February 27, 1986

Approved
Date
MINUTES OF THE __HOUSE _ COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
The meeting was called to order by Representative Don E. Crumbaker at
Chairperson
£
3:37  mmm./p.m. on February 25 188 in room _313=S  of the Capitol.
All members were present except: Rep. Moomaw who was excused
Committee staff present: Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statute's Office
Ben Barrett, Legislative Research
Lynda Cory, Secretary to the Committee
Conferees appearing before the committee:
Representative Robin Leach Richard Reeves Jeff Coatney
Representative Leroy Fry Richard Proehil == — = = = = = = — — =
Kenneth Rogg Vic Hedberg Written testimonies:
Paul Gump Steve Piper Dr. Jonathan Sher
Fran Parmley Fred Peterson Clifford Gilbert
Jacque Spangler Richard Brauer John Murphy
Al Tickwart Sherman Parks Marcia Hiebert

The Chairman welcomed the huge crowd in the old Supreme Court Room and then invited Rep. Leach
to present HB 2676. (Attachment 1)

Rep. Fry gave support for HB 2676. (Attachment 2)

Kenneth Rogg, Schools of Quality Education, supported HB 2676 because the closing of schools
affects the community as a whole and gave several examples in rural areas. (Attachment 3)

Paul Gump, Professor of Psychology at KU, and Fran Parmley from the Center for Rural
Education both gave support of HB 2676. (Attachment 4)

A citizen from Walton, Kansas, Mrs. Jacque Spangler, was in support of HB 2676 because school
closing perpetuates economic decline and out of 170 top graduates in Kansas last year, only
33 found employment in Kansas. (Attachment 5)

Using a map of the Shawnee Mission School District, Al Tickwart, Mayor of Westward Hills, Ks.,
showed the committee how that school district is already practicing the procedures outlined in
HB 2676. He felt that public free education has a monopoly and needs its checks and balances

that this bill would allow. "Without this law, we'd lose it all."

Richard Reeves, President of the Citizens for Community Schools, supported HB 2676 because it
would relieve the animosity that develops from the people not having a voice in the closing
of their school.

Richard Proehl, a citizen from McCune, Kansas, talked about the economic impact school
closing had on the community. (Attachment 6)

Vic Hedberg, school board member from Marquette, Kansas, gave examples of how the closing of
Marquette High School affected their community in an adverse way.

Steve Piper, citizen from Marquette, and Fred Peterson, Treasurer of the Citizens for
Community Schools, were both in support of HB 2676. (Attachments 7, 8)

Richard Brauer, a citizen from Linwood, Kansas, and Sherman Parks, Jr., a citizen from a local
PTA group, both spoke in favor of HB 2676.

Jeff Coatney, Vice President of Citizens for Community Schools, stated that if Shawnee Mission
School District is already using the policy of HB 2676, then it should prove that it works and
should be supported. (Attachment 9)

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

2
editing or corrections. Page 1 Of




CONTINUATION SHEET

MINUTES OF THE ___HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

February 25 86

room _313=8 Statehouse, at — 3237 wgm /p.m. on 19

An unnamed conferee handed out written testimony at the end of the meeting. It was announced
he was from Walton, Kansas, and his testimony was to be added to the other written testimonies
that the committee had been given for those who could not attend the meeting.(Att.10,11,12,13)

The Chairman announced that the opponents would be heard the next day in room 519-S. Another
conferee from Eskridge asked to be heard as a proponent of HB 2676, and the Chairman scheduled
him for the next day's meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.

Page _ 2 _of 2
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STATE OF KANSAS

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS

RANKING MINORITY MEMBER ASSESSMENT AND
TAXATION

" ROBIN D. LEACH
REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT 47
LEAVENWORTH AND JEFFERSON COUNTIES
RR NO t BOX 117
LINWOOD. KANSAS 66052

MEMBER. EDUCATION

TOPEKA

HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

February 25, 1986

HB 2676 is not a new concept but it is the law that was
enacted prior to school unification. There was a huge push to
gently nudge the people of Kansas to vote in favor of unification.

The legislature in its wisdom knew then that to pass a
measure of this magnitude the people must be allowed to have a

voice in government, a direct voice.

The key to the unification promise was that the people of
each attendance center would have the right to vote should they
disagree with the decisions of the local board.

Apparently the people of this state believed that unification
was needed and that the promise of the right to vote was sincere
and unification became the law of the land.

Years passed and schools were closed, closed when even the
people had a right to vote. The point is things seemed to work.
Then for many reasons, the legislature decided that old

promises were no longer needed, so we then embarked on a new
course, a new course needed for budgetary reasons, a new course
needed because school boards contended they could no longer
close attendance centers because the people who paid the bills

no longer were capable of deciding what was in their best interests.

ATTACHMENT 1 February 25, 1986
HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE

"



However, current law varies as to where you live, this is of
course not intended to say that Shawnee Mission boards are not
capable of deciding what is in the best interests of their
districts, nor does this necessarily mean that the large school
boards are more intelligent and know what is best for their
districts than do the smaller school districts who operate under
a different rule.

These, I believe, were political decisions made in Topeka
to solve a particular problem.

I suppose the main reason we are here today is to confirm
whether these past decisions were right, or even in the best
interests of Kansas children.

I believe we should reaffirm old promises and put forward
a statute that treats all districts the same.

This bill will undoubtedly be opposed by some who will say

we can no longer afford to keep these small, paid-for schools

open but build new where we can become mofe efficient. The
handout before the committee shows Qhat happens when attendance
centers are closed, in no case did the budget per pupil go down.
An example - Lebanon High School whose budget per pupil increased
from $4,818.00 to $5,793.00.

This bill in no way usurps the power of the boards; however
is only intended to guarantee the power of Kansas citizens are
not circumvented.

In closing, a statement was made on February 25, 1982 that
still holds true. I quote, "I find it ironic that during a time
when American sentiment so clearly favors decentralization, we
should be discussing a topic that rests so close to the heart of

the bureaucracy creation."
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MINUTES OF THE _SENATE _ conimirTrie on _ EDUCATION
Held in Room 313-8 at the Statchouse ut 1:30 XK NK/p. 1.,
on Thursday February 25 19.82
All members were present exeept:

Senator John Chandler {excused)
The nest meeting of the Committee will be held at 1:30 XK RL/p. M.,
on Monday March 1 1982
These minutes of the meeting held on February 25 1982 were

considered, corrected and approved.

¥ -6
7 Chairman

F /(/@I/Ac/
{J

The conferees appearing before the Commitiee were:

HB 2633 - school districts, require boards of education to adopt
plans for closing school buildings (Task Force on School
Finance)

Proponents:
Mr. John lloepke, Asst. Executive Director, Kansas Association
of School Boards
Dr. Jerry Schreiner, Exec. Director, United School Admini.-
trators
Opponents:
Mr. Larry Salmons, parent, USD 228, Hanston
Representative Max Moomaw
Mr. Tom Armenoff, The Kansas State University Center for Rural
Education and Small Schools
Ms. Wanda Reed, Board member, USD 438, Skyline; Past President,
Schools for Quality Education
Ms. Sue Sayler, Bcard member, USD 329, Paxico
Mr. Marvin Paulson, USD 407, Gorham
Mr. Duane G. Sloan, Mayor of Dorrance
Mrs. Jim Dobbins, citizen, Goff
Staff:
Mr. Ben Barrett, Legislative Research Department
Ms. Avis Swartzman, Legislative Revisor's Office
Mrs. Millie Randell, Secretary

Following a call to order by Chairman Jo C. _Harder, the Chairman
called upon the first conferee, Mr., John ke. Mr. Koepke testified

that if the issue of economy of operation und pupil-personnel ratios
are truly concerns of the Committee, he would encourage members to
give local boards the tools to deal with these issues by amending

HB 2633 to give all school boards the authority to close attendance
centers by a 'najority vote of the local boards of education. (Attach-
ment 1)

Dr. Jerry Schreiner testified that he supports Mr. Koepke's proposal
that local school boards should be given tha authority to close at-
tendance centers wjthin their boundaries and that there should be a
uniform procedure for all school boards to implement this action. He
stated that this reponsibility should belong to the local school boards,

Mr. Larry Salmons testified that schocl closure was a highly emotional
issue in his community and that if the bill should pass, it would be
many years before his school would consider consolidating with other
schools. He said that closing their school would mean closing cheir
town. Mr. Salmons felt that the present provisions for closing a
school arc satisfactory and that the patrons of his school district
would, in time, ask for a school to be closed if they felt this action

was truly needed. He felt that the bill represents a tremendous breach v

of promise and urged the Committee to retain the present method for
school closure.
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CONTINUATION SHEET

Minutes of the _SENATE Committee on _EDUCATION February 2?1935i

speaking as a private citizen, also op-
posed HB 2633 and criticized it as a breach of promise. He explained
ct had become a unifiegd district, the
school board and superintendent had promised that no school would be
closed unless the patrons of that original school district voted to
close their school. (Attachment 2)

Mr. Thomag C. Armenoff testified that over 80X of the schools Kansas
children attend hav.: the potertial for being affected by HB 2633 and
cautioned that the matter of school closing is of considerable impor-
tance. Mr. Armenoff pointed out that HB 2633, as expressed in its
present form, presents clear possibilities for injuring the morale of
rural and small school ratrons by allowing indiscriminate closing of
their schools. He felt that the reasons for initiating the bill have

been olLscured and should be addressed directly, (Attachment 3)

Ms. Wanda Reed identified herself as a representative of Schools for

Quality Education, which, she stated, represents 77 rural schools in
Kansas. She explained the organization's philusophy and its reasons

for opposing HB 2633. 1Ip comparing small schools to large ones, Ms. Reed
noted that the CBE test scores were higher in the small schools and

that running large schools is more like running a bureaucracy., She

urged the Committee to let the people of Kansas run their own lives.
Ms. Sue Savler, testifying against HB 2633, labeled the bill a broken
treaty between the State of Kansas and the People of Kansas, and she
referred her remark to the promise made at the inception of unifica-
tion in K.S.A. 72-8213; “No attendance facility in our state would

be closed without the vote of the people within the attendance center
in which the attendance facility is located if those schools still
maintained the 3/4 valuations and territory stipulations as provided®.
She emphasized that without this promise - THE TREATY -, unification
would NOT have become a fact. (Attachment 4)

Mr. Marvin Paulson testified that HB 2633 would be detrimental to the
future of every small town and smaller school in Kansas. He felt that
if dollars alone are to be the sole consideration in school closure,
then some of the largest districts i, the state with higher than me-
dian budget per-pupil cost should also be examined. He felt that al-
though boards of edcuation, school adiministrators and entire school
staffs should demonstrate fiscal responsibility, other facts such as
areas being served and the desires of local patrons should also be
considered. (Attachment 5)

Mr. Duane G. Sloan also presented testimony against HB 2633, and his
testimony is found in Attachment 6.

Mrs. Jim Dobbins apoke against HB 2633 on behalf of her husband as
well as herself. (Attachment 7)

The Chairman asked Mr., Kenneth Roqg of Schools for Quality Education
if he would present his testimony at the next weeting of the Committee
due to lack of time, and Mr. Rogg agreed to do so.

M. Charles W. Johns. Director of Governmental Relations, Kansas-NEA,
left testimony for distribution to Committee members., (Attachment 8)
Mr. John's testimony supports the premisne that local boards of edura-
tions should have the authority for closing schools but cautions that
consideration should also be taken regarding the rmpact on students,
faculty, and other related concerns.

The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 2:30 p.m.




f?f% I am Representative Maox Moomaw. [ am here speaking in opoositiowfdw
to HB 2633 as o concerned clitizen.

Yhen my home school district, the Amy School District, became 9
unified district we vere promised by the school board and superintendent
that no school would be closed unless the patrons of that original
boundary school district themselves voted to close their school.

We have, since that time closed all but one of the smoll rural
schools in our district. 1In each case the original patrons voted to
close their own schools. The original boundary rule has worked very
well for us,a promise was made and 1 beiieve should be honored.

Each of the four counties in my representative district (the 117th)
have at least two unified school districts within their boundaries.
Enrollment in all but one county is dropping, | believe we could
see some consolidation of those unified districts. [If two of the
unified districts consolidated into one district they could close
a small high school but leave the grade school open. Under the
existing law the original patrons of that small district would
control how long their grade school remains open. uUnder HB 2633
all the patrons of the two consolidated districts would control
how long that grade school stayed open. [ believe HB 2633 would

be detrimental to cny further consolidation of school districts.

[ would be happy to respond to any questions.

Attachment 2
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Department of Curriculum
and Instruction

College of Educatlon
Bluemont Hall
Manhattan, Kansas 86508

j 913-532:5550
— . R
o L Testimony on HB2633
: oo Senate Education Committee
41] T February 24, 1982
) : ] by
*‘j : Thomas C. Armenoff
' D Center for Rural Education and Small Schools

Kansas State University

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee:

What I have to say will not take long. The issues central to school
closings admittedly are complex. But, I believe much of the complex=
. ity is a result of obscurity, a clouding of issues arising from the-
e temptation to focus on face values rather than substantive qualities.

1 would like to preface my remarks today by pointing out that al-
though I am employed through the Center for Rural Education and Small .
) Schools at Kansas State University, I am not representing the official .
R \ position of the University. 1 would also 1ike to point out, however, -
. : that my opinions and observations are the products of a somewhat &
unusual background, one which has afforded me the opportunity to
examine rural and small school educzticn in a more objective manner,-
Growing up and attending school in Los Angeles, my involvement with
rural and small schools has been a matter of choice and not an
accident of birth., This involvement has included experiences in ‘
teaching and administrative capacities and has been tempered by my .
professional training as an educational researcher. Finally, my
present affiliation with the University has provided an even broader:
overview, ) N

You are faced with considering action in the form of the School

. Closings Bil1 that has strong implications for children attending the
AR state's smaller schools. Considering that well over 80% of the .

ST schools Kansas children attend have the potential for being affected,

L the matter is of considerable importance. Yet, there are {riherent

e difficulties which must be overcome before a sound decision can be
vy made. First and foremost, I believe the objectives underlying the:
"/‘ bil) must be carefully examined.

. In supporting the initital recommendation for changing the law
ol concerning procedures to be followed in closing a school building,
N ! the 1981 interim Task Force on School Finance suggested the final

result would be, and 1 quote:

Attachment 3




...al1 registered voters in the district will be entitled equally
to participate in a decision that affects both their own tax burden

and the quality of education of the school district.l - T'ZUi__'f-" 2t
They were also concerned to clear up the “patchwork" of existing laws gov- . T oy
. erning school closings. Two primary objectives are clearly identifichle: - . R ] §
.: : 1. First, it is desired that decisions affecting tax burdens and ‘ B - ;
" . quality of education be shared among all voters in the district. oo R
. S f"~ 2. The second objective involves eliminating complex and confusing ‘ n
2 8 school closing laws. .
y - Now, I question whether the first objective, with its allusion to 1mprov1hg ) :
'f? i the quality of education while reducing the tax burden, can be attained by ST ~
a encouraging the closing of schools. With resard to the second objective, I _ a S

wonder whether the complex laws have not evolved in direct response to the
complex nature of school closings. In other words, perhaps equitable deci-
sions related to closing a school demand laws of a more specific character
and simple, across-the-board procedures will be unable to weigh all the..
factors relevant in a particular situation.

G by Sop o

Unfortunately, with respect to rural and small schools, no comprehens ive, : ',
valid, and reliable data-base presently exists. Consequently, reference '

made to these schools is ordinarily very opinion and emotion iaden. This

fact makes it all the mere important to rigidly employ logic and exercise

great care when important decisions affecting these schools are made. Such

is the caveat I wish to stress today. R

That small communities are proud and extremely supportive of their schools’ - .. . = . .

has been reported widely in the literature. In New York, for example, David. <~

Monk of Cornell University points to this community involvement as the reason ' .

that districts there are no longer reorganizing appreciably despite enticing -

' state offered incentives.2 Other authors report similar findings for .

: different regions and Douglas and Shelley refer to strong schoo -directed

: community loyalties in their study cf rural development in Kansas.3 ' One : .

o guestion I wish to raise is: How will revision of the school closing laws - : ‘ 4 b
{mpact on residents of small communities? ‘ . : i

As House Bill 2633 is expressed in its present form, there are clear possi-

bilities for fnjuring the morale of rural and sinall school patrons by allow- . .
ing indiscriminate closing of their schools, For instance, this is highly : : o
probable in those situations where a Yarge attendance center and one or more : ’

: smaller attendance centers are joined within a district by virtue of unifi- g
’ cation. School buildings in the smaller centers could be closed, without due - ] S
regard to the feelings of patrons, as economies of scale are pursued simply .

i for their own sak2, Anather possibility is escalation of a situation we have TN

: had occasion to observe in our state with respect to inter-community acrimony

; arising between unified small attendance centers financially pressed to Lo
! consider schoo) closing. The law we presently have at Jeast includes a R
: measure safeguarding the local citizenery's ability to avoid losing their own . §
school due entirely to superior numbers of voters from outside their community. SR |

-2- ;
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You know, 1 find it ironic that during a time when American sentiment so
clearly favors decentralization, we should be discussing a topic that rests
so close to the heart of bureaucracy creation, It seems that nation-wide,
‘ and in Kansas particularly, people are becoming disillusioned with the notion
' that: “Bigger is Better* on its own accord. Encouraging the development of
; larger educational entities, and that is exactly what H.B. 2633 1s all about,
in an effort to gain higher quality education at a lower cost may hold false
promise. This is the topic I would now like to address. .

Jonathan Sher, former director of the Natfonal Rural Center, points out in
his book, Education.in Rural America, that smaller schools provide many
intrinsic benefits to students and communities as a whole.4 Other authors
suggest that what is already found naturally in the majority of small
community schools represents the goal toward which larger schools are pro-

fessing to strive. > Indeed, in examining the literature pertaining to . xv . B
education, one finds constant reference made to the necessity of attempting - e R
to establish community involvement, low pupil-teacher ratios, increased S - S ?

visibility and familiarity on the part of the teachers and administrators
and, most importantly, attention to the individual needs of students. These
charateristics are, most frequently, found in our small schools, Why, then,
do we want to do away with them, only to find ourselves later seeking to gain
what we already had?

One would have to be extremely naive to claim that small schools are devoid
of problems. Small schools have their share of problems too, probably the
most outstanding of which involves finances. It, quite simply, requires more
money at the present time to educate children in small school settings.
However, before issuing authority for unilateral school closings, it may be
in best interest to assess the financial issue more carefully. What about . o
hiddan costs? It may be that school closings will breed a plethora of : i

uncons idered costs.

There is the problem of pupil transportation. In most cases, the closing of . .
schools will necessitate additional miles of bus travel. Students spending : ..
more time on buses have less time to spend in school learning activities. )

Additionally, more miles mean higher fuel and maintenance expenditures. . &
Since even districts receiving no egualization aild are reimbursed for trans- . ‘ . i
portation, these costs may be reflected in a significant increase in the S -
drain on the state, as the money ultimately must come from somewhere. And 3
speaking of revenue drains upon the state, will school closings be accompanied . .
by reduction in equalization aid? For that matter, will there even really be . "7
reductiuns in per pupil expenditures? These issues warrant serious considera- C :
tion.

The encouragement of school closings seems to be to be a rather round about _
way of approaching the objectives which are purported to have inspired House B
Bill 2633. I submit that if it is an improvement in the quality of educa- e
tion children receive in smaller schools that is desired, then this {issue : . ¥
should be addressed directly. Along the same lines, if it i~ an objective, o §
Jowered costs for educating children should receive the same treatment. Only St
by dealing directly with the intended objectivescantrue gains be expected i
without unforeseen adverse side-effects. ¥

> | /o
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We have the knowledge and technology available today by which rural and small
school education can be made more cost effective and higher in quality. What
{s needed is a vehicle through which this knowledge can be applied expressly
to rural and small schools. A data-base for rural and small schools must be
established on a foundation of sound research, not upinions and emotional

investments, Further, advancements in education which hold promise for rural
and small schools must be disseminated to those who may derive benefit. - -

1 do not believe that making {t easier to close schools will help improve 3?
education in our rural and small communities. [ do believe that improvement .- X
can be brought about by recognizing the inherent worth of our rural and small 8y
schools. 1 encourage backing up this recognition on the state level by . 3
supporting programs which specifically address the unique needs of our rural .
and small schools, while gaining as much as possible from the advantages they. R
offer. An advocate is needed for our rural and small schools. L .
In summary, what I am asking is: Rather than introducing still another
measure which will chip further away at the educational structure's founda-
tion, which in this state is the rural and small schools, why not attack the
problems themselves directTy and constructively? In other words, why not
work to provide the means whereby rural and small schools can be improved, }
instead of allowing them to be done away with altogether? : f
Thank you. " %
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ATTENDANCE CENTERS CLOSED FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITH LESS THAN 1,600 STUDENTS

Preceding Year General Fund General Fund
FTE Name of Headcount Enrollment Budget Per Pupil . Budget Per Pupil
Enrollment Attendance of Attendance Center (Last Year of (Year After

9-15482 Center Closed Closed Operation) Closing)
1982-83 .
#284 - Chase County 551.3 Saffordville Elem. 16 $ 2,579.61 S 2,811.54
#351 - Macksville- 287.5 Radium Elem. 28 3,530.48 3,677.98
#392 - Osborne 499.1 Alton Elem. 14 2,590.51 2,804.78
#4642 - Nemaha Valley 482.7 Kelly Elem. 18 2,313.08 2,686,.09
1983~-84 9-15-83
#236 - Lebanon (a) 84.0 Lebanon H.S. 37 S 4,818.01 $ 5,793.68
#332 - Cunningham 288.5 Nashville-Zenda H.S. 28 4,452.65 4,614.38
#333 - Concordia 1,343.5 Jamestown Elem. 21 2,486.80 2,769.64
#378 - Riley County 501.6 Leonardville Elem. 105 2,533,42 2,895.06
#380 - Vermillion 625.5 Corning Elem. 32 2,517.70 2,845,72
#397 - Centre 349.9 Pilsen Elem. 65 3,150.60 3,1015.109
#406 - Wathena 472.3 Blair Elem. 83 2,578.19 2,968,97
#407 - Russell 1,407.7 Dorrance H.S. 36 2,917.93 3,204.81
#427 - Belleville 600.5 Republic Elem. 30 2,924.81 3,323.36
#434 - Santa Fe Trail (b) 1,178.8 Carbondale Middle 82 2,482,76 2,722.54
#482 - Dighton 363.2 Shields Elem. 18 3,236.94 3,796.81
1984-85 9-15-84
#206 - Remington-Whitewater 500.0 Elbing Elem. 43 $ 3,191.54 $ 3,789.48
#389 - Eureka (c) 788.8 Midwest Elem. 55 3,096.62 3,527.59
#389 -~ Eureka (c) 788.8 Tonovoy Elem. 174 3,096.62 3,527.59
#407 - Russell 1,381.5 Gorham H.S. . 54 3,204.81 3,531.81
#491 -~ Eudora (d) 699.5 Eudora Jr. High 169 2,928.57 3,266,62

(a) Sthool district disorganized
(b) Closed middle school building and opened a newly constructed K-8 elementary school
(c) Construction of new building
(d) Closed through reorganization

SPECIAL NOTE: Any savings that might result from closure of an attendance center cannot necessarily be ascertained by comparing the school district's
general fund budget or budget per pupil for the year prior to the closure and the following year.

Prepared by: State Department of Education and
Legislative Research Department
September 20, 1985
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TO: HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE

RE: HOUSE BILL 2676

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

It is a fact that rural communities differ from urban
communities in a number of significant ways, and further that
there exists a rich diversity among rural communities which
adds to the complexity of developing public policy for schools
in rural America.

The first step in moving toward a more differentiated policy
of rural school improvement is redefining the problem of rural
education. This redefinition will require both a shift in who
defines the problems and by what criteria. Historically, the
problems of rural education have, by and large, been defined by
the leaders of the "urbanized" education profession whb believe
that if a rural school cannot get bigger it cannot get better.
School consolidation for instance, while meeting the test of
rational arguments for "efficiency and effectiveness", as
defined by those who view centralization as good, makes little
sense to those who value rural communities and define efficient
and effective education in terms of close community ties and
maximum participation of all students in school activities.

Analizing and redressing the balance of educational policy to
be more favorable to rural communities will require the establish-
ment of advocacy procedures to get the issues into public
discussion and create the necessary political support to bring

about more appropriate policy. State education agencies are also
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Rep. LeRoy F. Fry

HB 2676

House Education Committee
February 25, 1986

likely to find it difficult to respond in a new way to rural
schools. Despite good intentions to be a service agency, their
primary role is still one of regulation enforcing of a common
school system.

In accepting rural reality, it becomes necessary to take a
critical look at the present organization and conduct of schooling
to see if changes need to be made to achieve a better fit between
the process of education and rural communities. I am not
suggesting going back to the one-room school. What is needed is
to evolve some new models, and "intermediate technology" of
education that falls somewhere between the country school of days
past and the "urban" school that has taken its place. Just what
a school would look like and how it would operate in different
types of communities is difficult to imagine.

All of the educators, parents and community people have for
so long seen schooling in only one way, that re-thinking and
developing alternatives for rural communities will be a long and
arduous task. Accepting the reality of rural America opens a
whole array of possibilities not previously available. It opens

a possibility that rural education might just look and operate

differently. It opens a possibility that inherance in size and
sparcity are reasons for school finance formulas to provide more
money for rural education at all levels, developing and providing
services as well as teaching and administration, without having to
move to the cities to '"get to the top" of the education career
ladder. And it opens the possibility that rural children can receive
a quality education designed specifically for their needs rather than
a second rate program defined by urban standards.

HB 2676 may not be the whole answer, just an echo of the

approaching problem affecting attendance centers of this state.



PURPOSE - . -

To Pursue the quality of exoellepce in
education.

SChOOlS fOl' Quality Education To Give identity, voice and exposure

to the peculiar quality of Rural
Schools.

To Enhance the quality of life unique
in the rural community.,

Statement. to
House Committee on Education
Regarding
HB2676
by
Kenneth Rogg, Legislative Representative

Schools for Quality lducatlon

February 25, 1986

“Rural 1s Quality’  ATTACHMENT 3 February 25, 1986
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; as there are
many conferees to be heard today and much specific information
to be presented, I will keep my remarks general and brief.

Schools for Quality Education is in support of HB2676. In
1969 approximately 40 school districts were invited to. meet 1in
Hutchison to discuss the possibility of forming a united £front
against any further forced consilidation. Since that time main-
taining the atonomy of the people most affected has remained our
principal purpose.

Having stated our position I will now pose &4 reasons why
you should vote favorable on HB2676:

1. The bill which contained current language which repudiates
the promise included in the Unification law could not
stand on its own merits. After being soundly defeated
during the wsession it was ressurected during the final
few days by beiﬁg amended onto a much needed and popular
bill. ‘To have voted against the amended bill would
have been to "throw the baby out with the wash'". Passage

~of HB2676 would re-establish a prémise we feel was broken
by default.

2. Language included in current law nullifies the one means
of recourse, which we believe was amended in good faith.
That amendment appears in the stricken language on page 4,
section (d). We believe the intent of this section
was to provide the affected party one last-ditch effort,
another bpportunity to plead their case. However, on
the same -pagé section (g) nullifies section (d). What
can be done and what is to be done, is to ""change the
use" rather than '"close'" a building and thereby circumvent

the people's right to a vote. For example, a high-school

could be '"closed" by reassigning secondary students
and continue to wuse the building % day a week for one
kindergarten class. We do not believe this was the

intent of the Legislature.



3. HB2676 expands the contents to be included in any plan
which is required prior to a vote to close an attendance
center. We Dbelieve that the inclusion of social, and
economic, factors provided on page 2, sections (a) through
(e) would provide a much more comprehensive plan and
since other conferees will provide specific information,
I will not attempt to go into detail.

4, Finally, removing the right of the people most affected
to determine closing of a school defeats the original
intent. "We must make it easier for boards of education

to close small, wuneconomical schools'", we were told.
True, all boards do now have that power. However, current
economic conditions may well be the beginning of another
reorganization in the education of rural youth. With
the decline in rural economy and lack of economic opportun-
ity as well, further decline in enrollment and rising
per pupil costs will force many districts to explore
cooperative methods of educating our youth. In many
cases this will be by district reorganization. This
this will not occur voluntarily as long as the current
‘language remains in the law.

Thank you for this opportunity to present our concerns.




SCHOOLS FOR QUALITY EDUCATION
' MEMBERSHIP LIST

1985 - 86
DIST. NO. SCHOOL NAME
NORTH CENTRAL REGION
104 White Rock -~ Esbon
269 Palco
278 Mankato
307 Ell-Saline-Brookville
324 Eastern Heights-Agra
326 Logan
395 LaCrosse
399 Paradise-Natoma
403 Otis-Bison
426 Pike Valley-Scandia
427 Belleville
SOUTH CENTRAL REGION
254 Medicine Lodge
311 Pretty Prairie
327 Ellsworth
328 Lorraine
332 Cunningham
354 Claflin
358 . - Oxford
359 Argonia
360 Caldwell
418 McPherson
422 Greensburg
424 Mullinville
438 Skyline-Pratt
444 Little River \
455 Cuba. '
474 Haviland
496 Pawnee Heights—Rozel
502 Lewis
509 South Haven
511 Attica
NORTHFAST REGION
221 North Central - Haddam
222 Washington
329 Alma
335 . Jackson Heights - Holton
417 Council Grove
449 Easton




"DIST. NO. SCHOOL. NAME
SOUTHEAST REGION
245 LeRoy-Gridley
252 South Lyon Co. - Hartford
256 Marmaton Valley - Moran
258 Humboldt
283 Elk Valley - Longton
285 Cedarvale
286 Chautauqua County -- Sedan
362 Prairie View - LaCygne
366 Yates Center
386 Madison
387 Altoona - Midway
390 Hamilton .
397 Centre
462 Burden
471 Dexter
479 Crest - Kincaid
492 Flinthills - Rosalia
SOUTHWEST REGION
209 Moscow
214 Ulysses
216 Deerfield
217 . Rolla
219 Minneola
220 Ashland
225 Fowler
227 Jetmore
228 Hanston
363 Holcomb
371 Montezuma
374 Sublette
476 Copeland )
477 . Ingalls ‘
507 Santanta
NORTHWEST REGION
241 Sharon Springs
242 " Weskan
275 Triplains - Winona
280 West Graham - Morland
291 Grinnell
292 Grainfield
293" Quinter
295 Prairie Heights - Jennings
301 -Utica
302 Smokey Hill - Ransom
304 Bazine
314 Brewster
Zég Golden Plains - Rexford

Healy
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STATEMENT PREPARED FOR THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
Fran Parmley, Assistant Director
Center for Rural Education and Small Schools

Introduction:

Rural communities are heterogeneous, diverse and complex.
This very diversity makes it difficult to make any type of
general assumptions about the nature of the community .
Rural schools are no different. They are closely attuned to
the community and their characteristics are influenced by
that same diversity and complexity. Much of what is unique
about rural communities and schools defies quantitative.
analysis or statistical description. The primacy of local
circumstances is as applicable to the formulation of rural
educational policies as it is to the rural communities in
general. Often, definitions of ruralness are population
based and arbitrary and are not substantiated by definitive
research.

It is easiest to define the nature of the rural community by
the very differences which separate them from their urban
counterparts: (1) there is a close and binding
relationship between the community and the school and (2)
the very size of schools and school districts. It is ironic
that citizen participation and community control of schools
have come to be seen as urban issues, but are indeed the
factors that most influence rural communities and have
existed there from the beginning.

Those factors which are assumed to be a part of the rural
education experience have been researched very little but
are generally considered to be descriptors of rural schools.
Slower pace, less pressured environment, a spirit of
cooperation, ooportunities for leadership development, less
formal interaction among students, staff and parents are but
a few. Most will agree that these factors are generally
present in rural schools and rural communities. However,
there is one factor upon which there is usually no
disagreement - —the small scale nature of the rural school.

It is upon that one factor that the research I will discuss
relates to student achievement and student attitudes.
Unbiased studies are essentially unavailable. Rigorous
comparisons between large schools and small rural schools
controlled for social class are few. The statistics which
exist are broad and undifferentiated. It is difficult to
distinguish the effects of social class, student motivation
and other variables. Gene Glass, et al, have made an
attempt to synthesize the research which has been done with
regard to size - = specifically class size through a process
they term meta analysis. 1In essence, what they have done is
to correlate numerous studies and the data from those
studies into a comprehensive picture.
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Class Size and Affective Effects on Pupils, Effects on
Instructional Processes and Effects on Teachers:

Attitudes of pupils and teachers as they relate to class
size are i1illustrated here (use overhead ). 371 conmparisons
using 59 studies were made measuring various effects on
teachers, students and instruction. Eighty eight percent of
those comparisons indicated positive correlations between
smaller class size and positive effects. The effects by
category are noted below.

Student Effects: attitude toward teachers, self concept,
mental health, attitude toward life, attendance, study
habits, on-task behavior, creative thinking, social
interaction, discipline.

Teacher Effects: teacher organization and planning, morale,
attitude toward students, workload, absences, professional
growth, perception and satisfaction.

Instructional Effects: teacher knowledge of students,
teacher/student interaction, more involvement in learning,
cohesiveness, positive teacher control, tast structure,
creative activities, positive evaluation, general school
climate, informality, goal direction, use of space,
innovation, student choice of activities.

The graph is plotted for the average student (50th
percentile) in a class of 30. It is significant that the
smaller the class size, the more positive the effects.

Class Size and Pupil Achievement:

Using 725 comparisons, 60% favored the smaller class. 1In
only two cases were the results modified by features of the
studies. Also note that the instructional hours also have
an effect. The more instructional hours, the greater the
positive effect on student achievement.

Effective Schools Research:

Recent research has identified characteristics of effective
schools.(1l) School climate is orderly, serious, safe and
attractive. (2) Schools have a clear school mission. (3)
Instructional leadership of the principal. (4) High
expectations for student achievement. (5) Student
opportunity to learn and time on task, (6) frequent

monitoring of student progress, (7) supportive home-school
relations.



“Avantages of small enrollment size can be summarized as
s1lows:

Students are at the center of the school

Discipline is usually not as serious a problem, resulting in
increased time spent in learning.

Teachers have a sense of control and investment in what they
teach.

There is a flexibility in decision making due to a minimum
of bureaucracy

Low pupil/teacher ratios foster more individualized
instruction.

Relationships between the actors (teachers, students,
parents, administrators, school board) are clsoer.

Parental and community involvement is stronger.



Submitted for your reference is the following testimony presented to the House
¢ ‘epresentatives Educational Committee Hearing on Bill #2676, Feb, 25, 1986, Th
Pa-cicular testimony was presented by Jacque Spangler,

I'm Jacque Spangler from Walton, Ks, We are a small community that has been
taken in by a larger district. The last two years the dlstrict has been studying
possible school closings, incluiing our elementary school. It appears at this point
we may be allowed to stay open, HKither way, as a community, we belleve in the concept
of House B1ll #2676, Proponents of this bill in our community are not only the
parents of children, but all citizens in and around Walton,

In the event of our school closing, we also saw the probability of our town
dying., Families have chosen to buy property and move into Walton (whila caommuting to
work) in order to place their children in our elementary school. Schools are aften
the tie that binds -~ wlth a school closing we see an erosion of the ecomomical fabrie
in a town, (people move out, people do not move in to take their place..ele@o~--a
decline is seen In population, a decline in property valuation, a deeline in commer
clal sale, and eventually a death of the community,

We believe these problems can result from the natural affects of a reccesive
economical situation, but we, like others don't need the added stress of axrbitrary
school closings As a community, we strive to solve our problems from withinm. When
we saw that as a community, we could no longer give our high school children an affore
able, competitive, quality education, we made the decision to close our high sehool,
The district has pointed out that we have a high cost per/pupil ($2500,00-which accord-
ing to the State Journal is still well within the meduim cost range throughout this
state) we again have found a way as a community to lower this cost to a rate acceptable
to our local schoel board, When we lost our only cafe and store, we pooled together
and have begun construction of a new facility for this use,

Communities can and will find wapys to overcome these kinds of problems without
being liabilities to the State or local funding and governing agencles because of
their bellef in the importance of preserving Walton and like communitles throughout
our State,

I was privilaged to hear Mike Hayden speak a few weeks ago, He echoed a senti-
ment felt by us in Walton - we need to keep the #1 natural rescurce, our children in
this state - and when possible, in our local communities, Mr, Hayden stated that of
" the 170 top graduates from omr universities last year, only 33 found employment in
Kansas, ;s Yes, lncreased economical development in this state would go a long way in
eleviating this problem, however, we need.to maintaln the exlsting ones. School
closings often perpetuate economical decline in small towns and rural areas, With
these declines, our children must look to other states or our limited urban areas
within this state for advancement, These urban areas cannot and ehould not have to
prowide the needed employment opportunities for all our newly graduate} We must main-
tahira strong smaller community and rural economical strength also.

Unnecessary school olosings (at times simply for the sake of Administrative
convenience) are a definite detriment to this goal, I understand that there are
justifiable cases for school ¢losings, With the passage of House B1ll #2676 this
would still be possible, We do not want to hinder the decision making process of
school boards, we wish only to alter their voting provisions and allew communitles
" to activiely decide the future of thelr schools, children, and towns, In doing soj
we must ask you to put a little faith in us, the people of Kansas, as we have you
our governing bodles, Schools and districts have been known to close themselves
when their children could no longer be provided quality education, We have a variety
of concerns in our state now, but in the end our children should come first,

I would also like to submit coplea of a petition taken as a poll of people in
USD #373 concerning the eoncept of community schools vs, major consolidation on an
elementary level, There are approximately 1,955 signatures out of an active voting
census of 4,00 from our district, Many people without children in school have signed,
People seem to be more willing to pay tax dollaxs for education than for other budget
items, Afterall, many budiget items deal in servicea - education deals in human lives,
These humin lives that we are educating now will be making decisicns for you and me
in the near future, Let's do our best as a state to insure that they obtain the needed
skille through quality schools and that we can harvest and employ our #l crop, our

children, for the benfit of all residing in the Statr ~© Y-—===  Thowib woe
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Testimony before the House Education Committee
in favor of House Bill 2676
Richard J. Proehl, Box 8, McCune, Kansas 66753

Mr. Chairman, members of the House Education Committee, thank you for
giving me the opportunity to testify in favor of House Bill #26706.

I am Richard Proehl, a resident of McCune, Kansas. McCune is a
rural community of about 500 located in Crawford County, Unified School
District #247, in the southeast corner of the state.

I purchased and became President of the McCune State Bank in September
of 1976. We were part of the community for three full years before the
closing of the High School in the fall of 1979. Because I was not born and
raised in this community, I felt no special allegiance to the high school and
took no active part in the long and bitter fight that resulted from the
closing. Little did'I realize the economic impact it would have on our
community and the local businesses.

Enrollment in the High School at the time of the closing was about 100.
Enrollment in the elementary school dropped approximately 25 students the
first two years following the closing of the school. Since the drop of 25
students, the grade school enrollment of now about 150 has remained constant.
Since 1979, we have had no new families move into our community with high
school students. We have however, had families with elementary children
move to our community.

Since 1979, McCune has lost the following businesses:
two grocery stores
one 1insurance agency
our only restaurant
one beauty shop
one mechanic shop
two appliance stores
one construction company

one cabinet shop
one plumbing and heating sales and service
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People tend to shop where there are many school activities. Reduction
in traffic flow due to the closing of the high school caused several of our
businesses to fail.

The economic impact on communities after a school closing is not limited
to Southeast Kansas. I talked with a banker in McCracken, a town of approximately
300, which is located in western Kansas in the Unified School District #395.
He states that his community lost between $75,000 to $80,000 in the first 1%
years following the closing of their high school. This excludes banking,
insurance, and implement repair.

There were seven families who left as a direct result of the closing,
five were teachers wﬁo spent the majority of their salaries in the town and
county. The cafe lost 15 to 20% of their trade aﬁd virtually all of their
evening business. The grocery store lost approximately $30,000 in sales.

The furniture store experienced a 20% decrease in sales. The Family Parlor,
a teenage hang-out, lost all their evening trade and are barely making
expenses. The filling station and beauty shops also experienced a loss

of income.

Another community which has experienced the same problems is Ensign.

In talking with the implement dealer in Ensign, he feels his community

has seriously suffered economically since their high school closed two
years agd.

As a banker, I realize that economically, we cannot maintain schools
in all small towns. However, allowing individual :communities to have a voice
in their school closing will provide for compromises. By passing H. B #2676,
local school boards and individual communities will be required to work
together for the benefit bf all students. When school boards close attendence
centers without patron input, bitter fighting results which divides school

districts and can only hinder quality education.



Members of the House of Representatives Education Committee, Fellow Kansans.

During the weeks Tleading up to the start of this session of the.legislature
and since the session began, in nearly every news article, and television and
radio report,- one issue has been predominate, "OUR ECONOMY",

Lotteries, parimutual betting, tax increases, ways to expand industry are being
discussed. Our big three industries Agriculture, 0i1 and aircraft are at a low.
point. Efforts are being made to improve the economy by helping our industries.
But at the same time you are attempting to improve our states economy there

exists a law that severely handicaps efforts to improve the economic climate. That
Taw KSA 72-8213 allows school boards to literally destroy small towns by .closing
schools through changing the use of a school 'building. _

What aircraft is to Wichita, Beef packing plants - to Garden City, in the small towns of
Kansas the school is often the major industry next to agriculture. In towns such as

. my home Marquette, the school is the major employee. Until last year 30% of the jobs
in Marquette were school jobs, after the closing of our high school by changing the
use of the building the school system provides 20% of the workforce but our taxes

that are used to pay that workforce didn't decrease. '

This past year Gates Lear Jet announced plans to close one of its plants at
either Wichita or Tuscon.: Immediately our Governor, legislators and other
government officials stepped in to offer assistance in keeping the jobs. And
while this was happening the State through its school closing law was

reducing the work force at Marquette by 10%. What the state did for Marquette
was not an isolated happening. Dorrance, McCracken, Galva, Geneseo, Gorham to
name a few were also beneficiaries of Robin Hood in reverse. Their schools were
closed because of KSA 72-8213 and with the closings went jobs, Jjobs. that
provided thousands of dollars to their economies, jobs that are a higher

aer;entage of the total work force in small. towns than Gates Lear Jet is to
ichita. '

Don't get me wrong I strongly support keeping the Gates Lear Jets and helping
any other industry to locate here or to expand, we must do all we can but
we need consistancy, whats good for_Wichita is good for the small towns.

We offer millions of dollars to other industries to help provide jobs. Why
not put our money to use providing education jobs. And the best part about
keeping education jobs in our small towns is that it really doesn't cost
any more than what we already are spending. There are those who try and
tell us we must close small schools to save money. ‘

-

I would challenge anyone to show this committee that school districts that have
closed schools are in any better financial shape then those that still operate
the smaller schools. There are those who try and tell us we can't let the
education of our children be compromised just because a community may be hurt,
but can this committee honestly say that small schools are not providing a good
solid education for our children.

b
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To bring about the economic growth that this state needs we cannot forget the
small towns with their small schools. Improvement is not made by destroying
one town to.help another and that is what school closings are all about, the
big town in a unified district taking from the small town. And in the end
everyone loses.. The small town is literally destroyed, the tax base dwindles,
people move, and for those that are left taxes continue to rise. The bigger
town sees decreases in sales with Tocal businesses because the people of the

small town who helped support them are gone and their taxes also continue to
rise. :

But yet we continue to see efforts made to close schools to save money. Newton
is now attempting to close Waltons grade school. We must use the lessons of

History. Money is not saved, education is not improved and everyones economy
is hurt.

During recent debate on the lottery issue, one member of the legislature suggested
Kansas be.renamed "The Past." If we continue to allow school boards to close
schools in small towns "The Past" is going to be the name of many towns,

I would urge this committee to put an end to the state sponsored genocide of our
small communities and vote favorably for the bill before you, 2676. ’

Economic improvement must include the entire state and as long as we allow school
boards to close schools without recourse we will continue to slide backwards.

Small towns are what Kansas is all about. I urge you to give us ‘the opportunity
to have a voice in our future by letting us decide whether or not we want our
school to continue. Kansans know what is best for their children and their towns,

and if a school is too small or not providing a good education, Kansans will want
better and close the school.

That was the agreement between the state and the people of Kansas at the time of
unification. We should return to that principle.

The current statute allows school boards to close schools, but gives the people

‘the right to petition for a district wide election. - In USD 400 the board voted.

to close the Smolan school, the school in Governor Carlin's hometown a petition

was passed, an election held and the people voted to keep the school open with

20-25 students. Six months later the school board voted toclose Marquette

"High by changing the use of the building. Present law does not allow for petition or
an election, and the 50 student high school was closed. A 20 student grade school

is 'kept open, a 50 student high school c¢losed. The law needs changes.
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Education Committee,audience in this chamber:

I wish to speak briefly about assurances given and about justifiable reasons
for State-wide dissension in the affected areas of unified school districts.

I. Direct Assurance - Written into State law that local schools would not be
closed without the vote of the people whom that attendance center served.

II. 1Indirect Assurance - Sept. 9, 1964 edition of the Topeka Journal, Mr. Fred
W. Rausch, Jr., chairman of the Shawnee(Qunty Unification Board was quoted
in regards to rural schools. '"Parents feel what is good for them educational
wise, is also good for their children. They don't want to see their doors
nailed up. This is another ungrounded fear." (unquote)

ITII. Changes in State law, since 1965, that have caused dissension State-wide

A. Change of use of the facility (redesignation)

B. People of the entire school district voting on whether a local school
school should be closed

C. The institution and repeal of the special operating cost assessment
district

D. The automatic closing a school by a school board in a unified school
district with an enrollment of more than 1600 o

IV. Dissension - Larger School Districts (Topeka,Wichita, Newton, and Salina)

A. Concern among neighborhood parents because childrens' broken friend-
ships, transportation of children farther from home, and having bought
houses close to the neighborhood school to be closed

B. Concern that schools now closed will have to be reopened in a few years
because of a recent baby boom

V. Dissension - Smaller School Districts (Dorrance, Walton, Geneseo,McCracken,
Gorham, and Marquette)

A. Dissension about not allowing the affected patrons to vote on the
closing of their local school has caused high school students from
Dorrance, Geneseo, and Marquette to attend out-of-district schools.

B. The U.S.D. 400 Example - Marquette,Lindsborg, and Smolan

1. June, 1984 - School board allowed a district-wide vote on the
closing of Smolan elementary school. Result: People voted to
keep it open.

2. Jan. 1985 (7 months later) - School board changed the use of
the Marquette school from a K-12 to a K-8 without even allowing
a district-wide vote. School board members quote the '"change of
use" law.

3. Marquette facility represent 25% of the cost to the school district,
but supplies 337% of the tax base.

4. The City Council of Marquette voted to build a new grades 9-12
building with 5 rooms for $110,000 at no cost to the school district.
The offer was rejected by the school board.

5. No consideration by the school board to the social impact on the
Marquette community
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5. (continued)

a. High school students were so split by the decision that this
year they are going to school in~district at Lindsborg and
out-of district at El1~Saline, Little River, and McPherson.

b. The former Marquette high school students now have little
in common; barely speak to each other; have lost local
identity of the community; lost local concern of citizens
in their activities; spend more time on busses.

6. No consideration by the school board given to the economic
impact on Marquette

a. Marquette population of 600. There will be a conservative
loss of $10,000 of business in Marquette due to school
trade and activities this school year
b. If you translated that loss proportionately to a city of
300,000 (like Wichita), there would be a loss of $5,000,000.
¢. 0Or a proportional loss of $35,QO0,000 to the State of Kansas
d. You can now understand why the loss of a school is severe to
a small community.

7. In summary, the School Board discounted:

a. A more than adequate tax base

b. A willingness to build a new high school without cost
to the rest of the district

c. A district-wide vote on Marquette High School even though
7 months earlier Smolan elementary was allowed a district-—
wide vote

d. A consideration of the economic and social impact on the
community

C. More dissension coming in U.S.D. 400 in regard to Capital Outlay

1. Lindsborg High School needs (?) concrete parking lots:$150,000

2. Lindsborg Elementary needs (?) angle parking :$ 60,000

Total: $210,000

3. $210,000 is $100,000 more than it would have cost to build a
new high school at Marquette.

I believe that I have now shown that there is dissension statewide in large
and small unified school districts.and have given reasons for that dissension.
Reasons that are not emotional. Reasons that have substance. Reasons to show
that people of an affected area need to have a voice.

Schools are the centers of neighborhoods; schools are the stars of small
communities. TLet us not shoot down any more of these stars. I urge you not
to further accelerate the decline of small communities or to increase and
heighten the frustration in neighborhoods of larger cities.

In order to restore some measure of faith in government; in order to set an
example of justness and fairness; I urge you to support this bill.

Thankyou

Fred Peterson
1222 Cloverdale
Wichita, Ks. 67219
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OF FORCED SCHOOL CLOSINGS
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Forward:

Proposed school closings usually denote a period of crisis
within a neighborhod or community. Parents are faced with
the prospect of having their children transported to a more
remote location. The community faces the prospect of losing
the center of its focus. Emotions become charged and
bitterness threatens to overwhelm rational consideration of
the issues. Unfortunately, proponents of school closings
often take such emotionalism as an implicit admission that
facts militating against closings are either inadequate or
entirely unavailable. And, the cacophony of anguish in the
affected community is often sufficient to overwhelm the very
presentation of facts which could save them.



The economics of loss with regard to school closings
have repeatedly been discussed. When a community loses
it's school several factors combine to spell hardship
and even disaster to that community's economy. Usually
overlooked is the effect of the closing on the community
which may absorb its neighbor's school. When the
effects of both are considered, a balanced equation
appears: The loss of one equals the gain of the other.
The presentation which follows will direct itself toward
the economic implications of both the losing and the
gaining communities,

The Losing Community

When a community (particularly in a rural environment)
suffers a school closing the following adverse economic
circumstances result:

1. Property values decline.

2. A large payroll is lost (teachers
adminstrators, clerical, maintenance and food
service personnel).

3. Retail trade declines (ultimately resulting in
the failure of some businesses).

The Gaining Community

When one community forces the closing of another
community's school, the following economic advantages
accrue:

1. Property values increase (An adjacent area
without a school to attract and retain families
with children has just been created).

2. A large payroll is added.
3. Retail trade increases (prompted by the influx
of children, professional staff and auxiliary

personnel).

4, FEconomic competition from a nearby community
is reduced or eliminated.



When the economic results of school closings are
considered, the possibilities for conflict of interest
are highlighted., Under current Kansas Law, no standards
of proof are required for a school board to make a
determination of academic or economic inefficiency.
When no such proofs are required, the possibility of
board members being swayed by factors unrelated to
school district interests is evident. It may well be
tempting for even the most conscientious board member to
rationalize where the good of the schools lie when his
own or his community's economic benefit may be
augmented. The converse may also be true; a board
member may sincerely believe that a particular school
warrants closing but will hesitate to vote to allow it
because of fears of apparent impropriety. Standards of
proof are necessary both for the protection of
individual board members and the communities which they
serve. Such standards of proof are required by HB 2676.

Entire communities may be affected by the same economic
temptations that can afflict individuals. It is an
anomaly of current law that a consolidated school
district is the only political subdivision in Kansas
which potentially allows one community to vote to
acquire the assets of another. House bill 2676
addresses this problem by limiting a referendum on the
issue to the affected community. While not free from
the same economic considerations that all decisions of
this type involve, communities faced with the loss of
their school have these factors tempered by the desire
to do whatever is best for their own children -- A
desire that in the long run usually overrides all other
concerns,

The idea that children are the principal concern of any
community is evidenced by the fact that prior to 1982,
many Kansas communities voted to close their own schools
when they became genuinely convinced that their children
could be better served by doing so. A more recent
example of this is offered by the Shawnee Mission
Schools. [Note: S.M. is at this time the only school
district which already incorporates the essential
provisions of HB 2676 in its school closing procedure. ]
The Shawnee Mission School Board recently voted to close
four schools within its district boundaries, using the
same standards of proof required by HB 2676. Voters in
one attendence area did not agree with the sufficiency
of the board's evidence and voted to keep that school
open. However, voters in the three other affected areas
did not protest the board's decision - hardly supporting
the contention that people will automatically vote to
always keep a school open.




It is not to be argued that schools once opened should
never be closed. However, considering the upheavals
caused by many closings and the serious potential for
conflicts of interest, the present complete lack of
guidelines for making such a determination must be
remedied. House Bill 2676 will accomplish this. It
works in Shawnee Mission - it will work in the rest of
Kansas.



20 February 1986

FPREFPARED TESTIMONY OF DR. JONATHAN F. SHER

PRESTDENTy RURAL. EDUCATION AND DEVELOPMENT, INC.

Although T regret being unable to appear in person at
this hearing, I appreciate the opportunity to submit written
testimony on the school closure/consolidation l1ssue in

Fangas., This testimony veflects fifteen years of research
and active in?olvement in rural school crganization and
fimance issues across the United States and overseas.

In particulary my comments draw upon a report 1
preparved several years ago for the National Conference of
State Legislatwres-—later published by NCSL as Revitalizing
Rural Educaticn: A Legislator’s Handbock. In my view, the
fundamental arguments made then are still applicable. In
facts the passage of time has sevrved primarily to make the
weaknesses of the arguments that "bigger is better" and
"centralized 1s move economical and efficient” in education
even more apparent.

No rural education lssuwe has been as long-—-lived or

volatile as the reform of school and district corganization.

Begiming in the middle of the nineteen centwy with Horace

Mar s adveocacy of ruwral schoeol conscolidation and continuing
wabated even todays proposed reforms of the ways in which

educational services and institutions in rural areas are
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organized have sparked widespread controversy and
dissension.
Irenicallyy the rvural school consclidation and

recrganiezation movement has been

the arcups on whom such v

t

effect and supperted o

trengly by dv o whom the

SRR

divect ef

ts would be minimal . In this sense, rural
school conscolidation in the United States 1s & classic
example of an externally instigated and imposed reformi that

issy one which is done to

communities rather than by them.

Over the years educational poelicy makers and
researchers have tried to behave as if copsclidaticon and
recrganization were ﬁtfictly technical lssues.

Heavy emphasis was placed on demonstrating that these
reforms would result in more economical and efficlient
schools in rural areas.  Btudy after study was undertaken to
show that educational inputs (e.g.» teacher credentials.
cowrse offerings, school facilities, available equipment and
specilialized services) were all expanded and/cr improved as a
result of school and district consclidation.  The inference
was repeatedly made that these upgraded inputs would lead to
greater success not only in colleges but in the students?®
adult lives as well. In shovrt, leading policy makers and
academics (particularly at the state and national levels)
argued that theilr studies and research on the technical
aspects of consclidation proved that bigger schools and

bigger school districts were inherently better ones.



In 1976 & critical analysis of the literatuwe on this

topicy entitled Econcmys ET

i

ciency. and Equality: The Myths

of Rural Scheol and D3

ions was published by

the Natiocnal Instituwte of Education. Rasically. the report
attempted to show that the technical informaticon used to
justify conscolidation was severely flawed and wareliable.
Move specifically, it stateds

Biven the enthusiasm with which consclidation was
advocated, one would expect the empirvical evidence
supporting this policy to be overwhelming. It ig not.
The evidence on consclidation is incomplete. Most of
the research not only fails te document the alleged
bevefits of consclidation, but alsc fails to
acknowledge potential liabilities oo problems. With
rare exceptionsy this body of research 1s
methodologically unscunds with almost every study open
to criticisms severe and significant encugh to make the
findings extremely suspect. The coenclusions ares at
bests inconclusive, and at worsty simply incorvect. In
short, there is strong empivrical base to suppoert the
assumptionsg and assevtions of school and district
conselidation advocates.

Yet consclidation has been useful and beneficial in
seme rural communities. As & vesult of the consclidation
movement, most of the grossly inadequate rural schools in
the United States were closed, and schools which previously
had very little in terms of specialized curricular offerings
or saphisticated rescwces were able to upgrade their
programs.  Occasionally, censcolidation even brought some
cost savings and increased efficiency.

It is also clears howevery that in at least as many
situations, consclidation®s benefits were illuscry. Many
rural communities were forced to send theiv children long

distances to attend consolidated schools which were no



better than the community schools they veplaced. 1In
additicn, consclidation cccurred in thousands of communitieaes
in which such a drastic reform was neither appropriate nor
necessary. Ofteny the values of smallness were lost in the
process of consclidation and rural communities recelved
little (educaticonally or econcemically) in aseturn.

Consclidation advocates reasoned that "economies of
scale” would be achieved through conselidation at both the
srhool and district levels. Howevers in making these
arguments, they either forgoet or ignored two essential
economic considerations. The first is that rural citizens
had already made numerous concessions to frugality over thes
years. Ry paying salaries well below the standards of
metropolitan districts, they relinguished the cpportunity to
effectively compete for highly credentialed teachers and
administrators, but were able to retain lower pupil-teacher
raticgs. Hy utilizing extensive volunteer assistance and in-
kind contributions from the communitys by hiving generalists
who could perform multiple roles in the schoolss and by
promoting individualized instruction instead of extensive
formal course cofferings, rural schools were able to ease the
financial burdens confronting them.

Buts most of all, rural residents offeet the inherent
costs of sparsity by\ﬁimply "doing witﬁaut.“ By and lavrges
rural shoels opted to stick to their conception of the
"hasics” and resisted the temptation to buy lots of fancy

equipment, construct expensive facilities. and adopt very



sophisticated and specialized curricular areas and
cfferings. Whatever the educaticnal mevits of these
decisions (and a reascnable case can be made both for and
against the decisicone on educational growunds) sy it 1s clear
that they enabled vuwral districts to keep thelr pev-pupil
expenditures in line with metropolitan ones.

The second mistake made by consolidators was thelr
refusal to take sericusly the diseconomies of blggers. more
sophisticated schaols. Transportation is a key cost that
usually rose dramatically with consclidation. Yet,s there
were several other expenses which grew as the size of vural
schools and districts grew. For example, perscomel costs
tended to rise substantially after a conseolidation.  To make
the merger politically palatable, administrators (and cften
teachers as well) were assured that no one would lose his or
her job. Sc. instead of replacing the three former
superintendents with one (a move that would save some
money), it was far more common for the new district to pilck
one of the three to be the new superintendent and then hire
the remaining two as assistant superintendents (with no
resultant savings). 8Similarly, when old districts merged,
the common practice was to "level up" everyone’s salary to
meet the schedule of the highest-paying district. And
finally, in crder to keep their prnmiﬁes,.aunsmlidated
districts recruited more specialized and highly credentialed
staff members, even though the salaries they commanded were

often significantly higher than those of the generalists



they replaced.  Far from saving money covselidated yural
schools had to greatly increase pupil-teacher ratios in
crder to even approximate former spending levels.

In the final analysis, though, local circumstance was
probably the key determinant of the relative economic and
educaticonal meritsy not only of one-teacher versus
comsolidated schoels, but alsce of the consclidation process
at all levels of implementation. In compunities having fouw
ramshackle, one-teacher schools with an ill-prepared teacher
and an average enrcllment of less than 10 pupils, all
located within a l10-sguare-mile area, school consolidation
was probably a propitious stirategy. Howevers in communities
having four well-maintained, one-teacher schools with an
excellent teacher and an average emollment of approximately
PO students: all spread out over a S0-square-mile area,
school consolidation was probably deveid of any economic or
educaticnal justification.

The divisive struggles and intense controversies
engendered by school and district —onsalidation ccowred not
because of transpoortation costs. admintstrative
inefficiencies or cwricular ocfferings. or any other
technical concerns. Rather, it was (and still is) the
battleground on which larger gquestions eof values and contvrol
have traditicnally been fought ocut in rural areas.

Rural parents and taxpayers may be dissatisfied with
their schools, but they are adamant in asserting their

ability, and right, to control these sehools.  Similarly.



many rural pecple bave valued having a ﬁﬁhodl in the
cammuity more than they have have valued the rescurces
educators associated with consclidation. Thus,
conselidation is essentially a political issues rather than
an educational or economic cnes for 1t always invalves a
chaice among values, not simply a cholce among '"objective”
facts.

On the basis of current knowledge and understanding.
five conclusions seem evident:

1. That "good”" schools and "bad" schools (however
defined) come in all sizes. Educaticonal
improvement and eccnomic efficiency are the real
challenges, and schools of every size could bene-
fit from efforts in this divection. However, there
is simply no basis for the belief that making a
school (or district) bigger is likely to make it
bettar.

2. After more than 30 yvears of experience with school
and district conseclidationy it 1s clear that
conselidation has not lived up to the claims made
by its supporters. By and larges the benefits have
been exaggerated and the liabilities simply
ignored.

3. While some schools and districts can benefit
economically or educatiomally by consclidating.
such places are a distinct minority and are be-
coming increasing vare.  In most cases. 1t is far
more sensible to devise oreative ways of by inging
rescurces to children rather than forcing children
to go long distances for these rescouwrces. However .
in all cases, local circumstance shouwld be the key
determinant of consolidation’s mevits.

4. Any decision about consclidation inveolves trade-—
cffs. To some individualss getting what big
schools and districts can offer (e.Q.» more
equipment and more specialists) is worth the costs
(e.g.s loss of a community institution, more trans-

pertations and reduced participation in school and

extra-cuwryicular activities). To other
individuals, the benefits are not worth what must
be given up to get them.



5. The decisicon to consolidate shouwld not be made
hastily or without careful consideration of 1ts
likely effects. Unlike most educational decisions
(for example, the choice of textbooks)s consclida-
tion is almost irreversible. Once old schools have
been closed, new ones built, and new buses and
equipment purchased, it 18 very difficult te go
back to the way things were, even if conscolidation
doesn™t work very well.

Bl

The National Conference of State Legislatuwes” report
mentioned earlier went on to propose the following
yecommendations (with discussion of each eliminated here for

the sake of brevity):

1. Abolish or prevent the passage of all mandatory
conselidation cor recrganization legislation.

&, Eliminate all direct and indirect incentives to
consolidate or reorganize.

3. Establish a program of apprmpriaté technical assis-—
tance to small rvural schools and school districts.

4, Create a special classification system for very
amall or isclated rwal schools and school
districts. ’

Ensure that conscolidated schools and districts are
accountable to their ruwal constltuents.

w

6. Encowage and develop alternatives to consolidation
and reoyvganization. .

The NCSL handbook concluded this section with the
following remarks, which may well be as applicable to Kansas
in 1986y as they were to the nation as a whole when they
first appeared:

While the policy of rural schoeol and distvict

conscelidation 1s not totally deveid of worthy 1ts

strengths have been greatly exaggerated, its weaknesses
often ignored, and its overall merits as a strategy for
educational reform and improvement overstated and

oversold.

Despite the massive human and financial investments
made on i1ts behalfy, consclidation has not dramatically




alleviated the educaticonal problems endemic to ruwal
areas. More importanty consolidated units have not
proven more successful than existing small schools and
amall districts—which have had to make do with
relatively meager rescurces and professicnal attention.

State legislatuwes have a uwnique copportunity-——and
chligation——to learn from the escesses of the
consclidation movementy corvect present inequities and
assume a leadevship rale in developing patterns of
rural school and distyict erganization which ave
sensibley appropriate and beneficial teo all concerned.

Thank you for your consideration of this testimony.



Testimony On House Bill No. 2676 s

Before the House Education Committee
By Clifford B. Gilbert, McCracken

February 25, 1986

Mr. Chairperson and members of the Committe, my name is Clifford
B. Gilbert. | am a resident of McCracken and am here to testify in
favor of House Bill 2676, WE are supporting H.B. 2676 béca’use of what
happend in our own ynified school district number 395, The sequence
of events is a follows:

On December 6, 1983 the Board of Education of USD¥# 395 voled 4-3
to transport the McCracken High School students to LaCrosse, the
other high school within the district, effective as of August 1984,

fit the regualr board meeting November ? the Board President
announce that the Board would have a special meeting on November
12 for the purpose of discussing the goals and objectives for the
unified district., The Board has previously agreed to develop district
Fducalional Goals and Objectives. 1t was also announced that this
would be an open meeting without public participation.

fi few days before the November 17 special meeting the Board
members recieved as support material seven options that were
possible organizational patterns and their effect on facilities, staff,

and transportation that had been drawn up by the districts three
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wincipals at the request of the superintendant.

For our purposes for today we will refer to options two, four, and
si. Option two did not make a change in attendance centers, but
would have reduced the staff by 5.5 teachers. Option four put all high
schools students at LaCrosse and all grades six, seven, and eight at
McCracken. There also was the possibility of one elementary school
being closed in LaCrosse with this option. Option six involued placing
all nine through twelve grades at LaCrosse.

fit the November 17 special board meeting the seven options,
Educational goals, and objectives were discussed without any major
decisions being made. The Board President announced to the patrons
in the audience that there would be another special meeting to
discuss district goals and objectives and agian there wouid be no
audience participation. After that meeting there would be a public
meeting to heat patrons and then a vote might be taken to make
changes in the districts attendance centers. This promised public
meeting DID NOT take place.

At the regular Board meeting on December S the Board voted to
ad journ until December 6 at which time they would explore and
narvow down the seven options or make a choice on a final option,

The Board meet December 6 in regular session at 7:30 p.m. They
recessed and moved to a larger accomadations in another building

across town. The Board President read the seven options a loud to



patrons present. The Board veled in favor of option sin thus closing
McCracken High School. They voted to hold a public meeting in
McCracken with sclhum patrons sometime after Christmas. This public
meeting did finally take place January 19. The Board aqgreed to listen
{o patrons but without comments by the Board Members. There was a
brief explanation of district Educational goals and objectives, The
meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m., lasting enly one hour and fifteen
minutes.

fifter the Board voted to close McCracken High School, the
suprintendant was requested by the Board President o do a financial
study of option six and to send it in the support material to other
board members and to publish it in the Rush County News. One Board
Member requested a financial study for options two and four. The
request was denied.

Please note that these options were not published, there were no
financial studies donei.‘on any of the seven options, the Board DID NOT
conduct public hearings, and no review of the feasibility studies
conducted by the district in previous years were done before the
Board voted on December 6 to close McCracken High School.

Under the present law ouyr school was closed and the patrons had
no recourse. They were denied public hearings, there was no petition
or vote by the district patrons because present law permits the Board

of Education to "change use of". Both buildings in McCracken now



house grades one through eight and kindergarten.

When schools are to be closed or attendance centers changed the
people of the affected community should have an effective voice in
the decision of where their children are to be educated and how their
tan dellar is spent. No coummunity wants to lose its' school but when
it comes to the time parents believe their children are not recieving a
proper education then they will make the change. Par'e:nts~ are not
going to deprive their children of the best education possible,

H. B. 26?26 would protect the education of the children and the
rights of the patrons of a school district whose board members do not
have the welfare of the entire unfied district as their primary
objective,

The residents of McCracken and | respectfuily request this
commitiee {o act favorably on the passage of House Bill 2676,

e appreciate the opportunity to present our views to the

committee,



Honorable Senators & Representatives.

My name is John Murphy and I am a resident of Gorham, Kansas.
Several years ago our High School and Jr. High was closed or I
should say redesignated as an attendence center by Unified School
District No. 407; at that time our Community banded together and
pleaded with the School Board to let our school remain open, but
without success. We tried several approaches to keep our school
open even to change legistation by introducing a Senate Bill and
House Bill to form our own school district, however both bills
were defeated.

We were backed into a corner by Unified School District No.
407 in that we agreeded to close our High School in order that
USD #407 transfer building and land to our Community so that we
could open a private public school, which we did. The Gorham
Community Jr. Sr. High School was formed and has been in operation
for 13 years and meets all of the state standards in order that
it be a credited school. We receive NO State or Federal aid and
we charge no tuition, as we operate strictly on donations.

With the operation of this school it is a hardship on the
Gorham Community to pay County levies of School taxes and also
support our school.

We feel with the passing of this type of legislation Senate

Bill No. 638 & House Bill No. 2676 in the State of

Kansas at least the local patrons in Communities will have a say
as to what type of status they want with their own school, which

we did not have at Gorham, Kansas.
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We feel at Gorham our School should have never been closed
for our taxes went up the following year 10.49 mills and dropped
3.2 mills the second year, also we are told we can expect an in-
crease of 5.0 mills in the 1986 mill levy.

Our per pupil cost in our private school for 1985-1986 school
year is $2813.00 verses USD #407 per pupil cost of $3863.00 our
school operates at about 1/3 less cost.

Units of credits offered our students prior to closing was 38
units, the credits offered at present are 47 units an increase of
247.

I thank you for your kind attention and hope that you will

consider ‘this bill favorably.

Exhibit A. Russell County Tax Levies
For 1983
1984
1985

ExHibit B. Russell Daily News Artical

Exhibit C. Gorham School Statistics
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The.Gorham High School was closed at the

end of the 1983 - 1984 school year, as

you can see our taxes went up 10.58 mill:
and then the second year it droped 3.2L
mills, we are told by our school board
representative that in 1986 they are
going té raise the mill levey 5.00 mills

because of the lose of State aid.,



Befone. Gonhu,

School
1983 TAX LEVIES — RUSSELL COUNTY, KANSAS
Rate Expressed in Dollars Per 100 Tangible Valuation
STATE TOWNSHIPS
Ed.Building Fund ........... .100 No-
Ele. Building Fund........... 050 Nox. Spec. Fund
‘ ~ . | Townships Gen. Road Weed Fire Cem. Road Wrts. Bldg. Total
TOTAL............ xeeoe 150 BigCreek.....inn.t ... A2T 427
T : ~ . | Centér.............. 018 7639 063 .092 ... ... ... ... 812
L e Y Vi | Fairfield.......l. 022 %356 042 ... ... ... ... ... 420
ERASAALERR A Fairview ........... ..... 875 164 ..., 15 (1 . 5 K 1.673
Road and Bridge............. 500-
o Grant............... ..... .436 .038 030 o0 o .004
Special Road................. .500 A
o : < annn] LAMCOIN s o s & sammmsan,. 25545 BS540 026 ... L. . .031 .597
Special Bridge ............... 2200
: : LUFAY s s s smmamos aid55 J95 o s s s .051 .846
Special Road and Bridge ..... .100 65
Noxious Weed 076 , Paradise............ ..... S44 021 Ll s 3
" Health - e ‘024 | Plymouth........... ... 761075 060 ... B8 s 040 1.174
SR ey y ez : Russell ............. 019 592 015 M eew suiie mmiis sewws 760
FreeFair.................... .039 :
4-H Building 050 Waldo ...oovvvvnvnnnn vunnn A0 A4 s siees weens  snea @vies .933
Election Expense ............ 037 Winterset........... ..... S46 032 ... ol el 491 L. 1.06
ﬁppgallser .................... .049 UNII‘IED SCHOOL DISTRICTS
—--o—Ambulance e e 100 o R T tal Outla Total
Employee Benefits........... - 304 U-328 Gg%%gal Gapl 2()()u Y 3.803
Extension Council.......... o 076 | fqage T 846
Historical Society 020 L0 1.738 .108 1.559
............ . i .400 ;
Mental Health ............... IR sl =
Economic Development...... __01_(_) Junior College ............... .048
TOTAL .oovoensennn 9,569 | Central Kansas Library ...... .070 Spillman Watershed.......... 218
- ) Nox. Pers. Fire Soc. Retire- Work. Air- Twp.
CITIES Gen. Bond Lib. Weed Indus. Rec. Beme. Equip. Sec. ment Comp. port Cem. Total
BunkerHill........ 1.674 3.000 ..... 1 J60  sisem  wmawes s s 018  4.957
Dorrance......... 3269  ciwsi weins Jd60 L. Ll s 893 ssiewm maass whaE e e 3.882
Gorham .......... 1.800 471 L. Jd00 ..., Ll A8 soses e 5556 wemesl emee owom 2.569
Lucas............. 4.792 718 .200 .100 .050 000 waess®  somes wEEEE Secens e ..050 103 6.063
Luray ............ 838 ... L. d00  smme  svesm mEiis s 441 192 239 Lo 1.810
Paradise.......... 1497 ..., ... 00« suan’ © wiiin wheie emeen ewmee sases  memes  ewwme 55ses 1.597
Russell ........... 2.544 1.050 412 037 .058- 197 .460 098 ool Ll s 4,856
Waldo............ 1337 .. L. J05 s Tiiwe  wior  cewwn wwwes  ivve  gmmes  tumwd 536 1.442
BUNKER HILI: DORRANCE VLUCAS ‘ FIRE DISTRICTS
State ......... 150 | State ......... 150 | State ......... 150 NoFuid
County........ 2.562 |.County........ 2.562 | County........ 2.562 G N 1

s ; en. Warrant Total
Cily vovvvnnnn 4.957 | City .......... 3.802 | City .......... 6.063 Clorham o, 1 150 150
ULl civevinss 4.559 | U-407......... 4.559 | U-407......... 4.559 \ TR e “Eai
~ al p LucasNo.2............... b3 L 539
Cam.l........ 169 | F.D.No.4..... 1.157 | F.D.No.2..... .539 Waldo-Paradise No. 3 950 250
Jr. College.... 048 | Jr.College.... .04 | Jr. College..... .08 SO e r
e e Dorrance No 4 ............ .450 707 1.187
sp2c, Lib. ... .070 | Spec. Lib..... .070 | i F.D 9285 245 £70

e e e e o | . TOlAL .... 13 921 ULAY Il Vawwwadie e s 4 s o J . ol

TOTAL..... 12.505 TOTAL..... 12.428
: KUSSELL
GORHAM LURAY State ......... .150 CEMETERIES
State ......... 150 | State ......... 1501 County ....... 2562 | NO.Teeereveeeeeeie e eei e 159
County........ 2.562 | County........ 2.562°) City .......... 4856 | NO. Zuvvvenreneseeesiiieeee e 114
City ...... vee 2569 | City .......... 1.810 | y407......... 4559 | NO.3ueuriririniieitie e, -0-
UA407......... 4.559 | U407......... 4559 | Jr College.... 048 | NO.4vevvvvunsssssiiiisiii 062
F.D.No.1..... .150 | LFD.......... 70 | Grand Center........o.vvveeevniirnnnnnnnn. 112
Jr.College.... .048 | Jr.College.... .048 TOTAL..... 12,175 '

Spec. Lib. .... .070 | Spec. Lib. .... .070

TOTAL..... 10.108 | TOTAL..... " 9.769 : )

- STATE OF KANSAS
PARADISE S‘XAtIéDO i COUNTY OF RUSSELL, SS:

State i .350 Cca;mt).r“m:“ 2'562 I, Betty J. Laubhan, County Clerk of Russell County,
(é:)tunty """" f;g; CHY ssssivnin 1.442 Kansas, do hereby certify that the above is a correct anc
U—B%SJ """"" 1846 | C-399......... 1.846 complete list of fax levies on all taxable tangible propeity
FD.N 950 | G:C.Cera..... .112 in Russell County for the year 1983.

.D.No.3..... .250 FD. No.3 950
ar. COLEERyvice B | 1 0 g . 048] BETTY J. LAUBHAN
Spec. Lib. oo 010 G Lib: oo 070 (SEAL) County Clerk

1 7| J 3 e SN—

FOTAL . 6328 | gpar,,... gm0 | B -
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1984 TAX LEVIES — RUSSELL COUNTY, KANSAS Schoel losyy
~ VALUATION — $96,812,222 -
Rates Expressed in Dollars Per 1000 Tangible Valuation
STATE
Ed. BuildingFund ........... 1.00 ;‘ OViVNSHIPS Fund
Ele. Building Fund........... 50 ORIOBS N Fn
TOWNSHIPS General Road Weed Fire Cem. Wrts. Bldg. Total
o | BigCreek ........... ..... 552 .iiih e s e 5.52
TOTAL ..o 150 | Center .............. 669 70 81 ... 8.20
COUNTY Fairfield ............ A3 381 43 ... .. 4.37
General ..................... 4.09 | Fairview............ ..... 895 163 ..... 102 wsesse  memas 11.60
Roaq &Bridge ..:..... A 501 | Grant ............... ..... 5.03 49 T2 iiici meenii e 6.24
SpecialRoad ................ 9.01 | Lincoln «.s:vimimumes moais 7.15 B2 o L .35 7.82
Special Bridge ............... 200 | Luray............... ..... 869 ..... ... ... .. 1.02 9.71
Special Road and Bridge ..... 1.00 | Paradise............ ..... 3.76 24 Lo L s 4.00
Noxious Weed ............... 1.04 | Plymouth ........... ..... 8.49 148 42 L L 44 10.83
Health....................... 25 | Russell ............. .50  6.88 .26 110 . wess  womss s 8.74
FreeFair.................... 45 | Waldo............... ..... 9.00 134 ... aiihe eene eee 10.34
4-HBuilding ................. 50 | Winterset ........... ..... 6.33 St L 3.84 ..., 10.71
Election Expense ............ 13
ﬁg?;ﬁ:gze ------------------- lgg UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Employes Benotit |11/ 303 | : General  Capital Outlay__Tota
Extension Council ........... 87 U328 o oo immmiion o 5 0 o ocodiifions 565 4 5 monifimasio . . .
Mental Health ............... 33 U399 .o 20.26 1.96 22.22
Historical Society ............ 20 VR it s PR L E e e 52.08 4.00 56.08
Economic Development...... 10
Developmental Service ...... 50 Junior College ................ 45
—— —_ Central Kansas Library ....... 75 Spillman Watershed ........... 2.21
Lioosoosssmpmmmais s o 26.05
Noxious Pers. Social Work. Air- Twp.
CITIES General Bond Lib. Weed Indus. Reec Bene Sec. Comp. port Cem. Total
BunkerHill ............ 27.00 5.00 ..... 1.00 ..... ... L A0 wmesw  ssams s s 33.76
Dorrance .............. 2066  ..... ..... 1.000  weess  smis ssews 205 wwems sawems ssm 23.81
Gorham ......... - 33.00 623 ..... 100 o e 2098  iivis semma  sasmm s 43.21
Lucas ................. 44.20 8.80 2.00 1.00 00 smmas sRemE seses  ShwaE 8 R 1.02 57.52
Luray ................. 1430 oo vieas 1.0 ..... ... 2.01 4.63 61 . L 22.40
Paradise .............. 15,02  ives sians 1.00 ..o s s e e s 16.02
Russell ................ 31.87 1544 5.04 14 25 2.02 9.20 ... oo e 59.96
Waldo ................. 1432 e viees 107 oo s s i e e 15.39
BUNKER HILL DORRANCE LUCAS FIRE DISTRICTS
State ......... 150 | State ......... 150 | State ......... 1.50 No-Fund
County ....... 26.05 County........ 26.05 | County ....... 26.05 Gen. Warrant Total
City .......... 33.76 City .......... 9381 | City .......... 57.52 Gorham No. 1 1 50’ 1.50
U407 ......... 56.08 | U407 ......... 56.08 | U407 ......... 56.08 | [ e Nos . s 514
Cem.1........ 2.92 F.D.No.4 .... 864 | F.D.No.2 .... 5.44 Waldo-Pa'ra('iis.é No 3 """ 2'50 """ 9.50
Jr.College.... .45 Jr.College.... .45 | Jr.College.... .45 D No. 4 T 4'50 4 14 8.64
Spec. Lib. ..v. 75 Speo. Lib. .. 15 | - _ Lorraan% 0:4 iiieisiie g e g
- o TOTAL ... .. 147.04 urayF.D. ............... J ; !
TOTAL..... 121.51 TOTAL ..... 117.28
RUSSELL
GORHAM LURAY State ......... 1.50 CEMETERIES
State .ovene s 1.50 | State ......... 150 | County ....... 26.05 | No.1 5.9
County ....... 26.05 | County ....... 26.05 | city .......... 59.96 No‘ g Ty 113
City ........ 43.21 City .......... 22'40 U_407 ........ 56.08 No- 3 ....................................... . 0
U_407 Shosviaisce or o 56.08 U—407 ........ 56.08 Jr' College L .45 No. 4 ....................................... '0:
F.D. No 1 1.50 LFD ........ 5.67 _— GO. d.é. . .t ................................. 1’00
Jr.College.... .45 Jr.College.... .45 TOTAL ..... 144.04 FANGAURINET 5 ¢ 73 5 8 WRbmak 4415 53 hianid 45 43 Ben '
Spec.Lib. .... .75 Spec.Lib. .... .75
TOTAL ..... 129.54 TOTAL ..... 112.90 -
STATE OF KANSAS
PARADISE WALDO COUNTY OF RUSSELL, SS:
State ......... 1.50 | State ......... 1.50
County ....... 26.05 | County ....... 26.05 I, Betty J. Laubhan, County Clerk of Russell County,
City .......... 16.02 | City .......... 15.39 Kansas, do hereby certify that the above is a correct and
gf)%Na ----- 2%3 3'30990;3}1-] ------ 2%%(2) complete list of tax levies on all taxable tangible property
.D.No.3 .... 2. . e L i
3. College .. 45 | F.D.No.3 250 in Russell County for the year 1984.
Spec.Lib. .... .75 | Jr.College 45 BETTY J. LAUBHAN
— _6;4_9 Spec. Lib. ,...__.7_5 (SEAL) County Clerk
""" ' TOTAL ..... 69.86




Rates Expressed in Dollars Per 1000 Tangible Valuation
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1985 TAX LEVIES — RUSSELL COUNTY, KANSAS 8cheel ¢
1985 VALUATION — $92,009,268

STATE TOWNSHIPS
Ed. Bui}ding Fund. «commn s os 1.00 Nox. No. Fd. Prairie
Ele. Building Fund........... 50 | TOWNSHIPS Gen. Road Weed Fire Cem. Wrts. Bldg. Dog Total
——— | BigCreek........ ..... 5.13 21 i e s e et 5.34
TOTAL...........0n,... 150 | Center........... = 689 72 o1 ... L L. 8.52
COUNTY Fairfield ......... 23 -4.44 0 . 4.81
General,.......... '_,' e 1.54 Fairview ........ ..... 9.42 .77 ... 110 o 12.30
Road & Brid ““““'“"_'“ 5.58 Grant............ ..... 5.70 .45 A6 © oy si3s7 smiiee . eeim 7.31
Soeiil T 5,93 | Lincoln.......... .11l 690 35 ... ... . 35 7.60
Special Road & Bridge _______ 1.12 Luray' ................ 9.19 177 o 1.12 1.17 13.25
Noxious Weed....ooovvnvinnl. 1.12 Paradise......... ..... 4.79 28 L 5.07
Health........covvvvvvnnii.., .38 Plymouth ............. 8.93 " 1.70 11 ..., ..., AT Teess 12.21
FreeFair. ... ~4p | Russell.......... SL750 122 LIl ... o L L 10.34
4-H Building ................. 50 Waldo........... ..... 9.55 186  civii cvvin s ssuan 14 11.65
Election .....oovvvvnennon.. 93 | Winterset........ A48 7.02 iz 460 ..iiv oweiss 12.69
Appraiser.................... 1.65 :
Ambulance ...............;.. 1.12 UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Emploxge_Benefi:t ------------ 121 ' General Capital Qutlay  Total
Extension Council............. 90 1 U828 40.56 2:00 4256
Historical Society ............ 20 U899 29.13 3.00 3213
Mental Health ............... ST URTRRRRE I e 48.84 4,00 52.84
Developmental Service....... .50 _ ;
Economic Development...... ___13 Junior College................. .38 Central Kansas Library ....... 8
TOTAL......oooooo 19.91 Spillman Watershed........... 2.26 General.75 Employees Benefit .06

‘ _ Nox. Pers. Fire Soc. Retire- Work. Air- Twp.

CITIES .............. General Bond Lib. Weed Indus. Rec. Bene. Equip. Sec. ment Comp. port Cem. Total

Bunker Hxll ........... - 29.00 3.00 ..... 100 ..... ..., ... L. N e T LT I 33.71

Dorvanee!, . . ysmemsmn s 21.07 ... S ) R T W Genes 2I iiis bhise wewes  ssrns 24.19

Gorham.............. 31.80 558 ..... a2 o L 360 ..o 41.70

Lucas................ 45.63 '6.02 2.01 .01 1.01 ... ... L0 L .00 1.11  57.29

Luray.:.............. 2365 .....o ... 8 4.34 .99 158 ..., ... 31.89

Paradise............. 1573 ... L 105 ..o o mogs  BEES  A18HE  merss 16.78

Russell............... 27.80 18.70 470 . .... ..... 1.90 4200 i hhee.  weenr memss isee e 57.30

Waldo................ 1655 ... ... 116 ..... ..... 120 oo 24.00
BUNKER HILL DORRANCE LUCAS FIRE DISTRICTS
State ......... 1.50 | State ......... 1.50 | State......... 1.50 d
County........ 19.21 | County........ 19.21 | County........ 19.21 No-Fun

i i General Warrant Total
City .......... 33.71 | City .......... 2419 | City .......... 57.29 : 1.50
U-407......... 52.84 | U-407......... 52.84 | U407......... 52.84 | GorhamNo.1........... 150 ... 5o
Cem.1........ 2.22 | F.D.No.4..... 450 | F.D.No.2..... 5.60 | LucasNo.2............. 060 ... g
Jr. College.... .38 | Jr.College.. .38 | Jr. College 38 | Waldo-ParadiseNo.3... 317 ... 3.
Spec. Lib. .... .81 | Spec. Lib. .... 81 e Dorrance No.4.......... 450 ..., 4,50

—_ e TOTAL..... 136.82 LurayF.D.............. 2.27 3.92 6.19
TOTAL..... 110.67 TOTAL..... 103.43
- RUSSELL

GORHAM ' LURAY State ......... 1.50 CEMETERIES
State ......... 1.50 | State ......... 150 | County........ 19.21 | NO. oottt 2.22
County........ 19.21 | County........ 19.21 | City .......... 5730 | NO. 2wttt it 1.15
City .......... 41.70 | City .......... 3159 | U407 ......... 5284 | NO.3...oiiiiiiiiii i .30
U-407.......... 92.84 | U-407......... 52.84 | Jr College.... .38 | No. L SSTEEAE § § 56 5 bissacnsenecars v 0 0 4 0t -0-
F.D.No.1..... 1.50 | LFD.......... 6.19. ——— | Grandcenter....... 5550 s o a s » sisseieiesatans & 5 8 5 2 1.00
Jr.College.... .38 | Jr. College... .38 TOTAL..... 131.23
Spec. Lib. .... .81 | Spec.Lib. .... 81

TOTAL..... 117.94 | TOTAL....... 112.52 STATE OF K_ANSAS
PARADISE WALDO COUNTY OF RUSSELL, SS:

. ?Jtifr?t """"" 1;;’(1) (S:t)"‘:ltgt """"" 1;'3(1) Iy Betty J. Laubhan, County Clerk of Russell County,
City y 16.78 City y 94.00 | Kansas, do hereby certify that the above is a correct and
U-399......... 3213 | U-399......... 32.13 complete list of tax levies on all taxable tangible property
F.D.No.3..... 3.17 | G.C.Cem. .... 1.00 in Russell County for the year 1985.

Jr. College.. 38 | F.D.No.3..... 3.17
Spec. Lib. .... .81 | Jr.College.. .38 BETTY J. LAUBHAN

-Cem.No.3...." .30 | Spec.Lib. .... 81| (SEAL) County Clerk

TOTAL..... 7428 | TOTAL..... 82.20
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Mostly clear and cold
" tonight, = low about 18,
" Winds’ abating, mostly sun-
. ny and cold Wednesday
‘ ngh about 32;; Easterly
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m 3 many governmental agenues and
7 eexpected to be’ felt ifi'schools.
; Sugyest Amos Morris Lx) m
7" 'Russell High School senior and
taculty member I ‘student’ ‘council president Run
“and: 100 percent‘ in_y non-certlfxed equlvalent student count of1,327. Wasmger ‘asked: the board -tc
i ‘5‘and 10 percent ‘1 Williams' said that a6 percent -consider.naming the gymnasiutn
1 ‘,‘nspo;tatxon_assls- salaxy -ingrease: : for’.: teachers ~wing of Russell High School to
3 (’ﬁ WS S ey e ,gwen this | .year could not ‘be:" honor Amos Morris. The moveh
hag instead:of a, repeated thhout budget ‘euts! ':supported by the student counai
eas expected the ‘Tarrant sald that 80:percent’of> and students and.the costs would
g ' 4’ the budget* goes for. salaries now ' be met by students and alunwi -
;;and added: that utility, costs have;.- «i“Ihe plan'would include lighted
. been going up each yea; and that!” le S the .outside- of the
h’eavygncrease in msurance qosts buﬂdmg ‘a bronze ‘likeness of
: ) y i recogmtxon plaque‘in
194k 5 the building lobby. "

2 ﬂ%ﬂ% Ara‘(@ n$@§’ #Morris; Wasinger* sav_1d was in

the system . from,.1945. thro.l"r

i
Tar*ant sax

,_1978 He was assxs.ant basketbali
' coach ‘with *Harold” ‘Elliott uu it

“becomir:g head zoach in1949. :

. head ‘ coach: from 1949 throu.h
{21966, Morris”. team., had an over-
- all; record of 75 percent, 301 wins
“and 99 losses. Teams claimed thic
league chdampionship six tirces,
state cnampxonshlp four" tm)e.,

(Ccntmued to Pac'e 3)

5 the glass m my)house — and then\ . Arkansas where numerous rcads
1 e weather mounted atlnee - it was gone, .y i “rand. bndr’es were washed oul
front aseailt with thunderstorms’ ™ Twisters ™ hit, s Clarl.svxlle ,'_ n POIXCG said.” "
that’ Cl(,ated kxller tornadoe in - Johnson (‘ounty, thpen andRea' “County roads are washed out
i htke lsﬂsumdnfloodmg in the ‘Valley in *Marion: County ' and:‘and “clesed;": said Mike Liver:
i, Mississippi:Valley; 11-below-zero, - Mountain ;' Home just. east of more, aMadlson County sheriff’s’
v eoid i the West; ‘and-Hurricane * IFlippen, 7, a1thorities ‘'said. ;, The.. dxspatchu-‘ “We've got some
. Kate 3u“t off the -Florida Keys tornado that :hit Clarksvdle,‘ motomsts stxanded M

A todav 74 ; ‘ -touched dowr. Several times; said "~ E AT s

B ¥ ISR
L. Snow; ‘md fmez ing, rain’ 1cnd Pohce (,hxefhen Wilson: 204
. Wwads from.the mountaips of the; - It went backinithe air and.
.. West, ta,.the " northern:: -Plains, ; “then-went out.iin’the county and
L b 1g£zermg dozens of accxdents A demohshed a trailer-house and a A
¥ collision’ between a bus and a'car. home and uprooted lo?s of trees,”" - # .}
' Monday.in Por land,.Ore,, killed - ; .

ey

20, wnthout excesswe’ spendmg,,
More than 3000 ustomers in UPIFarm Edltor would then decide ‘among two
. 'the, Mountam Home 'area were WASHINGTON (UPI) Senate plans.and House- paSsed
 without” power and another 1,500 (Senate Republican: Robert: Dole language that would result in a
85 01 SNOW:in oalt Lalke Clty' in Marion County*in‘the vicinity ' “said today lawmakers seeking-to" five-yeur freeze of subsidy levels.
-‘L'*-lver xtyuof Utah of-" of Flippen and Yellville, had:lost ‘move: at farm; bill through va r+‘Wedon't have the deal yet but
' .o"'annel today’s- classes' “ electrical. service, .an’ Arkansas  reluctant Senate  may pass: ‘we've. discussed it.”” said Do,
5,000 {students, “The ‘stow, Power & Light spokesman said. " confllctlpg ‘grain»and > cotton:=who said the Senate would vork:
T2 ew rer‘ord of 24,571 " "'he twister, that ‘stnzshed into subsidy’measures and delay long hours totryto finish wors on

set
S0 ‘\;{tﬁg‘lhmth ¢ vem . the Flippen and. Rea Valley area: “tough decision til, a. House-...the }f{qrm(blll by the end of the
i ' i % iveek, 3

, one motqq}st By SONJ A HII:L(,RFN"_'A.]'

“for

A oh

. about 11" p.m. 'ES1caught ‘most, %Senate conference. @ B
‘110—m h'* residents. ia bed, said de,dv “Remember the old multiple He consldercd the multlplt-

Wmdsr‘\pa»ed' : ov "Cuba’ 3’: Lafferty of the State Pohce., H «.home test we used to take,” Dole ehoxce alternative after failing tc

rorthérn-coast ot about $'a.amy”. *“The National Weatlier Service told reporters.; get 60 votes necessary to stop a

%m,r 1‘,55\“;, Mlam. Beach and.‘d)‘pmen‘l 7 never tracked it on A Senate . stafff aide sa‘d the' threatened filibuster by Demo

! goarain
! it r v AN 1:, choice for senators was to pass, crat supporters of freezing jrai
lu e I{by“ Wlth Squ& IS, as 1 laddr' - LdrALXL h‘.ld 1 b s e it Wnbing far twn and Ceaitan wnhgidies vor {otc

l
SyANE

%’vl-h"ifrwau




USD #407 Gorham Community Jr/Sr High School
"Gorham Gorham, Kansas
ITEM 1983 - 1984 1984 - 1985 1985 - 1986 1986 -~ 1987
(est)*
Instructional Cost § 215,313. § 160,668. § 171,572.
Capital Outlay 2,033. 14,000. 5,000.*
Building Additions -0- “0- 35,000.
Enrollments 68.5 62 61 70
Units of Credit Offered 38 45 47
Units of Credit for Graduation 20 22 23 24
Average ACT score’ 12 15
GPA required for extra-curricular 1.0 2.0 2.2
Student attending 60% 97%*
GPA Overall 2.23 2.54
ASVAB text - Military 47.7%%* 54, 5%%

1983-1984 per student cost
$2,987.00

1984-1985 per student cost
$2,591.00

1985-1986 per student cost
$2,813.00
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ATTACHMENT 13
HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE

February 25, 1986



Extracurricular activities at larger schools are of necessity
more competitive tham at smaller schools. It one is not
gapecially talented or popular, participation is often
impossible.  Currently my sixith grade daughter attends a small
school . There are eight in her class. While she makas
avcel lent grades (she also made exwcellent grades at much 1larger
schools) ., she is not particuwlarly athletically talented.
However , dus to sheer nunbers she nolt only practices vollevball
and basketball, she also participates in competition. She has
gailned a hremendous nse of belonging and team responsibility.
She also is developing athletic ability as a side benesfit,

poss

This has besn an experience for her that | would nob trade for
advanced classes or special programs.

Whern a child feels nesded, & : part of & group,. they gain
i melf-sstesn and self-cond 1 whern & person fed
sapable, conftident, and cproup . they can at any
time i b Tide study ey may miss in
amal 1l school .

smal l schools afford good education
bt ars simply boo =, [L smeems bthat often school boards
areg mors inbtereste sav ke money Than in brue gquality
sducatbion for sach individaal ohild, framoan educator 1 bhelisve
& Btrong ],
Smorow to b
iyl e,

aducation by having students spend long howrs ciding buses,

MY g &

tve, o sibhlea,

money  and

AN E

motloced, bhecoms &

ialme arigd

the most balented
i, oo mot fa
3, WE wWill have oonly bhem, buab o owe country
Moorey will alws b smpent. Wihier fariey 4 izl

of priloiltiles s ooy il domd bed

ke mu
the best sducation

compete so that omls

rnber instead of a pers

Thet

oy e
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el whatsy e min
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