
 

 

 

 

Q1- Springtown ISD’s voters had an opportunity to respond to almost the exact same proposal last May.  
What has changed since then that would warrant proposing a similar bond this year? 

A- Three key factors contributed to the decision to ask voters to return to the polls: 
1. Turnout in the last election was extremely low, with less than 1,300 voters. 
2. Increased property values were released two days prior to early voting; voters assumed 

the 12.8 cent rate hike projected based on OLD values would remain in place.  The 
board had to wait until CERTIFIED values arrived at the end of July to revise the 
calculations.   

3. Interest rates stayed down, and construction in the District continued growing over the 
summer.  The Board recognized the potential savings that could come from a successful 
bond program if sales were to occur while rates were near historic lows, and that 
Springtown ISD could still offer one of the lowest total tax rates in the area even if the 
bond proposal were to pass in November. 

 
The price tag for essentially the same designs have risen from approximately $38.5 million 
to $41 million.  Last May, the proposal included a projected rate increase of approximately 
12 cents.  Two days before early voting, new valuations and estimated taxes were mailed to 
stakeholders in Parker County.  Significant increases in valuations were reported in both 
Parker County and Wise County.  The proposed rate increase of 12+ cents on top of the 
PRIOR tax rate resulted in an estimate of $1.36 total tax rate for SISD’s stakeholders.   
 
The District received Certified Values from Parker County and Wise County in July of 2021.  
Springtown ISD’s Trustees quickly voted to reduce the District’s total tax rate 10.1 cents, 
from approximately $1.24 to $1.14.  If approved, the bond proposal would push the 
projected rate up 10.7 cents (to approximately $1.25).    
 
Voters did not support a proposal with a projected rate of $1.36 last May. 
 
The November bond proposal projects a total tax rate of $1.25. 
 
Current total tax rates in area districts are as follows: 
 
Bridgeport- $1.061  Weatherford- $1.239  Peaster- $1.344 
Springtown-$1.143  Graham- $1.274  Brock-  $1.390   
Decatur -     $1.146  Millsap-  $1.364  Aledo-  $1.393 
Azle- $1.222  Krum-  $1.344  Argyle-  $1.406 
 
This projected tax assumes slow growth in our community (regarding taxable values) for 
four years and zero growth thereafter.  Growth at a rate similar to the last two years would 
allow the District to further reduce the Interest and Sinking (I&S) tax rate necessary to pay 



for the bonds.  Additionally, continued growth four years from now would allow further 
reduction on the bond payment portion (I&S) of the District’s tax rate.   
 
Increased values, a successful TRE, and new legislation all factored into a scenario that 
allowed the District to reduce our total tax rate from $1.429 in the 2016 to $1.143 in 2021.   

 

Q2- There are obviously a LOT of new houses coming in to the District.  Shouldn’t Springtown ISD charge 
developers a fee or surcharge to fund the schools and classrooms necessary due to the growth? 

A-  While at least seventeen other states do have school impact fees, SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN 
TEXAS ARE NOT PERMITTED TO CHARGE IMPACT FEES.  Taxing entities in Texas who CAN do 
so are authorized under Chapter 395 of the Texas Local Government Code (found through 
the link below).  Note that schools are not listed in the statutes. 
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/Docs/LG/htm/LG.395.htm    

 
Bills requiring housing developers to pay schools a fee based on neighborhood size or to set 
aside land for new schools have previously failed to gain much traction in the legislature.   
 
Springtown ISD’s enrollment increases are generally being driven by housing developments 
OUTSIDE of the City of Springtown or the City of Reno.  Any impact fees they might charge 
would be assess to offset new CITY expenses.  It’s probably not legal for either city to share 
impact fees with the ISD…those fees should be applied to improving the city’s infrastructure 
to meet needs caused by THEIR growth. 

 

Q3- With all the growth coming, why not go ahead and plan long-term and propose building a new 
Middle or High School right now. 

A- If the growth continues long-term, an additional Middle School and further expansion at the 
high school will have to be addressed.  Right now, however, the recommendation Trustees 
acted on addresses the growth we have a high degree of certainty about: the housing 
developments already on the ground in various stages of progress that are ALREADY bringing 
students to the district or will be bringing new students in the IMMEDIATE FUTURE.  A long-term 
planning committee will be formed not long after this election.   

 

Q4- Rather than build a new elementary school, why not build an additional Middle or Intermediate 
school NOW, and use bond money to convert one of the existing buildings into an elementary school?  
We’re surely going to need another middle and/or intermediate campus eventually… 

A- There is some logic in that option, and it is in fact one the Trustees discussed in the early 
planning stages of this process.  The decision was made to address immediate needs that have 
almost zero chance of going away.  A few of the factors that led us to conclude that construction 
of a new elementary coupled with expanding existing campuses include: 

1. Secondary schools are more expensive (per square foot) than elementary schools.  

https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/Docs/LG/htm/LG.395.htm


i. Full Science labs, band halls, competition gyms and bleacher areas, and art 
rooms are a few of the instructional needs a middle school brings that an 
elementary school will not (to as significant a degree).   

ii. Building a new Intermediate or Middle School and then repurposing the existing 
intermediate would not only require funds for NEW CONSTRUCTION, but also 
require funds for REMODELING the existing Intermediate campus that was 
originally built to be a high school.  A renovation coupled with new construction 
would be more expensive and require a much larger bond. 

iii. The physical layout of the existing Intermediate campus is NOT ideal for an 
elementary.  It could be converted, but it would create problems similar to what 
SES already faces.  The two buildings making up the SES campus were built in 
1959 and 1968… as high schools that have been remodeled.  In contrast, the 
GCES design is very efficient with space.   

2. Adding a second middle school with an enrollment of anything less than 750 combined 
7th and 8th graders might be premature (our current enrollment is @ 615).  The District 
would struggle to efficiently staff a second middle school in our elective classes with 
only a small number of students in each building.  You would also lose efficiency in 
staffing areas like cafeteria staff, counselors, librarians, clerical staff, nurses, etc.  
Generally speaking, as enrollment increases, efficiencies improve.     

 

 

Q5- Rather than build a new elementary, why not just add on to the elementary campuses we have?  

There are three elementary campuses…even adding only 200 students to each campus would allow 

space for 600 new kids (about what the new proposed campus will accommodate).  

A- Several years ago, we asked architects and contractors to look at the existing facilities and 
produce cost estimates and enrollment capacities.  The infrastructure (bathrooms, cafeterias, 
libraries) at SES and RES would struggle to support additional classrooms, portable OR 
permanent.  The GCES construction project (classroom additions) we reviewed included twelve 
new classrooms on the north side of the campus, (six on the first floor, and six on the second 
floor) basically closing the “U” formed by the existing footprint.  With a maximum of 22 students 
per class, adding twelve classrooms would allow for 264 additional students.  This would meet 
an immediate, short-term need, but this path would increase Goshen Creek’s enrollment to 
more than 850 students…a large elementary school by most standards.   Instead, the District’s 
leadership began developing plans to pursue an entirely new elementary campus that could 
efficiently and effectively house approximately 650 elementary students and address longer-
term elementary growth. 
 

Q6- Why propose a new elementary campus so close to SISD’s other elementary campuses? 

A- Goshen Creek Elementary is about 2.5 miles west of the proposed campus.  Springtown 
Elementary (consisting of the Hinkle and Lipstreu buildings) is closer to the middle of Springtown 
and almost 1.5 miles west of the proposed new campus.  Reno Elementary is approximately 4.5 
miles east of the proposed campus.  The proposed site was appealing for several reasons: 

1. Critical infrastructure including water, electricity, and sewer needs are immediately 
accessible on the property.  



2. Emergency services including fire, police, and ambulance are very close. 
3. Comparatively few improvements to access roads will be needed.    
4. Adding capacity for the enrollment we know to be coming between Springtown and 

Reno was identified as a priority. 

Q7- If the bond proposal passes, will the new elementary campus replace Springtown Elementary?  

A- No.  Even if the bond proposal is passed, the District’s projected needs will not allow us to 
abandon any of our existing facilities.  Signage reading “Proposed site for new Springtown 
elementary campus” may have been misinterpreted to imply one is in place of the other.  
The intention was to let voters know where land was purchased for future construction of 
Springtown ISD’s new elementary campus, which is yet-to-be named. 

 

Q8- If the bond proposal passes and Springtown Elementary continues to exist, what will Springtown 
ISD’s new elementary campus be named? 

A- After the 2008 bond passed, a committee came up with several proposals as names for the 
new elementary campus.  Should the 2021 proposal pass, the District’s Board of Trustees 
will have an opportunity to review names for Springtown ISD’s newest elementary campus. 

 

Q9- What do phrases like “over 65 exemption” or “over 65 ceiling” mean regarding our tax situation?  
These seem to be phrases used often during the District’s bond presentations. 

A- When a homeowner turns 65, they can establish a “tax ceiling” for total school taxes; that is, the 
school taxes on their residence cannot increase as long as they own and live in that home. The 
ceiling is set at the amount they pay in the year that they qualify for the aged 65 or older 
exemption. The school taxes on their home (primary residence) subsequently may fall below the 
ceiling. If a qualifying homeowner significantly improves their home other than ordinary repairs 
and maintenance, tax ceilings can go up. For example, if one were to add a room or garage, the 
tax ceiling could rise.   
 
*A person already qualifying for a 65-over exemption may transfer the same percentage of 
school taxes paid to another qualified homestead in the state. If the county, city or special 
district grants the limitation, you may also transfer the same percentage of taxes paid to 
another qualified homestead within that same taxing unit. To transfer the school tax ceiling, you 
must qualify for an Over-65 or Disabled Person exemption at your previous residence and 
complete the “Request to Transfer Tax Ceiling” form found here:  
https://iswdataclient.azurewebsites.net/downloads/parkercad/FORMS/Tax%20Ceiling%20Trans
fer.pdf).  
A current Homestead Exemption application must also be completed for the new residence. 
 
Parker County Appraisal District’s FAQ website is available here:  
https://iswdataclient.azurewebsites.net/webFaq.aspx?dbkey=parkercad 

 

Q10- If so many new people have moved in the area, isn’t the school district making more money off the 
taxes they (the new property owners) are paying? 

https://iswdataclient.azurewebsites.net/downloads/parkercad/FORMS/Tax%20Ceiling%20Transfer.pdf
https://iswdataclient.azurewebsites.net/downloads/parkercad/FORMS/Tax%20Ceiling%20Transfer.pdf
https://iswdataclient.azurewebsites.net/webFaq.aspx?dbkey=parkercad


A- It is important to note that the new properties also brought new expenses (approximately 
400 new students compared to same-day prior-year).  Teachers and staff have been added 
across the district, portable buildings, new buses, additional instructional resources (books, 
licenses, etc.).   
 
The taxable value of new property in the District (defined in Tax Code Section 26.012(17)) 
totaled over $134 million last year.  Assuming those properties pay their taxes, the 
significant increase in taxable property value within the District will generate over $1.5 
million at the new total tax rate of $1.14 (it would have generated $1.67 million at the old 
total tax rate of $1.24).  This revenue will help offset the additional total operating costs 
associated with approximately 400 new students enrolled in August 2021 versus August 
2020.  Important things to note include the following facts: 
 

1. The additional revenue CANNOT be allocated solely to bond payments or new bond 
debt.  The additional revenue CAN be proportionally distributed to both 
Maintenance and Operations (M&O) as well as Principal and Interest (I&S). 
  

2. The State generally REDUCES its percentage of a district’s overall funding as local tax 
revenue and values increase.  Evidence of this fact:  In 2007, the State provided 
approximately 56% of the District’s funding.  In 2016, the State provided 
approximately 54.2% of the District’s funding.  Our 2021-2022 budget anticipates 
the State will only provide approximately 45% of our funding.  In fact, funding 
estimates from both State and Federal sources were reduced for the second 
consecutive year as local tax revenue increased.  Unfortunately, that is the way the 
current school funding formulas work. 

 

Q11- Last year, the Springtown Epigraph reported the District purchased land on Williams-Ward Road as 
a site for a potential new school site.  Why did the District buy that land instead of building on land 
already owned at the old stadium? 

A- Potentially building on Pojo Road between the Middle and Intermediate schools was 
discussed more than two years ago.  The collective decision was that another elementary 
less than a mile (and only one housing addition) away from GCES would not be practical.   
The traffic impact on Pojo Road would be significant, and presented yet another deterrent 
to building a new campus on the site. 

 

Q12- The cost-per-acre at the Williams-Ward site is rumored to have been expensive.  Why did the 
District not look for cheaper land to buy? 

A-  After more than two years of evaluating potential school sites, hiring engineers to conduct 
site feasibility studies, conversations with TxDOT and multiple property owners, and 
monitoring growth in the area, the Williams-Ward site was determined to be the most 
practical for a new elementary campus.  Several other sites were evaluated; a few still hold 
promise for a future secondary school if/when that need emerges, but WHERE growth 
occurs in the future will dictate WHERE another school site should be pursued.  Key factors 
contributing to the purchase of the Williams-Ward Road site (what was once the Springfield 
farm) included: 



 
1. First and foremost, ease-of-access for emergency services including police, 

ambulance, and fire.   
2. Ease-of-access for parents with students at one of our other campuses (i.e. SIS, SMS, 

or SHS). 
3. Ability to relieve enrollment pressure on Reno Elementary (after satisfying the 

emergency services issues, the next priority was to ensure the new site was on the 
east side of Springtown). 

4. Proximity to existing infrastructure (hoping to avoid expensive site preparation 
costs) 

a. Potential sites too far from City of Springtown’s sewer system would require 
the expense of securing easements, constructing lift stations, laying pipes, 
etc.   
* Alternatively, construction of a water-treatment facility sufficient for a 
campus with over 700 students would have a beginning cost of at least 
$400K, plus daily monitoring and periodic maintenance expenses.  We have 
such a system in place at Reno Elementary, and ongoing 
costs/inconveniences are significant.  It should also be noted that a water-
treatment facility capable of serving an elementary campus requires 
additional acreage for a leach field…further adding to costs. 
 

b. Potential sites that might not already have wide (and solid) roadways for 
parents and buses would require negotiations with county officials and any 
local landowners between a site and a mid-level thoroughfare.  Some 
potential sites were eliminated due to the challenges of roadways and small 
bridges that would create difficulties for buses and families providing their 
own transportation. 

As an example, a 17-acre site a mile east of Springtown priced at $25,000/acre would cost 
$425,000…$680K cheaper than a 17-acre site priced at $65,000/acre.   The cost difference 
sounds (and is) significant.  However, a site without adequate infrastructure could need road 
improvements and, at minimum, a water treatment facility.  Add in a $400K minimum expense 
for water treatment equipment and the gap closes to only $280K.  Add in the expense of the 
land for a leach field (say, conservatively, two acres), and the additional cost goes up another 
$50K (at the same $25,000/acre) BEFORE the costs of daily testing at the facility are added in.  
The cost of potential road improvements varied significantly at sites other than the one 
selected, but even the most conservative numbers would be well over $250K.  Even if the total 
costs after engineering work broke even, the priorities of proximity to emergency services and 
the desire for ease-of-access for parents and buses were met at the site eventually selected. 

 

Q13-  I know it’s been asked before, but I have to ask again:  Where is all the new money going, and why 
can’t we just pay for a new school with it? 
 

A-   On the face of it, I can accept that some would assume the new properties would pay for a 

new school.  At the new tax rate of $1.14, the $135M in new properties (approximate) we've 

seen in SISD generated around $1.5M in new revenue.  That's a LOT of money, right?   

 



$135,000,000 new values in 2021 

x     0.001143 new tax rate in 2021 

    $1,543,050 revenue from new properties in 2021 

 

 

Over $1.5 million ought to pay for a lot of new things for the ISD!  What seems to be forgotten 

sometimes is that the new properties also brought new students, and thus new 

expenses.  Compared to August 2020, we have more than 400 new students in the 

District.  Assume we have 400 new students in classrooms with 20 kids per room....the easy 

math says we need 20 new classrooms.  Twenty new classrooms would require at least 20 new 

teachers, assuming no special programs were needed (i.e. "co-teachers").  Say we ONLY hire 

BRAND NEW teachers who make $50K each (no veterans that make beyond $50K); that's a cool 

million dollars in salary JUST for the teachers’ salaries.  In a perfect world, it would be as easy as 

this: 

 

400 students / 20 kids per room = 20 new teachers needed. 

 

     $50,000 salary for each new-to-the-profession teacher 

       x     20 new teachers for 20 new rooms                       

$1,000,000 expense for teacher salary alone (for easy math in a perfect world) 

 

Retirement benefits, insurance benefits, etc. actually tack on about another 13% to the salary 

expense.  Throw in new costs for things those new students need like more books, computers, 

software licenses, desks, chairs, tables, library books, electricity, water, gas, cafeteria staff, 

teaching assistants, clerical staff, administrators, nurses (actually, we didn't add a nurse)...those 

are all added costs as well.  Go ahead and start adding the cost of portable buildings into the 

total, too... we've run out of places to put those kids, so we need new classrooms.  We'll 

need new buses and bus drivers (if we can find them) for those kids, too.  The additional 

revenue disappears pretty quickly.  FORTUNATELY, some of the students we added this year 

were able to drop into a classroom that wasn't yet full.  We increased our efficiency there!  We 

didn't have to add TWENTY new teachers, but we did have to add quite a few across the 

District.  Some of those kids needed extra help and special programs, so we also added 

personnel like speech therapists and counselors to the payroll, too.   

 

According to the Texas Education Agency, the average "Total Operating Cost per Student" in 

Texas’ public schools in 2020 was estimated to be about $9,930 

(https://rptsvr1.tea.texas.gov/perfreport/snapshot/2020/state.html). That's less than the 

national average (Texas ranks 43rd according to several sources).  If we manage to operate at 

Texas’ AVERAGE expense per pupil pf $9,930, the 400 new students would add about $3.97 

million in new expenses:   

 

       $9,930 Texas' average operating expense per student 

       x   400  new students 

$3,972,000 new expenses 

https://rptsvr1.tea.texas.gov/perfreport/snapshot/2020/state.html


 

With revenues from new properties already established at about $1.5 million, we’re about $2.47 

 million short of what we would need to actually balance (again, these are estimated numbers 

based on state averages).   How do we make ends meet with such a shortfall?  FORTUNATELY, 

the District also receives state and federal funds to supplement what local taxes provide.  Just 

under 50% of SISD’s 21-22 budget is expected to come from state aid, but we can be optimistic 

and hope the $1.5M local revenue is combined with $2M in state aid for these new students 

(more than 50%).  To round things out, we'll throw in another $500 per student from federal 

sources.  The three sources combine to put us within just a few dollars of breaking even 

assuming all the new students have "average" needs (statistically likely). 

 

$1,500,000 Local contribution based on Parker County Appraisal District numbers 

  2,000,000 State contribution (Estimated per pupil in 2021-2022 budget) 

      200,000 Federal contribution (Estimated per pupil in 2021-2022 budget) 

$3,700,000 Total revenue 

        

This math is admittedly GREATLY simplified...funding formulas are very complex, and we 

could spend weeks reviewing all the variables and still not feel confident we've covered 

everything.  There are additional "weighted" funds generated by students in special 

programs and vocational programs (we call it "WADA" in the school business) that could come 

into play with individual students.   

 

Aside from all this discussion about revenue vs. expenses, there remains a simple question that 

triggered the bond proposal:  Where will we PHYSICALLY put these new students who are 

coming?  The 400 students we added since last August have just about tipped the scale at every 

campus.  We brought in four portable classrooms at GCES, and renovated rooms at SIS and SES 

(two that were storage rooms).   

 

I have seen very little debate in any FB forums about whether there will be enough space for the 

incoming students.  Most acknowledge there is a huge challenge ahead.  The bond proposal 

provides an opportunity for stakeholders to VOTE and offer very direct input regarding how SISD 

should respond to the need.   

 

The facts are, mathematically, revenue from "new properties" will not provide enough 

additional funding to construct a new school building under the state’s current funding 

formulas.   

 

    

 


