LAR Y F. YORK. Fi st Assistant

DAVID M. KENDALL, Chairman
Opinion Committee

JOHN L. HILL
Attorney General of Texas

4 9
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Table 2 --Co xpenditures at tho local 1gyel, by major functionsmd by State or ocher area: Dotted State.. 1972-73

(In thousands of dollars)

C rrrrrr expendl rrrrr for fr.. public Iolsontry and secondary echnols

Stets or other
area

Total

Regular programs by ...jar function

Other
WITVICOO

Total
A/halals-

Station

Instruc-
[ion

Attendance
and health
arottes

Ira-moor-
tattoo
servicen

Plant
operation and
mmintonancg

Fixed
charges

2 3 4 6 7 a 10

50 States and D.0 $44,789,301 $43,128,377 81,506,960 230,116,859 8442,280 $1,628,427 $4,689,709 $4,743,542 $1,660,924

Alabama 521,575 463,958 12,636 334,809 11,270 16,219 14,987 54,016 $7,617

Alaska 135,233 132,371 6.449 85,995 1,534 6,546 19,016 12,830 2,862

Arizona 1/ 317,382 378,657 20,348 280,393 4,151 8,975 44,7114 20,204 18,526

Arlusmsaa 288,867 266,619 12,873 185,315 1,225 13,537 25,943 27,726 12,244

California 4,729,446 4,628,246 137,112 3,301.296 31,636 95,552 492,596 568,055 101,200

Colorado 521.028 505,300 17,472 3646,7 5,412 15,716 53,907 49,007 15,788

Connecticut 760.774 751,945 22,001 546,053 9.440 29,026 80032 65,013 6,839

Delo/sr. 152,721 147,713 6,114 99,402 1,923 6,892 17,591 15,251 4,948

District of Colut63a 178.018 161,904 8.765 113,153 7.475 5,183 21.411 10,19/ 12,214

Florid. 1,251,177 1.189,4)1 35.441 883,321 2,501 31,968 128,070 108,111 61,704

Georgia 849,953 795,296 23,412 609,319 4,283 31,926 77,857 43,499 54,662

Koval( 176,353 165,401 11,726 136,355 1,22u 3,313 13,177 (21) 10,953

Idaho 131,450 126,521 4,842 86,009 523 6,532 14,058 14-,-537 4,929

1.111nots 2,560,302 2,475,716 100.667 1,701,681 34,091 20,255 298,732 260,240 104,588

Ludlum

lova

1,017,424

634,723

991,931

603,087

26,195

24,387

680,141

422,747

8,737

4,450

44,460

27,112

121a7,

71,456

100,036

52,725

35,585

31,636

Law 442,162 42,643 16,244 291.536 2,655 16,820 49,111 41,773 17,518

Sentucky 1/ 473,077 442,207 11,701 327.742 4,25/ 23,897 42,087 32,524 30,870

Louisiana 699,969 630,391 36,699 436,640 3,653 41,475 62,191 49,733 69,578

Melee 1/ 196,796 188,072 5,829 134,439 942 10,765 20,411 15,632 9,718

Maryland 266,127 936.949 23,816 656,483 11,060 40,707 115,357 89,576 29,239

Massachusetts 1,281.083 1,229.122 43,171 924,996 16,771 53,297 142,915 48,063 51,961

Mithtgen 2,321,548 2,144.809 74,563 1,575,908 11.476 79,981 216.630 326,249 36,739

Minnesota 1.027,300 994,-329 35,216 681,205 9,455 49,657 107,893 114,313 32,911

Misslaolppi 143.228 304,521 10,703 222,896 2,503 16,892 26.402 925,125 12,707

Missouri 838.536 808,517 28,475 580,982 6,745 38,086 92,642 61,588 30,019

Nbatan. 159.160 153,608 6,023 105,694 643 8,395 17,281 15,565 5,552

Nebraska 1/ 106.116 214.561 13,965 208,416 1,673 9,086 35.039 26,411 11%535

Nevada 116,811 114,173 2,597 84,264 216 3,727 13,970 8,979 2,460

New lismpahtrs 141,591 114,492 4,905 97,932 1,662 6,844 13,975 11,174 5,099

Now 3ersty 1,905,698 1,844,467 66,759 1,255,470 34,462 63,735 102.222 215,788 61,231

Mew Pagano 1/ 224,907 211,101 6,859 152,149 1,676 9,785 22,651 11,960 11,806

New Sorb 5,429,188 5,294,567 183,194 3,482,912 71,213 269,165 459,514 8:6,529 134,621

Worth Carolina 869,074 814,769 21,800 589,786 '4,820 28,970 70,068 94,305 54,305

North Dakota 120,197 110,417 4,658 76,136 237 8,202 ' 12,121 9,063 9,970

Ohio 2,105,322 2,6'53.229 79,174 1,360.029 14,175 59,765 241,972 272.110 52,153

Olklahoor 439.110 411.674 17.152 281,712 2,382 18,045 54,193 38,141 27,456

Oregon 500,151 482.869 16,296 337,902 1.596 19,519 60.295 47,121 17,342

Pannsyloanla
Rhode Island

2,680,140
193,188

2,599,247
185,071

96,191
6,252

1,616,591
133,436

40,695
1.905

99,040
7,304

304,307
19,424

443.372
16,750

80,293
8,112

Sonth Carolina 459,046 420,357 12,839 307,932 3,313 10,050 39,671 45,671 12,689

South Dakota 134.691 123,872 5,718 87,239 439 6.094 12,206 10,797 10,019

Tevnesse. 297.9116 567,829 18,876 405,811 3,961 23,815 58,774 56,632 30,097

Texas 3/ 1.965,952 1,879,393 93,267 1,512,727 " 24,120 37,354 211,925

Stab 222,871 211,729 4.104 145,163 1,232 5,321 25,773 327077 11,142

Vermont 1/ 104,e80 161,491 4,170 70,643 796 5,335 12,195 8,353 3.328

Virginia 913,785 895.607 21,044 658,818 6,502 16,712 99,931 72,319 18,178

Washington 793.929 776,176 23,999 536,692 13,087 , 29,266 99,101 81,132 17,752

Welt Vlrginta 311,883 293,71a 9,408 200.159 2,252 19,538 31,001 31,036 noys
Wiscousts 1,016,353 980,563 28,099 663,574 6,113 43,660 114,310 124.757 25,790

Wyoming 1/ 90,593 87,273 3,528 62,170 688 4,614 9,403 6,810 3,320

:lying arnam:'
ft

American Samoa 6,128 4,916 4/391 4,362 -- 163 (4/) ...- 1,212

Caeel 2eve 16,882 16,988 1,157 13,798 -- 221 -994 '-' 719 --

Guam 25,352 24,528 2,549 18,96i 41 2,588 10 177 824

Puerto Rico 353,714 302.213 17,473 253,761 2,472 5,226 2,729 20,572 51,501

Virgin Island/P..-- 21,735 19,959 692 15,739 145 1,092 1,891 -- 1,776

V !nods for ISLA reported undistributed by function haus been added to instruction.
V Dot teot rsvorted distributd to other function*.

4

i/ ILAKIMAtOS by the Taxa. Education Amency.
f Nopeedlturmm for plant operation am included ln expenditures for rrrrr ion.
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Tana 2.-- PP distributions of correst expesditurea f local sabsol Instincts for argular school programs. by msjor function sod

hy Stab, or ocher area: United States. 1972.13

tate er ether
area Total

Mejer function

Adminis lastructios

Anse/ante
sad health
service.

Transport -
AtiOU
pars-ices

Plait °Vocation
and maistensaca

rimed
charge.

1 2 3 4 S. 3 6 7

50 States sad D.0 100.0 2.5 69.8 1.0 3.8 10.9 11.0

&Lamas
Alaska

100.0
1110.0

2.7°

4.11

72.2
65.0

2.4

1.7
3.5
4.11

7.5
14.4

11.7
9.7

animas
Maims

100.0
100.0

5.4

4.8
74.0
611.5

1.1
.s

2.4
3.1

11.8
9.7

5.3
10.4

California 100.0 2.0 71.3 .7 2.1 10.6 12.3

Colorado 100.0 3.4 72.1 1.1 3.0 10.7 9.7

Connecticut 100.0 2.11 72.6 1.3 3.9 10.7 8.6

Delaware 100.0 4.1 67.3 1.3 4.7 11.11 10.7

District ef Columbia 100.0 5.0 68.3 4.5 3.1 12.9 6.2

tleriAs 100.0 .3.0 74.2 .2 2.7 10.8 11.1

Georgia 100.0 2.9' 76.6 .6 4.0 11.8 6.1

Small 106.0 6.11 82.4 .8 2.0 11.0

Idaho
=eons

100.0
100.0

3.11

4.1
68.0
68.7

.4

1.4
5.2
3.2

11.1
12.1

11.5
10.5

Unitas. 100.0 2.7 611.3 .9 4.5 12.4 10.2

lome 100.0 4.0 70.1 .8 4.5 11.9 8.7

Unarm 102.0 3.9 48.7 .6 4.0 11.6 11.2

Sentecky 100.0 2.6 74.1 1.0 5.4 9.5 7.4

Lesisimea 100.0 5.8 611.2 \ .6 6.6 9.11 7.11

&WI* 100.0 3.1 71.5 .5 5.7 10.11 8.3°

Narylasd 100.0 2.5 70.1 1.2 4.3 12.3 9.6

Massachopette 100.0 3.5 75.3 1.4 4.3 11.6 3.11

Michigan 100.0 3.2 67.2 .5 3.4 11.8 13.11

Minnesota. 100.0 3.5 68.3 1.0 5.0 10.11 11.1

Mississippi.. 10.1.0 2.5 73.2 .8 5.5 8.7 8.3

Slaiiresuri 100.0 3.5 71.11 4.7 11.5 7.6

Montana 100.0 3.9 64.8 5.5 11.3 10.1

Debraaka 100.0 4.2 70.7 2.1 11.11 1.0

Nevada 100.0 2.3 73.7 3.3 12.2 7.8

Swo 114wpstara ...... 100.0 2.6 71.8 1.2 5.0 10.2 8.2

law Jammu 103.0 2.6 43.1 1.11 3.4 11.3 11.i

Illos Mexico 100.0 3.4 71.4 .8 4.6 10.6 9.4

R." York 100.0 3.5 65.8 1.3 5.1 8.7 15.6

North Carolina 100.0 2.7 72.4 .6 3.5 8.6 12.2

North Dakota 100.0 4.2 69.0 .2 7.4 11.0 8.7

Ohio 100.0 3.11 6712 .7 2.11 11.8 13.5

Oklahoma 100.0 4.2 68.4 .6 4.4 12.1 9.3
Otago. 100.0 2.4 70.0 .3 4.0 12.5 9.8

Feennylrania 100.0 2.7 62.7 1.6 3.8 11.7 17.0

Rhode Ittlasd 100.0 3.4 72.1 1.0 3.11 10.5 9.1

leach Carolina 100.0 3.1 73.2 .8 2.6 9.4 10.9

Soma Dakota 100.0 4.6 70.4 .4 5.6 10.3 8.7

Teasessen 100.0 3.3 71.5 .7 4.2 10.3 10.0

Team 1/ 100.0 4 9 80.5 1.3 2.0 11.3 (31)

Dna 100.0 1.9 68.6 .6 2.5 11.7 15.2

Ver mont 100.0 4.1 49.6 .8 5.3 12.0 3.2
Virginia 100.0 2.3 73.6 .7 41 11.2 3.1
Washington 100.0 2.1 69.1 1.7 3.8 11.6 10.7

Vest Virginia 100.0 2.2 68.1 1.0 6.7 10.8 10.1

Wisconsin 100.0 2.9 67.7 .6 4.4 11.7 12.7

W7ied°4 100.0 4.1 71.2 .8 5.3 10.8 7.8

Ostlyieg areas:

Americas Samoa 100.0 3/8.0 88.7 -- 3.3 (1,)
--

Csaal lose 100.0 6.8 81.7 -- 1.3 5.9 4.3
Gum 100.0 10.4 77.5 .2 10.6 .8 .7

Puerta Rico 100.0 5.8 $4.0 .8 2.7 .11 6.1
Virgia Llamas 100.0 4.5 78.8 1.7 5.5 9.5 --

11 llama on litiMAROO furnish./ by tly Tau. Educotloo Agency.2/ Icor. Dorsally carrimd lo fixed cliages ars charred to other foott10o.3/ Sapendirsras for plant eparatioe as included in expenditures for adninistratlon.

5 3

63



419

Tahls 4. --Areverma. for public els000tary sod secondary docatioo by eourcs and by State or othyr area: sUnited.St.ces 1972-73

(la thou...od of dollars)

lelleOue racelpts

lax .1
Noe-

Stat. r tb.r Ist.r- Froterty WOVFOUS Total

sc.. Total taderal Strait inediat. tax Other Total ,rec.ipts rirciipt.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1. 4 9 10

341Statse and D.0 352.141,275 46.525.187 320.844.183 3496.652 124.242,152 32.003102 126.245.245 $3.405.540 355,546.812

Alabama 063,080 109.021 321.691 -- 74,171 78.196 132.367 13,758 576.818
Alaska 1/ 142.422 34.528 94.648 -- 13.747 -- 13.747 27.340 170.262

86tna's. 715.165 46.759 190,180 24,054 226.170 28.401 '254.572 38,243 553.464

Arkaoarm 1/ 120.712 61.567 142.280 345 112.613 3.771 116.120 16.063 338.575
_ Callforola 5.691.973 493.334 1.810.216 61.106 3.110,714 207, 3.327.315 313,188 6.005.161
116

VA.

Colorado 618.291 47.169 172,925 3.327 168.41.1 398.810 46.207 664.198
ticut , .....1

Do are

trict of Columbia

1.011,913
187.545
226.713

49.684
14.606
42,964*

107,975
110.046
143.769

--
--
--

649,669
37.435

--

.154
Ii ii '

__- 9'

42;..

42.912
--

85,006,

19,057
1.746

1.046,717
206.612
228,479

Florida 1.454.827 148.271 797.727 437,058 509.027 41,291 1.736.116
;VI

,

Georgia 882.826 121.232 628.076 -- 311,499 22.0 4114,!16 61.769 944.595
Barall 201.185 26.642 175.141 -- -- ,- 26.484 227.669
Idaho 142.017 16.596 49.292 10,283 58,358 7.488 67,646 4,612 146.628,
2111eo6o 2.693.182 169.469 1.144,666 -- 1,379,426 -- 1,379.426 223,038 2.916.219
Iallana 1.251.409 70,646 413,297 11.789 735.104 18.777 753.881 10.247 1,282.054

lame 714.543 39,202 221.114 10,464 411.664 11,599 423.262 )0.,887 745.429
lamas 499.952 40.597 135.735 3.332 293.014 77,417 320.441 26.256 521,712
tastucky 276.250 91.47) 314,432 -- 117.086 72.699 169.785 6.01) 582,260
Imolai...as 766.579 110.624 416,813 - 137,259 103:161 241.140 19.460 646,119

Maine 217.067 21.818 83.841 - 127.087 2.210 129,347 19.251 254.316.

1171412F1arbd 1.263.321 92.620 741.956 -- 621.772 7.173 628.745 22.647 1.286,168
Ibmaachusetts 11 1,599.283 40.487 484,623 -- 982.21.9 71.954 1,034.173 145,916 1.745.201
Michigan ' 2.814.357 158.056 1.123,012 4.563 1.326.678 202.048 1.524.726 127.975 2.142,311
Minnesota 1.233.769 67.981 702.757 8.777 427.627 36.828 454454 99,564 1.333.271
Ntsals.lppl 374,327 99,409 184.866 186 82.871 6.992 89.862 20.065 V94.390

Nissourt 1.034.497 90.976 359.600 79.275 443.714 60,957 724,666 73.720 1.068.216
Montana 188.272 19.314 72.730 49.664 64.743 2.021 66.764 20.669 208.941
Nebrasko 320.624 28.124 48.001 8,754 233.423 3,323 234.746 7.971 326.595
Nevada 139.676 10.738 49.069 - 25.182 24.686 79.668 24.328 164.004
New Impahlre 162.628 8.709 12.664 -- 119,671 1054 141.257 12.093. 174.721

Sew Jersay 2.181.437 129.244 747.260 -- 1.440.407 26.518 1,766,433 199.123 2.360.560
New Nintico 271,607. 56.C97 163.447 20.376 16.912 20,601 31.713 19.226 293.434
New York 6.166.539 339,748 2.710.114 -- 3.112.123 204,552 3,316.676 355.457 6.521,996
North Carolina 964.999 143.249 779.901 -- 247.763 14.0hs 261.649 11.127 976,127
North Dakota 147.732 20.741 40.002 20.611 79.014 7.147 66,181 189 147.724

'Okla 2.360.628 143.529 181,668 1.406.326 27.104 1.633.631 379.205 2.719.912
Oklahoma 502,280 79.361 222.946 17.794 188,298 14,082 202.379 29,484 531.764
Olmitoe 785.306 47.190 115.269 107.266 307,250 10.290 317.580 20,070 607,176
Peopsylveota 3,079,724 220.899 1.479.234 -- 1,060.940 108,651 1,169.591 96.112 3.175.836
Ode Island 230.943 16,187 76.388 18,696 114,654 7.021 119,675 9.223 240.166*

South Carolina 525.267 100,486 279.298 fl- .117.968 27.613 145.561 37,126 562,493
South Dakota 154,7:5 24.909 20.002 IJ.062 105.2'.7 3.478 1011,7145 4,479 159.136
Fammemm 617.3'8 94.997 262.649 -- 165,436 89.205 245.731 71.721 688.599
Texas 2/ 2001.2:4 313,495 1,164.102 3.351 960,933 59,14) 1.020.076 21.1.000 2.764,224
Utah 277.246 28,943 144.131 if -- 95.010 7.160 102,170 44.455 319.701

Vermont 129,626 7,113 42,876 75.841 3.793 79.6)3 13,035 142.659
Finial.
Nelklatton

1,107.177
865.621

.133.868
81.505 .

168.353
636,746

J --

--
287.198
324,022

17.759
43.148

604,957
367,370

89,410
17,710

1,196.588
907.171

Vise Ytratala 352,620 71.852 190.740 524 105.440. 4,06): 109.504 851 353.470
Vlacessis 1,155.735 49,640 372.669 I 11.485 719.732 22.009 741,740 62,784 1.218.519
Wooing 48.444 9.209 33.712 21.288 32.644 1.11A 14.235 400 98,844

Oetlyisa scam!:

Awaricon S. 7.208 1,6$1 2.779 -- -- -- -- - 7.206
Canal Lova 16,888 16,888 -- -- -- -- -- 16.888
Guam 26.265 6,501 19.764 -- -- t: -- 25,265
Puerto lice 397,406 89.286 108,120 -- -- 1 -- 397,406
Virgin Islands 26.927 3.190 23.768 -- -- -, -- -- 26.977

.4

1/ Data s.vorted 61y the Stst. dtd not Include recetpts from sale of bonds and were adrnied by primary magket asles of public
school bond reported old in the Stare In FT 1971. Source:, 6078 .7.41es for Public School Ptutvco. DilF4, publication 07E) 74-11406.

2/ Ilatirmt.. by oh. TallA0 idocatio. Agency, upplemanted by Department of agrIcultura data On value of commodities for
the school lunch program.



VW. 5.--1avonue per suptl in overage daily attendance for public slesantary and secoodary education, by source. sod by State or other
Ares: United States. 1172-71

Stat. or other
area Doliars isrceot Dollars Percent Dollars Putout Dollars Percent Dollars ?errant

1

50 Stairs sod D.0

Outlying areas:

Ammrican Semoa..c 977 100.0 212 22.6 725 77.4
Coral Zook 1.287- 100.0 1,287 100.0 -- --
Dues 1,057 100.0 262 24.8 795 75.2

-. Puerto lico 802 100.0 135 22.4 467 77.6
Virgin Islands 1,3118 100.0 164 11.8 1,224 88.2

Total loderal State intermediate Local

4 5 6 7 9

11.236 100.0 i 108 ' 8.7 $ 494 40.0 $ 12 1.0

10 11

3 622 50.1

Alabama 74.5 100.0 148 19.3 57.2 -- -- 180 23.5
AlmS111 1.851 100.0 .42 24.2 1,213 66.2 -- - 176 9.6
szlzons 1,167 100.0 105 9.0 411 36,9 S. 54 4.6 577 49.5
Orkanums 181 100.0 750 19.2 347 44.4 1 .1 281 36.3
California 1.254 100.0 109. 6.7 799 11.8 13 1.0 731 38.5

Colorado 1.156 100.0 81 7.0 324 28.0 6 .5 747 64.5
Connecticut 1.631 100.0 so 4.9 497 33.5 -- 1,054 64.6
Delaware 1,520 100.0 11$ 7.8 1,054 69.3 -- 34$ 22.9
District of Columbia 1,915 400.0 708 76.6 1,227 63.4 -- -- --
Florida 1,062 100.0 los 10.2 583 54.9 -- -- 371 34.9

S.Gores $92 100.0 122 13.7 433 48.5 -... -- 337 77.8
"wail. 1.208 100.0 156 12.9 1,052, 87.1 - -- -- --
Icraho . 814 100.0 95 11.7 283 34.8 59 7.2 377 46.3
Illinois 1,278 100.0 SO 6.3 543 42.8 -- -- 655 51.2
Indians 1.124 100.0 64 5.7 373 33.2 11 1.0 676 60.1

lova 1,170 100.0 64 5.5 762 30.9 51 4.4 691 09.2Sans*. 1.110 100.0 90 8.1 301 27.1 7 .6 712 64.2
Ihmtucky 872 100.0 139 16.0 476 54.6 -- -- 257 29.4
LouisIons 1,016 100.0 141 14.1 561 55.2 -- -- 312 30.1
Milne 1,018 100.0 95 9.3 363 35.7 -- -- 560 55.0

Maryland 1,565 100.0 115 7.3 671 42.9 -- -- 779 49.8'
Massachusotts 1,408 100.0 71 5.0 427 30.3 -- -- 910 64.7Mention 1,195 100.0 76 5.6 557 39.9 2 .2 758 54.3
Minnesota 1,470 100.0 el 5.5 837 56.9 . 10 .7 542 76.9
Mississippi 762 100.0 202 26.5 377 49.4 (I/) .1 181 24.0

Diasouri 1.134 100.0 100 8.8 394 ( 34.8 65 5.7 575 V; 7Morons 1.185 1T.'.. 121 10.3 371 27.9 313 26 420 35.4
Pebrosho 1,C37 1.13.3 91 8.8 154 13.0 28 :.7 759 73.5
Merida 1.151 1C0.0 89 7.7 404 35.1 -- -7 658 31.2
Mew lisapshire 1,030 100.0 55 5.3 80 7.8 -- - 895 A.9

%
liev Jersey 1,615 100.0 96 5.9 404 25.0 1.11.5 ,69.1
Mew Mexico 1,056 100.0 218 20.6 635 60.2 79 7. 121 11.-
Mew York 1,995 100.0 110 5.5 812 40.7 -- -- 1.073 53.8
Month carolloo 902 100.0 134 14.8 523 58.0 -- ...-. 241 27.2North Dakota 1,079 100.0 152 14.1 292 27.1 151 )4.0 484 44.8

Ohio 1.065 100.0 65 6%1 353 77.1 -- -- 647 60 8Oklahoma 884 100.0 105 11.8 792 44.4 31 1.5 356 ,4!/.3Orsgun 1.359 100.0 110 8.1 268 19.7 244 ./ '! 737 54.2Pennsylvania 1,423 100.0 116 SA 674 47.4 -- 633 -.04.5Rhode Island 1,387 100.0 97 7.0 459 '33.1 117 719 51.8

South Carolina 910 100.0 174 19.1 484 53.2 -- -- 252 27.7South Dakota 1,008 100.0 162 16.1 130 12.9 r 7 .7 709 70.1Tionessee 742 100.0 120 16.2 316 42.6 -- -- 106 Al !TOW V., 1,001 100.0, 126 12.6 466 46.6 1 .1 400 J.7Dish 988 100.0 104 10.5 517 52.4 -- -- 367 37.1.-

Vermont 1.261 100.0 69 5.5 417 77.1 -- -- 775 61.4Virginia 1,122 100.0 136 12.1 373 33.3 -- -- 613 54.6Mashingtoo 1,230 100.0 113 9.2 607 49.3 -- -- 510 41.5Meet Virgials 922 100.0 136 14.8 499 54.1 I .1 286 71.0Wisconsin 1.280 100.0 55 4.3 791 30.5 13 1.1 821 64.2hymning 1,232 100.0 115 93 422 34.3 266 21.6 429 74.8

1/ Loss than $0.50.

2./ Mood co estimates by the Texas Cducacloo Agency.
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ATTACHMENT I

ExCerpts fromOSGISLATIVE ROIEW.

Education Commission of the States

SCHOOL FINANCE BRIEFER

November 25, 1974
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Legislative Review (Education Commission of the States) Vol
No. 17, August 12, 1974.

'STATE SCHOOL FINANCE

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

tion plans.
.

.

The first advocated strongly byTa num-
ber of organizations allows states
under certain conditions to "count" im-
pact aid payments tcOocal educa4ohal
agencies-in computing state aid. The
:impact aid program (PUblic Law 81-874)
prohibits a state taking impact aid
payments into consideration 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 "asigned to equalize expenditures
for free public education among the
local educational agencies" to con *der'
impact aid payment in determining
relative financial need of such ag cies

The amendment provides that a state may
consider i:apact aid funds only in pro-
portion to the share of local resources
covered by a state plan.

.1The 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 retog-
nition of the higher costs of special
programs.

The second item, Section 842, author-
izes federal reitbursement 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.

REFORM AND HR 69

Guidelines for the implementation of
this portion of the plan will be devel-
oped by the U.S. Commissioner of Educa-
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 stz:te aid for free

public education that is consistent
with the 14th Article of Amendment to
the Constitution, the primary purposo
of which is to achieve equality of edu:
cational opportunity for all childrl,
in attendance at the schools of the
local educgtional agencies of the state.

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

While it is certainly desirable that
Congress voice itsl.support for school
finance reform, this intricate and 'Cum-
bersome procedure may well be more
trouble than it is worth since many
states are moving aggressively to deal
witiiIinance reform issues.

.States may use funds received under
TitleIII of ESEA (consolidated hy'HR
69) 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 verty good possibility that Con-
gress would.zpverride the veto. The

question now is, "Does Ford have a bet-

ter idea'i"
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-'
SCHOOL-FINANCE FOLLOWEI:iip

PACK YOUR BAGS!

(h e Ford Foundation is sponsoring'
.

cohference on "The Political Econow
f Education" at Silverado, Calif.,
ct. 30 to Nov; 2. The foundation has
ut together a blue-ribbon group 04

experts for this meeting.

And in New Orleans, next March Ito
4, the Institute for Educational PI-

i nance, University of Florida, Gains-
Iville, (Kern Alexander, K. Forbes

; Jordan et al.) will sponsor the annubl
' National School FinanCe Conference.

ECSJ1NANCE PROJECT

Stlff members of ECS school finance
project funded by the Spencer Founda-
tion are conducting an in4epth follow-
up survey of 10 states thi* enacted
major school finance changes in 1973.
(See Research Brief'Vol.1,1a:o. 2,
Major Changes in School-IY ce:
Statehouse Scorecard). Pieliminary
findings indiCate that a number of
the states have reducid the disparity
in tax rates but have not reduced ais-
parities in per-pupil expenditures
amon9 districts.

COURTS

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

.Fort Worth, Dallas and Houston that the
current method for tax assessment in the

1state is inequitable, and that it violai
.both due proCess and

r
qual protection.

;Th districts say they've lost state aid
ause their property has been assessed

"at a higher mprket-value ratio than in
4

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 fox an opinion
from the state attotney general. The

'case: Fort Worth Independent School ids,
trict v. Edgar.

From:

Legislative Review (Education Commission of the States) Vol. 4
No. 119, October 14, 1974.
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Poll of ECS commissioners

Top concern: stato-local roles
petermining the proper 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 Rico and the
.Virgin Islands.

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

+ ance boil down to coordinating
the efforts of government agen-

cies at all levels.
Results of theAoll of 321

governors, legislaMs, educa-
tM 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 January
and February, disclosed that
the top concerns of those re-
sponsible for education in the
states fell into four categories:
education finance, education

From:
Legislative Review (Education Commission
of the States) Vol. 7 No. 4, August/
September, 1974.

,

ducatin Ifarulicapped Chil-
dren

I. Coordinating efforts of
all that serve handi-
capped children.

2. Implementing new legis-
lation .

3. Devylopm I career educa-
tion 1-(..n- handicapped
children.

governance, the education of
handicapped children and post-
secondary educatiou.

The second poll was de-
signed to determine which
issues within each category .
were of greatest importance
and which were appropriate for
ECS involvement.

On six education finance
issues, commissioners indicated
that their major concern is
determining which level a
government should 'be respon-

sible for funding o ii schools.
'I heir second priority is de-

veloping, altematives to
propeity tax levenuc, the
primary so:IF-cc:of
funding.- I I( swc vei, 5u, per ."
of, du\ 1nm:wont-is 1:1,011d1W
ing said, hey bel:escd local

ho.its, d 1,,

prog!ain dv e4 min..1),,
r Omit tinan,'.

is linkijig ; Ic fund ionu
-

.ve the 1:111 thice
, Of PCS ccryins,:ioji-

cr. in ca,11' of the tiffrer
calegoric,.!

,EduCatio Governance k

Qcicinuning propc:Vd-t
steateral-sp6re-local roles itrt,r,,,-

e,hop governance.

2. (Ooamating
e f for t's, preschool tlIrotiH,
gra .1 milk' 4:ch out:

3: Determirking
et§ of loug-rangc. ;in

Postsecondary Ethication
I. l)evelopin a sfiitewide

plan for Rostsecondary educa-
tnni..,

2. oo rd in at i ffg f e ral,
stat-e,' Iwo! :Itlitprivate' s.ources
of funding .

3. De ve
means of dAiveiine

fs.tion'al set '

5.9

71,

I. f;If 01;: ='I
, polled, 2.2:3,

respcnidt:d.
(..t

setad
to all d

al
;

111C:1131J: i'.11;!;1;'1.[,

4

P ,

1.04
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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
Jersey portion of the stove. There the
'court mandate from Robinson v. Cahill
has the legislature under a Dec. 31 dead-
line to produce a finance plan that will
meet the "thorough and efficient" stan-
dard. A lot of legislative cooks are in*

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
ipoth houses by Nov. 27.

On the California end of the stove,
the Serrano container is only up to a

.s1ow 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 th'e Serrano cicision on
iichool finance.

' Down in Texas, where the heat had
been turned off bY the U.S. Supreme Court
..ruling in the Rodriguez case, the state

.:attorney general ruling in the Port Worth
Independent School. District v. Edgar case
:(see Legislative Review, Oct. 14, 1974)
may have things warming up again. Basi-
cally the opinion says that the commis-
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
tax purposes and that he may use the data
thus obtained to equalize all county val-
uations to full market value before com-
puting it in the economic index.
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