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Date
SENATE
MINUTES OF THE __ -~ COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
SENATOR B .
The meeting was called to order by JOS' PH C. HARDER at
Chairperson
1:30 K¥¥p.m. on Monday, February 18 19_9_11'11 room __1.2__3:_8__ of the Capitol.
All members were present except:
Committee staff present:
Mr. Ben Barrett, Legislative Research Department
Ms. Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statutes
Mr. Dale Dennis, Assistant Commissioner of Education
Mrs. Millie Randell, Committee Secretary
Conferees appearing before the committee:
SB 26 - School finance (by Special Committee on School Finance)

SB 110 - School finance (Governor's proposal)

Representative Eugene L. Shore

Mr. Timothy N. Hagemann, Executive Director, Kansas Legislative Policy Group

Dr. Nelson A. Bryant, Superintendent, Hugoton, USD 210

Dr. Dennis G. Thompson, Superintendent, Satanta, USD 507

Mr. James Clark, Vice President, Kansas Gas and Electric Company, Wichita

Dr. Leonard G. Steinle, Superintendent, Arkansas City, USD 470

Mr. John McDonough, Lenexa, retired citizen

Ms. Connie Hubbell, Legislative Chairman, State Board of Education

Mr. Stephen R. Morris, member, Board of Education, Hugoton, USD 210

Mr. Dan Haas, Manager, Governmental Affairs, Kansas Power & Light Company,
Kansas City, Mo. (written testimony only)

SEEK (written testimony only)

The Chairman called the meeting to order and announced that the Committee
would continue its hearings on SB 26 and SB 110, both relating to school
finance. He called wupon the first conferee, Representative Eugene L.
Shore, who said he would testify in opposition to certain parts of SB 26.
He informed members that Section 8, relating to the 30-mill minimum tax
levy, affects six of the seven school districts in his 124th District and
estimated that this was about half of the total districts affected.
(Attachment 1)

The Chair next recognized Mr. Timothy N. Hagemann, Executive Director of
the Kansas Legislative Policy Group. Mr. Hagemann testified against the
30-mill minimum levy, saying it would have a significant impact upon seven
of the 24-member counties in his organization. (Attachment 2)

Dr. Nelson A. Bryant, Superintendent of Schools, Hugoton, USD 210, also
expressed opposition to the 30-mill minimum tax levy portion of SB 26.
Superintendent Bryant stated +that the 30-mill minimum tax levy would
increase their 1levy by almost 100%. Dr. Bryant reminded the Committee
that property tax traditionally has been reserved for local units of
government to fund their school districts, and other sources of taxation
have been used by the state. He felt this was an intrusion into the
property tax area and wonders how it will affect that dependency in the
future. (Attachment 3)

Dr. Dennis G. Thompson, Satanta, Superintendent, USD 507, stated that he
opposes the minimum mill tax levy as proposed in SB 26 for many of the
same reasons already mentioned. He also described additional reasons.

Dr. Thompson compared the long distances people in his area have to travel
for the same types of services that most people who would benefit from
this mill levy take for granted. Dr. Thompson said that although his
district has some major tax payers, many are 1in small business and in

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
editing or corrections.
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agriculture industry and cannot afford a nine-mill tax levy increase to

fund the schools across the state. He also explained that his district
does not at present have a capital outlay fund, although school facilities
are approaching the state of needed improvements and renovation. A nine-

mill tax levy increase to support schools across the state would have an
adverse effect on taxpayers who might be subjected to a four-mill capital

outlay levy, he said. Dr. Thompson described ways in which his district
has been frugal, including the means by which they installed the first
operational two-way interactive TV in the state. He cited his district

as having some of the highest health care premiums in the state; but,
because of innovation, they have succeeded in cutting those premiums in

half. Dr. Thompson also described the difficulties and associated costs
in finding, attracting, and retaining quality teachers in his part of the
state. He described the influx of migrants as creating another problem
with which his district must deal. He said that raising the mill levy
by nine mills will be detrimental to all facets of their accomplishments
and hinder fulfillment of future needs. Dr. Thompson stated support for

SB 26 without the minimum mill levy.

Vice President James Clark, ZKXansas Gas and Electric Company, Wichita,
expressed concern regarding the effects on his customers by the 30-mill
minimum school levy. (Attachment 4)

When Chairman Harder called upon Dr. Leonard G. Steinle, Superintendent
of Schools, Arkansas City, USD 470, Dr. Steinle explained that USD 470
is a member of SEEK and he is testifying on behalf of school districts
which are members of SEEK. Dr. Steinle stated that legislation introduced
this session has aspects which are supported by SEEK. (Attachment 5)

Mr. John McDonough, Lenexa, spoke in opposition to tax increases and to
measures that would harm economic growth. Mr. McDonough cited the
insatiable demand for always more money by the public school lobby as the
reason for our being 1in a property classification and tax dilemma.
(Attachment 6)

Ms. Connie Hubbell, Legislative Chairman, State Board of Education, reviewed
the Board's recommendations regarding the two proposed school finance
measures. (Attachment 7)

Replying to a question, Ms. Hubbell stated that she understands that all
students in Kansas are allowed a free public education and believes the
recommendation proposed by Mr. McDonough, to charge tuition for public
school students, would not be allowed under our Kansas Constitution.

When asked regarding the State Board's position on the 30-mill minimum
levy, Ms. Hubbell said that although the Board has discussed the minimum
levy, she does not recall that it has taken a stand on the issue. She
emphasized that the Board feels equalization and equity are two major
issues; and if the minimum mill levy would help reach equity, then most
likely some type of recapture might be worth considering.

When asked about weighting, Ms. Hubbell replied that the State Board has
been advised by the Federal School Finance Committee to look at weighting.
She explained that this is an idea where you would identify the needs of
a local school district (transportation, special education, size, etc.)
and then weight those needs. Funding, then, 1is allotted depending upon
how the needs are weighted. She said the Board will have a report on
weighting this summer to present to the Legislature.

In reply to another question, Ms. Hubbell said that the Board prefers the
approach taken in SB 110, whereby districts in the Fourth Enrollment
Category can exceed the top budget limit and progress a third of the way
in each of three years to merge into the Fifth Enrollment Category. SB 26,
she explained, does not allow Fourth Enrollment Category school districts
to exceed the top budget limit and allows them to progress more slowly
into the Fifth Enrollment Category. Pag32 of _3
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Hugoton Board of Education member Stephen R. Morris stated opposition to
the 30-mill minimum levy provision in SB 26. (Attachment 8)

Written testimony only was submitted by Mr. Dan Haas, Manager, Governmental
Affairs, Kansas Power & Light Company, on behalf of Mr. B. J. Beaudoin,
Vice President, Finance, Kansas Power & Light Co. (Attachment 9)

After noting that there was no more time, the Chairman thanked the conferees
for appearing before the Committee today and announced that the hearings
on Senate Bill 26 and Senate Bill 110 will be continued Wednesday at 1:30.

The Chairman adjourned the meeting.
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STATE OF KANSAS

EUGENE L. SHORE
REPRESENTATIVE, 124TH DISTRICT
GRANT, W. HASKELL, MORTON,
STANTON AND STEVENS COUNTY
ROUTE 2
JOHNSON, KANSAS 67855
(316) 492-2449

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS

MEMBER: ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES
LEGISLATIVE, JUDICIAL AND
CONGRESSIONAL APPORTIONMENT
TAXATION
TRANSPORTATION

TOPEKA

ROOM 446-N, CAPITOL BLDG.
TOPEKA, KANSAS 66612-1586 HOUSE OF
(913) 296-7677

REPRESENTATIVES

TESTIMONY ON SB 26
Eugene L. Shore

Senate Education Committee
February 18, 15991

A banker friend's hobby is raising sheep and showing them at
the county fair. He has the finest herd money can buy. A neighbor
boy in 4-H has a couple of sheep 'but through hard work and
individual TLC has won grand éhampion four years in a rcw. He
won't sell his sheep so the banker got the fair board to change the
rules. If you don't have 50 sheep the prize money is distributed
to charity. His reasoning - the prize is more than the 4-Her

deserved for what he had invested. Hew unfair can we get!

Of a reported 12 districts the 30 mill minimum would affect,
6 are in my legislative district. Section 8 proposes to make us
pay a penalty for where we live or what we have that other school
districts want. The unfair part of this is:

*Most districts have benefits Southwest Kansas doesn't_enjoy!

It is hard to place a dollar value on such things as; (a) having
a state university closer than 200 miles, (b) having a lake within
driving distance, (c) having adequate rainfall to grow crops
without irrigation, or (d) having major medical facilities closer

than 250 miles. A low mill levy is our advantage. Don't take it

away from us.

EDVC
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Testimony SB 26 Page 2
*We already pay our fair share to help education across the
state. My legislative district sent over $35 million in severance
tax to the state last year. Education certainly gets its share of
the severance tax, and 6 out of 7 districts get 0 state aid.
*This concept of penalizing your school if it doesn't levy 30

mills rewards inefficiency. The use it or lose it concept flies

in the face of getting the most education for the dollar. My
commissioners are stingy with tax base giveaways such as IRB tax
abatement which is common in urban areas. My school superihten—
dents and boards spend countless hours applying for and using
grants to keep the cost of education as low as possible. This
won't happen if this money grab materializes.

*Poor people live in wealthy districts. In my schools it

isn't uncommon to have 20% of the students qualify for free lunches
even though our districts are considered wealthy.

*The dollars to be gained state-wide are few when compared to

the overall need. The same dollars equate to huge tax increases

in some school districts.

*Funding excess or optional costs of education must have a

local option income tax or sales tax to share the burden with

property tax. In some districts property tax is most able to pay,

in others it will be sales or income but why not recognize aill

forms of wealth, not just property. It isn't just property owners

who have children to educate.
*Our school districts in Southwest XKansas have 22 to 25

required courses and a total of about 80 courses offered. I have
EDV
1 5/5/
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Testimony SB 26 Page 3
been told one Wichita school offers about 250 courses and a Johnson

County school about 300. It makes sense to me for the state to

fully fund the required courses in all districts and allow the

local districts to pay all costs associated with elective courses.
This would provide equality across the state in required courses.
A district could then provide the electives at their own expense.
The current school finance formula makes school finance a bottom-
less pit when it comes to funding.

*I question the constitutionality of taxation without

representation. The 30 mill test is pretty flimsy when half the

districts affected are in one legislative district. I think we'd
be entitled to have a Tea Party.

In summary, across the state some districts have distinct

advantages over others. Advantages may be esthetics, educational
opportunity, job opportunity, living costs, recreation or tax base.
Please recognize these advantages. If you envy us we welcome you
to move to Southwest Kansas, we'll be glad to share our wealth and

educate your children. Just don't steal our one sheep.

Epe &

/1 &/

/-2



TESTIMONY PRESENTED TO THE
SENATE EDUCATION COMMITTEE
ON
SENATE BILL 26
BY TIMOTHY N. HAGEMANN
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE

KANSAS LEGISLATIVE POLICY GROUP

FEBRUARY 18, 1991
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Kansas Legislative Policy Group
442 Capitol Tower, 400 West Eighth, Topeka, Kansas 66603, 913-233-2227
TIMOTHY N. HAGEMANN, Executive Director

KANSAS LEGISLATIVE POLICY GROUP MEMBER COUNTIES

BARBER
BARTON
EDWARDS
FINNEY
FORD
GOVE
GRANT
GRAY
GREELY
HAMILTON
HASKELL
HODGEMAN

KEARNEY
KIOWA
LANE
MEADE
MORTON
RICE
SCOTT
SEWARD
STANTON
STEVENS
TREGO
WICHITA

GOVERNMENT RELATIONS BY:

PETE McGILL & ASSOCIATES, INC.

412 CAPITOL TOWERS

400 WEST EIGHTH

TOPEKA, KANSAS 66603

(913) 233-4512

(913) 233-2206 (fax)
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Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Education
Committee, I am Tim Hagemann, Executive Director of the Kansas Legislative
Policy Group (KLPG). We appreciate the opportunity to be here today to make a few
brief comments in opposition to the minimum mill levy concept contained in SB

26.

As many of you know, KLPG was formed in the early 1980's by a number of
western Kansas counties when the severance tax issue was before the Kansas
legislature. Since that time we have continued to monitor and address issues which
are of concern to our member counties. The county commissioners of our member

counties serve as the representatives of our organization.

On February 7 of this year the Board of Directors of KLPG met in Topeka to
discuss issues of concern to their organization, including proposed 1991 legislation.
At that meeting, the Board took a formal position against the implementation of a
minimum mill levy as contained in SB 26. As outlined in SB 26, a 30 mill
minimum mill levy would have a significant impact upon 7 of our 24 member
counties (Finney, Grant, Haskell, Kearny, Morton, Stanton and Stevens). Even
though the minimum mill levy in SB 26 would have no impact upon the majority
of our member counties, they still voted unanimously to oppose this concept as bad
public policy. We believe this proposal would not be in the best interests of our

member counties and the State of Kansas for a number of reasons:

EdvC
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1) A minimum mill levy would create a new tax upon our county wealth even
though we are already presently assessed a severance tax. Once this tax is in place, it
will likely be revisited each year by the legislature and systematically increased as the
state seeks additional funding to finance education. Even though the present
proposal would only apparently affect 15 school districts located in 13 counties, as
the need for school finance funding continues to increase, so will the minimum
mill levy. Once this tax is on the books it will become another revenue source for
the state of Kansas and will escalate over time as the beneficiaries become more

dependent upon it.

2) A minimum mill levy does not promote efficiency in local government or
school boards. There will be no incentive to hold down costs each year and counties
will seek to raise their school mill levy by the maximum amount possible each year
in order to keep locally generated revenues within the district. In a number of our
counties a low mill levy is evidence of the conservative efforts by the county
commissioners and school boards to keep mill levies low, not because of high

assessed valuation.

3) A minimum mill levy will substantially increase taxes in a number of these
school districts. It must be pointed out that even though some of these counties
have a significant amount of assessed valuation the majority of our citizens are not

wealthy people.

EDV &
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In conclusion, let me say that a minimum mill levy is a dramatic change in
the present funding mechanisms for school finance. The mandated mill levy
increase contained in SB 26 will have a significant impact upon those counties
targeted for this new tax. Affected school districts will no longer have an incentive
to hold their costs down and will likely seek the maximum allowable increases in
their budget authority each year until they rise above the minimum mill levy
threshold. Taxpayers in these communities will likely support any such measures
to keep their tax dollars within their districts rather than sending it to Topeka for

distribution to other school districts.

In short, we believe this new tax is bad public policy and that more equitable

means of funding school finance should be considered.

EDU <&
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HUGOTON USD.NO.210

Central Office % 205 East Sixth Street % Hugoton, Kansas 67951
(316) 544-4397

February 18, 1991

Senate Committee Members
Topeka, KS

Re: Senate Bill #26
Dear Senate Committee Members:

I am present to oppose the minimum mill levy portion of Sen-
ate Bill #26.

Property Tax has traditionally been reserved for county, city
and school district. Why are you considering taking it over?
What will we have left to raise funds for local government?

Severance Tax is already taking millions of dollars from our
area. This would be a second shot at our industries in just
a few years.

Are other industries paying their fair share? General Motors
in Kansas City, Kansas; Boeing, ect. in Wichita; other indus-
tries such as packing plants and manufacturing?

This would cost the taxpayers in my school district an add-
itional 3 million dollars next year. This is a large increase
in Property Tax and the Governor has pledged to reduce Pro-
perty Tax, not increase it.

We have been severely restricted from using our own funds for
several years due to the tax 1id imposed by the legislature.

We need to improve salaries of our teachers, custodians, clerk,
cooks, etc. but cannot. We also need to provide money for
Health Insurance for our employees but cannot when we are only
allowed a 17 increase. We get no State Equalization Aid so an
increase in our budget would not cost the state money.

We need to develop computer labs and other learning and teach-
ing programs.

It costs a great deal more to live in our area of the state. We

are 4% hours from Wichita, 7 hours from Topeka. Our people have
to travel great distances to enjoy the things that many of you

ED S
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take for granted on a daily basis.

Our materials cost more due to freight cost. Technical ser-
vices are much more expensive because we have to pay travel
time as well as labor and parts. Cultural and entertainment
events for our students are limited unless we travel those
distances. Many times lodging and meals are a necessary ex-
pense.

Our High School activities travel also costs more. Nearly
every event sponsored by the State requires us to travel and
stay overnight.

We have good school facilities but they are not extravagant.
We would like to invite you out to our area to see for your-
self how we are doing.

In summary, I urge you not to infringe on the Property Tax,
leave it for local use.

I also urge you not to punish our major tax payers with a
short-sighted money grab that is insignificant to the State,
but will hurt our area of the State.

Many of you look at us and think our districts are rich. The
truth of the matter is that 227 of our students are on free or
reduced lunches. Their parents are not rich and not able to
absorb a 1007 increase in school taxes.

We ask you to kill this part of Senate Bill #26. It is not
a good precedent to set and it will not raise a significant
amount of money. It will cause hardship on people and will
cause a lot of turmoil across the State.

Sincerely,

Dr|{ Nelson A/ Bryant,
Superintendent of Schools

NAB/j1lm
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TESTIMONY OF JAMES CLARK
VICE PRESIDENT, KANSAS GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
FEBRUARY 18, 1991

Thank you for the opportunity to be here and to talk
about the effects of Senate Bill 26 and particularly line 12,
page 12, which mandates a minimum 30 mill school tax levy.

Our main concern today is the effect on our customers.
As proposed, this bill would raise property taxes on Wolf Creek
Generating Station by some $11 million per year. Taxes at
Jeffrey Energy Center would go up about $1.7 million. These
are costs that probably would be added to the electric bills
paid by Kansans. Regulators historically have viewed property
taxes as a cost of service to be passed along to customers.

It is somewhat ironic that the legislature in 1984
passed a series of measures to reduce the rate increases
associated with new power plants, particularly Wolf Creek, but
now is considering a measure like this. This increase is in
addition to other property tax measures which propose to
further raise the percentage of value on which our ad valorem
taxes would be based. For example, a 33% assessment ratio
would raise our tax bill by $1.75 million, 35% would cause a
$2.9 million increase, and 40% would add almost $5.8 million to
our present $30 million property tax bill.

Another problem with the 30-mill minimum plan is that
it discriminates by collecting these large tax increases from
only part of the state’s residents. People served by electric
utilities which do not own the affected plants‘escape this tax

burden entirely. Yet many of them still share in the benefits

of their low-cost fuel and operation. EbvC
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KG&E itself received no "windfall reduction" from
reappraisal and reclassification. Our 1988 and 1989 property
tax bills were almost identical at $28 million. Last year they
went up to $28.6 million. We expect them to be about $30 -
million this year if we are assessed under current law. The
additional increases in taxes proposed at Wolf Creek and
Jeffrey would add further to our operating costs and more
importantly, to the amounts paid for service by our customers.

For these reasons, we urge that this measure not be

enacted.

EDw
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SEEK
PRESENTATION TO LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 1991

It is now widely accepted that the current school finance formula discrimi-
nates against the districts in the fourth enrollment category. The small
gains made in recent years were wiped out by the 1990 changes in the formu-
la.

Legislation introduced this session has aspects which are supported by SEEK
districts.

The use of 24% of taxable income, instead of 100%, in the determination of -
district wealth is a very positive step.

The provisions to allow Category IV schools sufficient budget authority to
reach parity with other districts are noteworthy. However, it must be
clearly understood that the 2% to 6% provision in SB26 does not accomplish
this. It would in fact increase the disparity. A 3 to 1l budget increase
ratio is acceptable, but only if it is tied to a factor allowing Category

IV schools to increase their budget per pupil in a significant amount above
the other enrollment categories. Such a provision is included in the Gover-
nor's proposal.

SEEK believes that property tax relief should be a very high priority and
that to provide this relief by channeling significant funds through an
equitable school finance formula is the best way to address the problem.

SEEK endorses the concept in the Governor's proposal to provide local prop-
erty tax relief by the SDAVIR fund. ‘
-~
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States should end subsidies

To the Editor:

I learned from the David Broder svndicatec ann
ey (KJ, 1/7) that House Speaker John
S ) Mardn blames your 3123 million
<. | budget gap on Washington. D.C. If
vour state is like all the rest, vou are ai
fault for giving your state treasury
away in subsidies to people who ror
; the most part could pay their own

0 way.
Why don’t public school parents
7] start paying tuition? Like maybe
-] about $1,000 a year per kid? Private
-1 school parents do it, and many have
RARTH lots less income than many public
school parents. Poor kids could still

be free.

Tuition for most public school kids would leave the]
state ireasuries rich — rich enough to fund the truiv
needy, infrastructure, law enforcement., Mledicaid.
health insurance, stc. And your speaker and
Mr. Broder could quit ¢crving around about how tough’
things are and blaming the feds.

s U1 f1
1 - -
lmm

John McDonough
Lenexa. Kansas
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wwn of 4,500 people, has just become
the first community in the nation to
grant a property-tax credit for tax-
payers who educate children oiiféidé
the local public schools. As school dis-
tricts elsewhere buckle under ever-
rising property-tax bills and bloated
personnel costs, little Epsom’s model
may attract attention, i

Epsom'’s residents are generally
satisified with the quality of local edu-
cation. New Hampshire spends the
least per pupil on education of any
staie, yet has the highest SAT scores
in THe Country. But for years a bitter
political battle has raged between
those whose first priority is education
no matter what the cost and others
who fee] that keeping property taxes
low is most important. To heal this
rift, former town Selectman Jack Kel-
leher fashioned a comprdmmise ig
which he says everyone comes out a
winner. The plan was approved last
month by a unanimous vote of the
town's Board of Selectmen,

Under the plan, taxpayers will re-
ceive up to $1,000_in property-tax
abatements if they pay to educate a
high-school student outside the re-
gional public high school. Since the
town now pays $5,000 a year in tuition
for each student attending “the re-
gional school, every student using the
program will save the town $4,000.
Abatements are also available o rela-
tives or businesses that pay for the ed-
ucation of any child so that children
whose parents don’t own property can
participate.

Mr. Kelleher, the plan's author,
says everyone galns from it, It is good
for students because they have more
options, It is good for parents because
they have more say in where their
child attends school. 1t Is also good for

\xpayers who will save money and
avestall the need for Epsom to build

Property-Tax Choice

Epsom, New Hampshire, a small

/ gc?q'

its own costly high school. *“How
many other government programs do
you know of where the more people
who participate in it, the cheaper it
gets?” asks Mr. Kelleher. ,

So far the only opposition to the
plan has come from the local chapters
of the ACLU and National Education
Association, both of which have
threatened lawsuits.

At least a dozen other New Hamp-
shire towns are examining the Epsom
plan, and Governor Judd Gregg sin-
gled it out for praise in his inaugural
address. Since the plan not only ex-

Qanas choice but could lower taxes, it

is' a possible solution for cash-
strapped communities now faced with
stripping down their schools in re-
_sbopse to property-tax revolts.

A lot of people today are seeking
cures for our educational ills in the
work of national commissions or state
departments of education. Perhaps
such efforts can offer some informed
guidance, But in the best American
tradition, real-world solutions are
coming from the grass roots.

Innovative experiments in educa-
tional choice are springing up all over
the country. In Milwaukee, thanks to
Polly Willlams, a\ Democratic state
legislator, hundreds of low-income
students are attending private schools
using vouchers. The results are en-
couraging, and often dramafic, In Chi-
cago, 27  low-income parents have
filed a civil-rights lawsuit accusing
the public schools of ‘‘€ducational
malpractice” and demandlng that a
voucher program stmilar t&the one in
Milwaukee he adopted, —

People like Polly Williams in Mi}-
waukee and Jack Kelleher in Epsom
are using the levers of local self-gov-
ernance to work out practical answers
to the problems and failures of thelr
schools, That is the potential power of
choice In American education,

More moneyd
better schools

iKansas study finds
spending has little effect
on outcome of students.

By SCOTT CANON

Topseka Correspondent

TOPEKA —
doesn’t  necessarily buy better
education, state auditors told
lawmakers Tuesday.

A four-month study analyzin
the link between spendiﬁ@’aﬁya‘ﬂ?g

. . e T B
quality of education Tn Kansas
found that the difference between

B —
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More money

a good school and a bad one isn’t
the budget. —

Instead, the audit concluded, a
school district’s spending has
little, if any, bearing on how well
students score on standardized
tests or whether they drop out
before graduation,

“Logic seems to suggest that if
you get smaller classrooms, if you
spend more for some things, you
should get better education,” said
Cindy Lash, a senior auditor who
led the study for the Legislative
Division of Post Audit. “We
didn't find anything to support
that.” ’

That is not to overlook the
value of a minimum level of
spending for efficient classrooms,
she cautioned. Lash said the study
simply found that within the
ranges of spending for various
Kansas school districts, those that
spent more couldn't promise
better education as a result,

Any real lack of significant
differences in test scores and
dropout rates is largely the work
of the state’s school aid formula,
which promises even the poorest

oesn’t mean

arcas of Kansas a certain amount

of state dollars, she said. J
Still, the study found several ..

cases of districts that spent more )

and seemed to get little for it. @

The Shawnee Mission School
District, -for example, spends
about 20 percent more than whai
the study concluded was normal
for the state. Yet its dropout ratc

; ki)
was _ slightly above th¢ siate
B3 J .
median, while reading and math
L et .
scores for fourth- and eighth-

gradgrs ranked only slightly above
the state average.

Craig Grant, the chief lobbyist
for the Kansas-National Educa-
tion Association, said the study’s
conclusions shouldn't be cited as
justification for cutting back
school spending. Instead, he said,
the study should force lawmakers
1o look more carefully at educa-
tion methods, :

“It’s not necessarily how much
money, it's how you spend it,”
said Grant, whose group is the
largest teacher organization in the
state, “‘Districts that spend it
wisely are ones that do it based on
whalt their stafT is telling them.”

Legislators  skeptical of the
constant calls for education find-
ing took the report as justification
to turn them down more often,

“It means we need to talk about
improving education by focusing
on fundamental! changes in our
system,_not just pouring in more
money,"” said Sen. Eric Yost, a
Wichita Republican.

The study didn’t uncover cost-
free ideas that seemed to improve
cducation, Indeed, it examined 10
schools in terms of parent invol-
vement, the roles of their prin-
cipals, and student-recognition
activitics, yet it did not discover
techniques that produced tangible
dividends.

"None of it seemed to make a
difference” Lash said.
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I'm here today to explain this citizen’s view of why Kansas
Classification, and Property Taxes are screwed up to a fair-thee-

well. I'm here to blame free public education and its
mercenaries for messing up left field so much nobody can handle
SE nd I want to offer solutions for getting us out of this

mess®%ithout a Tax increase---solutions that would free up 620
million public dollars for more compassionate state and local
spending; and the ”CHOICE” solutions for jumping the education of
Kansas youngsters miles above and beyond the anti-free market
restrictions of the present public school soviet-like monopoly.

These solutions would partially end the scam that so richly
funds public schools---at the expense of all those on our
society’s ”Losers’ List.” You know who they are, those Losers to
Mom-And-Dad-Free-School who get luxurious schooling for their

kids at the public trough:

while 550 thousand Kansans lack health insurance,

While the truly needy don’‘t have a home; are hungry;
need help with utility bills; their kids go without the
basic human necessities; many abused young and old.

AZanﬂubZ?z¢#a2;4432£d¢/’4¢44£aa(25&%;12&4%22%?%2{%?2f%?af;ﬁnAZnuL&aé;

Losers, too, to ©he free school gang is odr inf o et
--roads, bridges, sewers. The rest that can’t be financed £l e e
because the free school gang grabs off most all the tax >
revenues. Those ”Winners” don’t even leave enough to adequately ;

fund mental health, Medi-caid, public hospitals, police
protection, and other public workers---our cities’ problems, our

minorities’ special concerns, etc.
/ > Mw./

Yes, 4€he Losers’ List litany goes on and on, while we look
away, while we pay out some 2,100 tax dollars a home to give Mom-
And-Dad-Free-School a 5,000 dollar a year freebie education to
each of their kids. Mom-And-Dad don’‘t pay a dime---they’d have
to pay the same school taxes if they were childless. But they
want more, more---why are we so stingy, they wonder?

Why don’t Mom-And-Dad pay TUITION like private school
parents---say about 1,000 dollars yearly for each child. Many
private school parents pay such TUITION even though they have
less income. Mom-And-Dad with two kids will get 120 thousand
dollars in free school benefits, and won’t even pay that much in
school taxes by the time they‘re 75 years old. What a scam?

And if we’d charge them a reasonable 10% interest on that
bundle, they’d be into us for over -~ million dollars by age
455, Yeah! Just one, each, set of parents. And these
freeloaders won’t have paid a dime. Not so the Losers’ List.

But here’s how successful the scam is. The lobbyists for EDV

the Losers let the public school lobby get away with it. Have

you ever seen a news story where the Losers’ representatives 374/3747/

throw pie in the faces of the public school lobby for aceing out >
Ae-5
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every other society interest when the state budget pie is\ cut up
in the state legislature. Nah! They’re all afraid of the)block
bully, his political clout, his propaganda that rides the back of

7our children. %

Well! Enough sweet talk. Here’s the first solution for
getting us out of thingroperty tax mess---maybe even soon adding
on a sales tax mess-—igetting us out without a tax increase.

A. Charge 1,000 dollars TUITION for about 80% of public
school kids (the other 20% could still go free---poor kids.) Not
a bad deal as they’d still be getting 4,000 dollars subsidy per

child.

That would save the state and local treasuries about 270
million dollars a year that we could use to help the Losers, the
ones that really need the public assistance. The scenario goes
like this: Say 400 thousand kids in Kansas schools---50 thousand
would switch to private schools to avoid tuition---80 thousand
(20% of the 400 thousand) are poor and could still go free---350
thousand would still be in public schools with 270 thousand
paying ¢+ 1,008 delfiagcstia® year——~that’s’ 270" million "the® public
school crowd can well do without.

B. Now those 50 thousand kids that left public schools to
avoid paying TUITION---at a saving of $5,000 each because they’re
not in public schools anymore---that saves us another 250 million
dollars for the Losers’ List.

Now let’s add them together to see where we’re at:

AN SH 70NN Siond fromi EUICEREN
B. $250 million from TRANSFERS

TOTAL $520 million SAVINGS

Hmmm ! Not bad---$520 million for the state,, and cities and

taxpayers. And no tax increase. Now we’'re getting someplace.
Hey! This approach is so good, lets give it a name. How
about -------

"The Tuition Dividend Plan.”
520 Millions For Kansas.

O.K! We’'re on a roll. So what else can we do to cut the free
school scam? To cut the Classification/the Property tax/the
Sales tax messes? How about this one? They are doing it in New
Hampshire---where the per pupil cost is the lowest in the nation,
and the S.A.T. scores are the highest. And: in ‘Epseom, MN.H.
they’‘re giving a 1,000 dollar property tax credit for each kid
not using the high school---thereby saving $4,000 for each
private school student ($5,000 total cost less $1,000 property
tax credit to save $4,000)---and in addition not having to pour
out the big bucks for a new high school.

E.0. Sel ¢ Give aproperty tax credit of 1,000 dollars tc weach

student not using public schools. That, and let’s name it the
“Property Tax Dividend”, could mean another $100 million for
Kansas, for the Losers. Here’s how this scenario goes: offer

Ev v 71 F7%/
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the ~“Property Tax Dividend Plan” statewide. Assume 50 thousand
more kids would leave the public schools for private schools---
saving another 250 million dollars (50,000 kids X $5,000) less
$1,000 property tax credit ;o these latest transfers, plus $1,000
of the previous 50,000 transfers, and $1,000 to the 50,000 that
all along have been in private schools. (150 thousand total in
private schools X $1,000=$150 millions vs. $250 millions saved by
the property tax transfers=$100 millions saved.)

Now let’s add ‘em up again for a total saved Kansas.

A. +.B. '$520 millions TThe WPuiticontPividendiPlans
€. 100 millions “The Property Tax Dividend”

Total $620 Millions Saved For Kansas To Spend On More
Compassionate Priorities.

Oh No You Don’t, Mr. Compassion.

(You zing-me) You’ve just dropped our school population by
100 thousand kids. I suppose you’ll try to justify weakening our
public schools with the ”CHOICE” business.

Well, first I justify my solutions here by offering you 620
millions of dollars annually, as I‘ve just detailed. 520" mil
ain’t i hay. Hope I can do as well on my CHOICE pitch to you.

Here'’s the deal.

Choice means the individual gets to choose his own school---
instead of you or the government choosing it for him. Power to
the individual---"empowerment” is the word President bush uses.
He speaks of giving the poor more control over their own lives.
Self help, free market enterprise, minimal cost to government.

2 : Amzéxa¢b,&vz£4¢54306%nb¢¢?fzﬁgbzxzéfb—dMﬂUQ»%a

Gnd Margaret Thatcher says it like "this. "But above all,
freedom, choice, competition...A new battle for Britain is under
way in our schools. Labour’s tattered flag is there for all to
see. Limp in the stale breeze of sixties ideology. But let’s be
faix. Labour wouldn’‘t neglect education. They’ve promised us
action. That’s what alarms me...Action to stamp out choice for
ordinary people, and to impose State uniformity. Action to rob
parents of pover, and give it to Unions and administrators.
Labour is stuck fast in the egalitarian sands from which the rest
of the world is escaping. We, Conservatives, have run up our
flag. Choice, high standards, better teachers---a wider horizon

for every child from every background.”C&uﬂZCAGLZZwéA«Zpufé)

Yes, CHOICE brings quality to education, too---Like it
brings better products and services to supermarkets and malls.
CHOICE brings freedom to the family EMPOWERED with its own funds
for its own kids. CHOICE brings safety, even escape, for ‘kids
endangered by criminal conditions in and around the public
schools they’re now hostage to. And, the scenario I suggested
saw some 50,000 transfers from public to private schools. what if
double or triple that? The savings I quoted could be far greater

than I foresaw. I call upon you to officially forecast the
possibilities. T, e,

EDV &
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"Weaken our public schools”? That’s the kind of rhetorical
intimidation we expected from east European dictators 1like
Honeker and Causescu, as they entrapped their slaves in
authoritarianism. Preventing those slaves from CHOICE. And like
the Lithuanians, Latvians, and Estonians---the Georgians, even
the Russians---and others, prevented by government power from
CHOICE---so as not to “weaken” the soviet system.

Wrapping up, I argue that:
1. No tax increases are necessary in Kansas.
143 17}
2. Instead, free p%blfc education should be discarded in

faver s of TUIf&ON for those who have ability to pay---
like private school parents.

3. That doing so will make available over 500 million
dollars for more compassionate state and local spending-
--and property tax relief. Called it “TheldTuiiction
Dividend Plan.”

4. Pointed to a New Hampshire tax credit incentive for
families to exit public schools, which in Kansas could
make another 100 million dollars available. Called it

"The Property Tax Dividend.”

5. I blamed free public education, and freeloading public
school parents,v for the property tax mess we’ve been
pushed into. Hieer

bellie,
6. And I called for you to officially forecast how many

kids would transfer from public to private schools given

propexrty tax credit for doing SO’MWZ% ﬁ,ﬁ-
: Ijﬁ' Y B A 5 £ : W e = ? 3 -

L g A

An opponent of tax increases said today that public school
parents should pay TUITION for their school children. John
McDonough of Lenexa, Kansas, called for $1,000 a year tuition
"like private school parents pay.” He told the
Committee that ”free loading” by public
school parents is the cause of the property tax “mess.” He said
that since public school parents would pay the same school taxes
if they were childless,; “they don’t pay a dime of ‘their’ kids’
ceSES., to the .public.” McDonough said that tuitions, plus a
property wtax " credit ' for | exiting ' the . public ' schoeels; ' weuld
annually save $620 million for property tax relief, for assisting
the needy, for improving state and city infrastructure and

employee pay.

McDonough went on to champion school CHOICE. Henkold of
President Bush and former Prime Minister Thatcher endorsing the
"empowering ” of parents to have the final say on which schools
their children attend, because the CHOICE plan gives beEter,
ducation ,and cost benefit results. He asked that the state
legislature officially study costs and savings of a tax credit
plan: previding '“choice.” McDonough said his own study shows
strong further economies for the taxpayers. And he presented the
Committee a book he authored on related subjects. /87 4
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CHOICE'S CHANCES: Educators face a
tougher fight against school choice plans.
Education unions attack Bush’s plan for
grant programs to let parents pick where
their kids go to school, public or private. If
the White House thinks funding for private
schools “will vastly improve education, it is
sadly mistaken,”’ declares Albert Shanker of
the American Federation of Teachers. The

The Problem:

The Deterioration of

. . National Education Association vows to help
American Public sink Bush’s plan in Congress. WS'/h
Education But the idea of school choice draws an
unusual coalition of backers, including con-
. servatives, liberals and blacks. “I think this
Since 1963,_ average SAT verbal scores have | Jear, for the first time, the dynamics are
fallen 54 points (11 percent) and math scores 36 Toving very much in favor of choice,” says
points (7 percent). On the top side of the curve, Clint Bolick of the Landmark Center for
the percentage of students scoring over 700 on Civil ngfhttS..Cn?cs accuse ttlklxe e%uc?%on
verbal tests fell from 2.5 percent to 0.8 percent gg;?lrg aoci egytlhngt gnll);leos;rt\;gir ?nseinggrs.u- :
and on math tests, from 4.1 percent to 2.7 per- Incoming Education Secretary Alez-
cent. On the other edge, some 40 percent of ander is expected to be a much more ef-

fective advocate of school choice than

minority urban school graduates are considered . ] /
previous education chief Cavazos was.

functionally illiterate.
We are, indeed, a NATION AT RISK. Clearly this

In comparison with other industrialized coun- educational deterioration already has:

tries, U.S. educational achievement ranked 12th

out of 14. When algebra and calculus scores of

the top 5 percent students were compared, U.S.

students ranked last.

® created a horrendous waste of our most
precious resource - our youth;

@ suffocated the personal development of an
entire generation;

® entrapped poor and minority children in the
cycle of poverty;

® seriously reduced the productivity of the na-
tion in industrial, intellectual and artistic

In addition to declining quality, the school
dropout rate across the nation ig 27 percent, and
accelerates greatly in urban areas and among
minorities. In New York and Chicago the pro-
jected rate is over 40 percent, with certain

. endeavors;
schools approaching 75 percent. The number of ’ . )
black and hispanic youth who drop out is almost ¢ 2‘2;1 iaact}iloiay further jeopardizes the future of

twice that of whites.
EDw &
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Washington Post Writers Group

WASHINGTON — In all of Waslnng- ‘
ton, there may not be two people whose .

mmds work faster than Barney Frank and
‘Dick Darman. Frank, the Democratic
congressinan. from Massachusetts, and
Darman, the director of the Office of
Managcment and Bidgel, had an ex-
change at last” week's House Budget
Committee hearing that previewed what
will be a major — and useful — political
debate.

In his introduction to President Bush’s -
yarman said 1he

Budgei Tor_next_year,

ot “fairt ness

DAVID 5. BRODER

administration _was ofTermg an 1mpor-
Tani new emnhasxs foLre orm mcreasmﬁg_
'laxrness in the dlsmbunon of benefits,

“réducing,_subsidics lor those who do not,
hee tllem i

““That passage set off alarm bells among
Democrats, who recognize that the
“fairness” franchise is one of the pillars of
their political power.

Two of the highlighted proposals in the
Bush budget are designed to cut off farm
subsidies to people with more than
$125,000 in non-farm income and to
raise the Medicare premiums for physi-
cian and outpatient services paid by
people with equally high incomes. Bush
also proposed shifting more school-lunch
and college-aid funds to people from
low-income families.

The immediate changes would be
modest — a few hundred million dollars
in a system where individuals receive
more than $200 billion a year in-
government CllCCl’S But Darxlla&gald he
weeiod 1o “start _a_ debate” “on_the-
_j Te ol means- testmgmgovemment
O 113 . And Democrats recognizg that

Pt
it

.

Tha semveey
.\ ADUD!

is a challenge they cannot ignore — and
might just turn to their advantage.

So when Darman came before the

budget committee, Frank was waiting. He
got Darman to acknowledge that the
“losers” in his proposed school-lunch and
college-aid reforms would be families
with incomes well-below the $125,000
cutoff he was proposing for farm and
medical benefits. Frank said the break
point for school lunches would come
when families reached the $21,000 level,
and for college aid at about $40,000 —
right at the heart of the middle class. .

But Darman was not finished. “I would
like to make an offer in very good faith,”
he said, inviting Frank and other
Congfessnoml Democrats to find some
income level “higher thgn $20,000 and

Pat Oliphant

lower than $125,000” and then “apply it
uniformly across the board” as the cutoff
point for “‘a whole range of mandatory
(benefit) programs apart from Social
Security.”

*“ think it is absolutely sound on the “"'ﬂucm

erits 1o have some peleral_means-test.
mmv

_Ang principle,”exc except m}h respect 1o
Sogdlﬁpl Secunly, he said, ° beliexve

“genuinely il ihe polmcal Sﬁmm
~orced n ihatdifection . . . over the next

Tdecade” ~

e 115‘ _

.z s
he qald that subsndles for the nch have no- -
Jusuﬁcatlon Pt

- But there’s a problem for Democrats as’,
Rep Jim' Cooper of Tennessee reﬂected

} at the hearing. "By all of a sudden taking .

Medicare’ and making it a welfare i/
© program,” he told Darman, “or takmg
farm - programs:- and makmg them: a*

“welfare program, you would be undercut- -

ting the national consensus that has built; ..

and preserved these programs. . . .With -
your ingeuuity, you may well be
launching a very powerful concept to
stigmatize - the beneficiaries of - big
government,” :
Darman angrily rejected that sugges-

. tion, but Cooper’s concern has strong
Over the years they- |

historical - roots.
controlled government, Democrats built
political support for their spending
programs by targeting them broadly —
not narrowly — and giving millions of
middle-class voters reasons to support
programs that were helpful to them but
vital to the poor.

In a time of chronic deficits, few
Dernocrats believe that policy can
continue. But to win the debate, the

need to 'Broaden the _ definition__of
“lalrness as Senmmgxnx_l&adﬂ
(Jeor itchell of Maine did | stweek..

released a Senate Democratic
agenda that points out that a decade of
Republican economic policies have made
this a nation “in which the richest 20
percent of all Americans earn more than
all the rest of our people combined.” He
pledged to push for_policies that. Wil

. Darman is far from the first to make
that judgment. In the 1988 Democratic
presidential primaries, former Arizona
Gov. Bruce Babbitt argued for means-
testing entitlement programs. In an era of
scarce governmental resources and
unrelenting degands for public services,

“lessen__the tax burden on _w workm

families” while asking. the. wealthy

bear a greatershare.of the bills, .

-ramed that way, the fairness debate
Darman wants is not one the Democrats
need fear. And more important, it’s one
from which the country can benefit.

)

|




PUBLIC SCHOOL PARENTS
Are RIPPING - US - OFF!

[t's Time For The Free Schocl Parents To Get Qut Their
Check Books And Start Paying — T
TUITION

FOR THEIR KIDS
Like Private School Parents Have Paid Through.The Years

INTRCOUCING:

¥ The Public School 'TUITION OIUIDEND®
... Bigger Than Tha 'Peaca Of{uvidend’

% TUITION Charges To Be Cemcuted And Paid
Accaording Toc The Same Farmula 8y Which
Socizl Security Recipients Are Taxed

% Compouter Trackine, BY Individual, QF
A1l Gouvernment Hanccuts Recaived, With
Renayment Expectad

Mosi of our public needs are shart-chanced becsuse
*Mem-And-0ad-= rea—-Schoel’, and other winmers at the
cublic trouch,have aced-cut the hcmeless and the
hungry, the indigent sick, mentzl heslth, poverty
stricken children, Hezdstart, pclice-fire-safety,

the naticnal debt, state & local budgets, the crumt-
ling infrastructure, the drug war, on and an. The
monies we need to make a difference on these terrible
prcolems isn't available because we throuw it instesad
io the tenefit of public schocl parents.

TUITION Yes...FREELORD No

The RCUND UP
P.0.Beox 1808&!:
3. M. Kansas 5621
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Preface : PUBLIC SCHQOOL PARENTS
: ARE RIPPING-US—OFF !

As this writing is teing completed, budgeti battles are
raging nation~wide -—-- Washington, B0.C., the state cap-
tals, county by county, city by city. Cur president &
Congress are lcoking for a 'deal’ that might even in—
cluge increasing taxes. But whatever new monies they
came uo with, it will only scratch the surface of the
the "Losers List’, where there's 3 lot of suffering
going on. (SEEZ PAGE 10 ) That's because there’'s so much
ihat needs fixing -—— we !l be lucky if we can do the
budget deficii scme gcod. and keep it in check (for a
change).

The majcer mons:iars gobblinag up those taxes we gour in-—
ioc government are the “entitilements’ -oui-of-coniraol !!
You know. wnere zillicns of people | causes expeci con~
{inuing § incrassing bene’iis fraom the rest of us. be-
csuse they are sc _scecisl. The most special of all,just
ssk them, being public schocl parents & their mercenar-—
ies. The aversce home is taxed $2,100 to give that $%5,000
3 yesr schoolina ic esch cnild of "MOM-aNO-DRD-FREZ-SCH-
ZCL. But thcose big bucks ars nt encuan, those parentis
naue been led fa beiizue. And that i ihe taxpayers were
Aot so stingy ‘our’ kigs cculd get 3 decent education.

Gh sure, the iLcsers have ‘cucn situations. tut "Qur’ kiags
must have lst oriaoriiy --- they' re the future are’'nt
they 2 That's the kind cf ¢ saanda thati makes MOM-0A0-
arnd Co. winners 3t ithe gurli cugh. So special’ are
they that ncobody dares 3

WHY OON’ T MCM-ANC-3A0 pay ‘cr their
own kigs schocls, like privatie sch =
cct parents gcay for theirsg? WHY ?

TUITION: The charge for instruction, escecially for
class instruction.

EDwr
S IESG S

=i



This writing propeses a "TUITION OIVIDEND'plan, which
would tax parents on the free school benefits they are
raking in --- modeled on plansnow taxing the benefits
received by Social Security recipients. (Yeah, its for
real... can you believe it ?) Shortages in the federal
budget are sa awful the S.S. benefits had to be trimmed.
Can we call it the "Social Security Oivigend ? Its of
course 3 take off aon the "Peace Oividend® theme -—--cut-
ting spending in dne big ares (Defense) so as to be able
tq have it to spend otherwise. The ’Peace Oivigend’.lts
an approach that could be used to irim other entitlement
monsters, too. '

Hah ! Fat chance such off the wall scheming would ever be
allowed to fly. But then mecessity becomes the mother of
——— Hmmm ! The Berlin Wall is coming down, Russia might
go free enterprize, and we're taxing S.S. benefits (Lord
knows they were “special’).

Copn:
py"lghf @
19.90
']Ohn 0
CHAPTER TITLES ONougp
Ch.! Page l: Putlic School Parents Are The Big Winners

at The Public Trough. Yea ! Winners!

Ch.2 Page 7: Why Don't ‘Mom-a@nd-0ad-Sree-School’® Pay
Tuition Like Private School Parents?

Ch.3 Page 11l: Who Are The Losers When Mom—&nd-0ad Win ?
And What Do The Losers Look Like ?

Ch.4 Page 2!: Public COLLEGE Students Are Ripping-Us-—
Qf7 ... The 2nd Time Arcund. Yea ! Winners!

Ch.S Page 2%: Qbaut Getting Qur Soc:ety Off The Public
School Parents ' Hook.

29: Do You Resally Think The "TUITION DIUIDEND®
Might Fly ?
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Oon't laugh & shake your head (n disbelief that such
earthquake changes could accur 3

Tuition for public schools .
Repayment of handouts, or
at least taxing benefits.

Remember, you didn’'t think the Berlin Wall would come
down. ‘0id you? Qr that Russia might consider fres en—
terprise, ar that Social Security would be taxed. 0Oid
gou? @nd, there have been lots of sctual earthquakes,

tao. g5, what {f ...??7?

TUTTION Yes. . .FREELOAD No

The LOSEQSl LiSt (PaRTIAL)

Losers to the political clout and
proecsasnda success of Putlic Schocl
Psren-s. The free-school 3ang rios~
aff ihe tax mcnies that cculg ather
wise be usad to help the ilosars. uhy
Oon' t “Mom-and-0ad-S ree-Schocl’ Start
Paying For Their Qun Kids Like Pri-
vate Scnool Parentis?

The Truly Needy. The Homeless & Hunary
These Without Healthcare. Unemoloyed
The Crumbling [nfrastucture. wel fare
Thst Naticnal Oebt. Pclice Fire Sataty
Federal, State & Local Budaets.Children

and so many more that cculd be helped by the
The Public School

TUITION DIUIDEND
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(;Lifudaf-z‘
Why Don t

'‘Mom-and-Dad-F ree—School’
Pay Tuition Like -
brivate School Parents 7

In Chapter | we considered that public schcal parents
ouaht to quit ripping-off their gocd buddies, that they
start paying TUITION, that private schocl families have
gotten out the ol’' check books for eans. lWle calculated
inat the aversce home is taxed $Z,100+ to terefit "PMcm

—and Oad...', wha den’'t think its encuah, are nt appre-
cistive: and cnarging them as little as $1,0C2 a kid a
sear waould send the cstablishment bysterizal -~—— no mat-

they'd still be getting a $4,000 a yesr sutsidy. Andno

ratfer that the $41 8illion such an approsch might raise
; soculd zao povertiy, {nfrastructure proclems, tihe nation-
| 5l debi, the ‘Losers’ List’. :

| Bui that's =niy the tip of the icsherg. Ta ses the

| whole icapbers let's assume Mom-and-0ad-= rez-School ' have
2 children; and that means 12 yesrs of fraeblies for esch
-—— 24 gears @ $5,000 = $120,000 over about l¥ years if
ihe kids are 3 years apart. Now, hesuens—tao—oetisy, lets
sssume that we expect these parents to pay their own Way
, like we exgect private school parents to do the right

thing.

Tapie |, oppcsite page, shouws how principle * interest
charges builad uc when repayment is ignored -—— 38 {s now
standard procecure with ° Mom—and-0ad. ..  —-— nat paying
3 dime, ever. By the time the parentis have reached age
3% and the kids have completed highn school, with no TU-
{TION hauvine bes=n paid, those parents are jnto the pub-
lic trouah fcr 3120,C30 principle plus $15§;aon inter—
ezt -—— a toisl of $279,290 graoced off from society,
ace-ing out those on the ‘Losers List’.
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walT.A DOG GONE MINUTE ! You object that its naot fair
to hold ‘Mom-And-Dad... to that kind of math. Isn't 1%
the game kind of math far car payments, far house pay~
menis ? What we do to keep thaose debts fram building

up, from getting sued or taking bankruptcy, is to make
payments———called TUITION hers.

In further reference to Table 1, ¢,
this study developes the ‘true e-
conomic cest® of a fimancial ap—
tion chosen. Another chaoice miaht
be simoly inuvesting that $120,QcCa
quer thaose L8 years @ 10X angd iIn
the $§ years of Table 1 the ac—
count would total more than L P
Millicn. and another choice would
be tc cive that $120,000 aver 15
years Lo recipients who would re-
pay at lesst some of it so that
it mignt turn—Quer helping many
others in their turns.

The cctian chasen here by our society results In *Mcm—
ang-0ad-Sree-Scheol ' effectively being into us for mare
than ST Millicn by the time they pass away st age (say)
18, Can you imagine that? One couple, SR Mil, Whew!
Uhai s Bummer | No wonder we re SQ shaort af public maon=
ies for helping those who really neeg it on the ‘lLosers
Ligt'. The zillions of public school garents have gat
our saciety by the Ying—Yang. (Frem an ancient Asian
provert) '

OgK! OK' Bui its how we do things here, gublic schcal is
good for us. What are you, some kind of a communisi?
ook, ['m not knocking the free e=hogls. ['m just 33y~
ing we've got tc 2=t our qouernment budgets out of the
rea. Can't we 3l. agree on that? And isn't it preety
reascnabiz tc have Moms & Bads pay something mare for
their kias than the rest of us? They had the kigs.
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How Much Gf That $204 Billion Nouw Subsi-
dizing'Nom—gnd—ﬂad—Free-SchoofCould Be
Utilized For Qther Public Purpases [f
Public School Parents Paid Their Kids
Casts ? —— Like Private Schiool Parents.

PLENTY | Chapter S deals with that potential.But (f "Mom
—Qad-. .. Would pay about $1000 per child per schcol yesr
.we d have a grest new revenue scurce with which to aid
those reslly neading help. and lats aof priuvate school
parents pay more than $100Q per child each yesr.

Man! Could we ever rel ieue a bunch of poverty, recair 3
bunch of infrastruture, hire a pbunch of ccps & firemes
with an extra $41 BILLION EACH YESR.

TUITION VYes...FREELGORD No

Why don't they pay for
their ocwn kigs,like
private school parents ?

‘CREELCANER"  (per. Websier's dictionary)
a8 perscn who seizes every chance to get free tocd,
loagina, aic. ;
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Al !

Free-School Benefits UWhen Treated As Loans
To Be Repaid By Mam & 0ad. (Elem & Second.)

Parents Grade First Second Inter- Debt
Qge Level Child Child At 10% Accum
21 L $5.003 Principal $300 $5.5 Thaou.
22 2 5,000 1050 11.6
272 ) 5.0C38 1 o= )
22 a1 5,000 $5,00C 2g21  2L.0 'hee-
25 3 2 §.cca 5,006C 4103 48t
25 s 3 e 5,000 3513 - &0.6
3 2 ¢ S,000 5,000 2082 77.7
c g8 3 <.904 5,0CQ 8771 86.3
22 3 ¢ 3.500 5,000 10648  1i7.4
cis a7 3.00C 5,000 12712 132.8
c 118 S, 500 5,000 1agge  164.8
32 12 2 =.300 —Salala 17427 192.3
33 13 5,000 - 19730 217.0 Theu.
34 LY 5,020 22202 . 244.2
~= 12 —Salaial 43974 g 2
35 27416  20i.5 Thou.
37 30158 33L1.7
fg 33173 38<4.¢S
-3 . '\O(\ . 401 .4
g ol =t gais
e’ 9
50 ge® ;3% 1.l MIllicn
6C Qo 3.0 Miltlion
145 $12.4 Million
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Chappdec 5
About Getting Qur Societly
Off The

Public School Parents’ Hook

Sg QK ! dear ResdersUctars/Taxpayer, maybe You are feal-
ing like this: Alihaugh yau are nt Sdllty, perscnally,
of letiing the .re°”schcol crawd rip-aff the trough ——-
you are apen to an ides for rescuing some of the’ ‘Cosers’
Lisi’sufferers. Brace yoursel’, then, bacause here ccmes
the icea.

Ne, ['m ot pushina fcr ﬂON—QNC -0@A0~FRES-SCHOCL, arndsor
Joe-and-Jane-Caolleae, to- payo:‘ the TRUE EZINCMIC CCST of

the subsidiesslaans they 've rigpeg-off the backs of the &
*lgsers'. But you'd have to agres ihere’'s 3 sircng case .
for that argument -—— ({ yau care mucn sbcui goverty, &

stcut the montsce cases of Chaptar 3.

lmsiesd, ['m racommending the "TUITION DIUICEND  -— wou
kncw, scunds like i ‘Pesce Divigend', where we fres up
'3 tunch of public trsugh money far mare deserving & tim-—
1y purpcses. We do it here BY traziing free scnool ben—

efits like we dc Socisl Security benefiis -—— when the
taxoayers incomes ga2i high enoush, they pay taxes onup to
hzif of the Sccial Se,urwty cash amounts they receive; R
where lcw income recipients daon 't have to pay any tax on
the Socisl Security amounts paid them.

[t gets worked aqut as displayed on the following page,
snowing the [nternal Reuenue Seruwce ingtruciicns to fig-
urs what we might call here the *Social Security Oividend!
['ve marked the display on the basis of 3 inccme levels
tg demorsirate the grogressive nature of the amount of
tax due ... ncihing for ‘amilies hauing an income of €25
thousands €1,400 far the family earning $50 thousand (re-
memper, their benmefit iz $10,000 with 2 kiags 1in public

s 1’
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Lines 21a and 21b : By January 31, 1920, you should receive
a Form SSA-1099 showing the total social

Sacial Security and Equivalent security benefits paid to you in 1989, and
Railroad Retirement Benefits the amount of any social security benefits
Social secunty pbenefits you receive may be you repaid in 1989.

taxable in some instances. Social secunty Use the worksheet on this page to see if

benetits inciude any monthly genefit under any of your benefits are taxable. but please
title |l of the Social Security Act orthe partof  note the foilowing befare you begin..
atier 1 raiiroad retirement benefittreatedas e You will first need to compiete Form

a social securnty benefit. Social security 1040, lines 7 through 20, 22, and 30 if
benefits do not inctude any Suoplemental they apply to you, to figure the taxable part,
Security income (SSi) paymertts. if any, of your benefits.

(NGTHE S0CIAL SECUR 7Y TAX PLAN
ORTHE " TwiT10N bnmmv"nm
mama. LENEF a5 WelKSHEET . EXAMPAES:
a1 S c.xﬁv Benefits Worksheet (Keeo for vour records) mw ‘r

C‘1ecx onty one oox

" A. Singie, Heag of housenad. cr Qualifying widaw(er) with decendent child m u“ 3

3. Marned filing a joint retum :
\_, C. Marneq filing a separate return and you ii ved with your sgouse at any time i 1882 J ' \

t__ D. Marnea filing 3 separate return ana you < :d not live with your spouse at any time 1n *
1989. if you crieckeq thus pox. wnte “C7 in the gotied ine next o ine 2la.

1. Znter the cotal amount frem Box 3 of ALL vour Forms SSA-1099 ana
Forms RRB-1099 (if appncasie) & CHILIRGN N FREF TCHMI 255,000 = 19,?_’2_ /gaca Iw

Note: f line i :5 zero or less, stos nere: =cne of your benerits are 'axaale.
Otherwise, goentatine 2.

2 Divige tne amountontine L sboveny 2 . J'o‘"’o -, 5“‘ ' m m
3. Add the amounts on Form 1040. lines 7. Za. 8b 9 tnmug.’: s, ’Gb. l7b

18 througn 20. otus une 22, Do aarinciuce nere any amounts srom Sox 3 of dm m m mﬂt
Forms SSA-10%%erRRB-108% . . . . . . . .
4. Adalines22ana3 L. *m
5. Znter the total aQuStrIents from rom l” O nneaﬂ Q fRe :”U'{U*/f > = ~0- -0-
6. Subtractline S fromined . . Xm’“‘ [”T u” m m m
$22.000 if you checked "ox Aor D or )
7. Sater ¢ $32.000if you checkea Box B, or A M ” m
Q- if you cnecxed Box C

8. Suptract ne 7 from line 6. Enter the resuit. but notlessthanzero . . . _:_o_:_ t,' u

Noate: !f line 8 is zero, stoo nere. None of your cenerits are raxaple. Do not enter 2ny
amounts on nnes 213 or .5 uniess you cniecred Box 0 apove. |f you checkea Szx O, enter
- on une 21b ana wrte “D” on the carred line next raonne 21a. /fline 8 is more than Zero.

goontoune9. “n m
9. Divige the amr-untonfine 8above v 2 . Lo .__X__._ ”
10. Taxaple sog="" w( ity benefits. ~RES (CW ~ J'Rx

o First, enter =~ - arm 1040, line 222, =2 amounT --om tine 1 anove.

e Then. ~omzare the amounts cn res 2 and @ 2:zove, Emter the smailer of m
tha t~.0 amounts here ana on “orm 1020, line 225 . .. . P m

¢

Nate: 7 par- =1 ~aur Senens sre raxag 2 for [ S59 AND ey incluge 0enem:s ::rd in i °8_

smat were 137 1S54 throusr (5388, ,ou mav oe :ole 1o reauce rne ravzole cfn:'-nrsnown ol V. 4
o~ worxsreet. Get Put. 215 for cerans. pr zn
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school, so they'd only have a TUITION charge of 14X -——
priuvate schaool parents never—-had-it-sc—qoad); $1,630 far
ihe family earning $100 thousand (UWow | That kind of subsidy
seems way toa much: $8,320 a year subsidy on an inccme

of $100 thousand.) .

As ito how much sdditianal TUITION would
be expected of college peaple, under the
"TUITION OIUIDEND® plan, the formuls in—
cludes factors such 3s:

3. Counting the freshman yesr subsidy 3s
{ncome the (say) Sth yesr follow-
ing. Further college yesrs subsig-
ies itrestisd for tsx purpcses in
successive yesrs.

b. Hauing ihe college benefit recip-
ient reslize that the funds that
Relged himsher cculd atheruwise
hsue helped ithase on the "Losers
Lisi® -—-— and that hissher repay~
mentis will mcw allow maore to 5ic
those wna reslly neeg it.

The Sccial Securiiy tax plan is now suggesisd for ap-
ciicaticn te aur school financing mess, and (o other
entitlement proarams out of cconircl. Rememcer when any—
ome daring to "motice’ goed al’ S.S. was shol &t sun-
rige ? Just a few years acc. But the federsl de7icit
gct sa awful they had tc do the unihinkacle. I[ts that
wsy agsin, and ditio the sizte and local buagels ——-

sc swful that maybe free schaoci henefits nesd to be
trimmed. My Gosh ! What {f in addiiion to the -——

Sccial Security Jividend,and the
Pesce Qivicend kheing thinkable,

What if the TUITICN OIVIDBEND flys ?

TUITION Yes...FREELURD NoO  4q
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So
Why 7?

32

SO. WHY DO WE STILL LET PUBLIC SCHOGOL TYPES
GET INTQO US SO HEAUY, AND INTQ THE LOSERS'
SO HEAQUY --— MAYBE IN QUR NaATION'S HISTORY
THERE WAS GOOD REASON. BUT NCU ? WHEN WE'RE
HEAS QUER HEELS IN DE3T ? WHEN QUR SACIETY
[S BRCUGHT TOGETHER BY MANY FACTORS -—— &
MAYESS IT ISN'T ANy LONGER IN CQUR BEST INT-
EXRCST TO LURE PUBLIC SCTHOCL ENROLLMENT BY

B ey o e B

MOKING IT "FREZ', BUT ON THE BaCKS QF aBlouT
EUERVTHING ELSE.

ihat Sav You 77272772727
1o Dividenda Y=9 |

N Snd To The ~resload
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Kansas State Board of Education

Kansas State Education Building (913) 296-3203
120 East 10th Street = Topeka, Kansas 66612-1103

Mildred McMillon Connie Hubbell Bill Musick Evelyn Whitcomb

District 1 District 4 District 6 District 8
Kathleen White 1. B. "Sonny" Rundell Wanda Morrison Timothy R. Emert
District 2 District 5 District 7 District 9
Paul D. Adams Gwen Nelson
District 3 February 20, 1991 District 10

TO: Senate Education Committee

FROM: State Board of Education

SUBJECT: 1991 Senate Bills 26 and 110

My name is Connie Hubbell, Legislative Chairman of the State Board of Education.
I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this Committee on behalf of the State
Board.

The State Board of Education is very concerned about school finance and its effect
on students and property taxpayers throughout the state. The State Board recommends
that we follow the basic principles of school finance 1listed below.

* Funding elementary/secondary education for the children of Kansas is the
responsibility of the state as a whole.

¥ Kansas must return to an equalized formula which guarantees each child will
have the opportunity to attend a public school which provides a program
of studies sufficient to prepare the child for integration into society.

¥ A child should be able to attend public school without undue financial
burden to self, family, or any particular group of taxpayers.

* The financial system should treat all taxpayers equitably regardless of
where they reside, produce income, own property, or purchase goods.
Equalization and equity should be the objectives of school funding in
Kansas.

(over)
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The State Board of Education has reviewed the recommendations of the Special
Committee on School Finance and the Governor’s proposal on school finance for the

1981-92 school year. The State Board of Education makes the following
recommendations.
* The definition of district wealth, as recommended by the Special Committee

on School Finance and the Governor, should be incorporated intoc the school
finance formula.

* The fourth and fifth enrollment categories should be merged over a three-
year period. It is important that we use a system that will achieve this
goal. The Governor’s proposal seems to meet that standard.

* The budget controls should recognize the rising costs and the demand
society is placing on the educational system. The consumer price index
for the 1990 calendar year was approximately six percent. Unless
reasonable budget controls are made available to school districts, it will
be very difficult to implement an outcomes based education program for many
districts.

The State Board is cognizant of the state’s fiscal condition and has gone on recerd

as supporting increases in sales and income taxes to help fund schools and provide
some property tax relief under an equitable school finance formula.
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February 18, 1991

Testimony for the Senate Education Committee on Senate Bill 26.

Prepared by Stephen R. Morris
600 Trindle
Hugoton, KS 67951
Member U.S.D. #210 ~ Board of Education

I am here today to oppose the provision in Senate Bill 26 that
would levy a minimum of 30 mills to all school districts. There
has been a tremendous amount of discussion, and proposed leg-
islation to come up with a way to ease the property tax burden
on our citizens. In Senate Bill 26, it has been proposed to
raise the property tax burden of one group to lower it for an-—

other group.

I believe this is totally unfair to residents of our school
district and others in a similar situation. In U.S.D. #210,
this proposed increase would be almost 1007 and we have heard
speculation that this proposed minimum levy would eventually
reach 50 mills, which would be in excess of a 3007 increase
for our district. Last year, over 12 million dollars in Sever-—
ance Tax monies, in addition to Sales Tax revenue and Income
Tax revenue from our school district went into the State Gen-—
eral Fund. A large precentage of these funds go into the
school equilization formula for State Aid to LEducation which
our district does not share in. We feel that we are already
doing more than our share to educate students in public

schools from other districts around the state.

This past year, our school district was only allowed to raise
our budget 1% to benefit our children; this proposal would be
a 100Z increase to benefit someone else's children. I can
certainly sympathize with people in other districts having to
pay higher mill levies for schools, however people have a

choice on where to live. We in the far western area of the
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Page 2

state have very few advantages. One of the most important
of these is our higher evaluations and lower property tax
rates. This bill would take this away from us. I would

respectfully request that you vote against this provision

of the bill. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

s 2 e ‘
;/7 A £ e
g

Stephen R. Morris,
Member U.S.D. #210 - Board of Education
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KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

1330 BALTIMORE AVENUE

P. 0. BOX 418679

KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 64141-9679

B. J. BEAUDOIN
VICE PRESIDENT-FINANCE
&

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

February 15, 1991

Senator Joe Harder, Chairman
Senate Education Committee
State Capitol

Topeka, KS 66601

Dear Senator Harder:

I would like to express Kansas City Power & Light
Company's opposition to S 26. This bill proposes that
school districts levy a minimum property tax of 30 mills.

Since 1985, KCPL's annual Kansas property taxes have
gone from $15.2 million to $19.4 million, an increase of 27
percent. Reappraisal had little impact upon our Kansas
property taxes. In 1988, the year before reappraisal, KCPL
paid $19.6 million. In 1990, after reappraisal, KCPL's
property tax bill was $19.4 million.

We estimate S 26 will add $5.2 million to our Kansas
property taxes for a total of $24.6 million, another
increase of 27 percent. As you are aware, the Senate
Committee on Assessment and Taxation is considering SCR 1606
which would add $6.5 million to our Kansas property taxes by
increasing utility real and tangible property assessment
from 30 percent to 40 percent. In addition, if the current
exemption of state sales taxes on utility bills is repealed,
our customers will pay $7 million per year.

KCPL's Kansas electric rates are based on 1985 property
taxes. While we have endeavored to hold the line to avoid
requesting a rate increase which would impact our 160,000
Kansas customers, mounting property taxes are a real
concern. A continuing increase in property taxes will
eventually be borne by our ratepayers.

Sincerely,

/5P S Gredl
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