
 
 
 
 

 

Financial Futures Committee 
January 29, 2019 

6:00 PM, Mac Bernd Professional Development Center 
 
 
 
WELCOME & OPENING REMARKS ………………………………………………. Stephen Crumby 

      FFC Chairperson 
         

PRE-KINDERGARTEN..………………………………………………………….………. 
        Cindy Powell, Chief Financial Officer 
Dr. Steven Wurtz, Chief Academic Officer 

 
COMMISSION ON PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE UPDATE………...…………………Cindy Powell 
 
86TH LEGISLATURE UPDATE….………………………..………………..…………….Cindy Powell 
 
SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS ON PRE-KINDERGARTEN………………….…Stephen Crumby 
 
FFC PRESENTATION TO CAPITAL NEEDS STEERING COMMITTEE..………….. 

  Cindy Powell 
       Stephen Crumby 

  Topic:  General Operating Budget 
                                          

CLOSING THOUGHTS…………………………………………………….……….…Stephen Crumby 
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Agenda
 Pre-Kindergarten

 School Finance Commission Report

 86th Legislature Update
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Big Picture
 Long-range planning must consider strategic plan, 

budget, legislative actions & inactions, program 
offerings & designs, facility needs
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Pre-Kindergarten
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FFC 2018 Recommendations

We recommend investing in the overall 
elementary experience including facilities, 
programs of choice, services, personnel, 
and marketing to counter declining 
enrollment trends.
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FFC 2018 Recommendations

Examples:

● Elementary STEM Academy
● Full-day pre-k/expanded pre-k 
● Reimagined spaces for 21st Century learning
● Foreign language offerings
● Teacher Aides to relieve teachers
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Why Pre-k?
Does high-quality pre-K have lasting benefits?

 Cognitive gains when focus is on intentional teaching, small group learning and individualized 
teaching

 Long term effects:

 Cognition (pre-reading and reading skills, pre-writing and spelling and math reasoning and problem solving 
abilities) Improvements in social and emotional development

 Reduction in retention rates and special education placement

 Increased graduation rates

Sources: Barnett (2017); Gormley, et. Al. (2005)

 High-quality PK programs generate billions of dollars in economic benefits

 Lower incarceration rates

Effects for Full vs Half-Day Programs?
 Children gain more from PK programs when they attend for more hours per day and more days 

per week

 Children who attend full-day programs outperform children in part-day programs in math, 
language and social-emotional skills 

Source: Friedman-Krauss, et. al. (2016)
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State Pre-K Eligibility Criteria
 Children meeting any one/more of following are 

eligible for Pre-K:
 unable to speak and comprehend the English language;

 educationally disadvantaged (i.e., eligible for national free or reduced-
price lunch program);

 homeless;

 child of an active duty member of the armed forces;

 child of a member of the armed forces who was injured or killed while on 
active duty;

 is or ever has been in foster care; or

 child of a person eligible for the Star of Texas Award as a peace officer, 
firefighter, or emergency medical first responder.
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State Funding for Eligible Pre-K
 State funds eligible Pre-K as a half-day program

 Districts can operate a full-day program with 
funding sources other than state aid
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AISD Pre-K Model
 Half-day program for eligible 4-year olds

 Eligible 3-year olds are served if capacity available

 48 campuses have Pre-K 

 7 campuses don’t offer pre-k for one/more of the 
following reasons:
 Low eligibility within attendance zone

 Space constraints

 Fine Arts / Dual Language Academies (2) start at Kinder

 Students in these attendance zones can enroll where Pre-
K is offered
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AISD Pre-K Model (continued)
 Community-Based Pre-K

 Offered in 15 daycare centers (daycares provide space)
 Two additional sites planned for 2019-20
 AISD provides the teacher and teaching assistant
 Wrap around daycare available
 2018-19 enrollment:  452 students

 Paid Pre-K
 Offered to non-eligible 4-year olds
 Available at 5 campuses
 Full-day Tuition:  $527/month
 2018-19 enrollment: 88
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AISD Pre-K
 2018-19 Enrollment:  3,501
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Considerations for Full-day Pre-K
 Classroom space

 Classroom standard

 FF&E (including technology)

 Staffing

 Curriculum

 Transportation

 Professional Development

 Annual operating cost 
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Est. Cost for Full-Day Pre-K
 Est. Annual Cost:  $10.7 million
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School Finance Commission
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School Finance Commission
 Submitted final report to Legislature on Dec. 31st

 Recommendations
 Balance between state & local funding
 Significant new investments in public education
 Greater equity by allocating more funds for low income and 

English Language Learners
 Reduce growth of property taxes & recapture
 Reallocate existing resources
 Aligns funding to outcomes

 Recommendations align with FFC letter to Commission 
dated May 29th
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Legislative Update
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Legislative Update
 House budget bill filed

 $9 billion in new funding for public education

 A portion will be used for tax relief

 Funding is contingent on passage of a school finance bill 
that sets forth terms for how the funds would be allocated

 Senate budget bill filed
 $3.7 billion for teacher raises

 $2.3 billion to reduce reliance on recapture (i.e., tax relief)
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Questions?
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Arlington Independent School District 
www.aisd.net 

1203 W. Pioneer Pkwy      Arlington, Texas 76013     682-867-7344 

Justice Scott Brister 
Chair, Texas Commission on Public School Finance 
1701 N. Congress Avenue 
Austin, Texas, 78701 
 
May 30, 2018 
 
Dear Justice Brister: 
 
The AISD Board, administration and employees, together with the Arlington community, work 
tirelessly to improve educational outcomes for our children. Taxpayers have invested in new 
instructional programs, including an early college high school, career and technical center, high 
school STEM Academy and two elementary fine arts/dual language academies in the past four years.  
Plans are underway to open a new early college high school in August 2019. STEM labs and strings 
rooms are being constructed at each of our elementary schools through the 2014 bond program.   
 
The investments detailed above expand choices for students and provide appropriate spaces for 
relevant, innovative and rigorous learning experiences called for in our mission statement. The 
structure of the current school funding system, however, is making it ever more difficult to provide 
basic services, let alone invest in new programming, and we aren’t alone. Districts across the state 
are struggling under the current system.   
 
The system is broken. Left unattended, the result will be bad for Texas – taxpayers will bear a heavier 
tax burden, schools will have to limit offerings, and the state will not produce the skilled workforce 
necessary to attract and retain businesses. 
 
The AISD’s Financial Futures Committee (FFC), a committee of district stakeholders, makes 
recommendations to our Board of Trustees related to long-range financial planning in support of the 
district’s strategic plan. The FFC recognizes the dire consequences looming under the current 
system, and they have formulated a position on the matter (see the attached letter).   
 
Our singular goal is that 100 percent of AISD students will graduate exceptionally prepared for 
college, career and citizenship. The AISD and the Arlington community stand ready to work with you 
to identify the difficult recommendations necessary to fulfill the constitutional charge to support and 
maintain an efficient system of public free schools. 
 
Thank you for your service on the School Finance Commission. Please let us know if you have any 
questions regarding our position on school finance. You may contact Trustee Bowie Hogg (817-565-
2636, bowie@bowiehogg.com) or Superintendent Dr. Marcelo Cavazos (682-867-7344, 
MCavazos@aisd.net).   
 
Sincerely, 

       
Bowie Hogg Dr. Marcelo Cavazos    
Board of Trustees Superintendent   
Chair, Governance Committee 
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}~��}����� ���������WiZwrWaX��j �������
34



Overview of Final Report
Texas Commission on School Finance

December 31, 2018

2

Overview of Final Report
Texas Commission on Public School Finance

Appendices

Growing Post-Secondary Readiness and Attainment

Increasing Attraction and Retention of Educators

Improving 3rd Grade Reading Proficiency

Executive Overview of Findings and Major Recommendations

Other Major Recommendations

The State of Recapture in Texas

3

13

22

36

46

42

44

35



Executive Overview of Commission
Findings and Major Recommendations

4

2018 Texas Commission on Public School Finance
Twelve Months, 90 Hours of Testimony, Unanimous Recommendation
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Compared to the U.S., Texas’ large student population reflects much 
higher proportions of economically-disadvantaged and ELL students

6

State Can’t Sustain Texas’ Economic Prosperity Without Altering School 
Finance to More Equitably Invest in its Fastest Growing Populations

37
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Data Indicates New Investments Should Disproportionately Invest in
Low Income and ELL Students…Both are Well Below a Proposed

State PK-12 Goal of 60% Proficiency

8

321,305 113,380 236,450 215,572 206,777 183,706 272,064 36,411 75,844 201,378

-2% n/a +3% +16% +3% +17% -1% +3% +2% +2%

+1% -1% -3% +2% -1% +6% -1% +1% +0% +1%

Where We Stand Today: Texas’ Education/Workforce Pipeline
Higher Areas of Academic “Melt” Occur by 3rd Grade

and within Post-Secondary Readiness, Access and Completion

Source: Commit Partnership 3/19/18 testimony to Outcomes working group (1) Pre-K Enrollment: Percent of 3- and 4-year-olds enrolled in district Pre-K programs.  Texas Education Agency (TEA) – Texas Public Education 
Information Report (TPEIR) – Texas Pre-Kindergarten Report; (2) Kindergarten Readiness: The percent of students deemed Kindergarten Ready based on assessments given by districts at the beginning of the year to 
Kindergarteners; (3) STAAR indicators: Achievement levels represent percentage of students achieving “meets grade level” standard on 2018 STAAR exams. (4) College ready: The percent of HS grads who took the SAT or 
ACT and scored at least a 24 on the ACT or 1110 on the SAT (reading and math) – TEA TAPR 2017.  (5) Graduation rate: the percent of the 9th grade cohort from 2012 – 2013 school year that graduated four years later in 
2016. Texas Education Agency: – 2016-2017 Accountability System – 4 year Federal Graduation Rate; (6) College enrollment: The percent of 2010 HS graduates who enrolled in a TX postsecondary institution; THECB 8th

Grade Cohort 2016 report; (7) College completion: The percent of 2010 HS grads who earned a PS degree/certification within 6 years of HS graduation; THECB 8th Grade Cohort Study, 2016 report

41%

58%

41%
47% 46%

56%

16%

90%

73%

28%

Goal: 60% for each Indicator

Establish a 
starting line

Build a solid 
early foundation 

Equip for the 
future

Support to and through post-
secondary completion

Kinder 
Ready2

3rd

Reading3
4th

Math3
8th

Reading3
Algebra I3 College 

Ready4
High 

School 
Grad5

3 and 4-yr-olds 
enrolled in 

district Pre-K1

Postsec. 
Enrollment 

(of HS 
grads)6

Postsec.  
Completion 

(of HS 
grads)7

Change Since 2017

Change Since 2012

Students Not Meeting Benchmark in 2018

Executive Overview
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Troubling Outcomes Resulting from Relationship of our Spending 
Relative to our Growing Student Challenges, Particularly in Literacy

10

Overview of Major Recommendations
Substantial Focus on Improving Key Outcomes via Greater Resources
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Overview of Major Recommendations
Substantial Focus on Improving Key Outcomes via Greater Resources

12

Other Major Recommendations
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3rd Grade Reading Proficiency
Current Challenges and Targeted Funding

14

3rd Grade Reading Data Indicates New Investments Should Target
Low Income and ELL Students…Both are Well Below a Proposed

State PK-12 Goal of 60% Proficiency

41
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Significant Gaps in 3rd Grade Reading Continue to Exist in 
Texas Across Income, Race, and Native Language

56% 58%

27% 32%

12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Income-Based Gap29% 26%

52% 55%

30% 35%

27% 28%

12 13 14 15 16 17 18

42% 45%

25%
31%

12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Hispanic-White Gap22% 20% Language-Based Gap17% 14%

Black-White Gap25% 27%

Source: TEA STAAR 2012-2018 reports

Statewide STAAR 3rd Grade “Meets Grade Level” Rates by Demographic, 
2012-2018

Income Race Language

Non-EcoDis

EcoDis

White

Hispanic

Black

Non-LEP

LEP

3rd Grade Reading

16

$780 Million Investment in 3rd Grade Reading Allotment
Focus on quality, alignment, flexibility and benchmarking

3rd Grade Reading Allotment
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Proposed Outcomes-Based Funding for 3rd Grade Reading
Flexible Funding With Ability to Grow Much Faster Than Basic Allotment 

3rd Grade Reading Outcomes-Based Funding

18

Outcomes-Based Funding Can Significantly Exceed Basic Allotment
Wise Investment in 3rd Grade Reading Provides Much Higher Resource Potential 

For Public Schools Across Texas Following Injection of $1.2 Billion in PreK thru 3rd

Note:  Reflects growth in Basic Allotment at 0.8% growth rate over last ten years and at 2% annually.  Outcomes-Based funding tied to Basic 
Allotment so weights increase at same rate as Basic Allotment.  Model assumes steady increases in full-day Pre-K enrollment such that low-income 
proficiency in 3rd grade increases 2.8% annually while non-low income proficiency increases 1% annually due to investments in K-3 quality.

$400 $403 $406 $410 $413 $416 $420 $423 $426 $430 $433 
$400 

$459 $469 $478 $488 
$397 $432 $468 $505 $544 $584 $625 $667 $712 $757 $804 

 $300

 $500

 $700

 $900

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Basic Allotment at Historical 0.8% Growth Annually
Basic Allotment @ 2% Growth Annually
Outcomes-Based Funding

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Low
Income

Non Low 
Income

Total

Estimated Pace of Proficiency Following $1.2 Billion Investment in 3rd Grade Reading
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How Achievable is 60% Proficiency (vs. 32% Today)
for Texas’ Low Income Students?

147 Campuses Already There; Another 1,000+ Campuses Are >40%

Bands of 
Low Income 

Student 
Proficiency
in 3rd Grade 

Reading

No. 
of 

Campuses
Within 

Proficiency
Range

Avg. Eco 
Dis. %
Among 

Campuses

No. of 
Achieving
Campuses 
with 80%
Eco. Dis.
or Higher

Elementary 
Campus

and District

Campus
Eco. Dis.

%

80% or higher 20 44% 5 Tool El., 
Malakoff ISD 96% 82%

70% to 79% 27 27% 7 Putegnat El., 
Brownsville ISD 73% 100%

60% to 69% 100 36% 16 Zavala El.,
El Paso ISD 65% 96%

147 28

50% to 59% 327 52% 86 Marcus El., 
Dallas ISD 58% 99%

40% to 49% 694 59% 220 Mission Valley El., 
Ysleta ISD 49% 98%

1,168 334
(29%)

Analysis of 3rd Grade Reading Proficiency Levels in 2018 for Low Income Students Only

3rd Grade Reading Outcome Funding

20

How Achievable is 60% Proficiency for Texas’ Low Income Students?
High Poverty, High ELL Campuses Across Multiple ISD’s Reflect 2x Higher 

Achievement Than Avg. TX Proficiency Level of 32% for Low Income Students

Analysis of 3rd Grade Reading Proficiency in 2018 for High Eco. Dis. Campuses (>90%)

3rd Grade Reading Outcome Funding
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Proposed 3rd Grade Outcome Based Funding is Equitably Distributed to 
Reflect the Need for Greater Resources in Higher Low Income Settings

Note: Incentives of $3,400 and $1,450 per proficient student equates to pool of $400 million in Year 1 based on current proficiency rates of 58% and 32% for 
Non low-income and low income students, respectively, and 403,000 3rd graders assessed.

District Economic Disadvantage % 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Number of Eco. Dis. Students - 250 500 750 1,000 

Number of NON Eco. Dis. Students 1,000 750 500 250 -

Proficient Eco. Dis. Students 
(Using State Average of 32%) - 79 158 236 315 
Proficient NON Eco. Dis. Students 
(Using State Average of 58%) 579 434 290 145 -

Funding for Eco. Dis. Students      @ $3,400/student - $267,847 $535,693 $803,540 $1,071,386 

Funding for NON Eco Dis Students @ $1,450/student $839,989 $629,991 $419,994 $209,997 -

Total Outcome Funding (in $000’s) $840k $898k $956k $1.01m $1.07m

Assuming a District with 1,000 3rd Grade Students (~ 50 Classrooms)
Achieving at Avg. State Proficiency Levels for Reading

Under proposed incentives, a district that is 100% Economically 
Disadvantaged would receive 28% more new funding than a district that 
has 0% Eco. Dis., consistent with comp ed spectrum recommendations

3rd Grade Reading Outcome Funding

22

What Current Actions Would Outcomes-Based Funding Tied to 
3rd Grade Reading Seek to Both Resource and Encourage?
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Post Secondary Readiness and Access
Current Challenges and Targeted Funding

24

Tremendous “Melt”: Only 1 in 5 Texas 8th Graders Earn a 
Postsecondary Degree in Texas within 6 Years of HS Graduation

Post-Secondary Readiness and Access
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College Readiness Rates Show That Early 
Achievement Gaps Persist Into High School

Income Race

Income-Based Gap26% 27%

Language

Hispanic-White Gap23% 26% Language-Based Gap47% 31%

Black-White Gap29% 33%

Statewide College Readiness Rates (SAT/ACT/TSIA) of High School 
Graduates by Demographic, 2011-2016 HS Grad. Classes

64%

52%

38% 25%

11 12 13 14 15 16

65%
55%

42%

29%36%

22%

11 12 13 14 15 16

53%

40%

6%
9%

11 12 13 14 15 16
HS Grad Class HS Grad Class HS Grad Class

Non-EcoDis

EcoDis

White

Hispanic

Black

Non-LEP

LEP

In 2015, the TEA replaced the TAKS 
Exit Exam with the Texas Success 
Initiative Assessment (TSIA) in 
its definition of College Readiness

*N
ew

 D
efinition

*N
ew

 D
efinition

Post-Secondary Readiness and Access

Source: TEA TAPR 2012-2017 reports; for weighted averages (Non-EcoDis, non-LEP), TEA Accountability Reports (2012-
2017), 4-Year HS Graduation Rates
Note: LEP/non-LEP HS grad counts are not published by TEA TAPR standard files; these numbers found in TEA 
Accountability Reports (4-Year Longitudinal Graduation Rates, 2011-2016)
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Roughly $200 Billion Dollars Foregone by Each Texas 
H.S. Class by not Obtaining Postsecondary Credentials

Post Secondary Readiness and Access

47



27

Highest Performing Regions Roughly Only Half of Statewide 60% 
Goal with Roughly 3 in 10 TX HS Grads Completing Overall

Post Secondary Readiness and Access

28

Statewide Initiatives Have Led to LA and TN Leading the Nation in 
FAFSA Completion and Accessing Substantial U.S. Aid via Pell Grants
Despite Ranking 9th Nationally in % Economic Disadvantage, TX Trails U.S.

Source: Florida College Access Network

Change 
(‘13-‘18)

+7%

+17%

+22%

FAFSA Completion Rates through June 30 

+7%
(1 year)

+6%

Post Secondary Readiness and Access

48



29

Across Texas, Community College Tuition Rates (4th Lowest in Nation) 
Are Well Below Average Annual U.S. Pell Grant and Represent a 

Tremendous Asset for Low Income Students Not Being Leveraged Today

Post Secondary Readiness and Access

30

Texas Students Leave at Least $310 Million in Annual U.S. Pell Grants 
for EACH H.S. Senior Cohort On the Table Due to Failure to Complete FAFSA

Post Secondary Readiness and Access
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$400 Million in Outcomes Based Funding Supporting 
Post Secondary Readiness/Access

Focus on alignment, flexibility and rewarding success for each student

Post Secondary Readiness and Access

32

Outcomes-Based Funding Can Significantly Exceed Basic Allotment
Wise Investment in Readiness/Access Provides Much Higher Resource Potential For 
Public Schools Across Texas Following Injection of $400 Million in Key Strategies

Note:  Reflects growth in Basic Allotment at 0.8% growth rate over last ten years and at 2% annually.  Outcomes-Based funding tied to Basic 
Allotment so weights increase at same rate as Basic Allotment.  Model assumes steady increases in full-day Pre-K enrollment such that low-income 
proficiency in 3rd grade increases 3.5% annually while non-low income proficiency increases 1% annually due to investments in K-3 quality.

$400 $403 $406 $410 $413 $416 $420 $423 $426 $430 $433 
$400 

$459 $469 $478 $488 
$400 $449 $499 $551 $606 $662 $720 $780 $842 $907 $974 

 $300
 $500
 $700
 $900

 $1,100

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Basic Allotment at Historical 0.8% Growth Annually
Basic Allotment @ 2% Growth Annually
Outcomes-Based Funding

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Low
Income

Non Low 
Income

Total

Estimated Proficiency Following $400mm Investment in Post Secondary Readiness/Access
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Proposed CCMR Outcome Funding in Year 1 Will Equitably Support 
Campuses and Can Improve as Outcome Dollars are Wisely Invested

Note: Incentives of $5,380 and $2,015 per proficient student equates to pool of $400 million in Year 1 based on current proficiency rates of 50% and 25% for 
Non low-income and low income students, respectively, and 334,000 seniors assessed.

District Economic Disadvantage % 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Number of Eco. Dis. Students - 250 500 750 1,000 

Number of NON Eco. Dis. Students 1,000 750 500 250 -

Proficient Eco. Dis. Students 
(Using State Average of 25%) - 62 123 185 247 
Proficient NON Eco. Dis. Students 
(Using State Average of 50%) 500 375 250 125 -

Funding for Eco. Dis. Students      @ $5,380/student - $332,214 $664,428 $996,642 $1,328,856

Funding for NON Eco Dis Students @ $2,015/student $1,007,934 $755,950 $503,967 $251,983 -

Total Outcome Funding (in $000’s) $1.01m $1.09m $1.17m $1.25m $1.33m

Assuming a District Has 1,000 Seniors With State Average Proficiency Levels

Under proposed incentives, a district that is 100% poor would 
receive 28% more new funding than a district that has zero 

poverty, consistent with comp ed spectrum recommendations

12th Grade CCMR Outcome Funding

34

What Current Actions Would Outcomes-Based Funding
Tied to Post-Secondary Readiness and Access 

Seek to Both Resource and Encourage?
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Rationale Behind Outcomes Based Funding

Current Outcomes Impacted by Poverty…But Very Wide Variations in 
Outcomes Among Districts with Similar Demographics Show That 

Strategies, Priorities and Resource Allocations Can Matter Greatly

36

Commission Response to Those Concerned Over 
Proposed Use of Outcomes Based Funding

52



Effective Educator Allotment to Attract, Retain and 
Strategically Place Educators Where Needed Most

38

$100 Million (Growing to $1bn) Effective Educator Allotment
Attracting, Retaining and Strategically Staffing Effective Educators

Effective Educator Allotment
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The Need for Strategic Staffing Pay
As a District’s Economic Disadvantage Increases, % of Teachers Who 
Are Beginning and Teacher Turnover Increases While Achievement 

for Low-Income Students Declines

40

Accelerating Campus Excellence (“ACE”)
A Strategic Staffing and Whole Child Support Model to Turn Around 

Schools is Being Implemented in Four ISD’s With Another Five Evaluating

Source: Dallas ISD

More specifically, ACE has 5 key components with aligned interventions to 
create a culture of high campus expectations.  Cost = ~$1,300/student

Effective Principals 
and Teachers

Strategic staffing
Professional development
Emphasis on mission/purpose

Instructional 
Excellence

Data analysis/Professional Learning Communities 
(PLCs)
PLC/Planning collaboration
Observation, coaching, and feedback

Extended Learning

Extra hour embedded into the Reading Language Arts 
(RLA) and Math
Open until 6PM for intervention and enrichment
Breakfast, lunch, and dinner served

Social and Emotional 
Support

Positive relationships
Reduction of suspensions with restorative focus
Joyful incentives

Parent and Community 
Partnerships

Facility upgrades
Increased communication
New partnerships
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With Additional Resources Including Universally Effective Teachers,
Dallas ISD’s ACE Schools Are Quickly Closing Achievement Gaps 

With Other District Campuses

42

The ACE Initiative in Dallas ISD Resulted in 12 of 13 Multi-Year IR 
Campuses (92%) Going Off State’s Improved Required List After 

One Yr. and Today Collectively Average a “B” Rating
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Other Major Recommendations

44

Increasing Comp Ed Funding and Changing Allocation
$1.1 Billion of Additional Funding (~25% Increase) 

Now Distributed by Concentration of Poverty
Current Compensatory Education Weight: 0.200, based on Free and Reduced 
Price Lunch Eligible Students
Expenditures Working Group recommends: Sliding scale based on the depth 
and density of poverty, with the lowest threshold at a 0.225 weight. 

How would this work?
Using Free and Reduced Lunch numbers, the scale would be based on the 
density of poverty: .225 for low campus EcoDis percentage; .275 for high 
EcoDis percentage; and a sliding scale in between. 
Every campus in a district would be assigned a Comp Ed. weight according to 
this scale
The assigned weight by campus would then be averaged across the district to 
create a district Comp Ed. weight that would apply to economically 
disadvantaged students

Districts with higher percentages of concentrated poverty would be 
funded at  higher rates, given the challenges concentrated poverty presents

All EcoDis students would be weighted greater than in the current 
formula, resulting in $1.1bn of additional funding.
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The State of Recapture in Texas

46

Unless addressed, recapture will become an even larger burden for a 
growing number of Chapter 41 school districts over the next 5 years

The $2.7B that the state 
collects in recapture 

payments from Chapter 41 
school districts is projected 
to nearly double in just five 
years, up to over $5B by 

2023 under the current 
school finance system. 

Actual and Projected Recapture Collections, 1994 to 2023

Recapture in Texas
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Appendices

3rd Grade Reading 
Allotment

87% of Texas School Districts Currently Offer Pre-K Programs 
~70% of Those Offering PreK Have Full-Day Offerings;

~54% of Currently Enrolled 3 and 4 Year Old's Attend Full Day

58
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Public Pre-K Strongly Increases Kindergarten-Readiness 
for Eligible Students…

50

….and Those with Higher Kindergarten-Readiness Rates in 2017 also 
had, on Average, Higher 3rd Grade Reading “Meets” Rates in 2017
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FFC 2.0
Putting the future back in FFC
Feb 15, 2018

FFC Purpose

to provide findings and recommendations from 
community stakeholders to the Board of 
Trustees relating to budgets and long-range 
financial planning to support the Dis trict’s  
Strategic Plan. 
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TTexas School Finance
LLegislative Environment

PProperty Values
PProperty Tax Rates

SStrategic Plan

CComparison 
DData

EEnrollment 
TTrends

SStaffing 
&& Compensation

esssssssss

GGeneral 
Operating 

Budget

2018 FFC Recommendations

61



RECOMMENDATION 1…  

FFC 2018 Recommendations

We recommend investing in the overall 
elementary experience including facilities , 
programs of choice, services , personnel, 
and marketing to counter declining 
enrollment trends .
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FFC 2018 Recommendations

Examples:

Elementary STEM Academy
Full-day pre-k/expanded pre-k
Reimagined spaces  for 21s t Century learning
Foreign language offerings
Teacher Aides  to relieve teachers

FFC 2018 Recommendations

Marketing is key!
Parents  need to know the grass  is  greener in 
AISD—not on the other s ide of the fence.

63



RECOMMENDATION 2…  

FFC 2018 Recommendations

We recommend the Board continue to 
evaluate the cos t-effectiveness  of 
facilities , programs, personnel, 
and services .
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FFC 2018 Recommendations

Because we spend less  outs ide the class room 
than other dis tricts , meaningful savings  outs ide 
of the class room will be limited. However, we 
s till need to look for opportunities . 

RECOMMENDATION 3…  
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FFC 2018 Recommendations

The dis trict must continue to provide 
competitive compensation and inves t in 
leadership development to attract and retain 
highly qualified s taff.

RECOMMENDATION 4…  
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FFC 2018 Recommendations

We recommend the Board decrease 
the I&S tax rate and increase the 
M&O tax rate—by equal amounts—
resulting in no change to the overall
tax rate.

FFC 2018 Recommendations

TRE SWAP
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FFC 2018 Recommendations

In addition, we recommend preserving 
flexibility in the I&S rate on top of the 
swap to allow for any future capital 
needs without the need for raising 
the I&S rate.
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