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PRESTON SMITH 

GOVERNOR OF TEXAS 

November 23, 1970 

Mr. Jim McGrew, Executive Director 
Texas Research League 
Post Office Drawer C 

Austin, Texas 78711 

Dear Jim: 

Practical means of achieving some kind of budget execution that 
would assure accomplishing program objectives at less than appropriated 
amounts wherever feasible, and that would prevent "last minute" spending 
merely for the sake of utilizing appropriated amounts, might be useful to 
our present search for economies in Texas State Government. 

Would it be possible for your staff to examine that aspect of the 
budgetary process and develop some recommendations by early January, 
1971? If your work schedules and the League's research review committee 
would permit attention to this problem, it might contribute significantly to 
efficiency in our state government regardless of who occupies the position 
of Governor. 

Limited instances of review-and-approval by the Governor of parti-
cular operating budgets and of fund transfers might be usefully examined. 
Perhaps a more important aspect of the study-need is how to achieve bud-
get execution oversight on a selective basis for achieving economies. I 
have not the slightest wish to seek any further workloads on my staff unless 
the cost-consequence ratio is highly favorable. 

Your consideration of this request would be greatly appreciated. 

PS:aem 
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Honorable Preston Smith 
Governor of Texas 
Austin, Texas 

Dear Governor: 

We are pleased to submit this report in response to 
your request that we study the feasibility of budget execution in 
Texas. 

We believe that budget execution powers can be effec-
tively exercised only by the officials and staff charged with re-
sponsibility for initial preparation of the budget. The present 
duplication of budget-making authority that exists in Texas mili-
tates against the effective use of budget execution. 

At the same time, we believe that both the Governor 
and the Legislature have an equal concern in shaping the spending 
program of the state government  -  the premise which underlies our 
present Texas system. 

Accordingly, we are recommending that budget prepara-
tion be the responsibility of a State Budget Commission in which 
both the Governor and the legislative leadership would participate. 
To the extent permissible under our Constitution, we propose that 
the legislative leadership also participate in the budget execution 
policy. 

This is not an untried system; it exists, with varia-
tions, in eleven states. North Carolina has employed a very similar 
system since 1961, and officials in that state have discussed it in 
detail with our staff. These officials state that budget execution 
produces biennial savings of some $50 million on a state budget about 
half that of Texas. 

You, and other state officials, have indicated a very 
real desire to conduct the business of Texas in an efficient and 
economical manner; budget execution has proved to be the most effec-
tive tool available for this task. 

Thank you for giving us this opportunity to be of ser- 
vice. 
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THE MONEY-MANAGEMENT CYCLE IN STATE GOVERNMENT 

Budgeting is the primary means for planning and controlling expenditures 
- in both public and private affairs. No business can operate profit-
ably, no private organization long can stay solvent, and no government 
can function efficiently and economically without a sound budgeting sys-
tem. Not only what is done but also how well and at what cost are large-
ly determined by the effectiveness of the budgeting process. 

Governmental budget systems usually include three phases: (1) prepara-
tion, (2) adoption, and (3) execution. In recent years a fourth function 
of fiscal policy review has been added in some states. Placement of le-
gal responsibility in the conduct of the different phases of the budget 
process (budget structure) varies among the states. Executive, legisla-
tive and administrative roles are not uniform. The authority granted to 
different participants and the relationship of various functions create 
great variety in the operation and effectiveness of the budgeting sys-
tems of the states. 

Budget Preparation. Budget preparation is the process of drafting a pro-
posed financial plan for the state. This phase begins with the develop-
ment of instructions by the central budget authority to guide agencies 
in composing their requests for funding during the upcoming fiscal pe-
riod. When agency requests are submitted, the central budget staff re-
views them and develops recommendations designed to convert the hundreds 
of individual requests into a unified plan for state spending. In pre-
paring instructions and in screening agency requests, the budget staff 
is guided by policy directives adopted by the elected officials desig-
nated by law to prepare a proposed state budget. Staff recommendations 
are reviewed and modified by these elected officials, and a proposed 
state budget is prepared for consideration by the legislature. 

Budget Adoption. Budget adoption is the legislative phase of the budget 
process. During this phase the legislature studies, debates and modi-
fies the proposed budget. Legislative committees usually hold hearings 
and give administrative officials an opportunity to appeal the recommen-
dations of the budget-making authority. The degree to which staff assis-
tance is utilized during budget adoption differs, but it is evident that 
such assistance is required to arrange committee business and to draft 
the final version of the state budget which the legislature enacts. This 
phase is concluded by the governor who approves the enacted budget, often 
eliminating certain items through exercise of his veto power. 

Budget Execution. Budget execution is the actual implementation of au-
thorized appropriations. The term is sometimes used to indicate all the 
activity which follows budget adoption. It ordinarily conveys the mean-
ing, however, that a central authority manages and oversees the spending 
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authorized for individual agencies. The purpose of budget execution is 
to maintain the policy integrity of the adopted state financial plan 
while achieving such fiscal economy and management efficiency as chang-
ing circumstances arising during budget implementation permit. Centra-
lized budget management is practiced by a majority of the states and is 
usually performed by the same elected authority and the same staff which 
prepare the proposed budget. 

Policy Review.  Recognizing that the conditions which prompted estab-
lishment of government programs may change, several states have insti-
tuted a fourth step in the money-management cycle  -  fiscal policy re-
view. The purpose is to reexamine the objectives of governmental ser-
vices, the manner in which they are provided, and the results which 
they achieve. The review function is usually separated from the regu-
lar operating responsibilities for budget preparation and execution, 
sometimes in an independent commission. By making in-depth analyses of 
a limited number of programs, a fiscal policy review staff can provide 
basic information to the governor and the legislature for redesigning 
state services to meet changing public needs. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
TEXAS BUDGET SYSTEM 

State governmental budgeting in Texas did not begin until mid-century 
following creation of the Legislative Budget Board (LBB) in 1949. In 
prior years, state agencies submitted their spending requests to the 
State Board of Control, which, by and large, simply compiled them into 
a single volume for presentation to the Governor and to the Legislature. 
Dissatisfaction with the inability of the State to develop a reasonable 
spending plan for legislative consideration led to passage of a bill 
in the 51st Legislature establishing the LBB. The following session of 
the Legislature enacted a bill making the Governor the "Chief Budget Of-
ficer" for the State and abolishing the Division of Estimates and Appro-
priations in the Board of Control. 

The actions of the 51st and 52nd Legislatures marked a significant im-
provement in the State's ability to manage its financial affairs. De-
velopment of the legislative and executive budget offices enabled the 
State to begin giving more careful forethought to the application and 
productivity of its fiscal resources. 

TWENTY YEARS OF 
GROWTH IN STATE SPENDING 

When the Legislative Budget Board and the Governor's Budget Office were 
created, the Texas budget had just reached a new fiscal high-water mark: 
a billion-dollar appropriation for the 1950-1951 biennium. Changes in 
the size and complexity of state fiscal affairs in the ensuing 20 years 
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almost stagger the imagination. Only the labels remain the same. State 
programs and services have multiplied many times over. State expendi-
tures today are more than six times what they were in 1950. Now, in 
less than four months, the State spends an amount equal to two years of 
spending when the present budget system was established. State expen-
ditures promise to increase to seven or eight times their former size 
in the near future. 

The rapid growth in state spending, especially in the 1960s, has placed 
a tremendous and almost overwhelming burden on the State's budget sys-
tem. Planning and controls which may have been adequate for a billion-
dollar biennial budget no longer serve the needs of a state with a six-
to eight-billion-dollar two-year expenditure total. 



II 

THE TEXAS BUDGET SYSTEM IN OPERATION 

Among the states, only Texas and New Mexico have a dual process of budget 
preparation. In Texas both the Governor and a special agency of the Leg-
islature, the Legislative Budget Board, prepare proposed biennial budg-
ets. (See chart on the following page.) While state budget law calls 
for cooperative development of instructions and joint hearings, policy 
deliberations and decision-making in the preparation phase are performed 
separately. 

The Governor usually submits a complete financial plan, including recom-
mendations for such additional revenues as his budget may require. The 
Legislative Budget Board ordinarily prepares what is commonly acknowl-
edged to be a "skeleton budget." The LBB budget naturally is used by 
the legislative leadership as the working document for the House Appro-
priations Committee and the Senate Finance Committee. 

The Governor's budget often has not been introduced in the past. It is 
consulted by the Legislature mainly in those instances where the Gover-
nor makes a strong public appeal for support of a substantial policy is-
sue. The Governor's revenue plan usually is introduced because it is 
the only one which has been prepared. Combined with projected revenues 
from current sources, the Governor's revenue plan often becomes, in ef-
fect, the first approximation of a new expenditure ceiling. 

COMPARATIVE GENERAL REVENUE FUND BUDGETS 
(in millions) 

Biennium 	 LBB 	 Governor 	Appropriation  

1962-1963 	$ 354.8 	 $ 374.8 	$ 392.4 

1966-1967 	 561.1 	 593.1 	 616.3 

1970-1971 	 1,087.4 	 1,162.2 	 1,227.6 

(All figures exclude appropriations for Legislature.) 

Because the Legislature begins budget consideration using the spending 
floor developed by the Legislative Budget Board, the adoption phase of 
the budget process in Texas actually resembles the budget-preparation 
function. The House Appropriations Committee and the Senate Finance 
Committee hold separate hearings with every government agency which asks 
to appear. Committee members listen to all the pleas for higher spend-
ing which had been presented by the agencies at staff hearings six to 
twelve months earlier. Upward adjustments to the spending floor are 
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made. New programs are added. New facilities are funded. Finally, a 
conference committee "compromises" the differences between House and 
Senate versions of the budget and the appropriations bill is enacted. 
A new tax bill quickly follows to meet additional revenue requirements 
when necessary. 

When the Governor signs the appropriation bill, signaling the end of 
the adoption phase, the budget process (as it is usually defined) comes 
to a rather abrupt end. There is no organized and continuing budget 
execution in Texas. The Governor is customarily given some limited au-
thority to oversee certain spending through provisions of the budget 
bill itself. For example, every rental or purchase of electronic data 
processing equipment and every rental of other equipment exceeding 
$1,000 per year in cost are subject to prior approval by the Governor. 
The Governor, also, must approve the purchase of airplanes and heli-
copters by the Department of Public Safety and the purchase of boats in 
excess of 20 feet in length by the Parks and Wildlife Department. (A 
complete listing of such provisions appearing in the current appropri-
ation act is found in the Appendix.) Such provisions are limited, how-
ever, and most of the discretion for decision and judgment involved in 
implementation of the budget rests in the hands of state agencies. By 
and large, the Texas budget goes uncontrolled for two years until the 
Legislature meets again. 

EFFORTS TO ESTABLISH 
BUDGET EXECUTION IN TEXAS 

The ink was barely dry on the legislation creating the basic components 
of the Texas budget system when the first attempt was made to add budg-
et execution. The 52nd Legislature wrote into the appropriation bill 
of 1951 provisions granting budget-execution power to the Legislative 
Budget Board. The authorization was narrow in scope, providing only 
that quarterly budgets were to be submitted to and approved by the 
Board before any agency or institution could spend any appropriation. 

The attempted improvement was short-lived. In an opinion requested by 
Governor Allan Shivers, the Attorney General ruled (Opinion No. V-1254, 
August 25, 1951) that budget execution was an executive function which 
could not constitutionally be delegated to a legislative agency. With 
the downfall of the 1951 effort, the State settled into ten years of 
institutionalizing the budget-making machinery which had been estab-
lished. 

THE FIRST TEXAS 
RESEARCH LEAGUE STUDY 

In 1961, Lieutenant Governor Ben Ramsey and the Legislative Budget Board 
asked the Texas Research League to undertake a study of the work of the 



8 

legislative budget-making agency. Governor Price Daniel requested that 
the Governor's Budget Office be included. Based on this joint request, 
the League engaged in a comprehensive study of state budgeting in Texas 
and throughout the country. 

After an extensive survey in other states, including lengthy on-site 
visits in twelve different locations, the League reached these conclu-
sions regarding state budget organization: 

1. There is no question but that the executive-domi-
nated budget pattern can be, and frequently is, 
very efficient in both budget preparation and budg-
et execution. 

2. The executive-dominated budget pattern suffers in 
practice from the fact that it tends to shut the 
Legislature out of the important policy decisions 
which attend the budget process. Sooner or later 
the Legislature reacts against this situation and, 
as a result, the completely executive-dominated  
budget pattern is on the wane among the states. 

3. The balanced budget pattern approach of several 
states has much to commend it. It has evolved 
from practical necessity and is frequently in an 
experimental stage. Essentially the balanced pat-
tern is based on the sound concept that the budget 
process is so important that it deserves the care-
ful attention and full understanding of both the 
executive and legislative branches of government. 

The League study cited the absence of any systematic method of budget 
execution as an overriding weakness of the Texas system. In budget 
preparation, the League found the dual process lacking in strength and 
wasteful of effort, resulting in many of the same disadvantages which 
still exist today. 

When the League concluded its study, however, other matters had reached 
the top of the State's agenda. Lieutenant Governor Ramsey had been ap-
pointed to the Railroad Commission and Governor Daniel had been succeeded 
by Governor Connally. No report was issued and no action was taken. 

Throughout the administration of Governor John Connally, numerous at-
tempts were made to include a system of executive budget execution in 
the State's money-management process. The Legislative Budget Board 
recommended in 1963 "that the Governor be authorized to use a method 
for assuring that appropriated funds are efficiently expended and that 
legislative intent is fulfilled." The LBB actually prepared a bill 
draft for introduction into the Legislature which would have enabled 
the Governor, "whenever he found it desirable, to require any agency 
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in the executive branch of the Government to submit for his advance re-
view and approval a six-month operating and spending plan." In support 
of this recommendation, the Board said: "It is believed the method 
could be effectively administered to prevent 'deficiencies,' to effect 
saving, to enforce legislative intent, and to make spending more con-
sonant with realistic public needs." 

The Legislative Budget Board bill was never introduced. A similar bill 
introduced by Governor Connally in 1965 fared somewhat better, but came 
to the same final end - it failed - as did each recommendation he made. 

PATMAN COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

In spite of the failures, the need for improvement proved too great to 
let the issue rest. The Senate Interim Committee on Economy in State 
Government, created by the 60th Legislature and chaired by Senator Wm. 
N. Patman recommended in 1969 "that the Governor's Budget Office be 
given such additional legislative authority and financial support as 
may be necessary in order to institute an effective program to analyze 
and evaluate budget execution by state agencies." In support of this 
recommendation, the Committee report stated that "the only assurance 
of careful adherence to the original budget purposes is an effective 
program of budget execution . . . ." Citing the many contingencies 
which may affect the budget during implementation, the report contin-
ued: "The Committee believes that a modern program of budget execu-
tion under the office of the Governor would better assure the wise ex- 
penditure of tax dollars and adherence to original legislative intent." 

PROPOSALS BY 
GOVERNOR SMITH 

Governor Smith endorsed the recommendation of the Patman Committee in 
his Budget and Tax Message to the 61st Legislature, stating: "My ex-
perience in the Legislature has taught me it is exceedingly difficult 
to write an appropriations bill in such a way as to spell out every 
restriction, every procedure, every objective without severely limiting 
the latitude for managerial decisions and the flexibility that is vital 
to governmental effectiveness and economy in operation." The Governor 
specifically asked that the Legislature consider providing authority 
"which would authorize the Governor's approval, on a selective basis, 
of plans for expenditure of appropriated funds." As with earlier recom-
mendations, that of the Senate Interim Committee and the Governor came 
to naught. 
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THE NEW TEXAS RESEARCH 
LEAGUE STUDY 

Faced with a prospective deficit of several hundred million dollars for 
the 1972-1973 biennium, Governor Smith and the legislative leadership 
in late 1970 began exploring all alternatives for economies in state 
government operations. It was in this context that the Governor re-
quested the Texas Research League to undertake a new study of budget 
execution. 

The League staff, with barely two months time available for research, 
began with a review of the findings and conclusions from the compre-
hensive budget study made ten years earlier. The second step was an 
analysis of developments in Texas and other states since the prior 
study was completed. 

To recheck the practicality of conclusions reached in 1962, the League's 
Research Director visited budget authorities in Mississippi and North 
Carolina. These two states for several years have been following a 
joint executive-legislative budgeting process similar to the pattern 
which the League had proposed informally to Texas government leaders. 

Both Mississippi and North Carolina have developed effective budgeting 
systems under which authority is shared by the governor and the legis-
lative leadership in joint commissions. Both states have been able to 
adopt and execute balanced spending and revenue plans which will pro-
duce an operating surplus at the end of their current fiscal periods. 
Authorities in both states credit substantial savings achieved through 
budget execution with helping to effect their favorable fiscal situa-
tions. 
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WEAKNESSES OF THE TEXAS SYSTEM 

Budgeting in Texas today is certainly more effective than it was in the 
"no budget" days prior to 1949. But the State's 20-year-old system is 
inadequate for coping with the tremendous task of planning and oversee-
ing a current budget of three to four billion dollars a year. 

FRAGMENTATION AND DUPLICATION 
IN PREPARATION 

Texas' dual process of budget preparation naturally produces fragmenta-
tion in expenditure planning. The Governor prepares a complete finan-
cial plan, including any revenue measures which may be required to bal-
ance his budget. But, the Legislative Budget Board, composed of ten 
legislative leaders, including the Lieutenant Governor and the Speaker 
of the House, prepares a separate budget. The result of this fragmen-
tation is that it does not produce a comprehensive, coherent and bal-
anced fiscal plan which the Legislature will consider. 

The LBB budget is ordinarily a "maintenance of effort" budget intended 
to serve, not as a policy document, but as a spending base upon which 
to build during the legislative session. It is this budget which is 
always introduced into the Legislature and used by legislative appro-
priation committees. The Governor's budget is often tossed aside ex-
cept where the Governor is able to develop broad public support for 
major policy recommendations. The balancing half of the Governor's fi-
nancial plan, his revenue package, can be taken by the Legislature as 
an indication of the ceiling on spending which the Governor would ap-
prove. Rather than being considered by the Legislature as part of a 
balanced fiscal recommendation, the Governor's revenue plan may become 
a spending target for budget-making during the adoption phase. 

While the Governor's staff and the LBB staff perform all the detailed 
work necessary to produce two separate budgets, only the effort of the 
LBB staff is fruitful. Except in cases where the Governor's public ap-
peals gain legislative consideration of particular issues in his budg-
et, the work of his staff is wasted. This duplication of effort may be 
partly responsible for the fact that neither budget staff is large enough 
to perform an effective job of budget preparation. The combined offices 
have 21 professional staff members, plus clerical support, and operating 
budgets totaling more than $900,000 for the current biennium. Yet, 
there is too little manpower in either office alone to cover institu-
tions, programs and problems in a budget of over $3 billion a year. 

11 
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BUDGET OFFICES PROFESSIONAL STAFF 

	

LBB 	Governor  

Director 	 1 	 1 
Chief Examiner 	 1 	 1 
Principal Examiner 	 1 
Special Examiner 	 1 
Budget Examiner III 	 1 	 3 
Budget Examiner II 	 4 	 2 
Budget Examiner I 	 1 	 3 
Tax Specialist 	 1 

Total 	 10 	 11 

Source: 1972-1973 Budget Request. 

Budget staff turnover historically has been excessive, especially in the 
Governor's Office. Turnover produces inexperience and demands terrific 
training effort on the part of remaining staff members. Limited and in-
experienced personnel contribute to an increasing inability of the budg-
et staffs to keep up, to know the operation of state agencies, to follow 
the administration of programs and to discover program and agency strengths 
and problems. As a result, in-depth fiscal and program analysis becomes 
very difficult to achieve. "Rule of thumb," intuition, hunch and "feel" 
become the basis for budget request analysis and recommendation. 

UNCONTROLLED BUDGET 
IMPLEMENTATION 

The absence of any organized method for gubernatorial or legislative 
oversight of state budget implementation constitutes a fundamental weak-
ness which has always affected the Texas money-management process. The 
Texas budget runs two years. Actual appropriations are based on fore-
casts and estimates which are often prepared 30 or more months ahead of 
time. Budgets deal with the future and best-guesses about the future 
are required in preparing and adopting the state spending plan. How 
many students will enroll in educational programs? Will the prison pop-
ulation change? Will medical prices increase? How much? Will federal 
programs be amended? Will federal grants increase or decrease? 

Under Texas' present system the assumptions on which the budget is based 
are locked into the implementation process: 

- Population estimates of state institutions multiplied 
by an approved unit cost produce an authorized spend-
ing level. If actual population falls short of pro-
jections, appropriated funds are still available to be 
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used as the institution finds expedient, raising unit 
costs appreciably higher than the appropriated level. 
For example, the Texas Youth Council was appropriated 
$7.2 million to operate its correctional schools for 
1970, based on an estimated daily population of 3,632 
students. Actual daily population during 1970 was 
2,479, or an average of 1,153 fewer students per day. 
This difference permitted expenditures which were more 
than 30 percent higher than the per-student appropri-
ated level. About $1.7 million might have been saved 
if expenditures had been limited to the appropriated 
level per student day. The Legislature gave the Gov-
ernor authority to approve quarterly allotments made 
by the Youth Council through a rider to the current 
appropriation bill, but the authority proved ineffec-
tive in the context of the present system. (See the 
Appendix, Art. II, p. 41.) 

-  Federal grants are estimated at a given amount, and 
state funds added to provide an authorized program 
level. Should federal appropriations increase the 
amount of money available to Texas, state funds still 
remain at the authorized figure, sometimes producing 
an actual spending level significantly higher than 
the Legislature contemplated. Appropriations for vo-
cational-technical education in 1971 totaled $25 mil-
lion, including $11 million in state funds to supple-
ment $14 million in anticipated federal money. Actu-
al expenditures will approach $35 million as the re-
sult of an unexpected $10-million increase in federal 
funding which was simply added to the legislatively 
authorized level. 

-  Higher education is financed in part from tuition and 
other income reserved for each institution. General 
state tax funds are appropriated to "make up the dif-
ference" between these "local funds" and total insti-
tutional budgets. When reserved income exceeds budg-
et assumptions, total state allocations are still 
available for setting up new programs, raising sal-
aries, or use in other projects and programs as the 
institutions see fit. During the 1970-1971 biennium, 
to illustrate, actual "local" income is expected to 
exceed estimates by some $16 million, and total in-
stitutional spending will be higher than original ap-
propriations by this amount. As a compounding factor, 
projected expenditures for the next biennium (1972-
1973) use only part of this actual increase to under-
write future programs, leaving at least $10 million, 
plus growth, again freely available to higher educa-
tion institutions for increased spending. 
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-  The Department of Public Welfare has requested a 200 -

percent increase in state funds for administration of 
welfare programs during the 1972-1973 biennium. In 
the meantime, however, the Department has instituted 
or proposed new procedures which might reduce these 
requirements by upwards of $20 million.* Only experi-
ence and a complete recalculation of the federal share 
of funding after these procedures are firmly in place 
will permit precise determination of the state cost. 
Under the current budget system, appropriated state 
funds which are saved as a result of these new ap-
proaches will remain available to the Department for 
such use as the agency may determine. 

Without a system for centralized budget execution, there is no way for 
the State to be assured that legislative policy is followed in the spend-
ing process. The results not only may be uneconomical at the time, but 
also may build into future budgets additional spending requirements which 
strong budget execution could avoid. 

OBSTACLES TO BUDGET 
EXECUTION IN TEXAS 

Despite the obvious need for budget-execution authority in Texas govern-
ment, grafting such authority onto the present dual budget-making sys-
tem might cause as many problems as it could cure. 

In every state that employs budget execution, the responsibility is 
vested in the same professional staff that prepares the single budget 
proposal presented to the Legislature. In other words, this staff 
helps to implement a budget which it helped draft in the first place. 

The states which operate under a joint executive-legislative budget com-
mission have a further advantage in budget execution. The staff which 
prepares the budget also serves the legislative appropriations commit-
tees during the hearing process. With this background, the staff may 
be expected to fulfill the budget-execution responsibilities with rea-
sonable confidence in their understanding of program objectives and leg-
islative policies. Where there is a question, it can be resolved by the 
governor and legislative leaders serving as members of the state budget 
commission during the interim period between legislative sessions. 

If the Governor of Texas alone were charged with budget-execution re-
sponsibilities, his staff would enjoy none of these advantages. His 
staff members do not participate in drafting the basic appropriation 

*A new system of self-declaration by applicants and a program of vendor 
drug payments. 
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bill or the legislative budget from which it is taken, and they usually 
are not present during committee deliberations when legislative policy 
is spelled out in expanded spending authority. These functions are all 
fulfilled by the Legislative Budget Board staff, making this group the 
more logical repository of budget-execution responsibility. But the 
Attorney General has already ruled this approach to be illegal. 
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A PROPOSED BUDGET SYSTEM FOR TEXAS 

Texas already has the basic ingredients of a balanced budget-preparation 
pattern in which both the Governor and the Legislature participate in 
policy planning. Precedent already has been set for budget execution by 
the Governor on a limited scale - usually after seeking the advice of 
legislative leaders. There have been repeated proposals by both gover-
nors and legislative committees to establish budget execution on a con-
tinuing basis. The separate staff agencies of the Governor and the Leg-
islature have cooperated regularly in various technical aspects of their 
budgeting responsibilities. 

The Texas Research League believes the time has come to take the next 
logical steps in the establishment of a coordinated state money-manage-
ment system by building on the evolutionary developments of the past two 
decades. Growth in the fiscal responsibilities of state government now 
demand that every effort be made to prepare rational financial plans for 
state services and to ensure that such plans are carried out as effi-
ciently and economically as possible. (See chart of proposed budget sys-
tem on the following page.) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Structure. It is recommended that a State Budget Com-
mission be established, including the members of the 
present Legislative Budget Board, with the Governor as 
Chairman. The present executive and legislative budg-
et staffs would be combined under a Director appointed 
by the Governor for a two-year term with the consent 
of the other Commission members. 

2. Budget Preparation. It is recommended that the State 
Budget Commission prepare a budget for submission to 
the Legislature including in the same document any 
amendments which the Governor might propose. 

In preparing a proposed budget, the Commission staff would issue instruc-
tions to state agencies and institutions for making budget requests and 
would hold hearings on those requests. (Commission members might partic-
ipate in the hearings, at least on a selective basis.) A consolidated 
budget proposal would be adopted by the Commission by majority vote. 
However, the Governor would reserve the right to recommend any changes 
in the proposed budget which he might deem advisable. The Governor al-
so would retain his responsibility for submitting any revenue measures 
which might be required to finance the proposed budget, as modified by 
his amendments. 

17 
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Proposed Budget System 
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The Commission staff would prepare an appropriation bill to implement 
the proposed budget, along with alternative attachments designed to 
carry out the Governor's amendments. 

3. Budget Adoption. It is recommended that the State 
Budget Commission staff be assigned to work with the 
legislative appropriation committees during the ses-
sion, and to prepare "fiscal notes" estimating the 
prospective impact of proposed legislation requiring 
spending increases by the State. It is further rec-
ommended that a Fiscal Assistant be assigned to each 
appropriation committee from the offices of the Lieu-
tenant Governor and the Speaker, respectively, to 
schedule hearings, keep records of committee actions 
and to perform such special functions as might be 
delegated to them by the committee chairmen. 

State Budget Commission staff members assigned to the appropriations 
committees would know the background of agency requests, Commission 
recommendations and any amendments proposed by the Governor. These 
staff members would be able to answer questions and do additional re-
search required by committee members during the hearing and adoption 
process. Fiscal notes prepared by the staff members to analyze pro-
posed spending measures would permit a more realistic appraisal of the 
cost of program changes while they are under legislative consideration. 

The Fiscal Assistants, in addition to arranging the committee schedules 
and handling other secretarial functions, would be responsible for keep-
ing an accurate record of changes in the Commission's recommended budg-
et and for drafting the final appropriation act. The Fiscal Assistants 
would perform other duties assigned by the Speaker and Lieutenant Gov-
ernor when the Legislature was not in session. 

4. Budget Execution. It is recommended that the State 
Budget Commission be given full authority to super-
vise the implementation of the state appropriations 
bill through a process of budget execution in which: 
(1) the Governor, with the advice of the legislative 
members of the Commission, would approve agency op-
erating budgets on a periodic allotment basis; and 
(2) the Commission would approve transfers of funds 
on the Governor's recommendation. 

After adoption of the appropriations bill, the State Budget Commission 
staff would issue instructions to state agencies and institutions for 
submission of operating budgets to be approved by the Governor with ad-
vice of the Commission. Approval might be on a biennial, annual, semi-
annual, quarterly, or even monthly basis. The allotment system should 
be used selectively to ensure achievement of major program objectives 
as efficiently and economically as possible. 
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Where economies can be effected, the Governor would have authority to 
reduce proposed operating budgets, with advice of the other members of 
the Commission (particularly on large reductions). This would be an 
executive responsibility. 

Where funds saved by economies in one program are needed for a purpose 
other than that approved by the Legislature in the Appropriations Bill, 
transfers would be recommended by the Governor but would be made only 
with the approval of the full Commission. Such transfers involve 
leg-islative prerogatives. 

State agencies and institutions would be required to report their ex-
penditures to the State Budget Commission and to establish accounting 
procedures required in the budget-execution process. The ability of 
the Commission to control expenditures by reserving unexpended allot-
ments, and to reallocate funds among changing needs, would depend on 
establishment of an accounting system showing the amount of funds un-
committed as of any given date. Submission of accurate reports on ac-
tual expenditures and program results achieved would enable the Commis-
sion to do a much more rational job of fiscal planning and execution 
for the State. 

COOPERATION OF 
OTHER AGENCIES 

Cooperation of the Comptroller of Public Accounts, the State Auditor, 
the State Classification Officer and Systems Division in the State Au-
ditor's Office and the Board of Control would be necessary to make 
budget execution work smoothly. Each agency would have an important 
collateral responsibility in the operation of the system. 

Comptroller of Public Accounts. As the State's central accountant, the 
Comptroller would continue to enforce appropriation accounting controls. 
The proposed system would give the Comptroller's Office the additional 
responsibility of enforcing allotment controls. 

State Auditor. The State Auditor has authority under current law to 
prescribe agency accounting systems. The cooperation of the State Au-
ditor would be required to establish agency accrual accounting methods 
necessary to the budget-execution system. In addition, the State Au-
ditor would check on agency compliance with approved allotment plans 
during the course of his regular postaudit. 

State Classification Officer. Outlays for personal services are a ma-
jor element of state spending and would represent an important factor 
in a budget-execution system. Improvements in state personnel policies 
can be achieved through cooperation between the State Budget Commission 
and the State Classification Officer. 
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Systems Division. Cooperation between the Systems Division of the State 
Auditor's Office and the Commission will be necessary to achieve the 
full advantages of budget-execution oversight of electronic data process-
ing systems utilization and management. 

Board of Control. The Board of Control is the State's largest purchas-
ing agency. This agency, also, controls assignment of space in the Cap-
itol Complex. Both functions would need to be exercised in concert with 
the budget-execution controls of the State Budget Commission. 

PROSPECTIVE 
BENEFITS 

Implementation of the proposed new fiscal-management system for Texas 
would allow major improvements in the State's ability to allocate and 
utilize its fiscal resources effectively and efficiently. The improved 
system would encourage development of: 

1. cooperative and strengthened relationships between 
the executive and legislative branches in develop-
ing and implementing the budget; 

2. a more comprehensive and coherent state financial 
plan for consideration by the Legislature; 

3. greater focus on important policy issues in the 
budget during legislative consideration, including 
all proposals and recommendations of the Governor; 

4. more thorough consideration of the fiscal impact of 
policy issues contained in bills presented to the 
Legislature; 

5. more effective utilization of state budget staffs; 

6. greater efficiency in implementation of the adopted 
state budget and adequate supervision to assure that 
legislative intent is followed; 

7. improved flexibility in shaping state financial pro-
visions to changing conditions during the periods 
when the Legislature is not in session; and 

8. better state services rendered more economically. 

Employing a balanced executive-legislative budgeting system similar to 
that proposed in this report, the State of North Carolina (with a budg-
et about half the size of Texas') expects to enter the next biennium 
with a $50-million "cushion" achieved through limitation of expendi-
tures authorized in the state appropriation bill. Officials in that 
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state testify that the budget proposals jointly agreed to by the gov-
ernor and the legislative leadership for the basic operating programs 
of the state are closely followed in the final appropriations bill. 
The staff serving both the governor and the legislative leaders in the 
joint commission has developed a high degree of objective competence in 
preparing the budget, staffing the appropriations committees and exe-
cuting the approved spending plan. 

A balanced, coordinated money-management system, with a rational plan 
of spending priorities coupled with efficient budget execution, can 
give Texas better state services at lower cost and help avoid future 
fiscal crises. 

FUTURE BUDGET-
RELATED STUDIES 

Budgeting is a crucial aspect of management in any enterprise, but it 
does not take place in a vacuum. Other important management policies 
and processes are related to the budget. These other areas are poten-
tial sources of improvement in the overall ability of the State to ad-
minister its programs and services effectively. 

Personnel.  The personnel system of the State covers only about one-
half of total state employees. Significantly, higher education employ-
ees are excluded from the classified personnel policy. The classified 
system, furthermore, is focused primarily on the limited purpose of 
"equal pay for equal work." Recruitment, training, salary and wage ad-
ministration, performance evaluation, employee benefits and other im-
portant aspects of a comprehensive personnel policy are not sufficient-
ly considered in the current scheme. Development of a comprehensive 
state personnel policy and methods and procedures for administration of 
this policy should be placed on the future agenda of budget-related 
studies. 

Management Analysis.  Not only what services government renders or what 
objectives it seeks to achieve, but also the manner in which it under-
takes to accomplish public purposes significantly affects both the abil-
ity of government to reach its goals and the costs of pursuing them. 
Organization, staffing, methods and procedures of work, and other simi-
lar administrative matters regarding state agencies and functions have 
measurable budget implications. While questions in all of these areas 
arise during every budget cycle, a continuous system for identifying 
problems and developing improvements has never been adopted. Implemen-
tation of the proposed budget system will no doubt heighten the State's 
recognition of opportunities to improve the management of state busi-
ness and the utilization of state resources. The organization and op-
eration of a continuous program of administrative improvement through 
systematic analysis of management problems and development of more ef-
fective organization and methods should be considered. 
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Capital Budgeting. The development and implementation of a budget for 
buildings and similar physical facilities technically is very different 
from operations budgeting, although they should be carried out in close 
coordination. Texas still does not have an adequate capital budget 
system and time limitations have prohibited the League staff from giv-
ing the subject proper attention in this report. The development of 
this important fiscal tool should be high on the agenda of possible fu-
ture studies. 

Program/Performance Budgeting. Texas has made some progress in identi-
fying the program objectives for which state money is spent, but little 
has been done to evaluate the success of state-financed programs in 
achieving their objectives. A number of states have developed budget-
ing systems which give policy-makers facts on purposes and accomplish-
ments which are far more useful than itemized data on salary levels, 
staffing patterns and property purchases. Creation of a single well-
staffed state budget agency should permit Texas to develop much more 
effective budgeting processes and techniques. Studies aimed at this 
purpose should be initiated as soon as possible. 

NO MARGIN FOR WASTE 
AND INEFFICIENCY 

As Texas moves into the era of state government spending on the order 
of $10 million a day, the demands for efficiency and economy in the de- 
livery of state services become imperative. The recommendations in this 
report would help prevent waste and inefficiency without impairing ser-
vices. But no system can be static in a period of dynamic change. It 
needs constant study, reevaluation and redesign. Adoption of the pro-
posals in this study should represent only the starting point in con-
tinuing efforts to make Texas' money-management system serve the public 
interest. 
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BUDGET-EXECUTION AUTHORITY GIVEN TO THE GOVERNOR 
IN THE 1970-1971 BIENNIUM APPROPRIATION ACT 

ARTICLE II. PUBLIC HEALTH, HOSPITALS, SPECIAL SCHOOLS AND YOUTH  
INSTITUTIONS  

Department of Health  

"The State Board of Health is hereby authorized to transfer appropriated 
funds between tuberculosis hospitals under its jurisdiction and the Tu-
berculosis Control Program of the Department of Health. Such transfers 
shall provide for the maximum utilization of funds in accordance with 
the Board's plan for tuberculosis control in Texas, and shall have the 
prior approval of the Governor." (p. 4) 

Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation  

"It is hereby declared to be legislative intent that the appropriation 
made above shall finance construction projects in such a manner as to 
provide facilities which meet the needs of the Department and the ap-
proval of the Board of Mental Health and Mental Retardation. Any funds 
in excess of the amounts required to complete the listed projects are 
appropriated to the Board for allocation to other construction projects 
with the advance written approval of the Governor." (p. 15a) 

"It is further provided that all or part of the appropriation made above 
for the Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation Construction 
Program together with any unobligated balances which are reappropriated 
by the Special Provisions of Article II of this Act may be allocated by 
the Board of Mental Health and Mental Retardation with the advance writ-
ten approval of the Governor for matching any Federal grant made to said 
Board for constructing or improving facilities for the care, training, 
or treatment of mentally ill or mentally retarded persons. Provided, 
however, that copies of such requests for the Governor's approval, and 
notice of the Governor's actions on such requests, shall be filed with 
the Legislative Budget Board." (p. 15a) 

Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation and Texas Youth Council  

"e. TEACHERS. Each principal, supervisor, or classroom teacher of chil-
dren in each State School or Home specified in this Article shall receive 
as a minimum salary the classroom or exceptional teacher's monthly sal-
ary rate specified in Senate Bill No. 116, Acts of the Fifty-first Leg-
islature, 1949, as amended. 

"Salary rates in excess of the minimum amounts specified in Senate Bill 
No. 116, as amended, and the salaries of coaches and teachers of excep-
tional children, may be paid with the advance written approval of the 
Governor; but such approved rates shall never exceed the rates of pay 
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for like positions paid in the public schools of the city in which the 
State School or Home is located." (p. 38) 

Article II Agencies  

"Charges to employees for lodging shall be based on a schedule developed 
by the respective governing boards and approved by the Governor; pro-
vided, however, that copies of such requests for the Governor's approval, 
and notice of the Governor's action on such requests, shall be filed with 
the Legislative Budget Board." (p. 39) 

"Sec. 4. UNEXPENDED BALANCES. a. All unexpended balances not other-
wise restricted by general law remaining in the respective appropriation 
items at the close of the fiscal year ending August 31, 1970, are here-
by reappropriated to the agencies named in this Article for the fiscal 
year beginning September 1, 1970, and may be allocated to any institu-
tion or agency, other than the central offices, under the respective 
agencies to be expended for such purposes as are approved by the respec-
tive governing boards with the approval of the Governor. It is the in-
tention of the Legislature that the unexpended balances shall not be 
used to increase the operating level of the institutions unless it is 
deemed necessary by the Governor." (p. 39) 

"This section shall not apply to the State Health Department, except 
that unexpended balances as defined above, from appropriations to tu-
berculosis hospitals and the Tuberculosis Control Division only are re-
appropriated and may be reallocated by the Board of Health to any tuber-
culosis hospital or the Tuberculosis Control Division for such purposes 
as are approved by the Board of Health with the approval of the Gover-
nor." 	(p. 39) 

"b. Unexpended balances reappropriated by this Section to the Texas 
Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation may be allocated by 
the Texas Board of Mental Health and Mental Retardation for operation 
of the Vernon Center. Such allocation shall be in addition to funds 
appropriated in this Act to the Vernon Center, and shall have the prior 
approval of the Governor." (p. 39) 

Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation and Texas Youth Council 

"b. QUARTERLY BUDGETS. The respective governing boards shall approve 
quarterly budget allotments for each institution under their jurisdic-
tion prior to the encumbrance or expenditure of any of the funds appro-
priated in this Article; provided, however, that the Board of Mental 
Health and Mental Retardation and the Texas Youth Council must first 
secure the advance written approval of the Governor before making any 
such budget allotments. Any subsequent amendments to such quarterly 
budget allotments by the Board of Mental Health and Mental Retardation 
or the Texas Youth Council must also have the advance written approval 
of the Governor. Certified copies of the approved quarterly budgets 
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shall be filed with the Governor's Budget Division and the Legislative 
Budget Board within five (5) working days after approval." (p. 41) 

ARTICLE III. EXECUTIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES  

Adjutant General's Department  

"It is further provided  . . .  that in the event units of the Texas Na-
tional Guard are inducted into Federal service, the revised operating 
budget of the Adjutant General's Department shall be subject to the 
approval of the Governor."  (p.  5) 

Alcoholic  Beverage Commission  

"None of the funds appropriated hereinabove to the Texas Alcoholic Bev-
erage Commission shall be expended for building rentals without the 
written approval of the Governor." (p. 18) 

National Guard Armory Board  

"It is further provided .  . .  that in the event units of the Texas Na-
tional Guard are inducted into Federal service, the revised operating 
budget of the National Guard Armory Board shall be approved by the Gov-
ernor." 	(p. 27) 

Commission for the Blind  

"It is also provided that, in the event of expansions of Federal pro-
grams, additional Federal funds becoming available may be used to em-
ploy additional personnel necessary to carry out the expanded programs, 
but only with the advance approval of the Governor; provided, however, 
that copies of such requests for the Governor's approval, and notice 
of the Governor's action on such requests, shall be filed with the Leg-
islative Budget Board." (p. 35) 

Department of Corrections  

"Any unexpended balances remaining in projects under the respective 
items for Building Appropriations may, with the approval of the Gover-
nor, be transferred and used for the purposes of completing construc-
tion of other projects enumerated in the same item; provided, however, 
that copies of such requests for the Governor's approval, and notice 
of the Governor's action on such requests, shall be filed with the Leg-
islative Budget Board." (p. 59) 

"It is further provided that .  . .  of the building appropriations made 
hereinabove . . . shall be expended only upon approval of the Governor; 
provided, however, that copies of such request for the Governor's ap-
proval, and notice of the Governor's action on such requests, shall be 
filed with the Legislative Budget Board." (p. 59) 
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"Any unexpended balances as of August 31, 1969, for the Department of 
Corrections in the General Appropriations made by the Sixtieth Legis-
lature, First Called Session, (House Bill No. 5), for Building Appro-
priations (including funds from Mineral Lease Fund No. 272), are here-
by reappropriated to the Department of Corrections for the same purposes 
for the biennium beginning September 1, 1969; provided, however, that 
such reappropriated funds shall not be expended without the approval of 
the Governor; provided, also, that copies of such requests for the Gov-
ernor's approval, and notice of the Governor's action in such requests, 
shall be filed with the Legislative Budget Board." (p. 60) 

"The Department of Corrections is authorized to expend funds from the 
Mineral Lease Fund during the biennium beginning September 1, 1969, to 
acquire, by negotiation or condemnation, parcels of land solely within 
the perimeters of the Coffield Unit. Such expenditures, however, can-
not be expended without the approval of the Governor. Notice of the 
Governor's action in such requests, shall be filed with the Legislative 
Budget Board." (p. 61) 

Texas Employment Commission  

"Prior to the submission of any budget or request for funds to any Fed-
eral agency such budget or request shall be submitted to and filed with 
the Governor for approval. It is provided that if any of the require-
ments of this Act are contrary to any of the terms of Federal legisla-
tion or regulations under which moneys are granted to the Texas Employ-
ment Commission, such requirements may be suspended with the written 
consent and approval of the Governor." (p. 66) 

Highway Department  

"The Highway Department is authorized to rent or lease equipment of any 
kind except office machines and electronic computers. Office machines 
will be rented or leased with prior approval of the State Board of Con-
trol. Electronic computers will be rented or leased only with the ap-
proval of the Governor. This specific authorization shall be construed 
to be an exception to any prohibitions and restrictions in the General 
Provisions of this Act." (p. 84) 

Industrial Commission  

"Task Force Expenses, subject to prior approval by Governor, for travel 
expense, displays, studies, professional fees and services and other re-
lated services and materials for special projects to secure industries 
for Texas." (p. 92) 

Library and Historical Commission  

"Federal grants made to or received in Federal Public Library Fund No. 
118 are hereby appropriated for the purposes for which such grants may 
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be made; provided, however, that none of such moneys may be expended 
for personal services without the advance, written approval of the Gov-
ernor. Such authorized classified positions shall be governed by the 
provisions of this Act relating to the Position Classification Plan." 
(p. 108) 

"None of the funds appropriated hereinabove to the Library and Histori-
cal Commission shall be expended to rent, lease or purchase a computer 
or any additional electronic data processing equipment without the ad-
vice of the Systems Division of the Auditor's Office and the approval 
of the Governor." (p. 108) 

Parks and Wildlife Department  

"Any Federal grants, allocations or aids for the conservation and im-
provement of game, fish and wildlife, or for improving, developing and 
planning public parks, or for any other program or activity under the 
statutory authority of the Parks and Wildlife Department, may be accepted 
and disbursed through the State Treasury by said Department for the pur-
poses for which they were granted and are hereby appropriated for such 
purposes; provided, however, that expenditure of any such Federal grants, 
allocations, or aids shall not exceed the amounts shown in the schedule 
of appropriations hereinabove, or for purposes and programs not author-
ized by said schedule of appropriations; and shall have the prior writ-
ten approval of the Governor." (p. 122) 

"None of the funds appropriated above may be expended for the purchase 
or rental of additional electronic data processing equipment without 
the prior written approval of the Governor." (p. 123) 

"None of the moneys appropriated hereinabove by the item, "State Com-
prehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan - for updating Texas' comprehensive 
outdoor recreation plan," may be expended without the prior, written 
approval of the Governor, on a budget which describes each character 
of personal services to be rendered, and none of the moneys in such ap-
propriation item may be expended for reallocating to a higher salary 
group any position in the State's Position Classification Plan." (p. 
123) 

"None of the funds appropriated above may be expended on boats in ex-
cess of 20 feet in length without the prior written approval of the 
Governor; provided, that copies of such requests for the Governor's ap-
proval, and notice of the Governor's action on such requests, shall be 
filed with the Legislative Budget Board." (p. 123) 

"None of the funds appropriated above may be obligated for construction 
of buildings or residences each costing in excess of $5,000 without the 
prior written approval of the Governor." (p. 124) 
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Department of Public Safety  

"The Department of Public Safety is authorized to own and operate six 
(6) airplanes and seven (7) helicopters only. None of the funds appro-
priated above shall be expended for the purchase of airplanes or heli-
copters without the specific approval of the Governor." (p. 141) 

Texas Mass Transportation Commission  

"None of the moneys appropriated above may be expended without the prior 
approval of the Governor." (p. 151) 

Water Development Board  

"Those funds allocated by the Water Development Board under Item No. 19 
for water studies and investigations shall be used . . . by the State, 
or in cooperation or by contract with other governmental agencies, in-
stitutions or nongovernmental entities, and may include hourly wages 
and contract services. Provided, however, that no such expenditures 
may be made without the prior written approval of the Governor on a 
budget for expenditures which describes each character and object or 
purpose of obligations to be incurred." (p. 160) 

Department of Public Welfare  

"In the event of disaster or other unforeseeable contingency, there is 
hereby appropriated out of the Commodity Distribution Fund, No. 39, an 
additional amount not to exceed $30,000 for the payment of salaries and 
wages, travel and other operating expenses, provided that expenditure 
of this additional appropriation must be approved in advance by the Gov-
ernor, and any position titles and rates of pay required shall be ap-
proved by the State Classification Officer." (p. 174) 

ARTICLE IV. AGENCIES OF PUBLIC EDUCATION  

Central . Education Agency  

"The Texas Central Education Agency is authorized to employ personnel 
in Agency Administration only in the line-item positions listed above 
and in those positions listed in the 'Schedule of Classified Positions, 
Agency Administration,' below. It is provided, however, that in the 
event of expansion of Federal programs or inauguration of new State- 
Federal programs the State's responsibility for which lies with the Cen-
tral Education Agency, additional positions in excess of the number lim-
itations in the 'Schedule of Classified Positions, Agency Administration' 
may be utilized, but only with the advance approval of the Governor." 
(p. 2) 

A-6 



"None of the funds appropriated for Agency Administration above may be 
expended in payment of memberships or dues in, or for contributions to, 
professional organizations without the advance, written approval of the 
Governor." (p. 13) 

Special Schools for the Blind and Deaf  

"Sec. 2. INSTRUCTIONAL SALARIES. Each principal, supervisor, or class-
room teacher in the special schools under the State Board of Education, 
namely, the School for the Blind and the School for the Deaf, shall re-
ceive as a minimum salary the classroom or exceptional teacher's monthly 
salary rate specified in Senate Bill No. 116, Chapter 334, Acts of the 
Fifty-first Legislature, Regular Session, 1949, as amended. The State 
Board of Education may authorize salary rates at amounts that will not 
exceed salaries for like positions paid in the Austin public schools. 

"However, such recommended salary rates in excess of the minimum amounts 
specified in said Senate Bill No. 116, as amended, and the salaries of 
coaches and teachers of exceptional children, may not be paid without 
the advance written approval of the Governor; but such approved rates 
shall never exceed the rates of pay for like positions paid in the Aus-
tin public schools." (p. 16) 

Texas State Technical Institute  

"None of the funds appropriated above to the Texas State Technical In-
stitute may be expended without the prior approval of an annual operat-
ing budget by the Governor; provided, however, copies of such requests 
for the Governor's action thereon, shall be filed with the Legislative 
Budget Board." (p. 74) 

"Any architectural fees paid from funds appropriated hereinabove shall 
have the prior written approval of the Governor." (p. 74) 

"None of the funds appropriated hereinabove to Texas State Technical 
Institute may be expended for maintenance and operation of any aircraft 
without the prior written approval of the Governor." (p. 74) 

Agencies of Higher Education  

"Sec. 36. PRESIDENTS' HOMES. No funds appropriated by this Act may be 
used for the purpose of constructing a home for a president of any of 
the general academic teaching institutions named herein, without obtain-
ing the approval of the Governor prior to obligating any funds for this 
purpose; provided, however, that copies of such requests for the Gover-
nor's approval, and notice of the Governor's action on such requests, 
shall be filed with the Legislative Budget Board." (p. 91) 

"Sec. 37. BUILDING CONSTRUCTION. Prior to the allocation, expenditure 
or encumbrance of any funds appropriated by this Act, including funds 

A-7 



provided through Article VII, Sections 17 and 18, of the State Consti-
tution, for individual building construction projects costing in excess 
of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000), other than classroom, library 
and laboratory building projects, the planned expenditure of such funds 
shall be approved by the Governor; provided, however, that copies of 
such requests for the Governor's approval, and notice of the Governor's 
action on such request, shall be filed with the Legislative Budget Board. 
(p. 91) 

ARTICLE V. GENERAL PROVISIONS  

"Sec. 8. PAYMENT FOR INJURIES. . . . appropriations made in this Act 
. . . may also be used for paying . . . expenses for the care and treat-
ment of any State employee injured while performing the duties of a 
hazardous position . . . . 

"The expenditure of any appropriation for the purposes authorized by 
this Section shall have the approval of the Governor . . . ." (p. 37) 

"Sec. 19. PASSENGER VEHICLES. a. None of the moneys appropriated in 
this Act may be expended for the purchase, maintenance or operation of 
a passenger car or of airplanes designed for passenger transportation 
unless authority to do so is stated by the language of this Act. Where 
such authority is stated, the purchase of an airplane or the repair of 
an airplane, the cost of which is in excess of five thousand dollars 
($5,000), in any one fiscal year shall have the prior written approval 
of the Governor, and notice of such approval shall be filed with the 
Legislative Budget Board." (p. 44) 

"Sec. 21. COOPERATION FOR THE GENERAL WELFARE. The executive depart-
ments and agencies of the State, when requested by the Governor, are 
authorized to transfer and to use available moneys appropriated in this 
Act for the purpose of rendering all practical assistance to the Gover-
nor or to State Departments and Agencies designated by him in making 
surveys and investigations and taking necessary action resulting there-
from, in the public interest; or for such other purposes as will aid 
the economic growth and general welfare of the State; and for civil de- 
fense and disaster relief functions as authorized by State law." (p. 44) 

"Sec. 22. TRANSFERS FOR CIVIL DEFENSE. In the event of a war attack 
upon the United States or a proclamation by the President that national 
safety is in danger, and in order to permit the diversion of sufficient 
moneys appropriated otherwise in this Act for meeting the emergency 
needs for citizens of this State resulting from such attack or danger, 
the Governor is hereby authorized to transfer moneys from any part of 
unobligated balances in any item or items appropriated by this Act for 
capital outlay, equipment, and new construction, to the appropriation 
account for the civil defense and disaster relief program of this State.' 
(p. 45) 
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"Sec. 23. REPORTING APPEARANCES BEFORE FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES. 
The Governor's Office may require agencies of the State of Texas ap-
pearing before Federal agencies or agencies of other states to submit 
in writing to the Governor the purpose of such meetings and expression 
of the policies of the State agency concerning the subject matter of 
the meeting. After reviewing the policies, the Governor may require 
the State agency to conform to the policies of the State of Texas as 
outlined by the Governor and the Legislature before funds appropriated 
in this Act may be expended for necessary travel and other expenses 
connected with such appearances." (p. 45) 

"Sec. 41. RENTED MACHINES AND EQUIPMENT. None of the moneys appropri-
ated in this Act shall be used for the rental of any equipment which ex-
ceeds a rental cost of $1,000 per year (except for data processing equip-
ment) without having the prior written approval of the Governor. Such 
approval shall be required before the request is processed by the Board 
of Control, and the State Comptroller or any local disbursing officer 
shall not issue warrants or checks in payment of equipment rentals with-
out such prior approval . . . ." (p. 49) 

"It is further provided that none of the moneys appropriated by this Act 
may be expended for the purchase or rental of electronic tabulating or 
data processing equipment without the advance written approval of the 
Governor therefor . . . ." (p. 50) 

"Sec. 50. None of the funds herein appropriated may be used for the 
purchase, rental or contractual agreement for any type of electronic, 
mechanical or other interception devices used for the purpose of over-
hearing or recording oral conversation made in private or conversation 
made by wire without prior approval of the Governor." (p. 53) 
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1971 BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

E. BRUCE STREET, Chairman 	GROGAN LORD, Treasurer 
Independent Oil Operator 	 Chairman of Board 
Graham 	 TeleCom Corporation 

Georgetown 
CHAS. F. JONES, Vice Chairman 
Vice Chairman of Board 	 JAMES W. McGREW 
Humble Oil & Refining Company 	Executive Director 
Houston 	 Texas Research League 

Austin 

ABILENE 
R. W. HARDY, President, West Texas Utilities 

Company 
WALTER F. JOHNSON, President, First National 

Bank of Abilene 

AMARILLO 
C. A. CASH, Chairman of Board, Diamond 

Shamrock Oil & Gas Company 
*J. HAROLD DUNN, Diamond Shamrock 

Corporation 
L. R. HAGY, Oil, Gas and Cattle 
ROY TOLK, President, Southwestern Public 

Service Company 
"C. I. WALL, Chairman of Board, Pioneer Nat-

ural Gas Company 

AUSTIN 
**ALVIN A. BURGER 

FRANKLIN W. DENIUS, Attorney, Clark, 
Thomas, Harris, Denius & Winters 

ED R. L. WROE, JR., Chairman of Board, The 
American National Bank 

BEAUMONT 
*I. F. BETTS 
WALTER J. CRAWFORD, Oil, Gas and Real 

Estate 
GLENN E. RICHARD 

CORPUS CHRISTI 
CHARLES C. BUTT, Vice President, H. E. Butt 

Grocery Company 
E. S. JOSLIN, Consultant, Central Power & 

Light Company 

DALLAS 
GLENN R. CRAMER, President, Titche-Goetting-

er Company 
ALFRED I. DAVIES, Vice President, Sears, Roe-

buck & Company 
JAMES T. FITZPATRICK, Assistant General 

Counsel, North American Division, Mobil 
Oil Corporation 

J. D. FRANCIS, Chairman of Executive Com- 
mittee, Mercantile National Bank at Dallas 

WILLIAM B. FROGUE, Regional Vice President, 
General Electric Company 

R. I. GALLAND, President, American Petrofina, 
Incorporated 

"R. A. GOODSON, Chairman of Executive Com-
mittee, Dallas Federal Savings and Loan 
Association 

GEORGE F. HARRELL, Chairman of Board, 
0 MN IPLAN 

"S. J. HAY 
W. W. LYNCH, Chairman of Board, Texas 

Power & Light Company 
W. C. McCORD, President, Lone Star Gas Com-

pany 
L. B. MEADERS, President, Halliburton Com-

pany 
W. W. OVERTON, JR., Chairman of Board, 

Texas Bank & Trust Company of Dallas 
RUSSELL H. PERRY, President, Republic 

Financial Services, Inc. 
H. D. SCHODDE, Vice President—Texas, 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 
W. H. SEAY, President, Southwestern Life 

Insurance Company 
BRYAN F. SMITH, Senior Vice President, Texas 

Instruments, Inc. 
ROBERT H. STEWART III, Chairman of Board, 

First National Bank in Dallas 
GEORGE A. WILSON. Chairman of Board & 

President, Lone Star Steel Company 
"BEN H. WOOTEN, Chairman of Board, Dallas 

Federal Savings & Loan Association 
EUGENE C. ZORN, JR., Senior Vice President 

& Economist, Republic National Bank of 
Dallas 

EDINBURG 
DONALD L. BENTSEN, President, Tide 

Products, Inc. 

EL PASO 
E. R. LOCKHART, Chairman of Board & Presi-

dent. El Paso Electric Company 
SAM D. YOUNG, JR., President, El Paso 

National Bank 

FORT WORTH 
CHARLES F. BEDFORD, Vice President & 

Division Manager, Amoco Production 
Company 

LEWIS H. BOND, President, The Fort Worth 
National Bank 

BEEMAN FISHER, Consultant, Texas Electric 
Service Company 

*BERL E. GODFREY, Attorney, McGown, God-
frey, Decker, McMackin, Shipman & Mc-
Clane 

MURRAY KYGER, Chairman of Board, The 
First National Bank of Fort Worth 

PAUL LEONARD, Chairman of Board, Leonards 
Department Store 

A. L. SCOTT, President, Kimbell, Inc. 
"J. B. THOMAS, Consulting Engineer 

C. DICKIE WILLIAMSON, President, Williamson-
Dickie Manufacturing Company 

FREEPORT 
D. L. ROOKE, General Manager, Texas Divi-

sion, The Dow Chemical Company 

GALVESTON 
HARRIS L. KEMPNER, Chairman of Board, 

Imperial Sugar Company 

GEORGETOWN 
GROGAN LORD, Chairman of Board, TeleCom 

Corporation 

GRAHAM 
E. BRUCE STREET, Independent Oil Operator 

HOUSTON 
R. L. ATWELL, JR., President, Coastal 

Transport Co., Inc. 
" HINES H. BAKER 
G. C. BANKSTON, Vice President, Shell Oil 

Company 
T. J. BARLOW, President, Anderson, Clayton 

& Company, Inc. 
A. W. BAUCUM, Executive Vice President, 

Texaco Inc. 
HOWARD BOYD, Chairman of Board, El Paso 

Natural Gas Company 
GEORGE R. BROWN, Chairman of Board, 

Brown & Root, Inc. 
HUBBARD CAVEN, Vice President, Texas Gulf 

Sulphur Company, Inc. 
ROBERT W. DUNDAS, SR., Vice President, 

Foley's 
J. A. ELKINS, JR., Chairman of Board, First 

City National Bank of Houston 
HERBERT FRENSLEY, President, Brown & 

Root. Inc. 
WAYNE E. GLENN, President, Western Hemi- 

sphere Division, Continental Oil Company 
WARREN R. HENRY, Executive Representative, 

The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Rail- 
way Company 

RAY H. HORTON. General Investments 
CHAS. F. JONES, Vice Chairman of Board, 

Humble Oil & Refining Company 
D. R. KIRK, General Manager, Southern Pacific 

Transportation Company 
J. HUGH LIEDTKE, Chairman of Board, 

Pennzoil United, Inc. 
JOHN F. LYNCH. Senior Vice President, Texas 

Eastern Transmission Corporation 
RALPH McCULLOUGH, General Manager, J. S. 

Abercrombie Interests 
E. CLYDE McGRAW, Chairman of Board, Trans- 

continental Gas Pipe Line Corporation 
A. G. McNEESE, JR., Chairman of Board, Bank 

of the Southwest 

GEORGE T. MORSE, JR., President & General 
Manager, Peden Industries, Inc. 

R. L. O'SHIELDS, President, Panhandle Eastern 
Pipe Line Company 

W. M. RANKIN, Manager, Houston Works, 
Armco Steel Corporation 

P. H. ROBINSON, Chairman of Board, Houston 
Lighting & Power Company 

FRED S. SCHWEND, President, Gulf Oil 
Company—U.S. 

"B. S. SINES 

W. DUKE WALSER, Senior Vice President, 
Tenneco Inc. 

JAMES A. WILSON, Chairman of Board, United 
Gas, Inc. 

JOHN H. WIMBERLY, Chairman of Board, 
Houston Natural Gas Corporation 

BENJAMIN N. WOODSON, President, American 
General Insurance Company 

LAREDO 
J. C. MARTIN, JR., Rancher and Mayor of 

Laredo 

LONGVIEW 
H. H. IMRAY, Vice President & Assistant Man-

ager, Texas Eastman Company 

LUBBOCK 
PARKER F. PROUTY, President & General Man-

ager, Avalanche-Journal Publishing Corn-
pany 

LUFKIN 
WALTER W. TROUT, Chairman of Board, 

Lufkin Industries, Inc. 
R. W. WORTHAM, JR., Chairman of Board & 

President, Southland Paper Mills, Inc. 

MIDLAND 
*TOM SEALY, Attorney, Stubbeman, McRae, 

Sealy, Laughlin & Browder 

MISSION 
V. F. NEUHAUS, Owner, V. F. Neuhaus Prop-

erties 

ODESSA 
E. M. SCHUR, Chairman of Board, The First 

National Bank of Odessa 
JOHN BEN SHEPPERD, Vice President & Gen-

eral Counsel, Odessa Natural Gasoline 
Company 

ORANGE 
R. E. JACKSON, Sabine River Works Manager, 

E. I. DuPont de Nemours & Co. 

PAMPA 
E. L. GREEN, JR., Vice President, Cabot Cor-

poration 

ROCKDALE 
HOWARD F. CHRISCO, Works Manager, 

Aluminum Company of America 

SAN ANGELO 
L. G. BECK, President, General Telephone 

Company of the Southwest 

SAN ANTONIO 
*WALTER N. CORRIGAN, President, 

The Sommers Drug Stores Company 
BELTON KLEBERG JOHNSON, Director, King 

Ranch, Inc. 
SAM JORRIE, Chairman of Board, Jorrie Fur-

niture Company 
ALBERT J. RANGE, Executive Vice President, 

Pearl Brewing Company 
FRED W. SHIELD, Independent Oil Operator 
H. B. ZACHRY, Chairman of Board, H. B. 

Zachry Company 

SILSBEE 
R. M. BUCKLEY, President, Eastex 

Incorporated 

TEXARKANA 
JOSH R. MORRISS, JR., Partner, Offenhauser 

& Company 

TYLER 
WATSON W. WISE, Investments 
JOSEPH ZEPPA, President, Delta Drilling Com-

pany 

VICTORIA 
P. K. STUBBLEFIELD, President, Victoria Bank 

& Trust Company 

WACO 
WALTER G. LACY, JR., President, The Citizens 

National Bank of Waco 

WICHITA FALLS 
C. P. McGAHA, Chairman of Board, City 

National Bank in Wichita Falls 
JOE B. WOLVERTON, President, The First-

Wichita National Bank 

"These are Life Members of the Board, having served as League Chairmen. As such, they are ex officio members of the Executive Committee. 
""Mr. Burger was elected  a  Life Member of the Board upon his retirement December 31, 1969, following 17 years  as  Executive Director of the 

Texas Research League. 




	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	Page 26
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	Page 32
	Page 33
	Page 34
	Page 35
	Page 36
	Page 37
	Page 38
	Page 39

