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I nterest of Amicus Curiae

Pursuant to Tex. R. App. P. 11, this brief isfiled on behalf of the Goldwater
Institute, an Arizona-based national nonprofit policy organization that, among other
things, supports the expansion of educational options throughout the United States. In
particular, the Goldwater Institute designed the concept of education savings
accounts, which allow eligible students to opt out of public schools and instead
receive savings accounts funded by the State in the amount of their pro rata share of
State education funding, which can be used for an array of educational expenses such
as private school tuition, distance learning, software, tutors, public school classes or
activities, and community college classes. Any amounts remaining after graduation
may be used for college. Education savings accounts allow families to customize
education to the needs, interests, and abilities of their children. See Niehaus v.
Huppenthal, 310 P.3d 983, 987-88 (Ariz. App. 2013). Education savings accounts
have been adopted for some studentsin Arizona, Ariz. Rev. Stat. Ann. 8 15-2401, et
seq. (2015); Fla. Stat. Ann. § 1002.385 (2015); Tennessee, S.B. 27, 109" G.A., 2015
Sess. (Tenn. 2015); and Mississippi, S.B. 2695, 2015 Reg. Sess. (Miss. 2015); and for
all public school studentsin Nevada, S.B. 302, 2015 Reg. Sess. (Nev. 2015).

The Goldwater Institute believes that choice and competition benefit all
students, including those who remain in traditional public schools. To the point of
thislitigation, choice and competition are essential elementsin efficiently delivering

high-quality education. Because this Court’s decisions are widely respected and
1



considered by courts in other states, we hope to contribute to the Court’s
understanding of the important issues beforeit in this case.

Thisbrief isfiled in support of the Efficiency Intervenors. No fee was paid to
the Goldwater Institute for preparing this brief nor will the Institute be paying any
other entity or attorney for doing so. Amicus adopts by reference the Statement of the
Case, Statement of Facts, and Issues Presented by the Efficiency Intervenors, and is
grateful for the opportunity to submit this brief to the Court.

Summary of the Argument

Despite a plethora of evidence presented by the Efficiency Intervenors (see Br.
at 20-35), the trial court failed to seriously address what this Court has referred to as
“qualitative’ efficiency, which isthe broad constitutional command to establish and
maintain a school system that is “effective or productive of results’ in which
resources are used “so as to produce results with little waste.” Neeley v. West
Orange-Cove Consol. Indep. Sch. Dist., 176 SW.3d 746, 752-53 (Tex. 2005) (citing
Edgewood Indep. Sch. Dist. v. Kirby, 777 S.\W.2d 391, 395 (Tex. 1989)).

Wereit to do so, it would find that a statewide system of schools organized into over
1,000 school districts, with massive administrative costs and largely bereft of
meaningful and widespread choice and competition, is qualitatively inefficient.
Argument
The Framers of the Texas Constitution were prescient when they crafted the

guarantee of Tex. Const. Art. VII, § 1, which provides:
2



A general diffusion of knowledge being essential to the preservation of

the liberties and rights of the people, it shall be the duty of the

Legislature of the State to establish and make suitable provision for the

support and maintenance of an efficient system of public free schools.

In embracing the term “efficient” as the manner in which the school system must
achieve its educational objectives, it isasif the Framers were anticipating the modern
phenomenon in which entities charged with that responsibility would come before the
courts, hat in hand, asking for ever-increasing amounts of money, yet never producing
an efficient or effective educational system.

The term efficient is both a mandate and a limitation: it is a mandate that
education must be provided in an efficient manner while at the same time alimitation
on the judicial remedies that may be deployed in redressing constitutional violations,
foreclosing remedies that would make the system less efficient—that is, making the
system more costly yet no less likely to achieve its educational goals.

That isthe road that many other states have gone down by focusing exclusively
on what this Court has termed “financial” or “quantitative’ efficiency. See Neeley,
176 SW.2d at 753. Theresults are as disappointing as they are predictable: judicially
mandated increases in public expenditures unaccompanied by either necessary
structural reforms or improved educational outcomes. Assessing academic research
following decades of school finance cases focused first on funding “equity” and
subsequently on “adequacy,” the Hoover Institution’s Eric A. Hanushek states that the

“simplest summary isthat no currently available evidence shows that past judicial
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actions about school finance—either related to equity or to adequacy—have had a
beneficial effect on student performance.”?

Why haven't court-ordered spending increases boosted student performance?
“The reason is now unfortunately quite obvious,” Hanushek says. “Measures of
school resources do not provide guidance either about the current quality of schools
or about the potential for improving matters.”? Increasing expenditures without fixing
underlying causes of failure does little or nothing to solve the problem. Education
surely is one of the few services, if not the only one, for which violations of the
product guarantee (in this case, the education guarantee of the Texas Constitution) are
remedied by giving the failing producers more money.

Alfred Lindseth, who has litigated a substantial number of school finance cases,
writes that “[a]lthough many state constitutions use the word * efficient’ to describe
the education system required, the critical question of whether waste,
mismanagement, and inefficiency at the local district level are the reason for the lack
of critical resources or of acceptable outcomesis seldom addressed by court
decisions.”® The State Cross-Appellees contend (Br. at 7-18) that the qualitative

efficiency claim isan improper attempt to set education policy in court, is based on

1 Eric A. Hanushek, ed., Courting Failure: How School Finance Lawsuits Exploit Judges Good
Intentions and Harm Our Children (2006), pp. Xxiii-xXiv.

2 1d., p. xxiv.
3 Alfred A. Lindseth, “ The Legal Backdrop to Adequacy,” in Hanushek, ed., p. 64.
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standardless conjecture, and is non-redressable. Nonsense. This Court has never held
or even intimated that some parts of Art. VI, 8 1 are justiciable while others are not.
To the contrary, this Court has observed that while it has found “the financial
component of efficiency to be implicit in the Constitution’ s mandate, the qualitative
component is explicit.” Edgewood Indep. Sch. Dist. v. Meno, 917 SW.2d 717, 729
(Tex. 1995).

The Efficiency Intervenors' claims are constitutional torts. Courts decide
matters of injury, causation, and remedy in tort cases all thetime. AsLindseth
argues, “Courts are empowered to make determinations about the effects of waste and
mismanagement at the local level and about what part of a problem callsfor a
nonfinancial remedy. Such afinding would notify the legislature that funding is only
part of the solution, and perhaps not even the principal solution, and allow it to
concentrate on cutting out waste and inefficiency, instead of solely on appropriating
more money.”* The problem in this case is not that the constitutional injury is not
susceptible to judicia inquiry but that the trial court failed to make the inquiry or to
credit the evidence presented by the Efficiency Intervenors.

Had such a serious inquiry been made, the court would have found a number of
systemic flaws that prevent Texas from effectively diffusing knowledge through an

efficient K-12 education system. Thefirst is one that this Court itself has identified.

4 Lindseth, p. 65.



With 1,262 school districts, Texas has more districts than any other state in the
nation.> Justice Cornyn, speaking for the Court in Edgewood I, 917 S\W.2d at 726,
observed:

Y et sadly, the existence of more than 1000 independent school districts

in Texas, each with duplicative administrative bureaucracies, combined

with widely varying tax bases and an excessive reliance on local property

taxes, has resulted in a state of affairsthat can only charitably be caled a

“system.” ... Therationality behind such acomplex and unwieldy

system s not obvious.

Although the funding aspects of this observation repeatedly have been addressed by
this Court and the L egidature, the “duplicative administrative bureaucracies’ and
“complex and unwieldy system” have not. They speak directly to an inefficient
education delivery system that is responsible in large measure for the educational
inadequacy complained of in this lawsuit.

Local school districts are inherently susceptible to control and manipulation by
special-interest groups that derive their livelihoods or otherwise profit from the
system. School board elections are notoriously low-turnout affairs, enabling such
groupsto divert resourcesto their own ends.®

The multiplicity and duplicative nature of school districts leads to soaring costs

of administrators and other non-teaching personnel, which makes the delivery of

5 National Center for Education Statistics, “ Selected Statistics from the Common Core of Data:
School Year 2011-2012 (Oct. 2013), Table 2
(http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2013/2013441/tables/table 02.asp).

6 See, e.g., John E. Chubb, “The System,” in Terry M. Moe, ed., A Primer on America’s Schools
(2001), p. 25.



education more costly and less efficient. David Berliner and Bruce Biddle, staunch
defenders of public schools, explain that “educational bureaucracies become endlessly
expanding financial sinkholes that eat up resources and create only mischief and red
tape.”’ Indeed, the explosive nationwide growth of non-teaching personnel in recent
yearsisaprincipal cause of soaring educational expenditures, even as much of the
resources never reaches the classroom.

Between 1970 and 2012, the number of pupilsin public schools increased by
eight percent. The number of teachers during that same period increased by 60
percent and the number of non-teaching personnel grew by 138 percent—more than
17 times the growth of the number of students.® The growth in administratorsis not
attributable to the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)—in both the nine years
preceding NCL B and the seven years following, overall public school staffing grew at
more than double the rate of the public school student population.® The net result is
that today “non-teachers comprise arobust half of the public-school workforce
(totaling roughly three million individuals), and their salaries and benefits absorb one-

guarter of current education expenditures.”°

” Quoted in Benjamin Scafidi, The School Saffing Surge: Decades of Employment Growth in
America’s Public Schools (Oct. 2012), pp. 4-5. Most of the statistics compiled in this report, as well
asin Part 11 cited infra, are derived from the U.S. Department of Education.

(http://www.edchoi ce.org/wp-content/upl oads/2015/07/11-2012- Staffing-Surge-WEB. pdf).

8 1d, p. 4.
°1d., p.5.

10 Matthew Richmond, The Hidden Half: School Employees Who Don't Teach (Aug. 2014), p. 6.
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By comparison, with the 25 percent of American education resources devoted
to non-teaching personnel the other OECD nations, which are our prime economic
competitors, expend on average less than 15 percent of their education budgets on
non-teaching personnel.** Indeed, the U.S. devotes a higher percentage of its
educational spending to non-teaching personnel than all but one (Denmark) of the 34
OECD countries.? That spending emphasis has not resulted in higher academic
achievement, as U.S. students scored above only five of the 33 other OECD nationsin
mathematicsin 2009.2* Nor have national graduation rates or student achievement
improved during the past four decades of explosive growth in teaching and non-
teaching personnel.*4

Given that non-teaching personnel costs have not contributed to improved
student performance, they are by their nature inefficient on a massive scale, diverting
resources from more-productive educational uses. Inthe 17 years between 1992-
20009, if the ratio of non-teaching personnel to students had remained the same, and if
the number of teachers had increased “only” 50 percent more than the number of

students, it would yield arecurring national savings of at least $37.2 billion each

(http://edexcellence.net/publications/the-hidden-hal f).

11 Seefidi, p. 6.
12 Richmond, p. 13.
13 Seefidi, p. 6.

14 1d., pp. 6-8.



year.’> Among the possible uses of those saved funds would be to raise every public
school teacher’s salary by $11,700 per year, to more than double taxpayer funding for
early childhood education, to give families of each child in poverty more than $2,600
in cash or school vouchers, to provide tax relief, or for acombination of those or other
purposes.

Unfortunately, Texas has the dubious distinction of having increased public
school staffing in greater numbers than any other state between 1992-2009,
particularly in non-teaching personnel. During that period, the number of Texas K-12
students increased by 37.2 percent, while the number of teachers grew by 47349.6
percent—and the number of non-teaching personnel soared by 171.8 percent. By
contrast, the second-highest growth of non-teaching personnel among the states was
Virginia, which increased its numbers by 100 percent.'” To put those numbersinto
context, the growth rate for non-teaching personnel in Texas was 4.6 times higher
than the increase in the number of students during the same period.*®

Hence, it isclear that K-12 expendituresin Texas are being used in

disproportionate measure to fund growth in bureaucracy and other non-teaching

15 1d., pp. 17-18. Thesum isat least that much because it is based on the assumption that the
average cost and benefits for each non-teaching staffer is $40,000. Given that administrators are at
the highest end of the public school pay scale, the actual sum may well be a multiple of that number.

% 1d., p. 2.
7d., p. 12.

18 |d., p. 15.



purposes. Absent structural change, it islikely that the remedies sought by the
plaintiffs in the case would result in more of the same, producing greater inefficiency
rather than less.

The numbers specific to Texas are compelling. The excessrate of growthin
non-teaching personnel compared to the increase of students produced an extra
159,228 administrators and other non-teaching personnel as of 2009.%° Texas again
“leads’ the nation in aggregate non-teaching personnel growth over student
population growth; Virginiaagain is a distant second with 51,788 extra non-teaching
personnel beyond student growth.? The good news is that reversing that trend in turn
would yield massive savings. Had Texas held its rate of non-teaching personnel
growth to the rate of student population growth between 1992-2009, it would have
saved nearly $6.4 billion?—fully one-fourth of the entire savings if the entire nation
had done the same. When translated into tangible alternative uses, those savings
alone would make the plaintiffs’ funding claims evaporate: they amount to $33,506

per classroom of 25 students®? or a salary increase of $19,424 for every teacher.?

19 Benjamin Scafidi, The School Staffing Surge: Decades of Employment Growth in America’s
Public Schools, Part 11 (Feb. 2013), p. 5 (http://www.edchoice.org/research/the-school -staffing-

surgel).
2 |d.

2L |d., p. 6.
2 1d., p. 7.
2 |d, p. 8.
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Returning to an earlier point, the dramatic growth in non-teaching personnel in Texas
may be attributed in large measure to its plethora of school districts, as smaller school
districtsin Texas have a higher ratio of non-teaching personnel to students than do
large districts.?* The existence of more than 1,000 school districts with duplicative
administrative bureaucracies, which this Court remarked upon in Edgewood, supra,
inevitably leads to waste and inefficiency.

Accordingly, to be effective, any court order vindicating the rights guaranteed
under Art. VII, 8 1 must include a qualitative component, whether or not it includes a
guantitative component. A group of scholars comprised as the Hoover Institution’s
Koret Task Force on K-12 Education, after examining the dismal record of decades of
school finance litigation, recommended three specific features of a qualitative school
reformremedy. First, strong accountability systems, which “involves a combination
of clear and well-defined outcome standards for schools, of the accurate assessment
and testing of student achievement against those standards, and of clear data reporting
on the performance of each school.”? Second, “a combination of sanctions and
rewards to provide direct incentives to meet the standards . . . focused directly on
performance by teachers and schools.”?® Third, systems of resource transparency “so

that everybody knows what allocation decisions are being made,” and programmatic

24 Richmond, p. 27.
% Koret Task Force on K-12 Education, “Funding for Performance,” in Hanushek, ed., p. 348.
26 |d., p. 349.
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transparency, “so that judgments can be made about the instructional program that is
put in place.”?

Again, the particulars of such remedies need not and should not be directed by
the courts. But atrial court isfully competent to identify structural defectsin the
State' s K-12 school system that arbitrarily impede the diffusion of knowledge in an
efficient manner, and to direct the Legislature to fulfill its constitutional duty by
remedying those defects. Vergara v. Sate of Calif., Case No. BC484642 (Los Angeles
Cty. Super. Ct. June 10, 2014) (holding statutes unconstitutional where they result in grossly
ineffective teachers obtaining and retaining permanent employment and being
disproportionately assigned to schools serving mainly minority and low-income students). If
thereisafinancial component to those remedies, that would necessarily be a part of
the overall legidlative response; but it may well be that needed structural reforms will
yield substantial cost savings.

In addition to those structural reforms, we along with the Efficiency Intervenors
add one other that is essential to fulfilling Texas' constitutional mandate: choice and
competition. It ispeculiar that the state that is most associated with robust freedom of
enterprise has a school system that is characterized by massive bureaucratic growth
and a paucity of choice and competition, both of which contribute to its constitutional
inefficiency.

The National Center for Policy Analysisfound that as of 2013, the “ state of

27 |d., pp. 351-52.
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Texas has only limited public school choice, which includes magnet schools and
charter schools. State law limits the growth in charter school authorization to 10 per
year. All private school choice legidation introduced to the Texas legislature has
failed to become law. With no private school choice programs and limited public
school choice, Texas offers avery limited selection of school options for students.
Unrestricted charter law and private school choice would increase competition and
therefore improve school efficiency, teacher quality and student achievement.” %
Those conclusions are backed by clear and uncontroverted scholarship. A
recent report compiling academic research on school choice programs found
significant benefits for students in both school choice programs and in public schools
subject to competition through those programs. As of 2013, 12 empirical studies had
examined academic results from school choice programs, using the academic “gold
standard” in comparing outcomes between students who were selected for the
programs through random admissions with those who applied and were not selected.
Of those, 11 found positive outcomes and one found no impact—none found negative
effects.® Likewise, 23 studies have examined the competitive effect of school choice

on public schools, with 22 finding improved student performance in public schools,

2 loyd Bentsen IV and Gabriel Odom, A Comparison of School Choice in Texas School Districts
(Dec. 2013), p. 3. (http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/bgl70.pdf).

2 Greg Forster, A Win-Win Solution: The Empirical Evidence on School Choice (Apr. 2013), p. 7-8
(http://www.edchoice.org/wp-content/upl 0ads/2015/07/2013-4-A-Win-Win-Sol ution-WEB..pdf).
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one finding no effect—and none finding a negative effect.* To the point of efficient
delivery of educational services, six empirical studies have examined the fiscal impact
of school choice, with all six concluding that school choice saves taxpayers money
and none finding otherwise.3 To the point of Art. VII, 8 1 that the diffusion of
knowledge is “ essential to the preservation of liberties and rights of the people,”

seven empirical studies have examined the impact of school choice on inculcation of
civic values and knowledge, with five finding that school choice has a positive effect
and two finding no effect—and none finding a negative effect.*

The evidence is overwhelming that choice and competition contribute greatly to
the diffusion of knowledge in an efficient manner by providing options to students
and presenting healthy competition to public schools. To the argument that some
rural districts are too small to provide private or charter school options, technology
can make such options available through virtual charter schools and distance learning.

One state, Florida, has combined widespread school choice with public school
accountability and performance incentives. The results have been extremely
impressive. 1n 2012, nearly 800,000 Florida students attended schools selected by
their parents rather than dictated by district zoning, including charter schools, private

schools, and online learning. Florida rewards teachers for their students’ academic

0 |d., p. 11-13.
3 |d.,, p. 15-17.
2 |d., p. 23.
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performance and provides monetary incentives for teachers to accept positionsin low-
performing school districts. Following the enactment of such reforms, student
performance increased across the board, with the most noteworthy gains experienced
by low-income Black and Hispanic children. By 2009, Black studentsin Floridawere
scoring above or equal to the average test scoresfor all studentsin eight states, while
Hispanic fourth graders were scoring equal to or above statewide averages for all
studentsin 31 states.*

Why does Texas have so little school choice? Here, the structural defectsin
Texas K-12 school system come full circle. The system has created its own defense
mechanism to insulate itself against structural reform. Even as school districts come
to this Court seeking more money, they use precious taxpayer dollars to thwart school
choice and competition. In many states, the principa opposition to school choice
comes from teacher unions; but in Texas, it comes from the school districts. The
Texas Association of School Boards (TASB), which represents all Texas school
districts and has a multi-million dollar budget, |obbies against and organizes
opposition to school choice.** Public school administrators have their own advocacy

organization as well, the Texas Association of School Administrators, which also

3 The Florida reforms and results are described in Jeb Bush and Clint Bolick, Immigration Wars:
Forging an American Solution (2013), pp. 185-88.

34 http://ballotpedia.org/Texas Association of School Boards.
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opposes school choice.® In 2013, TASB created afill-in-the-blank resolution for
school districts to adopt to oppose school choice programs.* School districts also
organized anti-school choicerallies.®

So long as significant taxpayer resources are mobilized against structural
reformin the legislative arena, it is highly doubtful that the defects of the current
system will be cured through ordinary political processes. To the contrary, itisfar
more likely that additional taxpayer resources will be pumped into the system without
meaningful reform, thus rendering the system even more qualitatively inefficient.

That iswhy it is so important for this Court to enforce the guarantees of Art.
VII, 8 1. Theintended beneficiaries of that guarantee are not the school system and
the people employed by it. The intended beneficiaries are the people of the State of
Texas, especially children of school age.

The core ruling below that the current system does not fulfill the constitutional
mandate is sound; the findings of why and what to do about it are not. Asthis Court

warned a decade ago, “Pouring more money into the system may forestall those

35 http://tasanet.org

% Lou Ann Anderson, “TASB Encourages School Boards Rejection of School Choice Reforms,”
Watchdogwire (Feb. 16, 2013) (http://watchdogwire.com/texas/2013/02/16/education-industry-
mounts-new-school-choice-resistance/). An example of the resolution adopted by the Georgetown
Independent School District can be found at
http://www.georgetownisd.org/cms/lib/TX01001838/Centricity/Domain/4/Funding%20Resolution.pdf.

37 Lou Ann Anderson, “ Texas School Districts Use Taxpayer Resources in Anti-Education Reform
Advocacy,” Watchdogwire (Feb. 20, 2013) (http://watchdogwire.com/texas/2013/02/20/texas-
school -districts-use-taxpayer-resources-in-anti-educati on-reform-advocacy/).
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challenges, but only for atime. They will repeat until the system is overhauled.”
Neeley, 176 SW.3d at 754. Justice Brister’swords in dissent in that case bring usto
where we are today: “thereisno end in sight; if the past is any indication, the new
funding will not last long, and public education will not change much. ... Someday,
the Texas school system must become efficient by 21% century standards. Asthat is
what the Texas Constitution requires, we should start that processtoday.” 1d. at 801
& 817-18 (Brister, J., dissenting).

Request for Relief

We respectfully urge the Court to remand the case to the tria court for afull
and rigorous examination of the qualitative inefficiency of the Texas K-12 school
system.

Dated this 17" day of August, 2015.

/s Clint Bolick

Clint Bolick

Scharf-Norton Center for
Congtitutional Litigation at the
GOLDWATER INSTITUTE
500 E. Coronado Road

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

(602) 462-5000

cbolick@gol dwaterinstitute.org
litigation@gol dwaterinstitute.org
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proof of service, certification, and certificate of compliance.
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| hereby certify that on August 17, 2015, the foregoing Motion was served

via electronic service on the following:

Craig T. Enoch
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Amy Leila Saberian

Shelby O’ Brien

ENOCH KEVER PLLC

600 Congress Ave., Ste. 2800
Austin, TX 78701

J. Christopher Diamond

SPRAGUE, RUSTAM & DIAMOND
11111 Katy Freeway, Ste. 300
Houstan, TX 77040

Attorneys for Texans for Real Equity and Efficiency in Education, et al.

Mark R. Trachtenberg

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP

1 Houston Center

1221 McKinney St., Ste. 2100
Houston, TX 77010
mark.tractenberg@haynesboone.com

Attorneys for Calhoun County ISD, et al.

J. David Thompson, |11

Philip Fraissinet

THOMPSON & HORTON LLP
3200 Southwest Freeway, #2000
Houston, TX 77027
dthompson@thompsonhorton.com
pfraissinet@thompsonhorton.com

Attorneysfor Fort Bend ISD, et al.

John W. Turner

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP
2323 Victory Ave,, Ste. 2100
Dallas, TX 75219

john.turner @haynesboone.com

Holly G. Mclntush

THOMPSON & HORTON LLP
Wells Fargo Tower

400 W. 15" St., Ste. 1430

Austin, TX 78701
hmcintush@thompsonhorton.com
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Marisa Bono

MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL
DEFENSE AND EDUCATION
FUND, INC.

110 Broadway, Ste. 300

San Antonio, TX 78205
dhinojosa@mal def.org
mbono@maldef.org

Attorneys for Edgewood |SD, et a.
Robert A Schulman

Joseph E. Hoffer

Leonard J. Schwartz
SCHULMAN, LOPEZ & HOFFER,
LLP

517 Soledad St.

San Antonio, TX 78205-1508
rschulman@slh-law.com
jhoffer@gh-law.com
|schwartz@sl h-law.com

Roger L. Rice

MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION
TRAINING AND ADVOCACY, INC.
240A EIm &, Ste. 22

Somervill, MA 02144

rlr@shore.net

James C. Ho

GIBSON DUNN & CRUTCHER LLP
2100 McKinney Ave., Ste. 1100
Dallas, TX 75201-6912
jho@qibsondunn.com

Attorneys for Texas Charter School Association, et al.

Richard E. Gray, 11

Toni Hunter

Richard E. Gray, IV

GRAY & BECKERP.C.

900 West Ave.

Austin, TX 78701

rick.gray @graybecker.com
toni.hunter @graybecker.com
richard.graylV @graybecker.com

Randall B. Wood

Doug W. Ray

RAY & WOOD

2700 Bee Caves Rd., #200
Austin, TX 78746
buckwood@raywoodlaw.com
dray @raywoodlaw.com

Attorneys for the Texas Taxpayer & Student Fairness Coalition, et al.
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Ken Paxton

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Rance Craft

Krostofer S. Monson

Beth Klusmann

Evan S. Greene

Shelley N. Dahlberg

Charles S. Roy

James E. Davis

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

P.O. Box 12548 (MC 059)

Austin, TX 78711

rance.craft@texasattorneygeneral .qov

Attorneys for Michael Williams, Commissioner of Education, In His Official
Capacity, Glenn Hegar, Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, In His Official
Capacity, the Texas Sate Board of Education, the Texas Education Agency
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