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Whitehouse ISD
Financial Accountability Management Report
The Whitehouse ISD received a rating of “Pass” under Texas’ Schools FIRST
financial accountability rating system. The “Pass” rating is the state’s highest,
demonstrating the quality of Whitehouse ISD’s financial management and reporting
system.
This is the thirteenth year of Schools FIRST (Financial Integrity Rating System of
Texas), a financial accountability system for Texas school districts developed by the
Texas Education Agency in response to Senate Bill 875 of the 76th Texas Legislature in
1999. Major changes to the School FIRST system were implemented by the Texas
Education Agency in August 2015 that combined financial indicators with financial
solvency indicators, in accordance with House Bill 5, 83rd Texas Legislature, Regular
Session, 2013. The primary goal of Schools FIRST is to achieve quality performance in
the management of school districts’ financial resources, a goal made more significant due
to the complexity of accounting associated with Texas’ school finance system.
The Texas Education Agency converted Schools FIRST to a two-tier rating
system of either “Pass” or “Substandard Achievement” for the 2014-2015 rating year.
Prior to the 2014-2015 rating year, the Schools FIRST accountability rating system
assigned one of four financial accountability ratings to Texas school districts, with the
highest being “Superior Achievement,” followed by “Above-Standard Achievement,”
“Standard Achievement” and “Substandard Achievement.” The rating system currently
consists of seven indicators. Answers of “no” on certain indicators will automatically
result in a substandard achievement rating. The other three indicators are assigned point
values. A total of 30 points can be earned through these indicators. A district’s rating is
a function of the answers to the four pass/fail critical indicators and the aggregate
number of points on the other three indicators. Whitehouse ISD received the "Pass"
rating with “yes” answers on all critical indicators and a score of 30 on the other
indicators.
The 2013-2014 District Status report is attached to this report as Exhibit A. The
report contains each indicator and the result for the district. An explanation of the
indicators is provided in Exhibit B entitled “How Ratings are Assessed”. The district’s
financial management performance under each indicator for the current and previous
year’s financial accountability ratings and the state-established standards are provided for

comparison purposes in Exhibit C. The district received the highest possible rating for
both years. In accordance with Title 19 Texas Administrative Code §109.1005(b)(2), a
copy of the Superintendent’s contract is attached as Exhibit D and additional disclosures
required by law are contained in Exhibit E.
The “Pass” rating is due to successful efforts of the Board of Trustees,
administration, faculty and staff of Whitehouse ISD. These groups have successfully
utilized resources available to the district to provide a quality education to the students of
Whitehouse ISD. Whitehouse ISD is committed to continuing the efficient and effective
use of all resources to maintain this rating in the future.
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Exhibit A

RATING YEAR

2014-2015 



Select An Option

Help

Home

Financial Integrity Rating System of Texas

2014-2015 RATINGS BASED ON SCHOOL YEAR 2013-2014
DATA - DISTRICT STATUS DETAIL
Name: WHITEHOUSE ISD(212906)

Publication Level 1: 8/20/2015 11:24:40 AM

Status: Passed

Publication Level 2: 8/20/2015 11:24:40 AM

Rating: Pass

Last Updated: 8/20/2015 11:24:40 AM

District Score: 30

Passing Score: 16

#

Indicator Description

Updated

Score

1

Was the complete annual financial report (AFR) and data
submitted to the TEA within 30 days of the November 27
or January 28 deadline depending on the school district’s
fiscal year end date of June 30 or August 31,
respectively?

4/6/2015
3:16:49
PM

Yes

2

Was there an unmodified opinion in the AFR on the
financial statements as a whole? (The American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) defines
unmodified opinion. The external independent auditor
determines if there was an unmodified opinion.)

4/6/2015
3:16:50
PM

Yes

3

Was the school district in compliance with the payment
terms of all debt agreements at fiscal year end? (If the
school district was in default in a prior fiscal year, an
exemption applies in following years if the school district
is current on its forbearance or payment plan with the
lender and the payments are made on schedule for the
fiscal year being rated. Also exempted are technical
defaults that are not related to monetary defaults. A
technical default is a failure to uphold the terms of a debt
covenant, contract, or master promissory note even
though payments to the lender, trust, or sinking fund are

4/6/2015
3:16:50
PM

Yes

https://tuna.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/District.aspx?year=2013&district=212906

9/22/2015
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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

Was the total unrestricted net asset balance (Net of the
accretion of interest for capital appreciation bonds) in the
governmental activities column in the Statement of Net
Assets greater than zero? (If the school district’s change
of students in membership over 5 years was 10 percent
or more, then the school district passes this indicator.)

7/30/2015
12:31:59
PM

Yes

1
Multiplier
Sum
5

Was the school district’s administrative cost ratio equal to
or less than the threshold ratio? (See ranges below.)

7/15/2015
12:05:46
PM

10

6

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?

8/17/2015
6:01:44
PM

10

7

Did the external independent auditor report that the AFR
was free of any instance(s) of material weaknesses in
internal controls over financial reporting and compliance
for local, state, or federal funds? (The AICPA defines
material weakness.)

4/6/2015
3:16:51
PM

10

30
Weighted
Sum
1
Multiplier
Sum
30 Score

DETERMINATION OF RATING
A.

Did The District Answer 'No' To Indicators 1, 2, 3, Or 4?

If So, The District's Rating

https://tuna.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/District.aspx?year=2013&district=212906

9/22/2015
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Is Substandard Achievement.
B.

Determine Rating By Applicable Range For Summation of the Indicator Scores
(Indicators 5-7)
Pass

16-30

Substandard Achievement

<16

Home Page: Financial Accountability | Send comments or suggestions to
FinancialAccountability@tea.state.tx.us
THE TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY
1701 NORTH CONGRESS AVENUE · AUSTIN, TEXAS, 78701 · (512) 463-9734

https://tuna.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/District.aspx?year=2013&district=212906

9/22/2015

Exhibit B

How Ratings are Assessed
Rating Worksheet
1. Was the complete annual
Preliminary ratings are released by
Texas Education Agency every calendar
year during the summer. The
Commissioner’s Rules for School FIRST
are contained in Title 19, Texas
Administrative Code, Chapter 109,
Subchapter AA, Commissioner's Rules
Concerning Financial Accountability
Rating System.
The School FIRST Communications Kit
was updated in August 2015 to include
major changes in the Commissioner’s
Rule for School FIRST that were
finalized in August 2015. The changes
in the Commissioner’s Rule were
authorized by HB 5, Section 49, 83rd
Texas Legislature, Regular Session,
2013. House Bill 5 amended Section
39.082 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 openenrollment charter school.
The changes to the School FIRST
system implemented by the Texas
Education Agency in August 2015 are
being phased-in over three years.
During the phase-in period, the new
School FIRST system has separate
worksheets for rating years 2014-2015,
2015-2016, and 2016-2017 and
subsequent years.
The questions a school district must
address in completing the worksheet
used to assess its financial
management system can be confusing
to non-accountants. The following is a
layman’s explanation of what the
questions mean—and what your
district’s answers can mean to its rating.

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?
A simple indicator. Was your Annual
Financial Report filed by the deadline?
2. Was there an unmodified

opinion in the AFR on the financial
statements as a whole? (The
American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants (AICPA)
defines unmodified opinion. The
external independent auditor
determines if there was an
unmodified opinion.)?
A “modified” version of the auditor’s
opinion in your annual audit report
means that you need to correct some of
your reporting or financial controls. A
district’s goal, therefore, is to receive an
“unmodified opinion” on its Annual
Financial Report. This is a simple “Yes”
or “No” 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

How Ratings are Assessed
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
your district has paid your
bills/obligations on financing
arrangements to pay for school
construction, school buses,
photocopiers, etc.
4. Was the total unrestricted net

asset balance (Net of the
accretion of interest for capital
appreciation bonds) in the
governmental activities column in
the Statement of Net Assets
greater than zero? (If the school
district's change of students in
membership over 5 years was 10
percent or more, then the school
district passes this indicator.)?
This indicator simply asks, “Did the
district’s total assets exceed the total
amount of liabilities (according to the
very first financial statement in the
annual audit report)?” Fortunately this
indicator recognizes that high-growth
districts incur large amounts of debt to
fund construction, and that total debt
may exceed the total amount of assets
under certain scenarios.

5. Was the school district’s
administrative cost ratio equal to
or less than the threshold ratio
This indicator measures the percentage
of their budget that Texas school
districts spent on administration. Did you
exceed the cap in School FIRST for
districts of your size?
6. 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 (Data Quality Measure)?
This indicator measures the quality of
data reported to PEIMS and in your
Annual Financial Report to make certain
that the data reported in each case
“matches up.” If the difference in
numbers reported in any fund type is 3
percent or more, your district “fails” this
measure.

7. Did the external independent
auditor report that the AFR was
free of any instance(s) of material
weaknesses in internal controls
over financial reporting and
compliance for local, state, or
federal funds? (The AICPA defines
material weakness.)
?
A clean audit of your Annual Financial
Report would state that your district has
no material weaknesses in internal
controls. Any internal weaknesses
create a risk of your District not being
able to properly account for its use of
public funds, and should be immediately
addressed.
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Exhibit C
Whitehouse ISD
Financial Accountability Management Report
Comparison of Indicators

1

2
3

4

5

6

7

Current Year Standards with Comparison to
Comparable Prior Year Standards
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?
Was there an unmodified opinion in the AFR on the
financial statements as a whole?
Was the school district in compliance with the
payment terms of all debt agreements at fiscal
year end?
Was the total unrestricted net asset balance (Net
of the accretion of interest for capital appreciation
bonds) in the governmental activities column in
the Statement of Net Assets greater than zero? (If
the school district’s change of students in
membership over 5 years was 10% or more, then
the school district passes this indicator.)
Was the school district’s administrative cost ratio
equal to or less than the threshold ratio?
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?
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?
Standards from Prior Year Report with No
Comparable Indicator for Current Year Report
Was Total Fund Balance Less Nonspendable and
Restricted Fund Balance Greater Than Zero In The
General Fund?
Was The Three-Year Average Percent Of Total Tax
Collections (Including Delinquent) Greater Than
98%?
Were Debt Related Expenditures (Net Of IFA
And/Or EDA Allotment) < $350 Per Student? (If
The District's Five-Year Percent Change In
Students was a 7% increase or more, Or If
Property Taxes Collected Per Penny Of Tax Effort
were more than $200,000 Per Student then the

State
Established
Standard

2012-2013

2013-2014

02/28/XX

1/22/14

1/22/15

Unmodified
Opinion

Unmodified
Opinion

Unmodified
Opinion

Yes

Yes

Yes

>$0

$18,577,764

$19,363,120

.1151

.0710

.0787

<3%

0%

0%

None

None

None

State
Established
Standard

2012-13

>$0

$9,398,109

>98%

99.79%

<$350 or
exception
met

$551.41
(Exception Not
Applied)

Page 2 of 2
Standards from Prior Year Report with No
Comparable Indicator for Current Year Report
District Receives 5 points.)
Was There No Disclosure In The Annual Audit
Report Of Material Noncompliance?
Did The District Have Full Accreditation Status In
Relation To Financial Management Practices? (e.g.
No Conservator Or Monitor Assigned)
Was The Aggregate Of Budgeted Expenditures And
Other Uses Less Than The Aggregate Of Total
Revenues, Other Resources and Fund Balance In
General Fund?
If The District's Aggregate Fund Balance In The
General Fund And Capital Projects Fund Was Less
Than Zero, Were Construction Projects Adequately
Financed? (Were Construction Projects Adequately
Financed Or Adjusted by Change Orders or Other
Legal Means To Avoid Creating Or Adding To The
Fund Balance Deficit Situation)
Was The Ratio Of Cash And Investments To
Deferred Revenues (Excluding Amount Equal To
Net Delinquent Taxes Receivable) In The General
Fund > Or = 1:1? (If Deferred Revenues < Net
Delinquent Taxes Receivable then the district
receives 5 points)
Was The Ratio Of Students To Teachers Within the
Ranges According To District Size?
Was The Ratio Of Students To Total Staff Within
the Ranges According To District Size?
Was The Decrease In Unassigned Fund Balance <
20% Over Two Fiscal Years?(If Total Revenues
Exceeded Operating Expenditures in the General
Fund, Then The District Receives 5 Points.)
Was The Aggregate Total Of Cash And Investments
In The General Fund More Than $0?
Did Investment Earnings In All Funds (Excluding
Debt Service Fund and Capital Projects Fund) Meet
or Exceed the 3 Month Treasury Bill Rate

State
Established
Standard

2012-13

None

None

Full
Accreditation

Full
Accreditation

<$0

($9,147,179)

>$0

$15,772,738

≥1:1

>1:1

11.5-22

15.3712

6.3-14

8.1339

Decrease
<20%

Yes

>$0

$10,880,213

Yes

Yes

Exhibit D

EXHIBIT E
ADDITIONAL REQUIRED DISCLOSURES
2013-14
1. Total Reimbursable Expenses Incurred By The District On Behalf Of The Superintendent And Each Board Member:
Description of

Daniel

Kevin

Darrell

Greg

Patrick

Howard

Vince

Wade

Reimbursements

DuPree

Cashion

Crymes

Hood

Moran

Patterson

Primo

Weathers

$

$

Meals
Lodging
Transportation

$ 216.00

0

$ 126.00

899.25

412.02

0

626.03

434.14

835.74

694.41

1,266.26

199.16

0

224.15

358.68

487.74

450.70

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Motor Fuel

$

72.00

Other

1,070.00

350.00

Total

$3,451.51

$ 1,033.18

$

$

90.00

198.00

$

126.00

0

350.00

350.00

0

350.00

0

$ 1,326.18

$ 1,232.82

$ 1,521.48

$ 1,621.11

$

0
0

0
$

0

Meals – Meals consumed off of the school district’s premises, and in-district meals at area restaurants (excludes catered meals for Board meetings).
Lodging - Hotel charges.
Transportation - Airfare, car rental (can include fuel on rental), taxis, mileage reimbursements, leased cars, parking and tolls.
Motor fuel – Gasoline.
Other - Registration fees, telephone/cell phone, internet service, fax machine, and other reimbursements (or on-behalf of) to the superintendent and
board member not defined above.
2. Outside Compensation and/or Fees Received by the Superintendent for Professional Consulting and/or Other Personal Services:
Daniel DuPree - None
3. Gifts Received by Executive Officers and Board Members (and First Degree Relatives, if any) (Gifts that had an economic value of $250 or
more in the aggregate in the fiscal year)
Description of

Daniel

Gifts

DuPree

Total

Kevin
Cashion
$0

$ 0

Darrell

Greg

Crymes

Hood

$ 0

$ 0

Patrick

Howard

Vince

Moran

Patterson

Primo

$ 0

$ 0

4. Business Transactions Between School District and Board Members:
None

Wade
Weathers
$ 0

$0

