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Date

MINUTES OF THE SENATE EDUCATION COMMITTEE

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Jean Schodorf at 1:40 p.m. on February 8, 2006, in Room
123-S of the Capitol.

Committee members absent:
Committee staff present: Carolyn Rampey, Kansas Legislative Research Department
Theresa Kieman, Revisor of Statutes

Shirley Higgins, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: Reginald L. Robinson, President & CEQ, Kansas Board of
Regents

Senator Schodorf called the Committee’s attention to the minutes of the January 19 and 24 meetings.

Senator Steineger moved to approve the minutes of the January 19 and 24 meetings, seconded by Senator
Ostmever. The motion carried.

Overview of technical college governance and funding:

Reginald L. Robinson, President and CEQO, Kansas Board of Regents, outlined how Kansas’ technical
education system evolved over the years and the current governance status of Kansas’ technical colleges. In
addition, he reviewed an example of the postsecondary aid entitlement formula for technical institutions and
the recommendations the Board received from the Northwest Education Research Center in 2004. In
conclusion, he informed the Committee that the Board produced a working paper in August 2005 that puts
anumber of important technical educations issues on the table and proposes some options for how to deal with
the issues. He noted that the Board expects to submit a legislative proposal on the issues no later than the
2007 Legislative Session. (Attachment 1) For the Committee’s information, he distributed a copy of the
working paper. (Attachment 2)

A memorandum from Kip Peterson, Director of Government Relations and Communications, Kansas Board
of Regents, was distributed in response to a request at a previous meeting that the Board provide data
pertaining to the number of students who have enrolled at public higher education institutions under the
provisions of K.S.A. 76-731a. (Attachment 3)

Senator Schodorf opened a discussion on a previously heard bill, SB 332 authorizing Regents’ institutions to
acquire insurance. She noted that a clarifying balloon amendment was prepared by the sponsors of the bill
after the hearing. Senator Vratil commented that he had a chance to see the proposed amendment and could
now support the bill. Senator Schodorf called attention the balloon of the bill which was attached to a letter
from Paul Carttar, Executive Vice Chancellor for External Affairs for the University of Kansas, in support
of the balloon amendment. (Attachment 4)

Senator Vratil moved to adopt the proposed balloon amendment, seconded by Senator Teichman. The motion
carried.

Senator Vratil moved to recommend SB 332 favorably for passage as amended. seconded by Senator Pine.
The motion carried.

The meeting was adjourned at 2:25 p.m.

The next meeting 1s scheduled for February 9, 20006.

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



SENATE EDUCATION COMMITTEE
GUEST LIST

DATE: oA . £, 2006

NAME

REPRESENTING

DM

%%% 0 @\%\Ww\g\,

I(-.\P Pererzon

¥Bo @

RUSSELL /LS

CACUHLS  ELIDEN

‘:vaM“QQOOA}hw

/\/ﬂbm

ﬁ’tm Fos YTH KVEA-
D J ﬁ/%w / Wt i,
LLN\O ad® LA
Gmey  femipnssy JsA-
%[ 3! N L
%(Dc\m, K ACCT
Nichke\ L Uhte KATZC
dAI‘I} #aw—\— ADuin /PQW‘?/
“Thepesa Klinden j(“@/-k A
/X—L"JWL //////Q— {(/
S(‘,srr rm LPR

Dﬂb}‘l‘?\ I \eyg

(_ASD gq(.—

| i

Zabutte Lonot
e




SENATE EDUCATION COMMITTEE
GUEST LIST

DATE: ﬁ[ﬂ 0. .20

NAME REPRESENTING

/H/Jm Homing UsDPoo
\QOWA Shee, J Loloette. Onue U
ArideEw S pittisow UsD Sy
LJ\Amm\. W\MMJ\ LEHS UWsO 50K
Cma:un Amond USD S0e

/met\,q JATac\N LSD SO,

Jin ( /,,-/\ | Cabepte  ¢opui~/
gethany Balgeplust Lels  WeD S (

15 1627 Lebs Uspsoe
—75—-_—-_.‘._. i




KANSAS BOARD OF REGENTS

1000 SW JACKSON e SUITE 520 « TOPEKA, KS 66612-1368

TELEPHONE — 785-296-3421
FAX —785-296-0983
www .Kansasregents.org

Senate Education Committee
February 8, 2006

TECHNICAL COLLEGES & SCHOOLS FUNDING OVERVIEW
Reginald L. Robinson, President & CEO

Kansas Board of Regents

Good afternoon Madam Chair and Members of the Committee. I am here on behalf of the
Kansas Board of Regents to prov1de you with an overview of technical education funding in
Kansas.

Before we look at today’s technical education funding mechanism, it is important to look at how
Kansas’ technical education system has evolved over the years.

Technical Education in Kansas — A Brief Recap:

1963 Legislation enacted that created a system of area vocational-technical school.
Type 1: Governed by local USD Board or CC Board
Type 2: Governed by Board of Control, comprised of representatlves from
surrounding USD Boards
1968 " 14 area voc-techs in operation, by 1985 there were 16 with the addition of Pratt

and Johnson County.

Post 1985 Mergers — Central/Hutch; Southeast/Coffeyville; Johnson County; Cowley
County; Pratt; Southwest/Dodge City

1994 Legislation permitting conversion to technical college status.

1995-2001  Six technical schools convert to college status, with the authority to award
associate of applied science degrees.

1999 Enactment of SB 345; state-level authority for technical schools/colleges shifts
from KSDE to KBOR.

g % 450 1 Comvng+1e€.
Sennte Educaton

A% 06
Ve Tra,c/k ment |



2002 KBOR adopts policy requiring state’s postsecondary degree granting institutions
to achieve NCA-HLC accreditation.

2003 Legislature adopts SB 7, which requires state’s technical colleges to develop and
submit plans for transition to independent governing boards.

2005 Five of the six institutions affected by SB 7 have submitted transition plans that
KBOR approves. The sixth, Northeast Technical College (Atchison) indicates

that it has decided that it will not submit a plan, and has no interest in pursuing
NCA-HLC accreditation.

Current Status: Five colleges with some form of independent governance and moving
toward NCA-HLC acereditation.

One college with no movement toward independent governance and no
intention of pursuing NCA-HLC accreditation.

Six technical institutions that are run as components of community
colleges.

Four technical schools still governed by local USD Boards.

As you can see, today’s technical colleges and schools have traveled down a rather convoluted
road to get where they are today.

Todav’s 85-15 Funding Mechanism:

In order to better understand today’s 85-15 statutory funding mechanism, Board staff has
prepared the following funding example:

| ~A



Postsecondary Aid Entitlement Formula for Technical Institutions
K.S.A. 72-4430 & 72-4431

Formula:
KBOR Approved Operating Budget/Total # Hours Delivered = Cost per clock hour
(Cost per hour X Postsecondary hours only) X .85 = Postsecondary Aid Entitlement

Examples:

In FY00 the "sample" technical college generated 500,000 clock hours of enrollment. The Kansas
Board of Regents Approved Operating Budget was $3,000,000. Therefore, the calculated cost per
hour is $6.00. Final Postsecondary Aid Entitlement is $ 2,499,000.

$3,000,000 approved
FY 00 budget =$6.00 per clock hour
500,000 total hours

$6.00 per hr X 490,000 PS hrs = $2,940,000 X .85 = $2,499,000 Postsecondary Aid Entitlement

In FY01 the "sample" technical college generated 1,000,000 clock hours (doubled enrollment). The
Kansas Board of Regents Approved Operating Budget was $3,000,000 as calculated from the
previous year (FY00). The result shows no increase in the Postsecondary Aid Entitlement even
though the number of clock hours delivered doubled.

$3,000,000 approved
FY 01 budget = $3.00 per clock hour
1,000,000 total hours

$3.00 per hr X 980,000 PS hrs = $2,940,000 X .85 = $2,499,000 Postsecondary Aid Entitlement

In FY 02 enrollment decreased and only 300,000 clock hours were generated. The cost per clock hour
increased to $10 per hour, however the Postsecondary Aid Entitlement remains virtually unchanged.

FY 02 $3,000,000

300,000 total hours

$10.00 per hr X 300,000 PS hrs = $3,000,000 X .85 = $2,550,000 Postsecondary Aid
Entitlement

= $10.00 per clock hour

NOTE: The above scenario represents the 85-15 formula used prior to the FY05 Block Grant
Funding



The NORED Recommendations:

In November 2004, the Board received an independent report from the Northwest Education
Research Center (NORED) based in Olympia, Washington, which focused on the challenges
facing Kansas’ system of higher education. The NORED report contained seven technical
education recommendations:

Recommendation 16 We recommend that the Board of Regaiits consider
assuning that technical collages experience confinded state funding at
wrrent tevels of postsecondary aid and capial cutlay asaisiance for a fwo-
sar period, with the assistance phased down o 40 percent of
‘emonstrated unit costs (as apnroved by the Board of Regents) over the
weoeeding four years. In this six-year perod, thase inshifutions ahould be
given the autharity o seak local fax support, either as separafe disiricis or
throagh thelr county governments, to cover aporoximalely 0 percent of
anaralional costs. Sludani fultions should be usad fo cover the remaining
twenty percent of costs. & similar funding phase-out should occur in the
case of the arsa vocational schools programs that have previously merged
with community colieges. 4 six-year transifion perfod, connled with
imorovamenits in community college funding discussed efsewheare, should
he sufficiant to assure ratention of program viability. [Appiies fo the
techinical instituifes. ]
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Recommendation 17 Aithouah the area vocational schodis are governed
by local achool boards and have local taxing autharity, thair systam of
govamance and non-degres stalus arques for supansision by the Board of
Education rather than the Regenis, and these instititions shonld be
techinical 'schoois” directing their senvices primariy to K-12 students. It
also would be posaitle fo consider the AVSs as a separate sagment
sanving oredominately adult lsarmers and, to a lessar extant, high schoo!
students. Inany evant, we belisve there neads (o be a resolution in

funding approaches. [Apoiiss ip the area vocational schools.]

Recommendation 18: We recommend fhat consideration be given 0 the
consolidation of the community colfeges and postseccendary technical
instititions inio a aingle siafe Communily and Techrical College system.
rApplies o he communily and fechnical colfeges.

Recommendation 19; We recommend that the techiical institutions with
the potential be uniambiguousiy designated as fechinical colleges and
ireated as postsecondary educalion institulions. District boards efaecting to
retai the fechnical echool under district contral should be allowed to do
50, but by thusly opting owt of the postsecondary systen the inatitutions
showd ke removed from Board of Regenis’ respansibility. Thelr state
oeralitg fuinds should come through the H-12 rather than highar
sdicalion budget process, and thess instiiutions showld De technical
‘schools,” direciing thelr services primaniy to #-12 siidents. Those that
retain postsecondary education stafus shouwid Se designated technical
cofleges and offer orotheraise provids thelr studants with access fo
general education courses and associale degrees. [Appiies fo the

techaical institutes.]
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Recommendation 200 We recammand that those techiical insiitutions that
cannof operate In a sustained manner above 400 FTEs either be returned
{o the K-12 sysiam or marged with the nearest community collegs.
[Apiiies t some techinical nistitutions



Recammendation 21 i oraer 1o bring mare equity (and adequacy) inio
funding suppart for cammunity collages we belieye the funding formula
showld he revised fo include a “high cost” technical educalion component
and remove ihe three calleges with merged area vecational schools from
the 53-13 funding stream. i addition, community coliege particination i
the techiical school capital oufiay distribufion could be endsd, and those
funds, along with the G§3-15 moneys, added to the community caflegs
funding base. Short term smicothing in allocations also should be
cansiderad te avoid seriouz program disiocations. [Apples fo community

and technical colleges]

Recommendation 22: We recommend that the Board work with the
Hansas Asscoiation of Community Coliege Trustees to addrass the
distnbution formula and take fnfo consideration the fallowing suggestions
Fapoiies fo community colieges):
e Sase lowar-division fransfer and general education credit hours on
a percentage of Jower-division costs of the three regional
urfversities,
s ldentify costs through a coat anaiysis of 2 sampie of community
colleges, inciuding at least one with an incorporated area vocational

school, establish cast diferentials for jow, medium and liigh cost
techinical programs and incorporate those diffarantials into the
disiribution formiia,
= i establishing the percamiage refationship fo the regional
univeraltizs, attempt fo achieve an objective of 40 perceant
L

state
funds, 40 percent facal fax funds and 20 parcant studsnt tuition.

« Hold any college that is negatively affected hanmiess overa
Suificiant transifion period.

What’s Next?

The Board made a commitment during its August retreat to focus on a number of issues related
to the state’s technical education sector. In that effort, and after some initial consultation with an
array of technical education leaders, Board staff has produced a working paper that puts a
number of important technical education issues on the table and proposes, as a starting point for
discussion, some options for how to deal with those issues. Most of the issues and
recommendations presented in the working paper relate to the structure of the technical
education sector. But, there are clearly funding issues that need to be addressed as well. A
cross-sector working group is presently undertaking a comprehensive review of all the
mechanisms currently in place for funding all of higher education in Kansas including technical
education.

The paper was first distributed to technical sector leaders for their review and consideration.
But, because some of what the paper suggests has cross-sector implications, it has also been
circulated to community college and public university leaders for their response as well. Over
the coming months, we expect institutional leaders to review the paper, discuss it with their

respective governing Boards and stakeholders, then present their suggestions and responses to
the paper.



We expect to submit a legislative proposal on these important technical education issues no later
than the 2007 legislative session.

Madam Chair, again, thank you for the opportunity to provide your Committee with this
overview on technical education funding. I would be pleased to answer any questions that you
might have.
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Kansas Board of Regents

Career and Technical Education Brief

History and Background

Introduction

During the past 42 years, Career and Technical Education (CTE) in Kansas has evolved from a variety of different
institutional structures and diverse funding applications. This Career and Technical Education Brief is designed to
describe the history and background of CTE from the establishment of the two types of area vocational-technical
schools in the 1960s, to a period of mergers, and to the creation of technical colleges. The primary focus of the Brief
is to provide information on the evolving different institutional structures and funding mechanisms authorized by the
Kansas Legislature through different Kansas statutes. The report concludes with recommendations based upon
discussions with CTE administrators and a thorough review of “best practices" state structures and funding models.

Early Years

In 1963, the Congress enacted legislation allowing states to create a system of area vocational-technical schools.
Kansas passed legislation in 1964 giving local entities the opportunity to establish area vocational-technical schools.
At that time, CTE was under the supervision of the Kansas State Board of Education. The law provided for two types
of administrative organization. First, an area vocational-technical school could operate under the control of the board
of education of the school district, or board of trustees of a community college in which it is located, known as Type |
schools. Alternatively, it could be subject to the control of a board consisting of representatives of each of the boards

of cooperating school districts known as Type Il schools. By the end of 1968, 14 area vocational-technical schools
were in operation. Listed below were the schools in existence in 1985.

School Location Type of Board of Control
Governance

Central Kansas AVTS Newton Typell Representafives of Cooperating School Districts
Southeast Kansas AVTS Coffeyville Type |l Representatives of Cooperating School Districts
Northwest Kansas AVTS Goodland Typell Representatives of Cooperating School Districts
North Central Kansas AVTS Beloit Type |l Representatives of Cooperating School Districts
Johnson County AVTS Olathe Type Il Representatives of Cooperating School Districts
Kansas City AVTS Kansas City Type | Single School District

Flint Hills AVTS Emporia Type | Single School District

Kaw AVTS Topeka Type | Single School District

Liberal AVTSe Liberal Type | Single School District

Manhattan AVTS Manhattan Type | Single School District

Northeast Kansas AVTS Atchison Type | Single School District

Salina AVTS Salina Type | Single School District

Southwest AVTS Dodge City Type | Single School District

Wichita AVTS Wichita Type | Single School District

Cowley County CC/AVTS Arkansas City Typel Community College Board of Trustees

Pratt CC/AVTS Pratt Type | Community College Board of Trustees

aliberal AVTS is now Southwest Kansas Area Technical School.
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Mergers

Since 1972, several studies to reorganize postsecondary education have been conducted. Mergers and issues
related to governance were two common themes emerging from the early studies. Merger recommendations from
the early studies included merging the smaller technical institutions with community colleges (and merging smaller
community colleges) to increase the comprehensive range of occupational and academic programs available at two-
year institutions. Studies conducted since 1980, with the exception of studies conducted by the Northwest Education
Research Center (NORED) have not addressed mergers, although the concept of regional governing boards has
been explored. Since 1985, four successful mergers between Community Colleges and Area Vocational-Technical
Schools have occurred. Listed below are the Area Vocational-Technical Schools that have merged and are now
governed by a Community College Board of Trustees.

School Community College
Central Kansas AVTS Hutchinson CC
Southeast Kansas AVTS Coffeyville CC
Johnson County AVTS Johnson County CC
Southwest AVTS Dodge City CC

Emergence of Technical Colleges

In 1994, legislation (K.S.A. 72-4468) was enacted permitting area vocational schools or area vocational-technical
schools to be converted to and established as technical colleges. Between 1995 and 2001 six technical schools
transitioned to technical colleges with the ability to award associate of applied science degrees. The technical
colleges are listed below:

School Location College

Northwest Kansas Area Vocational-Technical School Goodland | Northwest Kansas Technical College
North Central Kansas Area Vocational-Technical School | Beloit/Hays | North Central Kansas Technical College
Flint Hills Area Vocational-Technical Schoal Emporia Flint Hills Technical College

Manhattan Area Vocational-Technical School Manhattan | Manhattan Area Technical College
Northeast Kansas Area Vocational-Technical School Atchison Northeast Kansas Technical College
Wichita Area Vocational-Technical School Wichita Wichita Area Technical College

It is important to note that not all technical institutions chose to convert to technical college status. These transitions
divided the already small sector into three separate groups of institutions, technical schools, technical colleges, and
area technical schools governed by trustees of the community colleges. The technical colleges began pursuing
higher education status, while the technical schools continued to operate and function as they had in the past.

KBOR Supervision

On July 1, 1999, supervision and coordination of technical colleges, area vocational schools and area vocational-
technical schools was transferred from the State Board of Education to the Kansas Board of Regents (K.S.A. 74-
32,141). In December, 2002, the Kansas Board of Regents passed a policy requiring all Kansas public degree-
granting institutions to be accredited through the Higher Leamning Commission of the North Central Association of
Colleges and Schools. This accreditation process required significant changes in governance and culture for the
technical colleges. To enable the institutions to become accredited, the Kansas Board of Regents supported
legislation (K.S.A. 74-4470a) requiring technical colleges to develop and present to the Board of Regents a plan to
replace the existing governing board with a new governing board, separate and independent of any board of
education of any school district, to operate, control and manage the technical college. All technical colleges
submitted transition plans with the exception of Northeast Kansas Technical College. The Board has already
decided to pursue Legislation that will require a technical college to revert to a technical school.
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Within the transition plans, technical colleges were required to designate territories. The methodology used to
identify technical college's territory varied among the institutions as transition plans were developed. For example,
one institution designated the territory outlined in the original charter of the school; other colleges used enrollment
patterns to determine territories; still others designated territories based on potential future taxing authority. These
practices have, in some instances, resulted in overlapping service territories for some technical colleges. In the end,
KBOR approved territories for the institutions; however, these decisions appear to have been made in the context of
each institution’s transition plan, rather than through a system-wide approach to territories (see attached map).

Structure Summary

In 2005, Career and Technical Education consist of the following institutions:
Technical Schools-
e Kansas City Kansas Area Technical School
e KAW Area Technical School
e Salina Area Technical School
e Southwest Kansas Technical School
Technical Colleges-
e  Flint Hills Technical College
Manhattan Area Technical College
North Central Kansas Technical College
Northeast Technical College
Northwest Kansas Technical College
Wichita Area Technical College

Community Colleges with Area Technical School-
e Coffeyville Community College
e Cowley County Community College
¢ Dodge City Community College
e Hutchinson Community College
e Johnson County Community College
e  Pratt Community College

General Funding Sources

The available sources of funding for technical institutions include state postsecondary aid (K.S.A. 72-4432), student
tuition (K.S.A. 72-4433), state capital outlay (K.S.A. 4440), and grants.

Postsecondary Aid

Institutions are entitled to receive postsecondary aid in an amount equal to 85% of the product of the local cost per
enroliment hour and total postsecondary enrollment. As reported to the state board, an institution's total operating
budget expenditures, less state vocational education capital outlay expenditures, is divided by the total number of
instructional hours delivered to all students to ascertain the cost per enroliment hour. This figure is then multiplied by
the number of hours of instruction for postsecondary students only, and institutions are entitled to receive 85% of the
resulting amount. The remaining 15% comes from tuition charged students attending the institutions.
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K.S.A. 72-4430 and K.S.A. 72-4431 require state board approval of each institution's operating budget for
postsecondary aid purposes. The distribution of postsecondary aid is made from appropriations with 50% of the
estimated entitlement distributed August 1 and the remainder January 1. If the amount appropriated was insufficient
to pay-in-full the amount each school is entitied to receive as postsecondary aid as computed by the state board,
then the entire amount remaining is prorated among all institutions in proportion to the amount each institution is
entitled to receive (K.S.A. 72-4432). In recent years, state appropriations have been insufficient to fund the actual
entitlement amounts for these institutions; and as a result, appropriated funds have been disbursed to the institutions
based on their pro-rata share of the total entitlement.

Tuition

In 2002, the 15% cap for student tuition was removed, through enactment of K.S.A. 72-4433, allowing institutions to
charge differential rates of tuition by program, fixed by each local board and subject to approval of the Kansas Board
of Regents, to assist with funding the delivery of high-cost technical programs.

Capital Outlay

Vocational education capital outlay is state financial aid distributed by the state board for the purpose of construction,
reconstruction, repair, remodeling, additions to, fumishing and equipping of school buildings, architectural expenses
incidental thereto. These resources also support the acquisition of buildings for school purposes and school building
sites and the acquisition of equipment (K.S.A. 72-440). The amount of vocational education capital outlay aid for
each school was to be determined by the state board on the basis of need and the condition of existing facilities and
equipment with payments distributed on payment dates to be determined by the state board (K.S.A. 72-4442).
However, in recent years, capital outlay funds have been distributed with each of the 16 institutions (6 technical
colleges, 4 technical schools, and 6 community colleges with area technical schools) receiving a base distribution of
$100,000, recognizing the institutional need, regardless of size, and a portion of funds based on clock-hour
production. '

Current Issues

Of the three types of technical institutions (merged, colleges, and schools), only technical schools continue to be
governed by the local/area USD Boards of Education. The recent NORED (2004) study on funding spoke to the
issue of governance for the technical schools. NORED (2004) recommends, “District boards electing to retain the
technical school under district control should be allowed to do so, but, by thusly opting out of the postsecondary
system, the institutions should be removed from Board of Regents responsibility. Their state operating funds should
come through the K-12 system rather than higher education budget process, and these institutions should be
technical schools directing their services primarily to K-12 students” (pp. 63-64). All technical colleges, with the
exception of Northeast Kansas Technical College, have independent governing boards.

Some critical issues in the current system include:

= Wide range of tuition rates

= Variation in governance structures — community college boards of trustees, technical college boards, USD
boards

Program variations — length, cost, content

Program duplication — technical programs and general education

Funding — distribution, level and sources

Facilities

There is a wide variation in the cost of attendance across the institutions. Tuition rates range from $ 1.39 to § 6.60
per clock hour. Program fees, likewise, vary widely among the institutions. Program content and length also varies
widely, despite industry efforts to establish common skill requirements/skill standards within specific occupational
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areas. For example, the National Automotive Technicians Education Foundation (NATEF) certifies automotive
technology and automotive collision repair programs to improve the quality of training offered. While NATEF does
not endorse specific curricular materials nor provide instruction, it does set standards for the content of instruction,
which includes tasks, tools and equipment, contact hours, and instructor qualifications. Program standards are
developed based on National Institute for Automotive Service Excellence (ASE) task lists and are designed to bring
training programs to a level at which participants are properly trained for entry level into the industry. Among the
technical institutions, one institution’s automotive collision repair program is 2,800 clock hours leading to a technical
certificate, while another institution offers the same technical certificate and has a program length of 1,080 clock
hours. The number of credit hours required for an associate of applied science degree also can vary from 81 credit
hours to 62 credit hours for the same program depending on the institution the student is attending. Unfortunately,
students entering the workforce from the longer programs earn virtually.the same entry salaries as students exiting
the shorter program. Itis increasingly difficult to justify the significant variance in program length and content when
industry promotes standardization, culminating awards (technical certificate/A.A.S. degree) are identical, and
beginning salaries for program completers are similar.

A more serious systemic issue is the duplication and alignment of program offerings. Among the technical
institutions and community colleges there are 18 Automotive Technology programs and 30 Business Support and
Secretarial programs as just two examples of the duplication of technical programs that exist within the current
structure. Additionally, the autonomous operation of each institution has the potential to hamper the coordination of
academic course offerings among the three sectors of higher education. For example, one technical college works
closely with a neighboring community college to offer a sequence of general education coursework as a part of the
Associate in Applied Science degree, while other technical colleges plan to offer general education courses without
using this type of partnership, resulting in duplication across the system. KBOR General Counsel research and
opinion (May 2, 2003) found no statute preventing technical colleges from offering general education courses as part
of the Associate in Applied Science degree. :

In addition, some technical programs are not aligned with high wage occupations and simply do not provide a
sufficient return on investment for the student or the State. These types of programs have been allowed to continue
as they were approved before Kansas Board of Regents coordination responsibilities began in 1999,

Currently technical colleges have limited sources for funding. Legislation (K.S.A. 72-4431) entitles technical
institutions to receive postsecondary aid each school year in an amount equal to 85% of the product of local cost per
enroliment hour and total postsecondary enrollment. Since at least 2000, state appropriations have been insufficient
to fund the actual amounts to which these institutions were entitied based on the funding formula. As a result; in
recent years appropriated funds were disbursed to the institutions based on their pro-rata share of the total
entitlement. The current pro-rata distribution of appropriated funds was established in 2004 and has remained at the
same level in 2005 and 2006. This system ignores change in outputs among the institutions. This structure does not
provide any incentive for institutions to grow and, in fact, continues to penalize institutions that accept greater
enrollments. Although at first glance full funding of the 85% may appear to be a solution, however, full funding would
only support the current method of production and continue to limit growth of the institutions.

In addition to operational funding, technical colleges do not have adequate funding to address facilities. Across the
State, many institutions have aging facilities and if capacity is to be increased, facilities will need to be expanded and
improved.

Finally, NORED (2004) recommended that institutions be funded from multiple sources and not be overly reliant on
any single source (p. 19). The study also recommended that institutions not operating in a sustained manner above
400 FTEs either be returned to the K-12 system, or merged with other institutions (p. 64). In addition, NORED
recommendations were made to expand the funding sources of technical colleges and the area vocational schools
that previously merged with community colleges. The study recommended continued state funding at current levels
of postsecondary aid (85%) and capital outlay assistance for a two-year period, with the assistance phased down to
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40 percent of the demonstrated unit costs over the succeeding four years. In this six-year period, these institutions
should be given authority to seek local tax support, either as separate districts or through county governments, to
cover approximately 40 percent of operational costs. Student tuitions would be used to cover the remaining 20
percent of costs.

Recommendations (Options)

Structure (see Appendix A)

In view of the evolution of Kansas technical education since 1963, the institutions that have been created to supply
technical education, and the increasingly important future role technical education will play relative to workforce and
economic development in Kansas, it may be an appropriate time to reimagine the future of postsecondary technical
education and what postsecondary educational institutions are necessary to carry out the Board’s mission. In the last
several years, the Board has been active in terms of HLC/NCA policy, support of SB 7, and technical education
mission policy. Considering the past, present, and future of technical education in Kansas and the recommendations
of NORED (2004), staff offers the following cptions for Board consideration and discussion relative to possible
reorganization/restructure of the postsecondary technical education delivery, particularly as it relates to
complementing the Regent's vision of a Kansas postsecondary education system.

Technical Schools
o Merge with community colleges, technical colleges, or universities when appropriate or return to KSDE with
no access to postsecondary funding. This is consistent with NORED (2004) recommendations.

Advantages of Merging
=  Broadened funding base for postsecondary technical educatlon
Immediate HLC/NCA accreditation for schools merging with a communlty college or university
Seamless transfer of courses
Comprehensive support services
Increased efficiency in service and delivery (economy of scale)
Improved stature/image in higher education community
= Board of control focus on postsecondary education
= Successful history of previous mergers

Disadvantages of Merging
= Potential difficulty integrating existing cultures
= Potential loss of identity and marginalization of mission

Advantages of Reverting to KSDE
=  (Centralized support services with district
= Policies in place
= |dentity remains intact
= Access to local taxing authority
Disadvantages of Reverting to KSDE
= Potential loss of postsecondary opportunities in some geographic areas
= | oss of postsecondary aid and capital outlay grant funding for institution
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Technical Colleges

* Option A: Move from five technical colleges (stand alone) to one consolidated technical college with
multiple campuses. Once they are consolidated, it would become one college coordinated through weighted
funding and curriculum approval. Technical schools could also be included in this consolidation.

Advantages

=  Common state-wide vision and mission for technical college

= Single system of governance

= Unified statewide response to workforce development needs

= Systematic approach alleviates duplication in programming, staffing, and support services.
Disadvantages

= Potential loss of local identity/control

» Option B: Merge all technical colleges with community colleges or universities

Advantages '

= Efficiency (economy of scale)

= Seamlessness

=  Only two sectors for KBOR (govern/coordinate)

= Accreditation solved

= Unified message for postsecondary technical education

= Reduction in the duplication of general education courses
Disadvantages

=  Potential loss of local identify/control

»  Only partially solves funding/facility issue

= Loss of institutions with sole focus on technical education

= Stricter residency requirements for students

e Option C: Support 8B 7 and advance legislation granting local taxing authority to technical colleges
Advantages
= May solve funding/facility issue
= Honors progress made toward HLC/NCA by individual technical colleges
= Less intrusive change — easier to implement
= Continues current KBOR direction toward autonomous technical institutions
Disadvantages
= Issues with variance on quality and diversity of program offerings, residency requirements, and
tuition costs unresolved
= Service areas for technical institutions vary in size and, in one case overlap, which would
hamper imposing a mill levy for these institutions

Funding Issues (See Appendix B & C)

The inequities of technical education funding will not be resolved immediately. Thetefore, the section on funding
issues is divided into a short-term strategy and long-term recommendation. The short-term strategy can be
implemented beginning July 1, 2006 for FY 2007. The long-term recommendation will require close investigation of
not only what the potential options are within Kansas, but also to study technical education funding in other “best
practices” states.

e Short-Term Strategy
To resolve the inequities in the current funding formula for technical institutions, a short-term recommendation to
change the current method of allocating funds through a “block grant” methodology to a formula based on a
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validated number of postsecondary clock hours of instruction generated from approved courses was approved
by the Board. This new formula would use a three-year rolling-average to calculate a baseline. One-third of the
correction needed would be implemented in each of the next three years with any new money appropriated
applied toward correcting inequities in the former distribution methodology. The short-term strategy will be
implemented beginning July 1, 2006 (FY2007).

Long-Term Recommendation

Critical funding issues such as those currently faced by technical institutions require more than a short-term fix.
Technical education in Kansas is provided through multiple sectors. Therefore, a sustainable long-term solution
to technical education funding should include all applicable higher education sectors as well as an in depth study
and discussion of funding models which could be modified to meet the Board's vision for providing technical
education in Kansas.

A taskforce comprised of KBOR staff and appointed representatives from community colleges, technical
colleges, and business and industry, should be established to thoroughly explore alternative funding models and
formulate recommendations to create an adequate and equitable funding methodology to support alltechnical
education by November 2006.

Timeline

November 2005 | «  Communicate short-term adjustment to postsecondary aid distribution formula

January 2006 e  Short-term Funding Decision on Board Consent agenda

February 2006 | e  Introduce suggested amendments to K.S.A. 72-4470a allowing technical colleges to revert to
technical schools when appropriate :

March 2006 e Introduce permissive legislation allowing technical schools to move under the jurisdiction of
KSDE
July 1, 2006 s Implement short-term adjustment to postsecondary aid distribution formula

e Clock hour to credit hour conversion complete

November 2006 | «  Communicate and seek KBOR approval for Technical Education Funding Taskforce
recommendations

January 2007 e Introduce legislation consolidating all technical colleges and remaining technical schools
under the governance of KBOR (option A) or merge all technical colleges with community
colleges or universities (option B) or support SB 7 and advance legislation granting local
taxing authority to technical colleges (option C) selected by KBOR
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Appendix A

Governance Structures

A review of governance structures and funding models from a number of states with technical college systems is
attached to provide additional information and examples for your consideration. Information regarding Wisconsin,
Indiana, and South Carolina was obtained through direct conversations with state-level system staff. Information for
Arkansas and Georgia was obtained through documents made available for our review. Information regarding other
states was obtained through various websites and two SREB publications—"Funding Public Higher Education in the
1990's: What's happened and where are we going?” (August, 1999) and *A Primer on Funding of Public Higher
Education” (August, 1999)—based on their research and data provided by affiliated states.

e Governance and Coordination

Higher education systems in states affiliated with the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB)—Alabama, Arkansas,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia—have their own structure for the coordination and governance of
postsecondary education institutions. For some states the coordination and governance functions are performed by one
state-level board (usually appointed by the governor) and in other states these functions are shared at the state and local
levels. In additional, some institutions may alsc have local advisory boards that formulate recommendations to both local
and state level boards. The following chart illustrates the types cf functions normally performed by these boards.

Coordinating Board | Missicn definition

Long-range (master) planning (needs analysis, goals and objectives, evaluation
Policy analysis and problem resolution

Academic program review and approval

Budget development, funding formula, resource allocation

Statewide student financial aid

Information and accountability systems

Postsecondary school licensing and oversight

Statewide projects and initiatives (K-20; endowed chairs; research incentives)
Quality assurance

Revenue (tuition and fees) guidelines or policies

Governing Board Appoints campus/multicampus CEO

Established polices and approves actions related to personnel

Ensures fiscal integrity

Handles other policy functions, such as coordinating boards and management functions
Allocates resources

Sets revenue (luition and fees) policies

The state of Wisconsin currently has two separate systems functioning for higher education. The University and Community
College (considered feeder institutions) are governed at the state level by a 16 member Board that is appointed by the
Governor and funded through state appropriations and student tuition and fees. The Technical College system is comprised
of 16 districts (and 47 campuses) and functions under a shared governance structure. A 13 member state Board of
Trustees, appointed by the Governar, is responsible for system policymaking decisions and allocation of state
appropriations. Operational functions and management for technical colleges are the responsibility of a 9 member district
level Board appointed by County Board chairmen within the district.

The IVY Tech Community College system in Indiana is comprised of 14 regions and governed by a state Board of Trustees
appointed by the Governor. This statewide Board is responsible for both policy and operational functions for the system.
However, regional Boards of Trustees serve in an advisory capacity making recommendations to the state board pertaining
to the needs for each regicn.

10
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Appendix B

Funding Models

Wisconsin
Funding Sources for Technical Colleges
District property tax (approximately 45%); state appropriations (approximately 25%), student tuition/fees, Federal grant-
Perkins
Funding Distribution for Technical Colleges
State aid allocation based on FTE with an equalization index (weighted funding element)
* Revenue and expenses collected at state level by fund and function to arrive net aid-able cost amount

Equalization factor based on ratio comparing district property valuation per FTE to statewide property valuation per
FTE

e Maximum property tax mil rate of 1.5 mil set in statute
e State appropriation allocated to institutions on FTE utilizing the pro rated equalization index
¢ Legislature may grant additional dollars for critical program areas within the state—ex. Nursing

Indiana
Funding Sources
State aid appropriations and student tuition/fees—No local taxes
State Board has bonding authority for facilities/capital outlay with debt guaranteed against student fees
Funding Distribution
e  State aid allocations based on FTE enroilment (funded bi-annually—enrollments may be 2 yrs old)
» State aid used to cover institutional fixed costs (salaries, wages, leases, utilities, etc.)
e Program equipment funded through interest earnings, local foundation fund raising, grants and surplus funds carried
over from previous years

South Carolina Technical System

Funding Sources

State aid appropriations, local county appropriations, student tuition/fees, federal grants

Funding Distribution

* Available funds distributed to colleges based on 1) Mission Resource Requirement—MRR, and 2) Performance
Indicator measures, each calculated annually

*  MRR produces an estimate of funds required for operafions for each college by using an 8 step process to produce a
base support requirement through calculation of support needs by functional areas:
1. Instruction (Credit/Non-Credit FTE) and Instructional Costs (Salaries+EmployerShare+Support)

2. Libraries

3. Student Services

4. Physical Plant (funding for 14 colleges is provided through counties; 2 colleges receive state funds for physical
plant based on average of actual plant expenditures for the two immediate preceding years)

5. Administration

6.  Total Educational and General Costs (Sum of amounts in steps 1-5)

7. Revenue Deduction (E & G cost amounts are reduced by student revenue factor including out-of-state tuition)

8.  State Support Needs Amount—Tech MRR funding = (Total E & G costs — Plant Costs)-Revenue Deduction
e MRR amounts may exceed available funding.
Operating funds are allocated to each college based on available state appropriations. Total Appropriation = Base
Appropriation (prior year) + new appropriations
e Total appropriation is subdivided into the following 5 categories
1. Priority Initiatives—funds established by the System for central projects to benefit all colleges
2. Workers' Compensation and Unemployment Compensation Insurance—funds retained to pay State portion of
these insurances for the colleges

"
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3. Incentive Pool—funds distributed to colleges based on scores on the performance measures

4. Improvement Pool—funds designated to support improvement in performance measures for colleges with low
performance scores in the previous year

5. Distribution Base—balance of total appropriations after deduction of funds for Priority Initiatives, Incentive Poal,
and Improvement Pool

Each college’s operation allocation is the total of its share of the Base Allocation, Incentive Funding, Improvement

Funding, and Plant Allocation, as applicable.

Equipment Development Plan—each college develops equipment needs list that includes only equipment for which no

other funding source is available. Equipment requests for all colleges are summarized, pricritized at the System level

and submitted with the State Budget Request.

Equipment allocations are based on each college’s percentage of MRR as applied to the available equipment funds

Arkansas (an SREB state)

Funding Sources ;
State appropriations, student tuition and fees, and local taxes for some institutions

Funding Distribution

A series of formulas is used to calculate and determine institutional funding needs by expenditure function—five credit
hour/FTE-based functions (teaching salaries, academic support, student services, institutional support, and workforce
education) and one facility square footage based function (physical plant) to determine a total funding need.
Appropriation need is calculated by subtracting tuition and fee income (rates vary based on access to local tax
revenue) from the total funding need.

Expenditure functions not included are: scholarships and fellowships, equipment replacement mandatory transfers for
debt service. Equipment expenditures are reported in most expenditure categories and, therefore, represented in the
funding cost rates. Debt service, by law, is paid from sources other than state general revenue. Scholarships and
fellowships must be paid from local income.

Georgia (an SREB state)

The funding formula is made up of four components: Personnel Services, Operating Expenses, Minor Repair and Renovation
{(MMR), and Replacement of Obsolete Equipment

The personnel services component is based on 5 weighted program clusters:

o General education/Developmental studies

o Industrial/Science Technologies

o Business Technologies

o Health Technologies

o Public Service Technologies _
This component includes funding for salaries and fringe benefits for faculty, administrators and other personnel at the
technical colleges
Weights established based on the faculty salary cost within each program area and are adjusted annually to
accommodate pay raises and other increased personnel costs
This component of the formula is based on a two-year lag (FY 2003 credit hours generate FY2005 budget)
The operating expenses component of the formula includes funding for all operating expenses not covered by the
personnel services component (utilities, supplies, etc.)
Funding amounts are based on total square feet of operating space and includes an annual inflationary increase
The MMR component of the formula deals with minor, non-recurring repairs and renovations such as re-roofing or roof
replacement, painting, re-carpeting, etc. :
Funding amounts are based on total square footage of facilities and an established replacement cost per square foot
that includes an annual adjustment for inflation
The replacement of obsolete equipment is based on an allocation per full-ime equivalent student with an annual
inflationary increase. The annual equipment allocation is made to maintain the high caliber instructional equipment
required to meet today's skill standards. Current rate is $131 per FTE.

12
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FUNDING FORMULAS (information provided by SREB)
States use formulas to promote equity in allocations and to minimize political influences. Funding formulas are used to
determine institutional financial needs, document policy decisions, and minimize annual debate. Most formulas actually consist
of several formulas—usually some combination of the following common functions for various expenditures:
o instruction—usually different funding rates by field of study and level of courses;
o  organized research—either a percentage of instruction or an amount that matches incentive funds;
o public service—either a percentage of instruction, a certain amount per continuing-education unit, or an amount that
matches incentive funds; .
o libraries and other academic support (such as audiovisual services and academic computing support)—either
a percentage of instruction or a percentage of the budget for a subset of program offerings;
o student services—an amount based on the number of students;
o general administrative support—a percentage of instruction; and
o plant operation and maintenance—a certain amount per gross square foot or per acre (utilities may be separate)
Information on best practices or accreditation standards, such as student-to-faculty rations, often is used in deriving and
implementing a formula. Regional or national averages for relationships among functions are also often used.

» The 10 SREB states with funding formulas use them differently. In some cases, the formulas are used only to generate the
request, and in other cases they are used only in the allocation phase.

¢ No two states are alike. In some states budget decisions are made based on exclusively using mathematical formulas.
Other states make budget decisions only by justifying incremental increases while yet other states make budget decisions
using a combination of formula calculations and justification of incremental increases.

Formulas for instruction . _

The two of the most common funding methods for instruction utilize a “dollars per unit" and/or "student-to-faculty ratio times
salary rates” calculation. In the dollars-per-unit methods, specific amounts are usually assigned to student clock/credit-hours or
full-time-equivalent (FTE) enroliment. Different amounts are assigned to different types of clock/credit-hours or FTE generated.
In student-to-faculty-ratio methods, clock/credit-hours or FTE are used to arrive at the number of instructional positions needed
for an institution. This calculation is based on predetermined student-to-faculty ratios. The number of positions needed then is
multiplied by agreed-upon salary averages or goals as part of the budget request.

Formulas for Support Programs
Formulas to support programs are as varied as instructional formulas. As defined by several accounting guides for colleges and
universities, the four major support programs are:
o academic support—the library, academic computing, academic administration and similar functions;
o student services—admissions and registrar, student financial aid, student life and related programs;
o institutional support—executive management, business office operations, public relations an other campus wide
support activities; and
o operation and maintenance of plant—janitorial services, grounds keeping, utility costs and minor repairs and
maintenance. )
Some states have one or more formulas for each support function; others combine two or more support programs into one
formula.

e Two SREB states—Oklahoma and West Virginia—do not use distinct formulas for support programs. They instead include
funds for these services in the instruction calculation. At the other of the spectrum, Arkansas, Florida, and Tennessee each
have five separate formulas to span the support areas.

»  Several states have a separate library formula and then combine the rest of the academic support with institutional support.
This approach often follows the guidelines of the Association of College and Research Librarians. More broadly based
formulas for academic support typically are a dollar rate per student or percentage of instruction.

e Unlike formulas for other expenditures, formulas for student services normally use head count numbers as opposed to the
number of clock/credit hours or FTE enroliments.. A formula for student services also is likely to be a dollar rate per student
or percentage of instruction,

Nonformula Approaches

= Nonformula states typically rely on incremental budgeting, with the ‘base budget” as the starting point. In other words, each
college’s current budget is assumed to be available for the next year's operation, along with any approved adjustments.

13
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Several types of adjustments use quantitative analyses to determine the amount of new funds needed. For example, a
governor or legislature recommends a 3% salary increase for all state employees, and the dollar amount needed is
determined by multiplying current salary commitments by 3%. Budget adjustments for workload changes caused by
enroliment growth may be determined quantitatively by dividing the current instructional budget by the current number of
students and then adding funding for additional students at the average rate.

Other types of budget adjustments rely on individual justification of programs or on some other subjective judgment. For
instance, a college may request funds to open an off-campus center in an underserved area in order to increase student
access to higher learning. A college or state system may request new funds to buy more equipment. In these cases, state-
level budget decisions focus on a proposal’s overall merit and the costs in the college's request.

14
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Appendix C

(From SREB "Primer on Funding of Public Higher Education”)

Guiding Principles for Funding Models - ;

Listed below, in no particular order, are 12 guiding principles that identify and clarify several potentially confusing issues of how
state funding for colleges and universities is obtained and distributed. Because some principles can counteract each other, a
funding method needs to achieve a reasonable balance among all the principles if it is to be widely accepted. For example, the
desire for simplicity must be weighed against the demand for equity. Similarly, responsiveness to changing conditions must be
measured against stability in funding.

A funding method for public colleges and universities should:

Be based on the state goals for postsecondary education. A funding method should incorporate and reinforce the
broad goals (such as access and quality) of the state’s system. These goals often are expressed through approved master
plans, quality expectations and performance standards.

Be sensitive to the colleges’ different missions. A funding method should recognize that different institutional missions
require different per-student funding. Different rates of funding often are attributed to differences in degree levels, program
offerings, students’ readiness for college, and geographic location. The funding model should include different rates when
these mission-related costs are significant and can be documented.

Provide adequate funding. While no method can guarantee adequate funding, it should focus on determining how much
funding each institution needs to fulfill its approved mission.

Provide incentives for or reward performance. A funding method should provide incentives for institutional effectiveness
and efficiency. The design at least should prohibit institutions from having unnecessarily high administrative overhead. The
incentives offered should be appropriate. For example, a funding method should not emphasize growth at the expense of
quality, develop costly programs without documented demand for them, or substitute temporary for permanent faculty.
Appropriately recognize size-to-cost relationships. Any funding method for higher education needs to recognize the
number of students to be served by each institution. It also should recognize that, because smaller enrollment at smaller
institutions prevents an economy of scale, administrative support program at these institutions require a base level of
funding above what might be an acceptable percentage at a larger school.

Be responsive to changing demand. A funding method should respond to changes in the costs encountered by
institutions. Such changes include increases or decreases in institutional workloads (such as growing enrollment or new
building to maintain), expanded missions, or changes in external conditions (such as inflation, market competition, and
health and safety requirements). ‘

Provide reasonably stable funding. A funding method should ensure a degree of funding stability for the institutions.
College officials need a reasonable level of stability in order to develop effective plans for serving state needs. A funding
method should not permit sudden increases or decreases in funding without giving college administrators adequate time to
respond.

Be simple to understand. A funding method should communicate effectively to key participants in the state budget
process how changes in institutional characteristics (such as enrollment levels and program offerings) and in budget policies
will affect funding. If all participants do not understand the funding method and how it deals with changing conditions, they
become frustrated and question the funding process’s integrity.

Fund colleges and universities equitable. A funding method should provide equal funding for equal institutions based on
size, mission, and growth. The funding model also should treat dissimilar situations—such as different missions, sizes, and
growth rates—differently and fairly.

Make provisions for funding special-purpose units. Beyond recognizing the typical differences of institutional missions,
funding methods should provide state funding for some institutions' unique and costly activities.

Use valid, reliable data. To accomplish its other objectives, a funding method must rely on data regarding the numbers
and types of students to be served, the competitive market for faculty and staff, and differences in class sizes across fields
ofinstruction and levels of study. Data should measure differences in funding requirements, and third parties should be
able to verify the data.

Allow administrative flexibility in spending funds. A funding method should estimate funding requirements in broad
categories but should not control budgets. College administrators should have flexibility in allocating funds if they are
expected to achieve top performance using available resources.

15
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KANSAS BOARD OF REGENTS

1000 SW JACKSON e SUITE 520 » TOPEKA, KS 66612-1368

TELEPHONE - 785-296-3421
FAX — 785-296-0983
www.kansasregents.org

To: Senator Jean Schodorf, Chair
Senate Education Committee

Senator Janis Lee, Ranking Member
Senate Education Committee

Cc: Members, Senate Education Committee
From: Kip Peterson \&
Director of Government Relations & Communications
Date: February 7, 2006
Re: K.S.A. 76-731a

You recently requested data pertaining to the number of students who have enrolled at public
higher education institutions under the provisions of K.S.A. 76-731a. This statute, which was
approved by the Kansas Legislature as House Bill 2145 during the 2004 legislative session,
addresses “certain persons without lawful immigration status deemed residents for purpose of
tuition and fees.” That data is attached for your review,

Please let me know if I can be of any additional assistance.

Senire Education Commitree
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November 8, 2005

KANSAS - Number of Students Enrolled Under the Provisions of K.S.A. 76-731a

Note: Data Self-Reported By Institution

Public Higher Education

Institutions (36 total) Academic Semester
Fall 2004 Fall 2005
Universities (7) 7 35
Community Colleges (19) 30 181
Technical Colleges (6) 0 4
Technical Schoois (4) 0 1
Total: 37 221

Note: K.S.A. 76-731a became law July 1, 2004,
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Institutions

Academic Semester

Emporia State University

Fort Hays State University
Kansas State University
Pittsburg State University
University of Kansas & KUMC
Washburn University

Wichita State University

University Toftal:

Allen County Community College
Barton County Community College
Butler County Community College
Cloud County Community College
Coffeyville Community College
Colby Community College

Cowley County Community College
Dodge City Community College
Fort Scott Community College
Garden City Community College
Highland Community College
Hutchinson Coemmunity College
Independence Community College
Johnson County Community College
Kansas City KS Community College
Labette Community College
Neosho County Community College
Pratt Community College

Seward County Community College

Community College Total:

Flint Hills Technical College
Manhattan Area Technical College
North Central KS Technical College
Northeast KS Technical College
Northwest KS Technical College
Wichita Area Technical College

Technical College Total:

Kansas City KS Area Technical School
Kaw Area Technical School

Salina Area Technical School
Southwest Area Technical School

Technical School Total:

TOTAL:

Fall 2004
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Fall 2005
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The University of Kansas

Office of the Executive Vice Chancellor for
External Affairs

February 8, 2006

The Honorable Jean Schodorf

Chairman
Senate Education Commuttee
Reoom 241 - E

Topeka, KS 66612
Dear Chairman Schodorf:
The University of Kansas appreciates the Senate Education Committee’s review of SB 332,

KU’s goal in seeking enactment of SB 332 is to obtain broader authority to purchase insurance
for items that in our judgment warrant it. As KU testified last week, the University currently does
not have the ability to purchase insurance to cover certain equipment and research operations
under state law. Where KU is required or specifically authorized to purchase insurance, it has
done so through the Committee on Surety Bonds and Insurance and has done so for several
decades.

We appreciate the Committee directing the Revisor's Office to assist in drafting an amendment
that achieves our legislative goal. A copy of the Revisor’s balloon amendment is attached for
your review. Likewise, we have communicated with the Department of Administration. It is our
understanding they have draft balloon amendments. It is KU’s position that these amendments
and the Revisor’s amendment do not thwart our legislative goal, and we will leave it to the
Committee’s prerogative to address them as it sees fit.

We appreciate your consideration of KU’s comments on SB332.
Sincerely,
Lt

Paul Carttar
Executive Vice Chancellor for External Affairs

cc: Members of the Senate Education Committee

Senate EAduca+ion Lomm tree
Strong Hall » 1450 Jayhawk Blvd., Room 230 « Lawrence, KS 66045-7535 « (785) 864-7100 « Fax: (785) 864-5349
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SB 332 2

thority may purchase liability insurance covering all or any part of its
operations and may purchase liability and related insurance upon all ve-
hicles owned or operated by the authority independent of the committee
on surety bonds and insurance and such insurance may be purchased
without complying with K.S.A. 75-3738 to 75-3744, inclusive, and amend-
ments thereto. Any board of county commissioners may purchase such
insurance or health care services, independent of such committee, for
district court officers and employees any part of whose total salary is
payable by the county. Nothing in any other provision of the laws of this
state shall be construed as prohibiting members of the highway patrol so
assigned to police toll or tumnpike facilities from receiving compensation
in the form of insurance or health maintenance organization coverage as
herein authorized. &

(c) The agencies of the state sponsoring a foster grandparent or senior
companion program, or both, shall procure a policy of accident, personal
liability and excess automobile liability insurance insuring volunteers par-
ticipating in such programs against loss in accordance with specifications
of federal grant guidelines. Such agencies may purchase such policy of
insurance independent of the committee on surety bonds and insurance
and without complying with K.S.A. 75-3738 to 75-3744, inclusive, and
amendments thereto.

(d) Any postsecondary educational institution as defined by K.S.A.
74-3201b, and amendments thereto, may purchase insurance of any kind
or nature except employee health insurance. Such insurance may be pur-
chased independent of the committee on surety bonds and insurance and
without complying with K.S.A. 75-3738 through 75-3744, and amend-

ments thereto. &
Sec. 2. K.S.A. 75-4101 is hereby repealed.
Sec. 3. This act shall take effect and be in force from and after its
publication in the statute book.

Such insurance shall be purchased from an insurance
company authorized to transact business in the state of
Kansas.





