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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
The Financial Accountability Rating System of Texas (Schools FIRST) was developed by the 
Texas Education Agency (TEA) in response to senate Bill 875 of the 76th Texas Legislature in 
1999.  It is administered by TEA and calculated on information submitted to TEA via our 
Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) submission each year.   
 
During the 77th regular session of the Texas Legislature in 2001, Senate Bill 218 was passed 
and signed into law by Governor Perry shortly thereafter.  This law requires each school 
district to prepare an annual financial accountability report, within two months of receiving 
the official ratings.  The primary goal of Schools FIRST is to achieve improved performance 
in the management of school districts’ financial resources, a goal made more significant due 
to the complexity of accounting associated with Texas’ school finance system. 
 
The primary objective of the rating system is to assess the quality of financial management in 
Texas public schools.  A secondary objective is to measure and report the extent to which 
financial resources in Texas public schools assure the maximum allocation possible for direct 
instructional purposes.  Other objectives reflect the implementation of a rating system that 
fairly and equitably evaluates the quality of financial management decisions. 
 
The Schools FIRST rating system consists of 20 base indicators that analyze trends relating to 
financial management efficiencies and the examination of these trends support data driven 
decisions relating to future budgetary allocations.  
 
The Schools FIRST accountability rating system assigns one of four financial accountability 
ratings to Texas school districts, with the highest being “Superior Achievement,” followed by 
“Above-Standard Achievement,” “Standard Achievement” and “Substandard Achievement.”  
Districts with serious data quality problems may receive the additional rating of “Suspended – 
Data Quality.”  Districts that receive the “Substandard Achievement” or “Suspended – Data 
Quality” ratings under Schools FIRST must file a corrective action plan with the TEA. 
 
Within two months after receipt of the final Schools FIRST rating, each school district must 
announce and hold a public hearing to distribute a financial management report that explains 
the district’s performance under each of the 20 base indicators and the district’s rating.  
Besides covering the results from the Schools FIRST accountability rating system, this report 
covers other business-related issues including discussion of the District’s financial position.   
 
Spring Independent School District (Spring ISD) achieved a rating of “Superior 
Achievement” with all 20 indicators receiving the highest possible answer.  This report 
briefly focuses on the details of what the District has accomplished to obtain this rating.  
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Financial Accountability Rating Worksheet Date:
School Year 2011 - 2012 9/12/2013
Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2012
County District #101-919
District Name:  Spring ISD
Rating:  SUPERIOR ACHIEVEMENT 

Indicator Description Score
1 Was the total fund balance less nonspendable and restricted fund balance greater than Yes

zero in the General Fund?
2 Was the total unrestricted net asset balance (net of accretion of interest on capital Yes

appreciation bonds) in the governmental activities column in the Statement of Net Assets 
greater than zero?  (If the District's 5 year % change in students was 10% or more,
then answer Yes.)

3 Were there no disclosures in the annual financial report and/or other sources of Yes
information concerning default on bonded indebtedness obligations?

4 Was the Annual Financial Report filed within one month after November 27th or Yes
January 28th deadline depending upon the District's fiscal year end date (June 30th or
August 31st)?

5 Was there an Unqualified Opinion in the annual financial report? Yes
6 Did the annual financial report not disclose any instance(s) of material weaknesses Yes

in internal controls?
7 Was the three-year average percent of total tax collections (including delinquent) 5

greater than 98%?
8 Did the comparison of PEIMS data to like information in annual financial report result 5

in an aggregate variance of less than 3 percent of expenditures per fund type (data
quality measure)?

9 Were debt related expenditures (net of IFA and/or EDA Allotment) < $350.00 per student? 5
(If the District's five-year percent change in students = or > 7%, or if property taxes 
collected per penny of tax effort > $200,000 per student, then the District receives 5 points.)

10 Was there no disclosure in the annual audit report of material noncompliance? 5
11 Did the District have full accreditation status in relation to financial management 5

practices? (e.g. no conservator or  monitor assigned)
12 Was the aggregate of budgeted expenditures and other uses less than the aggregate of total 5

revenues, other resources and fund balance in General Fund?
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13 If the District's aggregate fund balance in the General Fund and Capital Projects Fund was 5
less than zero, were construction projects adequately financed? (Were construction 
projects adequately financed or adjusted by change orders or other legal means to avoid 
creating or adding to the fund balance deficit situation?)

14 Was the ratio of cash and investments to deferred revenues (excluding amount equal 5
to net delinquent taxes receivable) in the General Fund greater than or equal to 1:1?
(If deferred revenues are less than net delinquent taxes receivable, then the District receives 
5 points.)

15 Was the administrative cost ratio less than the threshold ratio? 5
16 Was the ratio of students to teachers within the ranges shown below according to 5

District size?
17 Was the ratio of students to total staff within the ranges shown below according to 5

District size?
18 Was the decrease in undesignated unreserved fund balance < 20% over two fiscal years? 5

(If total revenues > operating expenditures in the General Fund, then the District receives 
5 points.)

19 Was the aggregate total of cash and investments in the General Fund more than $0? 5
20 Were investment earnings in all funds (excluding Debt Service Fund and Capital Projects 5

Fund) meet or exceed the 3-month Treasury bill rate?
70

Weighted
Sum

1
Multiplier

Sum
70

Score
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DETERMINATION OF RATING
A. Did the District answer "No" to Indicators 1, 2, 3 or 4?   OR  Did the District answer

"No" to both 5 and 6?  If so, the District's rating is Substandard Achievement.

B. Determine rating by applicable range for summation of the indicator scores (Indicators 7 - 20).

Superior Achievement 64-70

Above Standard Achievement 58-63

Standard Achievement 52-57

Substandard Achievement <52 

INDICATOR 16 & 17 RATIOS
Indicator 16 Ranges for Ratios Indicator 17 Ranges for Ratios

Student : Teachers Student : Staff
District Size - Number District Size - Number
of Students Between Low High of Students Between Low High

< 500 7 22 < 500 5 14

500-999 10 22 500-999 5.8 14

1,000-4,999 11.5 22 1,000-4,999 6.3 14

5,000-9,999 13 22 5,000-9,999 6.8 14

 =>10,000 13.5 22  =>10,000 7 14
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DISCUSSION OF BASE INDICATORS 
 

 
1. Was the total fund balance less nonspendable and restricted fund balance greater 

than zero in the General Fund? 
 
The District must legally have a fund balance to ensure adequate funding for 
operations.  This indicator is designed to ensure that the district has a positive amount 
of fund balance cash (savings) that is not designated or “restricted” for a specific 
purpose.  In other words, “Does the district have funds set aside for a rainy day?” 

 
Spring ISD had a fund balance less nonspendable and restricted fund balance of 
$43,474,908. 
 

2. Was the total unrestricted net asset balance (net of accretion of interest on the 
Capital Appreciation Bonds) in the governmental activities column in the 
Statement of Net Assets greater than zero?   (If the District’s 5 year % change in 
students was 10% more, then answer Yes.) 

 
This indicator seeks to make certain that the District’s assets exceed total amount of 
liabilities. 

 
Spring ISD had a total unrestricted net asset balance of $60,499,575 (net of accretion 
of interest on the Capital Appreciation Bonds). 

 
3. Were there no disclosures in the annual report and/or other sources of 

information concerning default on bonded indebtedness obligations? 
 

This indicator seeks to make certain that the district has paid bills and obligations on 
bonds issued to pay for school construction, etc. 

 
Spring ISD has not defaulted on any bonded indebtedness obligations.  The District’s 
Interest & Sinking (I & S) tax rate, along with the Existing Debt Allotment from the 
state and savings from construction and renovation projects, is sufficient to generate 
funds for annual principal and interest payments. 

 
4. Was the annual financial report filed within one month after the November 27 or 

January 28 deadline depending upon the district’s fiscal year end date (June 30th 
or August 31st)? 

 
This indicator merely states the District’s requirement for timely reporting. 

 
Spring ISD met all reporting requirements set by the TEA. 
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5. Was there an unqualified opinion in the annual financial report? 
 

A “qualified” report has a modification of the independent auditors’ report on the fair 
presentation of the financial statements indicating that there exists one or more 
specific exceptions to the auditors’ general assertion that the financial statements are 
fairly presented. 

 
The District obtained an unqualified audit opinion.  This indicates that the District’s 
records were in good condition and fairly presented Spring ISD’s financial position. 
 

6. Did the annual financial report NOT disclose any instance(s) of material 
weakness in internal controls? 

 
An unqualified opinion on the district’s annual financial report indicates that the 
District has no material weaknesses in internal controls.  Any internal weaknesses 
create a risk that the district is not being able to properly account for its use of public 
funds and should be immediately addressed. 

 
Spring ISD met this requirement by having no disclosure of a material weakness in 
internal controls. 
 

7. Was the three-year average percent of total tax collections (including delinquent) 
greater than 98 percent? 

 
This measures the district’s success in collecting the taxes owed to the district by the 
community’s taxpayers, placing a 98 percent minimum collection standard.  This 
includes any delinquent taxes owed from past years. 

 
Spring ISD maintained a 98.55% of total tax collections as a percent of the current tax 
levy, including delinquent taxes. 
 

8. Did the comparison of PEIMS data to like information in the annual financial 
report result in an aggregate variance of less than 3 percent of expenditures per 
fund type (data quality measure)? 

 
This indicator measures the quality of data reported to PEIMS and in the District’s 
annual financial report to make certain that the data reported in each case is consistent.  
The information is compared in all fund types.  The acceptable variance level is 3.0%. 
 
The District met this requirement with a variance level of 0.0%. 
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9. Were debt-related expenditures (net of IFA and/or EDA allotment) less than 
$350 per student?  (If the district’s five-year percent change in students was a 7 
percent increase or more, or if property taxes collected per penny of tax effort 
were more than $200,000, then the District receives 5 points.) 

 
This indicator shows the Legislature’s intent for school districts to spend its funds on 
education, rather than buildings, by limiting the amount of money districts can spend 
per student.  However, the Legislature did allow for fast-growth school districts to 
exceed this limit. 
 
Spring ISD had debt-related expenditures of $1,115 per student.  However, the District 
had a 9.97% increase in students in the past five years which automatically generated a 
YES answer.   

 
10. Was there no disclosure in the annual audit report of material noncompliance? 
 

No disclosure of material noncompliance indicates that the school district has 
complied with laws, rules and regulations for a government entity. 

 
Spring ISD has complied with all laws, rules and regulations that govern the District. 

 
11. Did the district have full accreditation status in relation to financial management 

practices (e.g. no conservator or monitor assigned)? 
 

TEA will take control of a district due to financial issues such as fraud or having a 
negative fund balance. 

 
Spring ISD maintains full accreditation status and was under no sanctions for the 
2011-2012 fiscal year for financial reasons. 

 
12. Was the aggregate of budgeted expenditures and other uses less than the 

aggregate of total revenues, other resources and fund balance in General Fund?  
 

This indicator is used to determine if the district overspent its budget and available 
resources. 

  
The District met this requirement. 
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13. If the district’s aggregate fund balance in the General Fund and Capital Projects 
Fund was less than zero, were construction projects adequately financed?  (Were 
construction projects adequately financed or adjusted by change orders or other 
legal means to avoid creating or adding to the fund balance deficit situation?) 

 
This indicator measures whether the district overspent on school buildings or other 
capital projects and the district’s ability to construct facilities without eroding the 
district’s fund balance. 

 
Spring ISD did not over spend what was available in issued bond funds and General 
Fund balance.   
 

14. Was the ratio of cash and investments to deferred revenues (excluding amount 
equal to net delinquent taxes receivables) in the General Fund greater than or 
equal to 1:1?  (If deferred revenues are less than net delinquent taxes receivables, 
then the District receives 5 points.) 

 
This indicator measures whether or not the district has sufficient cash and investments 
to cover unexpected expenditures and/or reimbursement of state funds.  The district 
should have fund balance monies of its own that are at least equal to those dollars that 
are due to overpayments from TEA and the district should not be spending “next 
year’s” monies this year. 

 
The District’s deferred revenue of $6,992,676 is less than its net delinquent taxes 
receivable of $7,890,142 indicating that the District is not spending next year’s monies 
in the current year. 

 
15. Was the administrative cost ratio less than the historic standard in state law? 
 

TEA and state law sets a limit on the percentage of the budget that Texas school 
districts can spend on administration, which is based on the size of the district. 

  
The limit on the administrative cost ratio set by TEA and state law for the 2011-2012 
fiscal year was 11.05% for districts with a student population greater than 10,000.  
Spring ISD maintained an administrative cost ratio of 6.75% and met this requirement.  
The administrative cost ratio has continuously been much lower than the state’s 
allowable amount indicating the district’s commitment to operating efficiently. 

 
16. Was the ratio of students to teachers within the ranges shown on the worksheet 

according to district size? 
 

This indicator measures the pupil-teacher ratio to ensure that it is within TEA 
recommended ranges for districts within specific student population ranges. 

 
Spring ISD had a pupil-teacher ratio of 17:1 which was within the range for a district 
with more than 10,000 students. 
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17. Was the ratio of students to total staff within the ranges shown on the worksheet 
according to district size? 

 
This measures the district’s pupil-staff ratio to ensure that it is within TEA-
recommended ranges for districts within specific student population ranges. 

 
Spring ISD had a pupil-staff ratio of 8.1:1 which was within the range for a district 
with more than 10,000 students. 
 
 

18. Was the decrease in unassigned fund balance less than 20 percent over two fiscal 
years? (If total revenues exceeded operating expenditures in the General Fund, 
then the District receives 5 points.) 

 
This indicator determines if the district is “feeding off the fund balance” to pay for 
salaries or other district operating expenses.  This indicator notes rapid decreases in 
the district’s unassigned fund balance (those dollars not designated as a “land fund” or 
“construction fund”) or emergency fund. 

 
Spring ISD showed an increase to unassigned fund balance for the 2011-12 fiscal year. 
 

19. Was the aggregate total of cash and investments in the General Fund more than 
$0? 

 
This indicates whether the district has cash in the bank and/or investments. 

 
Spring ISD had $32,844,737 in cash and investments at June 30, 2012. 

 
20. Were investment earnings in all funds (excluding Debt Service Fund and Capital 

Projects Fund) meet or exceed the 3-month Treasury bill rate? 
 

This indicator measures whether the district is using its cash or reserve fund (fund 
balance) monies to generate interest earnings. 

 
Spring ISD’s investment earning in all funds (excluding Debt Service and Capital 
Projects Fund) totaled $65,697 in investment earnings which meets or exceeds the 
benchmark rate. 
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OTHER DATA CONCERNING THE DISTRICT’S OPERATIONS 
 
 
 

The purpose of this section is to discuss other aspects of the District’s business operations not covered 
by the Schools FIRST Worksheet directly. 
 
 

Administrative Cost Comparison 
 

One measure the State of Texas uses to measure operating cost efficiency is the administrative cost 
ratio.  There is a formula mandated by law.  The administrative costs are divided by instructional costs 
to arrive at a percentage.  A district’s size determines its administrative cost limitations. 
 
 
 Year  State Limit   District Actual 
    
 07-08 11.05% 6.75% 
 08-09 11.05% 6.75% 
 09-10 11.05% 6.00% 
 10-11 11.05% 6.10% 
 11-12                                         11.05% 6.75% 
  
 

Debt Management 
 

The taxpayers of the District authorized a $280 million bond program in May 2007 to fund 
construction, renovation, buses and technology projects and improvements.  At June 30, 2012 the total 
outstanding general obligation and refunding bonds was $651,710,000 with interest rates ranging from 
2.0% - 6.25% and maturities until 2034.  The District works alongside financial advisors to schedule 
refunding of bonds to lower interest rates when the market allows.  This shows a commitment to 
reducing outstanding debt.  The District has worked diligently to schedule bond maturities and interest 
payments to smooth out the impact on the tax rate and to match the useful life of capital assets being 
purchased and/or constructed.   

 
 

Facilities Acquisition and Construction Management 
 

With proceeds of the aforementioned bonds, as of June 30, 2012 the District is continuing with 
numerous building renovations and technology improvements.  
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Personnel Management 
 

The District’s longstanding personnel goal is to attract and retain qualified staff and to offer a 
competitive salary and benefits package each year. Attracting and retaining a quality teaching staff is 
always a priority of Spring ISD. 
 
The District realizes that it must remain competitive in terms of salary in order to attract and retain 
highly qualified teachers.  One of the District’s goals is to move all teachers into the top quartile of 
teachers salaries in the Houston area.  A reflection of this effort can be seen in the chart below which 
illustrates an increase in the minimum teacher salary over the past five years.  The minimum teacher 
salary has increased by nearly 6% from 2008 to 2012.  Budget cuts which include the reduction of state 
aid funding as a result of the 82nd Texas Legislative session forced the District to leave the minimum 
salary unchanged in 2010, 2011, and 2012. 
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Operating Cost Management 
 
The majority of the District’s total General Fund expenditures are variable in nature.  Over 87% of 
total expenditures is comprised of salaries and benefits.  Contracted services, supplies, materials and 
other operating costs make up the remainder of what is referred to as operating (fixed/controllable) 
costs.  The chart below illustrates how the District’s operating cost per student compares to our 
neighboring districts. 
 
 

          
            

District Operating Cost 
Average Daily 

Attendance 
Operating Cost 

Per Student 
Spring Branch 303,511,703 31,063 $9,771   

Klein 377,866,687 43,336 8,719   
Humble 287,970,532 33,906 8,493   
Spring    277,229,494 33,426 8,294   
Katy  468,707,490 59,250 7,911   

Cy Fair 756,790,584 101,243 7,475   
     

 
 

Tax Collections 
 
A consistent tax collection rate aids in the management of debt.  As shown below, the District 
maintains a high collection rate. 
 
 Year  Collection Rate   
   
 09-10 97.01% 
 10-11 99.26% 
 11-12                                               99.39% 
 

Cash Management 
 

The Schools FIRST worksheet addresses cash and investment issues, but only in a very basic manner.  
The worksheet criteria essentially provides that cash should be available and earn a minimal rate of 
return.  In truth, the District’s investment and cash management program is much more complex. 
 
The District has a legal and local board policy that requires the District to invest funds within specific 
guidelines meant to ensure liquidity and safety.  The District maintains a diverse portfolio consisting of 
investment pools and money market accounts.  The district takes advantage of the opportunity for 
increased yield with longer term instruments such as certificates of deposits, U. S. Treasuries, Federal 
Agency Securities, and Federal Instrumentality Securities whenever possible. 
 
The District performs a quarterly review of investment activity and performance, submitting the report 
to the Board of Trustees for review. 
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Budgetary Planning & Financial Allocations 

 
The District’s budget process begins usually in November each year.  During the first month, an 
analysis is done of projected revenues and expenditures to determine the priority of the budget process. 
Budget allocations are developed for each campus and department.  The District allocates funds to 
campuses based on an estimate of student count.  Support departments receive funds based on the 
previous year’s budgets adjusted (up or down) for future years’ needs.  Special project requests for 
amounts supplemental to allocations are considered individually each year.  Budget input is scheduled 
for February.  In February, calculations of state and local tax revenues are completed and the budget 
starts to take on some form.  March is the month the District is able to give the Board a view of how 
the next year’s budget looks.  In odd-numbered years, the legislature is in session, and that complicates 
and delays the budgeting process.  The optimal time for making a public salary decision is May.  
Decisions are made on special project requests, revenue data is fine-tuned and a final budget is 
submitted to the Board of Trustees for approval in either May or June. 
 
The budget process is a proactive and highly participatory one, and campuses and departments are 
given a great deal of discretion as to how to budget their funds.  After the budget is adopted, each 
campus or department is given equal latitude regarding amending their budget when their plans or 
needs change.  This decentralized style of budget management is required by the state of Texas.  It is 
called site-based decision making.  It is a system that works best in the long run for the District by 
allocating resources where they are needed, even when those needs change. 
 

 
Annual Audit Report 

 
Each year, an audit of the District’s financial statements is performed by the independent auditors, 
Whitley Penn, LLP. The auditors’ responsibility is to report on the District’s financial status and to 
ensure that the District is accurately handling the financial records within required standards.  This 
report is a critical element of the accountability ratings worksheet, covering five criteria.  
 
For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2012, the District received an “unqualified” opinion with no 
reportable conditions or material weaknesses. 
 
 

Awards and Recognitions 
 
Spring ISD prides itself in its professional and proper handling of its internal accounting procedures 
and financial reporting abilities.  The District has been awarded the Certificate of Excellence in 
Financial Reporting for the past 31 years from the Association of School Business Officials, 
International (ASBO), and for the past 31 years from the Government Finance Officers Association 
(GFOA).  Both associations have stringent requirements for their award, and it is a credit to the District 
and its taxpayers to be recognized nationally in such a manner. 
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Schools FIRST Disclosures 

  
Per Title 19 Administrative Code Chapter 109, Budgeting, Accounting, and Auditing, Subchapter AA, 
Commissioner’s Rules Concerning Financial Accountability Rating System, the six (6) disclosures 
listed below are included in the appendix.  The disclosures will include: 
 
For Superintendents: 
 
• Current employment contract (Fig. A-1). 
• Compensation and fees received from another school district or other outside entity in exchange for 

professional consulting or other personal services (Fig. A-2). 
 
For Board Members and Superintendents: 
 
• Certain reimbursable expenses incurred by the district on behalf of the superintendent and each 

board member, including amounts for meals, lodging, transportation, motor fuel and other items 
(Fig. A-3). 

• Gifts valued at $250 or more received by board members, superintendents and their immediate 
family members (and other “executive officers” named by the board) from school district vendors 
and competing vendors that were not awarded contracts (Fig. A-4). 

• Business transactions between board members and the district (Fig. A-5). 
 
Summary Schedule of Data Submitted under the Financial Solvency Provisions of Texas Education 
Code, §39.0822: 
 
• The Texas Education Agency is required to conduct a yearly review of Texas school districts’ 

financial solvency.  The purpose of the financial solvency review is to anticipate the future 
financial solvency of Texas public school districts.  The review is designed to alert school districts 
to circumstances that could lead to financial insolvency. 





APPENDIX 
 



 

























Fig. A-2

$

$

There was no outside compensation and/or fees received in the fiscal year ended June 30, 2012.

Fig. A-3

Dr. Ralph Dr. Deborah Calvin Justine Jeffrey Rhonda L. Mel Ron Jana
Description of Draper Jensen Tang Durant Mitchell Faust Smith Crier Anders
Reimbursements Superintendent Position #1 Position #2 Position #3 Position #4* Position #4** Position #5 Position #6 Position #7

Registration $1,703.13 $1,105.00 $725.00 $725.00 $0.00 $765.00 $1,100.00 $1,070.00 $725.00

Meals 484.28 400.00 400.00 400.00 264.81 200.00 400.00 750.00 400.00

Lodging 5,606.37 1,725.53 1,497.66 1,497.66 0.00 846.93 1,497.66 2,416.71 1,497.66

Transportation 2,892.20 860.76 621.86 621.86 0.00 465.50 621.86 990.04 621.86

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total $10,685.98 $4,091.29 $3,244.52 $3,244.52 $264.81 $2,277.43 $3,619.52 $5,226.75 $3,244.52

* Position # 4 was held by Jeffrey Mitchell from July 1, 2011 through August 13, 2011.
**Position #4 was held by Rhonda Faust from December 13, 2011 through June 30, 2012.
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 FISCAL YEAR 2012

Period Ended
 June 30, 2012

For the Twelve-Month
Period Ended
 June 30, 2012

Name(s) of Entity(ies)

Total

Twelve-Month
For the 

REIMBURSEMENTS RECEIVED BY THE
SUPERINTENDENT AND BOARD MEMBERS FOR

OUTSIDE COMPENSATION AND/OR FEES RECEIVED BY THE SUPERINTENDENT
FOR PROFESSIONAL CONSULTING AND/OR OTHER PERSONAL SERVICES IN

FISCAL YEAR 2012



Fig. A-4

Dr. Ralph Dr. Deborah Calvin Justine Jeffrey Rhonda L. Mel Ron Jana
Period Ended Draper Jensen Tang Durant Mitchell Faust Smith Crier Anders

Superintendent Position #1 Position #2 Position #3 Position #4* Position #4** Position #5 Position #6 Position #7

There were no gifts received by any Executive Officers or Board Members.

* Position # 4 was held by Jeffrey Mitchell from July 1, 2011 through August 13, 2011.
**Position # 4 was held by Rhonda Faust from December 13, 2011 through June 30, 2012.

` Fig. A-5

Dr. Deborah Calvin Justine Jeffrey Rhonda L. Mel Ron Jana
Jensen Tang Durant Mitchell Faust Smith Crier Anders

Position #1 Position #2 Position #3 Position #4* Position #4** Position #5 Position #6 Position #7

There were no business transactions between the school district and its Board Members.

* Position # 4 was held by Jeffrey Mitchell from July 1, 2011 through August 13, 2011.
**Position # 4 was held by Rhonda Faust from December 13, 2011 through June 30, 2012.
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Summary Amounts

For the Twelve-Month

 June 30, 2012

Summary Amounts

 June 30, 2012

GIFTS RECEIVED BY THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER(S) AND 
 BOARD MEMBERS (AND FIRST DEGREE RELATIVES, IF ANY) IN

FISCAL YEAR 2012

Period Ended
For the Twelve-Month

BOARD MEMBERS FOR
BUSINESS TRANSACTIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND

 FISCAL YEAR 2012
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Fig. A-6

General Fund - First-Quarter Expenditures By Object Code
      Report 2012-2013 first-quarter (first three months of fiscal year 2012-2013) GENERAL FUND expenditures by object code using whole numbers.

Payroll- Expenditures for payroll costs object codes 6110-6149 $47,685,184
Contract Costs- Expenditures for services rendered by firms, individuals, and other organizations object code series 6200 $2,542,274

Supplies and Materials-
object code series 6300 $1,244,274

Other Operating-
object code series 6400 $2,071,151

Debt Service- Expenditures for debt service object code series 6500 $0
Capital Outlay- Expenditures for land, buildings, and equipment object code series 6600 $1,000,299

Additional Financial Solvency Questions

Districts with a July 1- June 30 fiscal year:
      Within the last two years, did the school district Yes No

X

X

2) Has the school district declared financial exigency within the past two years? X

Mean Enroll-to-Teacher Ratio School District Size
8.30 7.05 Under 100
9.54 8.11 100 to 249

10.80 9.18 250 to 499
11.54 9.81 500 to 999
12.65 10.75 1,000 to 1,599
13.65 11.60 1,600 to 2,999
14.43 12.26 3,000 to 4,999
14.97 12.73 5,000 to 9,999
15.12 12.86 10,000 to 24,999
15.27 12.98 25,000 to 49,999
15.44 13.12 50,000 and Over

      N/A

4) How many superintendents has your school district had in the last five years? 1

5) How many business managers has your school district had in the last five years? 1

3) Provide comments or explanations for student-to-staff ratios significantly (more than 15%) below the norm, rapid 
depletion of General Fund balances, or any significant discrepancies between actual budget figures and projected 
revenues and expenditures, or any other information that may be helpful in evaluating the school district's financial 
solvency.

85% of Mean Enroll-to-
Teacher Ratio

Expenditures for supplies and materials necessary to maintain and/or operate 
furniture, computers, equipment, vehicles, grounds, and facilities
Expenditures for items other than payroll, professional and contracted services, 
supplies and materials, debt service, and capital outlay

SUMMARY SCHEDULE OF DATA SUBMITTED UNDER THE FINANCIAL SOLVENCY PROVISION
 OF TEXAS EDUCATION CODE §39.0822

FISCAL YEAR 2013 FIRST QUARTER

1) draw funds from a short-term financing note (term less than 12 months) between 
the months of July and October, inclusive, and
2) for the prior fiscal year, have a total General Fund balance of less than 2 percent 
of total expenditures for General Fund function codes 11-61?
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By 2015, Spring Independent School District 
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among learning organizations and known for 
exemplary student achievement.
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