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WORK OF THE COMMITTEE 
 
Tennessee Code Annotated 49-1-302(4)(a) specifies that the State Board of Education 
shall establish a review committee for the Tennessee basic education program (BEP). 
This committee is directed to meet at least four times a year and regularly review the BEP 
components including the preparation of an annual report on or before November 1 of 
each year.  
 
This report includes “recommendations on needed revisions, additions, and deletions to 
the formula, as well as, an analysis of instructional salary disparity among local education 
agencies”. This report considers “total instructional salary disparity among local 
education agencies, differences in benefits and other compensation among local 
education agencies, inflation, and instructional salaries in the southeast and other 
regions”. 
 
The BEP review committee is also directed “to give special consideration to costs of 
enhanced services to address the needs of at-risk children, the cost of educating English 
language learners, and the development and implementation of a system level fiscal 
capacity model.” 
 
In addition, House Resolution 286, adopted in 2006, directed the committee to “develop a 
consensus recommendation on a system-level fiscal capacity model which provides a 
phase-in process and hold harmless provisions and include such recommendation in its 
November 2006 report.”  From the legislative discussion, it was clear that the committee 
was to consider alternative models. 
 
The enclosed report fulfills the requirements of the legislation and addresses the issues 
identified in the resolution. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In the effort to improve essential components of the Basic Education Program (BEP)1, 
the BEP Review Committee has performed a comprehensive review of the funding 
formula related to the following areas: 
 

• System level fiscal capacity, 
• Indemnification, 
• Salary disparity, including salary and benefits, 
• Funding for at-risk students, 
• Funding for English language learners (ELL) and, 
• Unit component cost improvements. 

 
Each year, on or before November 1, this committee submits a report to the Governor, the 
Select Oversight Committee on Education, and the State Board of Education identifying 
funding formula needs. This third edition of the report summarizes the findings of the 
committee and presents the immediate and extended priorities identified by the 
committee. 
 

Review of Salary Disparity 
 
Based on an analysis of total teacher compensation, the statewide measure of salary 
disparity for 2005-06 is similar to the measure observed in the previous year. Although a 
slight statewide increase in total teacher compensation was observed, the difference is not 
statistically significant. Total teacher compensation is a procedure that compares 
instructional salary and health insurance benefit differences independent of variation in 
local teacher training and experience. Total teacher compensation analysis also controls 
for variation in the local health plans selected by teachers. 
 
A regional analysis of statewide disparity reveals a general decrease in disparity within 
five regions, including a noticeable decrease in the Knoxville region. Two regions were 
assessed as having a mixed profile of disparity, reflecting a relative balance of increases 
and decreases within each respective region. Four regions experienced an increase in 
salary disparity. 
 
Recommendations of the Committee 
 
The BEP Review Committee has arrived at consensus on the following language related to 
system level fiscal capacity and the November 1, 2006 report. 
 
The BEP Review Committee Report on November 1, 2006 will include a discussion of various 
models for measuring fiscal capacity, a report on salary disparity, and recommendations for 
immediate priorities and extended priorities. The committee will continue to work on system level 
fiscal capacity issues and a small group will address issues related to adequacy, with a report 
and recommendations on both issues to be presented by February 15, 2007. 

                                                 
1Tennessee Code Annotated 49-1-302 (4)(a) 
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Immediate Priorities.  The Basic Education Program (BEP) Review Committee 
recommends moving forward with comprehensive, simultaneous, and timely 
improvements to the BEP, consisting of the following immediate priorities: 
 

• An increase in funding for at-risk students, 
• An increase in funding for English language learners, 
• Full funding of growth in Average Daily Membership, and 
• The restoration of the BEP instructional salary state share to 75%. 

 
Extended Priorities.  Unit cost components should more appropriately reflect the basic 
requirements of providing a quality education for students.  These recommended 
improvements relate to the following areas: 

 
● Reduction of Class Size to Fund Current Positions Outside the BEP 
● Professional Development 
● School Nurses 
● Teacher Classroom Materials and Supplies ($100 addition) 
● Technology Coordinators 
● Technology 
● Alternative Schools 
● Capital Outlay 
● Transportation per ADM 
● Readjustment of the Cost Differential Factor, in accordance with the Governor's 2004 

Task Force Recommendations on Teacher Pay Equity.
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REVIEW OF COMMITTEE DISCUSSION 
SALARY DISPARITY 

 
Background  

 
The concluding opinion of Small Schools III2 states that “the salary equity plan under 
Tennessee Code Annotated § 49-3-366 does not include equalization of teachers’ salaries 
according to the BEP formula because it contains no mechanism for cost determination or 
annual cost review of teachers’ salaries.” Revisions to the formula and the infusion of 
salary equity funding beginning in the 2004 fiscal year specifically addressed the issue of 
cost determination, incorporating real-world average salaries for teachers educating 
Tennessee students. Additionally, changes in statute now require the BEP Review 
Committee to conduct an annual cost review of teachers’ salaries.  
 
The committee has determined that the most appropriate measure for calculating salary 
disparity is total teacher compensation, based on “salary schedule strength” and “health 
insurance package strength”, with the goal of representing a disparity baseline 
independent of regional and local variations in teacher training and experience, and 
which health plan a teacher selects.  
 
Total teacher compensation is a procedure that compares instructional salary and health 
benefit differences independent of variation in local teacher training and experience. 
Total teacher compensation analysis also controls for variation in the local health plans 
selected by teachers. 
 
The central tenets of this methodology include (Appendix A):  
 

1) a statewide, weighted average salary for each cell, applied to the local 
salary schedule of each system; 
 

2) a weighted average local health insurance benefit. 
 
 

Discussion 
 
Issues of total teacher compensation were reviewed by the committee using the weighted 
average salary and weighted average insurance for each local system3. The committee 
discussed the fact that health care costs have increased since the infusion of salary equity 
funds in 2004.  The disparity in weighted average local health insurance benefit has 
decreased very slightly since 2004. 
 
 
 

                                                 
2Tennessee Small School Systems v. McWherter 
3Total Teacher Compensation Data Analysis was performed by the Office of Education Accountability with 
data provided by the Department of Education and Tennessee Education Association. 
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Findings 
 
An analysis of the coefficient of variation across Tennessee reveals that the statewide 
measure of salary disparity for 2005-06 is similar to the measure observed in the previous 
year. Although the analysis shows a slight statewide increase in disparity in total teacher 
compensation, the observed difference is not statistically significant.   
 
 

Coefficient of Variation4

 Weighted 
Average Salary 

Weighted Average 
Insurance Paid 

Total Teacher Compensation  
(Salaries Plus Insurance Paid) 

2006 0.0703 0.1863 0.0717 
2005 0.0697 0.1894 0.0712 
2004 0.0688 0.1894 0.0691 

    
Change 

from 
2004 

0.0015 -0.0031 0.0026 

 
Using the total teacher compensation methodology, the statewide weighted average 
salary for Tennessee was $38,972.46 in 2006, an increase of $1,943.25 from the baseline 
year of 2004. When weighted average insurance paid by school districts is included, the 
average increases to $44,284.27, an increase of $2,550.15 from the baseline year of 2004 
(Appendix B). 
 

                                                 
4The Coefficient of Variation is a representation of how closely values are clustered around the average. 
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REVIEW OF COMMITTEE DISCUSSION 
UNIT COST COMPONENTS 

 
Background 

 
Tennessee Code Annotated 49-1-302(4)(a) authorizes the BEP Review Committee to 
recommend funding formula improvements to the Basic Education Program. Reports 
from the previous two years have outlined the specific need for formula improvements 
related to at-risk students and English language learners. Based on these 
recommendations, in fiscal year 2006 the at-risk component was changed from an 
instructional salary component to a classroom component of the BEP in 2005, allowing 
greater flexibility in the use of funds for at-risk students.  
 
In fiscal year 2007, the BEP includes an additional $33 million in funding for at-risk 
students and $2 million in funding for English language learners (ELL).  The additions 
increased the percentage of at-risk students funded from 20% to 38.5% and lowered the 
student/teacher and student/translator ratios for ELL students from 50:1 to 45:1 and 500:1 
and 450:1 respectively. The committee has established targets of 100% funding for K-12 
at-risk students and a reduction in the student/teacher and student/translator ratios for 
ELL students to 20:1 and 200:1 respectively. 
 
The committee has identified the need for additional formula improvements to reflect the 
actual cost of educating students in Tennessee. The committee requested analysis of the 
fiscal impact of various BEP unit cost components, based on the committee's identified 
extended priorities from the November 1, 2005 report.  The unit component cost for the 
following components were analyzed. 
 

Findings : Immediate Priorities 
 
The Basic Education Program (BEP) Review Committee recommends moving forward 
with comprehensive, simultaneous, and timely improvements to the BEP consisting of 
the following immediate priorities: 
 

• An increase in funding for at-risk students, 
• An increase in funding for English language learners, 
• Full funding of growth in Average Daily Membership, and 
• The restoration of the BEP instructional salary state share to 75%. 

 
At-Risk Students.   As recommended by the committee in its 2004 and 2005 reports, the 
BEP should provide additional funding for 100 percent of at-risk students, as determined 
by the number of students eligible for free and reduced priced lunches.  The BEP 
currently provides funding for 38.5 percent of at-risk students, based on funding required 
to reduce class size for such students by 5 at an average unit cost of $509.  The funds are 
provided as a classroom component, to allow schools flexibility in the types of services 
provided to at-risk students.   
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Additional Funding of At-Risk    

     67% of Eligibles  $51,708,000  

    100% of Eligibles   $111,642,000 
. 

English Language Learners.   As recommended by the committee in its 2004 and 2005 
reports, the BEP should provide additional funding for one ELL teacher for each 20 
students and one translator for each 200 students.  In addition, the allocation of ELL 
funds should be made a classroom component.  The BEP currently provides one teacher 
per 45 students and one translator per 450.  The cost to reduce the ratios to 1:30 and 
1:300 would be $10.4 million. 

 
Additional Funding of ESL Translators, Teachers   

     1/200, 1/20   $26,222,000 
     1/300, 1/30  $10,407,000  

     1/400, 1/40   $2,616,000 
 
Full Funding of Growth.  Currently, the BEP formula reimburses school systems during 
a current school year only for growth that exceeds 2 percent of ADM, at a cost of $19 
million.  The BEP should provide funding to reimburse systems for 100 percent of 
growth in order to cover their actual costs for instructional positions and other costs.  The 
additional cost to do this would be approximately $24 million based on the experience of 
the last three years.  This would be a one-time recurring improvement.   

 
Growth Funding - 100%    

      FY2003-04   $20,802,000 
      FY2004-05  $26,406,000  

      FY2005-06   $24,781,000 
 

State Share of Instructional Salary.  In 2004, a new category of the BEP was created 
for instructional salaries.  The state share for BEP salaries was established at 65 percent, 
with the local share becoming 35 percent.  Before 2004, instructional salaries were 
considered a classroom component and the state provided 75 percent of the funding and 
the local systems provided 25 percent.  School systems adversely affected by the change 
were provided indemnification and were held harmless. The state share of the BEP 
instructional salary should be restored to 75 percent.  
 

State Funding   

     68% Instructional  $49,916,000 
     71% Instructional $119,690,000  

     75% Instructional $224,082,000  
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Findings : Extended Priorities 

 
The BEP Review Committee re-affirmed that the following areas should be priorities as 
funding becomes available.  Costs are based on 2007 funding levels. 
 
Reduction in Class Size (Positions Outside the BEP). The BEP should provide funding 
to account for additional positions currently 100 percent locally funded outside the 
formula. This funding should be based upon a reduction in class sizes at grade levels K-
12. Additional class size reductions should not be mandated, however.  The cost to 
reduce class size by one student in regular classrooms K-12 (excluding art, music, 
physical education, vocational education, ELL, and special education) is $54.1 million. 

 
Class-Size Ratio 
Regular K-12 Classroom Tchrs Only*  

 

    Reduced by One (1) Student  $54,133,000 
    Reduced by Two (2) Students $114,215,000 
    Reduced by Three (3) Students $179,613,000 
    Reduced by Four (4) Students $252,128,000 
    Reduced by Five (5) Students $332,640,000 
      * Does not include Art, Music, PE, Vocational, ELL, and Special Education  

 
Professional Development.  A new component for professional development should be 
incorporated into the BEP, funded at 1 percent of instructional salaries.  Georgia, for 
example, funds professional development at a rate of l ½ percent of instructional salaries.  
The cost of funding at 1 percent of salary unit cost in the classroom component would be 
$16.6 million. 

 
Professional Development 
1% of Salary Unit Cost  

 $16,560,000 
 

School Nurses. The formula component for school nurses should be based upon 
a ratio of at least 1 nurse for every 1,500 students. Such a level of funding would 
still exceed the ratio of 750 recommended by the National Association of School Nurses. 
The component is currently funded at a ratio of 1 school nurse per 3,000 students. 
Additionally, the BEP spending mandate for school nurses should be removed from 
Tennessee code.  The cost to reduce the ratio to 1:1,500 would be $10.6 million. 
 

Nurses   

     1:750   $32,764,000 
     1:1,500   $10,583,000 
     1:2,000  $5,213,000  

     1:2,500   $2,103,000 
 
 Teacher Classroom Materials and Supplies. The materials and supply 

allocation for classroom teachers should be based upon a rate of no less than $300 
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per teacher. This funding level would be $100 above the existing $200 allocation. In 
order to ensure an appropriate delineation between shared pool and direct teacher 
resources, TCA 49-3-359(a) should be updated to reflect an increase of $100 directly to 
classroom teachers.  The cost would be $3.9 million. 

 
Material and Supplies  
$300 per Classroom Teacher  

 $3,893,000 
 
Technology Coordinators. Technology Coordinators should be funded based 
upon a ratio of at least 1 coordinator per 2,500 students, compared to the current 
ratio of 1 coordinator per 6,400 students.  The cost to reduce the ratio to 1:3,000 students 
would be $3.9 million.  

 
Technology Coordinator   

     1:3,000   $3,850,000 
     1:4,000  $1,947,000  

     1:5,000   $845,000 
 
Technology. Funding for technology should be substantially improved in accordance 
with a plan to support system-wide administrative and instructional technology. The 
recurring allocation of $20 million has not been improved since the inception of the BEP. 

 
Transportation. A review of funding components for transportation should be included 
in the committee’s next annual report.  Currently, transportation funds are allocated to 
districts that provide transportation in accordance with a formula determined by the 
Commissioner of Education.  Allocations are based upon the number of students 
transported, miles transported, and density of students per route mile at a cost of $144.5 
million. 
 
Capital Outlay. A review of component improvements for capital outlay revealed an 
additional state cost of $122,170,000 in order to achieve the recommended guidelines for 
capital outlay as contained within the School Planning & Management, 11th Annual 
Conference Report of 2006. 
 

Capital Outlay - Reduction to Square Footage per 
Student  

 $122,170,000 
     Elem - 120.2 sq. ft. per student, (100 sq. ft. per student)    

     Middle - 146.2 sq. ft. per student, (110 sq. ft. per student)    

     High - 162.5 sq. ft. per student, (130 sq. ft. per student)    

    * Based on School Planning & Management - 11th Annual Construction Report 2006  

 
In addition to the unit cost factors listed above, the following component is also an 
extended priority: 
 
Cost Differential Factor. The Cost Differential Factor should be readjusted in 
accordance with the recommendation of the Governor's 2004 Teacher Pay Equity Task 
Force. 
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REVIEW OF COMMITTEE DISCUSSION 
SYSTEM LEVEL FISCAL CAPACITY: AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL 

 
Background 

 
Since inception of the BEP, the fiscal capacity index has served as the formula’s 
equalization mechanism. TCA 49-3-356 specifies that “from the local portion of [BEP 
funding], there shall be a distribution of funds for equalization purposes pursuant to a 
formula adopted by the state board, as approved by the commissioners of education and 
finance and administration. It is the intent of the general assembly to provide funding on 
a fair and equitable basis by recognizing the differences in the ability of local 
jurisdictions to raise local revenues.” 
 
In response to House Resolution 286 and taking into account the committee's 
recommendations in its report of November 1, 2005, the committee developed and 
evaluated an alternative method for equalization, in consultation with the Peabody Center 
for Education Policy. The goal was the creation of a method of equalization that would be 
explainable, understandable, and defendable. It was understood that systems would be 
held harmless as recommended in the November 1, 2005 report. 

Discussion 

The committee reviewed the fiscal impacts of an alternative method for system level 
equalization. This method determines equalization on a computational flat tax rate based 
upon sales tax and property values as reported by the Department of Revenue for the 
State of Tennessee. The computational flat rate in the alternative model was not intended 
to establish a mandated tax levy, but rather a mechanism for determining the minimum 
local and state shares based on sales and property tax revenues that could be generated by 
specified sales and property tax rates. 

Implementation of the alternative model would call for 1) the elimination of tax sharing 
across county, city, and special school district jurisdictions and 2) flexibility for local 
systems to raise the locally required match based on the flat computational rate applied 
for sales and property. 

Although the methodology met each of the three identified criteria, members of the 
committee expressed a number of reservations including the potential impacts of tax 
revenue redistributions. Tax implications included the impact of the proposed 
methodology on county-wide debt service, increased complexity in annexation 
relationships, and the limited capacity of some counties to make up shortfalls based on 
the minimum revenue assessed at proposed computational tax rates. Concerns were also 
raised in regards to whether the methodology would meet constitutional requirements for 
equity. 

Subsequent to this discussion, the committee came to consensus on the following 
recommendation in regards to system level fiscal capacity. Twenty votes “in favor”, zero 
“opposed”. 
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Fiscal Capacity Consensus Recommendation 

The BEP Review Committee Report on November 1, 2006 will include a discussion of various 
models for measuring fiscal capacity, a report on salary disparity, and recommendations for 
immediate priorities and extended priorities. The committee will continue to work on system level 
fiscal capacity issues and a small group will address issues related to adequacy, with a report 
and recommendations on both issues to be presented by February 15, 2007. 

Summary of Committee Discussion on 
System Level Equalization Models 

 
SYSTEM LEVEL PROTOTYPE 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 
Captures multiple sources of revenue including 
property, sales, and shared taxes. 

Double counts property and sales in 
counties and cities with school systems 
Potentially reduces state $ to poor counties 
if adequacy is not addressed. Captures ability to pay (income, poverty) 

A change in one county causes a ripple 
effect Easily replicated from year to year 

Quasi Familiar—not a big change from 95 
county model Requires hold harmless 

Not too complicated; state uses econometric 
models for other purposes such as projecting 
revenue 

 

No impact on other finance issues  

 
ALTERNATIVE MODEL 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 
Changes tax bases of counties and cities, 
with important implications Simplicity, transparency 

Annexation issues, PC 1101; may increase 
competition between cities and counties for 
economic development 

Step toward Total State system 

State picks up improvements, assuming tax rates 
stay constant 

Debt service on outstanding bonds; counties 
are currently obligated 

 Raises equity issues for supplementation, if 
the issue of adequacy is not addressed. 
Reduces state $ to several poor counties. 
May not hold up in courts, if adequacy not 
addressed.  

 

Establishes arbitrary rates for sales and 
property; weights subject to manipulation  

Does not take into account ability to pay—
median income or poverty  

 Requires hold harmless 
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Summary of Committee Discussion on 
System Level Equalization Models 

Continued 

 
TOTAL STATE FUNDING 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Transparency, simplicity Large change, politically difficult to enact 

Equitable Difficulty in enacting a state property tax 

Public finance issues: tax abatements 
granted by industrial development boards Not a “distribution” model 

 Capital outlay not considered 

 
95 COUNTY MODEL 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

No change, status quo, familiar No change, status quo 

Requires no new funds except for BEP 
maintenance 

Treats unequal districts as if they faced the 
same fiscal challenges 

Requires no hold harmless Complexity because of multiple factors 

Some factors are outdated, need to be 
changed  Captures ability to pay (income) 

A change in one county causes a ripple 
effect  

Contributes to disparity in salaries  
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APPENDIX A 
Total Teacher Compensation Methodology 

 
The calculation of total teacher compensation uses personnel and salary schedule 
information data provided by the Department of Education and TEA.   
 

1. Calculation of statewide average teacher training and experience 
demographic. A statewide average teacher training and experience demographic 
is generated based on the percentage of teachers in each cell, from a Bachelors 
degree with 0 years experience to a PhD degree with 30+ years experience.  

 
2. Calculation of weighted average teacher salary for each system. This 

statewide average teaching demographic is applied to each individual system’s 
salary schedule resulting in an average weighted teacher salary schedule for each 
system. Meaning, the percentage of teachers in each cell is multiplied by the 
salary value for the corresponding cell. These values are subsequently added 
together to result in a weighted average salary. 
 

3. Calculation of weighted average teacher insurance for each system. In 
developing the weighted average insurance, a statewide analysis of PPO, HMO, 
and POS health plans was researched and applied, including individual and family 
coverage.  Each school system may choose any combination of plans to offer their 
employees.  Some systems offer all three, while some may only offer a PPO and 
POS or only a PPO.  The weighted average cost of the insurance package is 
calculated by creating a grid that placed the percent of teachers statewide that 
chose each type of plan and then applying that to the amount that each system 
paid. 
 

4. Calculation of total teacher compensation. The total teacher compensation for 
each system is determined by adding the weighted average teacher salary for each 
system to the weighted average insurance for each system 
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APPENDIX B.1 Total Teacher Compensation 
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APPENDIX B.1 (cont’d) 
Total Teacher Compensation 

 

 



 

APPENDIX B.1 (cont’d) 
Total Teacher Compensation 
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APPENDIX B.1 (cont’d) 
Total Teacher Compensation 
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APPENDIX B.2 (cont’d) 
Total Teacher Compensation 
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APPENDIX C.1 
Regional Salary Disparity 

Based on Total Teacher Compensation 
 

23 



 

APPENDIX C.2 
Regional Disparity Methodology 

 
All Calculations are Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data 
 
Calculation of Dollar Disparity: 
 

1. All dollar disparity values are compared to the system with the maximum total 
teacher compensation, within each fiscal year. 
 

2. The ranked dollar value for each system is subtracted from the maximum, within 
each fiscal year. 

 
 
Calculation of Percentage Disparity: 

 
1. All percentage disparity values are compared to the system with the maximum 

total teacher compensation, within each fiscal year. 
 

2. The dollar value for each ranked system is divided by the maximum. This 
percentage values is then subtracted from the number 1 or 100%. 

 
 

Calculation of Change in Dollar Disparity: 
 
1. Within each ranked position (e.g. rank #2 – rank #10), the dollar disparity value 

of FY04 is subtracted from FY05. The calculation of the dollar disparity value is 
described above. 

 
2. The calculation of change in dollar disparity should always be interpreted in 

comparison to the system with the maximum total teacher compensation. 
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Appendix C.3 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 

Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 

Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d) 
Regional Salary Disparity 

 
 

44 



 

 
Appendix D 

 
Tax Base Methodology, Alternative Fiscal Capacity Model 
 
This alternative fiscal capacity model presumes that each school district will draw all 
local revenues from the tax base within its boundary.   Several adjustments in the data 
were necessary to build this structure.   
 
County-wide School Districts 
Generally, the county tax base is the school district tax base.  The only exceptions are 
when the county-wide district contains a portion of a school district that crosses 
county lines.  In this case, the portion of the school district is subtracted from the 
county tax base. 
 
County School Districts in Counties with More than One School District 
City and/or special school district tax bases are subtracted from the county tax base to 
arrive at the school district tax base.  Adjustments may also be made if the county 
contains a portion of a school district that crosses county lines. 
 
City School Districts 
The city tax base is the school district tax base. 
 
Special School Districts  
The special school district property tax base and the WFTEADA share of the county 
sales tax base is the school district tax base. 
 
Other Adjustments 
 

Grade configuration – The tax bases for city and special school districts with 
grade configurations other than K-12 are divided among the city/ssd and the 
county school district.  For example, the school district tax base for a city school 
district that serves grades K-8 will be 9/13 of the city tax base.  The school district 
tax base for the county school district will include 4/13 of the city tax base.   
 
Cross-county districts – The school district tax base for school districts that cross 
county lines is the sum of tax bases in all counties.   
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