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Introduction 

Passed during the 77th regular session of the Texas Legislature (2001), Senate Bill 218 

requires each Texas school district to prepare an annual financial accountability report on the 

District’s Schools FIRST (Financial Accountability Rating System of Texas) rating.  Many 

business-related issues are covered in this report and the District must hold a public meeting to 

discuss the report.    

Since its inception, the FIRST rating has been modified several times to reflect changes 

in legislation and serve as a better measurement of a district’s financial position.  The rating 

system has been reduced from an original 22 indicators to currently 15 indicators.  

Measurements based on student performance have been removed to focus strictly on financial 

matters.  In addition, six disclosures are now required along with the report; 1) the 

Superintendent’s employment contract, 2) reimbursements received by the Superintendent and 

Board members, 3) outside compensation and/or fees received by the Superintendent for 

professional consulting and/or other personal services, 4) gifts received by the executive 

officer(s) and Board members (and first degree relatives, if any), 5) business transactions 

between the school district and Board members, and finally 6) a summary schedule of the data 

submitted under the Financial Solvency Provisions of TEC Section 39.0822. 

The District's Schools FIRST rating is based upon budgetary and actual financial data 

along with an analysis of staff and student data reported for the 2015-2016 fiscal year. This 

information is submitted through the District's annual PEIMS (Public Education Information 

Management System) submissions.  TEA issued the preliminary financial accountability ratings 

for the 2015-2016 fiscal year in August 2016.  The District’s rating of “Passed” with an “A = 

Superior” is included in this report. 

The financial accountability rating of the District is based on its overall performance on certain 

financial measurements, ratios, and other indicators established by the Commissioner of 

Education with the financial accountability rating worksheet.  This worksheet was developed by 

representatives of the Texas Education Agency (TEA), the Texas Business & Education Council 

(TBEC), the Comptroller’s office and the Texas Association of School Business Officials 

(TASBO).  The worksheet consists of 15 indicators, each weighted with numeric values with the 

exception of the Critical Indicators.  A “No” response to one of the Critical Indicators 1-5 will 

automatically result in a rating of Substandard Achievement, giving these five indicators high 

importance. 

For the sixteenth year in a row, Mansfield ISD continues its financial excellence with a 

rating of "Superior" for the 2015-2016 fiscal year, scoring positive responses on all 15 indicators 

and an overall score of 94 out of 100. Included in this report is the Rating Report received from 

TEA used in determining the District’s score, an explanation of each of the Indicators, and the 

required disclosures.  
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Financial Integrity Rating System of Texas  

2016-2017 RATINGS BASED ON SCHOOL YEAR 2015-2016 DATA 

Name: MANSFIELD ISD (220908) 

Status: Passed 

Rating: A = Superior 

# Indicator Description Score 

1 Was the complete annual financial report (AFR) and data submitted to the 

TEA within 30 days of the November 27 or January 28 deadline depending 

on the school district’s fiscal year end date of June 30 or August 31, 

respectively?  

Yes 

2 Review the AFR for an unmodified opinion and material weaknesses. The 

school district must pass 2.A to pass this indicator. The school district fails 

indicator number 2 if it responds "No" to indicator 2.A. or to both indicators 

2.A and 2.B.

2.A Was there an unmodified opinion in the AFR on the financial statements as 

a whole? (The American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) 

defines unmodified opinion. The external independent auditor determines if 

there was an unmodified opinion.)  

Yes 

2.B Did the external independent auditor report that the AFR was free of any 

instance(s) of material weaknesses in internal controls over financial 

reporting and compliance for local, state, or federal funds? (The AICPA 

defines material weakness.)  

Yes 

3 Was the school district in compliance with the payment terms of all debt 

agreements at fiscal year end? (If the school district was in default in a prior 

fiscal year, an exemption applies in following years if the school district is 

current on its forbearance or payment plan with the lender and the payments 

are made on schedule for the fiscal year being rated. Also exempted are 

technical defaults that are not related to monetary defaults. A technical 

default is a failure to uphold the terms of a debt covenant, contract, or 

master promissory note even though payments to the lender, trust, or sinking 

fund are current. A debt agreement is a legal agreement between a debtor (= 

person, company, etc. that owes money) and their creditors, which includes 

a plan for paying back the debt.)  

Yes 

4 Did the school district make timely payments to the Teachers Retirement 

System (TRS), Texas Workforce Commission (TWC), Internal Revenue 

Service (IRS), and other government agencies?  

Yes 

4

https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Filing%20Timeliness
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Filing%20Timeliness
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https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Filing%20Timeliness
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Clean%20Audit
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Clean%20Audit
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Clean%20Audit
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Clean%20Audit
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Internal%20Controls
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Internal%20Controls
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Internal%20Controls
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Internal%20Controls
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Mortgage%20Paid
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Mortgage%20Paid
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Mortgage%20Paid
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Mortgage%20Paid
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Mortgage%20Paid
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Mortgage%20Paid
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Mortgage%20Paid
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Mortgage%20Paid
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Mortgage%20Paid
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Mortgage%20Paid
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Mortgage%20Paid
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Government%20Payments
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Government%20Payments
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Government%20Payments


5 Was the total unrestricted net position balance (Net of the accretion of 

interest for capital appreciation bonds) in the governmental activities 

column in the Statement of Net Position greater than zero? (If the school 

district's change of students in membership over 5 years was 10 percent or 

more, then the school district passes this indicator.)  

Yes 

6 Was the number of days of cash on hand and current investments in the 

general fund for the school district sufficient to cover operating 

expenditures (excluding facilities acquisition and construction)? (See ranges 

below.)  

10 

7 Was the measure of current assets to current liabilities ratio for the school 

district sufficient to cover short-term debt? (See ranges below.)  

8 

8 Was the ratio of long-term liabilities to total assets for the school district 

sufficient to support long-term solvency? (If the school district’s change of 

students in membership over 5 years was 10 percent or more, then the 

school district passes this indicator.) (See ranges below.)  

6 

9 Did the school district’s general fund revenues equal or exceed expenditures 

(excluding facilities acquisition and construction)? If not, was the school 

district’s number of days of cash on hand greater than or equal to 60 days?  

10 

10 Was the debt service coverage ratio sufficient to meet the required debt 

service? (See ranges below.)  

10 

11 Was the school district’s administrative cost ratio equal to or less than the 

threshold ratio? (See ranges below.)  

10 

12 Did the school district not have a 15 percent decline in the students to staff 

ratio over 3 years (total enrollment to total staff)? (If the student enrollment 

did not decrease, the school district will automatically pass this indicator.)  

10 

13 Did the comparison of Public Education Information Management System 

(PEIMS) data to like information in the school district’s AFR result in a 

total variance of less than 3 percent of all expenditures by function?  

10 

14 Did the external independent auditor indicate the AFR was free of any 

instance(s) of material noncompliance for grants, contracts, and laws related 

to local, state, or federal funds? (The AICPA defines material 

noncompliance.)  

10 

15 Did the school district not receive an adjusted repayment schedule for more 

than one fiscal year for an over allocation of Foundation School Program 

(FSP) funds as a result of a financial hardship?  

10 
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https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Matching%20Data
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Matching%20Data
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Matching%20Data
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Compliance
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Compliance
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Compliance
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Compliance
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Repayment%20Schedule
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Repayment%20Schedule
https://tea4avwaylon.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/Tests.aspx?year=2015&district=220908&test=Repayment%20Schedule


94 Score 

DETERMINATION OF RATING 

A. Did the district answer 'No' to Indicators 1, 3, 4, 5, or 2.A? If so, the school district's rating 

is F for Substandard Achievement regardless of points earned. 

B. Determine the rating by the applicable number of points. (Indicators 6-15) 

A = Superior 90-100

B = Above Standard 80-89

C = Meets Standard 60-79

F = Substandard Achievement <60 
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DISCUSSION OF BASE INDICATORS 

1. Was the complete annual financial report (AFR) and data submitted to the TEA

within 30 days of the November 27 or January 28 deadline depending on the school

district’s fiscal year end date of June 30 or August 31, respectively?

This indicator seeks to make certain the MISD has filed the Annual Financial Report by

the required deadline.

Mansfield ISD’s Annual Financial report was received at TEA on November 18, 2016.

2.A. Was there an unmodified opinion in the AFR on the financial statements as a

whole? (The American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) defines

unmodified opinion. The external independent auditor determines if there was an

unmodified opinon.)

A “modified” opinion on a financial report means that the district needs to correct some

of the reporting or financial controls. A district’s goal, therefore, is to receive an

“unmodified opinion” on its AFR.

Mansfield ISD passed this indicator by receiving an unmodified opinion on our AFR.

2.B. Did the external auditor report that the AFR was free of any instance(s) of material

weaknesses in internal control over financial reporting and compliance for local,

state, or federal funds?

Mansfield ISD passed this indicator by not receiving any findings regarding material

weaknesses in internal controls or findings in non-compliance for local, state, or federal

funds.

3. Was the school district in compliance with the payment terms of all debt agreements

at fiscal year end? (If the school district was in default in a prior fiscal year, an

exemption applies in following years if the school district is current on its

forbearance or payment plan with the lender and the payments are made on

schedule for the fiscal year being rated. Also exempted are technical defaults that

are not related to monetary defaults. A technical default is a failure to uphold the

terms of a debt covenant, contract, or master promissory note even though

payments to the lender, trust, or sinking fund are current. A debt agreement is a

legal agreement between a debtor (person, company, etc. that owes money) and

their creditors, which includes a plan for paying back the debt.)

This indicator seeks to make certain that the Mansfield ISD has paid our bills/obligations

on financing arrangements to pay for school construction, school buses, photocopiers,

etc.

Mansfield ISD AFR did not have any disclosures concerning default on bonded

indebtedness obligations and were able to make all bond payments.
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4. Did the school district make timely payments to the Teachers Retirement System

(TRS), Texas Workforce Commission (TWC), Internal Revenue Service (IRS), and

other governmental agencies?

Mansfield ISD made timely payments on governmental agency requirements.

5. Was the total unrestricted net asset balance (Net of the accretion of interest for

capital appreciation bonds) in the governmental activities column in the Statement

of Net Assets greater than zero? (If the school district’s change of students in

membership over 5 years was 10 percent or more, then the school district passes this

indicator.)

This indicator simply asks, “Did the district’s total assets exceed the total amount of 

liabilities?”  

Although the district’s change in the student membership was less than 10% (from 2012 

to 2016, the change in the district’s membership was 3.70%), the district passed this 

indicator because the sum of Total Unrestricted Net Asset Balance in the governmental 

activities column in the Statement of Net Assets, Accretion of Interest for Capital 

Appreciation Bonds, and Net Pension Liability was greater than zero. 

6. Was the number of days of cash on hand and current investments in the general

fund for the school district sufficient to cover operating expenditures (excluding

facilities acquisition and construction)? (See ranges below.)

In order to receive the maximum number of points (10) for this indicator, the district

needs more than 90 days of operating expenditures on hand.  Mansfield ISD had 141 days

on hand to receive the maximum points.

7. Was the measure of current assets to current liabilities ratio for the school district

sufficient to cover short-term debt? (See ranges below.)

Mansfield ISD’s ratio of current assets ($213,939,411) to current liabilities ($73,940,585)

was 2.8934 did not exceeded the 3.00 benchmark to receive the maximum points of 10

for this indicator, but earned 8 points in this category.

8. Was the ratio of long-term liabilities to total assets for the school district sufficient

to support long-term solvency? (If the school district’s change of students in

membership over 5 years was 10 percent or more, then the school district passes this

indicator.) (See ranges below.)

Although the district’s change in the student membership was less than 10% (from 2012

to 2016, the change in the district’s membership was 3.78%), the district received 6

points out of 10 for this indicator.  The district’s total long-term liabilities less the net

pension liability was $744,561,255 compared to total assets of $942,137,412 was a .79

ratio with 6 points awarded.
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9. Did the school district’s general fund revenues equal or exceed expenditures

(excluding facilities acquisition and construction)? If not, was the school district’s

number of days of cash on hand greater than or equal to 60 days?

General fund revenues ($259,993,859) were more than expenditures ($239,489,293), and

the district also met the indicator by having more than 60 days of cash on hand (141

days).

10. Was the debt service coverage ratio sufficient to meet the required debt service?

(See ranges below.)

Mansfield ISD was awarded 10 points for this indicator.  General Fund and Debt Service

Fund revenues less General Fund and Debt Service Fund expenditures plus debt service

payments plus debt service fund balance plus expenditures for facilities acquisition and

construction calculation was 1.4945.  Range for this indicator is greater than 1.2 in order

to receive the 10 points.

11. Was the district’s administrative cost ratio equal to or less than the threshold ratio?

(See ranges below.)

TEA sets a cap on the percentage of their budget that Texas school districts can spend on

administration. Did the district exceed the cap for districts our size?

Mansfield ISD’s administrative cost ratio was .0523. The threshold ratio to receive 10

full points for this indicator had to be less than or equal to .0855. We received the highest

points possible for this indicator.

12. Did the school district not have a 15 percent decline in the students to staff ratio

over 3 years (total enrollment to total staff)? (If the student enrollment did not

decrease, the school district will automatically pass this indicator.)

This indicator was automatically passed since Mansfield ISD is still growing and not in

an area of declining enrollment.

13. Did the comparison of Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS)

data to like information in the school district’s AFR result in a total variance of less

than 3 percent of all expenditures by function?

This indicator measures the quality of data reported to PEIMS and in our AFR to make

certain that the data reported in each case “matches.” If the difference in data reported in

any fund type is 3 percent or more, our district “fails” this indicator.

The variance of the AFR data to the PEIMS data submitted was not calculated and the

points forced due to the change in the fiscal year.   We received the highest points

possible for this indicator.

14. Did the external independent auditor report that the AFR was free of any
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instance(s) of material noncompliance for grants, contracts, and laws related to 

local, state, or federal funds? (The AICPA defines material noncompliance.) 

A clean audit of your AFR would state that your district has no material weaknesses in 

internal controls. Any internal weaknesses create a risk of your District not being able to 

properly account for its use of public funds, and should be immediately addressed. 

Mansfield ISD did not have any report by the external independent auditor of material 

weaknesses in our internal controls. We received the highest points possible for this 

indicator.  

15. Did the school district not receive an adjusted repayment schedule for more than

one fiscal year for an over allocation of Foundation School Program (FSP) funds as

a result of a financial hardship?

Mansfield did not receive a repayment schedule for an over allocation of Foundation

School Program (FSP) funds.

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.  

Financial Strength 

Considering the impact that minimal funding from the state has had on Mansfield ISD, the 

District has weathered the public school finance crisis better than many other districts because of 

its history of exercising strategic financial planning and investing as a standard practice.  The 

District continually evaluates programs and services in order to continue to provide quality 

education while addressing demands associated with being a fast growth district.  

Administrative Cost Comparison 

One measure the State of Texas uses to measure operating cost efficiency is the administrative 

cost ratio. The administrative costs are divided by instructional costs to arrive at a percentage.  A 

district’s size determines its administrative cost limitations.  

Year Threshold District Actual 

2007-08 11.05% 4.66% 

2008-09 11.05% 4.55% 

2009-10 11.05% 4.50% 

2010-11 11.05% 4.73% 

2011-12 11.05% 4.93% 

2012-13 11.05% 5.26% 

2013-14 8.55% 5.51% 

2014-15 8.55% 5.26% 

2015-16 8.55% 5.23% 
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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 benefit package each year.  Even more of a challenge has been to present 

a comprehensive health insurance package to employees, along with other benefits such as the 

Teacher/Employee Recruitment & Retention Program. Attracting and retaining a quality 

teaching staff is always a priority with Mansfield ISD.  The District has implemented a health 

clinic as an employee benefit in order to assist those employees that are not able to afford the 

Teacher Retirement System (TRS) Active Care health insurance. 

Debt Management 

The taxpayers of the District authorized a $198,530,000 bond program in November 2011 to 

fund construction, renovation, technology projects and improvements.  In May 2017 the 

taxpayers authorized a $275,000,000 bond program to fund three new schools and renovations 

for existing campuses.  At June 30, 2017, the total outstanding general obligation and refunding 

bonds was $735,495,000 with interest rates ranging from 1.75% - 5.50% and maturities until 

2045. 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 above-mentioned bonds, as of June 30, 2017 the District has construction 

underway for one replacement elementary schools scheduled to open in August 2017, in addition 

to several major renovation projects scheduled for other campuses. Planning has begun for the 

redesign of the three planned new campuses.  Due to the increased student growth, the District 

must meet these demands with new and improved facilities.  

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 

2007-08 101.02% 

2008-09 111.81% 

2009-10 113.32% 

2010-11 107.88% 

2011-12   99.81% 

2012-13 105.57% 

2013-14 105.08% 

2014-15  99.98% 

2015-16  99.66% 
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Cash Management 

The Schools FIRST worksheet addresses cash and investment issues, but only in a very basic 

manner. The worksheet criteria essentially provide 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, Federal Agency Securities, and Federal Instrumentality 

Securities.  The District has increased yield with longer term instruments based on cash flow 

analysis.  

Budgetary Planning & Financial Allocations 

Mansfield ISD opted to change their fiscal year to end June 30, therefore the 2015-2016 fiscal 

period covered ten months rather than twelve.  This was done in order to align the district’s 

financial year closer to the operational year for instruction.  

The District’s budget process usually begins in January each year.  During the first month of 

planning, 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 March, calculations of state and local tax 

revenues are completed and the budget starts to take on some form.  April 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 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.  
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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 ten months ended June 30, 2016, the District received an “unmodified” opinion with no 

reportable conditions or material weaknesses.  

Awards and Recognitions 

Mansfield 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 from the Association of School Business Officials, 

International (ASBO), and from the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA).  In 

addition, the District also received the Meritorious Budget Award from the Association of 

School Business Officials.  Both associations have stringent requirements for their award, and it 

is a credit to the District and the taxpayers to be recognized nationally in such a manner. 

Schools FIRST Disclosures 

In fiscal year 2007, new reporting requirements became effective for the financial management 

report that is to be distributed at the Schools FIRST public hearing.  Per Title 19 Administrative 

Code Chapter 109, Budgeting, Accounting, and Auditing, Subchapter AA, Commissioner’s 

Rules Concerning Financial Accountability Rating System, the five (5) 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-3).

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-2).

 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).
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Appendix A 

Required Disclosures 

The District’s annual financial management report must include specific disclosures regarding 

the superintendent’s contract, reimbursements received by the superintendent and board 

members and other compensation and gifts received.  This information is presented below to 

comply with the requirements. 
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Fig A-2. 

Reimbursements Received by the Superintendent and Board Members 

A summary schedule for the Ten-Month period of total reimbursements received by the 

superintendent and each board member is to be included in the annual financial management 

report.  All reimbursement expenses, regardless of the manner of payment, including direct pay, 

credit card, cash, and purchase order are to be reported.  The summary schedule is to report 

separately items per category including:   

Meals – Meals consumed out of town, and in-district meals at area restaurants (outside of board      

meetings, excludes catered board meeting meals);   

Lodging – Hotel charges;  

Transportation – Airfare, car rental (can include fuel on rental, taxis, mileage reimbursements, 

leased cars, parking and tolls);  

Motor fuel – Gasoline;   

Other: – Registration fees, telephone/cell phone, internet service, fax machine, and other 

reimbursements to (or on-behalf of) the superintendent and board member not defined above. 

For the Ten-Month Period Ended June 30, 2016 

Supt. 

Board 
Member 
Place 1 

Board 
Member 
Place 2 

Board 
Member 
Place 3 

Board 
Member 
Place 4 

Board 
Member 
Place 5 

Board 
Member 
Place 6 

Board 
Member 
Place 7 

Dr. Jim 
Vaszauskas 

Michelle 
Newsome 

Beth 
Light 

Michael 
Evans 

Raul 
Gonzalez 

Karen 
Marcucci 

Daniel 
Gallagher 

Courtney 
Lackey 
Wilson 

Meals $709.00 $75.00 $167.00 $100.00 $119.00 

Lodging 2,743.03 $218.00 $215.97 $952.37 $865.91 $647.91 

Transportation 1,767.47 $869.12 $278.44 $481.28 

Motor Fuel 74.23 

Other 1,159.00 $325.00 $695.00 $368.48 $325.00 $393.80 

Total $6,452.73 $0.00 $618.00 $910.97 $2,356.97 $1,569.35 $0.00 $1,641.99 
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Fig A-3 

Outside Compensation and/or Fees Received by the Superintendent 

for Professional Consulting and/or Other Personal Services 

A summary schedule for the fiscal year of the dollar amount of compensation and/or fees 

received by the superintendent from another school district or any other outside entity in 

exchange for professional consulting and/or other personal services is to be reported.  The 

Superintendent did not receive any such compensation during the 2015-2016 school year. 

Outside Compensation and/or Fees Received by the Superintendent for Professional 

Consulting and/or Other Personal Services 

For the Ten-Month Period 

Ended June 30, 2016 

Name(s) of Entity(ies) 
Amount 
Received 

$ 

Total $0.00 

Fig A-4 

Gifts Received by Executive Officers and Board Members 

A summary schedule for the fiscal year of the total dollar amount of gifts that had an economic 

value of $250 or more in the aggregate is to be reported for the executive officers and board 

members (or first degree relatives) of the district.  An executive officer is defined as the 

superintendent, unless the Board of Trustees or the district administration names additional staff 

under this classification for local officials.  This reporting requirement only applies to gifts 

received by the school district’s executive officers and board members from an outside entity 

that received payments from the school district in the prior fiscal year and gifts from competing 

vendors that were not awarded contracts in the prior fiscal year. 

Gifts Received by Executive Officers and Board Members 

(and First Degree Relatives, if any)  

For the Ten-Month Period 

Ended June 30, 2016 

Superintendent 

Board Board Board Board Board Board Board 

Member 1 Member 2 Member 3 Member 4 Member 5 Member 6 Member 7 

Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
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Fig A-5 

Business Transactions Between School District and Board Members 

Finally, a summary schedule for the fiscal year of the dollar amount by board member for the 

aggregate amount of business transactions with the school district is to be included.  This 

reporting requirement is not to duplicate the items disclosed in the schedule of reimbursements. 

Disclosures of gifts received by Board Members and business transactions with the District are 

included within this report.  

For the Twelve-Month Period 

Ended June 30, 2016 

Board Board Board Board Board Board Board 

Member 1 Member 2 
Member 
3 Member 4 Member 5 Member 6 Member 7 

Amounts $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
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Fig A-6 

Summary Schedule of Data Submitted to TEA 

or Financial Solvency under TEC 39.0822 

General Fund - First-Quarter Expenditures By Object 
Code 
Report 2014-2015 first-quarter (first three months of fiscal year 2014-2015) GENERAL FUND expenditures by 
object code using whole numbers. 

Payroll- Expenditures for 
payroll costs 

object codes 
6110-6149 

$51,603,457.00 

Contract Costs- Expenditures for 
services rendered by 
firms, individuals, 
and other 
organizations 

object code 
series 6200 

$3,324,649.00 

Supplies and Materials- Expenditures for 
supplies and 
materials necessary 
to maintain and/or 
operate furniture, 
computers, 
equipment, vehicles, 
grounds, and 
facilities 

object code 
series 6300 

$2,440,649 

Other Operating- Expenditures for 
items other than 
payroll, professional 
and contracted 
services, supplies 
and materials, debt 
service, and capital 
outlay 

object code 
series 6400 

$1,889,858.00 

Debt Service- Expenditures for debt 
service 

object code 
series 6500 

$0.00 

Capital Outlay- Expenditures for 
land, buildings, and 
equipment 

object code 
series 6600 

$95,385.00 
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Additional Financial Solvency Questions 

1) Districts with a September 1- August 31 fiscal year:

Within the last two years, did the school district Yes No 

a) draw funds from a short-term financing note (term less than 12
months) between the months of September and December, inclusive,
and X 

b) 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? X 

2) Does the district have major construction projects underway or
planned?

X 

3) Has the district defaulted on any debts within the past two
years? X 

4) How many business managers has your school district had in
the last five years? 4 

5) 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.

Mean Enroll-to-Teacher Ratio 
85% of Mean Enroll-to-

Teacher Ratio School District Size 

8.68 7.38 Under 100 

9.95 8.45 100 to 249 

11.12 9.45 250 to 499 

12.09 10.27 500 to 999 

13.29 11.30 1,000 to 1,599 

14.32 12.17 1,600 to 2,999 

14.98 12.74 3,000 to 4,999 

15.81 13.44 5,000 to 9,999 

15.89 13.51 
10,000 to 
24,999 

15.88 13.50 
25,000 to 
49,999 

16.08 13.67 
50,000 and 
Over 

Mansfield had a 14.6 student to teacher ratio for 2014-15, which is not more than 15% 
below the norm. 
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