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MINUTES
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCE

September 27 and 28, 1977

September 27

Morning Session

The morning session was held in the Board room of the State Department of
Education. Members present included Senator Harder and Representatives Duncan, Henry
and Lowther. Staff present included Richard Ryan and Ben Barrett from the Kansas
Legislative Research Department, Avis Badke from the Revisor of Statutes' Office and
Dale Dennis from the State Department of Education.

P.L. 874

The purpose of the Committee during the morning was to attend a public
meeting which consisted of 4 presentation by Mr. Tom Johns and Mr, Dexter Majors
of the U.S. Office of Education (USOE) during which it was explained how USOE
proposes to make eligibility determinations under Section 5(d) 2 of P.L. 874.
These determinations relate to whether or not a state which purports to have an
expenditure equalization type of school finance plan can consider all or a portion
of P.L. 874 receipts as local effort in determining the state aid entitlement of
a school district.

The following items were distributed to persons in attendance at the meeting,
copies of which are filed in the Committee notebooks under Grant Project No. 5 - P.L.
874 funds:

1. "School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas," Federal Register, March,
22, 1977,
2. '"Determination Proceedings for Eligibility Determination under Section 5

(d)(2) of Public Law 81-874."

3. "An Tllustration of the Application of the Expenditure Disparity Standard
to the Kansas School Aid Program."

4. "AnIllustration of the Application of the Wealth Neutrality Standard
to the Kansas School Aid Program."

Mr. Johns said that after this explanation of how state finance programs
will be evaluated under Sec. 5(d)2, the State of Kansas will be requested to supply
data so that USOE can meke its determination. Section 5(d)2 contains two standards
under which a state may qualify to consider P.L. 874 funds as local effort in a school
finance plan. One is an "expenditure disparity" standard; the other, a "wealth
neutrality" standard. The first standard is an existing federal regulation while
the second is a proposed regulation.

Mr. Johns stated that persons who object to these standards or have
suggestions for changes can contact the U.S. Commissioner of Education 'and these
comments will be taken into consideration.

Based upon the data Kansas provides, USOE will make its findings and present
them to the state, The state will have an opportunity to offer clarifying questions,
observations, or objections. After this, USOE will issue its final determination.
Within 30 days thereof, a state may request the U.S. Commissioner of Education to
conduct a hearing on the final determination. Such a hearing will occur prior to
the implementation of the final determination.




If, after the various procedural steps have been exhavsted, USOE finds
that a state docs not have a sufficiently equalizing school finance plan and that
P.L. 874 payments are, nevertheless, being considered as part of local effort,
the federal remedy is to terminate, beginning with the 1977-78 school year, P.L. 874
payments to all Kansas school districts. In 1976-77, such payments totaled $7.5-$8.0
million. .

States which opt to meet the wealth neutrality test and, therefore, do
qualify to deduct P.L. 874 funds, must be able to demonstrate that 85 percent of
school operating revenues are wealth neutral. The actual amount that may be deducted
is determined on a district-by-district basis, depending on the ratio of the
district's operating revenues that are equalized.

Afternoon Session

The Committee met in Room 529 of the State House. Senator Harder, Chairman,
presided. Senator Meyers and Representatives Duncan, Henry, Holt and Reardon were
present, :

Minutes
Upon a motion by Representative Henry, seconded by Representative Reardon,

the minutes of the August 16 and 17 meeting were approved unanimously,

Grant Project No. 5 - P.L. 874

The staff presented a memorandum (included in the Committee notebooks.)
entitled: :

1. "P.L. 874 Impact Aid," Kansas Legislative Research Department and Financial
Services Division of the Department of Education, August 16, 1977.

The remainder of the afternoon session was spent discussing the P.L. 874
issue and possible implications of various responses to the federal government if
Kansas school districts are, in fact, faced with the prospect of losing their impact
aid, beginning in 1977-78.

There was a consensus that the Kansas Congressional delegation should
be encouraged to make an effort to secure passage of legislation that would delay
the effective date of the federal regulations until at least July 1, 1978, This
would give the legislature an opportunity to amend the School Distriet Equalization
Act, if it so desired, to remove the objections of the federal government to the
Kansas law. 1In the current situation, if Kansas learns it will lose Impact Aid in
1977-78, it probably would not be possible for the 1978 Legislature to accomplish
changes applicable to the 1977-78 school year to accommodate to the federal regula-
tions, some of which have yet to be finally adopted. (The Chairman plans to com-
municate with the Kansas Congressional delegation in this regard.)

Septeﬁber 28

Morning Session

Senator Harder presided. All members except Senators Angell and Warren
were present. Staff present included Richard Ryan and Ben Barrett from the Kansas
Legislative Research Department, Avis Badke from the Revisor of Statutes' Office, and
Dale Dennis from the State Department of Education.

Hearings

The following persons appeared before the Committee and submitted their
comments and recommendations concerning the School District Equalization Act. All
conferces submitted written testimony, copies of which are attached to these minutes:




Mr. Bob Wootton, Kansas-NEA

Dr. M.A. McGhehey, Kansas Association of School Boards

Mr. Paul Fleener, Kansas TFarm Bureau .

Mr. Ferman Marsh, United School Administrators -

Mrs. Marian Warriner, League of Women Voters of Kansas

Dr. Harold Hosey, Superintendent of Emporia (USD 253) v
Mr. Jack Parker, Supterintendent of Inman (USD 448)

N wro

Grant Project No. 3 - Budget Controls

Staff reviewed the following memorandum, copies of which are in the
Committee notebooks.
1. "Appeals for Additional Budget or Expenditure Authority," Kansas
Legislative Research Department and Financial Services Division of
the Department of Education, September 27, 1977,

Afternoon Session

Grant Project No. 6 - Transportation

, Staff reviewed the following memorandum, copies of which are filed in the
Committee notebooks:

1. "Selected Public School Transportation Requirements Among the States,”

Kansas Legislative Research Department and Financial Services Division
of the Denartment of Education, Ssptember 27, 1977.

rant Project No. 1 - District Wealth

Staff reviewed the following memorandum which was accompanied by five
computer applications. The memorandum and computer applications are included in
the Committee files:

1. "Computer Applications Emphasizing Redistribution of Amount Equal to

Income Tax Rebate,' Kansas Legislative Research Department and Financial
Services Division of the Department of Education, September 27, 1977.

Other Matters

Mr. Ryan reported that a pretrial hearing in the Knowles case has been set
for October 5. The case has been assigned to Judge Barbara in the Shawnee County
District Court.

The next meeting of the Committee is October 27 and 28 at 9:00 a.m. in
Room 529 of the State House. For that meeting the staff will prepare a memorandum
identifying policy questions concerning the various aspects of the School District
Equalization Act and incorporate therein the testimony submitted by conferees at
the September 28 meeting. This memorandum will be mailed to Committee members prior
to the meeting. Other materials also will be prepared for the Committee's considera-
tion. '

Mr. Ryan said that the report related to the effects on school finance of
a use value appraisal method will not be available to the Committee for the October
meeting. It will be available in November.

The meeting was adjourned,

Prepared by Ben T. Barrett

Approved by Committee on:

/()//«2 7/77%7

Date
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September 28, .

For the Special Committee on School Finance

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee:

Thank you for allowing me once more to state the views of teachers in Kansas
concerning this increasingly complex and frustrating subject - the school finance
laws of the state. '

Much of what I could say on this matter would be repetitious of many other
meetings over other years. The list is all too familiar to you!
...increase or remove the limitation on school budgets;
...disallow transfers of money from the general fund to special funds;
...fund from the state level programs which you mandate;
. ..remedy the tax mix which supports schools;
...correct the income tax rebate inequity which penalizes eastern counties;
...change that incessant number, PL 874, to some other number to lend
variety tce the proviso.

As the bill becomes more complex, the list gets longer.

Your early examination of the issue in this interim has caused other ingredients
to appear. Since there is still some uncertainty about factors over which you
have no control, let me deal in a few general areas and make some general
recommendations about those areas.

1 recommend:

1. that you provide direct assistance to school districts for increases
in the cost of utilities. The Board of Tax Appeals has demonstrated
that it will not be reluctant to deny appeals on this subject. One
district is beginning to examine the possibility of closing schools
during winter months in order to conserve fuel. As recently as early
this morning, the United States Senate was struggling to make decisions
as to whether natural gas will be deregulated.

2. that no legislation be passed which will directly impact on the ability
of school districts to finance their programs until a full examination
is made of the extent of that impact. The Use Value concept is an
illustration of what 1 refer to.

3. that no competency - based education program be enacted without a
recognition of the fact that such a program without remedial solutions
will be damaging to young people.

4. that legislation recommended by this panel have a dufability of more
than one year.

There is one other comment which I feel is appropriate. 1t is based on one of
those many good pieces of research done by your research staff. Called "Compar-
ison of Selected Features of School Programs - Eleven Districts," it is dated

July 14, 1977. Table 1 of that paper illustrates a problem which is of increasing
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concern to teachers. While the salary line of the budget of any large operation
naturally attracts the attention of the stockholders, one should be aware that
other costs for the operation of schools are increasing at a more rapid rate

than the salary line. Comparing the percentage of increase in cost per pupil for
teacher services with the percentage increase in the cost per pupil for something
like transportation, for instance, reveals a shift which is increasingly dis-
turbing to teachers. '

In the case of Macksville, for instance, costs for the service of teachers rose
from $622 per pupil in 1972-73 to $931 in 1976, an increase of about 50%. The
cost to the state for transportation in the same period rose from $86 per pupil
in 1972 to $219 in 1976, an increase of over 1507%. Teacher salaries in the same
period rose about 40%. In Wichita teacher cost rose about 45%, transportation
rose over 200%. Teacher salaries increased a little over 40%.

We look forward eagerly to seeing what the Committee produces from this mass
of material. We know the .task is not simple. Please allow teachers to help in
convincing local patrons all over the state that a school finance act which
is simple and fair, though by its nature expensive, is to the advantage of
boards, children, patrons, and teachers alike.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.




Testimony before the Interim Committee on School Finance
September 28, 1977

M. A. McGhehey, Executive Director
Kansas Association of School Boards

We are pleased té have this opportunity to appéar before the interim
school finance committee to fresent some observations concerning the operation
of the equalization aid law. A part of this presentation will have to be very
tentative in nature, because our delegate assembly does not meet untii November
27, and our school finance priorities for the 1978 session will not be finally
adopted'uﬂtil that time.

This presentation will be divided infp two parts: (1) some observations
about the problems we see with the plan after a few years of operation and
(2) the proposals which our Legislative Committee will make to our Delegate
Assembly in November.

Operating Tax Levies. One of the objectives of the equalization aid law

was to reduce the disparity in operating tax levies among the school districts.
This disparity was reduced in 1973 and 1974, but the disparity increased in
1975 and 1976, and we believe, based upon.preliminary estimates, that the
disparity will increase again in 1977. That is to say that the equalization
aid laﬁ is no longer operatiné to reduce the gap between the low tax levy and
the high tax levy districts. One of the principal reasons for this gap is the
fac£ that there are some very substantial levies, principally the social
security levy, the special education levy, and the vocational levy, which are

not fully equalized. When all operating levies are considered, the gap between
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the low tax levy and the high tax levy districts‘is great and growing. We
have attached a sﬁmmary of the comparisons in the generél fund levy from 1972
to 1975, and will updaté these figﬁres for the committee for 1976 and 1977,
when the current year tax levies are available to us.

Per-Pupil Budgets. A second objective of the equalization ald law was to

reduce the disbarity in exﬁenditures per pupil among the unified school districts.
This was one of the objections raised by the court in thé Caldwell case in

finding the old foundation finance formula unconstitutional. The fact of the
matter is that the equalizaﬁion aid law has néver reduced the distance between

the high spending districts aqd the low spending districts. Moreover, unless

some action is taken by the legislature this gap will continue to grow. The

table below shows the budget per pupil from 1972-73 (the last year of the
foundation finance law and 1975-76). We have no£ calculated the data for

1976-77 or 1977-78 but we have no doubt that the disparity will continue to

grov.
Comparison of Budgets Per Pupil, 1972-73 to 1975-76
1972--73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76
‘High Budget $2,013 2,210 2,513 4 ,068%
per pupil '
Mean Budget 859 954 1,068 1,222
per pupil
Low Budget 484 . 609 704 840
per pupil
Standard Deviation 243 248 265 322

#This figure is somewhat misleading. It represents the budget per pupil for
the final year of operation of USD 478 (Kendall), which was granted a sub-
stantial budget appeal in its final budget. It does not have any effect upon
the .calculation of the standard deviation. '



- .

The standard deviation is a common statistical calculation for measuring
the variability Df a set of scores above and below the mean. It is especially
useful in comparing trends in aata from one year to the:next between sets of
scores based upon the same population (in this case, all of the unified school
districts in tﬁe state). The stanéard deviation of $243 in 1972 means that
about two—thirﬁs of the scﬁool districts' budget-per-pupil fell $243 above or
below the mean. In 1973-74 the standard deviation was $248, even though the
mean itself rose from $859 to $954 per pupil. The correct interpretation‘of
this figure is that there was slightly less variability above and below the
mean in the first year of operation of the equalizafion aid law. In 1974-75
the standard deviation had risen to $265 and in 1975-76 it leaped to $322.

We believe that this clearly shows that the equalization aid law has failed
.to reduce the disparity among the school districts in relative budget power,
which is a key factor in keeping the equalization aid law constitutional.

Another analysis shows that sch901 districts_on the low end of the scale
in terms of budget-per-pupil are unable, even with full utilization of the 15
per cent budget increase available, to improve their relative budget position.
0f the 10 districts which were lowest in terms of quget per pupil in 1972-73,
nine were still in the bottom 10 districts in 1975-76, and one had improved

its position to 13th from the bottom.

Income in the Definition of District Wealth. We wish to express again

our concern about the way taxable income is used in the definition of district
wealth. In arriving at the district's wealth from income sources, the local
effort rate is multiplied times the actual taxable income of the district.

At the top of the scale, this multiplication resulted in the taxable income
portion of district wealth being represented as 3.5 times as much as it

actually was (1973-74 data). We believe that it is inequitable to use the
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LER in this fashion since it penalizes small school districts for being small,
creating a penalty from which they cannot realistically e;cape. It also pen-
alizes the school districts which are heavily involved ﬁith taxes paid to
another state. Power equalizing taxable income is different from power eqﬁaliz—
ing assessed véluation ﬁecause the local property tax levy, which is affected
directly by Eﬁe pover equaiization, is not fixed, and may be adjusted by the
local board of education. Moreover, the power equalizing base year was the
actual practice in 1972-73 which also directly reflected the relative wealth
of school districts from the only tax available to them under our tax system.
We hope that the committee will make an earnest effort to resolve this
problem. This question has been reviewed in former years and was rejected,
among other reasons, because of the cost invelved in correcting the definition
of district wealth. In response to this, we would suggest that the change of
district wealth does not require any additional state dollars; the formula
‘may be rearranged to change the definitioﬁ of wealth within the same number
of state dollars available otherwise.

There will undoubtedlﬁ be strong resistance in 1978, an election year,
. to any formula change. We would hope that this would not be the case because
somé districts are facing severe financial prqblems. Any oné of the problems
with the present formula might not be sufficient to produce new litigation
.to test the constitutionality of the equalization aid law; but the combina-
tion of these, and other problems with the formula, might very well precipitate
new litigation which would place the legislature in a position of playing
“"eatch up" in the future.

Our Legislative Committee has recommended the following resolution to
our Delegate Assembly with respect to school finance priorities in the 1977

session:
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SCHOOL FINANCE PRIORITIES - 1978

.

Be it resolved by the Delegate Assembly of the Kansas Association of
School Boards that the following school finance priorities be established for
1978: |

Priority No. 1. That the budget control limits be retained at 5% and 15%

for the 1978-79 school year.

Priority No. 2. That any proposed legislation to restrict the authority

of a school district to transfer from the general fund to special funds be
opposed.

Priority No. 3. That the legislature adopt a school finance plan for

special education based in principle on that presently in effect in the State
of Washington, in which the local school district responsibility for special
educétion students is established at the same rate as that for other students
of a district; with all costs in excess of .this ner-pupil amount being a re-—
sponsibility of the State of Kansas, ugder a formula structure recognizing the
varying costs of different types of programs.

Priority No. 4. That the definition of local wealth in the equalization

aid lav be amended to provide for a direct relationship between the amount
received from the state through the income tax rebate and the amount deducted
in the state aid formula for income tax resources of the district.

Priority No. 5. That the legislature provide substantial property tax

relief by incorporating the social security levy within the general fund.

Priority No. 6. That the legislature repeal the county foundation fund

levy.
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We would want to emphasize again that these prioritigs may be rearranged
entirely by our Delegaté Assembly when it meets on Novembe: 27. As soon as
we have a final determination of our legislative priofities for 1978, we will
report to your‘committee, along with our analyses of 1977-78 budget informa-
tion and tax levies.. |

We appréciate the time you have given to us, and hope that we can all

work together to achieve a more equitable school finance system in Kansas.



GENERAL FUND LEVIES, 1972-75 INCLUSIVE

1972 1973 1974 1975
HICH 75.23 54,31 45.77 55.84
MEDTAN 21.56 21.78 . 28.88 29.71
LOW 4,27 3.51 - 12.86 11.70
Standard .
Deviation 8.59 6.26 5.80 6.37

Mean 22.42 922.22 ' 29.06 29.71



'Statement to
Special Interim Committee on School Finance

Presented by
Paul E. Fleener, Director

Public Affairs Division
Kansas Farm Bureau

September 28, 1977

Mr. Chairman_and Members of the Committee;
hank you for this opportunity to appear before you on behalf of Farm
Bureau members in Kansas. .

Our members have long had an interest in the topic before you today--
school finance. Our members have studied school finance at length, in great
depth, and to its outer reaches. The Legislature, too-—through standing
committees, select coﬁmittees, special committees, Council committees and
Interim committees—-has studies school finance. We believe, Mr. Chairman
and members of the committee, the time has come to put into practice some
of the things we have all learned from our studies.

Our study leads us to support these objectives in school finance:

(1) State support, from non-property tax revenues, of
"basie education;’ '

(2) Equality of educationalhopportunity for all our school
children in all of our school districts;

(3) Minimal reliance on the property tax for the support
of elementary/secondary schools.

Legislative studies have resulted in conclusions similar to our own.
To reach back a few years, the 1968 Report and Recommendations of Kansas
Legislative Council Education Committee contained this statement:

The time has lowng passed when ownership of tangible
property was the best measure of wealth or ability to pay
tares . . . Complaints are mounting over regressive and
other inequitable characteristics of the property tax and
the manner in which it is administered. Income, sales,
and other non-property taxes which are much better suited to
modern economic conditions chould be the major sources of
revenie to support services such as public education.

At 3



Kansas Farm Bureau Statement to the

Special Interim Committee on School Finance
September 28, 1977 .

Page 2 N

Since 1945, the property tax in Kansas, in dollars, has increased
from $58.9 million to a takerof $665.2 million in 1976. Just since the
Vso—called TAX LID went on, the climb has been from $490;1 million.

Both major political parties have exﬁressed the belief that general
property taxés must be reduced. There has been executive, legislative,
and more recently judicial‘recognition of the need to shift from reliance
on general property taxes.

In Serrano vs. Priest, the Supreme Court of the State of California
determined that the California public school financing system, "with its
substantial dependence on local property taxes," could nof withstand
constitutional challenge.

Many individuals and organizatdions, within and without the state of
Kansas-~particularly since Serrano, Rodriquez, and Caldwell--have recommended
more modern approaches, more equitable approaches, and more rational
approaches to school finance.

In discussion material conmected WithrCaldweil %s. Kénsas, Senator -
James B. Pearson, Senior United States Senator from Kansas, was quﬁted as
follows: The tazpayers' revolt has been triggered by attempts to finance
. 20th Century education with an inequitable, inadequate, outmoded 19th

Century tax system.

FORMULA FACTORS SUGGESTED

We do not preéume that as a result of our testimony you are going to
leap into Bevelopﬁent of a new formula. Not today. Not with court cases
pending. But one day soon you will begin a process of developing a formula

to provide a fair, just, equitable and balanced state-shared guarantee.
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Kansas Farm Bureau Statement to the

Special Interim Committee on School Finance
September 28, 1977

Page 3

We believe a basic guarantee should bé expressed in terms of pupils.
We believe differenceé among and between school districts, some of which
result from legislative action . « . some of which result from legislative
fiat, should.be taken into consideration imn a new formula.

We believe vocational education programs, course offerings and programs
for developmentally disabled students, for exceptional students, for special

education students . . . all of which result in higher per pupil expenditures,

should be taken into consideration when dévising a new formula. We believe
grade level differential . . . K, élementary, junior high, senior high . . .
should be considered. We believe geographic size of districts, sparsity
or density of student population, as well as total student enrollment,
shoula receive consideration.

Our reading of Caldwell vs. Kansas leads us to believe thét the
variations and differences listed above can be--SHOULD BE--taken into
consideration when you decide to write a new school finance law. Discussion

from Caldwell indicates: The right to equal protection of the law is not

. (emphasis added) tantamount to a regimented homogeneity. Equality does

not exclude variety.

One other item, Mr. Chairman, from the discussion material connected
with and a part of the Caldwell decision, after which we want tb restate
our basic beliefs and conclude with some items of historical significance
+ « «» from court cases and from students of and political leaders concerned
with school finance: .

FROM CALDWELL MATERIAL: The Legislature must determine whether

high or low property taxes in relation
to other tax forms (emphasis added) is

the proper course arnd this burden
cannot be thrust on the courts.




Kansas Farm Bureau Statement to the
Special Interim Committee on School Finance
September 28, 1977 '

Page 4 '

The following items are of concern to our members as regards taxation

and school finance:

(1) We believe the county foundation levy should be abolished;

(2) We believe school districts should once again share in

distributions from the LAVTRF (Local Ad Valorem Tax Reduction
Fund) ;

(3) We believe there should be minimal reliance on the property
tax to finance elementary and secondary schools; and

(4) Locally elected school boards should retain control of and
responsibility for programs and budgets.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we reprint
below for you the complete text of the policy position on school finance

adopted by the voting delegates at the December 8, 1976, Annual Meeting

of Kansas Farm Bureau.

Schoo! Finance

We believe that as long as property is used as a measure
of wealth, then all classes of property — tangible and in-
tangible —should be a part of such measurement of wealth.
The geographic size of some districts. and the density or
sparsity of student population, along with tolal student en-
rollment, should be recognized as faclors which result in
necessarily higher expenditures per pupil in some dis-
tricts. )

We believe the Legislature should ascertain what a
_“hasic education’ consists of in grades K-12; and should
make state aid available on the basis of “*basic education.™

We continue to believe that there should be minimal re-
liance on the property tax for support of our elementary
and secondary schools. The property lax serves as the
revenue source for many other local units of government.
We believe there should be a school district income tax,
state-collected and returned to the district of origin. Au-
thorization for the county school foundation fund tax levy
should be repealed, or at the very least phased out over the
next four years.

We believe that federally and state mandated programs
— vocational education programs, developmentally dis-
abled student programs and other special education pro-
grams — should be fully funded by the federal or state
government, which ever mandales a given program.

. We have opposed in the past, and we will continue to
oppose efforts to establish a state-wide property tax levy.



United School Administrators
School Finance Task Force
Report to the Interim Committee on School Finance
September 28, 1977

I am Ferman Marsh, Chairman of the Special Task Force on School Finance,
representing the United School Administrators of Kansas, an umbrella organization
representing all levels of school administration. The Task Force consists of
thirteen school administrators representing all types of school districts in
Kansas from high to low enrollment districts and from high to low State aide
districts. ) )

The Task Force has had an opportunity to review the information presented
to the Interim Committee and appreciates the opportunity to suggest several
recommendations for the committee's review.

Our greatest concern is with the current definition of wealth used to deter-—
mine the level of responsibility for financing our public schools. The sales-ratio
study and the adjusted wealth formula creates many inequities in the current
formula for distributing State support for public education in Kansas. We realize
that steps are being taken at the present time to correct this situation. We
recommend the committee consider establishing an equal state-wide assessment of
all property, at the same time a land use assessment formula is initiated. This

assessment should be maintained at the State level to insure continued equity of
assessment. We also recommend that wealth be limited in definition to include

only factors that are available to local boards to finance our schools. State
support could then be distributed on a true power-equalized basis after each district
has made a true local effort. When this is accomplished, we then would support the
concept of power equalizing all funds used to finance the public schools of Kansas.

We realize the committee will have to review possible changes in the current
- formula in order to meet the needs of our schools between now and the time our

first suggestion could be initiated. We would like to recommend consideration of
~ the following: :

1. No further power-equalizing of funds until state-wide assessment is
accomplished. TIf, however, it is found to be necessary to further
power-equalize in the interim period in order to salvage P.L. 874 funds,
we would suggest the social security fund be brought under the concept
of power-equalization as a temporary measure.’

Z. We would suggest a change in the current transportation aid formula by
counting those students transported less than 2-1/2 miles as one-half
student on both sides of the current formula; that is, in the density
factor as well as State aid for transporting students. We do not recommend
any further changes in transportation requirements.

3. In an effort to allow local districts to be as efficient as possible,
we would suggest the committee consider allowing boards of education
to evaluate the efficiency of each attendance center and the opportunity
to close attendance centers the board considers to be financially
inefficient. At the present time local boards of education are not
allowed to do this except in cities of the first class with 20,000 or
more population and only then within the confines of the city limits.

—OVER-
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T -t to the Interim Committee on School Finance
H :mber 28, 1977

4. We suggest the grandfather clause be retained as it currently exists
due to the inequities in the wealth formula. When equal assessment is
achieved, however, there would be no further need for the grandfather
clause.

5. The county foundation fund should be abolished and the local effort
rate should be adjusted to assume this portion of school funding. It
is our opinion that the county foundation fund currently requires
unnecessary bookkeeping at the local, county, and state levels.

6. In an effort to accomplish the requirements of the Federal govermment
to retain our P.L. 874 funds as they are currently used, we would
suggest the committee consider allowing a referendum at the local level
in order to exceed their budget greater than the fifteen percent that
is allowed at the present time.

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Interim
Committee and would attempt to answer any questions the committee might have for
our group. - We look forward to working with you throughout the upcoming legislative
session.
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STATEMFNT TO THE SPECIAL COMIITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCE

September 28, 1977

I an Marian_Wérriner, representing the 1L00 members of the Leggue of Women
Voters of Kansas. We very much appreciate the invitation to present our
position on finanecing public schools in Kansgas.

On behalf of the League, I want to express appreciation of the excellent
study you are doing this interim. The research into the alternatives to the
present plan, especizlly in areas of serious conflict and challenge, and your
willingness to discuss them, both on their pure merits and also on how they
-affect school finance dovm %o any and all districts in Kansas, is worthy of
praise. The research is; as always, very thorough and uwnbiased. Your dis-
cussion is open, both in fiscal and political aspects. We hope this states-
manlike approach will continue into the Segsion where your leadership will
emphasize the welfare and educational health of the state as a whole.

"The question of equalizing public school resources is a moral and
political issue as much as an educational one. The goal is Justice
in the distribution of educational funds in a country that strives
to be a democracy. As long as there is a large and important publiec
education institution, its benefits, however imperfect, should be
equally available to all children.“i

I have chosen this quote for it so well states the basic principle and goal of
the Kansas League as we work +o improve the funding of owr public schoolgme-
both in equalization of money raigsing and in egualization of money spending,

Faualization and District Wealth

The League of Women Voters sees public education as 2 state responsibility in.-
cluding the funding, either directly or through authorization to local districts.
Becauvse of the unequal distribution of local wealth among school districts,

and the unequal assessment of that wealthy we strongly endorse equalization

of funding. We support the use of the Assessment Ssles Ratio Study,; or some
simllar instrument, that puts all real estate taxpayers over the state on a

more nearly equal focting. Realizing that ownership of property is an imperfect
nmeasure of ability tc nay, we endorse the idea of including taxable income in
the measure of district wealth either through the present procedure or soms
other that might better withstand the constitutional challenge to the present
methods of achieving equity in school finance.

L TYeming, Virginia. The Cost of Wezleet. The Value of Equity. Southern
Regional Council, Inc., Atlanta, January 197L. p. Te

s
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The School District Equalization Act of 1973 has these two elements. We
recomuend that you keep them. We feel Kansas has a good basic formula. It
does provide equalization to a point, as can be seen by the inverse relation-
ship of general state aid to district wealth, and the drawing toward the median
of both budgets per pupil and tax levies. It is so designed that substantial
decisionmaking is left at the local level.

We do sea three major imnerfectiOﬂs, two of which you are currently studying.
One is the lack of equalization of the income tax rebate; the other the lack

of equalization of the funding of those basic operating functions now outside
the general fund. We would like to see the ratio of state aid to all general
operating expenses rise to 50%.

Income Tex Rebate

Setting aside for the moment the border county problem, let's look at the in-
come tax rebate. The present method of distribution is not equalized. Taken
together, the income tax rebate and the use of taxable income in the definition
of district wealth give the system a responsiveness to changes in income levels
while retaining equalization for most districts. But this. response is no¥
present in the high wealth districts which receive income tax rebate but no

general state aid. As income rises, their staie aid which is in the form of
the income tax rebate also rises.

of the various suggested changes, the League would choose to add the rebate
dollars to the general state aid and to distribute it through the formula.
This would remove the unequaligzing influence mentioned above. It would also
solve the before credits-after. credits problem in the border counties.

Should another system be developed that we judge would accurately reflect
ability to pay and put equal resources behind each pupil, we ecould support

that. Perhaps, of the possibilities suggested to the committee, the most worthy
in our opinion is the use of the ratio of income per pupil to the state average.
income per pupil, as long as it provides the return of dollars in the income

tax rebate in an inverse relabtionship to wealth similar to that of the equali-
zation formula.

Equalization of Specisl Funds

Another major concern is interdistrict inequality in effort and dollars avail-
able in the special funds-~-special education, vocational education, and the
employee~related expendibures supported by special levies. We see no logic, ex-
cept the political and fiscael adjustments we reallze are sometimes necessary,
in such programs being outside the general operating budget. In order to be
honest with the principle of equal wealth behind each child, we favor bringing
these into the genersl operating fund, thereby equalizing them. To maintain

at least the 0% ratio and if possitile to increase it, we suggest incorporating
these with the present state funding in a phase-in over several years. We

urge the Legislature to make such a commitment in the forthcoming segsion.

Our choice for the initial phase would be special education, for the date of the
mandate is drawing near. This will perhaps most strongly affect the welfare of
the students in the scdhools.
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Ratio of State to General Operating Budgets

We think that it is importent that the State of Kansas fund public education,
K-12, at at least the 505 level. The general state aid is the equalizing

money. The higher the ratio the greater the equalization. We would like to see
more of the educational burden transferred from the property tax to state taxes.

Budget Controls

The Legislature has faced equalization of spending trrough budget controls.

e would like to see another significant trend toward the state median in both
expenditures per pupil and in mill levy (related to equalized assessment).

We do not mean exactly the same dollars for each student, for that would mean
equal dollars for unequal situations. Edvcational needs vary from student to
student and from. area to area.

Raising the money

Of course the million dollar question is money. League membersg are not enthusi-
astic about tax increases--but they are willing to pay higher taxes for state
gervices they feel are essential.

You have two suggestions before you for raising school revenue at the state

level. The remittance of excess local effort to the state would bring Kansas
closer to "pure" power equelization. We recommend that you study further the
remittance proposal looking at it in combination with use value appraisal and
ascertaining the effect on the agricultural industry, already bothered by adverse
differential between selling price and cost of production. If "pure' equalization
of the income factor in school finance is to be considered, it is only fair to
also consider pure equalization of the property factor.

A state property tax on state assessed property replacing the comparable local
school distriet tex would bring more equalization %o school finance., This would
spread the unusual wealth a district acquires simply by virtue of geographical
location. The Leapue has agreed in the past with the commitment to no state
property taxes, but the virtues of this in the school finance situation should

not be ignored in its possibility of greater equity for school taxpayers statewide.

We believe more of the total state general revenue should come from the income
tax in preference to the sales tax. The Legislature needs to investigate how

our income tax might produce more revenue: a change in the base? a change in

the rates? ‘e would like to think that greater efficiency in government might
make dollars available, but we do not believe that sufficient dollars will be
found in thils way to finance the state's growing responsibilities. We would like
to think that economic growth might provide the dollars needed--that the oil wells
would flow anew, the price of wheat would again reach £5.00 a bushel, that the
water that fell in Kansas City might be put underground in western Kansas. Ane-
other source is the state balances, but their use can provide at the most only a
temporary source of revenue for additional stats aid to education. e believe
that the state will be faced with firding additional revenue, either to finance
some of education now supported by property taxes, or to finance the growing needs

and scope of educational institutions as they respond to the demands and expecta~
tions of citizens. .
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SUMMARY OF POSITIONS ON VARIOUS ISSUES REFORE THE

LAV Y \V % V
LEAGUE O W(}QAEN VOTERS OF KANSAS

'SPECIAL CO:MITTEE ON SCEOOL FINANCE
Septenber 28, 1977

1. Definition of District Wealth.

Taxable Income. Some measure of abllity to pay based on income level

should be reteined, or & distribution plan on the basis
. of need related to wealth be developed.

Adjusted Assessed Valuation. Adjusted (equalized) assessed valuation
should be retained. The use of the Kansas Assessment
Sales Ratio Study is necessary to compute equalized
assessments, or some other tool must be developed that .
will provide that all assessments (not under use value,
if passed) will be at the same percentage of market value.

2. Income Tax Rebate.

Equalization. The income tax rebate should be eliminated and at least an
equal number of dollars added to the general state aid
and distributed according to the formula.

Tax lisbility after credits. This is patently unfair to the border
counties. Equalization will correct this problem,

Deduction of income tax rebate in computing general state aid,
Equalization is a betiter method.

3. Local Income Tax., A local income tax should not be used. It is unequalized.

e Equalization of specizl funde., A1) programs .and expenditures of an operating
nature should be included in the general operating fund and
equalized. -

S. Ratio of state aid to local support. The state should provide a‘major portion
of the general operating fund. The Legislature should con-
tinue to strive for at least 50% state funding.

6. "Grandfather Clause." The “grandfather clause"should be eliminated. Tt is
' not equalized.

7. Remittance of excess local effort. This should be studied further with pro-
visions of use value and effect on the agricultural industry.

8. Btate property tax on state assessed property. Further study with computer
muns should be undertaken.



League of Women Voters of Kansas
Attachment to Statement to the Special Committee on School Finance

STATEMENT OF POSITION ON SCHOOL FINANCE
September 28, 1977

The entire burden of financing education should not fall on local units
of government, but should be shifted partially to larger geographical
areas and their units of government. Specifically, we believe that:

The State of Kansas should promote equal educaticnal opportunity
for all children through a state school finance plan which makes
equivalent resources available to each pupil regardless of the
wealth of any particular school district. The League supports
the following as a means of implementing this position:

1. Equalized expenditures per pupil should consist of revenue
from each school district, based on its ability, with the
balance funded from state sources.

2. The state should provide the major portion of the total
operating costs for education in Kansas.

3. A major portion of the increased monies for the state's
share of educational support should be derived from the
state income tax.

L. Statewide equalization of the assessment of property is
a necessary condition for fair use of the property tax,

5. Equalized expenditures per pupil should incorporate a
weighting system which takes into account the educational
level of the pupil, the enrollment of the school system,
and adjustments for special, compensatery and vocational
education. ‘

6. Special provision should be made for the rapid correction -
of deficiencies of those school districts whose per pupil
expenditures do not provide an adequate basic education.

7. Each school district could be allowed a minimum discre-
tionary amount of local tax money above the equalized
expenditure per pupil.

8. The following factors should be regulated by state guide-
lines. They should not be used as determinants in school
funding.

a. Incentives for school district consolidation,
b, Pupil teacher ratios (maximum and minimum),
c. Teacher training and experience.
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TRANSPORTATION of STUDENTS

RECOMMENDATION

KSA 72-8302 should be changed to allow the board of education of any school
district to provide or furnish transportation to and from any school of the school
district for students that reside more than one and one-half (1 1/2) miles by the

usually traveled road from the residence of the student.

The cost of furnishing or providing such transportation shall be considered
on the formpula of one-half (1/2) or fifty (50) percent of the computation of the
district's transportation allowance under article 70 of Chapter 72 of the Kansas

Statutes Annotated.
RATTONALE

The change would be made on a "permissive basis" and would not require a school
district to change their present rules and regulations adopted by the board of
education or the present authorization to furnish transportation of students (KSA

72-8302).

The proposed change would provide for much greater efficiency in the trans-

portation of students. (As pointed out in the Emporia USD 253 report.)

A4 L



Page Two

The proposed change would address itself to the national energy crisis. This
change would reduce the use of private vehicles, thus decrease the consumption of

gasoline in the state of Kansas,

The proposed change would also enhance the safety for transportation of
students. With fewer vehicles cn the roads and streets, it would also improve

pedestrian safety for students walking to and from school.

The proposed change would not drastically increase the local school district's
cost for transporting students. Most local school districts have a fleet of buses
or contract with private firms on a lease arrangement. Qualified bus drivers are

also available.

The proposed change could be adequately funded -under the state formula listed

above.

The proposed change would cost the state of Kansas approximately 2.8 millicn

dollars according to reliable sources.

The proposed change would provide a more reasonable distance for elementary

and secondary students to travel to and from any school of the school district.
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TO: Board 6f Education
FROM: Harold-R. Hosey, Superintendent of Schools %Zid-

RE: _  Shuttle Bus Service to Lowther Middle School {(Crades 6-7-8) -

!

On Tuesday, May 11, 1976, the Board of Education tabled the shuttle bus service to
Lowther Middle School item.” The program will be placed on the agenda for Tuesday,
June 8, 1976 for cousideration.

Two proposals were drafted for earlier consideratlon. Briefly, they were as follows:

PLAN "A": Eight (8) plck up arecas ov points would be established.

: : NUMBER OF STUDENTS
LOCATION . SERVED

Village Elementary Scheol . 130
Mary Herbert Elementary School ‘ ) 64
Lincoln Villape and I-35 H2
Walnut Elementary School .29
William Allen White Elementary School 37
U.S. Army Reserve Center on East Sixth 39
Riverside Garden Arvea 24
Logon Avenue Elementary School o 45
TOTAL : 420
The projected cost was estimated at $15,0600 per year.
¢ Loas of state revenue - § 9,000
e Fucl costs 1,500
¢ Replacement of buses ' 2,200
e Salarics (65 hours) 2.5 3080
TOTAL $15,000

PLAN "B'": Mr. Ted Fowler, Director .of Transportation, developed a plan which requires
twelve (12) plck up points throughout cur community including the five (5) clementary
sttendance centers.  (See map on memorandum dated 5-6-76.)

This plan would also serve 450 students at a cost of $25,190.

.

e Fuel costs $ 1,990

@ Replacement of buses , 2,200
e AddLtional drivers . ' 12,000
@ Loss of state rovenue ' 9,000

TOTATL $25,190
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PLAN "C": It was suggested that we estimate the cost for transporting all Lowther
Middle School students next fall.

It is difficult to determine how many youngsters would ride if service were provided.
There are approximately 450 students not included in the Plan "A" or Plan "B",

These students would walk back to the pick up points which would be Walnut, Mary
Herbert, William Allen White, Logan Avenue, and Riverside Garden Area in Plan "A" and
in Plan "B" all the pick up points plus points number 5, 7 and 21 shown on map "B".

Using the same cost factor as established in the carlier analysis, the cost would be
$16,079 (450 students x $35.72 = $16,079)

The total cost for transporting all students would be:

Plan "A" - $31,079
Plan “B" $41,269

RATIONALE FOR SHUTTLE BU5 SCERVICE:

‘8. Few elementary youngsters now travel more than one (1) nile to their
elementary attendance center,

. Many parcents and students have difficulty providing transportation.

c. 7This transportatica propgram would fwprove the traffic problem around the
Lowther Middle School area and lessen a hazard problom.

d. This transpoertation program will be in the interest of the national energy
crisis. ; .

e. Our present transportation system can adequately handle the additional students
without additicnal buses and would make our program more efficient.

RECOMMENDATION

Yt 1is recommended that we provide a limited shuttle bus propram for Lowther Middle
School students.  Students Living twelve (12) blocks eor more from their attendance

center would be entitled to transportation.  This recomméndation would also include
that the district not spend more than or have loss of revenue more than $15,000 fer

‘197677,
HRH: (¢t
6-4—~706

7=7~77 (Rev,)
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10. Resigdent School Pupils Transported September 15, 1977 (Estimated).
* {Residing 2%, miles or more from the school house a%*tended
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5.23 to 6.23 =126 16.23 tc 17.23 = 3z
6.23 to 7.23 = 122 17.23 to 18.23 = 9;
7.23 to 8.23 = 118 18.22 to 19.23 = ¢9
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Jack D. Parker
Superintendent

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 4438

) . McPherson County
119 S. Main Box 98

‘Inman, Kansas 67546

September 28, 1977

Exhibits Attached:

A. Comparison of 1975-76, 1976-77, 1977-78 budget factors.
B. Total expen&itures, budget and tax levy summary for 1975,
1976, *1977. :
C. 1977-78 budget - notice of hearing.
D. State form 02-07-148 computed estimated state aid.
*Proposed.

Sincerely,

i[?t(? E:)- (g:EQ/ngaxxﬂx_,

(Ga k D. Parker, Superintendent

\JBJD #448, Inman, Kansas

Telephone
316-585-6424

Ate s, 5



Irman USD # 448
Sept her 1977

1. LEGAL MAXIMUM BUDGET GENERAL FUND

o

Enrollment 9/15 each year

3. Afverage taxable income
Average Adjusted Valuation

District Wealth

4. BUDGET PER PUPIL
5. BUDGET PER PUPIL(NORM FOR STATE)

6. LOCAL EFFORT RATE( 4 divided by 5)

7. LOCAL EFFORT (District Wealth X effort rate) 311,657

REVENUE :
County Foundation .
Income Tax

State Aid

- OTHER FACTORS:

Reduction in cash carry-over

Budget Increase 5%

Estimated

1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
$586, 694 631,720 663,308
488.5 457.0 425.0
4 094,467 4,304,325 4,859,735
14,003,010 16,667 011 21,293,124
18,097,477 - 20,971,336 26,152,859
1,201 . 1,382 1,560
1,186 1,299 1,421
.0172210 .0188385 0192654
395,069 503,845
21,604 21,300 19,662
25,382 39,873 33,037
253,433 215,351 139,799
93,033 61,670
631,720 663,308

-31, 36!

#31., 584



TOTAL EXPENDITURES, BUDGET AND TAX LEVY SUMMARY

i Preceding Year ( Actual) i Current Year (Actual) i Budget Year (Proposed)
FUNDS | (1) | (2) (3) ] (4) 5 (G6)
1975 l 1975-1_?}76 1976 | 1976-197T 1977 ) 1077-1978
le’} Mills | Expenditures Levy, Millsl Expenditures Levy, Mills Expenditures
L General ««evreeere et e eee e KR cFii | 591,603 | 29.08 641,225 | 45,68 | 663,308
2. Social Security 11| 3.46 | 32,908 = 3,97 35.8(1 3.0l 38,000
5 B TN o o . b S R B T SRS 12 | .38 | 25,290 1.02 53,973 4.00 76,000
4, Vocational Education ... . ... . ... oo 13 2.00 | 25,444 ! 1.97 31,026 2.00 3k, 713
5 "Transooitdon ; coe ov vs wan wmes on we B a5 s B s g | 14 ‘ 25 001 | ! 63,906 86,250
8. Special Educalion ... ... e 15 ! 1.50 | 24,260 1.48 32,733 2.50 36,847
7. Workmen's Compensation .................cooovn.n. ‘16 | .08 | 1,866 239 2,025 .20 2,500
8. Adult BEAUGAHON: wr su cmu e vwn o pioe i 5es an iy v v 17 l
9. Co-op Special EdUCAtOn ..........c.ceuiinennnns.. 18 Ixxxxx XXX XX XXX X X
10 DEVEE THHBIEE o o s gk o s s s o s o s ' 19 Isexesoxex 3,690 ixxxxx 4,572 x| 4,760
11, FOOd SEMVICE ..ottt 2 e 66,057 'wxxxx 68,638  IxxxxX. 72,930
9 Special ASSESEMEBTE v v s e wine wn s se s sie wasy w8 121 ‘ :
13 Dectentlon ws vy wsw in v v oo b ¥l B o Vo 5 vad o s 22 [
14. Bond and Interest No, 1 ....... ... ... . ... .o oo, - 3.55 33,627 2.91 37,248 0 36,560
15, Borid Ead. IRterest Not B vauw o wose s s B wovse wn s o o Eé_
18, "Temporat Nobes | .6 .00 o2 655 o8 £oF 05 050 SO @Es s g ¢ .ai_
17. No-Fund Warrants . ... oo 28
18, Unemployment Insurance 27 ‘ ] A | Jsadd
19. Total all I"'undsiao 39.72 | 859,746 | 39.92 971,147 ! 56.81 | 1,052,201
20. Taxes Per $100.00 ...\ voroonen i 23,972 33 5 x 3 333X X530 99255 X X X X X X8 208 L I3 x X X X X X X X X
TEMPORARY NOTES AND NO-FUND WARRANTS INDEBTEDNESS
n To be Paid To be Paid
Nature Date Nate Qriginal Amount Asmount 7-1-77 to 6-30-78 7.1-78 to 12-31-78
of of of ) Unpaid
Indebtedness Issue Interest Indebtedness 7-1-77
i Interest Principal Interest Principal
‘ &
21, ‘
22;
23.
24,
25. i
26, E
27. f
28. i
29, 1 |
30. TOTAL, v v vo vr o 6 s sz HHXXKX XXX)’(XJ | ‘{ | i

56.0457.8.28-77

Inman USD #448




STATE OF KANSAS
Bupcet Fonae No. 4A . ‘
{To be used by Unified Districts)
1977-1978 BUDGET—NOTICE OF HEARING

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given, in compliance with the provisions of X.S. A. 1976 Supp., 79-2929, that the govern-

ing body of loman school district, 448 McPherson
County, Kansas, will meet onthe —_11th __ day of August 1977, at 8190 oclock, B: M., at
AaHigh Schoel Band Room for the purpose of ]mm:nrr objections and answering ques-
tions of tl\ payers relating to the following budget and the proposed tax levy, and considering amendments relating
thereto. Detailed budget information on State Budeet Form 4 will bc avmhb]e at _District Central Office
g
and will also be available at the hearing.
R 4 e i L. :
ok V10 )0 }l‘),.q,_‘, Jaama s Clerk. Aitas 7// K d_;/w President.
IROFPOSED TAX LEVIES BY FUNDS" ;
Tanwible Valuation .. ... .. ' 1975, 8_11,0 004,956 1976, $_#.L_s.-a__7 ﬁg_L, 1977, 12,270,000
Year 1975-1976 ‘ Year 1976-1977 Year 1977-1978
FFUNDS i B 3
EF{:‘ES 5 Expenditures R—I}::s Expenditures 13‘355 Expenditures
| : 7 ‘
i . !
Glemeral. ; . vpu s v saws 5 v ses (28.77 §50l. 608 . .. P9 08 § 661 295 h5.68| # 663,308
Social Security............ 3.44 32,008 3.27 35,801 —|-3.01 38,000
Capital Outlay............ .38 . 25,290 1.02 53,913 4.00 76,000
Vocational Iodueation. . ... .| 2-00: 25,444 1.97 21,026 2.00 31,713
Transportation............ J ‘ 55,001 — 63,906 : 86,250
Special Education. . . ......| - 1.50_ 24,260 .48 32,733 1.50]_ 36,847
Waorkmen’s Compensation. .| 08 1,866 ! -‘:T“O"————h‘—L!-QCq .20 2,500
Adult Eduention., ... ...... ' :
Co-op Special dueation . | AR XX XXX XXX
Driver Training. . ......... /XXX 37690 e R 4l s MK 4,760
IFFood Service. . . ........... KX X 66,057 XXX! 58 638 XXX 72,930
Unemployment _Insurance ! — 5 3,333
| _ ] .
Bond and Interest......... 3.55_ 33,627 2.91 137,248 : 36,560
Total. . ovvrenrennss 39.72 $859,746 8 971,147 _ _ |56 .81 §1052,201
Taxes Per 8100.00. .. ... ... | 5_13.972 $__3.992 : $.5.681
Indebredness ! Tuly 1, 1975 July 1, 1976 | July 1, 1977
|
Bonds Outstanding . . .......1 & 100,000 g 70,000 # 35,000

Temnorary Notes. oo oo 0000
No-Trund Warrants, ... ... .1
Tatal. [ 8 100,000 2 70..000 | & 35,000

i
|
|
|




Form 02-07-"8% KANSAS STATE D[PARTMENT OF EDUCATION - SCHONL FINANCE AND STATISTICS Studiun

This forn is to be used by school district officials and county clerks to compucee the estimaled stotu aid., Tt is not to be fi
4 to be filed

State Devarwment of Education. Attach one copy of this ComJIQLuJ_aOPﬂ Lo Budget Form No.
20, 19797,

ESTIMATED STATE AID COMPUTATION - 1977-78 Ludget

1. *Estimated Legally Mdopted Budget Pee Pupil (Legally Adopted Budyet) (663,308.00

2. Local Effort Rate = Dist. Budget Per Pupil (Line 1)_1,560.72 2 Horm Uudget.

3. *Legally Adopted Budget (See Line 1 abuve) . .

PR T T T S S S R T S R R B ]

4. Local Effort Rate {Line 2) ,01926542__ x District Wealth (Sve Pages 2 & 3) __26,152,859..

5. District Computed Ccunly Foundation (See Page § - Line 3)

-

. s

P T L .

Per Pup

; a1u/17

tarul lwent

led with the Kansa.

with the County Clerk on or before August

.

BB e v 8 BaB00.0R

1P¥ 1 420.96.% 1.098371* 1. 754% 1 _926542— %

......

6. Actual Receipts for P.L. 874, 7/1/76 to 6/30/77 (or receipts district was entitled to recerve i

aoplication was made} .

P S S T T S R T R BN

7. Total Deductions (Line 4 + &+ 5) .

e T T O R R |

8. PROPOSED STATS AT FUR DISTRICT {Line 3 - Line 1.

9, Computed State Afd under Grandrather Clause (Gen. State Ad per pupil 1972-73 (see payes 4 & 5)

x 9,15/ Duro ) Tment,

10. Proposed Stata Aid under Grandtalher Clause (Multiply Line 9 by ..
1976 General Fund MITY tate). o o 0 0 0 0 e i

11, Estimated General State Afd (See Line 8 above). . .

PR T T T T S S T S T R T B IR}

12, Estimated Income Tax Recripls (Ling 2+ 24 5 - Form 152) x 75% . . 33,037.28, ., .

14, Sub-Total (Linp 11 ¢ 1:);

14, Estimated State Afd under Grandfather Clausa (Line 10 ~‘Line‘13)-

15, Estimated State Aid 93777 e ogo/rs (Line B+ Line Ml ¥ 5 5 8 ¢ % % v on mow o0 B w0

-----

16. Cotimated State Aid Tore 7/078 Lo L2730/ (ﬂﬂh of Line 15) . . = g ;
OO 1 ﬂA e
EnroYliment of *aborn Budget ‘
“the District PuvIPup{f Adjustment ‘ 1976 Ran, Fupd MiT1
— L B N0 1) ok R 'J ‘.\_’ t" ;]“ ‘,l
; o

Under 400 $1429 Honie ' fu /' -
400 - 1199 $1429 Minus 1.32250 (1-400) - i“?x “ 2. ji
1200 und over Y Huie AR - el
: #1 e _ 25,78 - 26.77
anTE - 2577
23,08 - 24077
2218 = 2877
w1.78 = 241
2070 - w1lid
Balow 0.7/

*Legally  ‘opted Dudget Cannni Exced Line 1 - oty 02-07-150

.. =$.663,308.00

¥ 5508 BUEET comen

g (Listed L2lew Lasad un yuwre

I T

. 523,508,01.__
= 3 5-..]:3.91_799|99

" 8130192680 can e

3.26,777.96.

. *-.1._64.,577 L L T
R

..o 8139 a..?.?.?.;.’i.?..______
o % 4._55,919.99 ..

ool rutitfeient

[k
YU
o
701
GOY
' 1
A%
30%
0y
1y
1)




