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The House Appropriations Committee held a meeting of the Subcommittee on Article III on Wednesday, 

August 24th. Article III is the section of the Texas budget that deals with public education. The meeting 

was called to: 

 

“Conduct a review of current public education programs administered by the Texas Education Agency 

that are funded outside of the Foundation School Program. Make recommendations to increase, 

decrease, or eliminate programs based on measurable performance and effectiveness.” 

 

The Legislative Budget Board (LBB) prepared, presented, and made available a presentation entitled 

“Overview of Performance and Effectiveness Information for Texas Education Agency Non-Foundation 

School Programs.” Here is a link to the document for your reading pleasure. 

http://www.lbb.state.tx.us/Documents/Publications/Presentation/3330_Overview_Performance_Efffectiven

ess_Info_Non_FSP.pdf 

 

The LBB quickly walked the committee through the document and then took questions. Representative 

Howard (D-Austin) asked why some of these programs are funded separately, instead of being part of the 

formula. She suggested that they consider having non-formula programs sunset and then either 1) get 

rolled into the formula, 2) go away, or 3) stay separate. Article III Subcommittee Chairman Ashby (R-

Lufkin) said that the House Appropriations Committee and House Public Education Committee would hold 

a joint hearing soon to take a deep dive into school finance and address this and other related issues.  

 

Public testimony was brief with speakers from the following organizations. 

1) Military Child Education Coalition 

2) Goodwill Charter (for adults) 

3) Center for Public Policy Priorities 

4) Disability Rights Texas 

5) Uplift Education 

6) Texas Alliance for Boys and Girls Clubs 

 

Most of the above speakers thanked the legislators for funding their programs and encouraged them to 

continue doing so. A couple had some more detailed comments and suggestions.  

 

Chandra Villanueva from the Center for Public Policy Priorities (CPPP) suggested moving away from 

funding programs separately, and instead recommended that their funding be rolled into the Comp. Ed 

funds through the formula. She explained that in years past, when funds were cut, they were primarily for 

programs for low-income families. She offered Pre-K as an example, and added that since the Pre-K 

program is a grant program, it may or may not continue year to year which makes it very hard for districts 

to plan. She suggested two ways the legislature could consider adequately funding a Pre-K program. One 

would be to provide full-day funding through the formulas (even for districts transitioning to full-day) and 

the other would be to create a Pre-K allotment similar to the high-school allotment. Donna Howard asked 

how they would logistically roll funds in for some of the programs that had representatives there testifying, 

and Chandra replied that they could make a weight for military kids, and leave funds that could be 
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available for Goodwill or other programs. She stressed that by putting the funds into the formula, program 

funding becomes more predictable and flexible. When someone remarked about how confusing the 

formula is, Chandra replied that the confusing part of the formula is all of the old hold harmless 

provisions, and that they are based on old property tax rates, and outdated data. Accordingly, she 

recommended updating the weights as well. 

 

Steven Aleman from Disability Rights Texas represents Special Ed students, who account for 9% of 

enrolled students in Texas public schools. He spoke specifically about the SSI and Reading Academies 

programs and said that if the funds were to be rolled into the formula, he would want “preferred 

outcomes” to be determined. The special needs community would like to see measures included that are 

better indicators of progress and attainment of skills - not just tests that don’t accurately measure their 

progress.  

 

Stacy Lawrence, CFO for Uplift Education, testified about Uplift, a charter with 36 campuses and 16,000 

students in Texas. He said that 100% of Uplift students are accepted into college, and this year 47% were 

found college ready by the ACT. Mr. Lawrence stressed the importance of having facility funds for 

charters. One of the legislators asked about Uplift’s drop out rate. Mr. Lawrence said that he didn’t have 

those actual numbers but that about 90% of their students finish. Representative Howard asked Mr. 

Lawrence if the legislature were to put Uplift under a traditional ISD, rather than its private board, but 

gave them facilities, what would the down side be? He stumbled a little bit, but then talked about the 

different “mindset” and “expectations” of public school districts as opposed to theirs. Representative 

Howard very politely informed him that there isn’t a single “mindset” or even approach to learning in all 

public schools, or even within all schools within a district. I liked her suggestion that to get facilities 

funding, charters would need to become public schools under democratically elected school boards.  

 

In concluding the hearing, Representative Ashby reiterated his intention to hold a joint hearing with the 

Public Education Committee in September to do a deep dive into funding. We will let you know when that 

hearing is scheduled. 

 

Have a great weekend! 

 

Laura Yeager 

TACS Governmental Relations 


