ApproVed February ]_5, 1984

Date
MINUTES OF THE _HOUSE ~ COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
The meeting was called to order by Representative Don Céﬁﬁﬁiﬁiﬁ at
_3:30  axm./p.m.on __February 13 184 in room _313=S __ of the Capitol.

All members were present except: Representative Smith, who was excused.

Committee staff present:

Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statutes' Office
Ben Barrett, Legislative Research
Judy Crapser, Secretary to the Committee

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Craig Grant, Kansas-National Education Association

Representative Denise Apt

Representative Bill Brady

Larry Magill, Independent Insurance Agents of Kansas

John Peterson, Kansas Association of Private Career Schools

Bill Curtis, Kansas Association of School Boards

Joe McFarland, Kansas Board of Regents

Kevin Harris, Washburn Student Bar Association

Ermal Garinger, Kansas Foreign Language Teachers Association, Foreign Language Advisory
Council of State Department of Education, faculty member of Kansas U.

The minutes of February 6, 1984 were approved.
The Chairman called for introduction of bill requests.

The Chair recognized Craig Grant, Kansas-National Education Association, who requested

a bill introduced by the Education Committee affecting KSA 72-8601. His request applies
to section (b), changing the amount specified to be deducted in written authorization
raising the existing amount of $25 per year to $50 per year. Representative Harder
moved that the request be drafted and introduced by Request. Representative Brady
seconded the motion. The motion carried.

Representative Denise Apt made a motion to introduce a committee bill, by Request, con-—
cerning the capital outlay funding for vocational educational schools. This bill would
be to allow funding for equipment, and address a method of matching funding from the
private industry. Representative Bussman seconded the motion. The motion carried.

The Chairman opened the hearings for HB 2848 which affects exemptions from the provisions
of the Kansas proprietary school act.

Representative Bill Brady presented HB 2848. He stated this was a simple change from
the existing statute concerning the Kansas proprietary school act to allow for inter—
association education or schooling without certification. Representative Brady did
recommend an amendment be considered when action is taken, to add at the end of section
(e) "and for which no tuition is charged to the student'.

Larry Magill, Executive Vice President, Independent Insurance Agents of Kansas, testified
in support of HB 2848. (ATTACHMENT I)

John Peterson, Kansas Association of Private Career Schools, testified on HB 2848. He
stated they had concerns with broadening the exemptions, but if Representative Brady's
proposed amendment were to be attached to HB 2948, they would support this legislation.

This concluded hearings on HB 2848. The Chair opened hearings on HB 2769 which would
authorize the deposit of miscellaneous revenues in the general fund of school districts.

Bill Curtis, Kansas Association of School Boards, testified in support of HB 2769. He
stated this would allow school districts to deposit investment income in the general

fund in those years when the state aid fell short. They agreed, in the Association, that
a built—in investment income feature is not a good idea.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for 1

editing or corrections. Page Of 2
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MINUTES OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

CONTINUATION SHEET

room —313-8 Statehouse, at __3:30 __ X%¥/p.m. on February 13 19_84

This concluded hearings on HB 2769. The Chair opened hearings on HB 2947 which concerns
the graduation requirements from high school preparatory to enrollment in the state
universities.

Representative Denise Apt presented HB 2947. She stated the Legislative Educational
Planning Commission heard testimony that would urge students to take a more academic
curriculum. (ATTACHMENT II)

Joe McFarland, Board of Regents, testified in support of HB 2947. He stated they support
this measure conceptually, but believe a pragmatic problem for implementation may exist.
He felt there may be a need for additional interim steps before this legislative step.
Mr. McFarland referred to a survey taken with recommendations. (ATTACHMENT III) He
stated they would recommend trying to get HCR 5039 moving for passage this legislative
session.

Kevin Harris, Washburn Student Bar Association President, testified in support of HB 2947.
He stated the increased academic requirements for enrollment into a university would be

a definite advantage for all concerned. If a student had not completed these qualifica-
tions, they could acquire an Associate Arts degree and then transfer.

Written testimony in support of HB 2947 was given by Craig Grant, Kansas—-National Educa-
tion Association. (ATTACHMENT IV)

Ermal Garinger, Kansas Foreign Language Teachers Association President, testified less

as an oppoment but with caution for support for HB 2947. He stated this was a step in

the right direction but felt that the subject matter in class was perhaps more important
than credit requirements. His second point stated was that there are most likely currently
enough staff in the foreign language departments. If this legislation were to pass, they
would not suggest postponing one segment of the implementation.

This concluded the hearing on HB 2947.
The meeting was adjourned by the Chairman at 4:43 p.m.

The next meeting of the Committee will be February 14, 1984 at 3:30 p.m.

Page 2 of 2
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Testimony on HB 2848
Before the House Education Committee
By: Larry W. Magill, Jr., Executive Vice President
Independent Insurance Agents 'of Kansas

Thank you for the opportunity to appear today in support of HB 2848
introduced by Representati?e Brady at our request. We view this proposal
as a necessary broadening of the association exemption to avoid expensive
and time consuming regulation.of our education programs, which would 'not
serve in the best interests of our meqpers Oor consumers.

Under the present association exemption wording, associations do
nét qualify if: (1) they allow nonmembers to attend their education
programs or (2) a tuition fee is paid by the student.

In regard to the second requirement, a number of problems can arise.
When a sole préprietor or a partnership péys a registration fee is that
the firm paying the fee or the individual owners in the case where ‘the
owner is the one attending the school? If the firm first pays the fee and
then'charges it back to the Student, how can the association know that
this will happen when all they receive is the employer's check?  To our
knowledge, this has not been ﬁhe praétice among our members or nonmembers
who attend our schools.

Most associations have substantially increased their education
activities since 1971 when the Kansas Proprietary School Act was first
passed; and to our knowledge most associations have been allowing
nonmembers to attend for a higher fee because: (1) Potential an£i—trust
problems where associations exclude nonmembers from participating in
association benefits. The attached exetpts from the Law of Associations
addresses this point. The author points out that an association seeking
to establish that it is formed for the "common business interest" can

point to the furnishing of services to nonmembers, as well as to members

to bolster their position that it is organized to promote an industry

generally. - (2-13-84)
ATTACHMENT I HOUSE EDUCATION
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Subsequently, on page 15-56, the author points out that, "Anti-trust
law enforcers ofithe federal government many times require such rendition
of services to nonmembers." They went on to point out that‘the difference
in fee charged for nonmembers must reflect an actual difference in the
cost of the service furnished. In other words, if the activity is dues
supported then the associaﬁion is jﬁétified an additional fee to nonmembers
on the basis of the amount of dues su;port,

Secondly, nonmembers are allowed to attend by mosf associations
because they represent an excellent source of prospects for new members.
Representative Brady, in féct, attended a school as a nonmember prior
to joining our association. When the nonmember subsequently joins, the
difference in fees is credited against dues during that year.

- Thirdly, although minor, nonmembers are a source of additional
revenue, which may allow a marginal school to be held for the benefit
of all. Last year, out of 1,200 students who attended IIAK sponsored
programs, approximately 8 were nonmembers and 6 of those nonmembers had
attended one of our licensing schools. Nevertheless, if a particular
school is borderline on paying its direct expenses, one or two additional
people might make the difference in whether the school is held or |
cancelled. Our only marketing efforts are through our own membership.
Thus, although our schools are open to nonmembers, very few attend.
Besides the Kansas Association of Realtors,.we are unaware of any
other associations that the Proprietary School Act has been applied to,

yet most would probably not meet the requirements for the association

exemption. The law does not just address licensing schools, but would

apply to any educational program put on by an association.
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Exactly what is a school? The law defines a school as, "any business
enterprise...(l) which offers or maintains a course or courses of
instruction or stﬁdy; or (2) at which place of business such course or
courses of instruction or study is available...for the purpose of training
or preparing such person for a field of endeavor in a business, trade
technical or industrial occupation, or for avocational or personal
improvement, except as hereinafter excluded."

Under this definition of a school, it is possible that our convention
where nonmembers such as exhibitors, insurance cdmpany employees, non-
member agents and others attend and where we give credit towards
continuing education, would have to somehow be closed to nonmembers or
gqualify under the Proprietary School Act. It could also include our
legislative "Day at the Capitol" where nonmembers. do attend and where
we do.educate them on legislative issues.

In fact, counting our convention, "Day at the Capitol" and Young
Agents Conference, we anticipate sponsoring over 37 different programs
during 1984 as outlined on our education calendar. Last year, we
sponsored over 60 days of classes which were attended by over 1,200
students. Bringing all of these programs into compliance, many of which
are developed to meet special needs which may only be given once, would
be expensive, time consuming and frankly, a waste of time. Many of the
programs we sSponsor are given by professional speakers or are developed
by our national association in conjunction with firms specializing in
educational training. Last year, IIAK was instrumental in forming KICEP,
the Kansas Insurance Continuing Education Program, spoﬁsored by all
facets of the insurance industry to promote a voluntary continuing

education program. Our principle reason for taking this step was to
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avoid the additional government regulation of mandatory continuing
education.

The problemsnassociated with such government regulation are amply
demonstrated by the list of requirements a school must meet to be
certified under the Proprietary School Act contained in K.S.A. 72-4926.
A copy is attached. 1In all, there are 12 criteria presumably each of
our 37 different programs would have to meet.

In our last Long Range Planning Committee report, education was
listed as the top priority of our association during the coming years.
As a result, this activity we subsidize through our dues. Last year
our educational programs ran a loss of $13,746, which means that we
subsidized them to that extent from dues income.

In summary, regulation of bonified trade association education
activities is unnecessary. Associations are self-policing - the "owners"
of the schools are paying freight and while nonmembers represent a small
percentage of our total enrolees, they are important because of: (1)
anti-trust considerations; (2) a source of member prospects; and (3)

a source of potential additional revenue that may enable a school to be
held.

The present Proprietary School Act would be extremely difficult to
uniformly apply to associations. Most are not even aware of its
existence, let alone that they may need to come into compliance with it.
To our knowledge, there have been no abgses by associations that would
require government regulating our education activities - an expensive,
time consuming and probably ineffective approach. We urge the committee

to report HB 2848 favorably for passage.



15-55 FEDERAL TAX ASPECTS § 15.06[3]

represent the main purpose of its operations and which are incidental
thereto, even apart from comparative revenue figures. In discussing
this latter, the court said:

We do not say that financial data of the type here present is the
only relevant criterion of the importance of one of an organiza-
tion’s many activities. But we do hold that the relative contribu-
tion to plaintiff’s receipts and expenditures of its listing service,
and the amount of personnel which the service requires, are suffi-
ciently substantial that the listing service cannot be regarded as an
incidental activity of the Board.

[2]—Source of Income

There has already been some discussion as to whether or not the
receipt of income from various activities may constitute engaging in
a regular business and thus preclude exemption. There has also been

mention of the fact thawresServicetidiFtake<thespositionzthatas

~reverptobmesathana casisinpercentageefincome-fromadyertising,
i . . , ud o -entirelys
Similarly, in Automotive Electric Associationts there were some
dues paid by members, but most of the revenue was from the sale of
a catalog. In the Credit Bureau cases, the dues, if any, were nominal,
with most of the income from a unit rate charged for credit reports
issued.

Kicobriousshat thers ic 2 dameerri .

i'l‘hmpurm\,aw%uu 2 t G el E=DOPNY bx,mmivirie_&which are.nat

itios ol " ; hemthan

[3]—Dues -

In the best position from a tax standpoint are organizations that
derive all or nearly all of their income from dues. Moreover, there
is no objection to basing the dues upon the member’s size or on the
scope of its operations, despite some manifestation of faint objection
by the Internal Revenue Service at one time.

16 Automotive Electric Ass'n, 8 T.C. 894 (1947), aff'd, 168 F.2d 366 (6th Cir.

1948).

(Law of Assn.)

§ 15.06[4] THE LAW OF ASSOCIATIONS 15-56

For example, the following methods of assessment, involving some
type of “volumes of business” basis have gone unchallenged in the
decided cases: active members assessed at the rate of one-tenth of one
percent of gross sales and assoclate members paid $25 per year,V7
annual membership dues of $10 per boat and contributions on the
basis of 60¢ per ton for all fish accepted by the canners,!® dues
based on average number of employees during the preceding calen-
dar year,’® and dues based on members’ mechanical payroll.20

ﬁﬁmauuhﬂﬁmm&ha&ﬂeubecmmcmcd‘whh“anﬂassooia»
~tion's.method.of assessingdues.

[4]—Services to Nonmembers

Also possibly affecting the exempt status of associations are ser-
vices to nonmembers. ITHas beemrtontiuded-that-eXEAIpTiom-wit et
be denied-solelbecause-a-service is-notamadcaxailable (0 DEDMENS
bers2l-and-the-fact-tha icoi ished. Crs A8

*as*to*mcmbeps—may*suppert-an:assoaiumn;&cmmmﬁmw::d
10 promote.the industry generally.?? It would indeed be odd for an
association to lose its exempt status if it supplied services to non-

members since<she antitrust law enfarcgrs of the federal gavernment
muimmqmegmmmnmf&mmmmmms.

In a recent audit of an association, there was involved a proposed
denial of the association’s exemption because:

(2) Onty members would receive a directory prepared by the
association.

(b)  Only members could exhibit in the trade show of the as-
sociation.

The IRS backed away from this audit.

17 American Refractories Institute,6 T.C.M. 1302 (1947).

18 4merican Fishermen's Tuna Boat Association v. Rugan, 51 F. Supp. 933 (C.D.
Calif. 1943). .

19 dssociated Indusiries of Cleveland, 7 T.C. 1449 (1946).

20 Commissioner v. Chicago Graphic Arts Fed., 128 F.2d 424 (7th Cir. 1942).

21 Milwaukee Ass'n of Commerce v. United States, 72 F. Supp. 310 (E.D. Wisc,
1947).
22 National Leather & Shoe Finders Ass'n, 9 T.C. 121 (1947).




15-57 FEDERAL TAX ASPECTS § 15.06[4]

However, it™mery=be=harmful~taxwise~if~monmembers-must=pay
~mere-fore-partiuiarservice-than-membersdor uniesy et fference™
—reflectaan-actuak-difference=inmthe-cost O THE SEIVILE T ed. In

some cases,23 higher charges for service to nonmembers contributed
to the denial of exemption. In another case,24 the higher charge was
held justified because it was based on the higher cost of performing
the inspection service, the Federal District Court stating:

This difference in charges is made because members’ cars are
usually inspected four or five or more at a time, while nonmembers
usually have only one car for inspection . . . because a nonmem-
ber usually requires more immediate service than a member, be-
cause of the additional bookkeeping involvedsarnd-afsoas At

. I ol 7 » ]. M
~—liizzplde GG uGHE et T T ITOTIITTeTIUENS puy-nU'wueoa[EmphaSIS

supplied.]
It also should be noted that services rendered to nonmembers may

be justified by virtue of the requirements of the antitrust laws, and
in at least one case, a reference was made to this fact.2s

The Antitrust Division point seems clear to the effect tha®tom
«pemwmform&tmn'hwtwb?mmavaﬂablm"b’ﬁ”’émbcrsx The
statement was as follows:26

I think this is a private group saying that “We have got informa-
tion, and which we competitors hate like heck to give to one
another, but we have found it to our mutua) advantage to get

together and exchange it."”

Now, if they do that and do not make it available, I think they
have violated the antitrust law. However, [ don’t think that means
that they are required to give it away.

23 4merican Ass'n of Engineers Emplopment v. Commissioner, 204 F.2d 19 (7th
Cir. 1953); Credit Bureau of Greater New York v. Commissioner, 162 F.2d (2d Cir.
1947).

28 Linle Rock Grain Exchange v. Thompson, 93 F. Supp. 571, (E.D. Ark. 1950),
appeal dismissed on stipulation of partics, 186 F.2d. 310 (8th Cir. 1950).

25 Milwaukee Ass'n of Commerce v. United States, 72 F. Supp. 310, 311 (E.D.
Wisc. 1947).
26 George Miron, Assistant Chief, General Litigation Section, Antitrust Divi-

sion, 27 A.B.A. Antitrust Section 174 (1965).
(Law of Assn)

§ 15.07 THE LAW OF ASSOCIATIONS - 15-58

This position is based on several antitrust cases.2?

Accordingly, services to nonmembers may clearly be justified on
this non-tax ground.

In Glass Container Industry Research Corp.,28 the organization
was held motentitled toamexemprSETUSH Sedaag
wit.didmotmakeitsreseargh &yadable.&ngelhvmembmﬁudfm%@mr
v=wobers. In so holding the court stated:

It is contended also that there is no requirement in the law that
research information must be provided free of charge in order to
bring a corporation within the tax-exempt provisions. [ think that
proposition is correct also. It seems to this court, however, that
research being the dominant purpose of this corporate entity and
the results of the research being only for the benefit of the mem-
bers, the organization is in reality a cooperative effort on the part
of a limited number of persons to research business projects for the
benefits of themselves rather than the public at large, or the indus-
try at large, and thus the entity is not tax-exempt.

The conclusion in most situations is that higher charges may be
made to nonmembers. The members pay the cost of the annual
operations and are therefore entitled to some special consideration.

§ 15.07 Professional Associations

[1]—*“Business League’ Classification Generally Given

scremm‘e'ﬂmrgamzznms It follows then, that all of the foregomg
hmxtatxons apply to professional associations.

27 E.g., Sugar Institute, Inc. v. United States, 297 U.S. 553 (1936),

28 Glass Container Industry Rescarch Corp. v. United States, 70-1 U.S.T.C. 9214
(W.D. Pa 1970). See the same result generally reached in Rev. Rul. 69-106, 1969-1
Cum. BurL. 153.
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72-4801

SCHOOLS

Article 48.—TRUANCY AND SCHOOL
CENSUS (Not in Active Use)

72-4801.

Revisor's Note:
Section transferred to 72-1111.

72-4802.

History: L. 1903, ch. 423, § 2; L. 1907, ch.
317, § 1; L. 1923, ch. 182, § 2; R.S. 1923,
79-4802; Repealed, L. 1969, ch. 316, § 3; L.
1969, ch. 310, § 66; July 1.

CASE ANNOTATIONS

1. School regulation expelling pupil for refusal to
salute flag held invalid; freedom of religion. State v.
Smith, 155 K. 588, 589, 127 P.2d 518.

9. Conviction upheld; “home school” held not
equivalent of “private school”; 72-1103 applied in
construing 72-4801. State v. Lowry, 191 K. 701, 703,

383 P.2d 962.

3. Mentioned; compulsory school attendance law
does not infringe religious liberty. State v. Garber, 197
K. 567, 569, 570, 419 P.2d 896. )

72-4803.

History: L. 1903, ch. 423, § 3; L. 1923, ch.
182, § 3; R.S. 1923, 72-4803; Repealed, L.
1969, ch. 316, § 3; L. 1969, ch. 310, § 66;
July 1.

72.4804, 72-4805.

History: L. 1903, ch. 423, §§ 4, 5; R.S.
1923, 72-4804, 72-4805; Repealed, L. 1969,
ch. 316, § 3; L. 1969, ch. 310, § 66; July 1.

72-48086.

History: L. 1903, ch. 423, § 6; L. 1923, ch.
182, § 4; R.S. 1923, 72-4806; Repealed, L.
1951, ch. 395, § 74; July 1.

Revisor's Note:
Later act relating to census of children under dis-
ability, see 72-5338.

72-4807.

Revisor’s Note:
Section transferred to 72-1110.

Article 49.—PROPRIETARY SCHOOLS

Revisor's Note:

This article was formerly entitled “Private Schools
Operated for Profit.” .
Law Review and Bar Journal References:

Mentioned in “1971 Legislative Synopsis,” Robert F.
Bennett, 40 J.B.A.X. 307, 353, 354 (1971).

72.4901 to 72-4905.
History: L. 1909, ch. 204, §§ 1to 5; R.S.
1923, 72-4901 to 792-4905; L. 1961, ch. 338,

§§ 1 to 5; Repealed, L. 1968, ch. 326, § 11,
July 1. -

72-49086 to 72-4915.
History: L. 1968, ch. 326, §§ 1 to 10; Re-
pealed, L. 1971, ch. 228, § 26; July 1.

72.4916. Title of act. This act shall be .

known and may be cited as the “Kansag

proprietary school act.” )
History: L. 1971, ch. 228, § 1; July 1,

72.4917. Purpose of act. The aim in
adopting this act is to establish in a unified
and organized form regulatory laws relating
to non-tax supported educational institu-
tions and to simplify, clarify and harmonize
existing legal relationships relating to these

institutions.
History: L. 1971, ch. 228, § 2; July 1.

72-4918. Applicability. This act ap-
plies to all educational institutions not sup-
ported by state tax funds unless specifically
exempted in K.S.A. 72-4920.

History: L. 1971, ch. 228, § 3; July 1.

72.4919. Definitions. As used in this
act, unless the context otherwise requires:

(a) “Proprietary school” or “school”
means any business enterprise operated fora
profit, or on a nonprofit basis, which main-
tains a place of business within the state of
Kansas, or solicits business within the state
of Kansas, and which is not specifically ex-
empted by the provisions of this act; and

(1) which offers or maintains a course or
courses of instruction or study; or

(2) at which place of business such a
course or courses of instruction or study is
available through classroom instruction or
by correspondence, or both, to a person or
persons for the purpose of training or pre-
paring such person for a field of endeavor in
a business, trade, technical, or industrial oc-
cupation, or for avocational or personal im-
provement, except as hereinafter excluded.

(b) “Owner” of a school means: (1) In
the case of a school owned by an individual,
that individual; ’

(2) In the case of a school owned by a
partnership, all full, silent, and limited
partners;

(3) In the case of a school owned by a
corporation, the corporation, its directors,

174
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PROPRIETARY SCHOOLS

72.4921

officers and each shareholder owning shares
of issued and outstanding stock aggregating
at least ten percent (10%) of the total of the
issued and outstanding shares.

(c) “School employee” means any per-
son, other than an owner, who directly or
indirectly receives compensation from a
proprietary school for services rendered.

(d) “Representative" means 4 person
employed by a proprietary school whether
the school is located within or without the
state of Kansas, to act as an agent, solicitor,
broker or independent contractor to directly
procure students or enrollees for the school
by solicitation within or without this state at
any place other than the office or place of
business of the school.

(e) “State board” means the state board
of education, or such person Or persons as
may be designated by it to administer the
provisions of this act.

(f) “Notice to the school” means written
correspondence sent to the address of record
for legal service contained in the application
for a certificate of approval. “Date of notice”
means the date the notice is mailed by the
state board.

(g) “Support’ or “supported”’ means the
primary source and means by which a
school derives revenue to perpetuate its
operation.

(h) “Person” means any individual,
firm, partnership, association, corporation,
or other private entity.

History: L. 1971, ch. 228, § 4; July 1.

72.4920. Exemptions. The following
schools or educational institutions shall be
specifically exempt from the provisions of
this act and shall not be considered to be
within the definition of “proprietary
school™:

(a) A school or educational institution
supported primarily by taxation from either
a local or state source.

(b) Nonprofit schools owned, controlled,
operated and conducted by bona fide reli-
gious, denominational, eleemosynary Orf
similar public institutions exempt from
property taxation under the laws of this
state, but such schools may choose to apply
for a certificate of approval hereunder, an
upon approval and issuance, shall be subject
to the provisions of this act as determined by
the state board.

(c) A school or training program which
offers instruction of purely avocational or
recreational subjects as determined by the
state board.

(d) A course or courses of instruction or
study sponsored
training and preparation of its own employ-
ees, and for which no tuition fee is charged
to the student.

(e) A course or courses of study or in-
struction sponsored by a recognized trade,
business, oOr professional organization for
the instruction of the members of the orga-
nization with a closed membership, and for
which no tuition fee is charged to the stu-
dent.

(f) Private colleges and universities
which award a baccalaureate, or higher de-
gree, and which maintain and operate edu-
cational programs for which credits are
given. A majority of said credits must be
transferable to a college, junior college, or
university accredited by a national rec-
ognized accrediting agency listed by the
United States office of education under the

provisions of chapter 33, title 38, U.S. code

and such subsequent federal legislation as is
approved by the state board.

(g) A school which is otherwise regu-
lated and approved under any other law of
this state.

(h) A course or courses of special study
or instruction financed and/or subsidized by
the local or state government, private in-
dustry, or any person, firm, association or
agency, other than the student involved, on a
contract basis and having a closed enroll-
ment, except that a school financed and/or
subsidized by federal or special funds may
apply to the state board for exemption from
the provisions of this act and may be de-
clared exempt by the state board when it
finds the operation of such school to be
outside the purview of this act.

History: L. 1971, ch. 228, § 5; July L

72.4921. State board; powers; rules
and regulations. The state board shall exer-
cise jurisdiction and control of the system of
schools and enforce minimum standards for
approval of schools under rules and regula-
tions and policies hereinafter set forth and
as may from time to time be adopted pursu-
ant to the provisions of this act. The state

board may adopt rules and regulations to

175
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PROPRIETARY SCHOOLS

72-4927

proprietary school meets the standards fixed
by the state board. The state board may issue
a certificate of approval to any proprietary
school accredited by a regional or national
accrediting agency recognized by the United
States office of education without further
evidence.

History: L. 1971, ch. 228, § 10; ]uly 1.

72.4926. Same; certificate; criteria for
issuance. The state board shall issue a cer-
tificate of approval when it is satisfied that a
school meets minimum standards estab-
lished in accordance with this act.

Minimum standards shall be established
by the state board by adoption of rules,and
regulations to insure that:

(a) Courses, curriculum, and instruction
in proprietary schools are of such quality,
content, and length as may reasonably and
adequately achieve the stated objective for
which the courses, curriculum or instruction
are offered.

(b) Proprietary schools have adequate
space, equipment, instructional material,
and personnel to provide training of good
quality.

(c) Educational and experience qualifi-
cations of directors, administrators, and in-
structors are such as may reasonably insure
that students will receive training consistent
with the objectives of their program of
study.

(d) Proprietary schools maintain written
records of the previous education and train-
ing of students and applicant students, and
that training periods are shortened when
warranted thereby or by skill or achievement
tests..

(e) A copy of the course outline, sched-
ule of tuition, fees, and other charges, set-
tlement policy, rules pertaining to absence,
grading policy, and rules of operation and
conduct are furnished to students upon
entry into class.

(f) Upon completion of training, stu-
dents are given certificates or diplomas by
the school indicating satisfactory comple-
tion of training in courses.

(g) Adequate records are kept to show
attendance, progress or grades, and satisfac-
tory standards are enforced relating to at-
tendance, progress, and conduct.

(h) Schools comply with all local, city,
county, municipal, state and federal regula-
tions, such as fire codes, building and sani-
tation codes.

(i) Schools are financially responsible
and capable of fulfilling its commitments for
training.

(j) Schools do not utilize erroneous or
misleading advertising, either by. actual
statement, omission, or intimation, and are
not in violation of minimum standards re-
lating to advertising.

(k) School administrators, directors,
owners and instructors are of good reputa-
tion and character.

(1) Schools have and maintain a policy,
which shall be subject to state board ap-
proval, for the refund of the unused portions
of tuition, fees, and other charges in the
event a student enrolled by the school fails
to begin a course or withdraws or is discon-
tinued therefrom at any time prior to com-
pletion, which policies shall take into ac-
count those costs of the school that are not
diminished by the failure of the student to
enter or complete a course of instruction.
Policies under this subpart shall be conso-
nant with standards approved by the United
States office of education, and such stan-
dards shall be presumed to be reasonable.

History: L. 1971, ch. 228, § 11; July 1.

72.4927. Certificate of approval; form;
term; transferability; renewal; school not in
operation. (a) The state board, upon review
of an application for a certificate of approval
duly submitted in accordance with the pro-
visions of K.S.A. 72-4925 and meeting the
requirements of K.S.A. 72-4926, shall issue a
certificate of approval to the applicant pro-
prietary school. Certificates of approval
shall be in a form specified by the state
board with advice from the commission.
Certificates of approval shall state clearly
and conspicuously at least the following in-
formation: :

(1) Date of issuance, effective date and
term of approval; ' :

(2) the correct name and address of the
school;

(3) the authority for approval and condi-
tions of approval, if any referring specifi-
cally to the approved catalog or bulletin
published by the school; .

(4) the signature of the commissioner of
education or a person designated by the state
board to administer the provisions of this
act; and -

(5) any other fair and reasonable repre-
sentations as are consistent with this act and
deemed necessary by the state board.
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What Is The Kansas Insurance Continuing Education Program?

The KANSAS INSURANCE CONTINUING EDUCATION PROGRAM (KICEP) is an exciting step forward in a volun-
tary, all-industry supported continuing education program. KICEP provides the opportunity for any person to participate
in educational activities which will further develop their expertise and abilities.

Through an organized and measureable program KICEP’s goal is to encourage and promote professionalism and reward
those individuals who achieve, and continue to achieve, required standards of educational training in insurance.

Besides the support of sponsoring organizations, KICEP carries the following endorsement:

“I am in complete support of the Kansas Insurance Continuing Education Program. This program provides a
unique opportunity for members of the insurance industry to demonstrate their interest in obtaining additional
knowledge and skills to better serve the citizens of this state. I am excited about the potential of this program.”

_ S Bt

Fletcher Bell
Commissioner of Insurance

KICEP is sponsored by organizations representing virtually all segments of the insurance industry. Any organization
wishing to participate should contact the KICEP office. The sponsoring associations are represented on the Accreditation
Committee which establishes evaluation criteria for insurance courses and awards continuing education hours (CEH’s) to
each. A CEH is defined as a fifty minute classroom instructional session or one contact hour.

A “Certificate of Completion” will be awarded to those who complete 25 CEH’s in a calendar year. In order to continue
displaying the certificate, 25 CEH’s must be obtained annually for the next three consecutive years and 15 CEH'’s annual-
ly thereafter. An annual entry fee of $10 is required by each individual for record maintenance.

How Are Courses Accredited?

Organizations sponsoring educational programs are encouraged to submit a course outline to the Accreditation Commit-
tee of KICEP for evaluation and awarding of CEH’s. Courses will be evaluated on the following criteria:

e Does the program have a clear statement of purpose — goals and objectives?
* Does the objective state the level of knowledge the participants should attain upon completion?
e |s the program relevant?
e [s the program conducted by qualified instructors?
A copy of the complete evaluation procedures is available on request from the KICEP office.

When enrolling in insurance courses, be sure to ask if the course has been submitted to KICEP for accreditation. If not,
contact the KICEP office for submittal forms. Programs leading to a designation, such as CPCU, CLU, CIC or AAI, have

been assigned CEH’s and will not have to be submitted. Forms are available for use in verifying successful completion of
these courses.

Why Should I Participate?
Participating in KICEP offers:
e Recognition by an all-industry effort of your professional development
e Personal growth and satisfaction
o A complete record of educational activities
e Accumulation of continuing education hours
e Increased product knowledge
e A system for an in-house career path program
e Added accomplishment for resumes
e Improving the professional image seen by the insurance buying public.

Complete the entry form attached and return to the KICEP office at 917 Topeka Avenue, Topeka, KS 66612, or call
913/232-0561 for additional information.
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Sponsoring Organizations:
American Insurance Association
Independent Insurance Agents of Kansas
Insurance Women of North Central Kansas
Insurance Women of Topeka
Insurance Women of Wichita
Kansas 1752 Club
Kansas Association of Life Underwriters
Kansas Association of Property & Casualty Companies
Kansas City Society of CPCU
Kansas CLU
Kansas Insurance Association
Kansas Insurance Education Foundation
Kansas Life Association
Kansas Society of Insurance Women
Kansas Society of CPCU
Professional Insurance Agents of Kansas
Wichita Society of CPCU

Kansas Insurance Continuing Education Program

Please maintain a permanent record of my educational activities. My check for $10 made payable to KICEP is enclosed. I
understand that I will have to notify you of courses I have completed.

Name

Firm’s Name

Firm’s Address

Home Address

Business Phone Number

Please return to: KICEP, 917 Topeka Ave., Topeka, KS 66612.




Independent Insurance Agents of Kansas
917 SW Topeka Avenue
Topeka, Kansas 66612
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JANUARY 1984

1 2 3 45 6 17

8 910 11 12 13 14
15 16 17 18 19 20 21
22 [BEJ 24 25 26 27 28
29 30 31

23 AA! Study Groups Begin Various $45

FEBRUARY 1984

1 2 3 4
5 6 7 8 910 11
12 13 14 15 16 17 18
19 20 21 22 [FE} 24 25
26 27 [FE] 29

23 Day At the Capital
28 Insurance Selling Strategies

Topeka $50
Topeka $135

MARCH 1984

1 2 3
4 5] 9 10
W12 13 14 15 16K
18 19 ) 21 31 23 24
25 26 27 PERPL) 30 31

6 Commercial Property Coverage Wichita $45
7 Umbrella Workshop Topeka $60
8 Commercial Property Coverage  Garden City $45
8 Umbrella Workshop Wichita $60
12 Flood Insurance Hays
13 Commercial Property Rating Wichita $45
13 Flood Insurance Dodge City
14 Flood Insurance Wichita
15 Commercial Property Rating Garden City $45
15 Flood Insurance Topeka
16 Flood Insurance Kansas City
20 Time Element Rating Wichita $45

22 Time Element Rating Garden City $45
28-29 *Personal Lines School Topeka

APRIL 1984
il 2 3 4 5 ok
sECRIBEEPY 13 14
15 16 17 18 19 20 21
22 EERPTIPEIPTIPTA 28
29 30

New Workers Compsensation Policy Hays
General Liability Coverage Wichita $45
New Workers Compensation Policy Garden City
New Workers Compensation Policy Wichita
General Liability Coverage Garden City $45

New Workers Compensation Policy Chanute
New Workers Compensation Policy Topeka
Contractors Insurance Needs Wichita $85
Property/Casualty Licensing School — Topeka $110
10 General Liability Rating Wichita 545
11 Claims Handling Seminar Great Bend $25
12 General Liability Rating Garden City $45

\‘O\OO\\n\nbwwl\J

23-24 PRO 81 Review TBD $45
24 Commercial Auto Coverage Wichita $45
24-25 PRO 82 Review TBD $45
25 Commercial Auto Coverage Garden City $45

26-27 PRO 83 Review Topeka $45

MAY 1984

WEE] 4 S
'S4 sEEJi0 11 12
13 1408} 16 R4 18 19
20 PIEPRA 23 PLY 25 26
27 28 29 30 31

1 Insurance Education Month Banquet Topeka
1 PRO 83 Exam Various
1 Commercial Auto Rating Wichita $45
2 PRO 82 Exam Various
3 PRO 8! Exam Various
3 Commercial Auto Rating Garden City $45
8 Claims Handling Seminar Kansas City $25

10-12 Young Agents Conference Shangri-La
15 Garage Coverage & Rating Wichita $45
17 Garage Coverage & Rating Garden City $45
21-22 Life/A&H Licensing School Kansas City $100
22 Workers Compensation Rating

& Coverage Wichita $45
24 Workers Compensation Rating
& Coverage Garden City $45

JUNE 1984

1 2
3 A4FCEE 8 9
10 11 802 13 BEE G
17 18 19 2028 22 23
24 25 26 27 28 29 30

5 SMP Rating Wichita $45
6 *QOil & Gas Seminar Garden City
7 SMP Rating Garden City $45
7 *Qil & Gas Seminar Wichita
12 *Customer Relations Seminar Topeka
14-16 Life/A&H Minimum Education Workshop ~ Topeka
21 Telemarketing-insurance &

Financial Sales Kansas City




JULY 1984
1 2 3 4 5 6 17
15 16 17 gk Ivi] 21
22 23 24 25 26 27 28
29 30 31

9-11  Property/Casualty Licensing School ~ Wichita $110

12 Life Insurance Sales in Your Agency Kansas City
18-20 Big "'I” Summer School Manhattan
18-20 Agency Management Conference Manhattan

AUGUST 1984
1 2 3 4
5 ofwaE Tl 10 11
128 T8 15 16 17 18
19 20 21 poipEl 24 25
26 27 28 29 30 31

7 *Government Entity Risk Management ~Garden City
8 *Government Entity Risk Management Wichita
9 *Government Entity Risk Management Kansas City
13-14 Life/A&H Licensing School Topeka $100
22-23 *Sales Management Strategies Topeka

SEPTEMBER 1984

1
> 3 5 6 7 8
9 10 11 12 13 14 15
16 17 18 19 20 21 22
23 24 25 26 27 28 29
30

4 AAl Study Groups Begin Various 545

OCTOBER 1984

1 2 3 4 5 6

7 8 91011 12 13

17 18 19 20

21 24 25 26 27
28 29 30 31

14-16 1IAK Convention

Kansas City
22-23 Life A&H Licensing School

Wichita $100

NOVEMBER 1984
1 2 3
4 S5EEwETE 9 10
11 12RBFEEEE 16 17
18 19 20 21 22 23 24

25 26 Pypvs Tl 30

6-8 KIA Annual Insurance School Topeka
13 *Assigned Risk Plans Hays
14  *Assigned Risk Plans Wichita
15  *Assigned Risk Plans Kansas City
27 E&QO Loss Prevention Garden City
28 E&O Loss Prevention Salina
29 E&O Loss Prevention Topeka

DECEMBER 1984

1
2 3 8
9 10 14 15
16 17 18 19 20 21 22
23 24 25 26 27 28 29
30 31

4-5 PRO 83 Review TBD $45

5-6 PRO 82 Review TBD $45
6-7 PRO 81 Review TBD $45
11 PRO 83 Exam Various
12 PRO 82 Exam Various
13 PRO 81 Exam Various

* Tentative dates and classes - plans are not finalized. Other courses will be added as deemed necessary.




Are you missing out on other
member services?

Contact the IIAK office for information on the following:

Errors & Ommissions Insurance Coverage
Contingent Commission Insurance Coverage
Group Life and Health Insurance
Municipality Insurance Program
Big "'1"® logo & advertising
IIAK Publications:

Independent Agent

Kanas Insurance

The Dispatch

Legislative Report

Kansas Education Update

Workers Compensation Digest
Rapid Rater Service
Coverage Guide
Insurance Rating Dynamics - Rating Computer

Plus Much More!

1983-84 IIAK EDUCATION COMMITTEE
Gary Sollars, CPCU, Chairman
Charlton-Manley, Inc.

Lawrence, KS

Craig Schumacher, CIC
Insurance Planning
Hays, KS

Ronald Srajer, CIC
Rutter/Cline & Assoc.
Garden City, KS

James St. Aubyn, CIC
Wichita Insurance
Wichita, KS

Dave Tozier
Cliff Tozier Insurance
Kansas City, KS

Joseph Wempe
The Meade Company
Topeka, KS



MEMORANDUM

December 5, 1983

TO: Representative Denise Apt, Chairman, Legislative Educational
Planning Committee

FROM: Kansas Legislative Research Department

RE: Options and Issues Relating to Open Access

Kansas' open admissions policy pertaining to Regents'
universities is contained in K.S.A. 72-116, which is as follows:

Any person who shall complete a four-year course of
study in any high school accredited by the State
Board of Education shall be entitled to admission
to the freshman class of any state educational in-
stitution under the control and supervision of the
State Board of Regents.

Listed below are some options to consider in reviewing
the policy:

1. Make no change in the present law.

2. Endorse the high school curriculum suggested by
the State Board of Regents for college-bound
students and encourage school districts to make
this curriculum available, but make no change
in the open access statute. (Suggested curricu-
lum: four units of English, three units each
of math, science, and social science, and two
units of a foreign language.)

3. Amend the law to permit the Regents' institu-
tions to deny admittance to a student who has
not successfully completed the Board of Regents'
suggested curriculum.

4. Amend the law to require students to have suc-
cessfully completed the Board of Regents' sug-
gested curriculum before they can be admitted
to a Regents' institution.

5. Establish a cap on enrollments at selected in-
stitutions.

6. Set higher admittance standards at selected in-
stitutions.

e
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7. Appoint a task force to evaluate the content of
any curriculum which is prescribed for college
entrance. (To be considered in conjunction with
options 1 through 4 above.)

8. Amend the law to change the scope of the open
access policy. (To be considered in conjunction
with options above.)

a. Extend policy to apply to all four-year
institutions which receive state aid

(i.e., Regents' universities and Washburn
University).

b. Extend policy to apply to all two and
four-year institutions which receive
state aid (i.e., Regents' institutioms,
Washburn University, and community col-
leges).

High School Graduation Requirements

A discussion of open access generally focuses upon high
school courses required for graduation and for admittance to a
college or university.

The State Board of Education presently requires 17 units
for graduation from high school. On May 1, 1984, that requirement
will increase to 20 units, effective for the graduating class of
1988.

Information from the Education Commission of the States,
dated September, 1983, indicates that 20 other states now require
or will require 20 units or more of credit for high school gradua-
tion. The states are:

Alabama 20 units Missouri 20 units
Arizona 20 units Nevada 20 units
District of Columbia 20.5 units New Mexico 20 units
Florida 24 units North Carolina 20 units
Georgia 20 units North Dakota 20 units
Hawaii 20 units Oklahoma 22 units
Idaho 20 units Oregon 21 units
Kentucky 20 units Tennessee 20 units
Louisiana 22 units Texas 20 units
Maryland 20 units West Virginia 20 units

Table I shows the current high school graudation require-
ments in Kansas, those which will become effective May 1, 1984,
those which were recommended by the National Commission on Ex-
cellence in Education in its report, A National At Risk, and
those which have been prescribed by the Kansas State Board of
Regents for students who plan to attend a Regents' university.
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TABLE I

High School Graduation Requirements

Units Recommended

Units Required, by State Board of
Effective May 1, » Regents for
1984, for Grad- Units Recommended Students Who Plan
Units Currently uating Class In to Attend Re~
Required of 1988 A Nation At Risk gents' University
English 4 4 4 4
Social Studies 2 3 3 3
Science 1 2 3 3
Math 1 2 3 3
Physical Education 1 1 - -
Electives 8 8 Not Specified Not Specified
Computer Science - - .5 -
Foreign Language - - 2% 2

* TFor college-bound students.

Some states set higher admittance standards for certain
of their institutions and others control admittance by setting a
limit on the number of students who may enroll. Examples of these
states are California and Colorado.

Varying Admittance Standards Among Institutions -- Calis
fornia. Since the 1960s, California has had different admittance
standards for its three public college and university systems.

The most rigorous standards must be met by students
seeking admittance to the University of California, a system
made up of nine universities and three research laboratories.
These institutions are the only public universities which offer
doctoral programs. Entering freshman must have maintained a "C"
average in a prescribed high school curriculum and must obtain a
certain score on the SAT examination.

Less rigorous admittance standards are required of
students who enroll in one of the 19 schools which make up the
California State University and Colleges system. The highest
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degree offered by these institutions is the Master's degree.
Students must have completed a prescribed high school curriculum
and qualify for admission on the basis of the SAT examination,
but the high school requirements and the required score on the
examination are not as stringent as those required for admittance
to the University of California.

The 107 public two-year colleges have an open admissions
policy and charge no tuition to California residents. (The free-
tuition policy is currently the subject of intense debate among
legislators and the Governor.) Residents of the community college
district are required to have a high school degree to be admitted
to a junior college, but that requirement can be waived on a
case-by-case basis.

Enrollment Caps -- Colorado. Colorado is an example of
a state which sets a limit on the number of students who can en-
roll in certain of its institutions of higher education. Each
year for the last 10 to 15 years, the Legislature has established
a cap on enrollments at the University of Colorado (Boulder
Campus) and Colorado State University. At one time, a cap was
set on enrollments at the University of Northern Colorado, but
enrollment declines at that school have made a limit unnecessary.
The University of Colorado currently is limited to 13,500 F.T.E.
resident students and Colorado State University is
limited to 13,750 F.T.E. resident students. There is no limit
to the number of nonresident students who may enroll.

The reasons for establishing enrollment limits at certain
schools are the following:

1. To divert students from schools with growing en-
rollments to schools experiencing enrollment de-
clines.

2. To control the expansion of the University of
Colorado, Colorado State University, and, at one
time, the University of Northern Colorado. It
was considered more expensive for the state to
add faculty, increase the number of programs,
and provide facilities for those schools with
quickly expanding enrollments than it was to en-
courage students to enroll in other state schools.
Because other schools were suffering enrollment
declines, it was thought they could absorb addi-
tional students without having to add new faculty
and build new facilities.

3. To create '"flagship' universities in the state
which were known for the high quality of their
students and programs. Because of the caps, the
University of Colorado and Colorado State Univer-
sity became more selective in who could be ad-
mitted. Consequently, they have higher admission
standards than do other state schools.



Apparently, there is disagreement in Colorado as to
whether the purposes for which the caps were originally set have
been accomplished. As noted, the two schools with limits have
adopted more selective admissions policies. In addition, some
legislators believe limiting growth at the two schools has saved
state resources, even taking into account the fact that students
may have been diverted to other state-supported schools. Finally,
there are still public institutions in Colorado which are ex-
periencing enrollment declines, although no information is avail-
able as to what enrollment declines might have been had it not
been for the caps on the larger schools.

Problems associated with the policy include students
who are unhappy because they were denied admittance to the school

they wanted to attend and administrative difficulties cited by
school officials.

Administrators at schools with caps say they are unable
to determine precisely how many students who are admitted will
actually enroll. Usually, they admit more students than the
school's limit so that they will be assured of reaching the
maximum allowable enrollment. But if more students than the
limit actually begin taking classes, the school receives no
additional state aid and, in fact, must return a portion of its

revenues to the State General Fund as a penalty for going over
its limit.



KANSAS BOARD OF REGENTS

Suite 1416 Merchants National Bank Tower
Topeka, Kansas 66612-1251 913/296-3421

MEMORANDUM
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TO: Members, Board of Regents
Members, Council of Presidents
FROM: tanley Z. Koplik, Executive Director
RE: SURVEY OF HIGH SCHOOL TRANSCRIPTS FOR A SAMPLE OF

ENTERING FRESHMEN AT THE REGENTS UNIVERSITIES
DATE: January 24, 1984

In February, 1983, the Board of Regents recommended that
students planning to attend a Regents university include the
following courses in their high school curriculum:

Four units of English

Three units of Mathematics
Three units of Social Studies
Three units of Natural Sciences
Two units of Foreign Languages.

In making that recommendation, the Board sought to reduce the
cost of supplementing high school level work in college and to
reduce the extra time students must take to achieve college
entry-level skills, The suggested curriculum will ease the
transition between high school and college-level work and will

help ensure the most effective use of the limited resources
available to Kansas educators.

The Council of Institutional Research Officers recently
conducted a study to determine what portion of this year's
entering freshmen class at the Regents universities had taken the
high school curriculum recommended by the Board of Regents. The
study was based on a random sample of approximately six percent
of our 8,000 entering freshmen who had graduated from Kansas high
schools. Although the sample size is relatively small, the
results of the study provide an indication of the overall
preparation of this year's entering freshman class.

- (2-13-84)
ATTACHMENT 111 HOUSE EDUCATION
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Kansas Technical Institute o Pitesburg State University o The University of Kansas o Wichita State Universiey



MEMO RE SURVEY OF HIGH SCHOOL TRANSCRIPTS
PAGE 2
JANUARY 24, 1984

The survey found that 38 of the 521 entering freshmen
included in the study (approximately 7 percent) had completed the
curriculum recommended by the Board of Regents. Although this
figure 1is low, it compares favorably with national data. The
September, 1983, issue of the '"National Center for Education
Statistics Bulletin'" reports that a review of the transcripts for
12,000 high school graduates revealed that approximately 8
percent met standards similar to the ones we recommended.

A further analysis of the transcripts included in our study
reveals that almost 86 percent of the students had taken the
recommended four units of English and 57 percent had taken at
least three units of high school Mathematics. On the other hand,
only 40 percent of the students in the sample had taken three or
more units of Social Studies, 27 percent had taken three years of
Natural Science and only 32 percent had taken the recommended two

years of Foreign Language. These findings for the individual
subject matter areas are more favorable than the overall figure
mentioned in the previous paragraph because, for example,

students who had taken three units of high school Science
typically did not take two units of Foreign Language, etc.

There are always pitfalls in conducting transcript surveys
similar to this one. Despite those weaknesses, the results of
the study probably provide an acceptable 'snapshot'" of the types
of high school courses taken by this year's entering freshmen at
the Regents universities.

cc: Members, Council of Chief Academic Officers
Members, Council of Institutional Research Officers
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Written Testimony from Craig Grant
ﬁ ; to House Education Committee
February 13, 1984

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am submitting written testimony on HB 2947
as I will be in attendance at another committee meeting. Kansas-NEA appreciates the

opportunity to present written testimony.

Kansas-NEA has long supported an open enrollment policy for our regent's schools;
however, in reviewing the statistics which indicate the high number of failures for
students who have not had certain background courses, Kansas-NEA can understand the
need for certain preparatory curriculum before entering our universities. HB 2947
gives some lead time for districts to comply with the standardé and, even though the
foreign language units are included, would not mandate the foreign language units

which might be impossible for some of our districts.

Kansas-NEA can support HB 2947 as a compromise step away from the total open enrollment

system. Thank you for listéning to the concerns of teachers.

- (2-13-84)
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