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I NTRODU CT I ON 

The 64th Legislature opened in Austin in January, 1975, with a 

revision of the Texas public school finance system as one of its chief 

priorities. The session culminated in the passage of House Bill 1126, 

which significantly altered the system for funding the Texas Foundation 

School Program. 

The Special House Committee on Alternatives to Public School 

Financing was created to study the impact of House Bill 1126 on property 

taxpayers, and to 

determine if there are better methods of financing local districts• 

share of educational costs, and alternatives to real property 

valuation as a method of distributing state funds to school districts. 

The committee was appointed by Speaker of the House Bill Clayton 

on November 21, 1975, and was constituted as follows: 

Rep. Tom c. ~assey, Chairman San Angelo 

Rep. Dan Kubiak, Vice-Chairman Rockda 1 e 

Rep. Fred Agni ch Da 11 as 

Rep. Roy Blake Nacogdoches 

Rep. Wilhelmina Delco Austin 

Rep. Frank Hartung Houston 

Rep. w. s. (Bill) Heatly Paducah 

Rep. Camm Lary, Jr. Burnet 

Rep. Ruben Torres Brownsville 
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The committee held a series of public hearings and formal meetings 

around the state to listen to the views and concerns of all interested 

segments of the populace. Dates and places of the meetings were: 

Austin January 16, 1976 

Houston February 10' 1976 

Edinburg March 4, 1976 

Da 11 as March 18' 1976 

Nacogdoches Apri 1 1, 1976 

San Angelo April 23' 1976 

Austin May 7, 1976 

Haskell May 13, 1976 

Canyon May 24, 1976 

San Antonio June 4, 1976 

Austin June 23-24, 1976 

Caddo Creek July 6-7, 1976 

Austin July 19, 1976 

Austin August 24-25, 1976 

Austin October 19, 1976 

Austin November 15, 1976 

During the hearings and work meetings conducted by the committee, 

issues relating to the property tax and public school financing crystallized. 

Many qualified witnesses, including school personnel, businessmen, pro­

fessional people, farmers and ranchers, parents, public officials, and 

other interested citizens testified at these hearings. Over fifty 

organizations and agencies were represented before the committee, and 

138 witnesses testified or provided statements to aid the group's study. 
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY AND FINDINGS 

The Ad Valorem Tax on Real Property 

Citizens from all over the state brought the message to the hearings 

that ad valorem taxes on real property in Texas have risen to unacceptable 

levels, and to confiscatory levels in some instances. Testimony to this 

effect came from all different classes of taxpayers. The problem appeared 

to be most acute, however, in the case of farmers and ranchers, especially 

those near metropolitan areas, whose land was assessed at greatly increased 

market values so that the actual productivity of the land, the cash return 

from farming or ranching, was not adequate to pay the property taxes on it. 

:~any witnesses felt that property taxpayers have to bear a dis­

proportionately large share of the cost of financing the public schools. 

They also expressed sentiments that it is extremely unfair to place the 

burden of school funding so heavily on the shoulders of the homeowner and 

landowner. Others objected to the regressive nature of the property tax 

and to its inhe~ent administrative problems of fair and equitable assessing 

and collecting. Witnesses advocated shifting the tax load to a more 

broad-based tax source, in many cases specifying an increase in the state 

.sales tax for public school funding. 

The Special Committee heard loud and clear from Texans that they 

object very strongly to ever-increasing ad valorem taxes on real property, 

and that they deem property tax relief as a matter of the highest priority. 
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The Foundation School Program 

A primary cause of the rapid rise in local property taxes has been 

increasing local school costs. The committee undertook to examine the 

Foundation School Program to determine the magnitude of the property 

tax burden, and the financial impact of House Bill 1126 on school districts. 

Its findings are as follows: 

The local share of the Foundation School Program (FSP} is called the 

Local Fund Assignment (LFA}, and is generated by local property taxes 

based upon school district market values approved by the 64th Legislature. 

Known as the "MSA" figures, these market values were of necessity hastily 

prepared during the 64th session, and, in accordance with House Bill 1126, 

a more accurate set of district market values has been prepared by the 

Governor 1 s Office for Education Resources. 

House Bill 1126 set the LFA for 1975-76 at 30¢ per $100 market 

valuation, and for 1976-77, at 35¢ per $100. Information presented by 

the Texas Education Agency revealed that the total cost of the FSP in 

1975-76 was $2,043,248,000. Local dist~icts supplied $408,785,000 of 

this amount through the LFA, and the state provided the remaining 

$1,634,463,000. For the 1976-77 school year, the FSP is estimated to 

be $2,132,631,000 with the LFA increasing to $492,700,000. This 

$84 million increase in the local fund assignment is due primarily 

to the increase from 30¢ per $100 market valuation in 1975-76, to 35¢ 

in 1976-77. If House Bill 1126 continues unchanged, the LFA for 1977-78 

is expected to amount to $508,751 ,262. 
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The corrunittee also looked at two new programs created by House 

Bill 1126, compensatory education aid and equalization aid. The compen­

satory education program distributed $25,400,000 each year in 1975-76 and 

1976-77, with funds flowing on the basis of federal Title I guidelines to 

schools with disadvantaged children. The committee felt that these funds, 

since they have been, in effect, merely supplementary to Title I federal 

funds, would be better directed to the equalization aid program. 

The equalization aid program was designed to distribute additional 

state money to school districts on the basis of need -- that is, to those 

districts with low property wealth -- with a maximum of $50,000,000 being 

distributed statewide each year in 1975-76 and 1976-77. If this program 

continues past 1976-77 the $50 million spending limitation will terminate, 

and the cost of the program will rise to approximately $61,000,000 per 

year. Districts receiving equalization aid collected up to $56 per 

student in average daily attendance (ADA) in 1975-76, according to a 

specific formula contained in House Bill 1126. 

The rationale for a state equalization aid program has been as 

follows. Virtually all districts 11 enrich 11 the Foundation School Program 

to some extent, by spending additional local funds to pay higher salaries, 

fund more programs, or pay for other school costs such as high utility 

bills. Districts with high property wealth can provide more extras with 

a lower tax effort, while di·stri"cts with a smaller tax base have to tax 

themselves at higher rates to come up with the extra money. School finance 

refonn movements in recent years have attempted to alleviate such dis­

parities between districts, so that a child's education does not depend 
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significantly on the property wealth of the district in which he happens 

to live. State equalization aid addresses this problem by supplying 

additional state funds, at graduated levels, to districts with lower 

than average property wealth. 

The committee found that under the present equalization aid program, 

too many school districts were qualified to participate, including some 

that were above average in property wealth. This, of course, tends to 

dilute the intended equalization effect. It was felt that the equalization 

aid formula should be revised, so that funds would be concentrated where 

need was greatest. The committee believes that revising equalization 

aid in this manner is in accord with current judicial leanings toward 

providing "equa 1 educati ona 1 opportunity, 11 and wi 11 provide needed 

assistance to the state's poorer school districts. 
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Additional State Funding for Public Schools 

• After examining the Foundation School Program and hearing testimony 

that local property taxes are too high, the Special Committee explored 

alternative ways to fund school districts' local share of education costs. 

The State Comptroller's office has projected that $2.9 billion 

in excess of current expenditures will be available for appropriation 

by the 65th Legislature. The increased revenues are largely the result 

of inflation and large increases in the prices of natural gas and crude 

oil produced in Texas. 

Although a number of suggestions have been made for beneficial use 

of these funds, the corrmittee felt that a portion should be directed toward 

alleviating the local property tax burden through increased state funding 

of school costs. This approach is not inconsistent with the actions in 

recent years of other states working toward property tax relief and a 

more equitable system of public school financing. 

The committee believes that providing a sound program of public 

education is rightly a function of the state as a whole rather than of 

the many local districts, and that this duty · will be more equitably 

discharged by the state's assumption of the entire cost of the Foundation 

School Program. Public education has been and should continue to be 

a top priority in this state, and with funds on hand, Texas will 

be able to better finance public school education and still adequately 

address other state needs. 
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Alternative Tax Sources 

As hearings were held around the state, many suggestions were made 

as to potential revenue sources other than the property tax for funding 

public schools. The committee does not see a need for additional state 

taxes at this time. It is hoped, however, that should available funds 

prove insufficient to fully finance the committee's recommendations, 

either in the coming biennium or at some future time, then this information 

will be of benefit to future legislative bodies as a reflection of the 

desires of Texans with respect to this state's tax structure. 

Mqre than thirty different taxes were proposed by witnesses as 

alternative revenue sources. The committee does not intend in this report 

to treat each of these in a definitive manner; rather, the following remarks 

are offered as a brief summary of some major aspects of each: 

l. Sales Tax -- The great majority of witnesses recommending 

alternative tax sources favored an increase in the state sales tax for 

public school funding. The Comptroller expects the state sales tax, 

levied at the current rate of 4% of retail sales prices, to produce 

$3.934 billion during the coming biennium. It is projected that a 

1¢ increase in this tax would yield ari additional $983.5 million in the 

1978-79 biennium. 

Witnesses advocating an increase in the state sales tax felt it 

would be a more equitable revenue source than the property tax because 

the burden would be borne by the entire populace, not just by those owning 

real property. They also pointed out that it presents relatively few 

problems of administration, collection, and enforcement. 
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Opponents contend that the sales tax is regressive in nature, 

because the same tax rate is applied to all taxpayers regardless of 

income. Others feel; however, that the sales tax is less regressive 

than the ad valorem property tax, and that the lengthy list of exemptions 

to the sales tax in Texas, including such necessities as food and medicine, 

minimizes any regressive impact of this tax. 

2. Individual Income Tax The amount of revenue generated by 

an individual income tax would depend on the specific tax structure 

adopted by the Legislature. Potential revenue from such a tax, obviously, 

is quite substantial. The committee noted that forty-six states currently 

impose some form of individual income tax. Persons favoring a state 

income tax with graduated rates similar to the federal income tax argue 

that such a tax is closely related to a person's ability to pay. 

Opponents cite problems of h~gh cost in collection and administration, 

as well as the current unpopularity of such a tax in Texas. 

3. Tax on Intangible Broperty -- Though the Texas Constitution 

provides for the ad valorem taxation of all property in the state, property 

taxes have historically been applied only to real property, while intangible 

property, with the exception of bank stock, has been excluded from the 

property tax base. Existing property taxes place the burden of raising 

money on real estate wealth, leaving stocks, bonds, savings accounts, 

certificates of deposit and other forms of intangible property virtually 

immune from taxation. Intangible property has been estimated to account 

for as much as fifty per cent of this state's total wealth .. Real property 

is largely held by middle-income citizens, while intangible personal 

property is primarily held by the wealthier segments of society. 
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Th~ S~ecial Cornrnittee heard a number of oroposals to include 

intan8ible personal property in the property tax base, or, in the , . 

alternative, to tax the income derived from such intangible property. 

~embers found, however, that the main reason such taxes have not been 

utilized long ago is that a tax on intangible personal property would be 

extremely difficult to administer. If intangible property were subjected 

to the existing ad valorem tax system, for example, there would be 

problems of what day to assess, how to assess, what system to use in 

re0uiring information to be reported. Such a tax might be avoided by moving 

funds to out-of-state bank accounts, or by converting taxable intangible 

oroperty to tax-exempt securities around the tax date. 

The committee shares the feeling that it is unfair for the owners 

of real property to bear the full weight of property taxes, and thinks 

that taxes on intangible personal property should continue to be studied 

in hope that the serious administrative problems accompanying such 

taxation might be overcome. 

4. Refinery Tax -- A number of witnesses advocated some form of 

tax on refinery products. It v1as argued that such a tax would be 11 exported 11 

along with refinery products such as gasoline and oil that are sold to 

consumers in other states. One such refinery tax introduced during the 

64th session of the Legislature would levy a 1¢ per gallon tax on gasoline 

and diesel fuel refined in Texas. Coupled with a 1¢ per gallon reduction 

in the sales tax on gasoline, it was projected that net new revenue generated 

would amount to $1 ,028,150,000 over the 1978-79 biennium. Opponents 

argued that such a tax would be an unfair singling out of one industry in 
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Texas for special taxation. They also maintained that they could not 

recoup in the market place increased product costs due to a state tax on 

refinery products, and this might tip the balance in causing refineries 

to relocate in other states. 

5. Automobile Tax Texas presently has a motor vehicle sales 

tax and a motor vehicle registration tax, each of which brings in 

approximately $200 million per year. Since the motor vehicle registration 

tax is based on weight of vehicles, it is projected that revenues from 

this source may decline somewhat as people begin driving lighter weight 

cars. 

Suggestions were made that a flat rate per vehicle be levied at the 

time of registration. In March, 1976, the Comptroller's office estimated 

that there were 8,173,919 passenger vehicles and trucks in the state 

of Texas. A tax of $10 per vehicle, for example, would yield 

$81,739,190 per year additional revenues. 

6. Alcohol and Mixed Drinks Tax Several witnesses testified 

in favor of increasing taxes on mixed drinks, wine, liquor, and beer. 

Present taxes on these items are estimated to amount to over $278 million 

in the 1976-77 biennium. Proponents of increased alcoholic beverage 

taxes felt that since alcoholic beverages are luxury items and not 

necessities, increased taxation was more justified. Opponents point out 

that alcoholic beverages are already being taxed at a high rate in Texas. 
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In addition to these often-mentioned revenue sources, witnesses 

before the Special Committee proposed a number of other alternatives to 

the property tax for financing public education in Texas. Other 

suggestions included: increasing corporate franchise taxes or enacting 

a corporate income tax; increasing cigarette and tobacco taxes; taxing 

soft drinks; taxing church-ol/med property; some type of local option 

sales tax; and others. 

While the idea of a local option sales tax has some appeal, the 

committee found a number of problems associated with that concept. It 

would present serious problems of administration, such as identifying 

retail establishments within various school district boundary lines 

l/1hich are not coterminous with city or county lines. It would unfavorably 

imoact merchants in districts which adopted such a tax, especially when 

they 1·1ere adjacent to districts without the tax. Furthermore, the impact 

of a local option sales tax would vary greatly between those districts 

with much commercial activity and those with little or none. Local 

ootion taxes in general, the corrmittee felt, would offer no comprehensive 

solutions to statewide problems, and would, in fact, aggravate revenue 

and spending disparities presently existing amoung the state's l,095 

school districts. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Increase the state share of the Foundation School Program to 100%. 

The Special Committee feels that providing a program of public 

school education is rightly a function of the state as a whole, and 

recommends that the state of Texas fully fund the Foundation School 

Program, and that the local fund assignment be eliminated. 

As discussed earlier, the Local Fund Assignment is generated by 

local property taxes, and is expected to be over $508 million in the 

1977-78 school year, approximately double that of the local fund 

assignment in 1974-75. Testimony before the committee clearly indicated 

that a great many citizens feel that property taxes have risen to 

unacceptable levels; there is also fear they will go still higher as 

school costs rise. There is widespread sentiment for shifting the 

burden of school funding, so that property tax payers will no longer 

bear such a disproportionate share of the cost of public school education. 

Full state funding of the Foundation School Program will alleviate to 

a great extent the pressure on the local ad valorem property tax, and 

coupled with local spending limitations, will meet court tests of 

making a student's educational opportunities a function of the wealth 

of the state as a whole, not just that of the district in which he 

resides. 

2. Fund the increased state cost out of projected available revenues. 

THE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS NO NEW TAXES AT THIS TIME. 
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Projections are that more than $2.9 billion in excess of present 

expenditures will be available for appropriation in the 1977-78 biennium. 

The committee believes that these funds can and should be used to finance 

the increased state share of the Foundation School Program, thus 

enabling the Local Fund Assignment to be eliminated, and resulting in 

potential savings to local property tax payers of over half a billion 

dollars a year. 

The committee recommends no new taxes at this time. At such time 

as additional revenue sources may be required, however, the 

information and preferences shown by witnesses before this committee, 

and discussed in this report, should guide future legislative bodies in 

deciding upon a broad-based state tax for public school funding which 

is more equitable than the property tax. 

3. Place limits on local districts' enrichment of the Foundation 

School Program. 

The committee intends that elimination of the Local Fund Assignment 

should work to the benefit of local property tax payers. Local monies 

no longer required by the Foundation School Program should be refunded 

to local taxpayers, not be used for additional enrichment of the local 

school program, at least not without local voter approval of such 

additional expenditures. 

In addition, the committee feels that placing a limit on the amount 

local districts can spend to supplement the Foundation School Progarm 

will eventually reduce the spending disparities between "rich" and 

"poor" districts, a matter which has been of considerable concern to the 

educational community and to the courts. 
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Snecifically, the committee recommends that a district be allowed 

to enrich to the higher of the following: 

a. an amount per stu~ent in ADA equal to 40% of the average 

cost per student in ADA in the state under the Foundation 

School Program for the preceding school year; or, 

b. an amount per student in ADA equal to 115% of the amount 

spent per student in ADA in the district from local tax 

revenue in excess of the level guaranteed under the Foundation 

School Program for the preceding school year. 

Based on Foundation School Program costs for 1976-77, the first 

option would allow a district to enrich up to $331 per ADA. Average 

enrichment state-wide for 1975-76 was $240 per ADA. The committee 

feels that this leaves adequate leeway for low-spending districts to 

su~olement their educational program further if they so desire. 

The second option allows a district to continue to enrich at its 

present level (even though it may exceed the 40% figure) and to increase 

this spending by 15% per year if desired. 

These limitations have some flexibility to allow for gradual 

expansion of the school program, rising utility costs, inflation, or 

unforeseen expenses. The limits are not designed to force any district 

to reduce the educational services it presently provides. The limits 

would apply only to local maintenance and operation funds, not to money 

raised locally for capital improvement or the retire~P.nt of bonded 

indebtedness. 
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As long as school districts are allowed the use of the property 

tax to raise local revenue, and given the widely varying property 

wealth of districts across this vast state, a limit on local enrichment 

spending must go hand in hand with a 100%-state-financed program of basic 

public school education if equal educational opportunity is to be 

achieved. 

4. Revise the equalization aid formula. 

The committee has determined that increasing money allocated to 

equalization aid and revising the equalization aid formula will help 

in reducing the disparities in educational expenditures between rich 

and poor districts. The committee recommends that compensatory education 

funds presently allocated under House Bill 1126 be placed into equalization 

aid, that the $50,000,000 limit on equalization aid be allowed to expire 

as provided in House Bill 1126, and that the revised equalization aid 

formula in the committee's accompanying proposed legislation be enacted 

into law. 

This proposed formula will reduce the number of districts eligible 

for equalization aid, and will provide more money per student {up to 

$175 per student) in those districts in need of these funds. Cost of the 

proposed equalization aid program is estimated at $87,000,000 per year. 

5. Place limits on the taxing authority of school districts. 

Legislation proposed by the Special Committee would allow a district 

to raise revenue equivalent to the amount raised in the 1976 tax year, 
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less 85 percent of its local fund assignment costs for that year. This 

recommendation is an effort to ensure that savings realized by the local 

district through the elimination of its Local Fund Assignment will 

benefit local property tax payers. Although the enrichment limits 

recorrrnended earlier would limit how much a school district can spend, this 

spending limitation would not -- without further legislative restraint -­

prevent a district from continuing to tax property at the existing rate, 

and simply banking surplus funds for some future rainy day. This 

recommendation by the committee in effect mandates local property tax 

reduction. 

The committee feels this taxing limitation should be a workable 

mechanism through which local property taxpayers can receive some 

benefit from the proposed changes in the Texas public school finance 

system, but it is not intended to cause economic strain for any school 

district. Accordingly, the committee has also provided in the proposed 

legislation the following exceptions: 

(a) that districts with substantially increasing average 

daily attendance be allowed to generate revenue necessary 

to provide for these additional students; and 

(b) that districts be allowed to raise money necessary to 

provide for unanticipated or court-ordered expenditures. 

But as a means of further protecting the interests of the local 

property taxpayer, the committee has further stipulated in its proposed 

legislation that the question of raising local property taxes must be 

submitted to local voters at a regularly scheduled school board election. 
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In the case of districts nresently providing local funds at a level below 

the enrichment limit, the proposed legislation would allow those districts 

to raise their taxes up to the allowed spending level, but this issue 

would have to be submitted to local voter approval. Thus, local voters 

will have the final say as to the level of funding they desire for their 

public schools. 

CONCLUSION 

The Special Committee commends these revisions to the Texas 

Legislature, with the earnest hope that these recommendations will be 

part of a continuing improvement of the Texas public school system. 
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

HOUSE BILL 147 

20 



BY---~---~-------~- ,W..a. No. J_fl __ 

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED 

AN ACT 

2 relating to financing public school education: providing full state 

3 funding for the Foundation School Program and state financial 

4 assistance to certain school districts for the enrichment of their 

5 educational programs: setting limits on the amount of state and 

6 

1 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

local funds that may be spent by school districts for the education 

of public school students: deleting allocations for compensatory 

education: limiting and lowering ad valorem property taxes: 

providing penalties: amending Subsection (b) of Section 16,251, 

Subsections Ca) and Cb) of section 16,254, Subchapter H of Chapter 

16, Texas Education Code, and adding Subchapter 1 to Chapter 16, 

and Sections 16,257 and 20,021: repealing Sections 16,176, 16,252, 

and subsection Cd) of section 16,254, Texas Education Code, 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE Of THE STATE OF TEXAS: 

Section 1, Subsection Cb), Section 16,251, Texas Education 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"Cb) The program shall be financed by: 

1 8 C E 1 ) ad Y.~e111-~ rev e "'tie 1:1 e~tt-d-~-rr--e-eyttttH-~ed 

1 9 i-o-e~-clt&tt-~ttf-~-e+ttrt-1· J 

20 ".lll .[~] state and county available school funds 

21 distributed in accordance with law: and 

22 "i.2.l lt-3-tl state funds appropriated for the purposes 

23 of public school education and allocated .to each district in an 

24 amount sufficient to finance tne· cost of each district's Foundation 
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1 school Program not covered by other funds specified in this 

subsection." 2 

3 Sec. 2. Subsections (a) and Cb), Section 16.254, Texas 

4 Education Code, are ~mended to read as follows: 

5 "Ca) The commissioner ot education shall determine annually: 

6 "(1) the amount of money necessary to operate a 

7 Foundation School Program in each school districti an~ 

8 [(2) t~~ftt-ef lecel t~nds ess~d-te eecn sc~ 

9 district fer the s~ppert ef t~~re~1 end] 

10 ".Lil [~] the amount of state and county available 

11 school funds distributed to each school district. 

12 "Cb) The commissioner of education shall then grant to each 

13 school district from the Foundation School Program appropriation 

14 the amount of funds necessary to provide the difference between 

1 5 sub div i s ion C 1 ) and s..w.utU.1~llO_il.l [ t-ne-~-tt-6-ttb-dttttf-e-~-+2+ 

16 e-rn:t-t+tl of Subsection Ca> of this section." 

17 Sec. 3. Subchapter H, Chapter 16, Texas Education Code, is 

18 amended to read as follows: 

19 "~!J.12C.HAPTER ~Q.!J.A.1'il.AIUUL.Al.12. 

2 o "~~-12.....lQ.L. __ ~J'.AI .. L_Ul1.A.Li.lZ.AllQ.fL_~---...l.al _ _A __ ~ll.Q.2l 

2 l 2.Ut.lli.Lw.Ull less th a.1LJ.~Q..,_Q..QQ.___tl__U~ttll_1U..2..12..Ut~-UlJJ.!L.....l2..~r. 

22 s.Ui.sl.rJlt. __ 1..o..J.:.e..t1..n~.-A~erage sl.~_a.t..t.fill.lia..oi;..~s.~.l!littl!Lt.2._r.~i;..!:l.y~ 

2 3 s.t..a.t.e .. _ _e_g_u.tll..uu.J..Q.n_a.lit_g_t2QyL_.t.~---llYU_llil.iu:.ilO u_e_g __ l.1.ll~L-t.h~ 

2 4 1::.Q..ll .. rul.a.t..1.P .. IL:ie..ll2.Q.L£.Lll.9.r..am.... 

25 "i.D..l _ _a(L_~SLl..b..l~--s.cilQJU.. __ ~1s..t.r..lk..t __ lllAY __ i;..h9..!2S.~-a_l~~~.L..2t 

26 C..U..U.il.l.1.i..a.t.1Q..n_a.li:Ln9 .. Le..~.!illl!L.S..D.2.J>.e..r.J...t.uW!ll.t. .. JJLU' .. L.l~_ayc..r..ag~ 

2 7 sl.a.Uy~~an.s;_~-I~---~!ll.lil12fil.L_illAl..Lgr.fillL...t.SLt..ll.!Lsl.ls..Lr...1.i;...t. 
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1 L [ Q Dl the F Q u n !!QUrul~c.MQ.l.Lu.ruLa.rL£!Jl2.l.!.llLsltl.llm.1.D.e..L~ll.b.t.c.ilk.UnS1. 

2 Lr 2m e acll._il_!2.L.lilll .. u:.!0Lllv.!ill1UL-ruu:.__ilwlt0,L_1.n__~f..1ne.sL_iU!.C.U9.i:. 

3 !la1.l.L-At.ll!U1~-.t.he.---'!.I..!2.Wl.c..L. de r 1 v ~~.LllUU..t..1!2.ltln11....t.b .. Lt.ilal2.l.i:. · 

4 12ilJ2.e..x:.u_Y..Qljj,lL12U.._llll~-.l.D.-I. e f l n e d ...a.Y.Ui1.9.Lsl.a1.lV._sU.Ucu1a.nc.e._.1.D. 

5 t.b.!L~Ultl_b.Y-ililJ.n~lL.tilL2..L...QQ.Q..l&.-..J.b.!L51llt..t~t.-lrul.il-12.I.!2.v.1.J1i:. 

6 l~L.t.ll~w.tilL.t.!Lt.hlLslUL~!L.b.i:.Ut."11~~t.a.u_a1.s1_a.o.sL....lll.e. 

7 eaual1zat1Qn level i;;.llQ.~L!2.I.~JLi:.A.t_LIUl.llst!L. 

8 "ic..J__A-~_..Jll..s...t..Ll..C,1. __ ~1..t.h-~2..Q.LQ..QQ-.....lU.._......le,s_s._Q..L_t,~~Q.b.le. 

9 12c!212 e [ t v val u LQ.U_llu~-.l.D._r.e.~_si.v.u11.ll!L!lallv......ilt.t.!illslilnc.e. __ Jllll:l 

1 o c.~!2.il.-a--..-U.v.e.L..tl~£ll£llu.t.1..!2.n_il!L0.2.t.-U~1Jlg-UlLP..uJ..t.l.l.sl..!ill.t. 

11 1.n_u.f..1~!1...a.v.e.u.WL!!a.1.1 v at t e cula.~e..a...-I..ll!Lc.!2..!Il!ll1ll12.ne..t_WillL-9.c..a.o..t. 

12 t.SL_....lll.e.---llU.t..c.ltl--1c.2m tile Foqndot1..!2.1L-Scb0Ql -~ns;l_Q.[l_illll.Q.ll[l.t. 

1 3 !lUe..c..m..l.D.~~ll..b..Uilk.t 1 ng fr Q oL_e..a..i;;.ll__il_S2L...sle.il.te..!l __ r..f.v.e.rui.e._...ll.I. 

14 s.t..u.Q.e..nt. __ 1.rL..J.:.e.1~.....ilV.Ud~~-a.t..t.e.culiUlC.e..J..he._12c.Q..Sl.uc.t...._dec..1.V.e.sL~V. 

1 5 m.IJ..lt.1..12..l..Y.J..usi.-l.IUL-~lL-USU2.u.t.V. __ ~_12e.r__s.t..u.!le..llL...1tL_.ttl~!l 

1 6 a.JLe..c.~_!la..1.J..v_a.t.t.!ills1AD.~[l_l.b.!L!lls.t..I..1c.t.Jl.V......illL.1.D.sie.Lc.aU..J2.L~Q.Ql.., 

17 Ille.__d1.s.t.c.1J:J:. __ ~~-12~!L~a.L-Lurui~-~a.l-t.!Lt.hlL!il!Liu:.!illc.e. 

1e ~e.t.~e.e.n_t.h1L..S.t.at.e.......A1J1_a.LUL.t.tii:.~ua.ll~a.t.1iin __ le.~e.l __ cil12.S.!ill __ !Q.c._.....t.ne. 

19 V.!:..a.L..-1..Un~!l ... 

2 o " U1.1-A-ilil.uc.t....__1D..£L-1l.2.L_ilL!D.2..tLt .. h~n-:2.Q._12.~c..-'-wL2..t.....t.ne. 

21 ell..ll.a.l..lz.2t.1.S2.ll-iUruu_~~e..r.e.s1~-t..h1.s._~'-.t.l2.D.LJihe...t.he..c.....At.at.e.._Qt_lQ..1:..alL 

22 t!L.~l.?..1'~t __ .-l.he __ ..JlllnlOUJ.m__J.al.Ac..le~--2.i---12.c..Q..f.es.sJ.Qilal __ _au!l 

23 ~ill:a.~s.ill2ll41.__Q..US.~l-~s1--lu_....t.h~~S.-~U~l~.....E.Wl.c.a.U..2..D. 

2 4 C.Q..llU2.™t.l!2.1Le..l..~rui-t !2 em p 1 ~uk.llt.J...2.llill....12.i:.L~Q.lln.tl __ lJl_a.li!ilU..2..n 

2 5 t.!L.-~C..-12lls..S2C.D .. e..L.e.m 12..1.!2.Ye..sLuru1~ .. Lt.llLd.llt.c..ls;.t...'_s._[Q.llruia..t.1.s2~c.~2l. 

2 6 E.c..g_!u .. a.m ... 

21 " 1..e..L.._As.._u~-1n.....lh1s._.\e.c..t.l2.ll.L-~~ll_12.c.2..~ec..t.LY.Al..Ue..!.._me.si.nli. 
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lQ.Q_~e_lll_Q.t._~tul1-t..alLIU2.lJL.Y..al~-~l...4ll.JLt~Lt.Y.-lCL.~--~~tl.Q.Q.l 

2 g, 1 s t r1 ct o CL.J.a..D.lLllll_Lo f the t:.Allrula r v ear s;.Ql!llll!:fil'..lll.!l-1.CL.t.lllL~h.Q.Q.l. 

3 VJ:.at-t..U years b.tl2.i.:g, __ t.M, School ~I.~llL.Ji.tl.1£b.-Ulllsl1.n!L1~ 

4 12roviQ.ed1" 

5 Sec. 4. Chapter 16, Texas Education Code, is amended by 

6 adding Subchapter I to read as follows: 

7 "~~lllLL- t;.NRICHMENT QfJjiLf.Q.IUillli.llQ.ti 

e ~Q.Q.I.i._£8.llliBAl:l. 

~ 11 s.1:.c..-UA.llL._ut:tll§. .. JHLJ.&c AL EN R liJi[il;.lil...__iaL~li:.lllllt.ll.t.!. 

10 me.All.L_~Q.e.n.s;l1tures_f.t.om locaL.aQ yalorelJ!.._property_t,jl~~ll.l.l~_t.g,L 

11 ma1ntenao~~LAt..~-1.n~~L.l2.1~2.t.ru1J.t..lJ.I.!:.5-1.I.ruo_l.2.!:.~-all 

1 2 v.aJ. o i:e m 12 r o o nt.Y-.ULU..V.m!LU for the 1oca1 ~IJL2.Lt.h!LE.2ll.llslaU2.D. 

11 ~cbool P~mA 

14 11 ib.1-A--~2.L__g_u.t.tlU--1ll2L_1U2.t..._~s1-l.Q..C.iil._a .. Lv.tluu 

15 ~I.Q.~_t..iilL_~~LIU-.tJl.1Leoricbm~ut._!2..f._~_e.s1w:.a.t.lll.CL._2.L2.9..C.il.m 

1 & a.b.2.v.e.__t.ll.e.-1.i:..v.1:.L.m.1..auD.u.~1W.S1u_.t.M_L2..Wl~2.11-s.i;A2.2.Le.I.Q.9..C..QLio. 

17 ~~the larger Q.f the f!2.l.l.9Jtl.ll9._ru!l.2..ll.llt.A.:. 

1 e 11 ~D-amouot P!:.L~t.ll.!1.t.ll.L1.n_J..il~s1-a..v.Uil..SIIL_l1ill.v. 

1 9 il.t..llruiafil:L_!:.Wl.iiL_t..LiQ._£!:.U:.ill.L2.f the a..v.e.~-C.2.~L2.UJ.t.ll.d.!:.O. L.1.D. 

20 L!!i..lll~-il.V.!:.r..il.9J:._d.a.J..l..Y._a1..ilru:l.a.~-lll_l.~-sl.At..1Lll.rui~I...-t.~!:.-E.2.ll.ll~il.t..l2.D. 

21 ~cil2.J'l..l Pro gr a tLULt.ll!:.J2.I.1:.C.~1.ll9.~2..L.V..U.LJ_Q.I. 

2 2 11 i.i .. L.-an....._rn.u.uL_12.U-J tu de o t 1JLl:.tl.1.o.e..iLiiil.U9..!:.~ a.llv. 

2 3 a.t..llo..d.il.~.....J:..l.lll.i'l L..t.Q ..-1.l~i:.~llLQ.L.t.h!La!ll..Q.lJ.o..t.J.Q.!!.llt.-1.Q.L_e.D.t.lC.ll~ll.t. 

2 4 12.u __ illUl.e.JlL-10._i:.tllll!:.si__av.~e.-~Uv....a.t.ilrul.auc.e.-10._t..llL!llutlc..t. 

2 5 1.Lll.l!l. .. _l..2.s:..a.L11s1.....YAll>...r.u_IU:..Q..Q.e.I.t.Lt..a~....u~-ULt..il!:._iu.e.i:.!:.sllll!L~h.Q.Q.l. 

26 v.e.a.i:. ... 

2 7 "i.c.1-J.~sLV.il..l.Ue.Llll.Q.12.U . .t..Y._l.9.L-llilll.l.lL~12.!:.ll.1.-f.2.L-..-t.bl:.. 
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S:.Q.D..s.t.r.wa..i on of f a c ll.1.UU-2.l:J..h.Llll.1.U.m..e.nL.Qf....12..Q.D."L1.o.skb.t.~~.s..s. 

2 s.b.al.L....llil.t._-12.L-'.2.nllslll.e.5L-1.n deter mini ng_t.hL_llmll.LQJl-'2.r..2.9.I.'11D. 

3 ~nrlchmeo~tablis~s1_1.n.._tllJ..~.t.1JUl... 

4 

5 f.2.ll.21l.1.rul-...'11D.P.Wlt.L._l.p s u op l ~ salad e L-f.P.L..-PLP.t.u.ilQJl'1l-'llll1 

6 ~araprpfes~Wl~P.ll.WU.L 

7 "ill---22 percent !2.f.~ll.hoU:.o.t.-1.ll.rul.A.-C.P.Yt.u.2_b.Y __ t.h1..s. 

B s.~t.1..P.il..LPL 

9 "iil~-IU:.~t.o.tage pf eo.r.1.r.:ll.ment funs1.s._spent for ~b. 

1 O s.al a [ies 1 IL.t.b..!Llll.l:.~di ng schP.P.l_:i.t.ll..a." 

11 Sec. s. Chapter 20, Texas Education Code, is amended by 

12 adding Section 20.021 to read as follows: 

1 3 "iit.i:....-2.!42.2..L._Ia.L_li.l/1lll....-_ _i.a.LJ;xc.f..P..t._-11.s. __ P.Uu"sL-1.o. 

1 4 s.u b s e c t 112.11.s.__.UU__ansLI..c.L.Q.Lt.llJ..~~t.1P.n..c_.t..lJ.Lrun:.e.wlo.SL.b..P.il..LsLP.L'1. 

1 5 s.c.b p 0 l d 1 s t r i U-lll.llJlP.L1.mi2.P..s.lL..il.Il.Ja v si l ore llLULI.all-Sl.Lilil.S.S.m.ent. 

1 6 r.at.1.2-1.Q r an v s c.bML:'l~.-1P.r.J.hL ma lot en sin s;JLallll_Q.IU:.UUQJl-!2.L_t.b.e, 

1 7 !11.s.t r 1 ct 1 s _.s..i:.b.P.2.l.L.thsiLtllLIU.P.slll.U-l!lPLLI.™llllLt.tl.'11l_t.hLUll--il.lll1 

. 1 B '1Ut.s.sJ!Utllt.__i:a.tig__f.P.r._~_lfil_tsU_:L~l'LP.ll.l.slJU:.P.Wl~9.A1.o.il-1.lle. 

1 9 t1..r.e..s.~b.Q.2.L:'l!:!..ll.~-UL-r.9.il-L_-ID.1.ll.IJ..s._...Qll___SlillP.ll.n.t.-r&u.aL_t.g__t..ne, 

2 0 !lllll:li..t!..s._J.il2.::ll_lQ.C .. aL.UruL~s..s.1.9.nm~o.LP.L..1.b..!Lt.UilLc.O.S.LQ.f._t.b.e. 

2 1 9.llt.~Lf..Q.WlsliilJ_Q.D. SC ho o l P.J.:Q.9.UlJ!L_llll--A.illlAb.lJ:. __ ~ttQ.o.l_f:.ll.o.ll 

2 2 r .. e.s:.!!.1.l2..t.s . ....:.t.P..Lt..b.LJ-9.li.::1J _i;_c.hQ2L:'l~-il~b.u.u_1..s._lJ:.u ... 

2 3 " LbJ __ [Qr.__t.ni:.__1.2.ll::ll_go.sLliH.::Z.Lz.s:llQ.2.l-:'le.ar..s.L-a...il.s.t.tli:.t. 

2 4 !Jlsl:'l_s.tl_.a.~s.~:i.~ .. llt.-r.at.U....'1ll!L.t.dll._r.rt1:.-_~s.s.a.r.:l-_t.Q__r.sli..s.t._a.1l 

2 5 a!!UUJ.n t Per st wl.t.n.t._1.o._LltilD.t.LsU.l:.r.a.i.L2.silill-'lll!:llila.n.s=J:._t.JJ.ILJl.L.t.Q..J.1:2. 

2 6 ~U~-Q.~t.h.L..aID.P.lJ.D.L..s.ll.t.nt.J.P.~Otli:..h!Jl.e.D.Lllt._.s.t.1.Ld.l:.D.L.1.n_i:.tli.ru:.ll 

2 7 a.ll..l:.r.ll.ru:._da.1.li'.. at t e nstani:.Lf P..Lt he pre ~511.lliL~tl-:'l~r.. ... 
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1 "~.1.t.ll-1..~-ili.1Lt.m~~_:x.!ll.1:._QL-£ __ ma.1Qr..1.t.:t:--2.l-t.h~-.Ja1.1.al.1.~s1 

2 ::LtlUL--2.L_thLJi.1.ilx:.~LJ.h2-_~Q.ILt.M.....9..ll.!:.il.1.2.n_aLiLX:.f:.!ll.l.lil.l:t: 

3 s.c..lli:.Q.u.li:.~L~Q.Q.l....Q.2.a..ts.l elect 12.nL-12.LtllL-12.12..=li __ s.i;.hQQL-Y"X:.-...aD.si 

4 i:.~ll_ll.h2.2.L-~a.L.J.ll~llL_t.Jl~ 9 over o.1.Jl_q_.J2.2.iU.:.s1 __ !2.L_a..~tl,.Q.Q.l 

5 !l.lltx:..1.£.LULS et an_as,l_ya.lQ.ll!Lt..QJLU.t.L__il.lllL-il.~~il!UlL....I.il.t.U_.t.Q. 

6 x:.iU.S.L-S1.n.__a!D.52.!.Ul.L-1l2.L~~~.1.llSLJ.hL..Jl~L_f:.0.X:..1.~f:.llt. __ l1.m1.t. 

7 i:.u..a b 11 s he d 1 n_~l..2.n--1.!!......lllL-I.ua.~ Educ a t.1.filU:.~u:l.i:.a. 

8 II 1'.L.Jillb.-t.hLd12.12.U.:t:iil_2.Llill:...~m1s.WJ1U-Q.L!Ui~il..t.12.0. _ _t.b,i:. 

9 Q.!U!.!:.x:.a.1rul~Y of a__.ii;.b,Q.2.L9..1.Hr1ct may 1.!nrl-2.il-ilD-il!L::Li!.ilttlD.-t.il.La.t. 

10 il.--~--9.X:.1:.ii.llL-J.h.aD.--tll.a.L..a.l~--lUlJ11:.~~s;.t1Q.1l-1al.-Q.t_t.ll1i 

11 ~"1..1.WU. 

12 "ill-1L.t.b.Ll:e.iln.e.d averi1.9.L.l1il.ll.L_a..t.t.i:.nsla.us;.i:__.1.o. _ _.tlli:. 

13 s1llt.J:.1G.t. _ _1.L. exp~~llsi to 1ncc~ase ~u~~t..ao.t.1Al.l:l-il.l2..2.:t:e.J.lli:..-x:.e.tllle.s1 

14 a::Le.x:.il.9~ dailv attep~ll~2.Lthe 0 rece!l,1c.o._~2.Q.l_:t:f:.il.X:.l_g_x:. 

15 

17 Sec. 6. Chapter 16, Texas Education Code, is amended by 

18 adding Section 16.257 to read as follows: 

1 9 "~e..s:....-1.L.l.il.a._J:~; NA LT 1 E~_A.-~Lsiu.tx:.~Lt.llat._ili:.nsis._asl 

2 0 ::La.lQ.X:.eJILl?..~x:..t.Y _t.ALX:.~!:.D.U.!L1.n excess 2.L.t.ll.!LJ..lm.ULs.i:..LJ..ll_S.!!.~t12.o. 

2 1 lL.1QJ-2.r..J.2...llLtlJ.b.il~2.51e.-<U.J.tl.tl...o.e.o.e..x:su.f.~-"-s!-~lQ.lllll-IU.QJl.tl.t.:t: 

2 2 t.ax_~l!J;lll.l.f:. __ lJL.u~~L!2..L.t.llLI11ll.1.t.LilL1n..:Jii:.d.lQ.n_2.Q....Q.4.L2.Lt.h1i 

2 3 ~Q.Q.1:....d.u.tlllSl~-~L:i.UL.s.h.alLlli'.~.1.U . ..E2.~Wo..-S.~h2.2.L_e.l'..Q.!ll.il.lD. 

24 i:.u.t..1.t~!:.D.t~f..l2r the o.ext sch2.Q..l__:i.ear ced..l.l.s;.!:.lL~Y-dO....iilD.~u.nL~~.u.ALt.Q. 

25 t.b..i:._~ ... " 

26 Sec. 7. Sections 16.176, 16,252, and Subsection Cd) of 

27 Section 16.254, Texas Education Code, are repealed, . 
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Sec, 8, The 1mpo~tance of this legislation and the crowded 

2 condition of the calendars in both houses create an emergency and 

3 an imperative public necessity that the constitutional rule 

4 requiring bills to be read on three several days in each house be 

5 suspended, and this rule ls hP.rP.by suspended, 
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