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Welcome
Chief Operations Officer Paula Barbaroux welcomed everyone and said that there was a lot of
information to share that evening.

She added that attendees were sitting with their subcommittee members. The majority of people
were granted their first choice of subcommittee groups, but there were some that could not be
accommodated; however she emphasized that everyone, even though they are working in
subcommittees will have the opportunity to weigh in on everything.

With that she introduced the first presentation.

Activity - GCISD Operating Budget

GCISD’s Director of Finance Christi Drilling opened with an activity involving a pie chart on the
tables with the district’s various expenditure categories and a bag of 100 pennies. Ms. Drilling
said that most of the district’s sources of revenue come primarily from tax dollars, adding that
GCISD’s current tax rate is $1.13. That revenue goes into two buckets:

● Maintenance and Operations (M&O) budget.

● Interest and Sinking (I&S), also known as debt service and the portion that pays for
voter-approved bonds

Ms. Drilling said that the activity was for the M&O tax revenue received. Each table group was
then given the opportunity to divide the pennies into the different categories on the pie chart. A
handout with the definitions of each category was also provided. They were invited to work
together in groups to estimate the District’s allocations.

After the activity, she showed a slide with the pie chart and the actual percentages allocated by
the District in each of the categories.

● Instruction, 64 percent
● Instructional Support, 9 percent
● Student Support, 7 percent
● Transportation, 2 percent
● Co Curricular/extracurricular, 3 percent
● Maintenance & Operations, 9 percent
● Support Services, 2 percent
● Administration, 3 percent
● Other, 1 percent, which she said doesn’t fall into any of the areas, but primarily consists

of appraisal district fees



PRESENTATIONS

GCISD Financial Position & Overview
Interim Chief Financial Officer Richard Matkin then shared a School Finance 101 presentation.

State law requires the Board of Trustees to adopt a budget for three funds:
● General or Operating Fund
● Debt Service Fund
● Child Nutrition Fund (a special revenue fund)

The board does not adopt a budget for:
● Capital Projects Fund
● Special Revenue Funds, which are grants

State Funding System
The Foundation School Program is the state funding system. It is:

● The primary source of state funding to school districts
● Administered by Texas Education Agency (TEA)
● Meant to ensure that all school districts, regardless of property wealth, receive

“substantially equal access to similar revenue per student at similar tax effort”

The funding mechanism is based on average daily attendance:
● Average number of students in attendance each day all year
● Property wealth per student, which is the tax base divided by number of students

○ Lower “wealth per student” districts receive more state funding
○ Higher “wealth per student” districts receive less state funding

All other factors being equal, as local property values increase, GCISD receives less
funding from the state.

To illustrate how much funding a district receives, he used a glass of water as a comparison.

Formulas determine the size of the glass (i.e., the district’s entitlement) based on:

● Basic Allotment (per student), which currently is $6,160 per student
● District characteristics
● Student characteristics
● Other additional funding not on a per-student basis (such as transportation, teacher

incentives)
● District tax effort

He said that the Texas Legislature is now in session, and the hope is that they will add to the
basic allotment. He said this is the only way to get more money if a district’s enrollment is not
growing. Texas has not increased the basic allotment in four years.



Local property taxes and state funding are combined to reach a district’s entitlement, or in this
example, the glass. He added to the example by saying that the state will also make sure that
the glass is not half full and does not overflow. That’s when recapture comes in, he said - to
prevent overflow.

State’s Recapture, otherwise known as “Robin Hood”
In the area of recapture, districts can fall into one of three categories:

● “Chapter 49,” which are districts that pay recapture to the state and receive no state
funding. An example is Highland Park ISD.

● “Gap Districts,” which pay some recapture based on the tax rate and receive some state
funding. An example is GCISD.

● “Chapter 48,” which are districts that pay no recapture and receive state funding. An
example is Garland ISD.

He said that the dividing line is the wealth per student (property tax revenue) as it applies to the
district.

Local Tax Effort
Each year, a school district adopts two tax rates, which make up the total tax rate:

● Maintenance & Operations (M&O), which is the district’s general fund and is the only one
that is subject to recapture

● Interest & Sinking (I&S), which goes to pay debt service for capital improvements and
districts keep 100 percent of the dollars.

M&O funds the day-to-day maintenance and operations of the district
● Salaries (for teachers and other staff)
● Utilities (electricity, water, internet)
● Bus repairs, maintenance and fuel
● School supplies and materials
● Custodial supplies

I&S funds the principal and interest payments on bonds authorized by the voters and issued by
the District.

One of the biggest changes that has occurred since he retired in 2015 is that as a district’s
property value increases, the state has been lowering (compresing) the M&O tax rate every
year.

He said that all of this has driven districts into a corner because the only way to generate
additional revenue is to either have more students or have more golden pennies to levy.

He then showed the current GCISD tax rates:
● GCISD’s M&O tax rate is $0.9091
● GCISD’s I&S tax rate is $0.2217



GCISD’s total tax rate is $1.1308 per $100 of property value

GCISD has a lower tax rate when compared to the following area school districts:
Carroll ISD ( $0.8888 and $0.33) for a total tax rate of $1.2188
Keller ISD ($0.9429 and $0.33) for a total tax rate of $1.2729
Northwest ISD ($0.8546 and $0.42) for a total tax rate $1.2746
Coppell ISD ($0.9867 and $0.2306) for a total tax rate of $1.2173
Birdville ISD ( $0.8659 and $0.4139) for a total tax rate of $1.2798

School District Funding
GCISD’s enrollment is declining. Matkin said that it’s been that way for several years and,
therefore, revenues have remained stagnant.

He then showed a slide graphically depicting the interplay of the mechanisms in the formula:
that as property values rise in GCISD with the same number of students, and as property tax
rate go down due to compression, property revenues will go up, and state funding will decline
through an increased recapture payment.

He said that a key point to understand when talking about school finance is that GCISD
does not benefit from property value growth to fund day-to-day operations. It does help on
the debt side. State lawmakers are considering bills to limit property value growth and increase
homestead exemptions. Funding is increased for districts when student enrollment increases
since the state “funds” per student.

GCISD Bond Initiatives
The next slide showed GCISD’s past bond initiatives, which he said have been staggered.
1993 $ 75,000,000
1998 $134,000,000
2005 $107,900,000
2011 $124,500,000
2016 $247,975,000

GCISD’s debt management practices have resulted in $118 million in savings through re-funding
to lower interest rates and pre-paying bonds. Such actions have reduced the cost of
voter-approved bonds and provided District taxpayers with more than $132 million of direct
savings since 2005.

The next slides showed the historical tax rate, existing bond payments schedule, and showing
that the purpose and useful life of the projects financed with debt obligations is carefully
considered when structuring the debt repayment schedule to align with the asset.

Introduction of Facility Conditions Assessment & District Requests



David Gustaf, principal with Huckabee Architects, shared a presentation about the 2022
facilities assessment conducted in GCISD. Huckabee has performed walkthroughs and facilities
assessments for hundreds of districts.

The assessment, which covered GCISD’s 3.2 million square feet of facilities, is based on
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) E2018-15, Standard Guide for Property
Condition Assessment and Building Solutions formulaic assessment standards.

The GCISD assessment included a visual assessment of the architectural, mechanical,
electrical, and plumbing components of the facilities, along with non-building systems such as
parking, site/civil systems, and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) review.

The facilities were evaluated by:
● Reviewing the condition of assigned buildings and site elements on campus
● Identifying building component renewals or replacements and needs for major repair to

selected building and site systems
● Estimating the cost of items identified.
● Recommending the order of priority of items identified, which he emphasized was strictly

a recommendation and that the LRPC would make their recommendation
● Calculating an appropriate replacement reserve for the next fifteen years for items not

included in maintenance and/or operational budgets

Assessment Professionals walked each site and building, observing existing conditions and
documenting those conditions with photographs. Professionals included:

● Architect
● Mechanical Engineer
● Electrical Engineer
● Plumbing Engineer
● Kitchen Consultant
● Roofing & Exterior Envelope Consultant
● Registered Accessibility Specialist
● Playground Safety Consultant

He then showed slides of a sample Facilities Assessment Output report, which committee
members would receive for the campuses and district facilities at the next meeting. Each report
has a summary (building construction date, descriptions of building materials for the structures,
mechanical systems, etc.). The reports also include assessments in 11 areas as well as
photographs.

Inflationary Impact on Costs
The inflationary trend over the past two years has been 22 percent escalation and the
availability of building materials has also been a factor. Everything except for Mechanical,
Electrical and Plumbing (MEP) is returning closer to pre-pandemic costs. MEP costs continue to
change daily and lead times are more than 12 months.



The current approximate costs to build schools are:
● Elementary school: $340 per square foot
● Middle school: $360 per square foot
● High school: $380 per square foot

The costs that will be in the assessment report are estimated “rough order of magnitude” (ROM)
costs in today’s dollars.

He said that when the LRPC presents their information to the bond committee, it will have more
refined costs, such as escalation costs, general conditions, etc.

ACTIVITY

Prioritization Factors
Next, Paul Thompson, Huckabee director of the Fort Worth office, led the group through an
activity that will help the committee prioritize projects. He shared with the group that it is
extremely common for school districts to have greater needs than they can afford.

Before starting the activity, Thomson shared a brief presentation to share that:
● Projects will be evaluated on a rating
● The rating total will be based on five factors or the number of factors the committee

chooses
● Each of those five factors is assigned a percentage weight
● That weight percentage is what the committee would determine in their activity

The activity called for each committee member to assign a prioritization importance on the five
factors. To do so, each member was given five colored dots the highest to the lowest,
representing the order of importance. A handout about each of the factors was also provided to
every member to explain the factor.

Initially, the top two factors received the same value. The remaining factors had a clearer order
of value. The committee was invited to speak to the initial results, advocating for changes or not.
Two groups felt strongly that Benefit to Students was the greatest priority, while two other
groups felt strongly that Urgency of Need was the greatest priority. More discussion followed,
and another vote was taken through a show of hands, with Urgency of Need receiving one more
vote than Benefit to Students. One item potentially causing the close votes may have been
centered on the term “safety.”

The activity resulted in the following weights being assigned to each factor:
● Benefit to Students 28%
● Urgency of Need 30%
● Experience 20%
● Value 15%



● Benefit to Community 7%

Ms. Barbaroux said she would consider the information and report back to the committee at the
next meeting. She also thanked the group for their spirited engagement in the activity.

Wrap Up
Ms. Barbaroux shared a few items in closing:

● GCISD’s tax rate is lower than some of the neighboring school districts, which was
intentional by the Board of Trustees to build capacity knowing that there were needs
coming

● A comprehensive spreadsheet of projects is coming their way, which will be color-coded
by subcommittee, but that they will all in the end have an opportunity to weigh in on all
items regardless of committee

● They will use these priority factors to evaluate each line to grade the projects

The meeting adjourned.


