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Introduction 

Senate Bill 218 of the 77th Legislature (2001) authorized the implementation of the 
Financial Integrity Rating System of Texas, which is officially referred to as Schools 
FIRST.  The 2019-2020 Schools FIRST rating is based upon an analysis of staff and 
student data reported for the 2018-19 school year, and budgetary and actual financial 
data for the 2018-19 fiscal year.  Senate Bill 218 also requires each school district to 
prepare an Annual Financial Accountability Management Report.  Our report covers 
many business-related issues, but focuses on the Schools FIRST rating worksheet.   

This is the 18th year of Schools FIRST.  There were some significant changes as 
authorized by House Bill (HB) 5, Section 49, 83rd Legislature, Regular Session 2013.  
HB 5 amended section 39.082 of the Texas Education Code to require the 
Commissioner of Education to include processes in the financial accountability rating 
system for anticipating the future financial solvency of each school district and open-
enrollment charter school.  Texas Administrative Code, Title 19, Part 2, Chapter 109, 
Subchapter AA, Division 1, Rule §109.1001 Financial Accountability Ratings was 
updated in August of 2015.  The Schools FIRST accountability rating system for 2019-
2020 assigns one of four financial accountability ratings to Texas school districts, with 
the highest being “Superior” and the lowest being “Substandard Achievement.”  
Districts that receive the “Substandard Achievement” rating under Schools FIRST 
must file a corrective action plan with the Texas Education Agency.   

The rating worksheet for the 2019-2020 rating year contains fifteen indicators.  A 
negative response to any of the first four critical indicators results in the district 
receiving a rating of “Substandard Achievement.”  Indicator five is not scored for the 
2019-2020 rating year. The point values range from 0 to 10 for indicators 6-8 and 10-
11 while indicators 9, and 12-15 result in 0 or 10 points.  The rating is assigned based 
on the answers to the critical indicators and the aggregate number of points earned for 
indicators 6-15.  

Alief ISD’s rating under Schools FIRST for the year ended August 31, 2019 was 
“Superior”.  Alief ISD has received the highest rating since the system was 
implemented.  This report briefly describes data used to calculate the rating and a 
description of each indicator.  It also includes additional required disclosures from the 
amendments as well as other information affecting the District’s financial 
accountability. 
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Financial Integrity Rating Worksheet County District #101-903 

School Year 2018-19 District Name:  Alief ISD 
Fiscal Year Ended August 31, 2019 

Indicator Description Y/N or Points

1 * Was the complete annual financial report (AFR) and data submitted to the TEA within 30 YES

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?

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

(The American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) defines unmodified

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

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

material weakness in internal controls over financial reporting and compliance for local,

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

3 * Was the school district in compliance with the payment terms of all debt agreements at YES

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.

4 * Did the school district make timely payments to the Teachers Retirement System (TRS), YES

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

governmental agencies?

*A negative answer to indicators 1, 3, 4 or 2.A automatically results in district's rating of

"Substandard Achievement."

5 Was the total unrestricted net asset balance (Net of the accretion of interest for capital Not Scored

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.)

6 Was the number of days of cash on hand and current investments in the general fund for the 10

school district sufficient to cover operating expenditures (excluding facilities acquisition and

construction)?

7 Was the measure of current assets to current liabilities ratio for the school district sufficient 10

to cover short-term debt?

8 Was the ratio of long-term liabilities to total assets for the school district sufficient to support 10

long-term solvency?  (If the school district's change of students in membership over 5 years 

was 7 percent or more, then the school district passes this indicator.)

9 Did the school district's general fund revenues equal or exceed expenditures (excluding 10

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

11 Was the school district's administrative cost ratio equal to or less than the threshold ratio? 10

12 Did the school district not have a 15 percent decline in the students to staff ratio over 3 years 10

(total enrollment to total staff)?  (If the student enrollment did not decrease, the school district will

automatically pass this indicator.)

13 Did the comparison of Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) data to 10

like information in the school district's AFR result in a total variance of less than 3 percent of all

expenditures by function?

14 Did the external independent auditor indicate the AFR was free of any instance(s) of material 10

noncompliance for grants, contracts, and laws related to local, state, or federal funds? (The

AICPA defines material noncompliance.)

15 Did the school district not receive an adjusted repayment schedule for more than one fiscal 10

year for an over allocation of Foundation School Program (FSP) funds as a result of a financial

hardship?
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Financial Integrity Rating Worksheet County District #101-903 

School Year 2018-19 District Name:  Alief ISD 
Fiscal Year Ended August 31, 2019 

Determination of District Rating 

Did the district answer “No” to indicators 1,3,4, or 2.A?  If so, the district’s rating is 
“Substandard Achievement”. 

Determine rating by the applicable number of points: 

Superior 90-100
Above Standard 80-89
Standard Achievement 60-79
Substandard Achievement <60, or answered “No” to indicators 1,3,4,or 2.A

above

Overview of the Worksheet 

Indicator #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? 

Our Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the fiscal year ended August 31, 2019 was 
filed with the Texas Education Agency before the deadline. 

Indicator #2.A – Was there an unmodified opinion in the AFR on the financial 
statements as a whole? 

The opinion expressed by our independent auditors on the 2018-19 Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report was unmodified.  A “modification” on a financial report would have meant that 
corrections were needed in reporting or financial controls.   

RATING 

SUPERIOR 
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Indicator #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? 

Internal control weaknesses create a risk that a district would not be able to properly account 
for its use of public funds, and should be immediately addressed.  An independent audit report 
is required to disclose any instances of material weaknesses. 

No material weaknesses in internal controls were found in our 2018-19 audit report. 

Indicator #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 District has paid its bills/obligations on bonds 
issued to pay for school construction, etc. 

Alief ISD has had no instances of default on bonded indebtedness obligations. 

Indicator #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? 

This indicator seeks to make sure that the District fulfilled its obligation to the TRS, TWC, and 
IRS to transfer payroll withholdings and to fulfill any additional payroll-related obligations 
required to be paid by the District. 

Alief ISD has made timely payments to the TRS, TWC and IRS. 

Indicator #5 – Was the total unrestricted net asset balance (net of 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?” 

Due to the implementation of GASB 75, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Post-
Employment Benefits Other Than Pensions, this indicator was not scored for the 2019-2020 
rating. 
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Indicator #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)? 

This indicator measures how long in days after the end of the fiscal year the school district 
could have disbursed funds for its operating expenditures without receiving any new revenues.  

Alief ISD’s cash and current investments could cover 99 days of operating expenditures. 

Indicator #7 – Was the measure of current assets to current liabilities ratio for the 
school district sufficient to cover short-term debt? 

This indicator measures whether the school district had sufficient short-term assets at the end 
of the fiscal year to pay off its short-term liabilities. 

Alief ISD’s current assets in the Governmental Activities were $234,189,919 while total short-
term liabilities were $62,887,444. 

Indicator #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.) 

This indicator measures the percentage of assets financed with financial obligations which last 
for more than one year.  

38% of Alief ISD’s total assets were financed with financial obligations lasting more than one 
year.  

Indicator #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? 

This indicator simply asks, “Did you spend more than you earned?” 

Alief ISD’s total revenue in the General Fund exceeded expenditures in the General Fund 
(excluding facilities acquisition and construction) by $8,046,039. 

Indicator #10 – Was the debt service coverage ratio sufficient to meet the required debt 
service? 

This indicator questions the school district’s ability to make debt principal and interest 
payments that will become due during the year. A debt service coverage ratio greater than 1 
indicates that the entity has sufficient income to pay its current debt obligations while a ratio of 
less than 1 indicates that it does not have sufficient income to pay its current debt obligations. 

Alief ISD’s debt service coverage ratio was 2.1 which indicates that Alief ISD has enough 
operating income to pay its current debt obligations.  
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Indicator #11 – Was the school district’s administrative cost ratio equal to or less than 
the threshold ratio? 

Even though SB 900 enacted during the 78th Legislature (2003) has repealed the section of 
the Texas Education Code relating to administrative cost ratios, the ratio comparison still 
remains as one of the indicators for the Schools FIRST rating. TEA and state law previously 
set a cap on the percentage of their budget that Texas school districts could spend on 
administration based on district size.  For districts in Alief’s category, the administrative cost 
ratio should fall below 0.0855.   

Alief’s ratio for the 2018-19 fiscal year was 0.0449, which was well under the threshold. 

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.) 

If the school district had a decline in the student to staff ratio over a 3-year period, this 
indicator asks if the school district decreased the number of the staff on the payroll in 
proportion to the decline in students. 

Alief ISD’s student to staff ratio decreased by 0.92%, which was under the 15% limit for this 
indicator.   

Indicator #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 the Texas Education Agency (TEA) 
through the Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) and in the 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report to make certain that the data reported in each case 
“matches up” and that there are not significant differences.     

Alief ISD’s data quality measure fell well below the allowable 3 percent variation, at less than 
one hundredth of a percent. The differences were merely a result of rounding.  

Indicator #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? 

No instances of material noncompliance were found in our 2018-19 audit report. 

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?  

This indicator asks if the district received an overpayment of Foundation School Program state 
funds and if so, did they have to ask for a payment plan to return monies to TEA after 
spending the overpayment. 

Alief ISD did not receive an overpayment of state funding from TEA. 
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Additional Information and Comparisons 

The purpose of this section of the report is to discuss other aspects of our business operations 
presented to compliment and enhance the information covered by the worksheet.  In this 
section, we include historical information, comparison information with surrounding districts, 
and comparisons with state averages. 

Financial Strength 

There are many measures of financial strength.  One commonly used measure is to look at the 
fund balance as a percentage of expenditures.  The following graph presents this information 
for the General Fund along with comparison information for surrounding districts. 
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Operating Cost Management 

Only a small portion of our total General Fund expenditures are flexible or variable in nature. 
Salaries and benefits comprise the largest expenditure each year.  Contracted services, 
supplies, materials and other operating costs (property/liability insurance, travel and training) 
make up the remainder of what is referred to as operating (controllable) costs.  The chart 
below illustrates how our operating cost compares to surrounding districts, as well as the state 
average. 

Operating Operating Cost Total Cost

District Cost Students per Student per Student

Alief $425,126,429 45,423 $9,359 $9,459

Aldine $548,668,130 66,763 $8,218 $8,393

Clear Creek $332,791,211 42,042 $7,916 $7,988

Cy-Fair $906,257,381 116,245 $7,796 $7,892

Fort Bend $651,787,649 75,797 $8,599 $8,661

Galena Park $207,627,898 22,264 $9,326 $9,580

Humble $360,264,347 43,441 $8,293 $8,565

Katy $691,668,600 79,710 $8,677 $8,913

Klein $435,316,891 53,252 $8,175 $8,244

Lamar $291,018,664 33,347 $8,727 $8,826

Pasadena $489,031,019 53,157 $9,200 $9,305

Spring $303,893,114 35,348 $8,597 $8,693

Spring Branch $301,004,583 34,632 $8,692 $8,825

State Average $46,678,003,579 5,416,161 $8,618 $8,988

Another measure used by the Texas Education Agency to analyze operating cost efficiency, is 
the administrative cost ratio.  This measure is used with indicator number 11 discussed 
previously.  This formula divides identified administrative costs by selected instructional costs 
to arrive at a percentage.  A district’s size determines its administrative cost standard.  The 
administrative cost threshold standard is .0855 for districts of Alief ISD’s size with average 
daily attendance of 10,000 and above.  The following chart presents the District’s history of 
administrative cost ratios which all fell well below the standard.  

Administrative

School Administrative Cost Treshold

Year Cost Ratio Ratio

2014-2015 0.0457 0.0855 

2015-2016 0.0451 0.0855 

2016-2017 0.0454 0.0855 

2017-2018 0.0448 0.0855 

2018-2019 0.0449 0.0855 
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Personnel Management 

The education of students is a labor-intensive process and payroll expenditures comprised 
89.1% of the General Fund expenditures in 2018-19.  In order to attract and retain highly 
qualified staff, Alief ISD must offer a competitive salary and benefit package.  Each 1% pay 
raise costs the District an additional $2.7 million in salaries each year, and for 2018-19 these 
funds were not available.  For the first time in 6 years the District was not able to provide a 
salary increase and starting teacher salaries remained flat at $53,600. The District was, 
however, able to contribute an additional $40 per month per employee for benefits. 

School Starting Midpoint Benefits

Year Salary Raise % Increase

2013-2014 $47,300 3.50% $0

2014-2015 $50,000 5.03% $0

2015-2016 $52,000 4.00% $0

2016-2017 $52,800 2.00% $0

2017-2018 $53,600 2.00% $150

2018-2019 $53,600 0.00% $40

Debt Management 

There were several indicators in the Financial Integrity Rating System that focused on debt 
management.  Alief ISD has always strived to structure our bonded debt with an aggressive 
principal retirement schedule.  As illustrated below, when compared with other peer districts, 
Alief continues to retire bonded debt at a faster pace.  Within a ten-year period, we will retire 
approximately 66 percent of our existing debt. 
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Cash Management and Investment Policies 

The District’s cash management goals are to safeguard the district’s funds while 
simultaneously maximizing interest earnings and minimizing bank fees.  These goals are 
accomplished by keeping bank balances between fifteen and twenty million dollars to take 
advantage of the Earnings Credit Rate on our average balances.  Because interest rates are 
low, this allows us to save more in bank fees than we would earn in interest on these funds. 
The District transfers all dollars above this target range into one of three investment pools 
used by the District (Texpool, the Local Government Investment Cooperative, and LoneStar). 
Funds that can be invested for a longer period are invested in individual agency securities 
after considering yield and cash flow projections. 

Investment reports are submitted to the Board of Trustees quarterly for review.  In addition, the 
District investment officer annually presents a comprehensive report on the investment 
program and investment activities. 

Annual Audit Report 

Each year the District is required to be audited by an independent auditor to provide 
reasonable assurance that the financial statements of the District are free of material 
misstatement.  The independent audit involves examining, on a test basis, evidence 
supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements; assessing the accounting 
principles used and significant estimates made by management; and evaluating the overall 
financial statement presentation.  Our audit firm, Whitley Penn LLP, has concluded, based on 
the audit, that there was a reasonable basis for rendering an unmodified opinion that the 
District’s financial statements for the fiscal year ended August 31, 2019 are fairly presented in 
conformity with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles. 

Awards and Recognitions 

The Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada (GFOA) has 
awarded a Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting to Alief 
Independent School District for its Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the fiscal year 
ended August 31, 2019.   

The Association of School Business Officials International (ASBO) has also awarded a 
Certificate of Excellence in Financial Reporting to the Alief Independent School District for its 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the fiscal year ended August 31, 2019.   

In order to be awarded a Certificate of Achievement, a government unit must publish an easily 
readable and efficiently organized Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR), whose 
contents conform to program standards.  Such reports must satisfy accounting principles 
generally accepted in the United States of America and applicable legal requirements. In 
Texas, 7% of the school districts participate in these award programs. 

The District also received the ASBO’s Meritorious Budget Award for its annual budget 
document for 2018-19. To receive this award, the government unit must publish an accessible 
and accurate budget that builds trust and clear communication with stakeholders.  Only 2% of 
the school districts in Texas participate in this program. 

The national recognition received by successful participation in both associations’ award 
programs is a credit to the District and its taxpayers. 
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The Comptroller of Public Accounts launched the Texas Comptroller Leadership Circle 
program in December 2009, to recognize local governments across Texas that are striving to 
meet a high standard for financial transparency by posting the annual budget, the annual 
financial report, and the check register online to provide a clear and consistent picture of 
spending to the public. The public expectation for government transparency has changed 
dramatically since then which caused the state to launch a new Transparency Stars program 
in 2016.  This new program recognizes local governments that go above and beyond previous 
standards for including downloadable datasets, visual representations of information, and 
bulleted lists of key figures.  Alief ISD has been awarded two transparency stars (Traditional 
Finances and Debt Transparency).  Only 6% of districts participated in this new program.  Alief 
ISD has been practicing the recommended procedures long before the program was 
implemented and has received the highest level for ten consecutive years.   

Additional Required Disclosures 

The purpose of this section is to improve transparency in accordance to the amendments 
adopted by the Commissioner of Education in 2006.  In this section we included 
reimbursements received by the Superintendent and Board Members, any outside 
employment by Superintendent, any gift valued at $100 or more to Superintendent and Board 
Members, any business transaction between the District and Board Members, and the 
Superintendent’s current contract. 

# Reimbursements Received by the Superintendent and Board Members 
For the year ended August 31, 2019 

All reimbursements include on-behalf payments to the Superintendent and Board Members for 
business conferences and the related travel costs during fiscal year 2018-19.  

Superintendent

Description Mr. Chambers Ms. Breaux Ms. Butler Ms. Key Mr. Moreno Mr. Nguyen Ms. Truong Ms. Williams

Lodging $2,513 $1,824 $1,378 $0 $1,065 $1,822 $1,359 $1,576

Transportation 2,356 685 947 431 109 734 860 707

Registration 1,575 850 989 395 375 2,050 1,250 1,185

Meals 913 123 69 41 104 252 113 30

Total $7,357 $3,482 $3,383 $867 $1,653 $4,858 $3,582 $3,498

# Outside Compensation and/or Fees Received by the Superintendent for Professional 
Consulting and/or Other Personal Services 

There was no other compensation received by the Superintendent for 2018-19. 

# Gifts Received by the Superintendent and Board Members (and First Degree 
Relatives) 

There was no gift valued at $100 or more in the aggregate from any specific vendor received 
by the Superintendent or Board Members during 2018-19.  

# Business Transactions between School District and Board Members 

There was no business transaction between the District and Board Members during 2018-19. 
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