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WHAT IS SCHOOLS FIRST?
Schools FIRST is the Financial Integrity
Rating System of Texas.
This is the nineteenth year the financial
health of every school district in Texas has
been evaluated.
The primary goal of Schools FIRST is to
achieve quality performance in the
management of the school district’s
financial resources, a goal made more
significant due to the complexity of the
accounting associated with Texas School
Finance Systems.
School districts are required to hold a
public meeting to publicize the district’s
financial report and rating.

SCHOOLS FIRST RATINGS
Possible ratings are Superior (A), Above
Standard (B), Meets Standard (C) and
Substandard Achievement (F).
Schertz-Cibolo-Universal City ISD
received an Above Standard Rating from
TEA, achieving 88 of 100 points in the
indicator system.
Ratings are based upon financial data
from the 2019-2020 School Fiscal Year.
20 indicators were used by TEA to
determine the district’s Schools FIRST
Rating.

2019-2020 Texas
Ratings
RATINGS

COUNT

% TOTAL

Superior = A

856

84.63%

Above Standard = B

111

8.18%

Meets Standard = C

42

5.87%

Substandard
Achievement = F

11

1.31%

1,020

100%

TOTALS

COMPARED TO PREVIOUS YEAR
Superior

(41)

Above Standard

+30

Meets Standard

+10

Substandard Ach.

+1

Source: TEA’s Web site

2018-2019 Texas
Ratings
RATINGS

COUNT

% TOTAL

Superior = A

897

87.94%

Above Standard = B

81

7.94%

Meets Standard = C

32

3.14%

Substandard
Achievement = F

10

0.98%

1,020

100%

TOTALS

Source: TEA’s Web site

20 RATING INDICATORS
1. Was the complete annual financial report (AFR)

and data submitted to the TEA within 30 days of the
November 27th or January 28th deadline depending
upon the district’s fiscal year-end date (June 30th or
August 31st)?
YES – Financial report was filed with TEA as of
January 20, 2021.

2A. 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 a unmodified opinion.)
YES- The District received an unmodified opinion or
“clean audit”.

3. Was the district in compliance with the payment
terms of all debt agreements at fiscal year end? (A
debt agreement is a legal agreement between a
debtor and their creditors, which includes a plan for
paying back the debt.)
YES – Financial obligations, bills, and payments were
made in a timely manner. There were no disclosures in
the AFR concerning default on debt agreements.

4. Did the district make timely payments to the
Teachers Retirement System (TRS), Texas
Workforce Commission (TWC), Internal
Revenue Service (IRS), and other government
agencies?
YES – Payments were made in a timely manner.

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
Positions greater than zero? (If the school
district's change of students in membership
over 5 years was 7 % or more, then the school
district passes this indicator.)
This indicator is not being scored this year due to
the impact of accounting changes implemented
by the Governmental Accounting Standards
Board.
This indicator was not scored by TEA this year.

6. Was the average change in (assigned and
unassigned) fund balances over 3 years less
than a 25 percent decrease or did the current
year's assigned and unassigned fund balances
exceed 75 days of operational expenditures?
(If the school district fails indicator 6, the
maximum points and highest rating that the
school district may receive is 89 points, B =
Above Standard Achievement.)
Ceiling Passed
SCUC average change = 6.69% over 3 years.
Current (19-20) Fund Balance = $51,694,515
75 Days Operating Costs = $25,970.857
Therefore Current Fund Balance > 75 Days Operating
Field
A. Fund Balance (19-20)
B. Total Expenditures

Value
$51,694,515
$126,721,990

C. Capital Outlay (19-20)

$330,486

(B – C) / 365 = Daily Op Costs

$346,278

75 Days Operating Costs
Fund Balance >= 75 Days

$25,970,857

7. 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)?
Yes – SCUC received maximum 10 points
Field

Value

A. Cash and Equivalents

$4,798,843

B. Current Investments

$54,662,588

Total (A+B)

$59,461,431

C. Total Expenditures
D. Facilities Acquisition &
Construction
Total (C-D)
((A+B) / (C-D)) X 365

$126,721,990
$330,486
$126,391,504
171.7158

171.7158 days cash on hand >= 90 resulting in full 10 points
This indicator measures how many days after the end of
the fiscal year the district could have dispersed funds for
operating expenditures.

8. Was the measure of current assets to current
liabilities ratio for the district sufficient to cover
short-term debt?
YES – District ratio is 3.64, which is greater than 3.0
(ratio required for maximum points = 10).
Field

Value

A. Current Assets

$90,446,234

B. Current Liabilities

$24,811,599

(A / B)

3.6453

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

9. Did the district’s general fund revenues equal
or exceed expenditures (excluding facilities and
construction)? If not, was the district’s number
of days of cash on hand greater than or equal to
60 days?
YES – The District’s general fund revenues exceeded
expenditures (excluding facilities and construction) by
$8,485,797. SCUC received all 10 points for this indicator.
Field

Value

A. Total Revenue

$135,207,787

B Total Expenditures

$126,721,990

C. Facilities Acquisition &
Construction
((A / (B – C)) – 1
Cash on hand >= 60

330,486
0.0698 is >= 0
171.7158

This indicator simply asks if a district spent more than it
earned. The District automatically passes if it has more
than 60 days cash on hand.

10. Did the school district average less than a
10% variance (90%-110%) when comparing
budgeted revenues to actual revenues for the
last 3 fiscal years?
YES – The District’s average was 0.23% which is less
than 10%. SCUC received maximum points of 10 for
this indicator.
Field

Value

17-18 Actual Revenue

$115,745,875

17-18 Budgeted Revenue

$116,529,827

17-18 Actual – Budgeted

($783,952)

18-19 Actual Revenue

$120,248,102

18-19 Budgeted Revenue

$119,375,601

18-19 Actual – Budgeted

$872,501

19-20 Actual Revenue

$132,298,953

19-20 Budgeted Revenue

$131,485,190

19-20 Actual – Budgeted

$813,763

3 Year Average Variance

Variance

-0.60%

0.70%

0.68%
0.23%

Indicator 10 measures how accurately the district
forecast projected revenue by comparing budgeted
revenue submitted through PEIMS in October of
the fiscal year to actual revenue submitted after
the close of the fiscal year.

11. Was the ratio of long-term liabilities to total
assets for the district sufficient to support
long-term solvency? (If the District’s 5 year
% change in students was 7% or more, then
district passes this indicator.)
YES – The District’s ratio of long-term liabilities to
total assets is 0.9565, which only earns the District 2
points for this indicator. To receive 10 points the
district ratio would need to be less than or equal to
0.6000.
SCUC 5 year percent change in students was not
greater than 7%.
Field

Value

A. Long Term Liabilities

$449,141,019

B. Total Assets

$469,546,143

(A / B)

0.9564

2020 Students

15,924

2016 Students

15,801

Percent Change Students

5.5%

This question for indicator 11 is like asking someone if
their mortgage exceeds the market value of their home.
Were you below the cap for this ratio in School FIRST?
Fortunately, this indicator recognizes that high-growth
districts incur additional operating costs to open new
instructional campuses.

12. Was the debt per $100 of assessed
property value ratio sufficient to support
future debt repayments?
YES – The District property value ratio equates to
7.6259 (which falls in the range set by FIRST to
receive 6 points). SCUC ratio would need to be less
than or equal to 4 to receive 10 points.

Field
A. Total Revenue
B. Long Term Liabilities
C. Assessed Property Value

Value
$26,776,685
$449,141,019
$5,889,655,775

(B X 100) / C

This indicator asks about the school district’s
ability to make debt principal and interest
payments while comparing to FIRST target
amounts.

7.6259

13. Was the district’s administrative cost ratio
equal to or less than the threshold ratio?
YES – The District received 10 points for this
indicator.
Field

Value

A. SCUC Admin Cost Ratio

0.0596

B. SCUC ADA

14,955

C. TEA ratio for 10 Points

<= 0.0855

This indicator measures the percentage of school
district’s budget spent on administration.

13. Continued
The official standard used by TEA for Schools FIRST
calculates Administrative Cost Ratio as follows:
(Administrative Costs + Instructional Leadership Costs
+ General Administration)
Divided by
(Instruction Costs + Guidance and Counseling)
Field

Value

A. General Admin
(Function 41)

$3,728,380

B. Instructional Leadership
Costs
(Function 21)

$1,235,466

Total Admin Costs (A + B)

$4,963,846

C. Instruction (Function 11)

$75,148,352

D. Library (Function 12)

$1,270,917

E. Instructional Staff Dev
(Function 13)

$2,315,835

F. Guidance, Counseling &
Evaluation (Function 31)

$4,490,970

Total Instructional
(C+D+E+F)
Admin / Instructional

$83,226,075
0.0596

14. Did the school district not have a 15%

decline in the students to staff ratio over
3 years? If the student enrollment did
not decrease, the school district will
automatically pass this indicator.
SCUC received 10 points for this indicator due to
meeting the threshold and student enrollment
Field

19-20 Enrollment
19-20 Number FTE Staff
19-20 Ratio
17-18 Enrollment
17-18 Number FTE Staff

Value
15,972
1,844
8.65899
15,653
1,748

17-18 Ratio

8.95139

Three Year Ratio Change

-3.2666

19-20 Enrollment

15,972

17-28 Enrollment

15,653

Enrollment Change

319

Indicator 14 is asking if staffing is proportionate to
enrollment trends.
If the school district had a decline in students over 3
school years, this indicator asks if the school district
decreased the number of the staff on the payroll in
proportion to the decline in students. (The school
district automatically passes this indicator if there was
no decline in students.)

15. Was the school district’s ADA within the
allotted range of the district’s biennial
pupil projection(s) submitted to TEA?
YES – The District’s ADA projection met the criteria
to receive 5 points (max for this indicator)
Field

Value

Actual ADA

15,068

Projected ADA

15,311

Actual – Projected
Percent Diff

-242
-1.58%

Per TEA scoring for districts with 10,000 or more
ADA, SCUC’s ADA projection must be less than
7% to receive credit for this indicator (5 points).

This indicator measures how well the district was
able to project average daily attendance for the
coming biennium for payment purposes. Projected
ADA is compared to actual.

16. Did the comparison of Public Education

Information Management System
(PEIMS) data to like information in the
district’s AFR result in a total variance
of less than 3 percent of all
expenditures by function?
YES - SCUC PEIMS data compared to like
information in the district’s AFR resulted in less
than 3% variance.
Field

Sum of Differences from AFR
Amount All Expenditures
Percent Diff

Value
$745
$126,721,315
0.00000000005%

This indicator measures the quality of district’s
data reported to PEIMS and in the annual audit. If
the difference in numbers reported in any fund type
is 3 percent or more, your district “fails” this
measure.

17. Did the external independent auditor

report indicate 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 -- No material weaknesses were noted in the
AFR.

(If the school district fails indicator 17, the maximum
points and highest rating that the school district may
receive is 79 points, C = Meets Standard
Achievement.)

18. 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.)
YES -- No material noncompliance was noted in the
AFR.

19. Did the school district post the required
financial information on its website in
accordance with Government Code, Local
Government Code, Texas Education Code,
Texas Administrative Code and other
statutes, laws and rules that were in effect
at the school district's fiscal year
YES -- SCUC posted the financial information as
required. The District received all 5 points for this
indicator

20. Did the school board members discuss the
district's property values at a board meeting
within 120 days before the district adopted
its budget?
YES -- SCUC Board of Trustees discussed district
property values on June 16, 2020. The District
passed this indicator

This indicator measures whether the school board
had the opportunity to consider the impact of
changes in property value on the finances of the
district.

RESULTS?

PASSED
88 points out of 100 points
(60 points minimum to pass)

Rating:
ABOVE STANDARD
ACHIEVEMENT

DISCLOSURE #1
SUPERINTENDENT’S
CONTRACT

DISCLOSURE #2
Reimbursements Received by the Superintendent and
Board Members for Fiscal Year 2019-2020
For the Twelvemonth Period Ended
August 31, 2020
Description of
Reimbursements

Dr. Greg
Gibson

Dr. Clark
Ealy

Gerald
Perkins

Amy
Driesbach

Robert
Westbrook

Meals

$ 311.00 $

Lodging

$ 984.17 $

$ 2,006.83 $

-

$

-

$ 721.36 $ 228.39 $ 455.62 $ 456.49

Transportation

$ 682.28 $ 199.65 $ 563.54 $

-

$

-

$ 533.50 $ 281.60 $ 347.60 $ 331.10

Motor Fuel

$

-

$

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

Other

$

-

$ 1,213.00 $

-

$

50.00 $

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

Registration

$ 920.00 $ 595.00 $ 845.00 $ 195.00 $

-

$ 1,015.00 $ 425.00 $ 425.00 $ 425.00

Total

$ 2,897.45 $ 2,063.65 $ 3,771.60 $ 359.00 $

56.00 $ 356.23 $ 114.00 $
-

-

Total

$

Gary
Inmon

David
Pevoto

Ed
Finley

Leticia
Sever

262.00 $ 165.68 $ 147.00 $ 162.00 $ 114.00

262.00 $ 2,435.54 $ 1,081.99 $ 1,390.22 $ 1,326.59

15,588.04

* The spirit of the rule is to capture all “reimbursements” or
payments made on behalf of Board Members or the
Superintendent for fiscal year ended 2020, regardless of the
manner of payment, including direct pay, credit card, cash,
and purchase order.

DISCLOSURE #3
Outside Compensation and/or Fees Received by the
Superintendent for Professional Consulting and/or
Other personal Services in Fiscal Year 2019-2020
NONE TO REPORT

DISCLOSURE #4
Gifts Received by the Executive Officer(s) and
Board Members (and First Degree Relative, if
any) in Fiscal Year 2019-20
NONE TO REPORT

DISCLOSURE #5
Business Transactions Between School District
and Board Members for Fiscal Year 2019-2020
NONE TO REPORT

Questions
and
Comments

