Approved: March 19,2007
Date
MINUTES OF THE HOUSE EDUCATION BUDGET COMMITTEE

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Joe McLeland at 1:30 P.M. on March 8, 2007 in Room 514-
S of the Capitol.

All members were present except:
Mike O’Neal- excused

Committee staff present:
Michele Alishahi, Kansas Legislative Research
Theresa Kiernan, Office of Revisor of Statutes

Conferees appearing before the committee:
Lana Gordon, State Representative, District #52
Steve Iliff, CPA, speaking as a 2010 Commission member
Connie Brand, Director of Finance, Kansas City Kansas Public Schools
Diane Gjerstad, Director of Government Relations, Wichita Public Schools
Ginger Powell, Partner Berberich and Trahan Accounting Firm (Presenting testimony written my
Mark W. Dick, Executive Vice President, Allen, Gibbs, and Houlik, Wichita Kansas
Dr. Brenda Dietrich, Superintendent, Auburn-Washburm USD 437, on behalf of the United School
Administrators of Kansas
Robert Balsters, Deputy Superintendent of Business, Seaman USD 435
Jim Edwards, Governmental Relations Specialist, Kansas Association of School Boards

Others attending:
See attached list.

Hearing on HB 2175 - School districts; centrally-maintained accounting and reporting system.

Barbara Hinton, Legislative Post Auditor from the Legislative Division of Post Audit, summarized a report
containing the findings from their completed performance audit comparing the centralization of school
district accounting in different states. A copy of the Performance Audit Report, Limited Scope Audit can be
obtained from the Legislative Division of Post Audit at 800 SW Jackson, Suite 1200, Topeka, Kansas.

Theresa Kiernan, Office of Revisor of Statutes, explained HB 2175 to the committee in summary form
(Attachment 1).

Lana Gordon, a proponent, spoke of the benefits to Legislators in comparing monies spent within school
districts and between districts while providing good data for school boards and administrators (Attachment

2).

Steve Iliff stressed the importance of being able to compare data in different school districts and cited this as
one of the reasons this bill is important (Attachment 3), and his recommendations for a standardized
consistent accounting system was set forth in his 2010 Commission Minority Report (Attachment 4).

Connie Brand voiced opposition to this bill because it would require school districts to keep two sets of
accounting records requiring more staff, and using this data without explanatory narratives or knowledge

would be misleading and ineffective (Attachment 5).

As aopponent to HB 2175, Diane Gjerstad cautioned the committee that implementing anew financial system
takes at least three years, is extremely expensive with high labor costs for planning, training and
implementation. She felt there would be better reporting if employees in accounting and reporting positions
had better training, including auditors who review school district budgets (Attachment 6).

Ginger Powell presented the highlights of testimony opposing HB 2175, written by Mark Dick outlining the
bill is unclear, and could increase complexity; the assumption of the bill is simplistic; one size does not fit
all; the accounting principles are unclear, and could increase the complexity of accounting records.
Misclassified expenses could decrease instead of increase reliability of financial reporting (Attachment 7).

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. B age 1




CONTINUATION SHEET

MINUTES OF THE House Education Budget Committee at 1:30 P.M. on March 8, 2007 in Room 514-S
of the Capitol.

Dr. Brenda Dietrich delivered her comments as a neutral party but advised the committee to study the full
cost and feasibility of implementing a new statewide system because of the cost and use of resources
(Attachment 8).

Rob Balsters addressed the committee with neutral comments and warned of fixing a system that is not
broken, stating the cost would be prohibitive because tracking all expenditures to the building level is a waste
of time, and this bill would not make education budgeting less complex (Attachment 9).

Jim Edwards spoke as a neutral conferee saying his organization “opposes any state mandate which would
require any additional budget processes where 1) the results would not be used to fund the actual costs of
educating students; and 2) they become added administrative costs that remove funds from the classroom”
(Attachment 10).

The chair closed the hearing on HB 2175.
The meeting adjourned at 3:39 PM..

The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, March 13, 2007 at 1:30 PM in Room 514-S.

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



GUEST SIGN-UP SHEET
HOUSE EDUCATION BUDGET COMMITTEE
March 8, 2007
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HB2175Explnr.wpd

House Bill No. 2175 requires the State Board of Education to develop an accounting and
reporting system for all school districts. The system is required to be centrally-maintained, Internet-
based, and freely available and accessible. The system would be designed so that each district has
remote access in order to directly input and report receipts and expenditures. The system must allow
districts to record and report any information required by state or federal law, and record
expenditures for each attendance center.

The system must provide records showing the amounts appropriated, estimated revenues,
actual revenues, the amounts available for expenditures, total expenditures, unliquidated obligations,
actual balances on hand, and the unencumbered balances of allotments or appropriations for each
district. These records must be organized by funds, accounts, and other pertinent classifications.

The system must allow any person to search and manipulate the data and allow for the
comparison of data on a district-by-district basis and by attendance centers within a district.

The State Board must design, revise, and direct the use of accounting records and fiscal
procedures and prescribe uniform classifications for receipts and expenditures for all districts. The
accounting system must be in accordance with accepted principles of governmental fund accounting
and must include both budgetary and proprietary accounts.

The State Board must prescribe the necessary forms to be used by districts in connection with
the system.

School districts would be required to record receipts and expenditures in accordance with a
uniform classification of accounts or chart of accounts and reports as prescribed by the State Board.

House Education Budget Committee
Date: #3-0 §-0"7
Attachment #:_/




STATE OF KANSAS
LANA GORDON COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS

CHAIR: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND TOURISM
MEMBER: COMMERCE AND LABOR
EDUCATION BUDGET
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
ARTS & CULTURAL RESOURCES

REPRESENTATIVE, FIFTY-SECOND DISTRICT
5820 SW 27TH ST.
TOPEKA, KANSAS 66614
(785) 273-1203
STATE CAPITOL—RM. 143-N
TOPEKA, KANSAS 66612
(785) 296-7652

(1-800) 432-3924 TOPEKA

HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

I am testifying in favor of HB2175. During my service to the Legislature the past 7 years, [ have
continually been frustrated by the lack of transparency in school finance.

Attempts have been made since Bill Bunten was in the Senate and further attempts in school
finance bills last year and previously, to encourage a uniform budgeting and reporting system so
that we are really comparing like information statewide.

After seeing the results of a Legislative Post Audit on what other states are doing, of the 20 states
studied, 14 of them have adopted standardized charts of accounts and business rules for school
district staff to use when both recording and reporting accounting transactions. Eleven of the 14
states have had the standardized accounting systems for 20 years or more ago, the other 3 have
had them for at least 10 years. They have worked with systems and companies to manage this
data. While they do not have a centralized accounting system housed in one location; they do
report and budget in a uniform manner for all school districts in their state. Large corporations
are used to having a centralized system within their headquarters allowing branch locations no
matter how far away, to account on the system by being connected online.

HB 2175 directs the State Board of Education to develop and maintain a centralized accounting
and reporting system. Each district would have remote access to work with the program.

This system would not only benefit the Legislature in more clearly being able to compare monies
spent within districts and between districts; but also would provide good data for school boards
and administrators. Until we can truly compare apples to apples in districts, we still do not have
the most accurate information of how school districts are spending their allocations. I have
always believed that one might find that more funding may be needed in some areas and less in
others, but it is hard to be sure when the exact amounts are not substantiated by facts and only
lumped together. It would be my goal to see things line by line on actual spending.

With school financing consisting of more than 50% of our budget, it is prudent of us as
Legislators to derive a more accurate picture of expenditures by putting into place a system that
will help us do this.
I would appreciate your support of HB 2175.
Thank you,
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House Education Budget Commuittee
Date: J3-08-071
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| oday Date 7/1/2006 g
Assessments Demographics =
v .nentary |Date of Year of Math Reading |Free TechoO)
School Service Service Degree Name Class Salary Scores Scores Lunch Special EgBilingual .,[QSX_E o~
Blue 7/1/1980 26.02 |BA Mrs A Elementary 40000 80 20% 83/9'3 Q
Blue 7/1/1990 16.01 |BA Mr. B|Elementary 36000 80 18% 8%m !
Blue 7/1/1595 11.01 |MA Miss {Elementary 32000 80 15% 8% & %0
Blue 7/1/2000 6.00 |MA Mrs [jReading 30000 80 25% 8%E
Blue 7/1/2006 - |BA Mrs HScience 28000 80 10% 8% S0
Green 7/1/2004 2.00 |no degree Mrs F|Elementary 23000 90 51% 10%_5 Q
Green 7/1/2004 2.00 |no degree Mr. G|Elementary 26000 92 55% 10% @ .
Green 7/1/2004 2.00 |no degree Miss | Elementary 25000 97 58% 10% 2 8
Green 7/1/2005 1.00 |no degree Mrs | |Reading 21000 96 60% 10% I A
Green 7/1/2004 2.00 |no degree Mrs J|Science 28000 98 45% B 10%
Red 7/1/1980 26.02 |BA Mrs K Elementary 44000 85 10% 3%
Red 7/1/1988 18.01 |BA Mr. L |Elementary 42000 86 8% 3%
Red 7/1/1985 21.01 |BA Miss | Elementary 46000 85 12% 3%
Red 7/1/1986 20.01 |BA Mrs N Reading 42000 82 35% 3%
Red 7/1/1890 16.01 |BA Mrs (Science 36000 80 40% 3%
Sum of Salary Average of Free Lunch
School Total Schoal Total
Blue 166,000.00 Blue 18%
Green ~123,000.00 Green 54%
Red 210,000.00 Red 21%
Grand Total 499,000.00 Grand Total 31%
Average of Year of Service Average of Techology
Schaool Total School Total
Blue 11.81 Blue 8%
Green 1.80 Green 10%
Red 20.21 Red 3%
Grand Total 11.27 Grand Total 7% - ___,
Average of Math Scores :
School Total Sy §
Blue 80.00
Green 94.860
Red 85.60
rand Tolal 86.73

Attachment #: 3
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® Create an account | Log in
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Research Center: E==United States » All K-12 Teachers » Salary

Salary Survey Report for All K-12 Teachers

More reports for All K-12 Teachers: Hourly Rate, Bonus, Commission, Profit Sharing, more...

Median Salary by Job - All K-12 Teachers (United States)

Etementary Sthoot Teacher (9274
#High School Teacher (3764
Middlz School Teacher {13923
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Currency: USD | Updated: 2/28/2007 | Individuals reporting: 16,229

Narrow in by: Company Size, City, Experienca, Skills, Degree and more.

¢ Find Salary Reports for these Jobs: Elementary School Teacher, High School Teacher, Middle School Teacher, Teacher, Kindergarten
i Teacher (but not Special Education), Middle Schoel Teacher (except Special and Vocational Education), Secandary School Teacher, (but

not Special and Vocational Education} (More)

FREE! Custam Salary Comparison
Get accurate salary data matched to your job title, location, experience and more.

PayScale Advice - All K-12 Teachers

High school math teacher - High School Teacher - Manhattan, New York, United States.
Posted in Dream Job on 12/14/2006.
I beleive I can make a difference in e way students learn

Go for your dreams - Elementary School Teacher - Minnescta, United States.

Posted in Dream Job on 12/13/2006.
There is always some something that always hinders your decision to go for your dreams. But it is not until you go

for that something, where you find true happiness.

See all advice for All K-12 Teachers.

Share YOUR advice for All K-12 Teachers.

FREE! Custom Salary Comparison
Get accurate salary data matched to your job title, location, experience and more.

Questions about Teacher Salaries:
What is the salary of a teacher? How much do full-time teachers make versus substitute teachers? What is the starting salary for a

: teacher? These common questions can all be answered with PayScale data on average teacher salaries. You can view Teacher Salaries
by State or see the Starting Salary For a Teacher. The Teacher Salaries by State chart shows that California and New York are at the
. top for school teacher salaries. The Starting Salary For a Teacher chart shows that average teacher salaries are around $34,000 a vear
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Scale - Average Teacher Salaries - What is the Salary of a Teacher Page 2 of

for new teachers.

Learn why asking “what is the median salary of a teacher” is a better question than “what are average teacher salaries” by reading Ask
Dr. Salary article on "Why is median salary better than average salary?"

Links for Teacher Salaries:
Teacher salaries by state

Average teacher salaries by city
Starting salary for a teacher
Compare teacher salaries in the UK
Compare teacher salaries in Canadza

Median Salary by Years Experience - All K-12 Teachers (United States)
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Page 3 of ?
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Advice
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4 For more informaiion on how lo use benchmarking to improve performance, click here.
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Advanced Search

{ Compare

’!f My Favorites

Click the school name in one of the column headings o learn more aboul thal school. H Download Data | ./% Print Page
Avondale East x Avondale West = East x: Elmont xt Indian Creek xi
Efementary Elementary Indianola Elementary Elementary
Elementary
Student Proficiency on State
JTests - 2004
Reading Proficiency (% 17.4 79.3 92.9 95.2 53.8
Math Proficiency (%) 52.6 78.3 94.3 72.2 75.0
Igﬁg\ng%and Math Proficiency 333 78.9 937 846 66.6
Reading Proficiency by Avondale East Avondale West East Indianola Indian Creek
Subgroup (%) - 2004 Elementary Elementary Elementary Elmiont Elementany Elementary
All Students 17.4 79.3 929 95.2 53.8
White n.a. 82.4 9286 95.2 54.5
Black 15.4 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Hispanic n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Asian/Pacific |slander n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a n.a.
American Indian/Alaska Native n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Mulii-Racial n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Female 20.0 83.3 100.0 91.7 n.a.
Male 15.4 76.5 88.2 n.a. n.a.
Economically Disadvantaged 19.0 72.2 100.0 n.a n.a.
Non-Disadvantaged n.a. 80.8 85.7 100.0 70.0
English Language Learners n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Students with Disabilities n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Nen-Disabled Students 20.0 82.6 926 95,2 63.6
Migrant n.a. n.a. . n.a. n.a. n.a.
Math Proficiency by Subgroup Avondale East Avondale West East Indianola Indian Creek
(%) - 2004 Elementary Elementary Elementary Eimont Elementary Elementary
All Students 52.6 763 94.3 72.2 750
White n.a. B0.0 93.3 70.6 73.7
Black n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a n.a.
Hispanic n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Asian/Pacific |slander n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
American Indian/Alaska Native n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Mulli-Racial n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Female 63.6 n.a. 87.5 80.0 81.8
Male n.a. 75.0 100.0 n.a. n.a.
Economically Disadvantaged 50.0 75.0 95.7 n.a. n.a.
Non-Disadvantaged n.a. n.a. 91.7 69.2 68.8
English Language Learners n.a. n.a n.a. n.a. n.a.
Students with Disabilities n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Nen-Disabled Students 60.0 87.5 94 .1 75.0 73.7
Migranl n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
ColesePrep- 00
ACT - Average Score n.a. ‘na n.a. na. n.a.
ACT - Parlicipation Rate {% n.a. n.a n.a. na. n.a.
SAT Reasoning Tes! - Average Score n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
RHSQT;easoninq Test - Parlicipation - nig —_— _— _—
PSATINMSQT - Average Score na. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
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PSAT/INMSQT - Participation Rate

9% n.a.
AP - Scores 3 or Above (%) n.a.
AP - Participation Rate (%) n.a.
Classroom Profile - 2004 Aglc:::::i;:ﬂ
Students Per Teacher .97
Enroliment - 2004 FRGHERIE St
i Elementary
Enroliment 224
White (% 31.3
Black (%) 442
Hispanic (%) 7.6
Asian/Pacific Islander (%) 0.0
American Indian/Alaska Native (%) 2.7
Economically Disadvantaged (%) 76.3
. Avondale East
NCLB Information - 2004 Elementary
Is this school making Adeguate Yearly No

Progress (AYP)?
School Facts

Address

City or Town
County

District

Telephone Number
Urban Staius

Grade Levels Served
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Avondale East
Elementary

455 SE Golf Park Boulevard

Topeka

Shawnee

Topeka Public Schools
(785)274-4655
Mid-Size City

K-8

Gougle |

na.
na.
na
Avondale West
Elementary
10.3
Avondale West
Elementary
246
47.2
25.6
12.2
0.4
2.4
50.8
Avondale West
Elementary
Yes

Avondale West
Elementary

3229 SW Westview Avenue

Topeka

Shawnee

Topeka Public Schools
(785)274-4775
Mid-Size City

K-5

n.a.

n.a.

na.
East Indianola
Elementary

10.5
East Indianola
Elementary
215
87.9
2.8
3.3
1.4
0.5

60.5
East Indianola
Elementary

Yes

East Indianola
Elementary

2000 NW Clay

Topeka
Shawnee
Seaman
(785)575-8750

Mid-Size City

K-6

‘Search |

T Web @& SchoolMatters.com

n.a.

n.a.

na.
Eimont Elementary

12.3
Elmont Elementary

203
97.0
1.0
0.5
0.5
0.5
17.7

Elmont Elementary
Yes
Elmont Elementary

6432 NW Elmont Road

Topeka
Shawnee
Seaman
(7B5)286-8450

Rural, Inside CBSA

Prek-6

Privacy Notice | Terms of Use | CCSSO Disclaimer | SAT | PSATANMSQT | AR | Help | Contact Us

Copyright © 2006 Standard & Poor's, a division of The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc. All rights reserved.
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n.a.
n.a.

Indian Creek

Elementary

17.2
Indian Creek
Elementary
193
87.0
0.5
1.6
0.0
1.6
13.0
Indian Creek
Elementary

Yes

Indian Creek
Elementary
4303 NE Indian Creek
Road

Topeka
Shawnee
Seaman
(785)286-8470

Urban Fringe of a Mid-Size

City
K-8
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; Benchmarking: A Spirit of Inquiry!

People naturally look to one another to learn. It's natural when we want to learn to
do something new or different to observe how others are doing what we want to
learn — especially when others are getting good results! That's really what
benchmarking is all about — learning from others and adapting their ideas for the
benefit of our own students. The “spirit of inquiry” in benchmarking is a discovery
process to help you learn from the experiences of others.

Do you want to figure out how to improve an instructional area in your school?
Benchmarking can help you do this. Do you have a problem you want to solve? Try
benchmarking. Just look at some of the questions you can answer using the “spirit
of inquiry” in a benchmarking study:

ce—— R T

How can we help more of our students read?

What can we do about students who are struggling in math?

How do we get the most students possible into high-level math and science
courses?

How do we establish a school culture that promotes high student achievement?
How can we deal more effectively with our students for whom English is a
second language?

How can we close the gap in achievement between different groups of
students?

How can we use our resources more effectively to achieve a high level of
learning for our students?

How do we help more students gain access to high-level courses, such as
Advanced Placement classes?

How do we provide a balanced program for our students?

How do we ensure students are learning rich and challenging content in core
subject areas and also provide rich opportunities in areas of human
expression, such as art, music, foreign language, and career education?
How do we adequately prepare students for a world that is constantly
changing?

How do we determine the expectations of the community we serve?

How do we differentiate learning for all the students we serve?

How do we develop and manage professional learning communities?

How do we help students develop as independent learners and thinkers?

Pa_ge
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This workbook will help your school plan its own benchmarking study, from preparation

to implementation. The workbook will discuss specific things to think about before

conducting a benchmark study. You'll learn what you do when you're on site with your
benchmarking partner. And you'll even learn what you'll do after your visit. We'll use the

three key words below to highlight the stages: Prepare, Benchmark, Improve.

1.

o

Understand the correlation between student poverty
and performance, and the need {o overcome “risk”
factors like poverty.

Use SchoolMatiers.com to assess your school's
relative performance in reading and math trends.
ldentify your priorities for improvement by grade-
ievel, subject-area, and/or student subgroup.

Use the Benchmarking tool to find "Benchmark
Schools” with higher performance in specific grade
levels and subject areas, by student subgroup.
Select ong or more “Benchmark Schools” as
potential pariners, and ask the school if it would be
willing to coliaborate with your school on g
benchmarking study.

Select your benchmarking team from your school's
faculty and staff, and prepare for the site visit to
vour benchmarking pariner's school.

Meet with your benchmarking partner's facuity and
staff and interview tham about their most promising
practices in the area you want to improve.

www, SchoolMatters.com

Page 5
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Introduction

Every child must have the opportunity to receive an education. In America we
recognize education as a basic right and value it as an essential in accomplishing
liberty and happiness. In Kansas things are no different. Governor Sebelius has again
challenged us to continue to search for the means by which the educational system can
improve and flourish. We would all embrace a plan guaranteed to educate every child.
Crafting such a plan is the goal of countless think-tanks, bureaucracies, private-
institutions, individuals and commissions. However, other than a heaving and shifting
from one ideology to another, not much has been accomplished. Not only is success in
education measured differently, but the avenue to that success has huge variants. A
child, not a product, is the outcome, and herein lies the rub.

As a member of the 2010 Commission | have had the privilege of being able to observe
first hand the complexity of designing and implementing a solid educational foundation
for Kansas children. Each of us on the commission has our own biases as to what we
would like to see addressed or changed. My colleagues on the commission know |
have strong opinions regarding what creates a successful school but | offer those along
with everyone else's opinions. However, regarding the area of budgeting and financial
accountability, | offer expertise not rhetorical opinions and | believe the state must make
substantial changes. | offer this recommendation in a minority report because the 2010
Commission initially recommended it then reversed their position and chose not to
recommend.

Issues in Funding and Spending Education Dollars

Educational revenue and expenses are very difficult to understand for either the layman
or the expert not intimately involved with operations. Legislators are required to fund
the public schools in Kansas adequately and equitably across the state but must know
where the money goes in order to make this determination.

Legislators are continually being asked to provide more funds for education and do not
understand where the money is going or how it is being used. This is like writing a
blank check to the school system by the taxpayers.

All legislators and taxpayers have a strong desire to have the best education possible
for each student in the system delivered at the most affordable price. Governor
Sebelius has recognized the taxpayer’s concern and stated it as one of the reasons she
hired Standard and Poor’s to perform their evaluations.

The State of Kansas is responsible to comply with Federal Guidelines and be able to
show that Federal money has been used according to the purposes it was given.

The legislature holds in trust all the money taxed from the people to be used in the best

interest of the people and take no more than is absolutely necessary to provide for
education.

2006 Committee Reports - 2010 Commission Minority Report No Legislator Left Behind - Page 1




The only way anyone (legislator, commissioner, taxpayer, administrator or educator)
can possibly know how well the educational system is doing in general or particular is
by having an accurate accounting system for both financial, demographic and
educational assessments that are consistently applied from year to year, school to
school and district to district and then to the industry as a whole.

All parties from principals, superintendents, board members, legislators, taxpayers and
even members of the Department of Education and Post Audit Division agree that there
is no consistent or comparable accounting in the school systems of Kansas even at the
district level and consequently no one can truly understand where money is going or
compare one school building to another in the State of Kansas Education System, a 4
billion dollar business. You can’t hold people accountable if you can’t account.

Our 2010 Commission Chairperson, Rochelle Chronister, has been repeatedly quoted
saying, “Show me the data.” before she will make recommendations.  This
recommendation will provide a system for showing the financial, demographic and
testing data in a coherent manner in order that sound decisions and recommendations
can be made in a timely fashion.

At least 6 out of the 12 duties given to the 2010 Commission include words like
determine, evaluate, monitor, review, and ensure the Kansas system is efficient and
effective. All of these words and duties are meaningless without a system that will
capture information in a comprehensive, methodical, orderly and consistent fashion.

Therefore | recommend:

A comprehensive accounting system with appropriate chart of accounts with clear
definitions and well trained coders that should be begin effective with the 2007-2008
school year down to the school level.

The system would be designed and put into place by a small group of independent
accountants, information technology consultants with the aid of retired principals and
superintendents and post auditors.

The key to the success of this system would be a bipartisan approach with the full
support of the governor and the leaders of both houses.

The Accounting Manual will be reviewed and put into place for all schools and districts.
Be aware that since this has not been done intensively before that there will be
significant changes over the next 2 years as schools implement and retrain their staffs
or review the possibility of outsourcing this one function to a centralized accounting firm
or state organization.

Reasons Why Implementation is so important:

Tax dollars are a trust and should be used very carefully and effectively. No more tax
dollars should be requested or approved unless a compelling cause can be
demonstrated.
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The disbursement of funds calls for their use in an efficient and effective manner. This
cannot be judged unless it can be measured. It can't be measured unless there is an
accounting system. And one cannot determine who is doing better than whom unless
the system is comparable among the schools. And one cannot determine if there is
improvement unless the system can compare one year to the next and is consistent in
its coding.

It will improve Education in Kansas

In order to get the best results in the classroom we must be able to provide resources
where they will be most effective. We must understand costs, methods and personnel
that produce those results. ldeally we would build a model. But since we already have
schools in operation we can find which ones are operating most effectively and observe
how they do it.

Data Mining will highlight Best Practices

Researchers are looking for best practices as well as poor practices. The only way they
can confirm their hypothesis is with good data. They must be able to access the exact
same data that is available to all those in the education community. If they can't get
good data they will waste time, get false results, or open themselves to the accusation
that they are comparing apples to oranges. But who can blame them when the current
accounting system is so designed that it renders the apples to apples comparison
impossible.

Data mining is used constantly by investors, scientific researchers, the military and
businesses of all kinds. Sound decisions depend on good data.

Capturing the data should be neutral. Republican and Democrat, principal and board
member, taxpayer and legislator should all want accurate data. If the data is captured
well and available then the real debate can begin about what is best for the children of
Kansas. Without it, we can never know what is best for the children. This was one of
the goals mentioned by Governor Sebelius in the new initiative she passed in 2004.

Find out where the heroes are and reward them

The only way anyone can really know who the heroes are is by comparison. Which
principals and teachers are getting more results with less money and more challenging
student population? The only way to know is to have a reporting system that highlights
them. They are out there.

It will Encourage Competition among the public schools

Districts and schools should compete with other districts and schools for better
methods, outcomes and costs. Each will vie for efficiencies, lower turnover ratios,
faster training and on going development and assessments that will be accurate and
fair and continually improving.
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In America we all believe that competition brings out the best in each of us. We see
this on the field of athletics, fine arts, commerce and the military. Education is no
different. The best run schools and districts should be rewarded publicly and financially
and become the models and trainers of the districts that are struggling.

It is Good Business

All businesses run better when they can measure how well they are doing against a
budget, against previous years and against other like entities in their industry. The
number one reason businesses in the free market fail is because of poor financial
business planning and controls. Schools will not fail because they have access to tax
dollars but they will waste time and money. But it will still cause them to fail in
delivering the scarce resources to where it is most needed.

An Accounting System is a good Internal Control

Good accounting records are an essential part of good internal controls to protect the
money that has been entrusted to you. A four billion dollar industry should have them.

It would be easier in the long run for administrators

Once the system is in place and coders are trained, the request for audits would only be
to verify source documents and even these could be scanned and put on a hard drive
so auditors would not have to bother the schools for more information. It is the only
way to ensure the money is getting into the classroom every year and in every school.
Currently when auditors and legislators request details there is an intense amount of
administrative work to produce such documents.

Legislators would be fulfilling their responsibilities

Legislators can't legitimately fulfill their responsibilities unless they are voting for or
against measures which they understand and get reports on.

Taxpayers must believe in the system

Our system is based upon voluntary compliance. Compliance is based on trust in the
system and our governors and legislators to administer taxes and use funds for the
general welfare while controlling costs. Governor Sebelius desired the school districts
to be more accountable to the taxpayers when she initiated the Standard and Poor's
audit in 2004. But Standard and Poor’s only audited 4-6 of the 300 districts in Kansas.
A good accounting system will make much easier and more comprehensive.

It will truly give board members and taxpayers local control

You can'’t control what you don't know. Everyone is crying out for information. They
want to know where their money is going and wonder if it is being used effectively.
Every board member should have their eye on other schools and be asking questions
like:

How can ABC school be getting such good scores?

ABC has the same demographics as we have and don’t receive any more

money. How can they be so excellent?
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Where is ABC spending their money?

Why are their turnover ratios so much lower than ours?

Why did they get more money than we did?

ABC's parents just rave about their principal and teachers. Why?

You must be able to compare to see the difference. But you can’'t compare without
comparable data.

District efficiency depends upon good accounting that is easily
understood by the common taxpayer.

According to the January 2006 Post Audit Study there are 2 variables that help to make
a District efficient. The first is when money is hard to come by. The second is when
voters watch carefully how their tax dollars are spent. Both of these require good
information systems.

Auditors and Accountants Believe a System should be Required

Barb Hinton, Post Auditor Recommends Accounting System

Barb Hinton supported a comprehensive system for the whole education community at
the 11/14/06 Commission meeting. She later referred to her Post Audit Report dated
March 2002 which exposes problems with the current system.

Standard and Poor’s Audit

Standard and Poor's has done a very good audit at the reguest of Governor Sebelius
and paid for with private money from the Kauffman Foundation. During testimony, they
mentioned that they could not establish building indicators State wide with any accuracy
because the accounting was too inconsistent from school to school and year to year.

Governor Sebelius is to be commended for commissioning such an audit and finding a
way to pay for it from the private sector. She was criticized by the Educational
establishment at the time but stood her ground. Standard and Poor’s is doing a very
helpful service to the citizens of Kansas and for our Educational Institutions.

Dale Dennis, Deputy Commissioner of Education

Dale Dennis said to the 2010 Commission on several occasions that although we have
a chart of accounts for the State, no one really uses it consistently from school to
school or year to year.

Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP)

These are the standards, principles, rules that govern Certified Public Accountants. All
private companies, government and non profits follow these rules; the education
community should be no different.
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The reason our government and the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants
require GAAP that it would be impossible to loan money to or invest in companies
without a reliable and standardize accounting system. The taxpayers are investing in
public education and must be able to determine if their local schools are using their
money wisely.

Kansas School Accounting is done with a variety of different methods so that no one
can compare their financials to other schools, districts or States. This makes auditing
more difficult and makes real financial management for the State impossible.

Nature of the Accounting System

The idea is that each school (elementary, secondary, charter or alternative) would be
run like a business franchise (a Wal-Mart, Barnes and Noble, Wendy’s or Sylvan). The
franchise would be received from and monitored by each district and the department of
education. There would be a standard chart of accounts that would be consistent
throughout all the schools and districts in Kansas. All finances would be accounted for
including grants, gifts and other critical income that would help a school be successful.

Simple and Thorough Systems

Systems should be established to get all the information from parents one time, entered
into the computer and then only updated with changes. The system would monitor the
location of each parent and child as long as they reside in Kansas and would follow
them throughout the State. It would capture all necessary demographic information to
provide good comparable data.

Each year the parent would update his/her form for those things that are likely to
change; address, phone numbers, income if requesting free or reduced lunch.

Track Individual Students

Each student when they begin a school year will be checked in and be followed by the
system no matter how many schools they attend. This will avoid the problems which
occur when seasonal jobs or changes in residence cause students to transfer schools.
Each student should be given a test at the beginning of the year and another at the end
of the year to note improvement. This would give us better assessment data that could
travel with the student from school to school. No one would fall through the cracks.

Nature of our world

We have all watched the headlines as Enron, Worldcom, and our own Westar have
been gutted by top management. The damage was so vast because both top
management and their accountants were working together. There was no independent
accounting and control.

We have also recently seen with the 501 School district's poor accounting and internal
controls and policies how outsiders were able to take more than $500,000 over 18
months out of the checking account without anyone noticing. This was due to poor
accounting and management practices.
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Oskaloosa School District recently appears to have lost money and the superintendent
has been relieved.

No system can prevent all crime, but a good system using standard best practices is
the best defense. This is not to point out problems with Public Schools for Private
Schools have the same problems and issues. The difference between Public and
Private here is that a Private School's funding can drop dramatically if the patrons lose
faith and they could go out of business.

Objections to an Accounting System

Objection 1: But we want local control!

This recommendation would not affect how the money is spent or the control on the
school or district. In fact, | am for more local control not less. But it would cause each
school to be accountable for costs and outcomes so they could be compared. If a
school spent more but got better outcomes with a more difficult population, who would
complain? If it turned out that one board was spending millions more and getting very
poor assessments scores compared to a district ten miles away with the same
demographics, the parents and taxpayers might like to get real local control of the board
members. In fact this would be the only way they could get local control. You can't
control what you don’t know.

Local Control vs. Centralize accounting functions

The State would leave local control in the hands of the individual school board on how
money is spent, but the accounting system, coding and internal controls would be
subject to best practices and regulated by the state (i.e. the accounting function would
be centralized into a home office similar to many franchises in the commercial world).
All bills would be sent by the vendor to the school or district administration for approval
but then be forwarded for payment to the home office for proper coding and payment.

Payroll would be handled in a similar fashion. Financials would then be posted to the
internet handling confidential information confidentially.

Objection 2: We need to do more Study and have a presentation.

The Legislative Post Audit Division did a Performance Audit back in March of 2002,
which looked closely at the accounting and budgeting issue. They discovered and
pointed out many practices among the Kansas School Districts that vary widely from
standard best practices of accounting, budgeting and internal controls. The following is
their summary:
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Audit Title

School District Budgets: Determining Ways to Structure the Budget
Document to Make It Understandable and Allow for Meaningful

3=
i
:

=

Comparisons .
Audit Number Audit Date ' :
02PA10 3/2002

Audit Abstract :
The laws, policies, and practices related to school district budgets are
flawed in some areas. Because of the requirements or interpretations
of State law, districts are overstating some expenditures and excluding

other expenditures altogether. Staffing, enroliment, and expenditure
information districts report in their budgets don't tie together, and
aren't always reported consistently. In some local budget documents
expenditures aren't summarized or grouped into categories, making it

difficult to know how much money a district is taking in, or how
moneys are being spent. We developed a new format for districts' local

budget documents that realigns and summarizes categories of
information, includes all revenues and expenditures, and tries to

address most of the problems we identified. The new budget format
ultimately can be used as a tool to help identify where a district's costs

may be out of line compared with peer districts, Statewide averages, or

other benchmarks. District officials and board members can use it to

explore the reasons for differences in greater detail, and to consider

any adjustments they may need to make to increase their district's
efficiency. The format presented will need to be reviewed and refined

to make it as meaningful and useful as possible.

]

Objection 3: But it will cost too much!

First of all, no one knows how much it will cost. No other person would even think of
running a business without good accounting no matter what the cost. But, in fact, it will
cost less, probably much less than we are spending now. Instead of each school or
district having their own part-time accountants or part time bookkeepers who are
underpaid and under trained, this function would be centralized allowing the benefit of
those who would perform these functions to concentrate, be better trained and using
the best accounting systems and controls. It should be similar to a Franchise
accounting like McDonalds, Sylan, Walmart, of Starbuck.

In addition, good accounting will show where money is misallocated so it can be better
spent to improve results.

! hitp:/fwww.accesskansas.org/srv-postaudit/results.do
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A recent Wall Street Journal article reported that the NEA fought disclosure of their
income and expense reports using this same argument. They said it would cost too
much-possibly more than a billion dollars. In fact it only cost $54,000. The accounting
disclosure did show one thing: where they spent their money. Once you look at their
expenditures you can see why they fought full disclosure. You can go to www.union-
reports.dol.gov to see the NEA reports now that they have full disclosure .?

Philosophical Resources and References

The Fiefdom Syndrome by Robert J Herbold: This book outlines the installation
of a detailed accounting system at Microsoft at a time when all their departments
in each separate countries in which they represented were not communicating
well with one another. They lacked a comprehensive accounting system and Bill
Gates could not tell how his company was doing until months after the quarter or
year end.

Who Says Elephants Can’t Dance by Lou Gerstner (Gerstner was appointed
CEO of IBM when it was having serious financial trouble Story behind the IBM
turnaround.

In Search of Excellence by Tom Peters

Made In America by Sam Walton

Behind the Arches by John F Love

The Effective Executive by Peter Drucker

Managing the Non-Profit Organization by Peter Drucker
The E-Myth by Michael Gerber

* http://www.opinionjournal.com/editorial/feature.htm|?id=11000776 1
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Recommendation: Fix the Free and Reduced Lunch Under-Reporting Problem
Using Technology

Steve lliff recommended fixing the current problem uncovered by the Post Audit by
using technology. Using the computer and secured servers, all individuals who apply
for a free lunch could enter their data on to a computer in a secure private location at
the school, public library or even on the web while they are at home. They could enter
their personal information, address, social security and income of their household. The
computer would go to the State of Kansas computers and check the income, payroll tax
returns and 1099’s on file with the State for all the members of the household and
return a yes or no answer. If they do qualify, they could print out a qualification sheet
with a unigue number on it for the parent to turn in or mail to the school. The school
secretary would enter that number into the school computer and it would confirm with
the State of Kansas that this individual was indeed eligible. This would have the benefit
of cutting staff time, rendering auditing unnecessary, improving confidentiality and
accuracy, make lying more difficult and take the administrator out of the impossible
situation of confronting a cheating parent, denying his child $600 worth of free food and,
in addition, losing $2,000 per year for his school district or following his conscience.

In addition, some penalty, other than just losing your free lunch status, should be
imposed on the parent for false reporting and the administration for failure to audit and
enforce the system.

Recommendation: All money provided must have measuring tools to prove
results.

| believe and therefore recommend that no extra money be given to schools or
districts without measuring tools that will make sure that the money given is
managed effectively and with corresponding results.

Money is a Scarce Resource: It Must be Carefully Distributed and Measured for
Results

|, the one CPA on the commission, do not know if any individual schools, school
districts, or groups within the education establishment, really need more money. We as
a commission have not studied individual schools close enough to make such a
determination. | do not know whether special education students, English language
learners or at-risk students need more money. Maybe they do, but | can’t recommend
more money because | do not know that it is necessary. | do not want the legislature to
believe that | or the commission has been given enough information to confidently
make any recommendation about adding more money to the current school systems.

Giving money across the board to schools when there is no measuring tool to
determine if this money was effective does not make sense. Some will spend it like a
homeless drunk who has just been given $1,000 in cash. Others will use it very wisely
and get some incremental improvement.
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Salary increases across the board guarantee no improvement in education. It will
garner appreciation from good teachers but will make it that much more difficult to
remove poor teachers or teachers that do not really like to teach. The best teachers

don't teach for money. It is their mission. For the worst teachers: money is a major
factor.

Money in the hand of certain people will do more than in the hands of others.

The Blue Ribbon Schools that testified before the Commission and the Education
Committee never mentioned money as an issue. To them the No Child Left Behind
Program has been a positive challenge and a motivator to help teachers find better
more creative ways to improve scores.

Money is better used when it is difficult to come by and it is carefully watched and
accounted for. In the Jan 2006 Cost Study Analysis done by the Post Audit Committee,
District Efficiency was mentioned several times. When | asked Scott Frank, Legislative
Post Audit's Manager of School Audits assigned to the 2010 Commission, what he
meant by “district efficiency”, he gave the following answer:

In conducting the statistical analysis behind the cost study, we had to
control for district efficiency. Because efficiency is very difficult to
impossible to observe directly at a global level, we included indirect
measures that tend to be associated with efficiency. Those variables fell
into two broad categories:

1) Fiscal capacity variables. All other things being equal, districts for whom
money comes more easily tend to spend more. To measure this, we
looked at income per pupil (for the citizens, not the district), assessed
valuation per pupil, the ratio of State and federal aid to income (again for
the citizens), and the local tax share (roughly, how much of the property tax
in a district is the typical household responsible for?). Except for the local
tax share, each of these measures was significantly related to spending.

2) Voter monitoring variables. All other things being equal, districts that
have a large number of voters who are likely to pay attention and hold them
accountable are likely to spend less. To measure this, we looked at the
percent of adults who are college educated, the percent of the population
that is 65 or older, and the percent of housing units that are owner
occupied (as opposed to rentals). All of these measures were significantly
related to spending.

My conclusion based on that information: Districts use their money more efficiently
if they find money more difficult to come by and they have a population of interested
parents and taxpayers who are willing to hold them accountable. This should not
surprise us for businesses and families tend to run the same way.
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Standard and Poor's said:

A vital part of achieving higher standards is effective resource management—attention
to what to spend resources on, how to spend them, and how much to spend. Allocating
resources, making trade-offs, investing and directing effort toward student-
achievement..!

We don't currently have the measuring tools in place to ensure that we have effective
resource management and the reports that follow the money we currently give to the
system.

! Standard and Poor’s Kansas Education Resource Management Study, Phase III, Winter 2006
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Testimony before the 2007-2008 House Education Budget Committee
Regarding House Bill No. 2175
March 8, 2007
By: Connie Brand, Director of Finance, U.S.D. #500, Kansas City

Esteemed members of the House Education Budget Committee:

I am testifying today in opposition to House Bill No. 2175, providing for a central accounting
system for school districts in the State of Kansas. This bill would constitute an unfunded mandate
upon school districts while providing little, if any, valid financial information.

Districts are already required by Kansas Statute to prepare reports in a manner prescribed by
the State Department of Education. This is done when school districts complete their State Budget
Forms each year, which include historical expenditures for the past two years. It is doubtful, due to
the unique fluctuations in expenditure cycles among districts that a contemporaneous reporting of
expenditures will allow for a more meaningful comparison in mid year. Further, accounting
numbers do not always speak for themselves; often times it is necessary to provide meaningful
explanations to fluctuations in expenditure patterns. The legislature itself recognized this variance in
expenditure patterns during last year’s session by authorizing the cost of living weighting for a small
number of districts. A wide variety of other expenditure variations can also occur from district to
district. The necessity of narrative is recognized in the State Budget Forms by allowing narrative
data in the Budget at a Glance and Budget Profile sections. Without these meaningful narratives, it
is possible, even probable, that extrapolated summaries of data will be misunderstood.

Cost of the system would prove unrealistic to most districts. Since the bill states “accounting
records maintained by each school district shall be coordinated with the centralized accounting
system”, one will assume that we will be required to run our own system of accounts payable,
payroll, cash receipts, and general ledger locally; then reinput all of the information into the
centralized system. This, in effect, means keeping a duplicate set of books, which would require
additional staff at the local level for inputting data into the duplicate system. The cost of this
additional staff would erode the monies available to spend on education of children. In light of the
legislature’s failure to fund the full cost of education as found in the Augenblick and Meyers study
and the Legislative Post Audit study, both commissioned by the legislature itself, this does not
appear to be a wise use of the limited resources districts currently have and, unless the legislature
provided additional support to district for this cost, would become an unfunded mandate.

Finally, the bill requires expenditures be reported for each attendance center within a school
district. Such a reporting detail would provide no relevant accounting information without an
accompanying narrative to offer explanations. Expenditure differences can and do occur from
building to building due to factors outside of the control of the school or the district. Salaries costs
can vary not only from school to school, but also from year to year within a school, depending on
staff tenure. Special programs within a building, including ESOL, Special Education, At Risk, etc,
may cause a larger expenditure pattern. The age of a facility will result in a wide discrepancy in
maintenance costs. Numerous other examples can be found which would result in valid reasons for
differences in expenditure patterns. All of these differences will result in misinterpretation of data
extrapolated from a system by the casual user.

In summary, I oppose this bill for two reasons. First, it would result in districts keeping two
sets of accounting records which would require additional staff, therefore becoming an unfunded
mandate upon the districts. Secondly, the accounting data to be drawn, without explanatory
narrative or knowledge of the individual districts or attendance centers, would likely be misleading
and ineffective.

Thank you for this opportunity to address House Bill No. 2175.

House Education Budget Committee
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House Education Budget Committee
Rep. Joe McLeland, chair

March 8, 2007
Diane Gjerstad
Wichita Public Schools

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee:

The Wichita Public Schools has been held out as a model for school district budgeting. Back in the
1980°s when the Wichita Area Chamber of Commerce criticized the district’s “Sears and Roebuck™
sized budget book as incomprehensible, the district’s financial staff worked with our community to
develop the “Budget at a Glance”. This is the model found on-line for each of the 298 districts on
the department’s website. The condensed format gives patrons a snapshot of district spending,
performance and recent legislative changes to the formula. As a result the editorial board has
applauded the changes and the Chamber supported the district’s budget.

I share this background with the committee as an illustration of how Wichita has worked to make
our complex budget easier to understand and grasp. Attached are a few pages from the “Budget At
A Glance” which clearly show how funds are spent by function. You can see the Board’s priority is
classroom spending as measured by either spending or by positions. When grouped together the
trend is quite clear. Which brings me to my first concern — budgeting by building will balloon the
budget document, increase non-instructional expenditure and will pared down the budget into much
smaller increments making trends, like shown by these charts, difficult to easily pick out.

Art at Buckner .1

Art at Jackson .2

Art at Griffin .2

Art at Cessna .2
Artat PV Elem .4
Art at L’Ouverture .3
Art at Earhart .1

School budgets are extremely complicated. Staff can be funded from
2, 3 or 4 different funds; and can be serving multiple schools. Staff
may have multiple building assignments as illustrated by our vacancy
list this week. The chart to the right shows how complicated just
assigning personnel to buildings would be in a school district.

Costs assigned by building would be a tremendously labor intensive
proposition for schools. Variables impacting cost: tenure of the staff,
student teacher ratios and programs. A building housing special education programs will have more
people (and higher costs) than the neighborhood school without programs. It’s easy to draw
incorrect conclusions when simply looking at the cost per school.

Wichita is implementing a new financial system. I believe our experience implementing the system
is a snapshot of what this bill would take to implement on a statewide bass.

The district had purchased a financial system several years ago — the bottom line was it didn’t work.
What worked well for other, smaller districts, simply didn’t work for a huge system. One example
is the system couldn’t purge old transactions. We generated hundreds of thousands of transactions
each year which are posted, the old system ran out of storage. The system became slower and
slower because it lacked capacity. This was one of several failures in the old system.

House Education Budget Committee
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Now we are implementing a new financial system. Our experience, the time commitment and
financial costs are relevant to your deliberations.
Year one: planning how to implement the system; training key employees; mapping all old
accounts to the new account code combinations (massive); report writing — software
provides some generic reports but someone has to outline the custom reports needed for our
organization for the data extractions we need.
Year two: go ‘live’ with phase 1 basic financials (purchasing, inventory and fixed assets),
report writing, working out the bugs, training and retraining.
Phase 2 — roll out new requisition process. Security is a huge issue — someone has to
sit at a computer and input the security tree or who has the authority to approve the
requisition. With 7000 employees it’s a huge undertaking to develop the tree and to
maintain the tree when hundreds of people change positions each year. This function
alone is a massive maintenance effort.
Allocating and costing salaries and benefits — interface with payroll is still not
working. One obstacle is timing — the paper PAR comes downtown is authorized by
an assistant superintendent, travels to HR, travels to Risk Management (in the
meantime the employee is charged to the old building).

Implementing this new financial system
o takes at least three years to implement (and that’s with everyone in the same city);
e acostof over $5.5m;
e and tremendously high labor costs for training, planning and implementation.

If the rule of thumb that Wichita is one/tenth of the state, then we can extrapolate a state-wide
system would cost ten times as much and easily take more time to fully implement.

Mr. Chairman, each time we have this discuss our financial department asks the simple question:
What information are you lacking?
What information do you want?

We believe the legislature took great strides for better and more accessible information the past
three sessions. These structural changes include posting the “Budget At A Glance”, Budget Profile
and most recently the “Kansas Education Comparative Performance & Fiscal System”™ at
http://cpfs.ksde.org.cpfs/

If the legislature would like more detailed information, like how much districts spend on substitute
teachers, then you can easily obtain that information by directing KSDE to require us to report the
information. We also believe many of the concerns about reporting can be overcome by requiring
those who fill out budget forms to attend training, including the auditors who review school district
budgets.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, we oppose the bill and believe your goals can be achieved more quickly
and cost effectively than with a centralized accounting system.



Instruction Takes Top Priority

Five Year Budget Comparison
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2006-07  $485.3 The Wichita Area Technical College (WATC) was separated from the
2005-06  $438.6 district in 2004-05. WATC data has been removed from 2002-03 and
2004-05  $395.1 2003-04 for comparative purposes. Nearly 70 percent of the district’s
total budget is spent in the classroom on instruction and instructional
2003-04  $397.6 support. The amount spent on instruction has increased for 2006-07
2002-03  $375.2 due to the court mandating the state legislature increase school rev-
enues to fund a suitable education. In the operations category, there
are significant expenditures that directly support classroom instruction
such as transportation, nutrition services and custodial services.

. Increases in operations are primarily due to increases in utility costs,
fuel costs and the implementation of district-wide air conditioning.
The Other Commitments section includes capital projects and
bond payments. Capital projects for 2006-07 increased due to

. planned construction of two new elementary schools.

Students in West High School’s Health Academy
talk with students interested in the program during
the Wichita Public Schools’ Choices Fair.

Wichita Public Schools



TESTIMONY REGARDING HOUSE BILL 2175 M*

March 6, 2007 Allen, Gibbs & Houlk, L.C.
CPAs & Advisors
By:  Mark W. Dick, Executive Vice President
Allen,Gibbs & Houlik, L.C.

| am an opponent of the proposed legislation regarding “centrally maintained
accounting and reporting systems”, House Bill 2175.

I want to provide an accounting professional’s perspective on this proposed
legislation. Although | lead CPA and advisory firm Allen, Gibbs & Houlik, L.C.'s
government and public sector practice — the largest public sector practice in the
State — the opinions [ will express reflect my personal views, not those of the firm.

I have been practicing public accounting since 1970 and have specialized in
governmental accounting and auditing for the past 30 years. | have directed
hundreds of audits of Kansas governmental and tax-exempt entities, including the
State of Kansas itself, and numerous school districts. | have served as an expert
witness in national litigation related to governmental accounting. | am very familiar
with school budgets and financial reporting and, based on that experience, believe |
am uniquely qualified to comment on the proposed legislation and its potential
impact on both the State of Kansas and the individual school districts.

| have reviewed the bill and have the following observations and comments.

1— First, the purpose of the bill is unclear. What problem or issue is being
addressed that necessitated this recommendation? It appears that the objective is
improved financial reporting; however, the bill lacks an explanation of what and why
improvements are needed, and thus may be recommending incorrect, inappropriate
or unnecessarily expensive solutions.

2 — The underlying assumption of the bill — that consistent financial reporting
is possible only if every district uses a centralized accounting system and the
same chart of accounts - is simplistic and incorrect. If the bill's objective is
consistent financial reporting, there are less expensive, less risky and far more time-
tested methods of reaching that goal than by identifying, implementing, and training
people on completely new software (which may not yet exist) and a new, centralized
accounting system.

In the private sector, consistent financial reporting is accomplished by following well-
established Generally Accepted Accounting Principles, or GAAP. GAAP prescribes
specific accounting principles that must be adopted and used by all companies for
those companies’ financial statements and reports to be considered accurate and
representative of the organization’s financial status. Additional principles may also

301 N. Main, Suite 1700 « Wichita, Kansas 67202-4868 « (316) 267-7231 = (316) 267-0339 fax « www.aghlc.com
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House Bill 2175 Response 2

be applied in a standardized and agreed-upon way within a specific industry or
sector. As a result, the financial statements of companies that follow GAAP can
compare their financial statements to one another, or to any other company using
GAAP accounting. They do not utilize a centralized accounting system to achieve
this goal.

Kansas school districts currently must follow a uniform chart of accounts as it relates
to their budgetary financial statements. If the legislature believes the statements are
inaccurate, it seems that extensive training in the coding of transactions would be a
practical solution and far less costly and potentially less risky than creating a
centralized accounting system.

3 — One size does not fit all. The size and complexity of Kansas school districts is
immense. The median size of a Kansas school district is about 550 students, with
the smallest districts well below that. The largest district has more than 48,000
students. As a result, their financial reporting requirements are vastly different.

It would be very difficult to identify, install, migrate existing data to and train all
Kansas school district personnel on a single, centralized system that would serve all
these diverse needs. Instead, Kansas districts would likely end up using a
centralized system that serves a subset of the districts reasonably well, but delivers
sub-par performance for the majority at significantly greater cost in personnel time
and technology than their existing systems.

The concept is similar to concluding that the smallest burger shop in Kansas and the
largest restaurant chain in the nation should use the same accounting system
because both are restaurants. It is not that simple. However, if both restaurants
follow GAAP accounting, the user can reliably compare one to the other.

4 — Accounting principles are unclear and could greatly increase complexity of
accounting records. Lines 35 through 38 in the bill use language to define
accounting principles that is not consistent with professional accounting technical
literature. As a very experienced reader, preparer and user of fund financial
statements, it is unclear to me what the phrase “accepted principles of governmental
(fund) accounting” is intended to mean as it is used in the bill.

Is the intent to require the use of GAAP? If so, | think it would have very costly
unintended results. Mandating GAAP accounting would require each district to
maintain its accounting records to reflect both full accrual accounting (which includes
the capitalization and depreciation of equipment) and modified accrual records to
reflect the budgetary basis of accounting. Current State law allows a school district
to maintain one set of records on the budgetary basis of accounting.

5 — Attendance center accounting’s complexity increases the likelihood of
misclassified expenses — which could decrease instead of increase reliability
of financial reporting. The State legislature has been considering this requirement
for several years. There are a variety of methods and theories available for use in
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preparing governmental budgets. Each has its merits and can reflect the
management style of the organization. However, the question of “what problem are
we attempting to resolve?’ is not addressed, and when attendance center
accounting is examined from an accounting professional’s view, more questions
than answers arise.

The concept of building-based budgets sounds fine on the surface. However, what is
the cost-benefit ratio of undertaking such a task? Some may have the impression
that building-based budgeting would identify significant amounts of money that is
currently hidden and/or wasted under current practices. | believe the result would be
quite the opposite.

Building-based budgeting would require the allocation of a significant amount of
costs between several cost centers. This approach would significantly add to the
complexity of the accounting and, in fact, provide more opportunities for
misclassification of expenses. In short, building-based budgeting would require the
use of hundreds of accounting estimates and in the end provide less accurate
results.

Conclusion: It appears that the intent of House Bill 2175 is to improve the accuracy
and comparability of school district financial statements — a laudable goal. However,
| strongly contend that the methods advocated in this bill would achieve little, if any,
accuracy or comparability. Further, the development of a centralized accounting
system would result in the waste of millions of dollars currently invested in existing
systems as well as millions of dollars to develop the new system. Further, the
potential exists to require additional millions for technology upgrades and training.

Instead of plunging into a relatively risky and completely new software system that in
the end, may still not achieve the desired results, | would encourage you to take a
more moderate step toward financial reporting consistency. Consider spending a
modest amount of resources in more extensive training and refinement of the current
system required by the State Department of Education. At the same time, work
closely with district financial professionals to identify system deficits, set goals, and
collaboratively develop a system that delivers the financial reporting consistency
sought by the Legislature while minimizing risk and expense. | believe that approach
would be far more cost beneficial to both financially strapped districts and Kansas
taxpayers.

| appreciate the opportunity to provide my comments to the committee.

Mark W. Dick



USAKansas

United School Administrators of Kansas

515 5.Kansas Avenue Suite 201

Testimony on HB 2175 e
House Education Committee k7852329776
March 8’ 2007 Web: www.usa-ks.org

Presented by
Dr. Brenda Dietrich, Superintendent, Auburn-Washburn USD 437
on behalf of the United School Administrators of Kansas

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before this committee on HB 2175,
which would establish a centralized accounting and reporting system for school districts
in Kansas.

The mission of United School Administrators of Kansas (USA|Kansas*), through
collaboration of member associations, is to serve, support, and develop educational
leaders and to establish USA|Kansas as a significant force to improve education.

Education administrators remain committed to ensuring that each and every child
in Kansas receives a quality education that will help them reach their potential and
become successful, productive adults. There are 465,000 students in our public schools
that we strive to impact positively every single day. As you know, Kansas students are
making unprecedented academic achievement and we are on a path of continuous
improvement. In many areas, Kansas students are performing above the national average
and for that you should all be proud.

On behalf of all my colleagues, I want to urge you to continue supporting
initiatives that will maintain and enhance the quality of education for our students and to
thank you for your continued support of education....for increased education
funding...... and for realizing the importance of investing in education. Districts fully
recognize the importance of demonstrating accountability and results for those funds
appropriated for programs that support students.

Our current accounting systems have a level of detail that allows us to
systematically account for all revenues, expenditures, receipts, disbursements,
resources, and obligations properly and transparently. Our district records are
audited annually by an external auditor that checks the accuracy and reliability of our
data, safeguard our assets, promotes operational efficiency and follows prescribed
managerial policies for accounting and financial controls. All 296 school districts and
Boards of Education take their fiduciary responsibilities very seriously.

Administrators believe that maintaining financial information in a manner that is
understandable, reliable, and most importantly — accurate — is essential. We also realize
that the value of an accounting system is, in part, dependent upon the quality of the
data. The benefit, however, is in whether the system can generate information that
demonstrates accountability and informs decision-making.
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The Kansas Education Comparative Performance and Fiscal System currently
allows on-line comparisons of a broad range of fiscal and demographic data across
districts. This system was launched not even two years ago, in 2005. As you consider
whether a new system is necessary, we encourage further exploration of what
information a centralized accounting system should be able to provide that is not
available in the current system.

Kansas is a very diverse state. Developing and implementing a system that is
comprehensive enough to meet the extensive and diverse needs of the 296 school districts
throughout the state of Kansas will be expensive — not only in terms of the costs
associated with hardware and software purchases, but also in terms of the resources
necessary to provide effective and efficient professional support and development.
We strongly encourage you to study the full cost and feasibility of implementing a
new system statewide.

Finally, please know that education administrators are committed to maintaining
an open dialogue with legislators. If you have questions about how your district is
investing the education dollars that have been appropriated, contact your superintendents
and district administrators. We have a tremendous amount of information we can share
with you.

In closing, on behalf of United School Administrators and from me, personally, I
would like to that thank you for your continued support of public education and your
service to the children of our state.

*USA|Kansas represents more than 2,000 individual members and ten member associations:

Kansas Association of Elementary School Principals (KAESP)

Kansas Association of Middle School Administrators (KAMSA)

Kansas Association of School Administrators (KASA)

Kansas Association of School Business Officials (KASBO)

Kansas Association of School Personnel Administrators (KASPA)

Kansas Assoc for Supervision and Curriculum Development (KASCD)
Kansas Association of Special Education Administrators (KASEA)

Kansas Association of Secondary School Principals (KASSP)

Kansas Council of Career and Technical Education Administrators (KCCTEA)
Kansas School Public Relations Association (KanSPRA)



To the members of the House Education Budget Committee
Testimony relating to House Bill No. 2175
A Centralized Accounting and Reporting System
Thank you for the opportunity to present written and oral testimony on this issue.
This Proposal Would Fix a System that is not Broken

Kansas already has a chart of accounts and a centralized reporting system that have been used for many
years, as outlined in the Kansas Accounting Handbook for Unified School Districts.

Each district submits annual budget forms to the Department of Education that include actual revenues
and expenditures from the two previous years, as well as budget expenditures for the current year. These
revenues and expenditures are classified according the National reporting standards. Individual school
district budget information is available simply by accessing the State Board of Education Website.

In addition, each district makes monthly budget reports to its Board of Education, outlining up-to-date
information on current year revenues and expenses.

The argument that a new reporting system would somehow improve expenditure classification fails to
account for genuine differences of opinion relating to specific types of expenditures. It is also possible
that a new reporting system, with many more detailed levels of classifications, would result in additional
difference in classification, not fewer. C

The Cost of a Statewide System will be Prohibitive

There are estimates of $40 million just to provide a centralized system for state agencies, not including
schools. The additional cost for a system that would include schools could easily equal or exceed $40
million. Indeed, estimates provided to the Kansas Association of School Boards in 2003 by a private
sector vendor indicate that the initial cost statewide could be as much as $67 million with an annual cost
of over $13 million to individual districts for software and hardware upgrades, and the cost of additional
administrative personnel to track a potentially more detailed classification of revenues and expenditures.

Many larger districts have spent thousands of dollars on in-house accounting systems based on the
Kansas Accounting Handbook that would be rendered unusable by a new system.

Tracking All Expenditures to the Building Level Is a Waste of Time

A report presented to the legislature in 2004 determined that differences in expenditures per student at
the building level are directly related to the salaries paid to the personnel in each building. The salaries
of certified employees are determined by level of education and years of service, while the salaries of
other employees are determined by initial experience as well as years of service. The study determined
that the only way to reduce building costs, assuming that to be a legitimate goal, would be to hire less
experienced and/or less educated teachers and staff.

In addition, the majority of Kansas’ districts have only one building for each level of students. Any
attempt to compare single buildings in different areas of the state is doomed to failure because of the
vast differences in almost all district characteristics that cannot be accounted for with dollars alone.
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There is no Compelling Argument to Implement this Proposal

There is no silver bullet to make education budgets less complex. We currently are required to maintain
more that 20 separate fund accounts because of state and federal laws that require expenditures and
revenues to often be classified ditferently depending on their source and intended outcome.

Final Thoughts

School buildings are not factories where children simply show up as Kindergartners and are released 13
years later as high school graduates. Any attempt to save money by reducing the education process to a
set of equations, formulas, and “production functions” will fail because of the intangible bond between
teacher and student that must occur before learning can take place. Achieving that bond with all students
is expensive, time-consuming, and requires much experience, training, and support on the part of the
teacher, support staff, administration, and parents or guardians. Children must be individually educated
on purpose, not allowed to pass though the system by accident. Achieving that goal is critical to our
society. This proposal moves us in the wrong direction.

Respectfully Submitted By:

Robert O. Balsters II, Ed.D., RSBA
Deputy Superintendent of Business, Seaman USD 345
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by

Jim Edwards, Governmental Relations Specialist
Kansas Association of School Boards

March 8, 2007

Chairman McLeland and Members of the House Education Budget Committee:

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to express KASB’s thoughts on HB 2175,
a measure that would require the development and maintenance of a centralized accounting and reporting
system for the receipts and expenditures of school districts. In addition, the measure would also require
expenditures for each attendance center be listed.

To be clear from the onset, KASB policy states, “To ensure that school district patrons, legislators
and the general public are aware of the costs of operating public schools and how those costs are
financed, KASB supports the use of common, easy-to-comprehend budget reports and also making those
reports available on a district-by-district basis at the state level. KASB opposes state mandates which
would require any additional budget processes where: 1) the results would not be used to fund the actual
costs of educating students; and 2) they become added administrative costs that remove funds from the
classroom.”

School districts in Kansas already provide citizens with access to more budget and financial data
than any other unit of government, including state government. This is also more information than is
given to individual stockholders of almost all corporations. Having said that, we understand everything
can be made better.

In responding to the concepts included in HB 2175, I will cover three main areas: 1) what is
being provided now, as a result of legislative action over the last five years, and the purposes those
documents serve; 2) what would a requirement to have districts publish individual attendance center
financial reports provide that would be helpful in enhancing student achievement; and, 3) will using a

system “in accordance with accepted principles of government (fund) accounting” actually confuse state
reporting?

First, attached to my written testimony are the following reports that are already being furnished
either through local school district offices or the Kansas State Department of Education Web site.
Included are:
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*  School District Budget at a Glance — a nine page “corporate annual report” type document that is
available for all 296 school districts in Kansas. It is uniform in its format for all districts and is
available at each school district administration building as well as through the KSDE Web site.

*  School District Budget Profile —a 15 to 20 page “expanded corporate annual report” type document
that is also available for all 296 school districts in Kansas. It is uniform in its format for all districts
and is available at each school district administration building as well as through the KSDE Web
site.

®  K-12 School Reports — a KSDE Web site function that allows an individual to complete a detailed
search for all public schools and school districts and private schools (where information is provided).
The information includes school/district addresses, email addresses, homepage addresses,
administrators, enrollment, dropouts, graduates, staff, vocational education enrollment, violence,
crime, suspensions, expulsions, attendance rate, advanced science, advanced math, algebraic
mastery, schedules, student improvement plans, staff development, student satisfaction, salaries,
certified teachers, noncertified teachers, inclement weather dates, and accreditation information.
This information is available on an attendance center basis.

*  CPFS - Comparative Performance and Fiscal System - this site allows a person to design their own
report based on: Unified School District (USD), School Year, Data Items, and Type of Report. The
2005-2006 School District Budget data available from this Web site is derived from adopted and
republished budgets.

Second, as most of you know, about 85 percent of all costs within a school district are for salaries
and benefits. This would not be unlike a business that is labor intensive rather than capital intensive.
With that in mind and realizing that all salaries are set at the district level, you would not have much to
report at the building level except for operational costs such as heating, cooling, upkeep, etc. Will this tell
the district patron, or legislator for that fact, much about student achievement in an individual building or
would it be like a person who compares the costs of operating Allen Fieldhouse to Bramlage Coliseum
and then uses that information in determining the success of the basketball teams that play in them. Yes,
the expenditures are important to the individual school boards and administrators charged with the
operations of their districts just as those same types of expenses are important to a corporate board and
CEQ in their decision making. Knowing the expenditures for the North Platte BNSE’s railyard compared
to those in Newton are of little, if any value to me as a stockholder. That, most likely is why BNSF has
never seen fit to send me that data in my 20+ years as a stockholder. BNSF’s total bottom line, like a
district’s student achievement is what is important to me.

Last, if districts issued GAAP (Generally Accepted Accounting Principles) reports, most patrons
and legislators would not like the results. Schools, as do most not-for-profits, use a cash-basis approach
rather than using the GAAP accrual basis. In other words, schools currently show what is collected as a
result of the 20 mills statewide levy plus the remaining portion of the general fund authority paid by the
state. Using GAAP would show what has been assessed but not actually collected. We believe that you
would agree that this would confuse reporting, not simplify it,

If there are ways to enhance what is already being done by school districts and the KSDE, as said
before, we would support those efforts and work with whomever in putting that together. We don’t
believe that HB 2175, is the right approach.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear and I would stand for questions.
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SCHOOL FINANCE DATA WAREHOUSE

Budget Data:
School District Budget :)llevi\:la ineil‘pshottc')f a I:Elg]l:fd isr?ho?.il d;lsstr&ct§ lgudget at 5[1] .Glance and
Profiles/School District rofile Information, g graphs depicting expen itures by
category, supplemental and general fund expenditures, enrollment
Budget at a Glance . - s
figures, mill rates, average salaries, assessed valuation, bond
indebtedness, etc.
Current Operating Shows the percentage of expenses for each major function and the
Expenditures Per Pupil by total operating expenditures for each school district.
Function
Total Expenditures by Displays total expenditures for each school district for years
District beginning in 1992-93. This report also shows State Aid, Federal Aid,
and local revenues.
School Finance Formulas Find links to the district finance formulas, including Bond and
Interest, State Aid, General Fund, and Supplemental General
Fund (LOB).
Other Data:

Kansas Education Comparative  This site allows you to design your own report based on: Unified

Performance & Fiscal System School District (USD), School Year, Data Items, and Type of Report.
The 2005-2006 School District Budget data available from this website
is derived from adopted and republished budgets.

K-12 Reports (by district Design your own report from information obtained from the

and by building) Superintendents' Organizational Reports, Principals' Building
Reports, and QPA Annual Reports. This information includes such
items as enrollment, personnel, dropouts, graduates, attendance
rate, suspensions, etc. by district, building, and state totals.

School Building Report Obtain information on a building, district and state-wide level.

Card Adequate yearly progress results are reported as well as data by
race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, gender, disability status,
English proficiency and migrant status.

Selected Reports Choose from among the most-requested reports such as enrollment
headcount data, graduates, mill levy, personnel, bonds, salaries,
and other general data. (All reports are displayed in Excel or PDF.
Excel spreadsheets allow users to design their own format.)

Principal and Teacher Display a history of average salaries for principals and teachers in
Salaries each Kansas School District.

Poverty Rates (free and Shows a 5-year history by school district of students eligible for free
reduce lunches) and reduced price meals under the National School Lunch Act.
State and Federal Aid Shows a seven-year history of the annual State Aid and Federal Aid

http://www3 ksde.org/leaf/data_warehouse/data_warehouse.htm 3/5/2007

/0-3



SCHOOL FINANCE DATA WAREHOUSE Fdagc 2 Ul 2
Distribution Report paid to all school districts in the State of Kansas.

Cost-Saving Practices Provides information for schools to compare energy, salary, and
personnel with districts in Kansas. Also included are cost-saving

practices submitted by school districts.

/0=% 351007

http://www?3 .ksde.org/leaf/data_warehouse/data_warehouse.htm
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SCHOOL FINANCE e

School Finan_cé Home Contact Us Site Map

2006-2007 USD Budget Information by District

NOTE: These USD budget summaries are based upon the official budget adopted by the local Boards of
Education in August of 2006 and may have been amended since then due to enrollment changes as well as
other factors.

The Budget At A Glance includes graphs depicting the total expenditures in the budget by category,
supplemental and general fund expenditures, instruction expenditures as well as enroliment figures, mill
rates by fund, average salaries and KSDE website information.

The Profile Information includes characteristics of the district, supplemental information for tables found in
the summary of expenditures, KSDE website information and the summary of expenditures.

All files are in PDF format.

(To see 2003-04 budget information click here.)
(To see 2004-05 budget information click here.)
(To see 2005-06 budget information click here.)

USD 101 Erie: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 102 Cimarron-Ensign: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 103 Cheylin: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 105 Rawlins County Unified School District: Budget At A Glance Profile Information
USD 106 Western Plains: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 107 Rock Hills: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 108 Washington County Schools: Budget At A Glance Profile Information
USD 200 Greeley County Schools: Budget At A Glance Profile Information
USD 202 Turner-Kansas City: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 203 Piper-Kansas City: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 204 Bonner Springs: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 205 Bluestem: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 206 Remington-Whitewater: Budget At A Glance Profile Information
USD 207 Ft Leavenworth: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 208 Wakeeney: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 209 Moscow Public Schools: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 210 Hugoton Public Schools: Budget At A Glance Profile Information
USD 211 Norton Community Schools: Budget At A Glance Profile Information
USD 212 Northern Valley: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 213 West Solomon Valley Sch: Budget At A Glance Profile Information
USD 214 Ulysses: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

USD 215 Lakin: Budget At A Glance Profile Information

http://www3.ksde.org/budget/budget.html Vi 0-5 3/5/2007
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Summary of Total Expenditures By Function
(All Funds)

Summary of General and Supplemental General Fund
Expenditures by Function

jo~T

% % % % %

2004-2005 of 2005-2006 of inc/ 2006-2007 of inc/

Actual Tot Actual Tol dec Budget Tot dec
Instruction 211,880,305 50% 235,101,864 50% 11% 277,597,730 51% 18%
Student & Instructional Support 51,501,870 12% 60,901,382 13% 18% 61,194,128 11% 0%
General Administration 6,087,030 1% 6,786,613 1% 1% 7,431,489 1% 10%
School Administration (Building) 25,048,347 6% 28,274,707 6% 13% 29,724,911 5% 5%
Operations & Maintenance 36,556,081 9% 40,151,550 9% 10% 42,023,543 8% 5%
Capital Improvements 17,378,759 4% 16,655,345 4% -4% 35,538,358 7% 113%
Debt Services 21,604,438 5% 21,807,388 5% 1% 21,987,113 4% 1%
Other Costs 52320976 12% 58,505,171 12% 12% 65,318,315 12% 12%
Total Expenditures 422,377,806 100% 468,184,020 100% 11% 540,815,587| 100% 16%
Amount per Pupil $9,005 $9,982! 11% $11,521 15%

The funds that are included in the categories above are: General, Supplemental General, Bilingual Education, At Risk(4yr 0ld), At Risk({K-12),

Capital Outlay, Driver Education, Extraordinary School Program, Summer School, Special Education, V
Development, Bond & Interest #1, Bond & Interest #2, No-Fund Warrant, Special As

Education, Pro

ment, Parent

ion, School f

Student

Materials Revolving & Textbook Rental, Tuition Reimbursement, Gifts/Grants, KPERS Special Retirement Contribution, Centingency, Special

Liability Expense, Federal Funds, Adult Et

Nate: Percentages on charts are within +-1% due to rounding used. Pie graph percentages may differ from charts for this reason also.

I Educati

ion, Adult

Further definition of whal goes inlo each cateqgory:

Instruction — 1000

Student & Instructional Suppart — 2100 & 2200

General Administration - 2300

School Administration (Building) — 2400

300,000,000 [omrms mmmemssimecein

| 250,000,000

200,000,000 |-
i
150,000,000

| 100,000,000

| 50,000,000

Insiniction

Sludam &

Sehoal

Cperabans &

Operations & Maintenance - 2600

Area Vocational Education, and Special Education Coop.

Other Costs — 2500, 2900 & 3000 and all others not included elsewhere

Capilal Improvements - 4000
Debt Services ~ 5100

Summary of Total Expenditures By Function (All Funds)

Capital

Debl Services.

Suppont

(Building)

Transfers - 5200

|@200a-2005
|| ®2005-2008
|D2006-2007

Other Cosls

% % % % %
2004-2005 of 2005-2006 of inc/ 2006-2007 of inc/
Actual Tot Actual Tot dec Budget Tot dec
Instruction 133,490,514 59% 124,491,605 55% -T% 138,338,853 56% 1 1"/1J
Student & Instructional Support 17,289,649 B% 21,139,080 9% 22% 19,435,226 8% -8%
General Administration 1,785,489 1% 2,264,251 1% 27% 2,141,624 1% -5%
School Administration (Building) 21,784,824 10% 22,114,177 10% 2% 23,319,867 9% 5%
Operations & Maintenance 33,753,405 15% 36,142,640 16% 7% 37,595,578 15% 4%
Capital Improvements 0 0% 0 0% 0% 0 0% 0%
Other Costs 17,064,791 8% 21,788,095 10% 28% 26,819,866 11% 23%
Total Expenditures 225,178,672 100% 227,939,848 100% 1% 247,651,114] 100% 9%
Amount per Pupil $4.801 §4,860 1% $5,276 9%
Summary of General and Supplemental General Fund
Expenditures by Function
| 160,000,000 - e —— = ;
. |@2004-2005 ||
140,000,000 | o 0052008
120,000,000 |02008-2007 |
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Instruction Expenditures (1000}

% %o
2004-2005 2005-2006 inc! 2006-2007 inc/
Actual Actual dec Budget dec
l&;enaral 127,109,613 118,058,952 -7%, 133,165,665 13%
Federal Funds 10,691,713| 11.481.798] 7% 11,836,357 3%
Supplemental General 6,380,901 ,432,653 1% 5.173.2688| -20%)|
At Risk (4yr Old) 262,629 3,629,562 11%
At Risk (K-12) 23,051,412 40,500,989 76%
Bilingual Education 5,237.085 6,411,976 22%| 7632117 19%
Capital Outia; 0 0 0% [1] 0%
Driver Education 878,219 957,014 9%| 1,127 625 18%
Declining Enroliment 0| 0 0%
Extraordinary School Program 1,551,666 517,856 509,916 -2%,
Food Service [1] 0 0%
[Prafessional Development 0 1] 0% [1] 0%,
Parent ion Program 0| 0| 0% [1] 0%
Summer School 157.744 285.138] B1% 363,995 28%,
Special Education 44,731,257 46,057,660 3%, 55,513,771 21%|
Vocational Education 4,680,808 5,886,027 | 26%)| 6,627,724 13%
Gifts/Grants. 622,292 950,129 53%) 0%|
Special Liability [t 0 0% 0%
School Retirement 0 0 0% 0%|
Ex dinary Growth Facilities [1] [i] 0% 0%
Special Reserve [i] 0 0%
KPERS Spec. Ret. Contribution 5,804,883 7.023014] _ 21% §.129.918| _ 30%
|Conti Reserve 250,000 o] -100%
Text Book & Student Material 2384338 3,425,608 44
Bond & Interest #1 1] ] 0%| [1] 0%
Bond & Inlterest #2 0 0 0% 0| 0%
No-Fund Warrant 0 [1] 0%| 0 0%,
Special Assessment 0] 0 0% 0 0%|
| [ 1 R |
210,480,519 233.801 Bﬁ' 11%| 276,164,777 18%
Enroliment (FTE) 46,905.1 46,905.1 0% 46,943.0 0%|
Amount per Pupil 4.487 4,985 1% 5,883 18%
[Adult Education 1,399,766 [ 1,300.000)  -7%) 1432853 10%)
[Adult Supplemental Education 0 0 0%| [1] 0%,
Area Vocational School 0 j 0%| [1] 0%
Tuition Reimbt 0 0 0%| 0 0%
Special Education Coop 0 0 0%, 1] 0%
TOTAL 211,880,305 235.101.864 1% 277.597.730] 18%)

;zsquuu.mo
200,000,000
150,000,000 f-wmm
100:000,000

| 50,000,000 f-—

Instruction Expenditures

| [t}

NOTE: Gifts/Grants includes privale grants and grants from federal sources.

Amount per pupil excludes the following funds: Area Vocational Schoal, Adult Educalion, Adult Supplemental Education, Special Education

Coop and Tuition Reimbursement.

“Enroliment (FTE) include the enroliment of the district used for stale aid and budget autharity, and all other preschool enroliment and

kindergarten students attending full time.

2006-2007

0=F

Sources of Revenue and Proposed Budget for 2006-07

2006-07 | Estimated Sources of Revenue—2006-07
Amount July1,2006 |  State Federal Local
Fund Budgeted Cash Balance Interest Transfers Other

General 298,463,053 331,130] 257.228,307) [i] 0] 40903616
Supplemental General 80,585.024) 4,128,170 30,864,064 45,592 790
Adult Education 1,432,953 1,216,982| [l 0 0 0| 215971
At Risk {4yr Old) 4,126,096 126,638 0 0 3,999,458
Adult Supplemental Education [i] 0 [1] [i]
At Risk (K-12) 44,129.674] 0 0] 0 44,129.674]
Bilingual Education 7,887,793 410 0 0] 7,887,383
Capital Qutlay 35,038,358 31,076,125 4,001,161 0] 1,292,890 0
Driver Training 1,411,788 767,216 158,067 419,339 [1]
Declining Enrollment 0| 1] 0|
Extraordinary School Program 509916 802,856 0] 150,000 40.000
Food Service 19,627,693 3,162,649 229,634 12,573,313 0 0| 4,521,845
Professional Development 1,382,010 875,943 120.926| 0 400,000 106,067 | 1]
Parent Education Program 948,223 22,818 506.351 0| 221,185 197,869 0|
Summer School 376,189 521,825 0| 0 [1] 208,535
Special Education 92,201,549 13,771,103 0| 11126414 [} 67,304,032 Q
Vocational Education 7,634,855 12375 0 0 7.622.480 0
Area Vocational School 0 0 0| 0| 0| 0 ]
Special Liability Expense Fund 1,200,000 2,837,310 0 78,561
Special Reserve Fund
Gifts and Grants 4,104,125 4,101,044 1.945.622
Textbook & Student Materials Revolvin,
School Retirement 0 0 0 0]
Extraordinary Growth Facilities [1] 0|
KPERS Special Retirement Contribution 18,377,211 0| 18.377.211
Tuition Reimbursement 0] 0 0
Bond and Interest #1 21,987,113 21,526,254 5,276,907 1] 15305424

0 a [1] [1] 0

[i] [1] 0

1274779 34,888

0 1] 0 0|
Coop Special Education 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0|
Federal Funds 30,188,927 2,321,439 xxexxxxxx 32,510,366 |xxx00eoie [ XUXNXEXXXXXK | XXXXXXXXXXK
SUBTOTAL 671,712,550 B4.234,188] 316,852,628 56.210,093] 2333414 131,396.963| 126.589619)
Less Transfers 131,396,963

TOTAL Budget Expenditures




Other Information

Miscellaneous Information

Mill Rates by Fund

2002-2003 | 2003-2004 % 2004-2005 % [2005-2006] % | 2006-2007 ( %
Actual Actual inc/ Actual inc/ Actual inc/ Budget inc/
dec dec dec dec
Enrollment (FTE)* 44,805.5 44,641.8 0%| 444383 0%| 44,456.2 0%)| 44.456.2 0%
{= ol
Number of Students -
Free Meals 23,426 25,485 9% 26,247 3% 26,706 2% 26,708 0%
Number of Students -
Reduced Meals 5,943 5,569 -6% 5,555 0% 5,657 2% 5569 -2%

|
|
150000.0
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*FTE for state aid and budget authority purposes for the general fund.

w

2005-2006
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|@ Free Meals ||

i | BReduced Meals i

2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007
Actual Actual Budget
General 20.000 20.000 20.000
Supplemental General 16.257 17.679 18.293
Adult Education 0.499 0.500 0.000
Capital Outlay 6.990 7.000/ 7.000
Dedlining Enrollment 0.000 0.000
Special Liability 0.367 0.114 0.000
School Retirement 0.000 0.000 0.000
Extraordinary Growth Facilities 0.000 0.000 0.000
Bond & Interest 1 6.974 6.007 6.007
Bond & Interest 2 0.000 0.000 0.000
No Fund Warrant 0.000 0.000 0.000
Special Assessment 0.209 0.000 0.000
Temporary Note 0.000 0.000] 0.000
TOTAL USD 51.296 51.300 51.300
Historical Museum 0.000 0.000! 0.000
Public Library Board 0.000 0.000 0.000
Public Library Board & Employee Benefits 0.000 0.000 0.000
Recreation Commission 0.000 0.000 0.000
Recreation Commission
Employee Benefit 0.000 0.000] 0.000
TOTAL OTHER 0.000 0.000 0.000
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Other Information
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007
Actual Actual Budget
Assessed Valuation $2,252 820,055 | $2,338,971,843 | $2,435,215,008
Bonded Indebtedness 252,705,000 311,260,000 300,585,000
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usp# 259
AVERAGE SALARY
2004-05 Actual 2005-06 Actual 2005-07 Contracted
E FTE Total Salary Average Sﬂ!‘ FTE Total Salary _Average Sala
[Administrators (Cerfied/Non-Certified) 2147 80,736 2305 19.856.028| 86,143
2 64,861 3.099.8] 222,568,870 71,789
Other Certified (Licensed) Personnel 6166 72.092 7277 57,752,840 79,364
Classified Personnel 19514 20612 71,263,451 34,574 21005 76.886.585] 36,604
Substitutes/Temporal KEXXXX] 9,457,450 XOCOCOURAXX OO0 10,000,31 7 POOQOOOCNE

DEFINITIONS

Aomimstrators -Cerified (Licensed) - Supenniendent, Assistant Superintendent, Administrative Assistants,
Principals, Assistant Principals, Di wisors Special Educaton; D el of
Health, Di of VocEd, Ir Coord isors. All Other
Directors/Supervisors.

* Non-Certified - Assistant Superintendents, Business Managers, Business Services
(Drrectors/Coordinators/Supervisors), Faod Service (Directors/Coordinators/Supervisors),
T (DwrectersiCoordinator P ), Custodial Mais ce
(Directors/Coordinators/Supervisors), Other (| Directnrslconrdinalurs.‘SgErwsols}

Teachers (Full Time Only), *Practical Arts/Vocabonal Teachers, Special Ed Teachers, Prekir Teachers,
Teachers, Reading {Teachers, All Other Teachers.

Other Certified (Licensed) Personnel Part-Time Teachers, Library Media Specialists, School Counselars, Clinical or Schoal
Psychologists; Speech Pathologists. Audiclogists, Nurses (RN), Social Workers.

Classified Personnel’ “*Attendance Services Staff, Library Media Aides, Security Officers, Regular Education Teacher
Aides, SecretarialiClerical, Spacial Education Paraprofessionals, Nurses (LPN), Food Service
Workers, Custodians, Bus Drivers

Subsmutesfl’empor_a_ry =5ybstitute Teachers, Coaching Assistants and other short term temporary help

Total Salary: Report total salary including employee reduction plans™, supplemental and extra pay for
summer school, and board paid fringe benefits (employer paid)™"

“ETE for Certified Administrators, Teachers and Other Certified (Licensed) Personnel is defined by the local school board. Generally FTE for teachers with a
9.90 month contract should be reported as 1.0; FTE for Prncipals wath a 10-12 month contract should be reported as 1.0, FTE for Supenntendents with 2

12 month cantract should be reported as 1.0

**FTE of 1.0 for Non-Certified Adr , Classified Per and
***Employee reduction plans include benefits received by employees under a Section 125 Salary Reduction Agreement. Does not include social secunity,
warkers' compensation, and unemployment insurance

fTemporary should be based upon 2,080 hours

===*Board paid finge benefits (employer paid) include group life, group health, disability income, death and di ment, and hospital
surgical, and/or medical expense insurance  Does not include social security, workers' ion, and ur nt



KSDE Website Information Available

K-12 Statistics (Building, District or State Totals)
http:/fwww ksde.org/k12/k 12 html

s Attendance / Enrollment Reports

= Staff Reports

* (Graduates / Dropouts Reports

¢ Crime/ Violence Reports

School Finance Reports and Publications

http://www.ksde.org/leaf/reports_and_publications/reports.html

e Certified Personnel
e Enrollment

» Dropouts

e Graduates

e Salary Reports

Kansas Building Report Card
http://online.ksde.org/reard

e Attendance Rate

e (Graduation Rate

e Dropout Rate

¢ School Violence

e Assessments

o Reading
o Mathematics
o  Writing

+ (raduates Passing Adv. Science Courses
e (raduates Passing Adv. Math Courses
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2006-2007 Budget General Information
USD #: 259
Introduction

USD No. 259 is located in Sedgwick County of south central Kansas. The major city within the
school district is Wichita with a population of more than 344.631. Approximately 97 percent of
the students reside in the city of Wichita. The school district covers more than 152 square miles
and serves more than 48,000 students. The district consists of more than 100 schools and other
administrative or attendance centers.

USD No. 259 is the largest school district in the state. The district provides a full range of
school programs and services authorized by Kansas state statutes. These services include
educational programs for grades kindergarten through twelfth grades. special education, Title I,
Even Start, pre-kindergarten, vocational education, transportation, nutrition services, health
services, support services, and protessional development activities for educators. USD No. 259
also supervises the use of district facilities to ensure that individuals and community groups may
utilize those facilities.

Unified School District No. 259 was established on July 1, 1965. The district is governed by a
seven member elected School Board. The majority of district funding comes trom the state of
Kansas. The district also receives funds from local and federal government sources and must
comply with the accompanying requirements of those entities. However, USD No. 259 is not
included in any other governmental “reporting entity” as defined by the Governmental
Accounting Standards Board. Board of Education members are elected by the public, have
policy setting authority, and have primary responsibility for fiscal matters.

The Board of Education meets at 6:00 p.m. the second and fourth Monday of each month at the
North High School Lecture Hall, 1437 Rochester, Wichita, Kansas. The Board welcomes the
public’s input and will permit anyone to bring matters before the Board.

The community has held strong concern for and support of the educational opportunities made
available through the Wichita Public Schools. This concern has been enhanced by the quality
and enthusiasm of the professionals who work in the school system. Continued cooperation
between local citizens and professional educators will maximize future educational opportunities
to ensure that all students learn the skills and acquire the knowledge necessary for success at
continuing stages of their lives.

2006-07 BUDGET HIGHLIGHTS
Here is a summary of issues aftecting the 2006-07 budget:

. General fund base state aid for 2006-07 was increased by $39 per student providing the
district with $4 million in additional unrestricted funds. These additional unrestricted
tunds will cover increased labor, fuel, insurance, and utility costs.

. The legislature also increased restricted funds for at-risk by $20 million. These funds
will be used for increased labor costs, such as incentive pay for teachers working in high
poverty schools, and the implementation of high school reform.

Special Education expenses increased by $6 million to provide services to the district’s
growing special needs student population. The legislature provided a $4 million increase
in state aid to support these students.

Starting in 2003-06. the legislature added $3.7 million in Capital Outlay aid. These
additional funds and accumulated cash reserves will increase the Capital Outlay budget
by $9 million to allow for the construction of two new elementary schools. One new
school will replace the existing Earhart Environmental magnet. The second new school
is being added to the Northeast community te reduce the number of students bused for
the purpose of desegregation.

The approved state law allows schools to increase the local option budget to 30 percent of
the general fund. This budget has been built based on maintaining a 27 pereent LOB
percentage which will generate an additional $7 million.

The Adult Education (GED) program will again be contracted through the Wichita Area
Technical College. It will be tunded in 2006-07 with the beginning year cash balance,
and no levy for 2006 will be filed for this program. The district does not plan on offering
this program in 2008. Instead students will be encouraged to take advantage of our
learning centers where they can eam a high school diploma.

The proposed total mill levy for 2006-07 remains flat.
This budget has been built on the basis of no increase in enrollment.

An estimated $5 million was included in the Supplemental General fund for the New
Facilities Weighting program. The state provides $1,079 per student per year for two
years for students occupying newly constructed classrooms to assist with the start up
costs of equipping new facilities. (The $5 million budget represents a $3 million dollar
decrease over 2005-06 funding.) The New Facilities Weighting funds have been
primarily targeted for classroom computers and other technology.

Increased state funds will support 6 percent raises plus the addition of 40 minutes per
week and four days per year to the teachers” contract.

With the increased state funds the district continues to support instruction by adding 168
new positions including the following:

> 67 additional teachers to reduce class sizes, add Bilingual and Vocational classes
and to implement All Day Kindergarten at all sites.

- 34 additional teachers for Secondary Literacy reform.

s 44 Data Tech positions to analyze assessment data to improve classroom
instruction.

> 20 Instructional Coaches.

> 3 Other support staff.

In April 2000, the community approved a 20-year, $284.5 million bond issue to air
condition all schools, eliminate most portables, replace five schools, build two new
schools, add 19 multipurpose rooms, nine libraries, and upgrade science labs and building
infrastructure throughout the district. All of the bonds have been issued. Twenty-four
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percent of the principle and interest payments will be funded by the state while 76
percent will be funded by a local tax levy. The bond levy is expected to remain at 6 mills
well below the 8.65 mills originally projected at the time of the election. Bond
construction is expected to be completed by the end of 2006.

The 2006-07 state school finance plan requires that each school district conduct a needs
assessment of every attendance center and use this information in preparing the school
district budget. The district has required comprehensive building-based analysis for more
than ten years. (called the Campus Improvement Plan) which encompasses in-depth data
analysis, evaluation of current programs, and changes to increase student achievement.

This information is then used to build each site’s budget.

Board Members

District 1: Shirley Jefterson, 8042 E. Champions Ct., Wichita, KS 67226 (Term 2005-2007)

District 2: Connie Dietz. 8310 Greenbriar Lane, Wichita, KS 67226 (Term 2005-2009)
District 3: Sarah Skelton, 5903 E. Skinner, Wichita, KS 67218 (Term 2003-2007)
District 4: Chip Gramke, 3351 S. All Hallows, Wichita, KS 67217 (Term 2003-2007)
District 5: Lanora Nolan, 1664 Melrose Lane, Wichita, KS 67212 (Term 2005-2009)
District 6: Lynn W. Rogers, 935 Porter Ave., Wichita, KS 67203 (Term 2005-2009)

At-Large: Kevass Harding, 5816 E. 48™ Circle North, Wichita, KS 67220 (Term 2003-2007)

Superintendent: Winston Brooks

Chief Academic Ofticer: Mary Ellen Isaac

Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Schools: Greg Rasmussen
Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Schools: Alicia Thompson
Assistant Superintendent of Middle Schools: Kathy J. Busch
Assistant Superintendent of High Schools: Denise Wren

Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources: Ed Raymond
Chief Information Officer: Cathy Barbieri

Chief Operations Officer: Martin Libhart

Division Director of Marketing and Communications: Wendy Johnson
Division Director of Operations: Darren Muci

Division Director of Special Education: Neil Guthrie

o
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Director of Governmental Relations: Diane Gjerstad
Curriculum (Learning Services) and Staft Development: Denise Seguine

Business Oftfice Staft:

Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer: Linda Jones
Controller/Assistant Treasurer; Barbara Phillips
Director of Budgeting: Ronda Goode

Director of Payroll: Debbie Thomas

The District’s Accomplishments and Challenges

The District’s Accomplishments

Recognized nationally by American School Board Journal as one of seven leading urban
school districts in the U.S. for gains in student achievement.

Thirty-two schools received the 2006 Standard of Excellence status—the state’s highest
honor, based on their performance on the Kansas state assessments.

Five schools have received certificates of merit as part of the annual Challenge Awards
from the Confidence in Kansas Public Education Task Force, for making a significant
difference in student achievement despite challenges in school population.

Science teacher at Robinson Middle School received the National Educator Award trom
the Milken Family Foundation.

Spaght Accelerated Magnet 4/5" grade teacher named 2006 Kansas Teacher of the Year
finalist.

Wilbur Middle School teacher received Presidential Award for Excellence in Science.
McLean Science/Technology Magnet teacher received Presidential Award for Excellence
in Math.

North High School named an AVID (Achievement Via Individual Determination)
National Demonstration School, the only one in Kansas and one of the few across the
country.

The National Merit Scholarship competition has named six semi-finalists who attend
Wichita high schools.

Northwest High School student receives prestigious Gore Scholarship from Wichita State
University.

Hadley Middle School’s Assistant Principal named Kansas Association of School
Administrators” Assistant Principal of the Year.

Drama teacher at Northwest High School was inducted into the National Hall of Fame for
Theater Teachers.

The Wichita Public Schools is one of six districts in the nation to receive the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s Indoor Air Quality Tools for Schools 2006
Excellence Award.

East High School student received Wichita State University’s Clay Barton Scholarship.
Horace Mann teacher received the 2006 Kansas Horizon Award from the Kansas
Department of Education.

Franklin and Pleasant Valley Flementary Schools made the largest gains in Kansas in
first to second grade for Reading First, a program designed to promote early literacy.
Northwest students placed fourteenth in the nation at the WordMasters Challenge, a
competition reading and analyzing prose and poetry.

Two North High School students named Dell Scholars.

Two North High School students named Gates Millennium Scholars.

4
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Pleasant Valley Elementary received the Kansas Healthy School Award from Governor
Kathleen Sebelius.

Robinson students participated in the Science Olympiad National Tournament.

West High School student wins fourth consecutive class 5A tille at the state wrestling
tournament — the tirst African-American in Kansas to do so.

North High School counselor receives humanitarian Award from the NCCJ of Kansas.
Three middle school students score in the top one-percent in Duke University’s Talent
Identification Program.

Beech Elementary participated in the World’s Largest Concert, which was televised
nationally on PBS.

The District’s Challenges

Wichita Public Schools is the largest district situated between the Mississippi River and
Denver, and Dallas and the Canadian border.

Over 66 percent of students come from low income households which qualify for free or
reduced lunches.

Over 17 percent of students receive special education services. Over $92 million is spent
on special needs students.

The non-English speaking population comprises approximately 11 percent of the student
body. The percentage of non-English speaking students has grown by 67 percent since
1997-98.

Approximately one-third of the district’s aging worktorce is expected to retire in the next
five years. A growing teacher shortage exists nation-wide.

The state dictated budget per pupil of $4.316 has not kept pace with inflation since the
State implemented a student-weighted school funding formula in 1992.

State statutes limit how much the district can spend. Though additional resources arc

needed to meet our challenging population, state statutes do not allow for generation of’

those resources.

The Kansas Supreme Court ruled in 2005 that schools had been under funded to such an
extent that the Kansas Constitution had been violated. The Legislature was ordered to
increase school funding and to do a cost study to determine the actual cost of providing a
suitable education. In July 2006, the Kansas Supreme Court dismissed the lawsuit.
Employee health insurance costs have increased nearly 70% over the past five years.
Energy costs have doubled over the past five years due to increased fuel costs and the
implementation of district-wide air-conditioning.

Supplemental Information for the Following Tables

1.

Summary of Total Expenditures by Function (All Funds)

Cost increases reflect the hiring of 197 positions.

An average 6 percent increase to employee salary schedules plus 4.25 percent for four
additional teacher contract days plus 40 minutes per week additional teacher
collaboration time was negotiated.

The budget for Capital Improvements has increased significantly due to the planned
construction of two new elementary schools.

The budget for other costs reflects additional food service and district retirement costs.

Summary of General and Supplemental General Fund Expenditures by Function

Increases are primarily due to 6 percent increase to employee salary schedules plus
4.25 percent for four additional teacher contract days plus 40 minutes per week for
teacher collaboration time.

Decreases are due to the transfer of staff to the new At-Risk funds.

Costs increases were also budgeted in utilities, fuel, and sanitation.

Instruction Expenditures (1000)

Increases are primarily due to a 6 percent increase to employee salary schedules plus
4.25 percent for four additional teacher contract days plus 40 minutes per week for
teacher collaboration time.

Also. 67 positions were added to reduce class sizes, add bilingual and vocational
classes, and implement all-day kindergarten at all sites.

An additional 34 teaching positions were added for secondary literacy reform.

20 instructional coaches were added. and 44 positions were added to amalyze
assessment data to improve teaching strategies.

The decrease in instructional costs in the Supplemental General fund is a result of the
expected reduction in New Facilities Weighting technology funds for 2006-07.

In 2006-07, the Adult Education will no longer be levied. Carryover monies will be
used to finish out this program for the district. In the future Leaming Centers will be
used as an alternative for students formally in the GED program.

Sources of Revenue and Proposed Budget for 2006-07

July 1, 2006, cash balances retlect June 2006 tax collections needed to fund budgeted
expenditures until the January 2007 tax distribution is received.

The negative federal funds cash balance reflects June 2006 expenditures reimbursed by
the federal government in July 2006.

KPERS reflects revenues paid by the state for school employee retirement benefits.
These funds are not retained or controlled by the district. They are transferred by the
state to the district and returned to the state in the same day. KPERS tunds were not
included in the district financials prior to 2004.

Transfers represent maney transterred between funds. Since transfers must be
budgeted by state law in both the sending and receiving funds, duplicate transfers are
subtracted from the total for purposes of calculating the total budgeted expenditures.
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Only the General and Supplemental General funds are unrestricted and available to be
used at the board’s discretion. All the other tunds are restricted and must only be used
for the purposes generated. Many of the programs such as the special education and
bilingual funds are mandated by both state and tederal law.

Other Information — FTE

Enrollment has increase by 1,600 over the past 10 years.

While overall enrollment has held steady over time, the number of low-income
students has continually increased. Currently over 66 percent of students qualify for
free or reduced students.

Miscellaneous Intormation Mill Rates by Fund

The district has held the mill levy flat for five years and is currently 3.6 mills lower
than in 2001.

Other Information — Assessed Valuation and Bonded Indebtedness

Assessed valuation grew by 4 percent in 2006-07. Unlike the city and county,
increased tax collections due to growth in assessed valuation in the General or
Supplemental General funds do no increase budget authority. Both the General and
Supplemental General funds are set by state formula. Tax collections in the General
fund are deducted from state aid received.

Average Salary

Hiring highly qualified teaching staff has become one of the district’s biggest challenges.
In order to be competitive in the labor market, the district gave significant salary
increases in 2005-06 and 2006-07. The 2006 increases also reflect the additional cost of
adding four days to the instructional calendar and an additional 40 minutes per week of
teacher collaboration time.

KSDE Website Information Available

K-12 Statistics (Building, District or State Totals)
http://www.ksde.org/k 1 2/k 12 html

Attendance / Enrollment Reports

Staft Reports

Graduates / Dropouts Reports

Crime / Violence Reports

School Finance Reports and Publications
http://www.ksde.org/leat/reports_and _publications/reports.htim!
e Certified Personnel
e Enrollment
= Dropouts
e Graduates
e Salary Reports

Kansas Building Report Card
http://online.ksde.org/rcard

Attendance Rate
Graduation Rate
Dropout Rate
Schoal Violence
Assessments
o Reading
o Mathematics
o Writing
o Graduates Passing Adv. Science Courses
e Graduates Passing Adv. Math Courses

/01 €



107472006

UsD# 253
y of Total Ex By Function
(All Funds)
% =% % % %
2004-2005 of 2005-2006 of ine/ | 2006.2007 of ine!
Actual Tot Actual Tot dec Budget Tot dec
Instruction 211.880,305)  S0%|  235101866]  50%| 11%| 277sarg0l  S1% 18%
Student & Instructional Support 51,501,870|  12% 60001.382)  13%| 18% 51194128 1%
General i d 6,087.030 1% 6,786,613 1% 1% 7.431,489) 1%) 10%)|
Schoal Admiristration (Building) 25048347|  6%| 28274707  6%| 13% 29724911 5%
Operatians & Maintanance 3856501 9% 40,151 s_sg‘ % 10% 42023543| 8%
caphal Improvements 17.376.759) 4% 16655345  a%|  -4%) 35538.358) T 113%
Debl Services 21,604,438 5% 21,807,388)  5%| 1% 21987113 4%
Other Costs 52,320,976  12% 5B.505171)  12%| 12% 65318315 12% 12%
Total Expenditures 422377.806| 100%| 458184020 100%| 11%|  540,815587) 100% 16%|
Amount per Pupil 59,005 55982 11% 511521 15%,

The funds that are included in the categones above are. General. Supplemental General. Silingual Educanan‘ At Risk{<yr O1d), At
Risk{K-12), Capital Outlay, Driver Education. Extracrdinary School Program. Summer School, Special

Professional Development, Bond & Interest #1, Bond & Interest #2, No-Fund Warrant, Special Assessment, Parmr Educaton, School

Retirement, Studant Materials Revolving & Textbook Rental, Tuition Rewnbursement. Giftw/Grants, KPERS Special Retirament

Contritution, Contingency. Spacial Liability Expense. Federal Funds, Adult Education, Adult

Education, and Special Fducation Coop.

Male Percentages on charls are within +-1% due ta raunding used Pie graph percentages may differ from charts for thrs reason also

Fusther definition of what noes inta each category
Instruction - 1000

Student & Instructional Suppon - 2100 & 2200
General Administration - 2300

Schoal Administration (Buiiding) - 2400

Operations & Maintenance - 2500
Other Gosts - 2500, 2300 and 3000 and all olhers nol included elsewhere
Capital Improvements - 4000

Debt Services - 5100 Transfers - 5200

Summary of Total Expenditures By Function {All Funds)
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usD# 258
y of Gt | Expenditures
by Function
B % % % %
2004.2005 of 2005-2006 of inel 2006-2007 of inc!
Actual Tot Actual Tal dec Budget Tat dec
Instruction 127.109,613| 61%| 118,058.952| 60%| -7%| 133165665 63% 13%
Student & Instructional Support 17.243.748| B% 21.130320] 11%] 23% 19,435,226| 9% B%
General Administration 1688503 1% 2.179,178| 1%  29% 2,130,608 1% 2%
School Administration (Building) 21784824  11% 2118177 1% Th 23319.867| 1% 5%
Operations & Maintenance 25,895304|  12% 27498244| 1a%| &% 27.428818]  13% %
|Capilal Impravements of 0% 0 0% % 0 0% 0%
Other Costs 13,465.447) 6% 4997.795)  3%| B3% 5,478,607 3%) 10%|
Total 207.187.879) 100%| 195878665 100%| -5%| 210.558.790) 100% 8%,
Amaunt per Pupil 54,417 §4.17 5% 54,494 B%

The Summary of General Fund Expenda:ums chart information cames from pages 6-13 arrd only uses the 'General Fund" fine items.
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2006-2007 Summary of General Fund Expenditures
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uso# 259

Summary of Supplemental General Fund Expenditures

by Function
) % % % %
2004-2005 of 2005-2006 af incl 2006-2007 of nct
Actual Tot Actual Tot | dec | Budget Tot dec
‘lns!rucllm 6,380,901 35% 6.432,653| 20% 1% 5,173,288 14% -20%
Student & Instructional Support 55,801 0% 8,760 0% -Ba% :‘ 0% -100%
General Administration 96586 1% 85,073 0%| -12% 1 mﬂ 0% 87%
School Administration (Building) o] 0% o 0% 0% o 0% 0%
Operations & Maintenance 7.858061] 44% 8,644,395 27%| 10%) 10.186,759]  28% 18%
Capital Improvements 0 0%| 0 0% 0% 0 0% 0%
Other Costs. 20% 16780300} S3%| 366% 21,341,258 58% 7%
Total Expenditures 100% 31,861,182 100%| 78% 36692324 100% 15%)
Amount per Pupil 5384 T&% 5782] 15%
The Summary of General Fund itures chart i comes from pages &-13 and only uses the 'Supplemental

General Fund' line items.

Summary of Supplemental General Fund Expenditures

by Function 4
' 25,000,000 4 2 |
i |
20,000,000 i | @2004-2005 | i
I |m2005-2008 |
| 15,000,000 e | |m2008-2007}
!
! 40,000,000 et e e o
5,000,000 |-
| 0
Instrushian Student & Genaral Scnoot Operabons & Capral Ofher Costs
Instructonal
Suppar (Builing)

2006-2007 Summary of Supplemental General Fund Expenditures

by Function
Instruction
14% .
|Binstruction |
|BStudent & Instructional Support
|OGeneral Administration |
| @ Scheol Administration {Building)
Operations & Maintenance
Other 35‘5 L Sl |@Operations & Maintenance |
2 |

|DCapital Improvements
| B Other Cosls

Sumexpen.xis
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uso# 258
Summary of G I and Suppl 1 G I Fund
Expenditures by Function

% £ % % %

20042005 of 2005-2006 of inc! 2006-2007 of ine/

Actual Tot Actual Tot dec Budget Tot dec
133,490,514|  59%|  124.491,505) 55%| -T%|  138.338.053) 5% 1%
Student & Instructional Support 17.289,643 8% 21,1390 9%|  22% 9,435,226 B% 8%
General Administration 1.785.489) 1%, 2,264,251 1% 2% 2,141,624 1% -5%
Schoal Administration (Building) 21,784824]  10% 22114177 10%| 2% 23,319,867 % 5%
Operations & Maintenance 33,753,405 15% 35.142640| 16%| T 37.595578|  15% a%
Capital n: 0 0% 0| 0% 0% [*] 0% 0%
17,064,791 8%| 95| 1o0%| 28% 26819.866) 1% 23%
225178672| 100%| 227.939.848] 100% 1%, 247.651114] 100%] S
54,801 54,880 1% $5,276 9%

The Summary of General and Supplemantal General Fund Expenditures chart information comes from pages 6-73 and adds fagether
the ‘General Fund and 'Supplemental General Fund' ine items,

y of

160,000,000
140,000,000
120,000,000
100,000,000
£0,000,000
60,000,000
40,000,000

20,000,000

0 it
Swden &
imstructional
Support

2006-2007 Summary of General and Supplemental General Fund

G | and Supp
Expenditures by Function

Goneral Schuol Operations &

| General Fund

| B2004-2005 |
1/ m2005-2006 | |
| o2008-2007

i
|
|
|

Capial Otmer Costs

{Buicing)

Expenditures by Function

Other Costs

1%

Operations & Maintenance
15%

School Administration
(Building)
2%

General Administration |

i Student & Instructional
Supparnt
8%

100472006 332PM

{instruction
56%

Sumexpen xis

'BStudent & Instructional Suppart
OGeneral Administration
DSchool Administration (Building)

@ Operations & Maintenance

|OCapital Improvements

BOther Costs o
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usD# 258
Summary of Special Education Fund
by Function
% % % % £
2004-2005 of 2005-2006 of (L= 2006-2007 of incl
Actual Tot Actual Tot dec Budget Tot dec
44,731,257 58%, 46,057,660 S7% I 55513771 60% 21%
Student & Instructional Support 14,416,888 19% 15.857.841 20%, 11%| 17.294,825| 195 | 8%
General Administration 1.054,150] 1% 2,204,177 %] 108% 2,166,573 2% 2%
School Administraticn (Building) 1.589.771 2% 2,061.785 | 30w 2,391.128 I 16%
Operations & Maintenance 894,053 1% 940,185 1%, 5% 953,408 1% 2%
Capilal Improvements a 0% 0| 0% 0% 0] 0% 0%
(Other Costs 14,283,057 | 19% 13.145.753 16% -B% 13872044 15% 5%
[Total Exp 76.965,182) 100% 80,367,402] 100% A% 92,201,548 100% 15%
|Amount per Pupil §1.641 $1.713 A% 51964 15%)

The Summary of Special Education Fund Expenditures chart information comes from pages 8-13 and only uses the ‘Special Education Fund®
Jine items. {Total expenditures excludes Special Ed Coop Fund because it would include expenditures for alt schools participating in the Cacp )

10/4/2008

y of Special ion Fund Exp!

by Function

60,000,000
50,000,000
40,000,000
30,000,000
20,000,000

10,000.000

Instruction Student & Ceners Scnool Operations & Capilal Other Costss
Insirocuanal A
Support 1Building)

2006-2007 Summary of Special Education Fund
by Function

Operations & Maintenance  Other Costs.
L] 15%

School Administration
{Building)
3%

|Binstruction =]
| mStdent & Instructional Suppart |
Gonoral Administration |OGeneral Administration i

@School Administration {Building) |

5 Instruction |@Operations & Malntenance
80% | B Capital Improvemants i
Student & Instructional !lomm Costs i
Suppert " = g
19%
332 PM

Sumenxpen. xls
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usD# 258
Instruction Expenditures (1000)
£ )
2004-2005 2005-2006 inc/ 2006.2007 inc/
Actual Actual dec Budget dec
(General 127.103.613 118,058,952 7%
Federal Funds. 10.691,713 11,481,798 %
Supplemental General 5,380,901 5,432,653 1%,
At Risk (4yr Old 3.262.629)
At Risk (K-12) 23.051,412
Bilingual Education 5,237,085 Ba11dis|  22%
[Capual Outlay o 0 0%
Driver Education 878,218 957.014! %%
Declining Enrollment 0|

Extraordinary School Pragram

517.85] -67%)|
0

Parent Education Program

Special Education

| Education
Speaal Liability
Schacl Retrement
Extraordinary Growth Facilities 0 0 0%
Special Reserve 0 2] 0%
KPERS Spee Ret Contribution 5,804,883 7.023014] 21% 9125.918] 30%)
Contingency Reserve 250,000 0] -100%)
Text Book & Student Malerial
1] 0%
0 0%
[1] 0%
0 0%
[Temporary Note 0l 0%,
SUBTOTAL 276,164, 18%
Enroliment (FT| 46,8430 0%
Amount per Pupil 5883 18%
[Adult Education B 1432853 10%
[Adull Supplemental Education 0| %)
Area Vocational School o [i] 0% 5] 0%
Tuition Rei 0 0| 0% 0| 0%|
Special Education Caop ] 0| 0% 0| Q%
TOTAL 211.880.305 235,101,884 11%| 277.597.730 18%]|
Instruction Expenditures
300,600,000 -
250,003,000
| 200 DOD,00T |-
150,000,000 -
0AE0L00 f s
| sao00000
| )
1 20042005
140,000 000 |
| 10cn00 |- |
| 100000000 - 1
| |@Gunerat
| | | Suspemental Generat |
60,000,000 | |DSpecal Edusaten | |
0,000,000 4 -
20000000 - !
|

[
2004-2005 2005-2005 20062007 |

NOTE GiftsiGrants includes private grants and grants from nonfederal sources.

Amount per pupil excludes the following funds. Area Schoal, Adult Education, Adult Educatian,
Special Education Coap and Tuition Reimbursement

“Enraliment (FTE) includes the enrollment of the district used for state aid and budget autharity, and all olher preschool enraliment
and kindergarten students atlending full ime

10/472006 332 FM Sumexpen xls
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usD# 259

Student and Instructional Support Expenditures (2100 & 2200)

% B
2004-2005 2005-2006 inct 2006-2007 inet
Actual Actual dec Budget dec
General 17,243,748 21,130320|  23% 19.435226) 8%
Federal Funds 13,800.808 15172981  10% 14943361 2%
55901 B.760] _-84% 0| -100%
315.786 342156)  B%
7845336 2215783 20%
0 4zi50] 0% o] -100%
0 o 0% o o%
179.948 183511 % 1B0001| 2%
0 o] 0%
0 o 0% [}
0 o 0% [
1.059862| 1194924 13% 1,382,010] 1
786.371 892318 13% 948,273
3817 855 78% 0] _-100%|
Special Education — 14,416,808 15057841 11% 17,294625 __ 8%]
ional Education 140.657) 1072 -99% 0] _-100
Gifts/Grants 7,483,173 G3r.484]  37% C 537.484] __ O%|
Special Lia 0 0% [
Schal o 0% [ 0"
Extraordinary Growth Faciities 0 0% 0 B
Special Reserve o 0%
\{PERS Spec_Ret Conlnbution 2235032, 2704045 21% 3515258 30%)
Contingency Reserve 0 o o%
[Text Book & Student Materiol 55,665, S13941| 437
Bond & Intarest #1 [ 5 o o%
Hond & Interest #2 o] o
Mo-Fund Warrant 0| 0%
Special Assessment 0 0%
0 o___o%
SUBTOTAL [ sis01870| 60.901.382] _ 18%) 61.194.128] 0%
| 46,9051 48,805.1 0%, 46,5430 0%
Amount per Pupil | 1298] 18% 1304 0%
[Adult Education o 0% o] 0%
Adull Supplemental Education o] 0% o] 0%
[Area Vocational School 0 0% o] 0%
Tuition Reimbursement 0 0 o] oe
Special Educatian Coop 0 5] o o%
TOTAL 60,501,382 18%] 61,104,128] 0
Amount per Pupi $1370|__18 S13r7] 0%

Student and Instructi | Support Exp

| 70000000
| sooonc0
| 50,000,000

0,000,000
| 30000000 |-
20,000,000

10,000,510

20042005 2005-2006

NOTE: Gifts/Grants includes private grants and grants from nonfederal sources.

Amount per pupil excludes the following funds. Area Vacational School, Adult Education, Adult Supplemental Education,
Special Education Coep and Tuition Reimbursement.

Enrcliment (FTE) includes the en of the district used for state aid and budget authority, and all sther preschaol enrolimant
and kindergarten students attending full ime

10/42006 332 PM Sumexpen xis
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uso# 259

General Administration Expenditures (2300)

% %
2004-2005 2005-2006 inc! 2006-2007 et
Actual Actual dec Budget dec
General 1,688,903 2,179,178 28%|
Federal Funds 1,447,004 1.281,077) -11%)]
pplemental General 65,585 85073 -12%
Al Risk (4yr Old) 0
At Risk (K-12) 1]
Bilingual Education [] ] 0%
Capital Outlay 0 1] 0%
[Driver Trani 4] o 0%
Declining Enrallm [
Extraordinary Schaol Program o 0%
[i] 0%
0%
0%
0%
2,204,177 109%
0| -100%
202,667 1%
450.243|  -a5%
1] 0%
o 0%
E 1] 0%
KPERS Spec. Ret_Contribution 365193 21% 474758|  30%
Contingency Reserve 0%
[Text Bock & Student Materal [1] 0%
Bond & Interest #1 i 0% 0 0%
Band & Interest #2 0% 0 %
Mo-Fund Warrant 0% ¢ %
[Special Assessment 0% [ 0%
Temporary Note 0% 0 0%
|SUBTOTAL 6,786,613 1% 7.431.489) 10%
Enroliment (FTE)" 46,905 1 0% 46,9430 0%
|Amount per Pupil 145] 11% 158 9%
Adult Education 3] 0% 1] 0%
Adult Supplemental Education 3] 0% 1] 0%
Area Vocational School 0l 0% 1] 0%
Tuition Reimbursement [} 0% [} 0%
] 0% a 0%
6786613 11% 7431489  10%)
| - o . " 3 di - |
| I Adm
! 8,000,000 =
7.000.000
6000000
5,000,000 |rre oot RN - e~ < 0o
4,000,000
| 3,000,000 .
2,000,000 |
i 1.000,000 . i
o

2004-2008 20052005

NOTE: GiftsiGrants includes privale grants and grants from nonfederal sources

Amount per pupil excludes the following funds. Area Vocatianal Scheol, Adult Education, Adult Supplemental Education,
Special Education Coop and Tuition Reimbursement

“Enraliment (FTE) includes the anrolimant of the district used for state aid and budget autharity, and all other preschool enraliment
and kindergarten students attending full time

10/472006  3:32 PM Sumexpen.xls
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usD# 259
School Administration Expenditures {2400)
% %
2004-2005 2005-2006 inc/ 2006-2007 inc/
Actual Actual dec Budget dec
General 21,784,824 22.114,177 2% 23.319.857 5%
Federal Funds 455432 361.372| -16%)| 384322 1%
Supplemental General 0 0 0%, 0l 0%,
|At Risk {4y Old} 158,790 195512 -14%
1,382,428 1014918 97%
] 88,058 | 0% 100%
o 5 0% 0%
0| 0 0% 0%
] 0%
78,97 0| -100% 0%
0 % 0%
|Professional Davelopment 3] [i] 0%
Parent Education Pregram 0 [1]
Summer Schoal 0] -100%|
Special Education 2391,128] 16
\Vocational Education 659,697 16
Gifs/Grants 16.624] ]
Special Liability Expense 0 0
School Retirement 0 0
Extraordinary Growth Facilities 0 0 0| 0%
0] o
KPERS Spec. Rel__Conlribution 1139651 1376,802] _21%| 1792443|__30%
e [ 0
Text Book & Student Matarial [{] 0%
Bond & Interest #1 1] 0%| [1] 0%
Bond & Interest #2 ] 0%, 0%,
Mo-Fund Warrant 0 0%, 0%,
Special Assessment [ 0 0% 0%
Temporary Note [i] [i 0% 0%
[l
28,274,707 13%) 28,724,911 5%
46.905.1 0% 45,843 0 0%
[Amount per Pupil 534| 603 13% 633 5%
[Adult Education 0 o] o% ) %)
Aduit Educali 3 o 0% 0 %,
Area Vocational School [} 0| 0% 0 %)
[Tuition Reimbursement o 0% o ow
Special Education Coop Q 0 0% 0 0%
25,048,347 28,274,707 13% .72a 311 5%
| School Administration Expenditures :
| |
1 o i
|
2 Tt sl
}
i
|
i
| | |
20052005 2008-2007

NOTE. Gifts/Grants includes prwate grants and grants from nonfederal sources.

Amount per pupil excludes the following funds: Area Voeational School, Adult Educatian, Adult Supplemental Education,

Special Education Coop and Tuition Reimbursement.

“Enroliment (FTE) includes the enroliment of the district used for state aid and budget authanity, and all cther preschool enraliment

and kindergarten students attending full time

100472006 332 PM Sumexpen xls
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usD# 259

Operations and Maintenance Expenditures (2600)

% %
2004-2005 2005-2006 inc! 2006-2007 inc/
Actual Actual dec Budget dec
General 27.498.244) 8% 27.428,819| 0%,
Federal Funds 408.0B1[  248%)
tal General 7,858,061 B.,544,396| 10%:!
Al Risk (4yr OId) 14,284
Al Risk (K-12) 362,007
Bilingual Education 0 [3] 0%
Capital Outlay o] 5] 0%
Driver Traimng 36,085 36.548 1%
Declining Enroliment 0
traordinary Schaol Program 0 0| 0%
Food Service 103,638 117.162]  13%
Professional Development [ o 0%
Parent Education Program 0 o[ 0%
Summer School 7.820) 307  -96%
i 34,059 540,185 5%
0 1673 0
| tasoos| 313061 119%
0 0 0%|
o 0%
0%,
0%
1.815.702_21% 2360413 __30%|
0%
0%
0% 5 0%
0% ¥
0 0% 1
[} 0%
0 0‘%_:1 )%
40,151,550 10%| 42,023,543 5%,
36,9051 0% 45,9430 T
Amount per Pupil 856 10%| 835 5%
Adult Education &) ] 0% ] 0%
Adull Supplemental Education [1] 0| 0% 0%
Area Vocalional School 0 [] 0% 0%
Tullion Reimbursemant 0 o 0% 0%
Special Education Coof 0 [1] 0%
TOTAL 35,556,061 40,151,550 10%) 42,023,543 %

! (o] ions and Mail E dif

| +spoocee

| 0,000,000
| 3soonom |
| 3nonnaon

25.000,000 -

0,000,000
15,000,000
10,000,000

5000000 |-

NOTE: Gifts/Granis includes private grants and grants from nonfaderal sources,

Amount par pupil excludes the fallawing funds  Area Vocational School, Adult Education, Adult Supplemental Education,
Special Education Coop and Tuition Reimbursement

*Enroliment (FTE) includes the enrallment of the district used for state aid and budget authority, and all other preschool enrollment
and kindergaren students attending full ime

10/4/2006 332 PM Sumexpen xis
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usb# 258

Other Costs
(2500 & 2900: Other Supplemental Services)
(2700: Transportation)
(3000: Non-Instruction Services)

% )
2004-2005 2005-2006 nc/ 2006-2007 ingt
Actual Actual dec Budget dec
General 13,465,447
Federal Funds 1,779,758
| Genersl 3,509,344
Al Risk (4yr Old)
AL Risk (K-12)
311,083
0
71.872]

[i]
16,352,158 19,480.543
] 0
1] 1] 0%
15,625 12194] -2

13,872,044] 6%
337434| 243%

1.680,419 0%
3]

0%
2] 0%
3] 0%

1,104 418 30%

58,505.17 12%

[ 65318315 12%

46,843 0] 0%

1391 12%
=
0%
0%
0%
0%

Q|
65318315 1

| 70,000.000
| sopoaoo0
| sapooooo |-
| 30.000,000
|

| 20000,000 }es
|

| 10,000,000

Other Costs

2005-2005

NOTE Gifts/Grants includes private grants and grants Irom nenfederal sources,

2e0-2007

Amount per pupil excludes the following funds Area Vocational School, Adult Education, Adult Supplemental Educalion,

Special Education Caop and Tuition Reimbursement

“Enrollment (FTE) includes the enroliment of the district used for state aid and budget autharity, and all other preschool enroliment

and kindergarten students attending full ime:

10/4/2006 332 PM

Sumexpen xis

Page 110 19

usDw 259
Capital Improvements Expenditures (4000)
% )
2004.2005 2005-2006 inc/ 2006-2007 ine/
Actual Actual dec Budget dec
General 0| 0 0% 2] 0%
Federal Funds 1] [i] 0% 0 0%
Supplemental General [¢] 0% Q ¥
Af Risk (4yr Old) [+] s
A Risk (K-12) [
[] 0% 1] ]
17,154,430| 16,454,640} 4% 35.038,358] 112%)
g 1] 0% 0%,
0%
0 0% 0%
0 0% 0%
[1] 0% 0| 0%
0 i 0% 0%
] 0% 0%
[4] 0% %)
0% 0%
[ 0% 0%|
0 0% 0%
0% 0%
0 0% [
0%
0% 0 0%
0 0%,
Text Book & Student Malerial 0 0%
Bond & Interest #1 0 [ 0%
Bond & Interest #2 0 0 0%
Ne-Fund Warrant [{] 0 0%|
Assessment 224329 500.000] 211%
Temporary Nole 0 5] 0%
SUBTOTAL 17.378.759 35,538,358| 113%
Enroliment (FTE)" 489051 46.943 0 0%
Amount per Pupl 3r1 757] 113%
Adult Education 0 0%
|Adult Supplemental [1]
[Area Vocational School 0
Tuition Reimbursement 0 o]
[Special Education Cacp___ 0
TOTAL 17.378.759 16,655,345 4% 113%)

| Capital Improvements (4000} i

40,000,000

35,000,000
30,000,000
25,000.000
20000000 [
15,000,000

10,000,000 |..

5,000,000

0
20042005 2005-2006 2008.2007

NOTE Gifts/Grants includes privale grants and grants from nonfederal sources

Amount per pupil excludes the fallowing funds. Area Vacational School, Adult Education, Adult Supplemental Education,
Special Education Coop and Tullisn Retmbursement.

*Enroliment (FTE} includes the enrollmant af the district used for state aid and budget authority, and all other preschaol enraliment

and kindergarten students attending full ime.

10/4/2006 332 PM Sumexpen.xis
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usom 258
Debt Services Expenditures (5100)
% %
2004-2005 2005-2006 inc/ 2008-2007 inc/
Actual Actual dec Budget dec
General 0 o 0%, o[ 0%
Federal Funds [ o 0% o] 0%,
Supplemental General 0 ol 0% 5 0%|
At Risk (4yr Old) o 0 0%,
0 o 0%
[i 0% 0 0%,
a 0% o] 0%
0 0% 0 0%|
o 0%
Extracrdinary School Program 5 %, o 0%
Food Sendce 0% 0 0%
[3] i o 0% 0 0%
[Farent Education Program o] 0% ]
0 0% 0 3
o 0% [
[1] 0% 1]
0% 5] I
0 0%, o 0%,
0 O%, o o%,
Extraordinary Growth Facillies o} 0%, o o%,
Special Reserve EI 0%
[KPERS Spec. Ret_Cenlnbulion 0 0% [<] —CED
Conti Resarve | 0%
Text Book & Student Material [1] 1% |
Bond & Interest £1 21,604,438 21,807,388 % 21,587,113 1%
Bond & Interest #2 [i [ 0 0%,
No-Fund Warrant 0 of o__o%
Special Assessment 0 [ o] 0%
Temporary Mote 0 [1] [ 0%
SUBTOTAL 21,604,438 21,807,388 %] 21.887.113 1%
Enraliment (FTE)" 45,8051 46,905 1 0% 468430 0%
Amount per Pupil 461 455 1% 468 1%
[Adult Education 0 o] O%| [1] O%]
Adult 5L Education ‘EI 0 0% 1] 0%
|Area Vocational Schoal ol 1] 0% a 0%
Tuition Reimbursement 1] 0 0% [¢] 0%,
Special Education Goo o o 0% o o%
TOTAL 31,604,438 21,807,388 1% 21,087,113 1%

25,000,000
20,000,000 |

15,000,000

10,000,000 o iane S

5.000,000

o
2004-2005

2005-2008

2008-2007

NOTE; Gifts/Grants includes private grants and grants from nonfederal sources

Amount per pupil excludes the following funds. Area Vocational Scheol, Adult Education, Adult Supplemental Education,
Special Education Coop and Tuition Reimbursement.

“Envaliment (FTE) includes the enrollment of the distriet used for state aid and budget autharity, and all ather preschool anrollment

and kindergarten students attending full time

10/42006 332PM Sumexpen xls
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uso# 259
Transfers {5200)
3 3
2004-2005 2005-2006 inc! 2008-2007 inc/
Actual Actual dec Budget dec
General 37,936,766 78,130.750| 108% 87.504263|  12%
Federal Funds 0 0 0% 0 0%
General 43101 973 41.443461| 4% 43,892,700
AL Rick (4yr OId) 0| 0] %]
At Risk (K-12) 0 a
Hilingual Education ] 0 0% el
Capital Outlay
Drwver Trainin ) o 0% o 0%
Deciining Enroliment 0 o 0%
Extraordinary Schoal Program 0 o 0% o 0%
Food Service o 0% 1] 0%
Frofessional Development ] 0% 0%
Parent Education Pragram 0 0% 0%
Summer Schaal 0 0%, 0%|
Special Education 0% 0%,
\Vocational Education 0% 0%
Gifts/Grants 7 0% 0%
Special Liability 0 0% 0 0%
School Retirement 0 0% 0%
Extraordinary Growth Facilties [i] 0% 0 0%
Special Reserve ]
PERS Spec_Rel. Contribution [ 35 [ 0%,
Contingency Reserve 0
Texl Book & Student Material i o
0] 0 0%
0 o 0%
] 6 0%
Special 0] ] [1] 0%
[Temporary Note ] o o g 0%
SUBTOTAL 81,040,759| 119,574.211|  48%| 10%)|
Enroliment (FTEI" 46,805 1 46,905 1 0%, I 0%,
Amount per Pupil 1.728 2543 aB%. 2793 10%|
Adutt Education 0% %
Adult Supplemental Education 0 0% 0%,
Area Voentional School 0 0% 0%
0 T 0%
0 0%, 0 0%,
51,040,759 18574211 48% 131,386,963]  10%|

40,000,000

120,000,000 el Lo
100,000,050
0,000,009
50,000,000
4p.000, 000

20,000,000

ol

Transfers (5200)

3004-2005

NOTE Gifts/Grants includes private grants and grants from nonfederal saurces.

Amount per pupil excludes the fallowing funds. Area Vocational Scheal, Adult Ed . Adult

Special Education Coop and Tuilion Reimbursement

*Enroliment (FTE) includes the enroliment of the district used for state aid and budget authonty, and all other preschool enrollment

and kindergarten students attending full ime.

10/472006 332 PM Sumexpen xls
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usD# 259 uso# 259

Miscellaneous Information
Unencumbered Cash Balance by Fund

Reserve Funds
Unencumbered Cash Balance

July 1,2004 y 1, 2005
General 377,929 July1, 2005
-104,240) [Special Reserve
7186085 TOTAL OTHER
(Amount per Pupil
a Q Eeasal 1
13,041,240 AR.707,028 31075125 I Unencumbered Cash Balances by Fund (Reserve Funds
455,579 10,830 767216 Only) |
o |
379,868 802,855 (et | |
2,388,190 3,162,549 2 G000 |
986,131 875943
3647 22,818, 20,600,000 :
632,171 521.825 | i
71,840,820 73,771.103 | 15,000,000
0 12,375 i
3478017, 2101044 0,000,
2,148,497 2,837,310 | —— A sl
0 0 . |
0 i i |
| 2004 2008 i
[ | .
ATRUENRCRAT] “School districts are authorized by law 1o self insure rather than purehase insurance for the following categones Worker's Gomp,
[ =21.526354] Health Insurance, Life Insurance, Property and Casualty {Risk Management) and Disabilty Income Insurance  Monies are placed
g in the Self insured Fund to pay for claims which may anse from the categenes listed above
1.255.21 1,274.779]
[Temparary Note
SUBTOTAL 108,128,173 114.633.7 28] §3.017.205
Enroliment {FTE)* 46,905 1 46.905.1 46,8430/
Amount per Pupil 2327 2.448] 1,768
[Adult Education 1,375,724 1317584 1.216,952
[Adult Supplemental Education 0 0 a
[Area Vocational School 0 0 []
Tuition Reimbursement 0 [{] [1]
Special Education Coop 0 0 [}
TOTAL 10,524,887 116,051,322 54,234,188

Unencumbered Cash Balances by Fund

140 050,000

120,000,000

100,000,000

80,000,000

0,000,000

0,000,000

20,000,600 (-

o

2004

NQTE' Gifts/Grants includes private grants and grants from nonfederal sources.

Amount per pupil excludes the following funds Area Vocational School, Adult Education, Adult Supplemental Educatian,
Special Education Coop and Tuitien Rembursement.

“Enroliment (FTE) includes the enroliment of the district used for stale and and budget authority, and all olher preschoal enroliment
and kindergarien students atending full ime

10472006 332PM Sumexpan.xls Page 150f 18 10/4/2006 3.32PM Sumexpen xis Page 160f 18
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usD# 258 usD#
Other Information
Miscellaneous Information
Mill Rates by Fund
2002-2003 2003-2004 % 2004-2005 % | 2005.2006| % |2006-2007] %
Actual Actual inct Actual ine! | Actual | inc/ | Budget | ine/ 042005 | Z005.2006 | 30052007
dec dec dec dec Actual Actual
Enroliment (FTE)" 44,805.5| 446418) 0% 444383 0%| 44.4562| O%| 444552 0%, General 20 000) 20 000
[Supplemental General 16.257) 17679
Enroliment (FTE) " 46,373 5| 48,885.1 1% 46.905.1 0%| 455051| O%| 46.943.0] 0% [Adult Education 0,429 0,500
Number of Students - Capital Outlay 6950 7 000]
Free Meals 23.426 25485 9% 26,247 3%|  26.706| 2%| 26709 0% Declining Enroliment 0000
Number of Students - i 0367 0114
Reduced Maals 5.243 5568 -B% 5,555 0% 5.657| 2% 5568] -2% School Retirement 0.000| 0.000]
- I I A — Extroordinary Growth Facilies 0.000 0.000
5 . Bond & Interest 1 6574 6007
- Enrollment (FTE)* for Budget Authority Bond & Interes 2 5.000 3000
1 oo Gonm e s ! No Fund Warrant 0000| 0.000
| Special Assessment 0 209 0 000
1 Temporary Note 0.000] 0,000
| TOTAL USD 51.296 51.300]
i Historical Musaum 000 0,000
i Public Library Board .000 0.000
l Public Library Brd & Emp Benf 000 0.000
| Recreation Commission 000 0000
' |Recreation Commissan
| Employae Benefi 0,000, 0.000]
| TOTAL OTHER 0.000 a.000]
' Total USD Mill Rates ‘
20042005 2006-2007 |
- G003 |
| Enrollment (FTE)** Used for b
' Calculating "Amount Per Pupil” B
30000 |
| 000
| 10000
| I 0090
t i 20042005 2005-2008 2006-2007
| S B i

20042008 20052008 2005-2007

2006-2007 Miscellanecus Information |
e i = TS - SSRRME EEIE 2 g Mill Rates by Fund (Total USD)
|
Low Income Students

Band £ Inletest 1 |@Gurer 14
12% |@Suppiemental General
| DA Educston d

| | i

: Kol | | ocapital Gunay

; Yy o 4 3 Ll Gernetal |mSpucal Labi fit
i |8 Freeteols | | W 28m o 5 ‘ |
5000 | bt | oo s \ DSshoo! Retimen i

10000 | ! | @Desining Entaliment
‘‘‘‘‘ ; MET i ii |DBond & imerest 1 |
| |@Bond & Inlerest 2 i
| § |

BN Fund Warrart
2007-2003 20032004 20042005 2005-2006 2008:2007 (e ——

|
i
|BEstravminary Growah Fasities | |
|
Supplamantal General b

E) i
{@Femporary tore i

“FTE for state aid and budget autharity purpases for general fund (excludes dyr at-rick )

* FTE includes 9120 enroliment used for state aid purposes and adding the additional FTE fer preschool programs, headstart, and all-day
kindergarten For example, preschool students attending half days on September 20th would be counted as 5 FTE  Kindergarten
students attending full ime every day would be counted as 1.0 FTE

10/4/2008 3:32PM Sumexpen xis Page 17 of 19 10/4/2006 332 PM Sumexpen s Page 180f 19



usD#
Other Information
2004-2005 2005-2006
Actual Actual
IAssesszd Valuation $2.252,820.055 $2.338,971.843
nded Indebledness $252.705,000 $311.250,000
Assessed Valuation

350,000,000

2004.2005 2005-2008 20062007

Bonded Indebtedness

550,000 000

5200000 000

515,000,000
5100,000,000

550,000,000

10/4/2006 332 PM

Sumexpen.xis

m
o1
o

2006-2007

Budget

§2.435.215,008

$300.585.000

Page 190f 19
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You are here: Data » Public Reports » K- 12 School Reports

. o
- Home K-12 School Reports '
' Public _
K-12 School Reports -
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This page provides information for any county, organization (i.e. school C
district), or school in the state of Kansas. Among the information available
are: school/district addresses, email addresses, homepage addresses,
administrators, enrollment, dropouts, graduates, staff, vocational education
enrollment, violence, crime, suspensions, expulsions, attendance rate,

| advanced science, advanced math, algebraic mastery, schedule, student
improvement plans, staff development, student satisfaction, salaries,
certified teachers, noncertified teachers, inclement weather dates, and

; accreditation information.

To view county information, click on the appropriate area of the map below or click on the
county name listed below. To view organization information, you can click on a county, then
click on the organization name, or click on the "Organizations" link listed below the map. To
look at school information, select an organization, then click on the school name. If you
would like to see totals for the entire state, click here.

s LINCOLN

http://www.ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=223 /0 -27 3/5/2007
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ATCHISON
BARBER
BARTON
BOURBON
BROWN
BUTLER
CHAUTAUQUA
CHEROKEE
CHEYENNE
CLARK
CLAY
CLouUD
COFFEY
COMANCHE
COWLEY
CRAWFORD
DECATUR
DICKINSON

EDWARDS
ELK

ELLIS
ELLSWORTH
FINNEY
FORD
FRANKLIN
GEARY
GOVE
GRAHAM
GRANT
GRAY
GREELEY
GREENWOOD
HAMILTON
HARPER
HARVEY
HASKELL
HODGEMAN
JACKSON
JEFFERSON
JEWELL
JOHNSON
KEARNY
KINGMAN
KIOWA
LABETTE
LANE

LEAVENWORTH

Home

http://www ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=223
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LOGAN
LYON
MARION

MONTGOMERY
MORRIS
MORTON
NEMAHA
NEOSHO
NESS
NORTON
OSAGE
OSBORNE
OTTAWA
PAWNEE
PHILLIPS
POTTAWATOMIE
RAWLINS
RENO
REPUBLIC
RICE
RILEY
ROOKS
RUSH
RUSSELL

SEDGWICK
SEWARD
SHAWNEE
SHERIDAN
SHERMAN
SMITH
STAFFORD
STANTON
SUMNER
THOMAS
TREGO

WASHINGTON
WICHITA
WILSON

WYANDOTTE
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SHAWN™ COUNTY (NORTHEAST KANSAS)
Ct SEAT: TOPEKA

SHAWNEE COUNTY STATISTICS:
U.S. Census Bureau Data - Includes population, demographic, economic, and housing informat

K-12 School Statistics
{County totals only - includes Attendance Rate, Headcount
Enrollment, Miscellaneous Enrollment, Transportation Info.,
Vocational Classes, Weighting Info., Certified Personnel,
Noncertified Personnel, Professional Staff, Staff Development
Priorities, Vacancies, Dropouts, Graduates, Student
Satisfaction, Crime, Expulsions, Suspensions, Violence,
Advanced Math, Advanced Science, and Algebraic Mastery,
and Number of Schocls in This County)

EDUCATION ORGANIZATIONS IN THIS COUNTY (INFORMATION AND STATISTICS):

PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS:
AUBURN WASHBURN - USD 437
SEAMAN - USD 345
SHAWNEE HEIGHTS - USD 450
SILVER LAKE - USD 372
TOPEKA PUBLIC SCHOOLS - USD 501

PRIVATE ACCREDITED SCHOOL DISTRICTS BASED IN THIS COUNTY:
CAPPER FOUNDATION
KENNEDY ACADEMY
LUTHERAN SCHOOLS (TOPEKA)
MENNINGER CLINIC
SOUTHARD SCHOOL MENNINGERS

TOPEKA ASSOC/RETARDED CHILDREN

AREA VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL SCHOOLS:
KAW AREA VOCATIONAL SCHOOL

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES:
WASHBURN UNIVERSITY

PRIVATE NON-ACCREDITED SCHOOL DISTRICTS BASED IN THIS COUNTY:
SEVENTH DAY ADVENTIST (TOPEKA)

PROPRIETARY SCHOOLS:
PLATT COLLEGE (TOPEKA)

TOPEKA TECHNICAL COLLEGE

STATE SCHOOLS:
JUVENILE JUSTICE AUTHORITY

KS. CORRECTIONAL VOC TECH CTR

YOUTH CENTERS:
LAWRENCE GARDNER HIGH SCHOOL

PRIVATE SCHOOLS LOCATED IN THIS COUNTY:
CHRIST THE KING [TOPEKA]

HAYDEN HIGH
HOLY FAMILY CATHOLIC SCHOOL

MATER DEI CATHOLIC SCHOOL

MENNINGER PRE SCHOOL DAY TREATMENT CENTER

MOST PURE HEART MARY ELEM

ST MATTHEW ELEM
TOPEKA LUTHERAN ELEM

http://www?3.ksde.org/cgi-bin/enty_info?cnty no=089 [0 9 3/5/2007



Organization Information

TOPE DPUBLIC SCHOOLS USD 501
S nee County
624 SW 24th
Topeka, KS 66611-1294
Map and directions to the central office (from Mapquest).

TELEPHONE: 785-295-3000
FAX: 785~-575-61bl

NCES ID: 2012260 CENTRAL OFFICE ID: 8440
STATE SENATE DISTRICT: 20 KSBE DISTRICT: 4
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 2

SERVICE CENTER:

EMAIL ADDRESS: topeka.klZ.ks.us

HOMEPAGE ADDRESS: http://www.topeka.klZ.ks.us

ADMINISTRATORS: ADMINISTRATOR ABBREVIATIONS
S Dr. W. L. Sawyer email: tsawyer@topeka.kl2.ks.us
LoS Dr. Terry Sandlin email: osandlin@topeka.kl2.ks.us
RoS Mr. Michael J. Wilson email: mwilsoll@topeka.klZ.ks.us
DQOPA Dr. Steve Henry email: shenry@topeka.kl2.ks.us
16 Mr. Bill Bridges email: wbridges@topeka.klZ.ks.us

QPA CONTACTS - A list of KSDE staff members assigned to this
district for Quality Performance Accreditation (QPA).

USD 501 STATISTICS
(District totals only - includes Attendance Rate, Headcount
Enrollment, Miscellaneous Enrcllment, Transportatien Info.,
Vocational Classes, Weighting Info., Certified Personnel,
Noncertified Personnel, Professional Staff, Staff Development
Priorities, Vacancies, Dropouts, Graduates, Student
Satisfaction, Crime, Expulsions, Suspensions, Violence,
Advanced Math, Advanced Science, Algebraic Mastery,
Building Dates of Construction, and # of Schools)

SCHOOL INFORMATION AND STATISTICS:

AVONDALE EAST ELEM
AVONDALE WEST ELEM

CAPITAL CITY
CHASE MIDDLE SCHOOL

EISENHOWER MIDDLE SCHOOL

HIGHLAND PARK CENTRAL

HIGHLAND PARK HIGH
HOLLAND STUDENT SERVICE CENTER

HOPE STREET ACADEMY CHARTER MIDDLE

HOPE STREET CHARTER ACADEMY

JARDINE MIDDLE SCHOOL

LANDON MIDDLE SCHOOL

LINN ELEM

LOWMAN HILL ELEM

LUNDGREN ELEM

MARJORIE FRENCH MIDDLE SCHOOL

MCCARTER ELEM

MCCLURE ELEM
MCEACHRON ELEM

MEADOWS ELEMENTARY
PARKDALE PRESCHOOL CENTER

hitp://www3 ksde.org/cgi-bin/dist_info%rg_no=D0501 /0-30 315007
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Qr N HEIGHTS ELEM
RAL _.PH ELEM

ROBINSON MIDDLE SCHOOL

ROSS ELEMENTARY
SCOTT COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY MAGNET

SHANER ELEM

SHAWNEE COUNTY JUVENILE DETENTION CENTER

SHELDON CHILD DEVELOPMENT
STATE STREET ELEM
STOUT ELEM

TOPEKA EDUCATION CENTER

TOPEKA HIGH
TOPEKA WEST HIGH
WHITSON ELEM

WILLIAMS SCIENCE AND FINE ARTS MAGNET SCHOOL

Home | Search | Comments | Subject Categories | K-12 School Stats.

http://www3.ksde.org/cgi-bin/dist_info?org_no=D0501 /6-3) 3/5/2007



Building Information

AVOND2" EAST ELEM - TOPEKA PUBLIC SCHOOLS USD 501
Sh > County
455 _# Golf Park Blvd
Topeka, KS 66605-2862

Map and directions to this school (from Mapquest).

TELEPHONE: 785-274-6230
FAX: 785-274-4782

BUILDING #: 8442 NCES ID: 01438

BUILDING TYPE: Elementary
YEAR BUILT: 1954 DATE OPENED: 08/01/1954

ACCREDITATION STATUS:
STATE ACCREDITATION: Accredited
NORTH CENTRAL ACCREDITED: No
IN NORTH CENTRAL ACCREDITATION PROCESS: Yes

QUALITY PERFORMANCE ACCREDITATION (QPA) STATUS:
YEAR ENTERED: 1994-1995
CYCEE: 3
CYCLE START: 2004-2005
YEAR IN CYCLE: 1
KSDE CONSULTANT: Janet Neufeld-Isaac

INTERNET INFORMATION:
EMAIL ADDRESS: dpalmer3@topeka.kl2.ks.us
HOMEPAGE ADDRESS: http://www.topeka.klZ.ks.us

ADMINISTRATORS: ADMINISTRATOR ABBREVIATIONS
P Mr. Duke Palmer email: dpalmer3@topeka.kl2.ks.us

BUILDING REPORT CARD
STATISTICS:

Report Type School Year

Attendance/Enrollment Reports:

Attendance Rate by Race & Gender? IP|9359 Select a Year :_]

Enrollment by Grade, Race, and Gender! IPlease Select a Year _"_J

Miscellaneous Enrollment! [Please_selectaYear __‘_'_I

Career and Technical Education Classes! ]Please Selecta Year ~|
Staff Reports:

Professional Staff! |Please Select a Year ~|

Staff Development Priorities? [Please Select a Year ~|

Dropout/Graduate Reports:
Cohort Group by Type & Gender (Grad. Rate)! |P'e'=!5¢ Select a Year :.l

Dropouts by Grade, Race, and Gender! l* No D_ata AVailabkﬁ*“_’]
Graduates by Type, Race, and Gender! |P|ease_ Select a Year LI
Year One Student Satisfaction? *No Data AVa"abIG*__'__l
Year Six Student Satisfaction? I*NO Data Ava”able*j
Crime/Violence Reports:
Crime Matrix? |Please Select a Year ~|
Expulsions by Grade, Race, & Gender? [Please Select a Year .ZJ
Suspensions by Grade, Race, & Gender? Flease Select a Year :J

http://www3 ksde.org/cgi-bin/bldg_info?org_no=D0501&bldg no=8442

rage 1 oI .

)6-32, 3/5/20



Building Information Page £ ot 2

V: 1ce by Grade, Race, and Gender? ‘F’lease Select a Year LI
Advai._ed Course Reports:

Advanced Math by Grade, Race & Gender! I*NO Data Available * :_’_I

Advanced Science by Grade, Race & Gender! l* NO,Data_Ava"ablefj

Algebraic Mastery by Grade, Race & Gender? |Please Selecta Year _'j
Miscellaneous Reports:

Schedule Informationt! lPlease Select a Year j

Students with Improvement Plans

by Grade, Race & Gender? Iﬁease Select a Year _'J
I From the Principal's Building Report
2 Prom the QPA Annual Report
Display Report(s) J ResetJ
Home | Search | Comments | Subject Categories | K-12 School Stats.

hitp://www3.ksde.org/cgi-bin/bldg_info?org_no=D0501&bldg_no=8442 /0-33 3/5/2007



AVONDALE EAST ELEM INFORMAT1UN rage 1 o1 1
AVODN VLE EAST ELEM

ORG..  )501
BLDG. #: 8442
2005-06
BUILDING PROFESSIONAL STAFF

CERTIFIED CERTIFIED CERTIFIED NUMBER OF
TEACHING SP. ED. NONTEACHING TEACHER
EMPLOYEES EMPLOYEES EMPLOYEES TOTAL AIDES

30.0 3.0 3.0 36.0 1.0

Home | Search | Comments | Subject Categories | K-12 School Stats.

/6 -3¢
http://www3.ksde.org/cgi-bin/list_bldg_stats?org_no=D0501&bldg no=8442&name=AVONDALE+EAS... 3/5/2007



Comparative Performance and Fiscal System Page | ot |

~ Monday, March 05, 2007
Login

Education

ﬁii & support for student learning
mp—— _{;_,& Site Map| i Céle{_\da.r]&"E'm p_l_oym_en{ |

___You are here: Data » Public Reparts » CPFS Comparative Performance and Fiscal System

Heme CPFS - Comparative Performance and Fiscal System |
b CPFS - Comparative Performance and Fiscal
' Educators System

This system allows users to build custom reports based on

- Divisions ® Unified School District (USD)
® School Year

- State Board m Data Items
m Type of Report

News Room
g FAQs / Blogs
:| Directories

. Contact Us

Home Public Educators Data Divisions State Board News
Room FAQs / Blogs Directories Contact Us

Copyright 2006© KSDE | Privacy Statement | Terms Of Use
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Kansas State Department of Ed. - Kansas Education Comparative Performance & Fiscal Database Page | ot 1

The Kansas State Department of Education

Custom Reports
This site allows you to design your own report based on: () Tip
(Move your mouse over "Tip" to display helpful

Unified School District (USD) hint - Click on "Tip" to view CPFS Handbook)

School Year

Data Items

Type of Report
NOTE: The 2005-2006 School District Budget data available from this website is derived from adopted and
republished budgets.

r How to Use This Website

» START BUILDING YOUR CUSTOM REPORT
> ORACCESS STANDARD REPORTS

KSDE HOME SEARCH COMMENTS SUBJECT CATEGORIES  K-12 SCHDOL STATS

© 2005 Kansas State Department of Education, All Rights Reserved.
Front Desk: (785) 296-3201
FAX: (785) 296-7933
120 SE 10th Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1182

All sessions with this server are subject to the KSDE Use Policy and will be monitored and logged.
Disconnect now if you do not consent to having your actions monitored and logged, or if you do not agree to comply with the KSDE
Use Policy.

http://cpfs.ksde.org/cpfs/ /o -3L 3/5/2007



Kansas State Department of Education - Custom Reports Page 1 of 1

The Kansas State Department of Education

Custom Reports

Please select from the following:
1. Unified School Districts (USD): ) Tip

(Move your mouse over "Tip" to display helpful hint -
Click on "Tip" to view CPFS Handbook)

€ All Unified School Districts : OR Display All USD's in One of the
@ One or More Unified School Districts Following:

USD 101 Erie :‘__l C KSBE District ~ >
USD 102 Cimarron-Ensign

USD 103 Cheylin  Home County F. :J
USD 104 White Rock ** CLOSED ** i T

FUSD 105 Rawlins County (" Kansas House District ] ]

USD 106 Western Plains ~| € Kansas Senate District [~ ~]

Please indicate which USD's you would like to display.
BACK HOME NEXTSTEP

© 2005 Kansas State Department of Education, All Rights Reserved.
Front Desk: (785) 296-3201
FAX: (785) 296-7933
120 SE 10th Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1182

All sessions with this server are subject to the KSDE Use Policy and will be monitored and logged.
Disconnect now if you do not consent to having your actions monitored and logged, or if you do not agree to comply with the KSDE
Use Policy.

http:/cpfs ksde.org/cpfs/custom_rpts1.aspx /0-373/5/2007



Kansas State Department of Education - Custom Reports Page 1 of 1

The Kansas State Department of Education

Please select from the following:
2. School Year: O Tip

(Move your mouse over "Tip“ to display helpful hint -
Click on "Tip" to view CPFS Handbook)

2005-2006
2004-2005
2003-2004
20022003  ~|

BACK HOME NEXT STEP

© 2005 Kansas Siate Department of Education, All Rights Reserved.
Front Desk: (785) 296-3201
FAX: (785) 296-7933
120 SE 10th Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1182

All sessions with this server are subject to the KSDE Use Policy and will be monitored and logged.
Disconnect now if you do not consent to having your actions monitored and logged, or if you do not agree to comply with the KSDE
Use Policy.

http://cpfs.ksde.org/cpfs/custom_rpts2.aspx / 6-38 3/5/2007



Kanras State Department of Education - Custom Reports Page 1 of 2

The Kansas State Department of Education
2 L 2

C ustom Reports

Please select from the following:
3. Data Items: O Tip

(Move your mouse over "Tip" to display helpful hint -
Click on "Tip" to view CPFS Handbook)

NOTE: If you choose several data items, the report may take a while to compile.

[ Total Assessed Valuation 3 Percentage of Students Approved for Free-
(All funds except General) and Reducedbraeiinehes

v will Levy Rates v Average Principal Salaries

¥ FTE Enroliment v Average Teacher Salaries

V" Headcount Enrollment v Reading Assessment -Percent Proficient

v Average Daily Attendance [V Math Assessment -Percent Proficient

v Average Daily Membership [V Science Assessment -Percent Proficient

[V Attendance Rate [V Social Studies Assessment -Percent Proficient
v Dropout Rate v Writing Studies Assessment -Percent Proficient

IV Graduation Rate ¥ School District Budget Data

BACK HOME NEXTSTEP

© 2005 Kansas State Department of Education, All Righis Reserved.
Front Desk: (785) 296-3201
FAX: (785) 296-7933
120 SE 10th Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1182

All sessions with this server are subject to the KSDE Use Policy and will be monitored and logged.
Disconnect now if you do not consent to having your actions monitored and logged, or if you do not agree to comply with the KSDE
Use Policy.

S
¥

t l ' “ f
"léi.‘!té‘. P

http://cpfs.ksde.org/cpfs/custom_rpts3.aspx /-3 7 3/5/2007



Kansas State Department of Education - Custom Reports Page { of 2

The Kansas State Department of Education

s

Please select from the following:
1. Funds (select at least one): O Tip

(Move your mouse over "Tip" to display helpful hint -
Click on "Tip" to view CPFS Handbook)

General

Federal Funds
Supplemental General Fund
Adult Education

2. Type of Data:

C Revenues
C Expenditures

3. Type of Report:

Fund Total

Total by Function/Sub-Function
Total by Object

Total by Object/Sub-Object

BACK HOME NEXTSTEP

© 2005 Kansas State Department of Education, All Rights Reserved.
Front Desk: (785) 296-3201
FAX: (785) 296-7933
120 SE 10th Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1182

All sessions with this server are subject to the KSDE Use Policy and will be monitored and logged.
Disconnect now if you do not consent to having your actions monitored and logged, or if you do not agree to comply with the KSDE
Use Policy.
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http://cpfs.ksde.org/cpfs/custom_rpts3a.aspx Jfo-46 3/52007



Kansas State Department of Education - Custom Reports Page 1 of 2

=

The Kansas State Department of Education

sl

Custom Report

Please select from the following:
1. Funds (select at least one): O Tip

(Move your mouse over "Tip" to display helpful hint -
Click on "Tip" to view CPFS Handbook)

General

Federal Funds
Supplemental General Fund
Adult Education

2. Type of Data:

@ Revenues
C Expenditures

3. Type of Report:

Fund Total
Total by Function/Sub-Function

Please select the type of budget report.

BACK HOME NEXTSTEP

© 2005 Kansas State Department of Education, All Rights Reserved.
Front Desk: (785) 296-3201
FAX: (785) 296-7933
120 SE 10th Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1182

All sessions with this server are subject to the KSDE Use Policy and will be monitored and logged.
Disconnect now if you do not consent to having your actions monitored and logged, or if you do not agree to comply with the KSDE
Use Policy.

http://cpfs.ksde.org/cpfs/custom_rpts3a.aspx JO -4 3/5/2007



Kansas State Department of Education - Custom Reports

Kansas State Department of Education

Page,| of 3

BACK

105

ROTATE REPORT
() Tip (Move your mouse over "Tip" to display helpful hint - Click on "Tip" to view CPFS Handbook)
2005-2006 School Year
Selected USD's
Glossary
Data ltems
USD Name

Assessed Valuation
Assessed Val. Per Pupil
Gen. Fund Assessed Val.
General Mill Levy

Supp. General Mill Levy
Capital Outlay Mill Levy
Bond & Int. Mill Levy
Other Mill Levy

Total Mill Levy

Rec. Comm. Mill Levy
FTE Enroll.

Headcount Enroll.

ADA

ADM

Attend. Rate

Drop. Rate

Grad. Rate

% Free & Rdcd Lunches
Avg. Principal Salaries Including Fringe Benefits & Supp. Salary
Avg. Teacher Salaries Including Fringe Benefits & Supp. Salary
Rdg. Grade 5 % Prof.
Rdg. Grade 8 % Prof.

http://cpfs.ksde.org/cpts/ custom_rpts5.aspx?display_wait=1

Rawlins County
23,884,206.0
69,939
21,707,315.0
20.00

20.42

6.00

N/A

N/A

46.42

2.34

342.5

354

316.91
337.39

93.93

1.06

N/A

42.37

N/A

N/A

87.40

77.30

/-4 2 3/5/2007



Kanras State Department of Education - Custom Reports

Rdg. Grade 11 % Prof.

Math Grade 4 % Prof.

Math Grade 7 % Prof.

Math Grade 10 % Prof.

Science Grade 4 % Prof.

Science Grade 7 % Prof.

Science Grade 10 % Prof.

Soc Stud Grade 6 % Prof

Soc Stud Grade 8 % Prof

Soc Stud Grade 11 % Prof

Writing Grade 5 % Prof.

Writing Grade 8 % Prof.

Writing Grade 11 % Prof.

06--1111 General Fund- Ad Valorem Tax (2002)
06--1112 General Fund- Ad Valorem Tax (2003)
06--1113 General Fund- Ad Valorem Tax (2004)
06--1119 General Fund- Ad Valorem Tax (2005)
06--1140 General Fund- Delinquent-Tax
06--1312 General Fund- Individuals-(Out-Dist)
06--1320 General Fund- Oth-Sch-Dist-In-State
06--1330 General Fund- Oth-Sch-Dist-Out-State
06--1410 General Fund- Transportation-Fees
06--1700 General Fund- Student-Activities
06--1910 General Fund- User-Charges
06--1980 General Fund- Reimbursements
06--1985 General Fund- State-Aid-Reimb
06--2800 General Fund- Lieu-Of-Taxes-.R.B.S
06--3110 General Fund- Equalization-Aid
06--3130 General Fund- Mineral-Production-Tax
06--3205 General Fund- Special-Education-Aid
06--4591 General Fund- Chapter-|

06--4592 General Fund- Chapter-li

06--4599 General Fund- Other

06--4820 General Fund- P1874

06--5208 General Fund- Transfer-From-Sup-Gen
07--4000 Federal Fund- 4599-Other

07--4591 Federal Fund- Chapter-I|

07--4593 Federal Fund

07--4594 Federal Fund

07--4597 Federal Fund
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84.50
99.90
86.60
65.20
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

0

0
9,567
405,254
10,977
0
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2,677,463

243,750
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07--4598 Federal Fund . o

07--4599 Federal Fund- Other
07--4600 Federal Fund
07--4601 Federal Fund
07--4602 Federal Fund
13--1312 At Risk (K-12) Fund- Individuals-(Out-Dist)
13--1315 At Risk (K-12) Fund- Indiv-(Summer-Sch)
13--1320 At Risk (K-12) Fund- Oth-Sch-Dist-In-State
13--1510 At Risk (K-12) Fund- Interest-On-ldle-Funds
13--1700 At Risk (K-12) Fund- Student-Activities
13--1990 At Risk (K-12) Fund- Misc
13--4590 At Risk (K-12) Fund- Other-Federal-Aid
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(
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13--5206 At Risk (K-12) Fund- Transfer-From-General 80,000
13--5208 At Risk (K-12) Fund- Transfer-From-Sup-Gen 0
13--5253 At Risk (K-12) Fund- Transfer-From-Contingency 0
14--1510 Bilingual Education Fund- Interest-On-ldle-Funds 0
14--1900 Bilingual Education Fund- Oth-Rev-From-Local-Sources 0
14--4520 Bilingual Education Fund- Bilingual-Aid 0
14--5206 Bilingual Education Fund- Transfer-From-General 0
14--5208 Bilingual Education Fund- Transfer-From-Sup-Gen 0
14--5253 Bilingual Education Fund- Transfer-From-Contingency 0
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