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WORK OF THE COMMITTEE

Tennessee Code Annotated 49-1-302(4)(a) specifies that the State Board of Education
shall establish a review committee for the Tennessee basic education program (BEP).
This committee is directed to meet at least four times a year and regularly review the BEP
components including the preparation of an annual report on or before November 1 of
each year.

This report includes “recommendations on needed revisions, additions, and deletions to
the formula, as well as, an analysis of instructional salary disparity among local education
agencies”. This report considers “total instructional salary disparity among local
education agencies, differences in benefits and other compensation among local
education agencies, inflation, and instructional salaries in the southeast and other
regions”.

The BEP review committee is also directed “to give special consideration to costs of
enhanced services to address the needs of at-risk children, the cost of educating English
language learners, and the development and implementation of a system level fiscal
capacity model.”

In addition, House Resolution 286, adopted in 2006, directed the committee to “develop a
consensus recommendation on a system-level fiscal capacity model which provides a
phase-in process and hold harmless provisions and include such recommendation in its
November 2006 report.” From the legislative discussion, it was clear that the committee
was to consider alternative models.

The enclosed report fulfills the requirements of the legislation and addresses the issues
identified in the resolution.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the effort to improve essential components of the Basic Education Program (BEP)?, the
BEP review committee has performed a comprehensive review of the funding formula
related to the following areas:

e System level fiscal capacity,

Indemnification,

Salary disparity, including salary and benefits,
Funding for at-risk students,

Funding for English language learners (ELL) and,
Unit component costs improvements.

Each year, on or before November 1, this committee will submit a report to the Governor,
the Select Oversight Committee on Education, and the State Board of Education
identifying funding formula needs. This third edition of the report summarizes the
findings of the committee and presents the immediate and extended priorities identified
by the committee.

Review of Salary Disparity

Based on an analysis of total teacher compensation, the statewide measure of salary
disparity for 2005-06 is similar to the measure observed in the previous year. Although a
slight statewide increase in total teacher compensation was calculated, the observed
difference is not statistically significant. Total teacher compensation is a procedure that
compares instructional salary and health benefit differences independent of variation in
local teacher training and experience. Total teacher compensation analysis also controls
for variation in the local health plans selected by teachers.

A regional analysis of statewide disparity reveals a general decrease in disparity within
five regions, including a noticeable decrease in the Knoxville region. Two regions were
assessed as having a mixed profile of disparity, reflecting a relative balance of increases
and decreases within each respective region. Four regions experienced an increase in
salary disparity.

Consensus Recommendation of the Committee

The BEP Review Committee has arrived at consensus on the following language related to
system level fiscal capacity and the November 1, 2006 report.

The BEP Review Committee Report on November 1, 2006 will include a discussion of various
models for measuring fiscal capacity, a report on salary disparity, and recommendations for
immediate priorities and extended priorities. The committee will continue to work on system level
fiscal capacity issues and a small group will address issues related to adequacy, with a report
and recommendations on both issues to be presented by February 15, 2007.

! Tennessee Code Annotated 49-1-302 (4)(a)
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Immediate Priorities

The Basic Education Program (BEP) Review Committee recommends moving forward
with comprehensive, simultaneous, and timely improvements to the BEP, consisting of
the following immediate priorities:

An increase in funding for at-risk students,

An increase in funding for English language learners,

Full funding of growth in Average Daily Membership, and

The restoration of the BEP instructional salary state share to 75%.

Extended Priorities

Unit cost components should more appropriately reflect the basic requirements of
providing a quality education for students. These recommended improvements relate to
the following areas:

Reduction of Class Size to Fund Positions Outside the BEP
Professional Development

School Nurses

Teacher Classroom Materials and Supplies ($100 addition)
Technology Coordinators

Technology

Alternative Schools

Capital Outlay

Transportation per ADM

Readjustment of the Cost Differential Factor, in accordance with the Governor's
2004 Task Force Recommendations on Teacher Pay Equity.
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REVIEW OF COMMITTEE DISCUSSION
SALARY DISPARITY

Background:

The concluding opinion of Small Schools 111% states that “the salary equity plan under
Tennessee Code Annotated § 49-3-366 does not include equalization of teachers’ salaries
according to the BEP formula because it contains no mechanism for cost determination or
annual cost review of teachers’ salaries.” Revisions to the formula and the infusion of
salary equity funding beginning in the 2004 fiscal year have specifically addressed the
issue of cost determination, incorporating real-world average salaries for teachers
educating Tennessee students. Additionally, changes in statute now require the BEP
Review Committee to conduct an annual cost review of teachers’ salaries.

The committee has determined that the most appropriate measure for calculating salary
disparity is total teacher compensation, based on “salary schedule strength” and “health
insurance package strength”, with the goal of representing a disparity baseline
independent of regional and local variations in teacher training and experience, and
which health plan a teacher selects.

Total teacher compensation is a procedure that compares instructional salary and health
benefit differences independent of variation in local teacher training and experience.
Total teacher compensation analysis also controls for variation in the local health plans
selected by teachers.

The central tenets of this methodology include (Appendix A):

1) a statewide, weighted average salary for each cell, applied to the local
salary schedule of each system;

2) a weighted average local health insurance benefit.

Discussion:

Issues of total teacher compensation were reviewed by the committee using the weighted
average salary and weighted average insurance for each local system®. The committee
discussed the fact that health care costs have increased since the infusion of salary equity
funds in 2004. The disparity in weighted average local health insurance benefit has
decreased very slightly since 2004.

*Tennessee Small School Systems v. McWherter
*Total Teacher Compensation Data Analysis was performed by the Office of Education Accountability with
data provided by the Department of Education and Tennessee Education Association.
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An analysis of the coefficient of variation across Tennessee reveals the statewide measure
of salary disparity for 2005-06 is similar to the measure observed in the previous year.
Although the analysis shows a slight statewide increase in disparity in total teacher
compensation, the observed difference is not statistically significant.

Coefficient of Variation®

Weighted Weighted Average Total Teacher Compensation
Average Salary Insurance Paid (Salaries Plus Insurance Paid)
2006 0.0703 0.1863 0.0717
2005 0.0697 0.1894 0.0712
2004 0.0688 0.1894 0.0691
Change
from 0.0015 -0.0031 0.0026
2004

Using the total teacher compensation methodology, the statewide weighted average
salary for Tennessee was $38,972.46 in 2006, an increase of $1,943.25 from the baseline
year of 2004. When weighted average insurance paid by school districts is included, the
average increases to $44,284.27, an increase of $2,550.15 from the baseline year of 2004

(Appendix B).

“The Coefficient of Variation is a representation of how closely values are clustered around the average.
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REVIEW OF COMMITTEE DISCUSSION
Unit Cost Improvements

Background: Tennessee Code Annotated 49-1-302(4)(a) authorizes the BEP Review
Committee to recommend funding formula improvements to the Basic Education
Program. Reports from the previous two years have outlined the specific need for formula
improvements related to at-risk students and English language learners. Based on these
recommendations, in fiscal year 2006 the at-risk component was changed from an
instructional salary component to a classroom component of the BEP in 2005, allowing
greater flexibility in the use of funds for at-risk students.

In fiscal year 2007, the BEP includes an additional $33 million in funding for at-risk
students and $2 million in funding for English language learners (ELL). The additions
increased the percentage of at-risk students funded from 20% to 38.5% and lowered the
student/teacher and student/translator ratios for ELL students from 50:1 to 45:1 and 500:1
and 450:1 respectively. The committee has established targets of 100% funding for K-12
at-risk students and a reduction in the student/teacher and student/translator ratios for
ELL students to 20:1 and 200:1 respectively.

The committee has identified the need for additional formula improvements to reflect the
actual cost of educating students in Tennessee. The committee requested analysis of the
fiscal impact of various BEP unit cost components, based on the committee's identified
extended priorities from the November 1, 2005 report. The unit component cost for the
following components were analyzed.

Findings (Immediate Priorities):The Basic Education Program (BEP) Review
Committee recommends moving forward with comprehensive, simultaneous, and timely
improvements to the BEP considering the following immediate priorities:

An increase in funding for at-risk students,

An increase in funding for English language learners,

Full funding of growth in Average Daily Membership, and

The restoration of the BEP instructional salary state share to 75%.

At-Risk Students. As recommended by the committee in its 2004 and 2005 reports, the
BEP should provide additional funding for 100 percent of at-risk students, as determined
by the number of students eligible for free and reduced priced lunches. The BEP
currently provides funding for 38.5 percent of students, based on funding required to
reduce class size for such students by 5 at an average unit cost of $509. The funds are
provided as a classroom component, to allow schools flexibility in the types of services
provided to at-risk students. The cost to provide funding for 67 percent of eligible
students would be $51.7 million.

Additional Funding of At-Risk
67% of Eligibles $51,708,000
100% of Eligibles $111,642,000
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English Language Learners. As recommended by the committee in its 2004 and 2005
reports, the BEP should provide additional funding for one ELL teacher for each 20
students and one translator for each 200 students. In addition, the allocation of ELL
funds should be made a classroom component. The BEP currently provides one teacher
per 45 students and one translator per 450. The cost to reduce the ratios to 1:30 and
1:300 would be $10.4 million.

Additional Funding of ESL Translators, Teachers

1/200, 1/20 $26,222,000
1/300, 1/30 $10,407,000
1/400, 1/40 $2,616,000

Full Funding of Growth. Currently, the BEP formula reimburses school systems during
a current school year only for growth that exceeds 2 percent of ADM, at a cost of $19
million. The BEP should provide funding to reimburse systems for 100 percent of
growth in order to cover their actual costs for instructional positions and other costs. The
additional cost to do this would be approximately $24 million based on the experience of
the last three years. This would be a one-time recurring improvement.

Growth Funding - 100%

FY2003-04 $20,802,000
FY2004-05 $26,406,000
FY2005-06 $24,781,000

State Share of Instructional Salary. In 2004, a new category of the BEP was created
for instructional salaries. The state share for BEP salaries was established at 65 percent,
with the local share becoming 35 percent. Before 2004, instructional salaries were
considered a classroom component and the state provided 75 percent of the funding and
the local systems provided 25 percent. School systems adversely affected by the change
were provided indemnification and were held harmless.

State Funding

68% Instructional $49,916,000
71% Instructional $119,690,000
75% Instructional $224,082,000

10
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Findings (Extended Priorities): The BEP Review Committee re-affirmed that the
following areas should be priorities as funding becomes available. Costs are based on
2007 funding levels.

Reduction in Class Size (Positions Outside the BEP). The BEP should provide funding
to account for a portion of additional positions currently 100% locally funded that are
outside the formula. This funding should be based upon a reduction in class sizes at grade
levels K-12. Additional class size reductions should not be mandated, however. The cost
to reduce class size by one student in regular classrooms K-12 (excluding art, music,
physical education, vocational education, ELL, and special education is $54.1 million).

Class-Size Ratio
Regular K-12 Classroom Tchrs Only*

Reduced by One (1) Student $54,133,000
Reduced by Two (2) Student $114,215,000
Reduced by Three (3) Student $179,613,000
Reduced by Four (4) Student $252,128,000
Reduced by Five (5) Student $332,640,000

* Does not include Art, Music, PE, Vocational, ELL, and Special Education

Professional Development. A new component for professional development should be
incorporated into the BEP, funded at 1 percent of instructional salaries. Georgia, for
example, funds professional development at a rate of | %2 percent. The cost of funding at
1 percent of salary unit cost in the classroom component would be $16.6 million.

Professional Development
1% of Salary Unit Cost p $16,560,000

School Nurses. The formula component for school nurses should be based upon

a ratio of at least 1 nurse for every 1500 students. Such a level of funding would

still exceed the ratio of 750 recommended by the National Association of School Nurses.
The component is currently funded at a ratio of 1 school nurse per 3000 students.
Additionally, the BEP spending mandate for school nurses should be removed from
Tennessee code. The cost to reduce the ratio to 1:1500 would be $10.6 million.

Nurses
1:750 $32,764,000
1:1500 $10,583,000
1:2000 $5,213,000
1:2500 $2,103,000

Teacher Classroom Materials and Supplies. The materials and supply

allocation for classroom teachers should be based upon a rate of no less than $300

per teacher. This funding level would be $100 above the existing $200 allocation. In
order to ensure an appropriate delineation between shared pool and direct teacher
resources, TCA 49-3-359(a) should be updated to reflect an increase of $100 directly to
classroom teachers. The cost would be $3.9 million.

11



DRAFT

Material and Supplies $3,893.000

$300 per Classroom Teacher

Technology Coordinators. Technology Coordinators should be funded based

upon a ratio of at least 1 coordinator per 2500 students, compared to the current

ratio of 1 coordinator per 6400 students. The cost to reduce the ratio to 1:3000 students
would be $3.9 million.

Technology Coordinator

1:3000 $3,850,000
1:4000 $1,947,000
1:5000 $845,000

Technology. Funding for technology should be substantially improved in accordance
with a plan to support system-wide administrative and instructional technology. The
recurring allocation of $20 million has not been improved since the inception of the BEP.

Transportation. A review of funding components for transportation should be included
in the committee’s next annual report. Currently transportation funds are allocated to
districts that provide transportation in accordance with a formula determined by the
Commissioner of Education. Allocations are based upon the number of students
transported, miles transported, and density of students per route mile at a cost of $144.5
million.

Transportation per ADM $144,510,000

Capital Outlay. A review of the funding component for capital outlay should be
included in the committee’s next annual report. Funding should be based upon realistic
levels as reported annually in the School Planning and Management Report.

Capital Outlay - Reduction to Square Footage per

Student
Elem - 120.2 sq. ft. per student, (100 sq. ft. per student)
Middle - 146.2 sq. ft. per student, (110 sg. ft. per student)
High - 162.5 sq. ft. per student, (130 sqg. ft. per student)
* Based on School Planning & Management - 11th Annual Construction Report 2006

$122,170,000

In addition to the unit cost factors listed above, the following component is also an
extended priority:

Cost Differential Factor. The Cost Differential Factor should be readjusted based on the
recommendation of the Governor's 2004 Teacher Pay Equity Task Force.

12
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REVIEW OF COMMITTEE DISCUSSION
SYSTEM LEVEL FISCAL CAPACITY
An Alternative Model

Background: Since inception of the BEP, the fiscal capacity index has served as the
formula’s equalization mechanism. TCA 49-3-356 specifies that “from the local portion
of [BEP funding], there shall be a distribution of funds for equalization purposes pursuant
to a formula adopted by the state board, as approved by the commissioners of education
and finance and administration. It is the intent of the general assembly to provide funding
on a fair and equitable basis by recognizing the differences in the ability of local
jurisdictions to raise local revenues.”

In response to House Resolution 286 and taking into account the committee's
recommendations in its report of November 1, 2005, the committee developed and
evaluated an alternative method for equalization, in consultation with the Peabody Center
for Education Policy. The goal was the creation of a method of equalization that would be
explainable, understandable, and defendable. It was understood systems would be held
harmless as recommended in the November 1, 2005 report.

Discussion:The committee reviewed the fiscal impacts of an alternative method for
system level equalization. This method determines equalization on a computational flat
tax rate based upon sales tax and property values as reported by the Department of
Revenue for the State of Tennessee. The computational flat rate, within the alternative
model, was not intended to establish a mandated tax levy, but rather a mechanism for
determining the minimum local and state shares based on sales and property tax revenues
that could be generated by specified sales and property tax rates.

Implementation of the alternative model would call for 1) the elimination of tax sharing
across county, city, and special school district jurisdictions and 2) flexibility for local
systems to raise the locally required match based on the flat computational rate applied
for sales and property.

Although the methodology, met each of the three identified criteria, members of the
committee expressed a number of reservations including the potential impacts of tax
revenue redistributions. Tax implications included the impact of the proposed
methodology on countywide debt services, increased complexity in annexation
relationships, and the limited capacity of some counties to make up shortfalls based on
the minimum revenue assessed at proposed computational tax rates.

The following table was created by the committed to guide future discussion related to
issues of system level fiscal capacity. Subsequent to this discussion the committee came
to consensus on the following recommendation in regards to system level fiscal capacity.
Twenty votes “in favor”, zero “opposed”.

13



DRAFT

Consensus Recommendation of the Committee

The BEP Review Committee Report on November 1, 2006 will include a discussion of various
models for measuring fiscal capacity, a report on salary disparity, and recommendations for
immediate priorities and extended priorities. The committee will continue to work on system level
fiscal capacity issues and a small group will address issues related to adequacy, with a report
and recommendations on both issues to be presented by February 15, 2007.

Summary of Committee Discussion
on System Level Equalization Scenarios

SYSTEM LEVEL PROTOTYPE

ADVANTAGES | DISADVANTAGES
Captures multiple sources of revenue including  Double counts property and sales in
property, sales, and shared taxes. counties and cities with school systems
Captures ability to pay (income, poverty) Removes $ from poorer counties

Easily replicated from year to year A change in one county causes a ripple

effect
Quasi Familiar—not a big change from 95 Requires local match for formula
county model improvements
Not too complicated; state uses econometric
models for other purposes such as projecting Requires hold harmless
revenue

No impact on other finance issues

ALTERNATIVE MODEL

ADVANTAGES | DISADVANTAGES

Changes tax bases of counties and cities,

with important implications

Annexation issues, PC 1101; may increase

Step toward Total State system competition between cities and counties for
economic development

State picks up improvements, assuming tax rates Debt service on outstanding bonds; counties

stay constant are currently obligated

Raises equity issues for supplementation, if

the issue of adequacy is not addressed

May not hold up in courts, if adequacy not

addressed

Establishes arbitrary rates for sales and

property; weights subject to manipulation

Does not take into account ability to pay—

median income or poverty

Requires hold harmless

Simplicity, transparency

14
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Summary of Committee Discussion
on System Level Equalization Scenarios

Continued

TOTAL STATE FUNDING

ADVANTAGES

DISADVANTAGES

Transparency, simplicity
Equitable

Not a “distribution” model

Large change, politically difficult to enact

Difficulty in enacting a state property tax

Public finance issues: tax abatements
granted by industrial development boards

Capital outlay not considered

95 COUNTY MODEL

ADVANTAGES

DISADVANTAGES

No change, status quo, familiar

Requires no new funds except for BEP
maintenance

Requires no hold harmless
Captures ability to pay (income)

Makes adjustments within counties

No change, status quo

Treats unequal districts as if they faced the
same fiscal challenges

Complexity because of multiple factors

Some factors are outdated, need to be
changed

A change in one county causes a ripple
effect

Requires local match for formula
improvements

Contributes to disparity in salaries

15
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APPENDIX A
Total Teacher Compensation Methodology

The calculation of total teacher compensation uses personnel and salary schedule
information data provided by the Department of Education and TEA.

1. Calculation of statewide average teacher training and experience
demographic. A statewide average teacher training and experience demographic
is generated based on the percentage of teachers in each cell, from a Bachelors
degree with 0 years experience to a PhD degree with 30+ years experience.

2. Calculation of weighted average teacher salary for each system. This
statewide average teaching demographic is applied to each individual system’s
salary schedule resulting in an average weighted teacher salary schedule for each
system. Meaning, the percentage of teachers in each cell is multiplied by the
salary value for the corresponding cell. These values are subsequently added
together to result in a weighted average salary.

3. Calculation of weighted average teacher insurance for each system. In
developing the weighted average insurance, a statewide analysis of PPO, HMO,
and POS health plans was researched and applied, including individual and family
coverage. Each school system may choose any combination of plans to offer their
employees. Some systems offer all three, while some may only offer a PPO and
POS or only a PPO. The weighted average cost of the insurance package is
calculated by creating a grid that placed the percent of teachers statewide that
chose each type of plan and then applying that to the amount that each system
paid.

4. Calculation of total teacher compensation. The total teacher compensation for

each system is determined by adding the weighted average teacher salary for each
system to the weighted average insurance for each system

17



APPENDIX B.1 Total Teacher Compensation

SALARY SALARY INSURANCE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE SCHEDULE PERCENT PACKAGE PACKAGE PERCENT COMPENSATION COMPENSATION PERCENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06  CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE
Anderson County 101.04% 99.59% -1.4% 91.53% 93.63% 2.1% 95.97% 95.88% -1.1%
Clinton City 105.80% 105.30% -0.5% 96.23% 95.13% -1.1% 104.73% 104.08% -0.6%
Oak Ridge 124.41% 121.67% -27% 105.53% 109.65% 4.1% 122.30% 120.23% -21%
Bedford County 98.33% 100.11% 1.8% 115.15% 95.74%  -194% 100.22% 99.59% -0.6%
Benton County 95.93% 95.39% -0.5% 114.96% 114.37% -0.6% 95.06% 97.67% -0.4%
Bledsoe County 94.44% 94.45% 0.0% 81.97% 90.44% 8.5% 93.05% 93.97% 0.9%
Blount County 107.07% 106.38% -0.7% 105.91% 131.26%  254% 106.94% 109.37% 24%
Alcoa City 117.66% 117.49% -0.2% 119.61% 121.05% 1.4% 117.88% 117.91% 0.0%
Maryville City 117.90% 117.61% -0.3% 91.34% 95.73% 114.92% 114.99% 0.1%
Bradley County 102.10% 103.24% 1.1% 94 43% 94.10% 101.24% 102.14% 0.9%
Cleveland City 104.44% 105.20% 0.8% 104.00% 103.72% 104.29% 105.02% 0.6%
Campbell County 95.22% 94.03% -1.2% 132.80% 118.57% 95.43% 96.97% -2.5%
Cannon County 101.95% 95.66% -3.1% 91.38% 100.00% 100.77% 99.00% -1.8%
Carroll County 95.19% 95.33% 0.1% 65.78% 65.19% 91.89% 91.71% -02%
Hollow Rock-Bruceton SSD 95.86% 94.62% -1.2% 74.35% T2.72% 93.46% 91.99% 1.5%
Huntingdon SSD 95.32% 94.15% -1.2% 72.21% 7272% 92.73% 91.58%
McKenzie SSD 95.25% 94.70% -0.6% 80.44% 79.59% 93.63% 92.89%
South Carroll 88D 95.30% 94.12% -1.2% 73.18% 65.65% 92.82% 91.06%
West Carroll SSD 95.61% 94.44% -1.2% 73.09% 72.43% 93.09% 91.80%
Carter County 95.85% 94.70% -1.1% 115.24% 114.58% 98.02% 97.09%
Elizabethton City 100.65% 103.12% 2.5% 106.75% 106.24% 101.33% 103.49%
Cheatham County 97.94% 99.57% 1.6% 126.81% 125.15% 101.17% 102.65%
Chester County 95.41% 94.20% -1.2% 99.31% 94.37% 95.85% 94.22%
Claiborne County 95.21% 94.03% -1.2% 69.30% 84.57% 92.31% 92.90%
Clay County 95.54% 92.98% -2.6% 65.78% 65.19% 92.21% 89.64%
Cocke County 95.06% 95.85% 0.8% 110.97% 108.82% 96.85% 97 41%
Newport City 94.63% 93.50% -1.1% 115.04% 114.62% 96.92% 96.04%
Coffee County 99.52% 100.86% 1.3% 115.23% 114.60% 101.28% 102.51%
Manchester City 105.39% 105.01% -0.4% 115.19% 114.37% 106.458% 106.14%
Tullahoma City 105.74% 106.30% 0.6% 127.49% 126.69% 108.18% 108.74%
Crockett County 95.55% 95.22% -0.3% 80.40% 79.39% 93.85% 93.32%
Alamo City™ 101.09% 92.98% -8.1% 73.09% 72.43% 97.96% 90.51%
Bells City 100.97% 100.50% -0.5% 87.71% 86.92% 95.49% 98.87%
Cumberland County 95.06% 94.77% -0.3% 132.34% 131.40% 99.23% 99.17%
Davidson County 119.83% 118.06% -1.8% 114.74% 106.86% 119.26% 116.72%
Decatur County 95.71% 95.67% 0.2% 78.63% 76.48% 93.60% 93.54%
DeKalb County 97.85% 96.92% -09% 92.22% 91.54% 97.22% 96.28%
Dickson County 98.37% 100.33% 2.0% 91.15% 91.87% 97.56% 99.31%
Dyer County 101.03% 101.20% 0.2% 98.37% 97.32% 100.73% 100.73%
Dyersburg City 108.73% 108.72% 0.0% 122.29% 116.60% 110.25% 109.66%
Fayette County 98.32% 97.14% -1.2% 88.06% 87.18% 97.18% 95.95%
Fentress County 95.21% 94.03% -1.2% 115.94% 114.56% 97.53% 96.49%
Franklin County 96.39% 96.14% -0.3% 106.26% 114.61% 97.50% 95.35%
Humbeoldt City 94.67% 94.47% -02% 79.90% T8.16% 93.02% 92.51%




APPENDIX B.1 (cont’d)
Total Teacher Compensation

SALARY SALARY INSURANCE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE SCHEDULE PERCENT PACKAGE PACKAGE PERCENT COMPENSATION COMPENSATION PERCENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE
Milan SSD 95.20% 94.05% -1.2% B5.98% 87.01% 1.0% 94.17% 93.20% -1.0%
Trenton SSD 94.68% 93.85% -1.0% 78.63% 80.78% 2.1% 93.06% 92.28% -0.8%
Bradford SSD 94 58% 93.45% -1.1% 78.63% B85.97% 7.3% 92.75% 92.55% -0.2%
Gibson SSD 96.13% 95.78% -0.3% B54.58% 83.86% 0.7% 94.84% 94.35% -0.5%
Giles County 94.66% 95.23% 0.6% 115.19% 114.37% -0.8% 96.96% 97.53% 0.6%
Grainger County 96.49% 95.07% -1.4% 100.94% 107.51% 6.6% 96.98% 96.57% -0.4%
Greene County 96.24% 95.99% -0.2% 105.91% 105.84% 97.32% 97.17% -0.1%
Greeneville City 109.13% 107.62% -1.5% 101.34% 94.74% 108.26% 106.07% -2.
Grundy County 96.66% 95.09% -1.6% 53.10% 80.61% 95.14% 93.36%
Hamblen County 97.69% 98.56% 0.7% 128.57% 125.20% 101.33% 101.76% 0.4%
Hamilton County 109.09% 109.36% 0.3% 108.33% 91.81% 109.01% 107.25% -1.8%
Hancock County 95.79% 92.98% -2.8% 65.87% 656.39% 92.44% 89.67% -2.8%
Hardeman County 99.09% 100.91% 1.8% 119.33% 118.44% 101.36% 103.01% 1.7%
Hardin County 94.77% 93.63% -1.1% 114.57T% 114.37% 96.99% 96.12% -0.9%
Hawkins County 97.09% 96.07% -1.0% 111.19% 110.43% 98.67% 97.79% -0.9%
Rogersville City 98.03% 102.87% 4.8% 90.15% 101.72% 97.14% 102.73% 5.6%
Haywood County 96.79% 99.62% 2.8% 90.63% 95.99% y 96.10% 99.18% 3.1%
Henderson County 96.91% 97.50% 0.6% 87.71% 84.07% -3.6% 95.88% 95.89% 0.0%
Lexington City 96.75% 96.25% -0.5% 92.10% 102.62% 10.5% 96.23% 97.01% 0.8%
Henry County 95.33% 95.12% -0.2% 96.03% 109.32% 13.3% 95.40% 96.82% 1.4%
Paris SSD 96.75% 100.35% 3.6% 87.39% 92.77% 5.4% 95.70% 99.44% 3.7%
Hickman County 99.09% 97.98% -1.1% 107.18% 103.13% -4.0% 99.99% 98.60% -1.4%
Houston County 96.21% 95.10% -1.1% 91.48% 87.78% -3.7% 95.68% 94.22% -1.5%
Humphreys County 95.46% 95.70% 0.2% 106.42% 106.40% 0.0% 96.69% 96.99% 0.3%
Jackson County 95.67% 94.59% -1.3% 105.79% 65.19%  -40.6% 96.98% 91.06% -5.9%
Jefferson County 95.30% 94.09% -1.2% 115.24% 114.62% -0.6 97.53% 96.56% -1.0%
Johnson County 96.36% 95.21% -1.1% 84.22% 79.93% 95.00% 93.38% -1.6%
Knox County 104.23% 105.18% 0.9% 87.42% 87.12% 102.35% 103.01% 0.7%
Lake County 96.54% 95.29% -1.2% 102.83% 107.55% 97.24% 96.76% -0.5%
Lauderdale County 97.20% 100.80% 3.6% 125.76% 126.26% 100.39% 103.85% 3.5%
Lawrence County 94.73% 94.48% -0.3% 115.19% 114.37% 97.02% 96.87% -0.2%
Lewis County 96.09% 94.87% -1.2% 74.39% 72.18% 93.66% 92.15% -1.5%
Lincoln County 95.25% 95.43% 0.2% B86.67% 88.10% 94.29% 94.55% 0.3%
Fayetteville City 96.66% 99.33% 2.7% 106.46% 105.32% 97.76% 100.05% 2.3%
Loudon County 100.48% 100.97% 0.5% 115.24% 114.61% 102.13% 102.61% 0.5%
Lenoir City 101.72% 103.77% 2.0% 110.67% 109.55% 102.73% 104.46% 1.7%
McMinn County 101.47% 101.83% 0.4% 115.24% 114.62% 103.01% 103.37% 0.4%
Athens City 111.19% 111.73% 0.5% 115.24% 114.61% 111.64% 112.07% 0.4%
Etowah City 96.65% 99.04% 0.4% 119.14% 117.20% 100.95% 101.22% 0.3%
McNairy County 95.54% 94.34% -1.2% 82.23% 93.66% 94.05% 94.26% 0.2%
Macon County 96.61% 95.55% -1.3% 92.83% 92.39% 96.36% 95.17% -1.2%
Madison County 104.94% 104.77% 56.73% 72.43% 99.55% 100.89% 1.3%
Marion County 95.09% 94.08% -1.0% 115.13% 116.44% 97.33% 96.76% -0.6%
Richard City 100.28% 98.94% -1.3% 658.01% 67.14% 96.66% 95.12% -1.5%



APPENDIX B.1 (cont’d)
Total Teacher Compensation

SALARY SALARY INSURANCE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE SCHEDULE PERCENT PACKAGE PACKAGE PERCENT COMPENSATION COMPENSATION PERCENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE
Marshall County 100.83% 100.77% -0.1% 121.33% 115.89% -5.4% 103.12% 102.59% -0.5%
Maury County 105.67% 106.26% 0.6% 115.19% 114.37% -0.8% 106.74% 107.24% 0.5%
Meigs County 97.19% 106.16% 9.0% 103.62% 112.48% 8.9% 97.91% 106.92% 9.0%
Monroe County 99.58% 100.16% 0.6% 132.21% 131.34% -0.9% 103.24% 103.90% 0.7%
Sweetwater City 99.81% 104.96% 5.1% 124.58% 122.47% -2.1% 102.58% 107.06% 4.5%
Montgomery County 106.84% 107.89% 1.0% 107.01% 103.86% -3.1% 106.86% 107 41% 0.5%
Moore County 95.92% 97.00% 1.1% 116.95% 115.85% -1.1% 98.27% 99.27% 1.0%
Morgan County 95.94% 92.98% -3.0% 94.43% 94.10% -0.3% 95.77% 93.11% -2.7%
Obion County 96.28% 97.23% 1.0% 97.27% 103.22% 5.9% 96.39% 97.95% 1.6%
Union City 99.17% 97.97% -1.2% 128.96% 1M617%  -128% 102.50% 100.15% -
Owerton County 96.50% 95.25% -1.2% 90.50% 87.04% -3.5% 95.83% 94.27%
Perry County 95.22% 94.04% -1.2% 70.92% 69.71% -1.2% 92.50% 91.12%
Pickett County 95.08% 93.91% -1.2% 65.78% 65.19% -0.6% 91.80% 90.46%
Polk County 94.67% 100.47% 5.8% 111.27T% 108.74% -2.5% 96.53% 101.46%
Putnam County 99.23% 98.28% -1.0% 138.46% 130.72% -1.7% 103.63% 102.17%
Rhea County 98.11% 97.03% -1.1% 100.20% 114.61% 14.4% 98.34% 99.14%
Dayton City 99.05% 98.73% 114.90% 117.41% 2.5% 100.83% 100.97%
Roane County 100.75% 101.72% 1.0% 129.45% 124.98% -4 5% 103.96% 104.51%
Robertson County 98.33% 100.24% 1.9% 145.10% 134.35%  -107% 103.57% 104.34%
Rutherford County 107.43% 107.97% 0.5% 125.38% 109.04% -16.3% 109.44% 108.10%
Murfreeshoro City 113.09% 113.76% 0.7% 110.43% 107.57% -2.9% 112.79% 113.02%
Scott County 96.05% 94.84% -1.2% 104.76% 103.58% -1.2% 97.02% 95.89%
Oneida SSD 95.32% 94.13% -1.2% 89.12% 95.38% 6.3% 94.63% 94.28%
Sequatchie County 98.22% 99.76% 1.5% 102.24% 108.97% 6.7% 98.67% 100.87%
Sevier County 99.60% 100.69% 1.1% 107.97% 107.16% -0.8% 100.54% 101.47%
Shelby County 127.56% 125.98% -1.6% 84.13% 88.84% 4.7% 122.70% 121.52%
Memphis City 127.56% 125.90% -1.7% 110.98% 107.09% -3.9% 125.70% 123.64%
Smith County 96.44% 95.18% -1.3% 115.24% 113.27% -2.0% 98.54% 97.35%
Stewart County 96.22% 99.25% 3.0% 116.95% 115.89% -1.1% 98.54% 101.25%
Sullivan County 96.68% 96.95% 0.3% 111.17% 108.88% -2.3% 98.31% 98.38%
Bristol City 112.38% 113.22% 0.8% 99.98% 96.66% -3.3% 110.99% 111.23%
Kingsport City 117.84% 116.79% -1.0% 98.69% 96.52% 115.69% 114.36%
Sumner County 101.99% 103.54% 1.5% 122.88% 122.05% 104.33% 105.76%
Tipton County 99.08% 107.10% 8.0% 116.79% 116.03% 101.07% 108.17%
Trousdale County 96.10% 95.90% -0.2% 80.78% 72.84% 94.38% 93.13%
Unicoi County 96.06% 96.76% 0.7% 1M17.13% 111.31% 98.42% 98.50%
Union County 97.14% 98.86% 1.7% 75.05% 78.85% 94.67% 96.46%
Van Buren County 97.37% 95.82% -1.5% 65.87% 65.39% 93.84% 92.17%
Warren County 95.03% 94.29% 0.7% 65.87% 71.60% 91.76% 91.57%
Washington County 98.00% 100.66% 27% 99.16% 124.96% 98.13% 103.57%
Johnson City 109.98% 113.16% 3.2% 106.75% 99.48% 109.61% 111.52%
Wayne County 94.48% 93.35% -1.1% 77.56% 76.48% 92.59% 91.33%
Weakley County 96.53% 95.85% 0.7% 88.24% 87.54% 95.60% 94.86%
White County 95.80% 94 28% -1.5% 82.92% 91.55% 94.36% 93.96%




APPENDIX B.1 (cont’d)
Total Teacher Compensation

SALARY SALARY INSURANCE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE SCHEDULE PERCENT PACKAGE PACKAGE PERCENT COMPENSATION COMPENSATION PERCENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM FACTOR 4 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE
940 Williamson County 113.21% 111.67% -1.6% 120.08% 155 65% 35.6% 113.958% 116.86% 2.59%
941 Franklin SSD 115.69% 115.77% 0.1% 112.34% 111.39% -0.9% 115.32% 115.25% 0.1
950 Wilson County 97.83% 97.76% -0.1% 80.32% 75.61% -4.7% 95.87% 95.10% -
951 Lebanon SSD 105.15% 104.26% -0.9% §55.30% 65.19% 0.1% 100.69% 99.57% -1.1%
EFACIOR 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

* Applied =alary equity money only to existing personnsl as of passage of act.
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APPENDIX B.2 (cont’d)
Total Teacher Compensation

WEIGHTED WEIGHTED AVERAGE SALARIES PLUS

AVERAGE SALARY INSURANCE PAID INSURANCE PAID
Max versus Min 35.49% 138.76% 37.93%
Range Ratio 95-5 24 73% 88.70% 26.19%
Range Ratio 90-10 16.28% 68.50% 18.97%
Range Ratio 75-25 8.69% 31.66% 977%
Top 10/ Bottom 10 1.27 1.99 1.29
Coefficient of Variation 0.0703 0.1863 0.0717
Max Salary vs. Min Salary 64 27% 37.93%
Range Ratio 95-5 by Salary -15.60% 18.97%
Range Ratio 90-10 by Salary 552% 15.08%
Range Ratio 75-25 by Salary 47 19% 12.31%
Top 10/ Bottom 10 by Salary 1.25 1.27
Review of 2004 Disparity Findings™

WEIGHTED WEIGHTED AVERAGE SALARIES PLUS

AVERAGE SALARY INSURANCE PAID INSURANCE PAID
Max versus Min 3528% 155.79% 37.33%
Range Ratio 95-5 24 36% 95.78% 24 .55%
Range Ratio 90-10 15.12% 67.92% 17 67%
Range Ratio 75-25 5.63% 33.98% 7.03%
Top 10/ Bottom 10 1.26 202 1.28
Coefficient of Variation 0.0688 0.1894 0.0691
Max Salary vs. Min Salary -3.70% 30.08%
Range Ratio 95-5 by Salary 3.83% 21.63%
Range Ratio 90-10 by Salary 1.07% 13.37%
Range Ratio 75-25 by Salary 20.00% 7.04%
Top 10/ Bottom 10 by Salary 117 1.25

* - Post 2004 revisions occurred on certain school systems
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APPENDIX C.1
Regional Salary Disparity

Based on Total Teacher Compensation

Immediate Trend

General Trend (2 Years)

Region ) - . )
2 FY 06 fo FY 03 Comparison of FY06 to FY04
. Decrease
Nashville ?Ilj‘ﬂ:df_ Decrease in 8 surrounding systems
syenly apir E -
Yo Increase in 1 surrounding system
Increase Increase
Dyersburg A negative change Increase m 10 surrounding systems
from last year Decrease in 2 swrrounding systems
Increase Mixed (Increase)
Greenville o Increase in 6 surrounding systems
Similar to last year . Lo
Decrease in 3 surrounding systems
Mostly Tncr Decrease
Chattanooga ostly lncrease Decrease in 8 surrounding systems
A reversal from last year - =
Increase in 1 surrounding system
D Decrease
Knoxville ecrease Increase in 2 surrounding systems
Improvement fiom last year . e
Decrease in 12 surrounding systems
Increase
Mostly Decrease : .
Jackson ) Y ’ Increase in 18 surrounding systems
Improvement from last year . e
Decrease in 2 swrrounding systems
I Mixed (Increase)
Clarksville ncrease Increase in 3 surrounding systems
A reversal firom last year A L=
- Decrease in 2 swrounding systems
Mixed Decrease
Memphis - TX? i Decrease in 3 swrounding systems
Byvenly Pt - .7
ror Increase in 1 surrounding systems
Increase
Cookeville Mostly Decrease

Improvement from last year

Increase 1 6 surrounding systems
Decrease 1n 1 surrounding system

Tri-Cities

Mostly Decrease
Impraovement from last year

Mixed (Decrease)
Decrease in 8 surrounding systems
Increase in 3 surrounding systems

Franklin

Mostly Decrease
Improvement from last year

Decrease
Decrease in 9 surounding systems

REGIONAL DOLLAR DISPARITY
Immediate Year Comparisons (FY 06 ro FY 05)

General DECREASING Trend

5 Total County Regions

General MIXED Trend

2 Total County Regions

General INCREASING Trend

4 Total County Regions
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APPENDIX C.2
Regional Disparity Methodology

All Calculations are Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data
Calculation of Dollar Disparity:

1. All dollar disparity values are compared to the system with the maximum total
teacher compensation, within each fiscal year.

2. The ranked dollar value for each system is subtracted from the maximum, within
each fiscal year.
Calculation of Percentage Disparity:

1. All percentage disparity values are compared to the system with the maximum
total teacher compensation, within each fiscal year.

2. The dollar value for each ranked system is divided by the maximum. This
percentage values is then subtracted from the number 1 or 100%.
Calculation of Change in Dollar Disparity:
1. Within each ranked position (e.g. rank #2 — rank #10), the dollar disparity value
of FY04 is subtracted from FY05. The calculation of the dollar disparity value is

described above.

2. The calculation of change in dollar disparity should always be interpreted in
comparison to the system with the maximum total teacher compensation.
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Appendix C.3

Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04

FY 06

Nashville

5 Disparity

% Disparity

$ Disparity

% Disparity

ilson County

avidson County 50.094 .39 il illiamson Coun ﬁ’l ,T4§.4D il

4§.420_39 $1.673.99 3.34% $51.687.93 $61.47 0.12%
illlamson County 4784012 § 5295498 4 50% $51.037.31 12.09 1 28%
urfreesboro City 47.518.00 32.576.39 2.14% $50.049.02 $1.700.38 3.29%
utherford County 4621311 $3.881.27 7.75% $47.870.15 $3.879.25 7.50%
umner County 44 098 27 $5996.11 11.97% umner Count $46.836.23 3491317 9.49%
obertson County 43.903.03 $6.191.35 12.36% obertson County $46.204 .90 $5.6544 50 10.7 1%
heatham County 42.819.34_ $7.275.05 heatham County $45 456.29 $6.293.01 12.16%
ebanon SSD 42 440 85 $7 653 53 ebanon SSD 344 093 64 $7 65576 14 79%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)

Regional Salary Disparity

[ FY 06 REPORT |

FY 05 REPORT

Nashville Nashville
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
1 1
2 7] [
3 3 ( 51)
4 4 ( /)
5 5 (1334.57)
7 7 ( 4)
8 8 {1249 69)
g g {1020 .62)
10 10 I .
L] Decrease in Disparity T I Decrease in Disparity
Trend Trend

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

)
1332.55
14720
26760
T002 65

(30.99)

Mixed I




Appendix C.3 (cont’d)

Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04

FY 06

Dyersburg FY 04 $ Disparity | % Disparity FY 06 5 Disparity % Disparity
46413 .44 ersburg Ci 548 562 36
. —

43.029.29 53,384 15 7. 29% yer County 544 607 78 $3.054 58 8.14%
Ever County 42.401.68 $4.011.76 $44.352.78 $4,209.59 8.67%
ells City 4192545 $4.487.99 543.783.41 $4.778.95 9 84%
e County 40.822.79 $5.590.65 543 37746 55,184 .90 10.68%
[Cbion County 40.683.65 35.729.79 12.35% 34285008 $5.711.78 11.76%
Elamo Citlz’”' 40.093.10 $6.320.34 13.62% ibson SSD $41,782.31 $6.780.06 13.96%
ibson SSD 39.877.66 56.535.78 14.08% rockett County 541.326.70 § 5723566 14.90%
ilan SSD 3954142 § 56087207 14.81% i $41.973.98 $7.288.39 15.01%
rockett County 39.635 59 $6.877.85 14.82% $40.986.81 $7.575.55 15 60%
umboldt City 3914199 § S7271.4°5 15.67% 54096760 J S7.594.76 15.64%
39.055.12 $7.358.32 15.85% $40.864.97 37.697.40 15.85%
radford SSD 38,967.93 S7.445.52 16.04% JAlamo City™ 540,083.08 $8.479.28 17.46%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

[ FY 06 REPORT |

FY 05 REPORT

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

712

230.27

311.85

[.3.U2)

7.19

296.57

337.49

245 70

35179

169.09

14.70

343.93

Dyersburg Dyersburg
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FYO05 to FY04)
1 - 1
2 570.43 2
3 197.82 3
4 290.‘:—18 4
5 (405.74) 5
[i] (18.01) [
7 45072 7
] £99.88 3
g 416,37 9
10 697.71 10
11 32331 11
12 339.07 12 324 .38
13 1033.76 13 589.84
General Increase in Disparity General Mostly Increase (8 Increase, 4
Trend Trend Decrease)

Increase
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04

FY 06

Greenville Fy 04 $ Disparity [ % Disparity FY 06 $ Disparity % Disparity
P I __
Johnson City 46.513.41 - lJohnson City S49,3§6.?9
reeneville City 45 452 16 $1.061.25 reeneville City $46.974 .21 $2.412.58 4 89%
_ -
amblen County 42 535 50 33.9??_91 559 ton County 545 865 356 33.521 _42 7.13%
42 098.24 S4.415.17 9.49% 545 4093 .42 $3.893.37 7.88%
__ _
54 5061.75 $4 325 .04

537, 976. ) ounty 543.620.94 $5.765.84 11.67%

awkins County 41,448 75 55.064 .66 10.89% awkins County $43.307 .10 $6.079.69 12.31%
nicoi County 4131320 8 5520091 11.18% JCocke County 543.137.44 56.249 35 12 .65%
Ereene County 40 858 95 55654 .46 12 16% reene Count 543 03295 $6.353 83 12 87%
ocke County 40.660.45 55.852.96 12.58% ewport City 542.529.33 56.857 .45 13.88%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Greenville Greenville
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FY05 to FY04)
1 1 -
2 1351.33 2 551,80
3 (456 .47) 3 878.50)
4 (521.80) 4 111.07
5 (428.10) 5 210.59)
B :55:5 [5] (73.6%
7 1015.03 7 439.10
8 104914 8 765.61
) 699.37 g 52520
10 1004 .49 10 524 89
General | Mostly Increase (6 Increase, 3 General Mostly Increase (6 Increase, 3
Trend Decrease) Trend Decrease)

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

Mostly Increase
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04 FY 06

Chattanooga FY 04 % Disparity | % Disparity FY 06 $ Disparity % Disparity
e ———— I
amilton County 45 760.79 amilton County S$47 49673
leveland City 43 98152 $1.779.27 3.89% Eeigs County $47.347 55 149 23 0.31%
radley County 42 73374 $3.027.05 5.61% leveland City $46.508.18 0988.60 2.08%

42.5645.95 53.214.84

radley County $45 233.07 $2 263 71 4.71%
__ I -
ayton Gity 42 512 41 53 240, 38 7 10%

e
ayton City 544.713.63 52.783.16 5.86%

41.410.07 54.341.12 544 667.81 $2.828.97 5.96%
41.280.54 $4.480.24 $43.903.84 $3.592.94 7.56%
I T e —
40,894 51 54.866.27 542 850.63 $4.646.15 9.7/8%
40.571.60 5518919 542 125 35 5537143 11.31%

56.692.06 ledsoe County 541.614.01 $5.882.78




Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

[ FY 06 REPORT |

FY 05 REPORT

10

10

Chattanooga Chattanooga
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FY05 to FY04)
1 i
2 2
3 3
4 1
5 5
I :
7 7
g 8
g g

General
Trend

Decrease in Disparity

General
Trend

Decrease in Disparity

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

Mastly Increase I
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04 FY 06
Knoxville FY 04 § Disparity [ % Disparity FY 06 $ Disparity % Disparity
51.359.95 JOak Ridge 353,241.1 1
49 510.75 $1.849.20 3.60% lcoa Ci $652.217.43 $1.023.68 1.92%
aryville City 48 447 .78 $2.912.17 5.67% i 350,921 .64 $2.319.47 4 36%
lount County 44 904 20 36 45575 12 57% 348 432 92 54 808.19 9 03%
linton City 4397476 32.385_19 14 38% 346 281.10 56.960.01 13.07%
oane County 4381423 S7.545.72 14.69% 346.281.10 $6.960.01 3.07%
- ___
oane County 4381423 S7.6545.72 ;.69% $46.260.21 59.980.90 3.11%
i 43.482_81 S7.877.14 'I§_34% $46.089 49 £.15‘1_82 13.43%
nox County 43 329 87 58.030.08 15.63% 545 617.02 32.824_09 14.32%
oudon County 43.050.50 SB.SDQAE 'IES% 345 44053 $7.800.58 14.65%
evier ou_nty 42.253.6@ $9.106.27 17.73% evier lt:u.ll_r'l'lﬂ,r 344,w5 $8.307.36 15.60%
nderson County 41.961.07 $9.398 .89 18.30% JAnderson County $43 786.71 $9.454 40 17.76%
efferson County 40.9432 $10.416.73 20.28% rainger County 342,?83.35 510477.76 19.68%
rainger County 4071540 $10 644 55 20.73% efferson Count $42 758 49 51048262 19.69%
nion County 40.093.12 511 268.83 21_94% nion County 542 716.36 510 524.75 19.77%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

FY 06 REPORT |

FY 05 REPORT

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

1)

(1540.68)
513.47)

. ]

Knoxville Knoxville
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Dlsparlty,
Rank Compared to the Rank
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FYO5 to FY04)

1 1

2 2 111.73

3 3 46012

4 j) 4 106.88)

5 5 B8.28

6 [5] (71225

7 7 14610

8 8 (71 64)

g g 200.05)

10 37) 10 32 98

11 ( .-_’ 92) 11 2599 14

12 555 12 565.38

13 51.03 13 193.61

14 (161.93) 14 296 91

15 742.08) 15 (251.85)
General . . , General Mostly Increase (9 Increase, 5
Trend ek ey Trend y Decrea(se}

Decrease




Appendix C.3 (cont’d)

Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04 FY 06
Jackson FY 04 $ Disparity | % Disparity Fy 08 S Disparity % Disparity

ardeman County 43.026.06 l ardeman Coun $45.619.20

adison County 41.969.69 $1.056.37 2 46% adison Count 544 679.91 $939.29 2.06%

ells City 41,925 45 $1.100.61 2 56% $43.921.56 $1.697 64 3.72%

aywood County 40.891 54 $2.134 52 4 96% $43.783 41 51.835_79 4 02%

exington City 40.464 58 $2.561.50 5.95% $42961.33 N S2657.86 5.83%

hester County 40.319.24 $2,708.82 6.29% enderson County 542 462.65 $3.156.55 6.92%

enderson County $40,253.90 $2.772.16 6.44% Eibson SSD 541,782.31 $3.836.89 8.41%

i $40.093.10 52,932 96 £.82% cNairy County 541,743.19 $3.876.00 8.50%

39.877 .66 $3.148.40 $41,723.35 $3.895 84 8.54%

39.541.42 $3.484 64 $41.326.70 $4.292 49 9.41%

rockett County 39.635 59 $3.490.47 $41.273.98 $4,345.22 9.52%

::Naim County 39.492 10 $3.633 96 541,133 89 54 485 30 9.83%

Kenzie SSD [ $39.316.13 $3.709.93 $40.9686.81 5463239 1 1 [].15%

low Reck-Bruceton SSD 39.243 64 53.782.42 $40.967.60 s4.651.59 0.20%

39.141.99 $3.884 07 540,864 .97 $4.754.23 10.42%

39.091.22 53,934 584 540 738.17 $4.681.03 10.70%

Pa0.000 12 | 070, 9.23% [ 530.004.20 S$4.064.97 10.88%

outh Carroll SSD T38.08047 | 3404550 9.40% Earroll Cuunﬂ 54061523 $5.003.97 10.97%

$30.067 03 54 05814 9.43% untingdon SSD $40,553.51 $5.065.69 11.10%

38.942 06 34.{]Bﬂ0 9.49% ISouth Carroll SSD $40.327 .05 55.&15 11.60%

38.588.36 $4.437.70 1031% _JAlamo City™ $40,083.08 $5.536.11 12 14%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

FY 06 REPORT

FY 05 REPORT

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

(841.00)

(546.01)

40.90

79.34

(93 .74

(123.

87.58

Jackson Jackson
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FYOS5 to FY04)

1 __ 1 __

p (1 'II.EI!EE ) 2 72391
3 597.03 3 848 28
2 (298.73) 4 (73.15)
5 0637 5 430.51
(5] 449.?_3 6 99573
7 1064 .73 7 1023.83
3 %.05 8 86371
9 74744 E] 84118
10 BDT.§5 10 72672
11 854 75 11 86540
12 951.34 12 1002.99
13 922 46 13 916.19
14 8% 14 QM
15 87016 15 967 80
16 94618 16 049 88
7 SRR 7 1024.94
18 QESiT 18 1021.19
19 1007 .56 19 1053.50
20 1208.15 g[] 1331.45
21 1098 41 21 1010.84

GTerr:-lr;I Increase in Disparity G.I.er';irdal Increase in Disparity

Mostly Decrease
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04

FY 06

Clarksville FY 04 $ Disparity [ % Disparity FY 08 $ Disparity % Disparity

ontgomery Count $45, 00288 ontgomery Coun s4{,064.24

obertson County 03 100054 2.44% obertson County 204 51.359.34 2.86%
heatham County 42.819.34 $2.183.54 4 85%  ICheatham County $45 456.39 $2 107 .85 4 43%
tewart County 42 171.03 52 831.84 5.29% 544 837 84 $2.726.40 5 73%

L

ickson County 41.445.41 33 557 47 $43 980 82 $3.583 42 7 53%
ouston Coun 40.171.29 54.831.58 $41.726.81 g

FY 04

FY 06

Memphis

Fy 04

$ Disparity

% Disparity

FY 06

5 Disparity

% Disparity

emphis City {82 - 504 o4, -
helby County 51.528 69 $1.253.37 $53.815.28 $949.20 1.72%
ipton County 43 832 11 56 040 05 16.06% _ JTipton County $47 002 13 1 560652 35 12 51%
aywood County 40.80154 § $11.890.51 22.53% _JHaywood County $43.021.56 $10.832.02 19.78%
Eaxette County 2079405 1 511987 11 22.71% Eazette County $42 400 24 512 264 24 22 40%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Clarksville Clarksville
Regional Change in$ Dlsparlty, Regional Change in$ DISpﬂl’l‘t.y, Comparison to last year
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum (FY 06 to FY 05)
Maximum (FY06 to FYQ4) (FYO0S5 to FY04)
1 I _
2 259.50 2 (724.53) 984.03
3 (75.69) 3 (544 05) 468 37
4 (105.44) 4 (815.10) 709.66
5 2595 5 (840.07) 866.02
. ————
4] 1005.85 [ (72.61) 107248
GTerr:-'réil Mixed Trend G_rerl;:.;rdal Decrease in Disparity Increase
Memphis Memphis
Regional Change in$ Dlsparlty, Regional Change in$ DISpﬂl’lt-y, Comparison to last year
Rank Rank Compared to the Maximum (FY 06 to FY 05)
(FYO0S5 to FY04)
1 1
2 2 (172.11)
3 3 41.53
4 4 (143.31)
5 5 129.24
" General " General —
Trend Decrease in Disparity Trend Decrease in Disparity Mixed
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

Cookeville FY 04 $ Disparity [ % Disparity FY 06 $ Disparity % Disparity
utnam County E 3.4%.06 utnam County 545 744 30
__ -
41 654 .99 51.82007 4 19% umberland Count 543 915 55 51.328.75 2.94%
4'1.365_'” gﬁ.‘]Dg.ﬁ 4. 85% mith County J10. $2.134 .03 4 72%
41.059.21 $2 41585 ) entress County S42 730.05 O/
40.868.22 52 60684 5.00% eKalb County 542 63517 $2.609.13 5.77%
$40,712.40 $2.762 67 9.35% verton County 541,746 17 $3.498.13 7.73%

ackson County

54.917.94
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

FY 06 REPORT

| FY 05 REPORT

Cookeville

Change in $ Disparity,

Regional

Rank Compared to the
Maximum (FY06 to FY04)

Cookeville
Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Maximum

(FYO05 to FY04)

Increase in Disparity

Trend

(491.32) 2 (766.92)
3 2414 | 3 | 194 06
4 98 40 I 4 I L1
3 2.29 5 145 98
& 73547 | 5] | 846.87

393.64 I i I EXT
g 1058.30 8 121797

General

Increase in Disparity

General I
Trend

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

275.60

(169.92)

(143.69)

(111.41)

(159.67)

Maostly Decrease




Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04 FY 06
Tri-Cities FY 04 $ Disparity [ % Disparity FY 06 $ Disparity % Disparity

ingsport City 48 .588.55 ingsport City $50.643.36
Bristol Git A6 002 b0 KL 3.57/% [MNohnson Ci 540,300 .19 $1.250 67 2 48%
Johnson City 546 5134 07514 427 % Bristol City 49,257 .28 $1.386.07 2.74%
lizabethton City 47 939 03 $5.649 52 11.63% ashington Count: $45.865.35 54.778.07 9.43%
ashington County 41760 27 S6.828 28 14.05% _ JElizabethton City [~ 545 83153 $4.511.63 9.50%
Rogersville City 4163730 [ $7051.25 14.51% IRogersville City 545 493 47 §5.149 94 10.17%
awkins County 41 448 75 $7.139.80 14 69% nicoi Coun $43.620.94 5702242 13.87%
nicoi County 41.313.20 S7.275.35 14 .87% ISullivan Coun S43 565 17 i.ﬂ?&.'lg 13.98%
Sullivan County 41.302.14 32.286_41 15.00% awkins County $43 307 .10 SZ.336_26 14 49%
Ear‘l.er County 41,149 46 $7.439.09 15.31% [}Greene County 343,032.95_ i.ﬁ‘l@.fﬂ 15.03%
reene County 40 .858.95 S$7.729.60 15.81% Earler Coung $42 993 47 S7.649.89 15.11%
Bohnseon County 359 8829 .64 $8.698.91 17.80% ohnson County $41.350.58 $9.202.78 18.35%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

| FY 06 REPORT

FY 05 REPORT

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

Tri-Cities Tri-Cities
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FY05 to FY04)
1 1
2 (479.32) 2 (291.50)
3 LS ) 3 (
4 (871.5 4
5 5
3] 5]
7 7
a8 8
9 9
10 10
11 11
12 12
General | Mostly Decrease (8 Decrease, 3 General Mostly Decrease (7 Decrease, 4
Trend Increase) Trend Increase)

Mostly Decrease
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04

FY 06

Franklin FY 04 $ Disparity [ % Disparity FY 06 S Disparity % Disparity

avidson County o0 094 349 - a0l 749 40

ranklin SSD 48 420.39 $1.672.99 551,687 93 $61.47 0.12%
illiamson County 47 840.12 52 25426 $51,037.31 $712.09 1.38%
urfreesboro City 47 518.00 $2.576.39 550,049 02 51.700.38 3.29%
utherford County 46.21&1 $3.881.27 7.75% utherford Coun 347.870.15 $3.879.25 7.50%
aury County 44 967 76 $5.126 62 10.23% 547 488 42 54 .260.98 8.23%
arshall County 43 490 14 $6.604 25 13.18% heatham County 345 455 39 56.293.01 2. 16%

_ -

heatham County ﬁﬁ19_34 $7.275.05 14 52% arshall Count 45 429 13 %20_27 2.21%
ickman County 42 003.58 $8.090.81 'Iw% 543 980 .82 S$7.7/68.58 15.01%
ickson County 41 445 41 S8 648 98 17.27% ickman County $43662.37 $8.087.03 15.63%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

FY 06 REPORT

| FY 05 REPORT

Franklin

Franklin

Regional
Rank

Change in $ Disparity,

Compared to the

Regional
Rank

Change in $ Disparity,

Compared to the Maximum

10

General
Trend

Decrease in Disparity

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

(588.46)

1332 55

(312.64)

57.76

(454 55}

Maostly Decrease
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Appendix D
Tax Base Methodology, Alternative Fiscal Capacity Model

This alternative fiscal capacity model presumes that each school district will draw all
local revenues from the tax base within its boundary. Several adjustments in the data
were necessary to build this structure.

County-wide School Districts

Generally, the county tax base is the school district tax base. The only exceptions are
when the county-wide district contains a portion of a school district that crosses
county lines. In this case, the portion of the school district is subtracted from the
county tax base.

County School Districts in Counties with More than One School District

City and/or special school district tax bases are subtracted from the county tax base to
arrive at the school district tax base. Adjustments may also be made if the county
contains a portion of a school district that crosses county lines.

City School Districts
The city tax base is the school district tax base.

Special School Districts
The special school district property tax base and the WFTEADA share of the county
sales tax base is the school district tax base.

Other Adjustments

Grade configuration — The tax bases for city and special school districts with
grade configurations other than K-12 are divided among the city/ssd and the
county school district. For example, the school district tax base for a city school
district that serves grades K-8 will be 9/13 of the city tax base. The school district
tax base for the county school district will include 4/13 of the city tax base.

Cross-county districts — The school district tax base for school districts that cross
county lines is the sum of tax bases in all counties.
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DRAFT

APPENDIX A
Total Teacher Compensation Methodology

The calculation of total teacher compensation uses personnel and salary schedule
information data provided by the Department of Education and TEA.

1. Calculation of statewide average teacher training and experience
demographic. A statewide average teacher training and experience demographic
is generated based on the percentage of teachers in each cell, from a Bachelors
degree with 0 years experience to a PhD degree with 30+ years experience.

2. Calculation of weighted average teacher salary for each system. This
statewide average teaching demographic is applied to each individual system’s
salary schedule resulting in an average weighted teacher salary schedule for each
system. Meaning, the percentage of teachers in each cell is multiplied by the
salary value for the corresponding cell. These values are subsequently added
together to result in a weighted average salary.

3. Calculation of weighted average teacher insurance for each system. In
developing the weighted average insurance, a statewide analysis of PPO, HMO,
and POS health plans was researched and applied, including individual and family
coverage. Each school system may choose any combination of plans to offer their
employees. Some systems offer all three, while some may only offer a PPO and
POS or only a PPO. The weighted average cost of the insurance package is
calculated by creating a grid that placed the percent of teachers statewide that
chose each type of plan and then applying that to the amount that each system
paid.

4. Calculation of total teacher compensation. The total teacher compensation for

each system is determined by adding the weighted average teacher salary for each
system to the weighted average insurance for each system
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APPENDIX B.1 Total Teacher Compensation

SALARY SALARY INSURANCE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE SCHEDULE PERCENT PACKAGE PACKAGE PERCENT COMPENSATION COMPENSATION PERCENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06  CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE
Anderson County 101.04% 99.59% -1.4% 91.53% 93.63% 2.1% 95.97% 95.88% -1.1%
Clinton City 105.80% 105.30% -0.5% 96.23% 95.13% -1.1% 104.73% 104.08% -0.6%
Oak Ridge 124.41% 121.67% -27% 105.53% 109.65% 4.1% 122.30% 120.23% -21%
Bedford County 98.33% 100.11% 1.8% 115.15% 95.74%  -194% 100.22% 99.59% -0.6%
Benton County 95.93% 95.39% -0.5% 114.96% 114.37% -0.6% 95.06% 97.67% -0.4%
Bledsoe County 94.44% 94.45% 0.0% 81.97% 90.44% 8.5% 93.05% 93.97% 0.9%
Blount County 107.07% 106.38% -0.7% 105.91% 131.26%  254% 106.94% 109.37% 24%
Alcoa City 117.66% 117.49% -0.2% 119.61% 121.05% 1.4% 117.88% 117.91% 0.0%
Maryville City 117.90% 117.61% -0.3% 91.34% 95.73% 114.92% 114.99% 0.1%
Bradley County 102.10% 103.24% 1.1% 94 43% 94.10% 101.24% 102.14% 0.9%
Cleveland City 104.44% 105.20% 0.8% 104.00% 103.72% 104.29% 105.02% 0.6%
Campbell County 95.22% 94.03% -1.2% 132.80% 118.57% 95.43% 96.97% -2.5%
Cannon County 101.95% 95.66% -3.1% 91.38% 100.00% 100.77% 99.00% -1.8%
Carroll County 95.19% 95.33% 0.1% 65.78% 65.19% 91.89% 91.71% -02%
Hollow Rock-Bruceton SSD 95.86% 94.62% -1.2% 74.35% T2.72% 93.46% 91.99% 1.5%
Huntingdon SSD 95.32% 94.15% -1.2% 72.21% 7272% 92.73% 91.58%
McKenzie SSD 95.25% 94.70% -0.6% 80.44% 79.59% 93.63% 92.89%
South Carroll 88D 95.30% 94.12% -1.2% 73.18% 65.65% 92.82% 91.06%
West Carroll SSD 95.61% 94.44% -1.2% 73.09% 72.43% 93.09% 91.80%
Carter County 95.85% 94.70% -1.1% 115.24% 114.58% 98.02% 97.09%
Elizabethton City 100.65% 103.12% 2.5% 106.75% 106.24% 101.33% 103.49%
Cheatham County 97.94% 99.57% 1.6% 126.81% 125.15% 101.17% 102.65%
Chester County 95.41% 94.20% -1.2% 99.31% 94.37% 95.85% 94.22%
Claiborne County 95.21% 94.03% -1.2% 69.30% 84.57% 92.31% 92.90%
Clay County 95.54% 92.98% -2.6% 65.78% 65.19% 92.21% 89.64%
Cocke County 95.06% 95.85% 0.8% 110.97% 108.82% 96.85% 97 41%
Newport City 94.63% 93.50% -1.1% 115.04% 114.62% 96.92% 96.04%
Coffee County 99.52% 100.86% 1.3% 115.23% 114.60% 101.28% 102.51%
Manchester City 105.39% 105.01% -0.4% 115.19% 114.37% 106.458% 106.14%
Tullahoma City 105.74% 106.30% 0.6% 127.49% 126.69% 108.18% 108.74%
Crockett County 95.55% 95.22% -0.3% 80.40% 79.39% 93.85% 93.32%
Alamo City™ 101.09% 92.98% -8.1% 73.09% 72.43% 97.96% 90.51%
Bells City 100.97% 100.50% -0.5% 87.71% 86.92% 95.49% 98.87%
Cumberland County 95.06% 94.77% -0.3% 132.34% 131.40% 99.23% 99.17%
Davidson County 119.83% 118.06% -1.8% 114.74% 106.86% 119.26% 116.72%
Decatur County 95.71% 95.67% 0.2% 78.63% 76.48% 93.60% 93.54%
DeKalb County 97.85% 96.92% -09% 92.22% 91.54% 97.22% 96.28%
Dickson County 98.37% 100.33% 2.0% 91.15% 91.87% 97.56% 99.31%
Dyer County 101.03% 101.20% 0.2% 98.37% 97.32% 100.73% 100.73%
Dyersburg City 108.73% 108.72% 0.0% 122.29% 116.60% 110.25% 109.66%
Fayette County 98.32% 97.14% -1.2% 88.06% 87.18% 97.18% 95.95%
Fentress County 95.21% 94.03% -1.2% 115.94% 114.56% 97.53% 96.49%
Franklin County 96.39% 96.14% -0.3% 106.26% 114.61% 97.50% 95.35%
Humbeoldt City 94.67% 94.47% -02% 79.90% T8.16% 93.02% 92.51%




APPENDIX B.1 (cont’d)
Total Teacher Compensation

SALARY SALARY INSURANCE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE SCHEDULE PERCENT PACKAGE PACKAGE PERCENT COMPENSATION COMPENSATION PERCENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE
Milan SSD 95.20% 94.05% -1.2% B5.98% 87.01% 1.0% 94.17% 93.20% -1.0%
Trenton SSD 94.68% 93.85% -1.0% 78.63% 80.78% 2.1% 93.06% 92.28% -0.8%
Bradford SSD 94 58% 93.45% -1.1% 78.63% B85.97% 7.3% 92.75% 92.55% -0.2%
Gibson SSD 96.13% 95.78% -0.3% B54.58% 83.86% 0.7% 94.84% 94.35% -0.5%
Giles County 94.66% 95.23% 0.6% 115.19% 114.37% -0.8% 96.96% 97.53% 0.6%
Grainger County 96.49% 95.07% -1.4% 100.94% 107.51% 6.6% 96.98% 96.57% -0.4%
Greene County 96.24% 95.99% -0.2% 105.91% 105.84% 97.32% 97.17% -0.1%
Greeneville City 109.13% 107.62% -1.5% 101.34% 94.74% 108.26% 106.07% -2.
Grundy County 96.66% 95.09% -1.6% 53.10% 80.61% 95.14% 93.36%
Hamblen County 97.69% 98.56% 0.7% 128.57% 125.20% 101.33% 101.76% 0.4%
Hamilton County 109.09% 109.36% 0.3% 108.33% 91.81% 109.01% 107.25% -1.8%
Hancock County 95.79% 92.98% -2.8% 65.87% 656.39% 92.44% 89.67% -2.8%
Hardeman County 99.09% 100.91% 1.8% 119.33% 118.44% 101.36% 103.01% 1.7%
Hardin County 94.77% 93.63% -1.1% 114.57T% 114.37% 96.99% 96.12% -0.9%
Hawkins County 97.09% 96.07% -1.0% 111.19% 110.43% 98.67% 97.79% -0.9%
Rogersville City 98.03% 102.87% 4.8% 90.15% 101.72% 97.14% 102.73% 5.6%
Haywood County 96.79% 99.62% 2.8% 90.63% 95.99% y 96.10% 99.18% 3.1%
Henderson County 96.91% 97.50% 0.6% 87.71% 84.07% -3.6% 95.88% 95.89% 0.0%
Lexington City 96.75% 96.25% -0.5% 92.10% 102.62% 10.5% 96.23% 97.01% 0.8%
Henry County 95.33% 95.12% -0.2% 96.03% 109.32% 13.3% 95.40% 96.82% 1.4%
Paris SSD 96.75% 100.35% 3.6% 87.39% 92.77% 5.4% 95.70% 99.44% 3.7%
Hickman County 99.09% 97.98% -1.1% 107.18% 103.13% -4.0% 99.99% 98.60% -1.4%
Houston County 96.21% 95.10% -1.1% 91.48% 87.78% -3.7% 95.68% 94.22% -1.5%
Humphreys County 95.46% 95.70% 0.2% 106.42% 106.40% 0.0% 96.69% 96.99% 0.3%
Jackson County 95.67% 94.59% -1.3% 105.79% 65.19%  -40.6% 96.98% 91.06% -5.9%
Jefferson County 95.30% 94.09% -1.2% 115.24% 114.62% -0.6 97.53% 96.56% -1.0%
Johnson County 96.36% 95.21% -1.1% 84.22% 79.93% 95.00% 93.38% -1.6%
Knox County 104.23% 105.18% 0.9% 87.42% 87.12% 102.35% 103.01% 0.7%
Lake County 96.54% 95.29% -1.2% 102.83% 107.55% 97.24% 96.76% -0.5%
Lauderdale County 97.20% 100.80% 3.6% 125.76% 126.26% 100.39% 103.85% 3.5%
Lawrence County 94.73% 94.48% -0.3% 115.19% 114.37% 97.02% 96.87% -0.2%
Lewis County 96.09% 94.87% -1.2% 74.39% 72.18% 93.66% 92.15% -1.5%
Lincoln County 95.25% 95.43% 0.2% B86.67% 88.10% 94.29% 94.55% 0.3%
Fayetteville City 96.66% 99.33% 2.7% 106.46% 105.32% 97.76% 100.05% 2.3%
Loudon County 100.48% 100.97% 0.5% 115.24% 114.61% 102.13% 102.61% 0.5%
Lenoir City 101.72% 103.77% 2.0% 110.67% 109.55% 102.73% 104.46% 1.7%
McMinn County 101.47% 101.83% 0.4% 115.24% 114.62% 103.01% 103.37% 0.4%
Athens City 111.19% 111.73% 0.5% 115.24% 114.61% 111.64% 112.07% 0.4%
Etowah City 96.65% 99.04% 0.4% 119.14% 117.20% 100.95% 101.22% 0.3%
McNairy County 95.54% 94.34% -1.2% 82.23% 93.66% 94.05% 94.26% 0.2%
Macon County 96.61% 95.55% -1.3% 92.83% 92.39% 96.36% 95.17% -1.2%
Madison County 104.94% 104.77% 56.73% 72.43% 99.55% 100.89% 1.3%
Marion County 95.09% 94.08% -1.0% 115.13% 116.44% 97.33% 96.76% -0.6%
Richard City 100.28% 98.94% -1.3% 658.01% 67.14% 96.66% 95.12% -1.5%



APPENDIX B.1 (cont’d)
Total Teacher Compensation

SALARY SALARY INSURANCE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE SCHEDULE PERCENT PACKAGE PACKAGE PERCENT COMPENSATION COMPENSATION PERCENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE
Marshall County 100.83% 100.77% -0.1% 121.33% 115.89% -5.4% 103.12% 102.59% -0.5%
Maury County 105.67% 106.26% 0.6% 115.19% 114.37% -0.8% 106.74% 107.24% 0.5%
Meigs County 97.19% 106.16% 9.0% 103.62% 112.48% 8.9% 97.91% 106.92% 9.0%
Monroe County 99.58% 100.16% 0.6% 132.21% 131.34% -0.9% 103.24% 103.90% 0.7%
Sweetwater City 99.81% 104.96% 5.1% 124.58% 122.47% -2.1% 102.58% 107.06% 4.5%
Montgomery County 106.84% 107.89% 1.0% 107.01% 103.86% -3.1% 106.86% 107 41% 0.5%
Moore County 95.92% 97.00% 1.1% 116.95% 115.85% -1.1% 98.27% 99.27% 1.0%
Morgan County 95.94% 92.98% -3.0% 94.43% 94.10% -0.3% 95.77% 93.11% -2.7%
Obion County 96.28% 97.23% 1.0% 97.27% 103.22% 5.9% 96.39% 97.95% 1.6%
Union City 99.17% 97.97% -1.2% 128.96% 1M617%  -128% 102.50% 100.15% -
Owerton County 96.50% 95.25% -1.2% 90.50% 87.04% -3.5% 95.83% 94.27%
Perry County 95.22% 94.04% -1.2% 70.92% 69.71% -1.2% 92.50% 91.12%
Pickett County 95.08% 93.91% -1.2% 65.78% 65.19% -0.6% 91.80% 90.46%
Polk County 94.67% 100.47% 5.8% 111.27T% 108.74% -2.5% 96.53% 101.46%
Putnam County 99.23% 98.28% -1.0% 138.46% 130.72% -1.7% 103.63% 102.17%
Rhea County 98.11% 97.03% -1.1% 100.20% 114.61% 14.4% 98.34% 99.14%
Dayton City 99.05% 98.73% 114.90% 117.41% 2.5% 100.83% 100.97%
Roane County 100.75% 101.72% 1.0% 129.45% 124.98% -4 5% 103.96% 104.51%
Robertson County 98.33% 100.24% 1.9% 145.10% 134.35%  -107% 103.57% 104.34%
Rutherford County 107.43% 107.97% 0.5% 125.38% 109.04% -16.3% 109.44% 108.10%
Murfreeshoro City 113.09% 113.76% 0.7% 110.43% 107.57% -2.9% 112.79% 113.02%
Scott County 96.05% 94.84% -1.2% 104.76% 103.58% -1.2% 97.02% 95.89%
Oneida SSD 95.32% 94.13% -1.2% 89.12% 95.38% 6.3% 94.63% 94.28%
Sequatchie County 98.22% 99.76% 1.5% 102.24% 108.97% 6.7% 98.67% 100.87%
Sevier County 99.60% 100.69% 1.1% 107.97% 107.16% -0.8% 100.54% 101.47%
Shelby County 127.56% 125.98% -1.6% 84.13% 88.84% 4.7% 122.70% 121.52%
Memphis City 127.56% 125.90% -1.7% 110.98% 107.09% -3.9% 125.70% 123.64%
Smith County 96.44% 95.18% -1.3% 115.24% 113.27% -2.0% 98.54% 97.35%
Stewart County 96.22% 99.25% 3.0% 116.95% 115.89% -1.1% 98.54% 101.25%
Sullivan County 96.68% 96.95% 0.3% 111.17% 108.88% -2.3% 98.31% 98.38%
Bristol City 112.38% 113.22% 0.8% 99.98% 96.66% -3.3% 110.99% 111.23%
Kingsport City 117.84% 116.79% -1.0% 98.69% 96.52% 115.69% 114.36%
Sumner County 101.99% 103.54% 1.5% 122.88% 122.05% 104.33% 105.76%
Tipton County 99.08% 107.10% 8.0% 116.79% 116.03% 101.07% 108.17%
Trousdale County 96.10% 95.90% -0.2% 80.78% 72.84% 94.38% 93.13%
Unicoi County 96.06% 96.76% 0.7% 1M17.13% 111.31% 98.42% 98.50%
Union County 97.14% 98.86% 1.7% 75.05% 78.85% 94.67% 96.46%
Van Buren County 97.37% 95.82% -1.5% 65.87% 65.39% 93.84% 92.17%
Warren County 95.03% 94.29% 0.7% 65.87% 71.60% 91.76% 91.57%
Washington County 98.00% 100.66% 27% 99.16% 124.96% 98.13% 103.57%
Johnson City 109.98% 113.16% 3.2% 106.75% 99.48% 109.61% 111.52%
Wayne County 94.48% 93.35% -1.1% 77.56% 76.48% 92.59% 91.33%
Weakley County 96.53% 95.85% 0.7% 88.24% 87.54% 95.60% 94.86%
White County 95.80% 94 28% -1.5% 82.92% 91.55% 94.36% 93.96%




APPENDIX B.1 (cont’d)
Total Teacher Compensation

SALARY SALARY INSURANCE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE SCHEDULE PERCENT PACKAGE PACKAGE PERCENT COMPENSATION COMPENSATION PERCENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM FACTOR 4 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE FACTOR 04 FACTOR 06 CHANGE
940 Williamson County 113.21% 111.67% -1.6% 120.08% 155 65% 35.6% 113.958% 116.86% 2.59%
941 Franklin SSD 115.69% 115.77% 0.1% 112.34% 111.39% -0.9% 115.32% 115.25% 0.1
950 Wilson County 97.83% 97.76% -0.1% 80.32% 75.61% -4.7% 95.87% 95.10% -
951 Lebanon SSD 105.15% 104.26% -0.9% §55.30% 65.19% 0.1% 100.69% 99.57% -1.1%
EFACIOR 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

* Applied =alary equity money only to existing personnsl as of passage of act.
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APPENDIX B.2 (cont’d)
Total Teacher Compensation

WEIGHTED WEIGHTED AVERAGE SALARIES PLUS

AVERAGE SALARY INSURANCE PAID INSURANCE PAID
Max versus Min 35.49% 138.76% 37.93%
Range Ratio 95-5 24 73% 88.70% 26.19%
Range Ratio 90-10 16.28% 68.50% 18.97%
Range Ratio 75-25 8.69% 31.66% 977%
Top 10/ Bottom 10 1.27 1.99 1.29
Coefficient of Variation 0.0703 0.1863 0.0717
Max Salary vs. Min Salary 64 27% 37.93%
Range Ratio 95-5 by Salary -15.60% 18.97%
Range Ratio 90-10 by Salary 552% 15.08%
Range Ratio 75-25 by Salary 47 19% 12.31%
Top 10/ Bottom 10 by Salary 1.25 1.27
Review of 2004 Disparity Findings™

WEIGHTED WEIGHTED AVERAGE SALARIES PLUS

AVERAGE SALARY INSURANCE PAID INSURANCE PAID
Max versus Min 3528% 155.79% 37.33%
Range Ratio 95-5 24 36% 95.78% 24 .55%
Range Ratio 90-10 15.12% 67.92% 17 67%
Range Ratio 75-25 5.63% 33.98% 7.03%
Top 10/ Bottom 10 1.26 202 1.28
Coefficient of Variation 0.0688 0.1894 0.0691
Max Salary vs. Min Salary -3.70% 30.08%
Range Ratio 95-5 by Salary 3.83% 21.63%
Range Ratio 90-10 by Salary 1.07% 13.37%
Range Ratio 75-25 by Salary 20.00% 7.04%
Top 10/ Bottom 10 by Salary 117 1.25

* - Post 2004 revisions occurred on certain school systems

22



APPENDIX C.1
Regional Salary Disparity

Based on Total Teacher Compensation

Immediate Trend

General Trend (2 Years)

Region ) - . )
2 FY 06 fo FY 03 Comparison of FY06 to FY04
. Decrease
Nashville ?Ilj‘ﬂ:df_ Decrease in 8 surrounding systems
syenly apir E -
Yo Increase in 1 surrounding system
Increase Increase
Dyersburg A negative change Increase m 10 surrounding systems
from last year Decrease in 2 swrrounding systems
Increase Mixed (Increase)
Greenville o Increase in 6 surrounding systems
Similar to last year . Lo
Decrease in 3 surrounding systems
Mostly Tncr Decrease
Chattanooga ostly lncrease Decrease in 8 surrounding systems
A reversal from last year - =
Increase in 1 surrounding system
D Decrease
Knoxville ecrease Increase in 2 surrounding systems
Improvement fiom last year . e
Decrease in 12 surrounding systems
Increase
Mostly Decrease : .
Jackson ) Y ’ Increase in 18 surrounding systems
Improvement from last year . e
Decrease in 2 swrrounding systems
I Mixed (Increase)
Clarksville ncrease Increase in 3 surrounding systems
A reversal firom last year A L=
- Decrease in 2 swrounding systems
Mixed Decrease
Memphis - TX? i Decrease in 3 swrounding systems
Byvenly Pt - .7
ror Increase in 1 surrounding systems
Increase
Cookeville Mostly Decrease

Improvement from last year

Increase 1 6 surrounding systems
Decrease 1n 1 surrounding system

Tri-Cities

Mostly Decrease
Impraovement from last year

Mixed (Decrease)
Decrease in 8 surrounding systems
Increase in 3 surrounding systems

Franklin

Mostly Decrease
Improvement from last year

Decrease
Decrease in 9 surounding systems

REGIONAL DOLLAR DISPARITY
Immediate Year Comparisons (FY 06 ro FY 05)

General DECREASING Trend

5 Total County Regions

General MIXED Trend

2 Total County Regions

General INCREASING Trend

4 Total County Regions
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APPENDIX C.2
Regional Disparity Methodology

All Calculations are Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data
Calculation of Dollar Disparity:

1. All dollar disparity values are compared to the system with the maximum total
teacher compensation, within each fiscal year.

2. The ranked dollar value for each system is subtracted from the maximum, within
each fiscal year.
Calculation of Percentage Disparity:

1. All percentage disparity values are compared to the system with the maximum
total teacher compensation, within each fiscal year.

2. The dollar value for each ranked system is divided by the maximum. This
percentage values is then subtracted from the number 1 or 100%.
Calculation of Change in Dollar Disparity:
1. Within each ranked position (e.g. rank #2 — rank #10), the dollar disparity value
of FY04 is subtracted from FY05. The calculation of the dollar disparity value is

described above.

2. The calculation of change in dollar disparity should always be interpreted in
comparison to the system with the maximum total teacher compensation.
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Appendix C.3

Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04

FY 06

Nashville

5 Disparity

% Disparity

$ Disparity

% Disparity

ilson County

avidson County 50.094 .39 il illiamson Coun ﬁ’l ,T4§.4D il

4§.420_39 $1.673.99 3.34% $51.687.93 $61.47 0.12%
illlamson County 4784012 § 5295498 4 50% $51.037.31 12.09 1 28%
urfreesboro City 47.518.00 32.576.39 2.14% $50.049.02 $1.700.38 3.29%
utherford County 4621311 $3.881.27 7.75% $47.870.15 $3.879.25 7.50%
umner County 44 098 27 $5996.11 11.97% umner Count $46.836.23 3491317 9.49%
obertson County 43.903.03 $6.191.35 12.36% obertson County $46.204 .90 $5.6544 50 10.7 1%
heatham County 42.819.34_ $7.275.05 heatham County $45 456.29 $6.293.01 12.16%
ebanon SSD 42 440 85 $7 653 53 ebanon SSD 344 093 64 $7 65576 14 79%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)

Regional Salary Disparity

[ FY 06 REPORT |

FY 05 REPORT

Nashville Nashville
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
1 1
2 7] [
3 3 ( 51)
4 4 ( /)
5 5 (1334.57)
7 7 ( 4)
8 8 {1249 69)
g g {1020 .62)
10 10 I .
L] Decrease in Disparity T I Decrease in Disparity
Trend Trend

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

)
1332.55
14720
26760
T002 65

(30.99)

Mixed I




Appendix C.3 (cont’d)

Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04

FY 06

Dyersburg FY 04 $ Disparity | % Disparity FY 06 5 Disparity % Disparity
46413 .44 ersburg Ci 548 562 36
. —

43.029.29 53,384 15 7. 29% yer County 544 607 78 $3.054 58 8.14%
Ever County 42.401.68 $4.011.76 $44.352.78 $4,209.59 8.67%
ells City 4192545 $4.487.99 543.783.41 $4.778.95 9 84%
e County 40.822.79 $5.590.65 543 37746 55,184 .90 10.68%
[Cbion County 40.683.65 35.729.79 12.35% 34285008 $5.711.78 11.76%
Elamo Citlz’”' 40.093.10 $6.320.34 13.62% ibson SSD $41,782.31 $6.780.06 13.96%
ibson SSD 39.877.66 56.535.78 14.08% rockett County 541.326.70 § 5723566 14.90%
ilan SSD 3954142 § 56087207 14.81% i $41.973.98 $7.288.39 15.01%
rockett County 39.635 59 $6.877.85 14.82% $40.986.81 $7.575.55 15 60%
umboldt City 3914199 § S7271.4°5 15.67% 54096760 J S7.594.76 15.64%
39.055.12 $7.358.32 15.85% $40.864.97 37.697.40 15.85%
radford SSD 38,967.93 S7.445.52 16.04% JAlamo City™ 540,083.08 $8.479.28 17.46%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

[ FY 06 REPORT |

FY 05 REPORT

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

712

230.27

311.85

[.3.U2)

7.19

296.57

337.49

245 70

35179

169.09

14.70

343.93

Dyersburg Dyersburg
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FYO05 to FY04)
1 - 1
2 570.43 2
3 197.82 3
4 290.‘:—18 4
5 (405.74) 5
[i] (18.01) [
7 45072 7
] £99.88 3
g 416,37 9
10 697.71 10
11 32331 11
12 339.07 12 324 .38
13 1033.76 13 589.84
General Increase in Disparity General Mostly Increase (8 Increase, 4
Trend Trend Decrease)

Increase
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04

FY 06

Greenville Fy 04 $ Disparity [ % Disparity FY 06 $ Disparity % Disparity
P I __
Johnson City 46.513.41 - lJohnson City S49,3§6.?9
reeneville City 45 452 16 $1.061.25 reeneville City $46.974 .21 $2.412.58 4 89%
_ -
amblen County 42 535 50 33.9??_91 559 ton County 545 865 356 33.521 _42 7.13%
42 098.24 S4.415.17 9.49% 545 4093 .42 $3.893.37 7.88%
__ _
54 5061.75 $4 325 .04

537, 976. ) ounty 543.620.94 $5.765.84 11.67%

awkins County 41,448 75 55.064 .66 10.89% awkins County $43.307 .10 $6.079.69 12.31%
nicoi County 4131320 8 5520091 11.18% JCocke County 543.137.44 56.249 35 12 .65%
Ereene County 40 858 95 55654 .46 12 16% reene Count 543 03295 $6.353 83 12 87%
ocke County 40.660.45 55.852.96 12.58% ewport City 542.529.33 56.857 .45 13.88%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Greenville Greenville
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FY05 to FY04)
1 1 -
2 1351.33 2 551,80
3 (456 .47) 3 878.50)
4 (521.80) 4 111.07
5 (428.10) 5 210.59)
B :55:5 [5] (73.6%
7 1015.03 7 439.10
8 104914 8 765.61
) 699.37 g 52520
10 1004 .49 10 524 89
General | Mostly Increase (6 Increase, 3 General Mostly Increase (6 Increase, 3
Trend Decrease) Trend Decrease)

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

Mostly Increase
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04 FY 06

Chattanooga FY 04 % Disparity | % Disparity FY 06 $ Disparity % Disparity
e ———— I
amilton County 45 760.79 amilton County S$47 49673
leveland City 43 98152 $1.779.27 3.89% Eeigs County $47.347 55 149 23 0.31%
radley County 42 73374 $3.027.05 5.61% leveland City $46.508.18 0988.60 2.08%

42.5645.95 53.214.84

radley County $45 233.07 $2 263 71 4.71%
__ I -
ayton Gity 42 512 41 53 240, 38 7 10%

e
ayton City 544.713.63 52.783.16 5.86%

41.410.07 54.341.12 544 667.81 $2.828.97 5.96%
41.280.54 $4.480.24 $43.903.84 $3.592.94 7.56%
I T e —
40,894 51 54.866.27 542 850.63 $4.646.15 9.7/8%
40.571.60 5518919 542 125 35 5537143 11.31%

56.692.06 ledsoe County 541.614.01 $5.882.78




Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

[ FY 06 REPORT |

FY 05 REPORT

10

10

Chattanooga Chattanooga
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FY05 to FY04)
1 i
2 2
3 3
4 1
5 5
I :
7 7
g 8
g g

General
Trend

Decrease in Disparity

General
Trend

Decrease in Disparity

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

Mastly Increase I
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04 FY 06
Knoxville FY 04 § Disparity [ % Disparity FY 06 $ Disparity % Disparity
51.359.95 JOak Ridge 353,241.1 1
49 510.75 $1.849.20 3.60% lcoa Ci $652.217.43 $1.023.68 1.92%
aryville City 48 447 .78 $2.912.17 5.67% i 350,921 .64 $2.319.47 4 36%
lount County 44 904 20 36 45575 12 57% 348 432 92 54 808.19 9 03%
linton City 4397476 32.385_19 14 38% 346 281.10 56.960.01 13.07%
oane County 4381423 S7.545.72 14.69% 346.281.10 $6.960.01 3.07%
- ___
oane County 4381423 S7.6545.72 ;.69% $46.260.21 59.980.90 3.11%
i 43.482_81 S7.877.14 'I§_34% $46.089 49 £.15‘1_82 13.43%
nox County 43 329 87 58.030.08 15.63% 545 617.02 32.824_09 14.32%
oudon County 43.050.50 SB.SDQAE 'IES% 345 44053 $7.800.58 14.65%
evier ou_nty 42.253.6@ $9.106.27 17.73% evier lt:u.ll_r'l'lﬂ,r 344,w5 $8.307.36 15.60%
nderson County 41.961.07 $9.398 .89 18.30% JAnderson County $43 786.71 $9.454 40 17.76%
efferson County 40.9432 $10.416.73 20.28% rainger County 342,?83.35 510477.76 19.68%
rainger County 4071540 $10 644 55 20.73% efferson Count $42 758 49 51048262 19.69%
nion County 40.093.12 511 268.83 21_94% nion County 542 716.36 510 524.75 19.77%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

FY 06 REPORT |

FY 05 REPORT

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

1)

(1540.68)
513.47)

. ]

Knoxville Knoxville
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Dlsparlty,
Rank Compared to the Rank
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FYO5 to FY04)

1 1

2 2 111.73

3 3 46012

4 j) 4 106.88)

5 5 B8.28

6 [5] (71225

7 7 14610

8 8 (71 64)

g g 200.05)

10 37) 10 32 98

11 ( .-_’ 92) 11 2599 14

12 555 12 565.38

13 51.03 13 193.61

14 (161.93) 14 296 91

15 742.08) 15 (251.85)
General . . , General Mostly Increase (9 Increase, 5
Trend ek ey Trend y Decrea(se}

Decrease




Appendix C.3 (cont’d)

Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04 FY 06
Jackson FY 04 $ Disparity | % Disparity Fy 08 S Disparity % Disparity

ardeman County 43.026.06 l ardeman Coun $45.619.20

adison County 41.969.69 $1.056.37 2 46% adison Count 544 679.91 $939.29 2.06%

ells City 41,925 45 $1.100.61 2 56% $43.921.56 $1.697 64 3.72%

aywood County 40.891 54 $2.134 52 4 96% $43.783 41 51.835_79 4 02%

exington City 40.464 58 $2.561.50 5.95% $42961.33 N S2657.86 5.83%

hester County 40.319.24 $2,708.82 6.29% enderson County 542 462.65 $3.156.55 6.92%

enderson County $40,253.90 $2.772.16 6.44% Eibson SSD 541,782.31 $3.836.89 8.41%

i $40.093.10 52,932 96 £.82% cNairy County 541,743.19 $3.876.00 8.50%

39.877 .66 $3.148.40 $41,723.35 $3.895 84 8.54%

39.541.42 $3.484 64 $41.326.70 $4.292 49 9.41%

rockett County 39.635 59 $3.490.47 $41.273.98 $4,345.22 9.52%

::Naim County 39.492 10 $3.633 96 541,133 89 54 485 30 9.83%

Kenzie SSD [ $39.316.13 $3.709.93 $40.9686.81 5463239 1 1 [].15%

low Reck-Bruceton SSD 39.243 64 53.782.42 $40.967.60 s4.651.59 0.20%

39.141.99 $3.884 07 540,864 .97 $4.754.23 10.42%

39.091.22 53,934 584 540 738.17 $4.681.03 10.70%

Pa0.000 12 | 070, 9.23% [ 530.004.20 S$4.064.97 10.88%

outh Carroll SSD T38.08047 | 3404550 9.40% Earroll Cuunﬂ 54061523 $5.003.97 10.97%

$30.067 03 54 05814 9.43% untingdon SSD $40,553.51 $5.065.69 11.10%

38.942 06 34.{]Bﬂ0 9.49% ISouth Carroll SSD $40.327 .05 55.&15 11.60%

38.588.36 $4.437.70 1031% _JAlamo City™ $40,083.08 $5.536.11 12 14%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

FY 06 REPORT

FY 05 REPORT

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

(841.00)

(546.01)

40.90

79.34

(93 .74

(123.

87.58

Jackson Jackson
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FYOS5 to FY04)

1 __ 1 __

p (1 'II.EI!EE ) 2 72391
3 597.03 3 848 28
2 (298.73) 4 (73.15)
5 0637 5 430.51
(5] 449.?_3 6 99573
7 1064 .73 7 1023.83
3 %.05 8 86371
9 74744 E] 84118
10 BDT.§5 10 72672
11 854 75 11 86540
12 951.34 12 1002.99
13 922 46 13 916.19
14 8% 14 QM
15 87016 15 967 80
16 94618 16 049 88
7 SRR 7 1024.94
18 QESiT 18 1021.19
19 1007 .56 19 1053.50
20 1208.15 g[] 1331.45
21 1098 41 21 1010.84

GTerr:-lr;I Increase in Disparity G.I.er';irdal Increase in Disparity

Mostly Decrease
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04

FY 06

Clarksville FY 04 $ Disparity [ % Disparity FY 08 $ Disparity % Disparity

ontgomery Count $45, 00288 ontgomery Coun s4{,064.24

obertson County 03 100054 2.44% obertson County 204 51.359.34 2.86%
heatham County 42.819.34 $2.183.54 4 85%  ICheatham County $45 456.39 $2 107 .85 4 43%
tewart County 42 171.03 52 831.84 5.29% 544 837 84 $2.726.40 5 73%

L

ickson County 41.445.41 33 557 47 $43 980 82 $3.583 42 7 53%
ouston Coun 40.171.29 54.831.58 $41.726.81 g

FY 04

FY 06

Memphis

Fy 04

$ Disparity

% Disparity

FY 06

5 Disparity

% Disparity

emphis City {82 - 504 o4, -
helby County 51.528 69 $1.253.37 $53.815.28 $949.20 1.72%
ipton County 43 832 11 56 040 05 16.06% _ JTipton County $47 002 13 1 560652 35 12 51%
aywood County 40.80154 § $11.890.51 22.53% _JHaywood County $43.021.56 $10.832.02 19.78%
Eaxette County 2079405 1 511987 11 22.71% Eazette County $42 400 24 512 264 24 22 40%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Clarksville Clarksville
Regional Change in$ Dlsparlty, Regional Change in$ DISpﬂl’l‘t.y, Comparison to last year
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum (FY 06 to FY 05)
Maximum (FY06 to FYQ4) (FYO0S5 to FY04)
1 I _
2 259.50 2 (724.53) 984.03
3 (75.69) 3 (544 05) 468 37
4 (105.44) 4 (815.10) 709.66
5 2595 5 (840.07) 866.02
. ————
4] 1005.85 [ (72.61) 107248
GTerr:-'réil Mixed Trend G_rerl;:.;rdal Decrease in Disparity Increase
Memphis Memphis
Regional Change in$ Dlsparlty, Regional Change in$ DISpﬂl’lt-y, Comparison to last year
Rank Rank Compared to the Maximum (FY 06 to FY 05)
(FYO0S5 to FY04)
1 1
2 2 (172.11)
3 3 41.53
4 4 (143.31)
5 5 129.24
" General " General —
Trend Decrease in Disparity Trend Decrease in Disparity Mixed
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

Cookeville FY 04 $ Disparity [ % Disparity FY 06 $ Disparity % Disparity
utnam County E 3.4%.06 utnam County 545 744 30
__ -
41 654 .99 51.82007 4 19% umberland Count 543 915 55 51.328.75 2.94%
4'1.365_'” gﬁ.‘]Dg.ﬁ 4. 85% mith County J10. $2.134 .03 4 72%
41.059.21 $2 41585 ) entress County S42 730.05 O/
40.868.22 52 60684 5.00% eKalb County 542 63517 $2.609.13 5.77%
$40,712.40 $2.762 67 9.35% verton County 541,746 17 $3.498.13 7.73%

ackson County

54.917.94
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

FY 06 REPORT

| FY 05 REPORT

Cookeville

Change in $ Disparity,

Regional

Rank Compared to the
Maximum (FY06 to FY04)

Cookeville
Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Maximum

(FYO05 to FY04)

Increase in Disparity

Trend

(491.32) 2 (766.92)
3 2414 | 3 | 194 06
4 98 40 I 4 I L1
3 2.29 5 145 98
& 73547 | 5] | 846.87

393.64 I i I EXT
g 1058.30 8 121797

General

Increase in Disparity

General I
Trend

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

275.60

(169.92)

(143.69)

(111.41)

(159.67)

Maostly Decrease




Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04 FY 06
Tri-Cities FY 04 $ Disparity [ % Disparity FY 06 $ Disparity % Disparity

ingsport City 48 .588.55 ingsport City $50.643.36
Bristol Git A6 002 b0 KL 3.57/% [MNohnson Ci 540,300 .19 $1.250 67 2 48%
Johnson City 546 5134 07514 427 % Bristol City 49,257 .28 $1.386.07 2.74%
lizabethton City 47 939 03 $5.649 52 11.63% ashington Count: $45.865.35 54.778.07 9.43%
ashington County 41760 27 S6.828 28 14.05% _ JElizabethton City [~ 545 83153 $4.511.63 9.50%
Rogersville City 4163730 [ $7051.25 14.51% IRogersville City 545 493 47 §5.149 94 10.17%
awkins County 41 448 75 $7.139.80 14 69% nicoi Coun $43.620.94 5702242 13.87%
nicoi County 41.313.20 S7.275.35 14 .87% ISullivan Coun S43 565 17 i.ﬂ?&.'lg 13.98%
Sullivan County 41.302.14 32.286_41 15.00% awkins County $43 307 .10 SZ.336_26 14 49%
Ear‘l.er County 41,149 46 $7.439.09 15.31% [}Greene County 343,032.95_ i.ﬁ‘l@.fﬂ 15.03%
reene County 40 .858.95 S$7.729.60 15.81% Earler Coung $42 993 47 S7.649.89 15.11%
Bohnseon County 359 8829 .64 $8.698.91 17.80% ohnson County $41.350.58 $9.202.78 18.35%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

| FY 06 REPORT

FY 05 REPORT

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

Tri-Cities Tri-Cities
Regional Change in $ Disparity, Regional Change in $ Disparity,
Rank Compared to the Rank Compared to the Maximum
Maximum (FY06 to FY04) (FY05 to FY04)
1 1
2 (479.32) 2 (291.50)
3 LS ) 3 (
4 (871.5 4
5 5
3] 5]
7 7
a8 8
9 9
10 10
11 11
12 12
General | Mostly Decrease (8 Decrease, 3 General Mostly Decrease (7 Decrease, 4
Trend Increase) Trend Increase)

Mostly Decrease
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

Regional Salary Disparity Comparison, Based on Total Teacher Compensation Data

FY 04

FY 06

Franklin FY 04 $ Disparity [ % Disparity FY 06 S Disparity % Disparity

avidson County o0 094 349 - a0l 749 40

ranklin SSD 48 420.39 $1.672.99 551,687 93 $61.47 0.12%
illiamson County 47 840.12 52 25426 $51,037.31 $712.09 1.38%
urfreesboro City 47 518.00 $2.576.39 550,049 02 51.700.38 3.29%
utherford County 46.21&1 $3.881.27 7.75% utherford Coun 347.870.15 $3.879.25 7.50%
aury County 44 967 76 $5.126 62 10.23% 547 488 42 54 .260.98 8.23%
arshall County 43 490 14 $6.604 25 13.18% heatham County 345 455 39 56.293.01 2. 16%

_ -

heatham County ﬁﬁ19_34 $7.275.05 14 52% arshall Count 45 429 13 %20_27 2.21%
ickman County 42 003.58 $8.090.81 'Iw% 543 980 .82 S$7.7/68.58 15.01%
ickson County 41 445 41 S8 648 98 17.27% ickman County $43662.37 $8.087.03 15.63%
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Appendix C.3 (cont’d)
Regional Salary Disparity

FY 06 REPORT

| FY 05 REPORT

Franklin

Franklin

Regional
Rank

Change in $ Disparity,

Compared to the

Regional
Rank

Change in $ Disparity,

Compared to the Maximum

10

General
Trend

Decrease in Disparity

Comparison to last year
(FY 06 to FY 05)

(588.46)

1332 55

(312.64)

57.76

(454 55}

Maostly Decrease
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Appendix D
Tax Base Methodology, Alternative Fiscal Capacity Model

This alternative fiscal capacity model presumes that each school district will draw all
local revenues from the tax base within its boundary. Several adjustments in the data
were necessary to build this structure.

County-wide School Districts

Generally, the county tax base is the school district tax base. The only exceptions are
when the county-wide district contains a portion of a school district that crosses
county lines. In this case, the portion of the school district is subtracted from the
county tax base.

County School Districts in Counties with More than One School District

City and/or special school district tax bases are subtracted from the county tax base to
arrive at the school district tax base. Adjustments may also be made if the county
contains a portion of a school district that crosses county lines.

City School Districts
The city tax base is the school district tax base.

Special School Districts
The special school district property tax base and the WFTEADA share of the county
sales tax base is the school district tax base.

Other Adjustments

Grade configuration — The tax bases for city and special school districts with
grade configurations other than K-12 are divided among the city/ssd and the
county school district. For example, the school district tax base for a city school
district that serves grades K-8 will be 9/13 of the city tax base. The school district
tax base for the county school district will include 4/13 of the city tax base.

Cross-county districts — The school district tax base for school districts that cross
county lines is the sum of tax bases in all counties.
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