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MINUTES OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION.

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Senator Dwayne Umbarger at 1:12 p.m. on March 28,
2001 in Room 245-N of the Capitol.

All members were present except:

Committee staff present: Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statutes
Ben Barrett, Legislative Research Department
Carolyn Rampey, Legislative Research Department
Judy Steinlicht, Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statutes
Ben Barrett, Legislative Research Department
Chris Cartwright, Legislative Research Department

Others attending: See Attached List
Substitute for HB2051--School Finance

Written testimony is attached from Craig Grant, KNEA, (Attachment 1); Karl Peterjohn, Kansas
Taxpayers Network, (Attachment 2) and Bob Corkins, Kansas Public Policy Institute, (Attachment 3).

Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statutes and Ben Barrett, Legislative Research Department explained
Substitute for HB2051. (Attachment 4)

Senator Downey made a motion for an amendment to Substitute for HB2051 to change the number of

students for correlation weighting from 1700 to 1690 with a corresponding change on low enrollment.
Senator Vratil seconded the motion. Motion carried.

Senator Lee made motion for an amendment to Substitute for HB2051 to remove the amendment that

converted special education funding to a pupil weighting approach. Seconded by Senator Hensley.
Motion carried.

Senator Vratil made a motion for an amendment to reduce the amount for the school finance study from
$450.,000 to $225.000 and to add the substance of SB134 to Substitute for HB2051. Seconded by

Senator Hensley. Motion carried.

Senator Vratil made a motion for an amendment to Substitute for HB2051 to add a paragraph to
encourage an eye examination by an optometrist or ophthalmologist to determine if a child suffers from
conditions which might impair the ability to read. The cost would be the responsibility of the child’s

parent if not covered by insurance. The motion was seconded by Senator Schodorf. Motion carried.
(Attachment 5)

Senator Oleen made a motion to amend Substitute for HB2051 by removing the amendment to change
the formula on how to count kindergarten students and retain the formula as it was at .5 FTE. Seconded
Senator Downey. Motion carried.

Senator Umbarger made a motion to amend Substitute for HB2051 by striking, on page 5. in the last
sentence in subsection (c). “an intensive research based reading intervention component” and inserting
“intensive interventions for K-3 pupils needing assistance in achieving mastery of basic reading, writing
and mathematics skills”. The motion was seconded by Senator Vratil. Motion carried. (Attachment 6)

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. Page 1




CONTINUATION SHEET
March 28, 2001

Chairman Umbarger called upon Chris Cartwright, Legislative Research Department, to explain the two
year funding proposal in Substitute for HB2051. (Attachment 7)

Chairman Umbarger recessed the meeting at 2:30 p.m.

The meeting reconvened at 5:00 p.m. in Room 123-S.

After discussion, Senator Vratil made a motion to amend Substitute for HB2051 by replacing the
Governor’s language with that source of revenue explained by Chris Cartright in attachment 7 above.

Seconded by Senator Schodorf. Motion carried.

To ensure that the Governor’s extended learning proposals have the authority that schools will need to
implement them, Senator Vratil made a motion to amend SB313 into Substitute for HB2051 which
clearly would give schools authority to require students to attend extended school. Seconded by Senator
Hensley. Motion carried.

Senator Umbarger made a motion to amend the Governor’s bill by going into the 2002-03 school year and
putting an additional $130 in the second year base, with the funding coming from the amendments put

into Substitute for HB2051 today. Seconded by Senator Downey. Motion passed.

Comments were made that if the Committee passes a multi-year program, the Committee would expect
that the districts make the plan work and not come back next year asking for more money. Also, that the
children that are at-risk are many times from the lower income families and they are the ones who say
they cannot afford more taxes. These are the very people who will receive the greatest benefit out of an
increase in taxes. They are the people who are the most needful of this plan.

Senator Downey made a motion to pass Substitute for HB2051 out favorably as amended. Seconded by
Senator Vratil. Motion carried.

Chairman Umbarger thanked the Committee for all the hard work this session. Meeting adjourned.

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. Page 2
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KANSAS SCHOOL FINANCE COALITION

Craig Grant Testimony
Senate Education Committee
March 27, 2001

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Craig Grant and today I am making a statement on
behalf of the Kansas School Finance Coalition. As you have heard before, the coalition includes
membership from the Kansas Association of School Boards, Kansas National Education
Association, United School Administrators of Kansas, Schools for Quality Education, Kansas
Education Coalition, Kansans for Local Control, Unified School District 259 (Wichita), Unified
School District 229 (Blue Valley), Unified School District 233 (Olathe), Unified School District
500 (Kansas City), Unified School District 501 (Topeka), and Unified School District 512
(Shawnee Mission).

Lest there be any doubt, I am here to remind you that on March 14 the School Finance
Coalition announced its support for the proposal by Governor Graves on school finance. We
believe that the proposal represents the best hope available for improving the quality of Kansas
public education during the legislative session.

The proposal put forward by the Governor represents the first time since the School
District Finance and Quality Performance Act was adopted in 1992 that a proposal to increase
the base budget per pupil has exceeded the rate of inflation. We are also pleased that the
Governor’s plan gives new recognition to the importance of the extended school year and
education in the early years of a child’s life. This is done without prescribing how this is to be
accomplished by the local schools.

In supporting the Governor’s plan, we are not absolute in the funding mechanism
described in his proposal. We do believe that it represents a comprehensive plan for dealing with
funding of our public education system. If there were other methods of increasing the revenues
necessary for this plan, we would be happy to endorse those methods.

We hope that this committee and the Kansas Senate will continue to show leadership for

education by passing the Governor’s proposal for school finance. Thank you for listening to the

3-48-0/
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School Finance Coalition.
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A STATEWIDE TAX HIKE IS NOT
NEEDED IN KANSAS

L Key points which should be considered by Kansas legislators in examining proposals to raise state
taxes in 2001 for public school spending:

1) Kansas is currently spending close to the national average on K-12 (including state, local and
federal sources) when all tax funds are included.

2) Kansas is currently spending more than any of the surrounding states on K-12 public
schools (see page 3-4). ‘

3) Despite concerns about "teacher shortages" Kansas is currently spending more on teacher
salaries than all but one of the surrounding states according to national NEA figures (see page
3-4).

II. Kansas state taxes are already high in our region

1) The U.S. government's web site for reporting on state taxes for all 50 states shows that Kansas
government taxes already exceed those of our neighboring states. This places Kansas in a
disadvantageous position with our neighbors (see this U.S. government web site:
www.census.gov/ftp/pub/govs/statetax/98tax. txt). . '

2) Current Kansas law makes it much easier to raise school taxes (either state or local) than in
Missouri, Colorado, and Oklahoma. Two of these states require super majorities for approval
of bond issues instead of the Kansas requirement of only a simple majority. These states
require voter approval of state and local tax hikes. Kansas does not in most cases.

. Look at the whole of spending on Kansas public schools and not simply one segment:

1) A significant part of federal funds are excluded from some Kansas district school budgets (see
page 5 and footnotes for this testimony).

2) Base state aid per pupil is only one segment of state school spending.

3) Total state spending on K-12 is only part of the total which is $3.4 billion for less than 450,000
FTE students (see page 7) in 1999-2000. Spending per pupil figures vary depending upon
which enrollment number and which expenditures are, or are not, included by the group
conducting the expenditure study (see page 5).

4) State spending on K-12 is the fastest segment of state spending in the 1990's (see page 5). State
spending on K-12 doubled the rate of inflation since 1991-92 (see page 7).

5) Kansas school districts are retaining sizeable and growing levels of cash at the end of their
fiscal years. Last year Wichita's (USD 259) year ending cash balance exceeded $36 million.

Senale Elweidion
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IV. Kansas Department of Education Data since 1991-92

1)

2)

It is important to look at school finance data which occurred prior to the 1992 school finance
legislation. The 1992 legislation which included a dramatic increase in state income and sales
taxes, is often used as state spending benchmark. However, a fuller picture of state spending

trends appears when earlier data is included.
Since 1991-92 student enrollment statewide has grown by 5.6 percent. Meanwhile the number

of school administrators has grown at 14.6 percent (see page 7).

V. Public school spending does not guarantee student achievement or school accountability

1)

2)

3)

Over $1.5 billion spent in Kansas City, MO school district (which has a smaller enrollment
than Wichita) yet the district has lost certification, student achievement continues to decline,
and the desegregation goal has also failed. This case dramatically indicates that dollars alone
will not guarantee school improvement.

Recent state boundary study included information about four different types of schools: high
spending with low performance, low spending with low performance, high spending with high
performance, and most interesting: low spending with high performance (see: A
Comprehensive Study on the Organization of Kansas School Districts, RFP 00241 Jan. 10,
2001).

Issues relating to curriculum, teacher qualification and other key educational issues are under
the direct control of the Kansas State Board of Education. So the legislative role is indirect.



State spends more
on educating kids
than most in region

BY L LESSHER
The Wichita Eagle

A tax increase for education?

School districts want it, and Gov. Bill Graves says he'd
sign a bill making it happen.

But some state lawmakers say we're spending enough —
on education already — more dollars per student than
nearly every state in the region.

Kansas spends more than Arkansas, lowa, Missouri, i
Nebraska and Oklahoma, states with a similar cost of oy e R e ey
living. .
Only in Colorado and Texas, where living expenses Tfﬁ&ﬁi‘i&i‘ sa!ar&gs i U3, o .Spmm@ per pupil in
and incomes are higher, do officials spend more per Highest - Connecticut: $51,584 J the U.8.
student. LOW.'ESLJ" South Dakota: $28,652 Highest - New Jersey: $9,703
That’s according to a study by the National Education Ea"g_" h:"'e"fge'iio'w? e : Lowest — Utah: $3807
Association, one of the nation's largest teachers' unions. e,;;g;f A ;“adf;";aid %'Egéoom Wl o reed abot  National average: $6,261

$47000 to have the same slandard of kving in Hartford, Conn.

Saurce: Nalional Education Association Research's annual
“Rankings of the States and Estimates of School Statistics” repord The Wichita Eagl=

THE WICHITA EAGLE © TUESDAY, JANUARY 16, 2001

CORRECTICAS & CLARIRCATIGS

E_Kansaé spends more money per student than any state in the region except
Texas, Colorado pays its teachers more than Kansas. Information in Sunday's
paper was incomect.

gk

The study examines per-student
spending for the 1997-98 and 1998-
99 academic years, the most recent
data available.

Spending per student varies widely
across Kansas, from $4,300 to
$12,300. The Wichita school district
spends $5,098. The statewide aver-
age was $5,885 per student in the
'98-99 academic year, not counting
school building and renovation pro-
jects, according to the NEA.

Next came lowa at $5,725, fol-
lowed by Nebraska, Oklahoma and
Arkansas.

State Sen. Susan Wagle, R-Wichita,
who opposes a tax increase for public
education, would like to see a legisla-
tive committee more closely compare
neighboring states’ data on school
spending and student performance.,

When lawmakers see that Kansas
comes out toward the top in educa-
ton spending, “they’ll be surprised,
and I think there will be much less of
a desire to increase taxes and pour
excess amounts of money into educa-
tion,” Wagle said.

But other= say Kansas' standing is
nothing to brag about.

“The surrounding states aren't
doing well, so that shouldn't be our
measure,” said Dale Dennis, deputy
commissioner of the state
Department of Education,

“Continued improvement and
achievement should be our goal.”

Selling a tax increase

Lt. Gov. Gary Sherrer, a former
teacher, has made the rounds of local
community groups to warm them up
to the idea of a tax increase, which he
believes is the only way to pay for the
extra $215 million recommended by
the governor’s education task force.

“When it comes to our future,”
Sherrer said, "I don't think pretty
good is good enough. We are ata
very critical crossroads with our



K-12 education. We can do better.”

“klahoma last passed a tax

1se for education in 1990 and
a0 plans to do so again.

It boosted education spending by
$500 million to $2 billion over the
past five years — a state record —but
Gov. Frank Keating wants to see
improved student performance
blgfg)re proposing similar funding
commitments.

“We expect every dollar spent to be
a reform dollar," Keating spokesman
John Cox said. “We passed charter
schools and more rigorous academic

' requirements, but we don't have as
much 1o show for it in terms of
reform yet. It's been slow.”

Kansas educators, Gov. Graves and
some Jawmakers are more hopeful
that with extra money, they can pro-

" vide all-day kindergarten and com-
petitive teacher salaries and, there-
fore, make schools better.

“Go talk with first grade teachers in
schools with all-day kindergarten,
and they'll say the re is a remarkable
improvement in the quality of stu-
dents they're getting,” Sherrer said.
“Getting some money here and some
money there helps but doesn't go to
the fundamental issue of having the
resources necessary to dramatically
move our education system forward”
like the $215 million would.

Sherrer looks to successful school
bond votes in Wichita, Emporia,
Great Bend and Newton as signs the

ublic is willing to pay extra taxes as
ong as the money is used effectively
on schools.

But Wagle said lawmakers may

- need reminding of a 1991 report by
the auditing arm of the Legislature
that showed the amount of money
spent on education had nothing to do
with performance.

A recent Wichita Eagle analysis also
~howed that more spending per pupil

i not correspond with better stu-

 performance.

The Eagle found that some districts
getting lots of state aid had low
scores on the most recent statewide
assessment test while some districts
operating with the fewest dollars had
high test scores.

While House Speaker Kent

Glasscock and Wagle appear unwill-
_ ing to support a tax hike to boost

“Go talk with first grads
teachers In schoels with il
day kindergarten, and they'll
say there is a remariabla
improvement in the quality
of students they're gotting.
Getting some money here

and some money there helps.. .

but dossn’t go to the
fundamental issus of having
the reseurces nacessary to
dramatically move our |
education system forward"
lilke the $215 million woull, -
Lt. Gov. Gary Sherrer

education spending, Wagle doesn’t
underestimate the influence the
teachers’ lobby could hold over her
colleagues.

“There's a possibility of being worn
down so much by the lobbyists that
we walk out of here with a tax
increase,” she said.

The Kansas NEA was the No, 2 con-
tributor to lawmakers in 1999 and
No. 3 in 1998, donating more than
$125,000, according to the Kansas
Governmental Ethics Commission.
Only the Kansas Contractors
Association gave more,

Raising pay for teachers

The Kansas NEA is particularly con-
cermned about teacher pay. During the
'98-99 academic year, the average
salary was $37,405, a number that
falls in the middle of national rank-
ings.

%so be competitive with other states
and the marketplace, 25th place is
not where they want to be, said
Dennis and education task force chair
David Braiit, the Kansas securities
commissioner.

“We're producing people at our
universities with math and technolo-
gy backgrounds they can use to
‘teach, but they are going to the pri-
vate sector, which pays very well,”
Dennis said.

He said there were 530 teacher
positions open last August, up from
196 the previous year. Dennis said

substitutes were used to make up the

difference.

Like Kansas, educators in
Oklahoma and Nebraska are also
clamoring for money for teacher rais-
es this Legislative session.

Each teacher in Oklahoma got a
$3,000 raise two years ago, totaling

at least $60 million, the largest one- -

time increase in history. The
Oklahoma Educators Association was
pleased but says $117 million is
needed for raises again this year to
keep pace with other states.

It's too early to tell what amount, if

any, lawmakers will approve.

Chances are slim that Nebraska
educators will get to push through a
half-cent sales tax increase and use
the extra $100 million generated to
boost each of its teacher’s pay
between $2,000 and $5,000.

Nebraska Gov. Mike Johanns isn’t
willing to sign a tax increase to pay
for it, as Graves would do in Kansas.
Johanns thinks the state can find
money within its current budget to
help underpaid teachers. He is target-
ing only those in rural areas.

e o

- | ‘
Help from Washington DY

~ U.S. Reps. Todd Tiahrt, R-
Goddard, Jerry Moran, R-Hays, and
. Dennis Moore, D-Lenexa, are amon
a growing number of congressmen
who want to send states more mon:
10 help with raises.’

“If we can get the federal govern-
ment to belly up its share of special
education costs, that would free up
some money back home to pay our
{eachers better,” said Tiahrt, who
opposes a state tax increase,

The federal government pledged i

- 1975 to pay as much as 40 percent «
special education costs. Yet today, il

-pays for only 16 percent nationwid:
up from 12 percent last year. That
slight boost will bring an extra $16.
million in federal dollars to'Kansas

.-+ between 2000 and 2002.. _

Reach Lori Lessner at (202) 383-6055
or llessner@krwashington.com
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Kansas State Public Scheol Finance, By Karl Peterjohn, Exec. Dir.

There is a working premise within this task force and the bulk of the public corﬁmentary that Kansas
school finance is broken and additional tax funds are needed to fix it (A) The evidence indicates that
Kansans pay more in local, state, and federal taxes to finance public schools than any of our neighboring

states.(B)

My experience in discussing Kansas school finance is that several key points are overlooked or ignored
in discussing public school expenditures:

1) The focus on state funding for base aid per pupil is highly misleading since it overlooks many other
state expenditures, plus ignores local and federal expenditures which are relevant. State spending of
$3,820 per pupil per year is not what is being spent in the average public school. The current figure for
1998-96 exceeds $7,000 per pupil per year.(C)

2) The discussion of state spending per pupil usually begins with 1993. However state figures indicate
that between 1890 and 2000 state spending on K-12 grew by $1.429 billicn or 174.8 percent. This is
more than doubie the growth rate in state spending in these areas: SRS (47.4%), Regents (63%), and
Corrections (65%).(D)

3) Despite the soaring state spending, educational performance of the public schools has not been
proven. There does not seem to be a correlation between dollars spent and the quality of the education
being provided, which is an issue which extends beyond the border of Kansas.(E)

4) School spending figures often exclude some sources of revenue. For instance, USD 259 (Wichita)
treats federal title funds and student fees as "non budgeted revenues" in their fiscal documents. K these
dollars are included the spending per pupil in the state's largest school district would grow by roughiy
$30 million a year. This is the rough equivalent of another $600 per year in spending per pupil.

5) One of the trickiest figures to grasp is simply, "How many students are there?" Kansas uses three
numbers: Full Time Equivalent (FTE), Headcount, and Weighted FTE. If you use these three
measurements for enrollment and divide, say Wichita's USD 259's spending per pupil in 1989-2000, you
get expenditures of either: $5,886 (Weighted FTE), $8,447 (Headcount), or $5,798 (FTE). If the non
budgeted revenues are added these figures grow to: $6,402 (Weighted FTE), $7,012 (Headcount), or
$7,394 (FTE).(F)

Since average daily attendance was well below all three of these enroliment figures, the actual spending
per pupil per year in attendance was well above $8,000 per year in Wichita. Since the enroliment
numbers can be varied by which measurement is used, this task force needs to define its “yardstick" for
measuring expenditures which fully covers all spending for public schools in Kansas.

CONCLUSION

The school finance formula will continue to be an issue as long as the bulk of spending for Kansas public
schools is derived from multiple levels of government. However, Kansas spending from these data
sources is at or above the average for our region (Kansas and surrounding states). K-12 public school
spending is the fastest growing part of state expenditures in the decade from 1890-2000. In 1998-99
Kansas public schools spent over $3.158 billion (the state’s share is over $2.2 billion) to educate roughiy
450,000 students—over $7,000 per pupil per year. (G)

While there will be continued pressure to improve public education in Kansas, the problem is not
financial but related to curriculum, instructional issues, testing and other factors which will only be
marginally impacted by changing the amount of tax funds spent. (H)

<-5



FOOTNOTES
A) Wichita Eagle, May 5, 2000, page 1.
B) 1999 Statistical Abstract of the United States, P. 182

C) "Statewide USD Full Spending Picture Reveals Significant Growth," Kansas Public Policy Institute,
Dec. 2, 1999, Similar data can be calculated from "Kansas USD's Expenditure Per Pupil by FTE 1998-
99," KSBE see p. 11, for a similar but earlier study see, Glenn W. Fisher, “"Financing Kansas Schools,"

Kansas Public Policy Institute, Jan. 14, 1997, :

D) Kansas Fiscal Facts Sixth Edition June, 1989, Kansas Legislative Research Department, Topeka, KS,
page 28-7. ,

E) "Does Money Matter in Education?” Lawrence O. Picus, Selected Papers in School Finance 1995
(NCES 97-536); Hanushek, E.A. "When School Finance 'Reform’ May Not be a Good Policy," Harvard
Joumnal on Legislation, 28: 423456, 1981; Hanushek, E.A. "Throwing Money at the Schools," Joumal of
Policy Analysis and Management 1: 19-41; "Report Card cn American Education, A State-by-State
Analysis 1976-1999," American Legislative Exchange Council, Washington, D.C., March, 2000 p. B1.
Non academic coverage of this point: "Trustbusters," Forbes Magazine, June 2, 1997, p. 1456-152; "True
or Faise: More Money Buys Better Schools," Business Week, Aug. 2, 1893, p. 62-85; Awbrey, David,
“Lost time in reforming Kansas schools," Brainstorm, Sept., 2000; Awbrey, David, “"Cause for hope in

public schools?" Wichita Eagle, Feb. 11, 1998,

Picus concludes: "This paper has shown that despite considerable research on the matter, there is still a
great deal of debate as to whether or not money makes a difference in education. Even though everyone
agrees that high spending provides better opportunities for leaming, and seemingly higher student
achievement, statistical confirmation of that belief has been hard to develop..... If we can move away
from measuring school accountability through the way funds are used, and instead measure
accountability in terms of student outcomes, the answer to the question posed in this paper will become
unimportant It won't be whether or not money matters, but how that money is used that matters."

F) "1998-2000 Proposed Budget, Wichita Public Schools, Unified School District No. 259, Wichita,
Sedgwick County, Kansas," p. 21; "1998-2000 Adopted Budget, Wichita Public Schools, Unified School
District No. 258, Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas," p. 27. Enroliment data from SBOE.

G) "Kansas USD s Expenditures Per Pupil, by FTE, 1998-99," Kansas State Board of Education, Topeka,
KS, p. 11.

H) see Picus and Hanushek op cit.
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New Study Examines Practical, Fundamental School Finance Reforms

TOPEKA — As Kansas lawmalkers reassess their financial approach this week for supporting
elementary and secondary schools, an independent nonpartisan research firm today released a
study that examines several ideas for achieving excellence in public K-12th grade education.

Amid talk of overhauling the state’s school finance formula, critics charge that Kansas
underfunds K-12, unfairly distributes state aid to 304 local school districts, and lacks the right
incentives for making public schools accountable.
The Kansas Public Policy Institute addresses each of
these points today in its report entitled “A Real
Student-Centered Focus for Kansas K-12 Finance.”

Authored by Bob L. Corkins, president of
KPPI and veteran of the 1992 legislative debate on
school finance, the study begins by documenting the lists the per pupil revenue figure for
average price of $7,447 per student earmarked last each of the state’s 304 school
year for Kansas’ public K-12 system. Other published districts.
reports of lower spending per pupil, he explains, have
two factors in common: they fail to count all public
school funds and they show Kansas’ funding as quite competitive compared to other states.

On an infra-state basis, full funding per pupil differs between Kansas school districts
in a range from $5,396 up to $12,914 with the median being at $7,699. The study lists the per
pupil revenue figure for each of the state’s 304 school districts.

The study argues for a commitment to the 1992 Legislature’s intent of providing a
student-centered approach to school funding. “The idea is for financing to recognize the
intrinsic needs of students rather than school facilities,” Corkins explains. “If the dollars were
applied properly, there would be no need for spending increases which hundreds of studies
conclude to have no effect on education quality anyway.”

Additional funds for infrastructure or other priorities, Corking contends, should be
raised exclusively at the local school district level, limited by what the local taxpayers will
allow.

On an intra-state basis, full funding
per pupil differs between Kansas
school districts in a range from
$5,396 up to 812,914 with the
median being at 87,699, The study

Other policy options discussed include an open admissions policy for public schools,
such as that embraced by Colorado, and the potential of charter schools to provide innovative
learning environments. KPPI’s study identifies Kansas among 37 states that permit charter
schools, but with only one of those states having an enabling law that is more restrictive than
Kansas’ to charter school growth.

For broader reform, Corkins elaborates on the practical application of a universal
education tax credit. The approach is uniquely designed to offer families with little or no
taxable income a real choice between public and independent schools — without taking away
tax dollars that public schools need.

For immediately addressing a shortage of teachers in the state, the study recommends
reform of the KPERS retirement program into a 401(k)-styled plan. Last year Florida, with
support from that state’s teachers associations, enacted such a change in order to gain a
meaningful recruiting tool to address its own teacher shortage.

# o# #

Bob L. Corkins is president of the Kansas Public Policy Institute, an independent, nonpartisan, nonprofit
research organization based in Topeka, espousing the constitutional principles of limited government,
personal responsibilily and free markets. Full study and text of this release available in digital format

upon request,
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Executive Summary

Controversies about the extent and methods of public kindergarten through 12" grade
finances occur annually, often dominating all Kansas public debate. Today amid talk of an
overhaul of the state’s school finance formula, critics charge that Kansas underfunds K-12,
unfairly distributes state aid to 304 local school districts, and lacks the right incentives for
making public schools accountable. Answering each of these points requires thought about the
value and price of public education.

The average price per student last year in Kansas’ public K-12 system was $7,447.
Other published reports of lower spending per pupil have two factors in common: 1) they
neglect to count a// public school funds; however, 2) they still show Kansas school funding to
be quite competitive when compared to other states. On an intrastate basis, full funding per
pupil differs between Kansas school districts and ranges from $5,396 to $12,914 with the
median being $7,699. The ultimate legal issue is whether public funding satisfies the Kansas
Constitution’s requirement to make suitable provision for financing the state’s educational
interests.

Beyond the constitutional basics, policymakers are free to consider what will make the
quality of Kansas public education even higher. Excellence will not result from infusing more
tax dollars into the traditional public system. Only competition can bring a sustainable drive for
quality in education.

The school finance formula can pave the way for competition. Reform toward a
student-centered approach will make the price of public education more obvious, more
personally relevant, to parents and taxpayers. Student-centered funding recognizes the intrinsic
characteristics of students and would replace Kansas’ current bricks-and-mortar focus. Extra
funds for infrastructure or other priorities should be raised exclusively at the local school district
level, limited by what the local taxpayers will allow.

Policy changes complementary to the formula would introduce public education to
competition. For example, an open admissions policy for public schools should replace
government-assigned facilities. Parents could more freely choose between public schools within
their district or within any other district. Charter schools, one choice among public schools, are
particularly innovative and show great potential. Kansas is among 37 states that permit charter
schools, but only one of those states has an enabling law that is more restrictive than Kansas to
‘charter-school growth.

For broader reform, the most promising competitive idea is for a universal education tax
credit. The approach is uniquely designed to offer families with little or no taxable income a
real choice between public and independent schools — without taking away tax dollars that
public schools need.

Consumer choice is the necessary tool for creating all the right incentives to assure
accountability, quality, and competitive pricing for any product or service. This principle will
apply equally to education if Kansas concentrates more on providing for a strong public service
rather than producing it.
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Make school funding
centered on students

BY BOB L. CORKINS
Special to The Wichira Eagle

Money for public educarion in
this state is distributed through a
school-finance formula tharis seri-
ously flawed. Alarge chorus of
Kansans echo this judgment, but
nobody is suggesting any funda-
mental fix.

Stare political leaders say it’s time
far the K-12 formula to be over-
hauled, A special task force of
experts says it has no rational hasis,
Lidgants flatly declare it is unconsti-
turonal. But shortsighted, reac-
tonary legislation is

state’s level of commimment to any
given student. Beyond legitimate
elements of a student-centered

_ approach, our public-school-finance

process should became neutral.
Once the stare ensures a well-
tailored, suitable minimum for each
student, any additional taxpayer
support, including all capital
improvements, should be endrely a
local district issue.

Will disparate infrastructure
spending cause wild swings in per-
pupil spending from one school dis-
wrict to another? Consider how
hroad the range is already. The
Kansas Department

all that's apparent.

of Educarion reports

Acommonremark  THOSE Who wantto  (a; the median dis-

abour the K-12 commit themselves it spending per
finance system we've to achievin pupil is $7,699 this
had since 1992 ig g 2 year. Half of the
thatftwould func- — €Xcellence in public  Siawe's 304 districts
ton egué[ably anFl to  education should are ]owte):r, with the
everybody’s satisfac- ; lowest being

ton ifwe would just focus on things $5,396; half of them

fund it properly. The - Other than higher

samethingwassaid  funding.
10 years ago about

are higher, topping
ourat $12,914 per
student.

the old School

Disoricr Equalization Act while it
was being replaced. What those
remarks may actually be telling us
is thar even a bad school-finance
plan will keep peaple pacified as
long as we flocd it with enough
money.

Those who want to commit them-
selves 1o achieving excellence in
public educadon should focus on
things other than higher funding.
Qualiry will resulrinstead from a
public system based on the needs of
students. The concept is one for a
smdent-centered approach to fund-
ing. Irwas a big part of the Kansas
Legislamre's intent during the 1992
averhaul of K-12, but the product
fell shorr.

The 1992 reforms established a
level of base state aid per pupil with
weighring facrors thar add for spe-
cial circumstances. The approach is
radonal, but a closer look at the for-
mula shows its strong bricks-and-
mortar bias. Most of its weighting
factors provide additional state aid
for things like low enrollment, high
enrollment, new school facilities
and mransportaton. For the first
ime in 1992, the state also began
paying a significanr part of local dis-
trict bond and interest costs,

Geography should not change the

Withour raising
overall K-12 spending, Kansas could
ensure a minimum level of per-
pupil funding that could be applied
In a much more progressive man-
ner. Taking all local, stare and fed-
eral funds into account while
weightng the formula for intrinsic
student needs, that figure would
today be near §7,000 per weighted
pupil annually,

With this per-pupil revenue
soream assured, local school dis-
tricrs would then make their inde-
pendent decisions abour how much
of it to apply to Infrastructure.
Some school districts might consid-
er self-initiated oprons like consoli-
dation, decentralized learning envi-
ronments, or whatever local tax
increases their citizens would allow.

Kansas parents should be able to
pick any public schoal in the stare
and know that each of their chil-
dren will receive an education there
waorth at least $7,000 per year. That
is the empowerment that a student-
cencered funding formula would
provide — fundamental reform that
key policy makers keep avoiding.

Bob L Corkins is president of the
Kansas Public Policy Institute, g non- +.
partisan, nonprofit research organiza-
lion based in Topeka.

March 2, 2001



VERSION: March 27, 2001

PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE FOR HB 2051

Sub. for HB 2051 modifies the school finance formula, addresses other education
policy matters, and increases certain taxes in connection therewith. The main provisions
are described below:

School Formula Changes

e Base State Aid Per Pupil (BSAPP). BSAPP is increased by $110—from
$3,820 in the 2000-01 school year to $3,930 in 2001-02 and thereafter.

e Correlation Weight. Correlation weight is applied to all school districts
having enroliments of 1,700 and over. (The weight currently applies to all
districts with enroliments of 1,725 and over.) This change increases the
weight's percentage from 6.3211 to 7.2242.

e Special Education. State funding for special education is converted from
a categorical state aid program to a pupil weighting component of the
school finance law. Beginning in the 2001-02 school year, the full-time
equivalent (FTE) exceptional pupil weighting is 3.22 for exceptional
children with severe disabilities and 0.72 for all other exceptional children.

® “Success in School State Aid”"—Extended Learning Time. Each year
school districts will receive $44 per FTE pupil. These funds are to be used
for extended learning time. In order to qualify for this aid, a school district
must submit an approvable plan to the State Board of Education. The
district’'s plan may be for any of the following purposes:

© Providing pupils with additional time to achieve learner exit or
improvement plan outcomes;

© Giving pupils remedial instruction or independent study assis-
tance; and

o Affording pupils opportunity to attain or enhance proficiency in
the basic or higher order thinking skills.

The plan may schedule the extended learning time before or after regular
school hours, on weekends, or during the summer months. The plan must
include an intensive research based reading intervention component and
an evaluation procedure.

\5(44@11 z. JLMI ﬁ,;/
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e At-Risk Pupils. The at-risk pupil weighting is increased from 0.09 in the
2000-01 school year to 0.11 in 2001-02 and thereafter. An amount equal
to 0.01 will be used by the district for achieving mastery of basic reading
skills by completion of the third grade in accordance with standards
established by the State Board of Education. A school district must
include information in its at-risk pupil assistance plan as the State Board
of Education requires about the district’s remediation strategies and its
results in achieving the State Board’'s third grade reading mastery
standards. A school district's report mustinclude information documenting
remediation strategies and improvement made by pupils who performed
below the expected standard on the State Board's second grade diagnos-
tic reading test. A school district whose third grade pupils substantially
meet the State Board standards for mastery of third grade reading skills,
upon request, may be released by the Board from the requirement to
dedicate a specific portion of the at-risk weight to this reading initiative.

® Four Year Old At-Risk Pupils. The four year old at-risk pupil competitive
grant program is expanded by 436 pupils—from 2,230 in the 2000-01
school year to 2,666 in 2001-02 and thereafter.

e Kindergarten Pupils. Pupils who attend kindergarten programs that last
at least six hours will be counted at 0.6 full-time equivalent (FTE) in 2001-
02, 0.7 FTE in 2002-03, 0.8 FTE in 2003-04, 0.9 FTE in 2004-05, and 1.0
FTE in 2005-06 and thereafter. (Currently, pupils who attend kindergarten
are counted at 0.5 FTE.)

Other Education Policy Changes/Initiatives

e National Board for Professional Teaching Standards Certification
Initiative. The law is amended to increase from $1,000 to $5,000 the
amount of incentive bonuses paid to teachers who have earned certifica-
tion by the National Professional Teaching Standards Board. In addition,
the school district will receive $3,000 per year for each such teacher in
support of staff development programs in schools in which the national
board certified teachers are located. Districts receive money under this
program in the form of grants. The portion of the grant attributable to
reimbursement of the district for payment of incentive bonuses to teachers
is deposited in the school district's general fund and the remainder is
deposited in the school district's inservice education fund.

e Exemplary School Recognition Award Program. Public schools that
meet the building standard of excellence based on State Board of
Education criteria under the Quality Performance Accreditation (QPA)
system in consideration of attainment or significant and continuous
progress of pupils toward advanced or proficient performance or
substantial increase in the high school graduation rate are entitled to the
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exemplary school recognition award. Subject to available appropriations,
the amount of this award may not exceed $50 per pupil in attendance at
the exemplary school. The reward a district receives is deposited in the
district’'s general fund and is credited to the account of the exemplary
school. The funds may be spent whether or not they were budgeted. The
exemplary school's site council determmes the purposes for which the
award is spent. -

Alternative Teacher Compensation Plan. School district boards are
authorized to establish and maintain an alternative teacher compensation
plan and apply for a grant of state moneys to finance all or a portion of the
amount budgeted for maintenance of the plan. An “alternative teacher
compensation plan” is one that includes components of peer mentoring
and peer evaluation and that bases pay increases or differential pay rates
on the demonstration of excellence or significant improvement in skills,
knowledge, and performance.

In order to be eligible to receive this state grant, a school board must
submit to the State Board of Education an application which includes a
description of the plan. A grant recipient school district must submit
reports to the State Board as it requires.

The State Board of Education will adopt rules and regulations for the
administration of this program and will:

o Establish standards and criteria for reviewing, evaluating, and
approving alternative teacher compensation plans and applica-
tions of school districts for grants;

o Evaluate and approve alternative teacher compensation plans
including efforts of boards to enlist assistance and support in
development of the plan from teachers, administrators, school
site council members, district patrons, community organizations,
and private sector organizations and foundations; and

O Receive from each grant recipient school district reports
containing information on the effectiveness of the plan.

A state grant may not exceed the amount spent by the school district in the
maintenance of a plan. The grant money a district receives must be
deposited in the school district general fund and is treated as a reimburse-
ment for purposes of the school finance law.



Appropriations

e The bill includes the following appropriations to the State Department of
Education to fund the enhancements contained in the bill.

(Amounts in Millions)

Purpose FY 2002
General State Aid $87.71
KPERS—Employer Contributions $2.0
National Board Certified Teacher Incentive Grants $0.5
Exemplary School Recognition Award $8.0
Alternative Teacher Compensation Plan Grants $2.0

Taxes

e Uniform Property Tax Levy. The uniform school district property tax rate
of 20 mills and the $20,000 residential exemption are continued for 2001

and 2002.

e Sales and Compensating Use Taxes. The state sales and compensat-
ing use taxes are increased from 4.9 to 5.1 percent on June 1, 2001.
Demand transfers from the State General Fund (SGF) to the Local Ad
Valorem Tax Reduction Fund and City and County Revenue Sharing Fund
are adjusted for the next five fiscal years so that the full amount attribut-
able to the 0.2 percentage point increase accrues to the benefit of the

SGF.

e Motor Fuel Taxes. Motor fuel taxes are increased by 2.0 cents per gallon,
effective June 1, 2001. Also, the 1.0 centincrease currently scheduled for
implementation on July 1, 2001, is accelerated by one month—to June 1,
2001. Liquified petroleum taxes also are adjusted commensurately. After
June 1, 2001, the state tax on gasoline and gasohol would be 23.0 cents
per gallon and, on diesel fuel, 25.0 cents per gallon. Motor fuel tax
allocations to the Special City and County Highway Fund are adjusted so
that the State Highway Fund will receive the full benefit of the fuel tax
increase. Commensurately, the amount attributable to the statutory
transfer of sales tax receipts from the SGF to the State Highway Fund will
be reduced for the next five fiscal years by the amount produced by the 2.0
cent increase in fuel taxes.
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® Food Sales Tax Refund. The food sales tax refund is increased as

follows:
Household Income Current New
and Additional Personal Maximum Maximum
Exemption—Each Rebate Rebate
Under $12,500 $60 $75
$12,000-$25,000 $30 $38
Background

Provisions of HB 2051, as amended by the Senate Committee on Education,
replaced the contents of the bill which, as introduced, contained a State Board of Education
recommended repeal of an obsolete school law.

Following is a comparison of the increases contained in the Senate Education
Committee plan as compared to the Governor's initial recommendation to the 2001
Legislature. (Note: The Senate Education Committee amendments and assumptions are
essentially those contained in the Governor’s school funding enhancement recommenda-

tions of March 13, 2001.)
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Comparison: Senate Education Committee Plan and
Governor’s Original Plan: FY 2002

(Amounts in Millions)

Amount Difference

Senate Senate Education
Formula Governor Education Committee
Component Initial Proposal Committee Over Governor
BSAPP 3
Change $3,870 $3,930
Amount $28.7 $63.1 $34.4
Correlation Weight—1,725 and Over
Change NA 1,700 and over
Amount NA $10.6 $10.6
At-Risk
Change 0.09to0 0.10 0.09to0 0.1
Amount $4.0 $8.2 $4.2
Four Year Old At-Risk Pupils .
Change 2,230 to 2,666 2,230 to 2,666
Amount $1.0 $1.0 same
Extended Learning Time
Change NA 344 per FTE
Amount NA $20.0 §20.0
Special Education
Change becomes a pupil weighting becomes a pupil weighting
Amount $8.0-85.3% excess cost $22.2-90.0% excess cost $14.2
All Day Kindergarten
Change NA 5 year phase in to 1.0 FTE
Amount NA $4.3 $4.3
National Board Certification
Change NA teacher grants $ increase
from $1,000 to
$5,000—plus $3,000 for
school
Amount $0.012 $0.5 $0.498
Outstanding Schools
Change NA $50 per student
Amount NA $8.0 $8.0
Alternate Compensation Plans
Change NA grant program
Amount NA $2.0 $2.0
Increase
SGF $40.712 $138.9 $98.198
Children’s Initiative Fund 1.0 1.0 0.0
TOTAL $41.712 $139.9 $98.198
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Although not included in Sub. for HB 2051, other items also were considered as
elements of the Senate Committee’s proposal. Implementation of these recommendations
requires legislative action in other bills. These are summarized below.

FY 2002
(Amounts in Millions)

Senate
Governor Education Added
Program Initial Committee Cost
Parent Education $2.0 2.0 NA
tobacco money (includes
3 year olds and some
program expansion)
Supplemental General State Aid © $10.89 $10.89 NA
Capital Improvements $7.1 $7.1 NA
KPERS $16.4 $184 $2.0
Technology Backbone $0.5 $0.5 NA
School Finance Study $0.45 $0.45 NA
Sports Hall of Fame $0.05 $0.05 NA
Ag. in Classroom and Environmental Education $0.01 $0.01 NA
TOTAL $37.4 $3.94 $2.0

Note: Amounts do not take into account any additional Supplemental General State Aid that might result from

these formula changes.

EXHIBIT
Total Sub. for HB 2051 and Additional ltems $79.1

$179.3

$100.2
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Comparison: FY 2002—Senate Education Committee Tax Policy Changes
and Governor's Recommendation

(Amounts in Millions)

Difference
Senate Senate Education
Formula Governor Education Committee Minus
Component Initial Committee Initial Governor
Property Tax -
Proposed 20 mills/$20,000 res. exemption 20 mills/$20,000 res. exemption
Amount _ no change from current law no change from current law NA
Sales and Use Tax
Proposed NA 0.2 percentage point
Amount NA ’ $76.1 $76.1
Motor Fuels Tax
Proposed . NA 2.0 cents
Amount NA $36.2 $36.2
Increase
SUBTOTAL NA $112.3 $112.3
Less
Food Sales Tax Rebate NA $5.0 $5.0
Expansion i '
TOTAL NA $107.3 $107.3

33925(3/28/1(12:15PM})

o -&



FAH2546gl

STATE OF KANSAS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MR. CHAIRMAN:

I move to amend Substitute for HB 2546, on page 3, following
line 22, by inserting a new paragraph as follows:

"(d) In order to enable school districts to establish a plan
for providing interventions for children needing assistance in
the acquisition of the reading, writing and mathematics skill
sets, each such child shall be encouraged to obtain an eye
examination by an optometrist or ophthalmologist to determine if
the child suffers from conditions which impair the ability to
read. Expense for such examination, if not reimbursed through
Medicaid, Healthwave, private insurance or other governmental or
private program, shall be the responsibility of the child's

parent."

District.

Snate Efucation
3-28-01
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2001 PA2051gl
Proposed Amendment

to

Senate Substitute for House Bill No. 2051

On page 5, 1in the 1last sentence 1in subsection (c¢), by
striking "an intensive research based reading intervention
component" and inserting "intensive interventions for K-3 pupils
needing assistance in achieving mastery of basic reading, writing

and mathematics skills"



($ in milfions) _Pro

Carbonated  Rough Est Grand Total ~
Sales/Use * LigGallon CMBGallon LigGalion LigGallon Liq Gallon - Liquor Pkg Beverage Admin Costs SalesiUsa,
to5.0 Pcton Liq Excise Liq Enf June1iner  Juneliner Juneiiner June1incr  June 1 Incr Tob Products  Cig Tax Plus Galionage ~ DORre  After Admin, Liquor, Cig,
6/1/01andto Juneiincr Juneilincr  Strong Beer CMB Fortified Wine Light Wine Alc & Spirits LiquorTax Juneilncr Juneilncr  Cig, Tob Cig, Tob Tax Carb Bev Net of Tob Prod, &
5.1 on 6/1/02 from 10 fo 12% from 8 to 10% $0.18 to $0.25 $0.18 to $0.25 $0.7510 $1.05$0.3010 $0.42 $2.50t0$3 PkgTotal from 1010 14%fom24to 34c Pkg Total Total $0.20 gal Tax Carb Bev Tax Net of CB Tax
Fy 02 $38.086 $4.903 $9.364 $3.005 $1.003 $0.026 $0.324 $1.476 $20.101 $1.496 $21.663 $23.159 $43.260 $30.000 ($0.886) $29.114 $110.460
03 $79.155 $5.099 $9.926 $3.095 $1.033 $0.026 $0.334 $1.520 $21.034 $1.556 $21.230 $22.786 $43.820 $30.000 ($0.140) $29.860 $152.835
04 $32.256 $5.303 $10.521 $3.188 $1.064 $0.027 $0.344 $1.566 $22.014 $1.618 $20.805 $22.424 $44.438 $30.000 (50.144) $29.856 $156.549
05 $85.482 $5.515 $11.153 $3.283 $1.096 $0.028 $0.354 $1.613 $23.043 $1.683 $20.389 $22.072 $45.115 $30.000 ($0.149) $29.851 $160.448
06 $88.834 $5.736 $11.822 $3.382 $1.129 $0.029 $0.365 $1.661 $24.124 $1.750 $19.982 $21.732 $45.856 $30.000 ($0.153) $29.847 $164.537
total $373.813 $26.556 $52.786 $15.953 $5.326 $0.136 $1.721 $7.837 $110.315 $8.103 $104.069 $112.173 $222 488 $150.000 ($1.472) $148.528 $744.829

* The bill also will retain the Govemor's recommended $5.0 million enhancement in the food sales tax rebate program.
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