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MINUTES OF THE HOUSE K-12 EDUCATION COMMITTEE.

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Ralph Tanner at 9:00 a.m. on February 12, 2001 in Room
313-S of the Capitol.

All members were present except:

Committee staff present: Ben Barrett, Legislative Research
Carolyn Rampey, Legislative Research
Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statutes
Ann Deitcher, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: Beth Love, School Board Member, District 443
Mark Tallman, Ks Association of School Boards

The Chair recognized Representative Peggy Long who in turn introduced Cynthia Leviton, Kansas State
Coordinator of the “Stop the Violence program. She spoke of the goal of the organization which is the
prevention of violence. The intent is to stop violence in it’s early stages by such actions as targeting such
areas as the grade school bully who is believed to be in the beginning stages of a lifetime of violence.

HB 2028 - School district finance, school facilities weighting, definition revised.

Beth Love appeared before the Committee as a proponent of HB 2028. She spoke on behalf of Dr. Sharol
Little, Superintendent, Dodge City USD 443, who was unable to appear due to inclement weather.
(Attachment 1).

A discussion was held regarding HB 2028 followed by points of clarification of various sections by
Carolyn Rampey and Avis Swartzman of Legislative Research and the Revisor’s Office. Dale Dennis also
answered questions of Committee members.

The hearing on HB 2028 was closed.

HB 2070 - School board development plans.

Testifying in support of HB 2070 was Mark Tallman. (Attachment 2) The Chair also called attention to
the written testimony that was provided to the Committee by Jacque Oakes, representing Schools for
Quality Education. (Attachment 3).

The hearing on HB 2070 was closed.

HB 2155 - School safety. definition of weapon revised.

Representative Tomlinson explained the amendments he was requesting be made to HB 2155.

It was moved by Representative Tomlinson and seconded by Representative Horst that HB 2155 be
worked by the Committee. The motion carried on a voice vote.

It was moved by Representative Tomlinson to amend HB 2155 to include the additions specified by

Representative Tomlinson. The motion to amend was seconded by Representative Benlon and passed on
a voice vote.

It was moved by Representative Tomlinson and seconded by Representative Storm that HB 2155 be
recommended for passage. The bill passed as amended on a voice vote.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:40 a.m. The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, February 13, 2001.

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. Pﬂge 1
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Testimony to the

Kansas House of Representatives

In Support of

HB 2028

An Act Conceming School District Finance That Would Allow A
District, In A County With A Community College, To More Easily
Access “New Facilities Weighting” For Equipping A New Building

Monday, February 12, 2001

Dr. Sharol Little & Introduction and Qverview
‘Superintendent; . -~ v :
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1000 Second Ave
Dodge City, Kansas 67801
316-227-1621
littles@usd443.org
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Dodge City’'s Experience

Dr. Little Districts that would qualify
. and the number of students represented

House Education Committee /£2/2
Ay
Date:_=2// 2/6/

7/

Attachment # /— / l




FEB 12 ’'81 B7:25AM USD 443 P.4

Honse Bill 2028
New Facilities Weighting

Current law acknowledges that there should be an added component assigned to the
enrollment of school districts on the hasis of costs attributable to commencing operation of
new facilities. It is proper that the legislature recognized that there were costs associated
with opening a new facility, When enacting the statute however, the legislature added
language which limited the assignment of this new facilities weighting to school districts
only if they had adopted a Tocal Option Budget and budgeted thercin the total amount
authorized for the school year, which is custently 25%. I’ sure this was done to ensure
the local commitment of a community to support theit own programs; however, thig
presents an insurmountable hurdle for some schoo] districts in Kansas, particularly to those
located in one of the 18 counties hosting community college districts,

Community colleges in Kansas are funded by a combination of property taxes,
tuition and state and federal support. According to the most recent report from the Board
of Regents, 45.36% of Kansas community college support is from the countywide property
taxes levied in these18 counties, The same Regents report reveals that community
colleges educate 42,544 FTE and the Regent’s colleges and universities educate 65,417
FTE. Put another way, Kansas community colleges educate 39.4% of all students enrolled
in higher education in the state of Kensas. If 45,36% of the 39.4% are funded from the
property taxes, (approximatelv $110.000,000) of these 18 counties, you can say that these
property taxpayers are funding the cost of educating 17.8% of the students enrolled in
higher education in the state, Most people think that higher education is funded solely by

the state. The single issue addressed i n.HB 2028 is the difficulty of Unified School
mmmmmmﬁmmmmwm@mmmwﬂmnm
New Fagilities Weighting, We are asking you to allow USDs in these 18 counties for
eligibility for New Facilities Weighting provided the local Board of Education budgets and
levies the maximum Local Option Budget that is not subject to voter protest which is the
statewide average. This will be your recognition of the property tax burden already placed
on the taxpayers in these counties.

To demonstrate to you the level of property taxation for these taxpayers we have
prepared two spreadsheets. The first is titled “Dodge City USD 443 Comparison to Mill
Levies of Districts Recetving New Facilities Weighting” and the second is titled * Mill
Levies of USDs in Community College Districts™, The first report shows the ten unified
school districts in Kansas receiving Now Facilities Weighting and their total mill levies
compared to Dodge City. You will note that the lowest mill levy is in Ulysses USD 214,
which is not in a community college county, with a mill levy of 29,42 mills. The highest is
DeSoto in Jolnson County with a 7.64 community college mill levy and a high bond and
interest mill levy for a total 80.2 mills. I would direct your attention to Dodge City which
currently levies 80.98 mills counting 75.56 mills from the community college. If Dodge
City were to levy a full 25% Lacal Option Budget, the mill levy would increase by 10.35
mills bringing the total to 91,24 mills. Tn an LOB clection a year ago, the voters rejected
the additional property taxes by a vote of 2 to 1. The second report lists those unified
school districts in the counties with the community college mill levy. The community
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college mill Ievies range from 7.65 mills in Johnson County to 39.18 mills in Pratt County,
with the average around 25 mills.

In summary, there are & number of school districts in Kansas that find themselves in
the position that New Facilitics Weighting is simply not available becausc of the
community college property tax on the taxpayers of the district. We cannot fault the
taxpayers for rejecting property tax increases when they are already paying the comimunity
college tax.. You cannot fault the local Boards of Education for wanting the same benefits
for their school district as others in the state, Only the legislature can provide a level
playing field for these school districts that find themselves in this situation. We solicit
your support for House Bill 2028,
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DODGE CITY USD 443
COMPARISON TO MILL LEVIES

OF DISTRICTS RECEIVING

NEW FACILITIES WEIGHTING
Total USD Local - tion 20002001

USD Unified Schoal District Name A;;f:t:w Fagfirhs LOB% LOBper Assessed ...~ Opfion Ou:::l Fund Br:nere::d Goommumity sﬂ. County

Enrollment  Welghting Authorily  pupil Valu-ﬂm_n Per E_udgel: Levy Fund Levy Callege Bl Levies Number

Pugil Mill Levy Levy

443 Dcdge City (2000-2!301} 5,167.3 8.0 13.1% 3573 528,715 z0.00 12.72 4.00 13.79 25.58 80.38 29
489 Hays 3,430.2 80 250% 31,124 $42,569 2000 19.396 5.89 3.79 0.400 49.54 26
501 Topeka 13,489 .4 117 25.0% 31,072 538,68  20.00 20.32 4.00 5.97 300 51.49 39
231 Gardner-£dgrin-Anich 25523 143 25.0% 351,047 543,061 2000 17.08 3.34 27.03 0.C0 57.93 46
214 Uiysses 1,769.8 194 250% 31,134 Bi57.155  20.00 842 300 0.00 0.00 29.42 4
218 Elkhart 5500 22.1 25.0% $1,566 $96,794 20.00 16.83 4.00 8.00 0.00 43.83 85
500 Kansas City 19,985 5 283 25.0% $1,111 $28.310 20.00 21.18 3.88 .00 18.35 63.41 105
512 Shawnee Mission 30,336.8 130.4 25.0% $1.647 376,224 2000 11.04 4.00 §.05 764 4873 48
233 CQlaihe 19,306.8 197.9 25.0% $1.079 $50,632 20.00 2149 3.96 16.64 7.64 69.73 46
232 CeSolo 28033 320.5 25.0% $1,165 $46,840 20.00 22.82 3.99 2575 764  80.20 46
229 Biue Valley 15.969.3 46640 25.0% 51,168 $80,803 20.00 1162 4.00 22.55 764 6531 46

Nate: For Dadge City to levy a full 25%
Community College and USD

1K Scurce: KASB Research Depariment

LOB the mill levy would increase by 10.35 mills bringing the total to 91.24 mills.
443 data are 2000-2001, all others are 1999-2000 data.
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In Crmmunity College Districts

Toral Now Loeal | Caplal |Bong and Teaml
| Vol Buksatoistier) BN | ook petenl | aruny | Ot Quly | Imerost o, COuty | ¢ e Name bbbt sebool Ml
Enreliment | Welghting i P! _w_;, Ly L::y Levien i Lovy igélim
'2402 Turner 3,656.2 Q.00 25.0%| 20,00 1Rd3] 3.97| 2237 6794 105 Wyandotte 18.35 86.29
428|Great Bend 3,158.5 0.0, 10.3%| 20.00 ©61 3.88] 14.77| 5372 5[ Berion 80.8B] ~ B4.60
382|Pratt 1,374.0 0.0] 13.2%| 2000 1624 300 3.57 42.81 76 Prakt 99.88  82.67| »
447 [Cherryvale 676.6 0.0 9.8%| 2000 [3.08) D000 9.60 4458 83[Monlgomery, 36.82 81.41
443|Dodpe City 5,107.8 0.0/ 10.3%| 20,000 1272 400 18.70] 55.42 28]  Ford 2558 80.98
232|DeSoto 2,803.3] 3205 24.7% 20,00 2287 5.88 25.75 78.31 46[ Johnsen 7.646]  80.86
413|Chanute 1,965.8 0.0l _18.5% 20,00 1184 388  9.61] s2.27 67| Neosho 27.84 80.11
448(Independence 2,240.5 0.0 13.5%; 20.00 _1&am 3.0 4.22) 4298 63|Montgomery 36,82 79.80
204|Bonner Springs 2,175.0 0.0] 25.0%| 20.00 317 561 12.80, 57.83 105] Wysandotte 18.85 76.18
281|Gerdner-Edgrin 2,552.8 4.8 24.4%| 2000 17.06]  3.84] 27.08] 67.93 46| John=an 765  75.58
431[Hoisington 758.7 0.0 8.1%| 20000 1167 _0.00 11.45 44.48 5 Banon 30.88 75.34
503Parsons 1,720.4 0.0 17.7% 20,000 1748 0.00, 9.22] 50.75 50/ Lmbene | 24,47 75.22
504]Oswago 530,5 0.0 8.8% _20.00( 1127 398 13.45] 50.74| 50] Labette 2447] — 76.21
361 Spaanville 362.0 0.0 S.2% 2000 402 400 18.58] 40.33 28] Ford 25,56 74.88
445 Coffeyvilla 2,276.2 0.0l 9.9%| 2000 A16 4.00] 0,00 3857 63 Montgomery 37.56 74.23
229[Blua Vallay 15,966.3] _466.0] 25.0%| 20.00] 1162 4.00 22.55 65.80 46" Johnson 708 7325
465|Winfield 2,662.6 0.0 19.4%| 20.00 1504  4.000  9.74] 53.06 18] Cawley 18.97 73.23|
233|Olathe 18,308.8)  197.8) 25.0%| 20.00] -149 5.98) 16.64 es.sﬁf 46/ Johnson 7.85  73.15
500]Kansas City 19,8955 28.3| 25.0% 20.00] 7108  3.88] 0.00] 53.B0|  10E Wyandotie 18.35 71.85
394[Rose Hill 1,625.8 0.0/ 15.8%| 20,000 17.22] 389 10,88 &4.8E 8|  Bufier 17.13 71.78
258 [Humboldt 5359 0.0 7.4%| 2000 10.74] " 2.00] 14.65 51.27 1| Allen 18,51 70.78
203 [Piper 1,283.4 0.0 15.8%| 20.00( 435  4.000 13.62 51.87 105[ Wyandotta 18,35 70.22
308|Hutehinzon 4,808.9 0.0 17.8%| 20,00 1328  1.18 .64 48.69 78]  Rano 21.48 70.10
385|Andover 2,898,7 0.0 15.3%] 20.00 15.20|  8.98] 13.57 52.76 8| Butler 17.18 £9.88
101|Erie-SL.Paul 1,183.1 0.0 17.7%] 20.00] 1637 308 0.00] 40.35 67 Neosho 2784 68,19
462|Central 423.0 0.0/ 53%| 2000 482 400 16.25 48,16 18] Cawley 18.87 66.13
312|Haven 11228 0.0] 15.0%| 20.00] 1188 0.00] 14.65) 48.54 78  Reno 21.48)  &8.08
333|Concordia 1,308.1 0.0 _10.5%| 20,00 1048 0.00]  8.51] 40.45 15 Cloud 27.55] " 88.00
230/ Spring Hill 1,369.3 0.0| 25.0%| 20.00] 20.03] a.85 13.75| 59.58 48[ Johnson 7.65  6761|e
. |313{Buhier 2,257 .4 00| 14.3% 2000 3.3 380 s.40 45.43| 78 Reno | 21.49 66.92
" |438[Skylne 386.5 00| 5.8%| 20.00[ &F&  0.00] 0.00 26.58 76|  Fran 89.86 66.42
354|Claflin 387.5 0.0 7.5% 20000 A8 897 000 34.85 5| _Barfon 30,88 5,73
463|Udall 328.2 00| 2.8%| 20.00 635 579 13.71] 4574 18] Cowiay 19.87 65.71
205|Bluestem 785.0) 0.0, _6G.2%| 20.00] 7B 4.00 16.80] 48.35 B Buller 17.13 65.48
470[Arkanear City 2,870.5 0.0, 15.0%| 20.00] 10.60( 0.00]  9.83 45.23 18] Cowlmy 16.87 65,30
483[Kismet-Plaing 7336 00 00% 20.000 0,00 4.00, 12.48] 28.05 88| Saward 26,02 64.97
257|loia 1,680.0 0.0 t4.1%| 20.000 1429 0.00] 11.13 45.34 1]__Allen 19.51 B4.85
375|Circle 1,467 4 0.0/ 10.8%| 20.00] 10.03] 3,08 13.58 47.80 B| _Bufler 17.13 €4.73
505[Chelopa 271.9) 0.0 11.2%| 20.00 16.17]  8.80 0.00 40.07 50 Labefte 24,47 54.54
438|Czney Valley 9598.5 0.0, _48% 2000 78 0.00 0.00 2658 68[Montgomory 37.56 64.24
457 |Garden City 7.218.7 0.0] 10.3%| 20.00] 10.20] 3.88] 11.24 4543 28] Finnay 18,53 63.56
506/ Labette County 1,786.8 0.0| 14.6%| 20.00 1545 4.00, 000 3545 50| Labette 24.47 63.92
308 Nickarson 1,358.5 00 113%| 20000 @84 400|000 4144 78] _Reno 21.49 62.93
311[Pretty Praine 326.8| 0.0 11.2%| 20.000 1473 387 000 4057 78 Reno 21.49 62,06
480|Liberg) | 4,089.0/ 001 0.0% 2000 0,00 4.00, 10,88 34.88 58] Saward 26:92 61.80
402]Augusta | 22267 00| _37%| 2000 /.02 400 13.46] 4457 8 Butler 17,13 61.65
315/Colby 1,132.5] 0.0] 7.8%| 2000 @67 0.00, 580 3547 87| Thomas 2585 6142
334|Southem Cloud 272.5) 0.0, 6B%| 20000 ©70] 3.50] 0,000 33.20 15| Cloud 27.55 60.75
459|Bucklin 354.0 0.0 3.2%| 2000 #.54 400 280 3517 29  Fora 25,56 60.78
490/El Dorado 2,178.5 0.0] 16.9%| 20.00] 1311 3.88] 548 4258 8] Buller 17.18 59,71
234|F1. Scoti 2.114.6 00 27%| 2000 0,000 050 12.28 3867 6 Bourbon 19.64 58.31
314|Brewster 160.5 00 71%| 20000 820 4.00] 0.00 33.20 87| Thomas 25.95 58.15
383|Holcomb 906 .8 0.0/ 25.0%! 2000 586 4.00] 7.77] 40.16 28] Finnay 18.53 58,69
316|Geldan Plaing 179.3 0.0 21% 20.00 1,03 3,92 6.92] 31.E‘ 87| Thomas 25.95 57.72]
310[Falirfield 4483 0.0| 10.0% 20,00 11,88  3.87] 0.00| 3B.85 78 Reno 21.49 57.34
396/|Douglass 905.6 0.0/ 82w 2000 718 3.89 481 37.08 B[ Butler 17.13 54.21
256/Marmaton Vallgy 125.2 .0 0.0% 2000 000 3.83] 1061 34.44 1 Allan 19.54 53.96
|4E6[Etwood 3287 0.0l 0.0% 2000 000 4.07] 13.48] 38.55 22| Doniphan 1484 5339
482|Flinthills 338.0 00/ ©1% 20000 1048 4.00] 0.00| 34.48 8  Euter | 1713 51,58
208|Remington 548.5 0.0l 9.0%| 20000 5.2 400 000 33.12 B Butier 17.13 50.25
" [312]Shawnea Miszion 30.336.8]  130.4 25.0%| 2000 11.04] 4.00  6.05 41.28| 46| Johnson 7.65 4880
235|Uniontewn 508.2 00 00%| 2000 0.0 "0.000 8.14| 28.14 6 _Bourbon 19.64 47.78
471[Dextar 206.7) 0.0] _0.0% 2000 060 388 000 2589 18] Cowley | 18.97]  “4EE1
425 Highland __ 280.7] . 00| B.8% 2008 10,07 080 000 30.07 22 Dopiphan | ~— 1484  44.61
429 Troy 405.2 0.0| 7.8%| 2000 783 000 0.00 2562 22| Doniphan 14.84 44.46
406 Wathena 407.0) 0.0] 00% 20000 000 0.00 0.0 22.58] 22| Donipnan 14.84 37.42
433 Midway 232.0 0.0, 0.0%] 20000 0.00] _0.00 _0.00] 20.00] 22| Doniphan 14.84 34,84
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Dodge City Commumty College

Service Area Counties 1571 .. 82.4%

Southwest Kansas, Not Service Avea 91 4.3%

Westof Hwy 31, but not S.W.K. 63 33%

Fast of Hwy 81 a9 2.1%
70 Kansas Counties Represented

Cut-of-State (20 States & 17 Countries) 142 T4%

Total Headvount 1,207

Service Area COunbies .. emrmmsocorssrasorer vreren 13562 e T8.0%

Southwest Kansas, Mot Sexrvice Area 925 4.7%

Westof Hwy 31, butnot S.W.K. .. 73 36%

East of Hwy 87 .. 57 2.3%
74 Kansas Caunuw}lepremrted

Gut-of-State (19 States & 14Countries) 112 5.6%

Total Headeount 2,002
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HB 2028 02/11/01 Stephen Bohrer, USD 443

In the past eight years Dodge City public schools have increased an average 127
students per year. Nine hundred additional students make it hard to keep up purchases
of books, waste cans, desks, file cabinets, and library books. The general fund budget
has expanded, with help of the legislatire and the LOB, to meet the increased staffing
needs of the district and associated expenses of adding three elementary schools and
now a 336,000 square foot high school. but it hasn't been easy, What an understatement!

In the past eight years the district has voted two bond issues totaling $60,000,000 that
will culminate with a total of 500,000 new o remodeled square feet of space. Our
problem is trying to equip it to today'= standards. The high school needs 600 additional
computers now, and the elementary schools are stil] using 486 computers, We've lopped
off the green house and can't purchase the needed equipment to mow the sikty acre site.
We've contracted for $74,000 in moving expenses, The district's technology plan is $0.8
million per year short of implementation, The elementary school parking lots were
scaled back to allow for more inside needs, but the stretching can't go on forever, There
are 120 additional students coming nexvt year!

The new high school that will open in August, needs four additional custodians and
will be full on the first day with three leachers with no assigned classroom. By the next
year the existing high school will have been remodeled into a 750 student 5th/6th grade
center that will necessitate hiring eight custodians, six cooks, and three secretaries as it
will be additional space with no transfers except for the 5th grade teachers who will free
rooms at the elementary schools, All of that building's furniture and equipment will hae
to be purchased new, as it is all expanded space to accommodate our growth, All of this

will still leave the district with one of the highest pupil teacher ratios in the state: nearly
26 to one,

The tax payers have been wondrous ir providing the necessary resources to
accommodate the phenomenal growth of this decade, What we can't do is keep up with
the needs of school improvement, a growing majority Hispanic population, a 80% free
and reduced population, aging technology, and other circumstances that endanger our
ability to provide the quality, all desire.

New Facility Weighting (NFW) would help us meet these needs, As explained
elsewhere in our testimony, we can notaccess the trigger for NFW as the community
feels maxed out after two successful bond elections and new community improvements
that increased the sales tax. Wealthier districts (i.e.: valuation per student) seem to be
able to have it all. Their generally younger and more upwardly mobile populations
understand better the importance of education and are willing to pay for it. Court cases
and legislation have taught us this decade that where one lives should not make a
difference in the quality of education students receive, but besides equity we're having
problems with adequacy. The 25 mills that Ford County taxpayers currently provide for

the community college make the total education levy in the county one of the highest in
the state: nearly 26 to 1. '
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Statewide Benefits: H..B, 2028 Superintendent Sharol Little

As superintendent of Dodge City Public Schools I am asking for your support for H..B,

2028. The journal article entitled, “Who's Going To Fix Our School Buildings,” (page
10) points our that

- Voters don't want higher taxes,
- School administrations and Roards are not equipped to address complex and
technical facility problems,

- Architects, engineers, and contractors have large perscnal and financial interests
at stake.

Legislators are the ones with the answers.

Two untruths about this Bill:
1. 1 have heard this Bill referred to as the “Dodge City Bill,”
However, it will provide relief for the school districts located in the 18

counties that have a community college which levy property taxes (p.12). This
represents

- 62 school districts or 20% (excluding Johnson County)
- 100,324 students or 22%
2, This bill does not take funds from any school district. It provides relief to those

districts burdened with property tax. It benefits both large and small districts
equally.

New Facilities Weighting (NFW) has heen enjoyed by school districts with a full 25%
Local Option Budget for years. As shown in the chart on page 11, nine of the 19 that
have a full LOB use NFW. The Dodge City School district or any other district that is

trying to better their school buildings should be able to qualify for New Facilities
Weighting, '

One of the reasons these 60 districts cannot qualify for a full LOB and thus NFW is
because they are also assessed community college property tax levies which average 25

_mills across the state, And yet the students attending the community calleges come from
the entire state (p. 6).

There are 32 district located in a county with a regents institution which are not assessed
additional tax levies for the university in their county. The entire state helps to fund these
regent institutions, As a result, the school districts in these counties averzge a higher
usage of LOB funds and qualify for NFW when they open a new building (9), If they

were assessed an additional property tax for the unjversity in their county it might be a
different story.

Example: The Hays school district is located 150 miles to the north of Dodge City in
Ellis County where the regents institution of Fort Hays State University is located. They

-
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have a full LOB since its inception, ‘I hey are able to build new buildings in the midst of
declining enrollment, They qualify for NEW on every portable they have added in the Jast
six years. This past year they even levied an additional two mills in their capital outlay
without protest, They boast # class size of 13 to 1 and good yearly raises. If they were
assessed the additional 25 mills for their college they would be at the same level ag Dodge
City (see page 9; Hays is 49.64 + 25 millg = 79.64, Dodge City is 80.98 - 25 mills =
75,98).

Closing
We are asking for your help in the passage of H,,B.2028. It would give 60 districts and
over 100,000 students who reside in a community college county the opportunity to

qualify for New Facilities Weighting without a full LOB

Questions?

Da
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 Who's Going to Fix Our School Buildings?

as “Chicken Little” correct? Is
Wthe sky really falling? If yon're

in one of our nation’s publie
school buildings, there’s a good
chance it was only a chunk of the
plaster ceiling.

In their struggle to survive, many
public schools find themselves in a
“Catch 22" — they can't get addition-
al funding until they produce better
results, and yet they aren’t able to pro-
duce bettet results without increased
funding. Inadequate facilities are but
one part of today’s public school cri-
sis, However, facilities appear to be
the most difficult and most expensive
part of the problem to be solved,

How can publje schools be expect-
ed to improve the guality of their edu-
cational product dramatically in build-
ings built in a different time, for a
totally different set of social, cultural
and educational norms? The majority
of our school buildings arc not only
antiquated, they are worn out. In fact,
in many cases they are falling apart,

The voters in many parts of this
country seem very reluctant to provide
their public schools with the addition-
a] money needed to repair and main-
tain their facilities. This dilemma is
most prevalent in the poorest urban
and rural districts, where the problems
are most severe and the resources are
most limited.

It is JudicTous to belisve that within
the foreseeable future these school dis-
tricts will be able to raise the large
bankrolls réquired to redevelop and
adequately cquip their public school
facilities to serve the basic physical,
emotional and psychological nceds of
the children they are expected to edu-
cate. Teachers cannot successfully
teach in environments where children
do not feel physically safe, comfort-
able or emotionally secure.

Every day the scope of this school
facility problem gets bigger and the
cost of its resolution grows at an accel-
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erating pace. Many school districts can
no Jonger convince their largely digen-
chanted public rhat they should once
again vote to increase their own taxes to
pay for tremendanely expensive capital
improvement prajects,
Many of our public school
Sacilities are wearing out.
Voters are not inclined to
give their public schools
the money they need to fix
their facilities. Qur school
boards’ administrators are

¢ not QE m'p];;d to address

m_
these complex and techni-

cal facility problems,

School bosrds and school adminis-
trators are dedicated, well-meaning
and capable people, School superin-
tendents and administrators are trained
to educate and are experienced and
qualified in the administration of
school system However, school board
members and s-hool administrators
are almost never experts in school
facility design and construction.

" Expecting a school administrator or a

» board of education member to assume
the role of prnject manager and direc-
tor of a multi-millinn-dollar facility

- development rroject is comparable to
asking your accountant to perform a

. foot canal on yrur abeessed tooth,
~ School districts faced with major

facility devélorment needs are timning

to architects and construction man=
agers Lo guide them through the minc-

10

ficld of the facility design and con-
struction process, Most architects and
contractors are highly qualified profes-
sionals who truly want to help their
clients gain the maximdm valve from
their development projects. Hovvever,
creative people tend to be etemal opti-
mists. In their efforts to keep their
clients happy, they often convince
themselves, as well as the clients, that
the project will develop without hitch-
es, changes, problems or surprises and
that the construction bids will all come
in at or below the cost estimates, It's
not what architects and construction
managers tell their clients that gets
their projects into hot water, It is what
they sometimes neglect to cormmuni-
cate that ends up giving everyone a

. bad case of heartburn,

So there’s the rub. Many of our
public school facilities are wearing
out, Voters are not inclined to give
their public echools the money they
need to fix their facilities. Our school
boards’ administrators are not
equipped to address these complex and
technical facility problems.

Architects, engineers and contrac-
tors have large personal and financial
interests at stake, which may conflict
with their ability to représent the inter-
ests of a project fairly and without bias,
hat are public school disticts to
do? This is the hundred-billion-dollar
question that state and federal legisla-
tors must answer if we are to provide
all school-aged children a thorough
and effective education, A

David L. Pressler is chair and CEQ of
PFB Architects, Inc., in Cincinnati,

Ohio, and a member of the Madeira
City Schools Board of Educarion,
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Support Material for HB 2028

An act concerning school district finance that woul

d allow a district in a county with a community
college 10 more easily access "Naw Facilitie

s Weighting" for equipping a new building

Average  Average Average Toial Mill
l g
N;ir:,::;r,ff Authorized  Used  LOB mill Levy For Affected

LOB%  LOB%  levy Al Fungs Students
— = - ~m==:ga_—___-—_
districts in a county with &
community college 62 14.0 8.9 9.5 43.0 100,324

(excluding Johnson County)

districts in a county with a

regents institution 32 15.0 12.3 11.4 46.2 131,995
Kansas as a whole 304 14 9.9 9.82 40.24 447 777
. low LOB highLOB average
lots
districts Li levy levy LOB levy_
districts with an LOB 268 88% 0.16 38.45 11.04
districls without an LOB 35 12% ‘

districts with "new facilities weighting” /@ Ulysses, 214; Blue Valley, 229; Gardner, 231; DeSolo,
232, Olathe, 233; Hays, 489; Kansas City, 500; Topeka,
501, Shawnee Mission, 613 £[Kact

districts with a full 25% LOB 19

L
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Allen County Communily College, lola 11. Highland Community College, Highland
Barton County Cammunily College, Greal Bend [2. Hutchinson Community Cellege, Hutchinson
Butler County Comnmunity College, El Dorado 13. Independence Commuriity College, Independence
Cloud County Community College, Concordia 14. Johnson County Community Caollepe, Overland Park
Colffeyville Cammunily College, Coffeyville 15. Kansas City Kansas Communily College, Kansas Cily
Colby Community College, Colby 16. Labetle Comunity Cellege, Parsons
Cowley County Community College, Arkansas City - 17. Neosho County Commnnity College, Chanute
Deodge City Comnmunity College, Dodge City 18. Pratt Community College, Prau
Fort Scott Community Collegz, Fort Scott 19. Seward County Community College, Liberal
Garden City Community College, Garden Cily -
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\_KANSAS
ASSOCIATION

TO: House Committee on Education

FROM: Mark Tallman, Assistant Executive Director

DATE: February 12, 2001

RE: Testimony on H.B. 2070 — School Board Development Program

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify in support of H.B 2070, which you voted to
introduce at our request.

What the bill would do:

H.B. 2070 would require each member of the board of education of a unified school
district to earn a minimum of 10 credit hours of board development each year (Sec. 3). The State
Board of Education would adopt rules and regulations to administer the program and set
standards for the approval of board development programs (Sec. 2). Any person or organization
could apply to state board for approval to sponsor qualifying programs. The state board could
also revoke approval if the program failed to meet qualifications (Sec. 4). School board members
could also apply to the state board for approval of educational activities from sponsors that the
state board had not approved (Sec. 5). The state board would keep a record of credit hours earned
by local board members and could grant waivers or extensions of time to complete requirements
due to hardship, disability or other good cause (Sec. 3, (b) and (c)).

What the bill would not do: -

The bill does not contain a penalty for noncompliance. Board members would not be
removed from office if they did not complete the requirements of the bill. However, each board
member’s compliance would be public record and could be a factor in local electoral decisions by
the voters.

History of the bill:

Prior to the early 1990’s, KASB opposed mandatory training programs for local board
members. At that time, however, KASB members were becoming increasingly concerned about
the need for strengthening education and the role played by local board members. KASB was
one of the first school board associations in the nation to develop services around the area of
educational quality and improvement. In 1991, the KASB Delegate Assembly, composed of a
delegate chosen by every member board, voted to change our association’s position to support

mandatory board member training.
House Edycatiop Committee
Date: % 2/52{ o/
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In 1992, a bill identical to H.B. 2070 was introduced with KASB’s support and passed
both the House and Senate. However, Governor Joan Finney vetoed it and a vote to override fell
short. KASB requested introduction of this bill several times in subsequent years, but no action
has been taken by the Legislature.

Why this bill is needed:

The Kansas constitution is one of the few in the nation that actually requires local control
of education by requiring that public schools be “maintained, developed and operated by locally
elected boards.” Although the Legislature has very broad power to determine the structure,
organization and powers of school districts, it cannot override the constitutional requirement that
local school boards, elected by the people, play a key role in the governance of public schools.

However, the governance of public education has become increasingly complex. Quite
simply, schools and school boards cannot exist and operate in a vacuum. To effectively discharge
their responsibilities for the children of Kansas under an ever-widening array of state and federal
requirements, school board members need information and education. Local control cannot be
synonymous with isolation. If we expect teachers and administrators to receive continuing
education — and Kansas requires this through both state law and regulations — we should expect
no less from the boards that employ and supervise them.

How boards and board members could receive training:

The bill is very broad in allowing for training to be provided. Our organization provides
a number of training opportunities throughout the year and would expect to apply for approval of
these programs. But programs provided by regional service centers, colleges and universities,
and even private individuals, could also be approved by the state board. Many of these programs
are offered at conferences in different locations throughout the state or at national meetings.
However, KASB also provides training programs for individual boards so that no additional
travel is required. Other program providers could certainly do the same.

Requirements in other states:

This requirement would not be unique to Kansas. Attached is a report prepared about one
year ago by the North Carolina School Boards Association, which indicates that approximately 16
states have a board training requirement. As you can see, these provisions vary considerably

throughout these states.

Thank you for your consideration.

-



School Board Training

NOATH CAROLINA SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION

State Required Length Type Enforcement Commentary
Training
Alabama No -
Alaska No
Arizona No
Arkansas Yes 6 hours None
[§ 6-13-629]
California No
Colorado No
Connecticut No
Delaware No
District of Columbia | No After June, 2000, the
Board of Education
will regain full
authority and
probably authorize
required training.
Florida No
Georgia Yes 1 day (proposed | Annual Some B:ard is in‘ém]:imt?n
< A . of state standard i
[§ 20-2-230] legislation of (neg'flt{ve required training is
12 hours) publicity) ik .
Hawaii No
Idaho No
Illinois No
Indiana No
Iowa No
Kansas No Legislative attempts
at requiring training
have occurred over
the past decade, but
nothing has yet teen
passed.
Kentucky Yes Scaled Annual Yes State Board may
[§ 160.180(5)] requirements: 12 remove member
) ‘| hours for members gai_t"d_ upon report of
. _ eficient training
‘e:’(l]t)t;r(: eiﬁm from Board
2 Association.
8 hours for 4-7 Attorney General may
years; file ouster proceeding
4 hours for 8 or in circuit court (less
more years. likely than State
Board removal, but
possible).
Louisiana Yes 6 hours First year only | No Enfor‘ﬁﬂﬂf*t le a
. current topic 0
[RS. 17'53.] debate.
[1998 Session,
Act 66, H.B.
No. 71]
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Maine No
Maryland No
Massachusetts No Association's Board
of Directors will
propose a resolution
to the legislature to
require training
November, 1999.
Michigan No
Minnesota Yes About 3 hours | First year only | No Required training for
123B.09 the subject of school
[§ ) ] finance only.
Mississippi Yes 6 hours Yes Removal
[§ 37-7-306]
Missouri Yes 16 hours First year only | Not A ;chog(l) di;tﬁct )
. whose board members
[§ 162.203] specifically were o trained was
marked down on its
accreditation.
However, the state
board had not
followed
administrative
rulemaking
procedures, and a
court ruled against the
accreditation
repercussion.
Montana No
Nebraska No
Nevada No
New Hampshire No
New Jersey Yes Training First year only | No
[§ 18A: 12-33] | program with
unspecified
hours
New Mexico No Association's Board
of Directors will
probably propose
legislation requiring 5
hours of training in
September, 1999.
New York No Some legislative
interest in mandating
training,.
North Carolina Yes 12 hours Annual No X:iﬂl;?us Smf,r-ceis of
ing, subjec
[N'C'G'S’ include law, finance,
§ 115C-50] duties and
I responsibilities.
North Dakota Yes First year only | No
[§ 15-29-01.1]
Ohio No
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Oklahoma Yes Scaled Yes Removal by
[Title 70 O.S. § reqmtreménﬁ for 5 local board
5-110, §§ 57, | Yoarem: =28
2 members - 15 hrs
58. Title 51 within 1 year and
0O.S. § 8, §727.] | 12 hours over the
next 4 yrs;
Incumbents - 6 hrs
within 1¥ year and
12 hours over next
4 yrs.
Oregon No
Pennsylvania No Unsuccessful attempts
to require training in
past 2 yrs
Rhode Island No
South Carolina Yes Unspecified First year only | No Subjects include
[§ 59-1 9_45] policy development,
personnel,
superintendent
relations, finance,
law. ethics and
cominunity relations
South Dakota No
Tennessee Yes 1 day Annual Yes Commissioner may
[§ 49_2_ withhold fundmg or
remove member.
202(3)(5 )] State department
monitors training
attendance.
Texas Yes Not explicit Some enforcement
through accreditation
[§ 11'159] sanctions. Also, local
board sends report of
non-compliance to
media prior to
elections.
Utah No
Vermont No
Virginia Yes 1 event/year Some An extra event is
[ § 25 1. required and there is a
’ ossibility of removal.
253.13:5] pessii
Washington No
West Virginia Yes 7 hours Annually Yes Removal (district
[§ 18-5-1 a] attorney prosecutes
and court removes
from office)
Wisconsin No
| Wyoming No
3




TO: NCSBA

FROM: Rachel Esposito

DATE: September 21, 1999

RE: States Requiring School Board Training — Penalties and Procedures

Arkansas
¥ no penalty

Georgia
* GA education Leadership Academy verifies attendance
* no statutory penalty

» negative publicity

Kentucky

* removal

* local board certifies completion in writing to KSBA

» State Board may remove based upon report from KSBA

* Dept. of Education reports names of members who fail to complete training to
the Attorney General

Louisiana
» local superintendent verifies completed training
» no penalty

Minnesota
* no statutory penalty
» provision for removal but not formally tied to missing training

Mississippi
* removal if training not completed within 6 mos.

Missouri
» no statutory penalty

New Jersey
» no statutory penalty

North Dakota
» no statutory penalty



States Requiring School Board Training — Penalties and Procedures 2

QOklahoma
* removal
* local board of education declares seat vacant

South Carolina
* no penalty

Tennessee
* removal
» commissioner of education removes if training requirements prescribed by state
board have not been met

Texas

¥ no statutory penalty

Virginia
¥ no statutory penalty
¥ extra event is required

» possible threat of removal

West Virginia
* removal

> state board petitions circuit court of Kanawha County to remove if member
fails to complete training without good cause



Bluemont Hall Manhattan, KS 665086 (913) 532-5886

February 12, 2001

TO: HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE

FROM: SCHOOLS FOR QUALITY EDUCATION--Jacque Oakes
SUBJECT: HB 2070--SCHOOL -BOARDS, DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Mr. Chair and Members of the Committee:

Schools for Quality Education is an organization represent-
ing 111 small school districts.

We are submitting written testimony in favor of HB 2070
which would allow the State Board of Education to prescribe
standards for accreditation of sponsors of programs and
courses for School Board members for their continuing edu-
cation and development. a

School Board members are to be admired because they volun-
tarily, without pay, enter into service to manage and improve
their school district in their own individual communities.
There are no.-qualifications to run. fof the offfcé nor should
there be. But now, with QPA, there are many more requirements
and procedures for school districts which require the attention
of School Board members. Administrators and teachers are
highly trained, and we believe School Board members should
receive just a small piece of their own training.

Among the many priorities, School Board members must learn to
be policy makers, time managers and user friendly. It is not
easy to know when you are micromanaging your district instead
of overseeing the policies and delegating the duties. Too
many hours can be spent on chasing the wrong issues or on too
many details. Decisions made in the late evening hours are
not sometimes the best ones. School Board members must have
the ability to Tisten to their patrons, and then they need to
discern whether the issue is valid and who needs to hear it.

We believe School. Board members will be better qualified to
keep up with the ever changing issues if this development
program, HB 2070, is passed by the House Education Committee.
Thank you for your consideration.

House Education Committee
Date: a{//g//@/
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