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Class of Property Ratio of Assessed Value to Market Value
Banks L1%
Minerals (0i1 and Gas) 26
Remainder (Including private homes) L
TOTAL STATE AVERAGE 30%

Within this ad valorem taxation system lies the defect which the plaintiffs challenge.
This system assumes that the value of property within the various districts will be
sufficiently equal to sustain comparable expenditures from one district to another.

It makes education a function of the local property base. Obviously, the individual
districts' property bases are not equal. Those districts rich in property, frequently
housing the most affluent, can tax themselves at a lower rate than districts less rict
in order to generate the same amount of revenue. Conversely, the poor districts must
make a greater tax effort to generate the same amount.

The ad valorem tax is also a regressive tax, as can be shown in the following example:

PROPERTY TAX

$10,000 !ncome TS $100,000 I ncome
lives in lives in
$20,000 Home $80,000 Home

$2.50 per $100 Tax Rate

$500 Property Tax $2,000 Property Tax
Equal to Equal to
% Annual Income 2% Annual Income

It is notable that, in the Rodriguez decision, the courts did not strike out the
property tax. For ome thing, it involves an immense amount of revenue which would be
difficult to obtain from other sources (such as personal income or corporate income
tax). Those who favor property taxes argue that society creates the increased value
in land and it is a valuable source in Texas. Also, it is realistic to assume that
the Texas Legislature, which faces the situation of what to do about the financing of
our education system, will not scrap the property tax.

THE AVAILABLE SCHOOL FUND is a state program which grants funds to local school dis-
tricts on the basis of the average daily attendance in the district's schools, In
other words, each district is granted a certain sum of money for each student in atten
dance. MNo account is taken of the variations of wealth among school districts. in
1970-71, this amounted to $121.90 per pupil, a sum much too low to provide any sem-
blance of a quality education.

The Available School Fund comes from a combination of 3/4 of the state property tax,
1/4 of the taxes on motor fuels and natural resources, and the interest from the
Permanent School Fund, a fund initiated with the sale of territorial claims and lands
when Texas became a state, :

Except for a small amount used for free textbooks, the Available School Fund is allo-
cated on a flat rate, which is later subtracted from the Minimum School Foundation
Program,
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League of Women Voters of Dallas For Unit Meetings, Nov. 29,30; Dec, 13,1
Public School Financing Consensus COuestions

. (a)

(b)

Z. 4a)

(b)

PUBLIC SCHOOL FINAMCING I TEXAS CONSENSUS QUESTIONS

It the state were to assume full funding of public school education, what
methods would you consider to be essential in equalizing the revenue available
to the local school districts? That is, what methods essential to fairly
collecting the revenue,

What methods would you consider to be essential in allocating the funds to
the local school districts?

IT the present joint state-local system of financing Texas public school edu-
cation were to be retained, what changes would you consider to be essential in
equalizing the revenue available to the local school districts?

What changes would you consider to be essential in allocating the funds to
the local school districts?

3. Would you prefer one of the abovementioned systems? If so, please indicate which
one. If not, do you have alternative suggestions? Please explain,
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PUBLIC SCHOOL FINAMCING 1it TEXAS COWMSENSUS QUESTIONS

If the state were to assume full funding of public school education, what
methods would you consider to be essential in equalizing the revenue available

‘to the local school districts? That is, what methods essential to fairly

collecting the revenue.

What methods would you consider to be essential in allocating the funds to
the local school districts?

I¥ the present joint state-local system of financing Texas public school edu-
cation were to be retained, what changes would you consider to be essential in
equalizing the revenue available to the local school districts?

What changes would you consider to be essential in allocating the funds to
the local school districts?

3. Would you prefer one of the abovementioned systems? |If so, please indicate which

one.

If not, do you have alternative suggestions? Please explain,
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111, What are some modes for financing public schools? 30 min,
Discuss pros and cons of the modes. (See 'Review of Educational Finance'' by

Linus Wright; Future Directions for School Financing, NEFP,) Discuss recommenda=

tions of Governor's Committee on Public School Education, the Committee of Eighteen

and Senator Wayne Connally, (See ''Facts and Issues''; 'National Developments in Educa-

tion Finance'' by Will Davis; "A primer on Texas School Finance'' by Robert Rothwell

and Ann Rosswater,)

1V, General discussion and Consensus Questions 35 min.

Possible Discussion Questions

Section I1: Should we spend an equal number of dollars on each child?

Section I11: How much local leeway, if any, should wealthier school districts be
allowed in supplementing the State Foundation Program?




April 12, 1977

Editor

Dallas Times Herald
Hesadd Square
Dallas, Texas 75201

To the Dallas Times Heamald:

The school finance bill to be presented to the Texas House for debate
establishes full state funding for the Foundation School Program (FsSP),
the state-prescribed minimum operational expenditures of school districts.

At the present time the local school districts pay at an effective
rate of 23¢ per $100 of property value or their share of the FSP. If a
local district is wealthy enough to raise about $700 Per student at the
taxing rate of 23¢ per $100 valuation, then the local school district
recéives no FSP aid from the State. Those districts which can't raise
the approximately $700 per student needed for the FSP recelve enough
State ald to make up the differnece.

Full state funding means the State will take over the costs of the
Foundation School Program which the wealthy districts now pay. Full
state funding will use surplus State Treasury funds to pay for the FSP
costs which wealthy districts now pay, thus giving a tax break to the
wealthy districts.

Full state funding means that the wealthy districts will benefit
more from the proposed shBool finance bill than the poor districts.
(Wealthy districts have property value per student of $300,000 or more;
the average district has $90,000 per student with DISD having $100,000
per student; the poor districts have $40,000 or less per student.) The
equalization funds proposed for the poor districts are too few to equalize
educational spending In Texas. Also poor districts’ tax values per stu-
dent are so low that these districts can't afford local tax cuts; these
school districts can't pay even now for adequate capital outlays and
other extra costs.

The 1949 Gilmer-Alken Minimum Foundation School Program and all
public school Legislative actien since then have provided for both local
as well as state funding of basic operational costs and have provided
for some measure of equalization. The present proposal in reality moves
away from this tradition. |Is this wise? And what happens in the future
when there are no more surplus funds to pay for full state funding?

Sincerely,

Keis:am League of Women Voters of Dallas
Eleanor W. Sutherland, President
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PUBLIC SCHOOL FiNANCING
Unit Meeting Plan, iov. 29, 30

I. Introduction: Summarize statements made at general meeting Nov. 21 5 min,
by Harold Howe, Ben Howell, Dr. lvy, Sen. Mauzy, Dr. Estes (It would be helpful if
taped). Give reason for study. Mention the two main divisions of the study: (1) how
to raise the revenue equitably (2) how to allocate the money equitably. 'The primary
problem of discussion leaders will be to keep discussion from wandering to '‘quality
of offering''. The leader must be firm and redirect discussion to the two main issues

1l1. What did the Rodriguez decisions really say? See every member material 5 min.
in Nov. VOTER, : :

If by some remote chance the Supreme Court has ruled by Nov, 29 or Dec. 13, the
dates of unit meetings, be sure you know what it said.

111, General aspects of School Financing 5 min,

School costs keep rising every vear. Why?

Expenditures have increased due to efforts to attract and keep quality teachers,
to enrich instruction with technical aids, to extend the schoo! year, and to improve
quality generally, Fast growth of intensive programs for special classes of pupils
such as gifted, handicapped and disadvantaged.

IV, How does the Texas system work? L5 min,

Explain the Permanent School Fund and the Available School Fund. Outline where
the money comes from to finance them, Explain how the Foundation School Program is
financed. Include the economic index, the various credits, how the property tax is
administered. (See Facts and lssues).

V. How might resources be equalized? 30 min.

Discuss pros and cons of various taxes (Facts & Issues, every member material).
Explain that ad valorem tax means real property, tangible personal property (things
movable, autos, etc.), intangible personal property (stocks, bonds, bank deposits).
The law applies equally to all three classes; however in practice the law is not
followed,

Possible Discussion Ouestions

Il .What causes substantial differences in educational offerings?

I1!.Has the American public reached the saturation point in regard to the amount of
money spent on pubiic education?

IV, Why do you think the court ordered Texas to change its system of financing in
public schools?

Unit Meeting Plan, Dec. 13, 14

I, Introduction ! 5 min,
Give reason for study, Summarize first unit meeting, which was based primarily
on how funds are raised.
How are funds apportioned in the Foundation School Program?

Il. Discuss per capita apportionment and how teacher salary schedules 20 min,
affect apportionment. What factors affect educational needs and costs?

(over)
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