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Basic Education Program (BEP) Task Force  

Chairman’s Status Report to the Governor 

March 2015 

INTRODUCTION 

In January of 2014, Governor Bill Haslam announced the creation of the Basic Education Program (BEP) 

Task Force and appointed 12 representatives1 of state and local school districts as well as government 

stakeholders to serve as members. With the last major revision to Tennessee’s education funding 

formula taking place in 2007 (“BEP 2.0”); the identification of concerns from school districts and 

communities - both large and small - relative  to the state’s distribution of available resources; and 

recognition of the numerous and significant reforms and changes to the state’s K-12 education system 

over the past seven years, the task force members were tasked with studying the funding formula and 

education funding issues from a fresh perspective for the purpose of determining the formula’s 

appropriateness for today’s classrooms and students.   

Specifically, the task force was charged with examining the state’s method of distributing resources 

within the BEP to school districts throughout the state. Distinguishable from the BEP Review Committee, 

a creation of state law, which historically has identified and recommended additional funding requests 

and needs, the task force had the responsibility of understanding the state’s current methods of 

determining resource allocation and recommending principles and potential improvements or 

considerations. Thus, while the issue of funding adequacy has been discussed by various stakeholders 

throughout the years, the task force was not directed to reach a conclusion or outline recommendations 

on this subject.    

Education funding formulas are extremely complex, built from unique histories, compromises, court 

rulings and legal interpretations. Tennessee’s BEP is no exception. It would be naïve to think that the 

principles and areas identified for further discussion in this report would be met with unanimous 

approval or end debate on the issues. That was not the intent of the task force creation and it is not the 

intent of this work. Rather, the hope is that this report will generate further discussion from all of the 

state’s education stakeholders and drive toward future work and revisions that will ultimately help 

foster continued improvement in achievement for our state and our students.   

It’s important to recognize that despite the criticisms often heard about the BEP in terms of equity, 

fairness and transparency, the work of the task force over the past year confirms Tennessee’s formula is 

not unique in its received criticism. Almost all states share in similar debate about the structure of their 

education funding formulas and, specifically, the distribution of available resources. If anything, this 

initial work of the task force has confirmed no perfect funding formula exists and, regardless of 

proposals or future revisions, debate will continue.  

The body of this report is not intended to provide a thorough history of the BEP or an analysis of its 

many components. This information exists in various publicly available documents or resources and, in 

some cases, is reflected in the appendices of this report. Rather, the report builds from the unique 
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knowledge and expertise of the task force members and the considerable testimony and information 

provided.    

Finally, the creation of the task force and this status report are in no way a critique of the work of 

numerous Tennesseans and experts who crafted, developed and refined the BEP over the past 20+ 

years. To the contrary, there is widespread recognition that the BEP is a vast improvement over the 

state’s previous funding formula and has resulted in tremendous improvements in the state’s K-12 

system. Many of the individuals involved in developing the BEP served on this task force, provided 

testimony and offered invaluable insight into the methodology, reasoning, history and practicality of 

different aspects of the current formula and potential revisions. The state of Tennessee and the task 

force owe a debt of gratitude to these individuals.      

TOPICS OF DISCUSSION 

The BEP Task Force met multiple times over the course of the year. Initial meetings were designed to 

outline the current status of the BEP funding formula with a focus on the existing components and fiscal 

capacity models, which determine resource allocation. Later meetings built upon the base knowledge 

with topics including: 

 BEP History 

The Tennessee Department of Education provided an overview2 of the BEP as well as historical 

context, including a summary of the series of Tennessee Supreme Court cases known as “Small 

Schools I, II and III3,” which led to the creation and adoption of the BEP after the Court declared 

the state’s previous funding formula unconstitutional for not providing equal educational 

opportunities for all of the state’s students. 

 

 BEP Components & Calculations 

The Tennessee Department of Education outlined each of the 45 components of the BEP and 

described how the funding for each component is determined.4  

Acknowledging Comptroller Justin Wilson’s push for increased transparency, the department 

created the BEP Handbook in 2011, which, for the first time, provided the public with significant 

detail and data on how each component is calculated. This handbook can be accessed on the 

department’s website at http://tn.gov/education/districts/finance.shtml. 

 

 Fiscal Capacity Models – TACIR & CBER 

Fiscal capacity is a calculation of the ability of a county to fund the BEP from local sources. 

Since its inception in 1992, the BEP has utilized a fiscal capacity model developed by the 

Tennessee Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (TACIR) in the early 1990s.5 
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With the revision of the BEP in 2007 (BEP 2.0), a new model produced by the Center for Business 

and Economic Research (CBER) was incorporated.6  

Upon full implementation of BEP 2.0, the state is required to utilize only the CBER model. Today, 

both models are equally weighted.       

  

 Income Inclusion & Measurement 

One of the most notable and debated differences between the TACIR and CBER fiscal capacity 

models is the treatment of income.   

Per capita income is included in the TACIR fiscal capacity model as a proxy measurement for 

ability to pay for education and attempts to address all other local revenue not accounted for by 

property or sales taxes.  

The CBER model does not include a measure of income and is based on the premise that taxable 

sales and property can accurately account for the ability of a locality to pay for education. 

 

 Student-Based Allocation 

Student-based allocation, also referred to as student-weighted funding, flows from the principle 

that funding should follow students to the schools they attend and the amount of funding a 

school receives for each student should reflect the student’s education need.7 The state 

establishes a minimum level of funding that districts receive for every student and then 

determines additional funding for students with greater needs, such as English language 

learners or economically disadvantaged students.   

Nationally-recognized school finance expert and Associate Research Professor at Georgetown 

University, Marguerite Roza, offered her insight on the subject to the task force.8 

 

 County vs. System-Level Fiscal Capacity Models 

Both of Tennessee’s fiscal capacity models estimate the ability of counties to pay for education; 

however, the state has several counties with multiple school districts (28) and allocates funds 

through the BEP at the school district level.   

The Governor’s Task Force on Teacher Pay, appointed by Governor Bredesen, recommended a 

system-level fiscal capacity model in 2003 as a means to provide a fairer method of determining 

local contribution. The General Assembly followed by adopting legislation in 2004 directing the 

BEP Review Committee to give “special consideration” to a system-level fiscal capacity model. 

The BEP Review Committee then recommended in November of 2004 that the state move from 
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a county-level model to a system-level model. In October of 2005, TACIR produced a report 

outlining its prototype model for school system-level fiscal capacity in Tennessee.9 

 

 Outliers 

The BEP Task Force examined commonly referenced “outliers” within the formula, most notably 

areas with significant government service burden where the ratio of available tax base to 

income level of county residents is significantly larger than the rest of the state. 

 

 Comparison to Other State Models and Policies 

The Education Commission of the States (ECS) presented information on other state finance 

policies and methods for allocating the share of education costs.10 

 

 Revenue – current status and projections 

Department of Finance & Administration Commissioner Larry Martin provided an update on the 

state’s budget and revenue picture.11 

 

 Stakeholder Feedback & Recommendations 

Multiple stakeholders representing various constituencies, including large/urban and small/rural 

school districts and local governments presented information and outlined recommendations 

for BEP reform.12 

 

 2014 Legislation 

Legislation related to BEP allocations was discussed, including legislation to address early 

graduation and the corresponding funding impact due to the weighting of student counts.13 

 

PRINCIPLES 

Within the last decade, widely cited studies have been conducted14 on state K-12 funding structures and 

resource allocation formulas with the conclusion that high-quality finance systems include the following 

four characteristics: 
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1. Equity: Schools receive resources to support the academic needs of their students. 

 

2. Efficiency and Effectiveness: Each dollar is used in a way that maximizes student 

achievement. 

 

3. Flexibility and Innovation: Schools have the freedom and encouragement to use funding in 

ways that meet the unique needs of their students, including new and creative ways. 

 

4. Transparency: The average citizen can understand how money is allocated. 

Any revisions to Tennessee’s funding system should align with these four principles and the following 

recommendations and items for further consideration reflect these principles.   

RECOMMENDATIONS & CONSIDERATIONS (not listed in any particular order) 

1. The BEP should incorporate one fiscal capacity model with one set of components. 

 

Principles addressed:  Transparency, Equity 

Currently, a locality or county’s ability to pay for education is based on two fiscal capacity 

models – the TACIR model and the CBER model, with each model weighted at 50 percent.  

Legislation adopted in 2007, commonly referred to as BEP 2.0, established a shift from a 

formula represented by the TACIR model to one represented by the CBER model, which focuses 

on the ability of localities to generate revenue from property and local option sales taxes.15 

Such shift was set to be phased in over time as funding became available. 

While wide disagreement exists over the fairness and appropriateness of the models (e.g., the 

Tennessee School Systems for Equity, an organization that represents 82 of the state’s school 

systems, opposes full implementation of the CBER formula), operating under two fiscal capacity 

models, each with different components or inputs, does not exude confidence in the 

distribution of resources and creates confusion among stakeholders and the public in 

attempting to understand funding allocations and determinations.  

This recommendation is not an attempt to endorse either fiscal capacity model currently in 

use; rather, the state should fully endorse and/or develop one fiscal capacity model with one 

set of components and fully implement the model as soon as such implementation is 

reasonable.   

Note:  Legislation introduced in 2014 (SB 1876/HB 2231) and referred to the task force 

attempted to revert the state to pre-BEP 2.0 and utilize only the TACIR model.     

Considerations: 

 The BEP Task Force should further consider whether the inclusion of income, in some 

form, in the fiscal capacity model better ensures true local ability to pay for education.  
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While the TACIR model does include per capita income as a measure, the CBER model 

does not. This has been a major point of contention since the inception of BEP 2.0, with 

reasonable arguments on both sides. From one perspective, the use of property and 

sales tax bases represents revenue but not necessarily wealth.16 From another, including 

income in a state without an income tax requires an arbitrary decision about what 

weight to place on income versus other revenue sources that are based on actual 

figures and outcomes. It can also be argued that property tax bases indirectly reflect 

income in that the values are reflective of the ability of residents to pay for the 

property. 

 The BEP Task Force should consider the appropriateness of including a cost of living 

factor within the fiscal capacity model to account for the cost of doing business. 

Currently, the county cost differential factor (CDF) is used to adjust BEP funding in 

systems where the cost of living in the county is greater than the statewide average. The 

BEP uses CDF to adjust salary components. The CDF multiplies the average wage in each 

of a set of nongovernmental industries by the proportion of the statewide labor force 

employed in that industry. Counties with above-average wages according to this index 

receive an increase, and counties with average or below-average wages do not. 

With the adoption of BEP 2.0 in 2007, CDF was eliminated from the formula; however, 

because BEP 2.0 has not been fully phased in, systems receiving CDF adjustments are 

currently receiving 50 percent of the total calculated CDF. 

In Fiscal Year 2015, 16 school districts received CDF payments, with the sum of such 

payments exceeding $66 million. 

The CDF has been a subject of scrutiny for several years and there have been questions 

about the methodology and overall fairness of the distribution of CDF funds. With that 

said, there is recognition that certain school districts must pay higher salaries to 

compete with other employers in the county and region.  

As part of any discussion related to CDF, special attention should be given to salary 

equity funds that districts with significant funding challenges and with historically lower 

than average teacher salaries have received. In FY 15, equity funds totaled $8.5 million.   

 The BEP Task Force should consider adjustments in the fiscal capacity model to 

account for unique situations where sales and property tax revenues may not be as 

reflective of the ability to pay for education expenses. 

Since the inception of the BEP, there has been discussion and debate about outliers and 

the fairness of local funding requirements. A review of revenue and expenditure figures 

does reveal that certain counties experience situations where there are relatively high 

expenditure needs for non-education items and, therefore, less property and sales tax 

revenue available for education. In addition, these areas can have very high sales tax 
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revenue relative to the income of its citizens. Areas with high tourism, municipal 

overburden and low population density experience these challenges and make them 

unique to the rest of the state. For example, Sevier County has a sales tax to personal 

income ratio of 98 percent while no other county in the state exceeds 50 percent.17 

 

While the state should consider appropriate measures to address outliers, it must 

ensure any policy decisions do not create incentives for local governments to make 

choices that reward decreased expenditures on education. In many cases, the 

availability of resources to fund schools are reflective of decisions made at the local 

level and the state should not incentivize local governments to divert funds that 

otherwise could or should be spent on schools.  

 

Note:  Legislation introduced in 2014 (SB 1472/HB 1514) attempted to address a small 

number of instances where districts receive less than a 65 percent state share in the 

instructional components of the BEP. This legislation would increase state expenditures 

by an estimated $83 million. 

 

2. The BEP’s fiscal capacity model should, to every extent possible, measure the ability of each 

local government entity with established schools to fund education. 

 

Principles addressed:  Transparency, Equity 

 

The two fiscal capacity models currently utilized by the BEP are county-level models, meaning 

all school districts within a county are deemed to have the same ability to pay regardless of 

actual ability to raise revenue for schools. The county-level model has been used to equalize 

funding through the BEP since its inception but has been met with repeated critique for its 

attempt to address funding equity among the state’s counties within a funding formula that is 

school-system based. Even prior to the BEP, as early as 1990, there was recognition by the 

state board of education that a funding formula should include a “system-level gauge of ability 

to fund schools”.18 Once the county-level model was approved and implemented, however, 

discussion of a system-level model was set aside as the BEP was fully phased in.  

 

As previously noted, subsequent studies and analyses of the BEP and its fiscal capacity 

measures have resulted in recommendations for the utilization of a system-level model to 

improve equity; however, for multiple reasons, the county-level model remains in place today. 

Certainly, the complexity of Tennessee’s public school funding laws, rules and regulations – 

arguably the most complex of any state in the country – has provided significant challenges, 

both with the existing county-level model and in system-level model discussions and proposals. 

As noted by TACIR in a 2006 brief and reiterated to the task force: 
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School systems in Tennessee differ not only in governance, but also in their  
powers to tax and to access other own-source local revenues, and in their  
statutory fiscal relationships with one another. The result is a group of fiscal 
entities that in many ways are not comparable to one another and a state 
that is not comparable to any other state.19  

Another factor that can’t be ignored is the often-assumed effect of a system-level model—one  

that results in a lesser percentage of state funding going to municipal and special school districts 

due to the fact these entities tend to have greater capacity and authority to spend more funds 

on education. 

Considerations: 

 The BEP Task Force should further consider the feasibility of a system-level fiscal 

capacity model to determine local school districts’ ability to pay. 

Complexity and political reality, while certainly as relevant today as ever, should not 

prevent further consideration of system-level fiscal capacity model. Tennessee currently 

has 142 school districts with 28 of the state’s 95 counties containing more than one 

district. 20 It is widely recognized and acknowledged that systems within a county have 

differing abilities to pay for education; however, it is also recognized that, to date, no 

proposed solution to the issue has received either enough confidence in its 

methodology or stakeholder support to move forward. Additionally, the TACIR 

prototype model proves that a system-level model will not necessarily result in 

significantly more funds to county systems in counties with multiple school districts and 

that such a model can have a large impact on districts that don’t even share the county 

boundaries with others.21   

 

 The BEP Task Force should study and consider the impact of revenue raising and 

sharing laws, rules and regulations in a continued effort to address equity. 

Because the state has three different governmental entities operating schools – county 

governments, city governments, and special school districts – each with varying ability 

to raise revenue and different requirements for sharing those revenues with other 

school districts within the county, it is a significant challenge to accurately determine 

the fiscal capacity of Tennessee’s school districts.  

County governments must levy county-wide taxes for schools and must share revenue 

from property, sales, or other activities, such as wheel taxes, with other school districts 

in the county based on the number of students in each district. County governments do 

not have the authority to levy taxes outside the boundaries of any city or special school 

district within the county. City governments may also levy taxes on property, sales, and 
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other activities to fund city school systems but are not required to share the revenue 

with any other school systems within the county. Special school districts may tax 

property and, like city governments, are not required to share revenue with any other 

school systems within the county. 

Certainly, revenue sharing requirements impact funding differences among districts 

within a county. For example, in 2008, TACIR reported that in Fiscal Year 2007, Anderson 

County could spend only 73 percent per pupil as much as Oak Ridge, which, at the time, 

was the highest spending system in the state.22 A presentation to the task force by 

Washington County also highlighted the funding realities brought about, at least in part, 

by revenue sharing requirements.23 Of course, it is also true that all revenue raised by a 

county is not necessarily paid by county residents.    

Perhaps a brief issued by TACIR in 2008 provides an appropriate summation on this 

general topic noting that neither fiscal capacity model currently in place (TACIR or CBER) 

reflects the actual tax structure and revenue sharing requirements imposed on counties 

by the state. This report further concludes the models are “proxies for reality and both 

are imperfect. When two flawed models are combined, the result is a third flawed 

model.”24 

 

3. To the extent possible, the BEP should allocate resources on the basis of students with funds 

attached to each student based on need. 

 

Principles addressed:  Equity, Efficiency and Effectiveness, Flexibility and Innovation, 

Transparency 

 

According to the Education Commission of the States (ECS), Tennessee is one of only six states 

that allocate resources through its education funding formula in the form of units – generally 

teachers and other personnel – which have dollar allocations tied to them.25 According to ECS’s 

Michael Griffith, who presented to the task force, this resource allocation system is rare due to 

a number of factors:   

 

1) It is viewed as a “top-down” approach. Although, unlike other states with resource 

allocation formulas, Tennessee, for the most part, does not require unit allocations to 

be spent on those specific units;   

 

2) The difficulty in keeping up with changes in education. No matter how many units or 

components are included, there will always be some that are missing. Likewise, once 

components are added, they are rarely revisited or removed; and  
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3) Calculating the cost of each unit or component can be difficult and time consuming 

and lead to questions and criticism related to transparency. 

 

Since the BEP generates units based on student counts rather than funds based on the 

individual student, scenarios can arise where one school system may generate an additional 

position or unit with associated funding while another system with one less student receives 

nothing. Since units are delivered rather than funds tied to specific students, the increments 

are larger and less flexible. In addition, it would be inaccurate to describe the state’s funding 

formula as one that spends the same dollar amount on each student (prior to fiscal capacity 

determinations) regardless of where the student attends.26 

 

Considerations: 

 

 The BEP Task Force should consider a student-based allocation or weighted student 

funding model. 

A student-based allocation or weighted student funding model flows from the principle 

that funding should follow students to the schools or districts, they attend, and the 

amount of funding a school receives for each student should reflect the student’s 

educational need. From a state perspective, this type of model requires three steps: 

1) Set a minimum level of funding to cover the cost of a basic education with all 

districts receiving this amount for every student. 

 

2) Determine how much additional funding districts should receive for students 

with particular characteristics that indicate greater need, such as being an 

English-language learner or qualifying for free or reduced-price lunch.  

 

3) Distribute funding to the districts, where district and school leaders determine   

how best to allocate resources for their students.27 

At the core of the student based allocation model are two principles: 1) funding should 

follow the child, on a per student basis, and 2) per-student funding should vary 

according to the student’s needs. 

 

Perhaps the most significant difference between the student allocation model and the 

way many states address and think about per pupil allocations is that the funding truly 

follows the child with a real dollar amount moving with a specific child to the school 
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district or even school as opposed to a calculation that is based on the number and 

characteristics of a group of students. For example, presently, the Tennessee 

Department of Education reports per pupil BEP revenue in each school district and 

breaks down such figures at the state and local levels. However, such reporting is 

representative of the average per-pupil revenue and simply takes the generated 

revenue earned through the BEP and divides by the number of students in the district. 

Because of the BEP’s unit cost methodology, when a student transfers from one district 

to another, that transfer does not necessarily result in a transfer of the same state per 

pupil revenue to the new district. Instead, the student would be added to the overall 

student counts for the new district which may or may not result in additional units and, 

thus, additional BEP funds. Likewise, the loss of a student to another district may not 

result in actual state BEP funding reductions. Adding to the complexity, in the case of 

funding for charter schools or schools in the state’s Achievement School District, the 

average per pupil revenue does follow the student, and, likewise, charter schools and 

the ASD will see actual reductions in revenue for each student that leaves.    

 

From a transparency perspective, the student based allocation model is intriguing in 

that it clearly designates how much funding each student should receive, based on 

need, and, therefore, how much each district should receive. In addition, it provides a 

tool for the public and districts to better understand and discuss appropriate funding 

levels at individual schools. 

 

 The BEP Task Force should focus on maintaining, at a minimum, the funding flexibility 

provided to school districts and consider expanding flexibility where feasible. 

While the BEP itself is often lauded for the flexibility it provides to school districts in 

terms of spending - the only mandates being that funds earned within the instructional 

and classroom categories be spent on components within those categories - state and 

local policies can greatly restrict the actual flexibility districts have to innovate and 

address budget challenges. For example, state mandated maximum class size 

requirements can greatly restrict local school district spending. Tennessee law mandates 

arguably the most restrictive teacher-to-student ratios in the country restricting 

spending flexibility at the local level despite no conclusive research to support the 

assumption that smaller classes result in better educated students and despite evidence 

showing teachers would prefer to have a few additional students in return for increased 

compensation.28  

 

The student based allocation concept is dependent on maximum flexibility, dismissing 

the idea of correct spending so that those closest to the students and those accountable 

for results can provide those services that meet the greatest needs of the community 

and do so in the most efficient way. 
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 The BEP Task Force should ensure an on-going mechanism to review education costs. 

The BEP is presently based on 45 components with each component reviewed annually 

to determine costs and appropriate inflationary adjustments made to components each 

year. The inflationary adjustments are based on outside factors such as the Consumer 

Price Deflator for Government Purchase, and, in some cases, component adjustments 

are made based on actual expenditures in local school districts. For example, 

instructional equipment cost is based on the total expenditure data from the three 

years prior. In recent years, these adjustments, coupled with student enrollment 

increases, have resulted in BEP funding increases between $40 million and $60 million. 

And, because of past and present administrations’ and general assemblies’ 

commitments to the BEP, adopted state budgets have included these annual increases. 

This commitment should not be understated as many states during recent challenging 

budget environments have decreased education spending. 

 

Any move away from the current unit cost model in the BEP should not result in the 

state discontinuing annual cost review of education functions and services. Not only 

could such discontinuation negatively impact the recent historic progress in education 

achievement in the state but it would also ignore one of the major principles or 

directives of the Tennessee Supreme Court, which at least partly approved the current 

funding formula because of its built-in mechanism for cost determination and an annual 

cost review.29    

 

4. The BEP Task Force should couple any major recommended structural changes to the BEP 

with appropriate phase-in mechanisms. 

Principles addressed:  Efficiency and Effectiveness 

Because potential revisions to BEP, including those to the fiscal capacity model, result in 

changes to each school district’s required local BEP match and/or result in redistribution of the 

state’s existing resources for K-12 education, some districts will receive additional funds and 

some will receive less. Because of the potential negative impact on those districts receiving less 

funding, all consideration should be given to ensuring appropriate phase-in provisions. 

Hold harmless and phase-in provisions can create challenges to enacting structural changes to 

funding formulas because they can require significant resources to implement – resources that 

are often simply unavailable, as is the case today, or, if available, could be used for general 

funding improvements within the existing structure. From a political and public perspective, 

these funds are often not recognized as funding improvements even though they may 

represent a tremendous investment in our schools.   

 

5. The BEP Task Force should strive to ensure that the public has easy access to clear and 

intelligible information about how education funding is being distributed and spent. 

                                                           
29

 Appendix C.  



 Page 13 
 

 

Principles addressed:  Equity, Efficiency and Effectiveness, Transparency 

Since the inception of the BEP, criticisms have existed relative to the complexity and lack of 

clear information available to the public. The BEP is often described as a formula that no one 

can explain or understand. While some involved in school finance work may disagree with this 

description and point to the need to ensure proper accountability and fairness over simplicity, 

the perception at least points to the need to enhance the amount of school funding 

information available and improve upon the quality and public notice of the information that 

currently exists.  

 

As previously stated in this report, acknowledging Comptroller Justin Wilson’s push for 

increased transparency, the Tennessee Department of Education created the BEP Handbook in 

2011, which, for the first time, provided the public with significant detail and data on how each 

component is calculated. This handbook has been praised by education stakeholders and the 

BEP Review Committee for its transparency and thoroughness; however, the handbook does 

not address what happens to public funds once they reach the district level. Likewise, the 

Annual Statistical Report published by the department contains a wealth of school finance data 

at the district level but does not address the distribution of those resources at the school level. 

 

Considerations: 

 

 The BEP Task Force should consider methods to improve reporting of and public 

access to school level spending information. 

District allocation practices can be extremely complex and lack uniformity making it 

difficult for the public and even school administrators and school board members to 

know the level of funding available to or spent at any particular school.  

 

One observation of this lack of transparency speaks directly to the subject matter and 

challenges faced by the task force: 

 

The lack of transparency in school funding today has allowed 
inequity and bias to fester and grow without much scrutiny… By 
contrast, clear information about funding empowers educators, 
parents and community members to advocate for changes that will 
improve equity and outcomes. As an added benefit, good data 
about school revenues and expenditures will enable stronger 
research linking resource use to student outcomes.30 

 

School districts should strive to provide information on spending in a clear way that 

allows stakeholders to understand how dollars have been allocated to each school 

within the district and even to specific programs within the school. And, stakeholders 

                                                           
30

 Thomas B. Fordham Institute. Fund the Child: Tackling Inequity & Antiquity in School Finance. June 2006. 
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should have better ways to determine if that spending has been effective in terms of 

student achievement. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The principles, recommendations and considerations included in this report are meant to drive and 

focus further discussion and action on the state funding formula for education. Clearly, more work 

remains and it is recommended that the BEP Task Force continue its work with a focus on the 

recommendations and considerations outlined in this report. Ultimately, any revisions to the formula 

must be based not on specific funding outcomes to particular districts but rather on the right policies - 

policies that are student-focused and meet the identified four principles of equity; efficiency and 

effectiveness; flexibility and innovation; and transparency.    

 

School finance formulas often hold for two decades or more. It is likely that 
whatever Tennessee does it will be in place for two decades. Because of this, 
don’t just tinker with the plan or formula but plan on building a structure that 
will be relevant in 2034. …The one thing we know is that there will be students, 
so design around the students. 
 

- Marguerite Roza. Presentation to the BEP Task Force.  August 2014. 
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