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January 23, 2015

To: House Committee on Appropriations
From: Sharon Wenger, Principal Analyst

Re: At-Risk Programming in Kansas School Districts

At a recent House Appropriations Commitiee meeting, there were several questions
related to at-risk programming in Kansas schoo! districts. Piease find responses to those
guestions below and on the attachments.

Attached is a document titled Kansas Af-Risk Pupil Assistance Program containing
guidelines for the current school year. The document describes the definition of an at-risk
student, the types of services provided to at-risk students, and eligible uses of at-risk funding.

A copy of the current school year's income eligibility guidelines for child nutrition
programs {free and reduced price eligibility) is attached. To be efigible for the free lunch
program, a family of four must have an annual income of less than $31,005.

A copy of Kansas law (KSA 2014 Supp, 72-6414a}) describing authorized uses of at-risk
funding is attached. This law requires each scheot district to submit a report to the State Board
of Education annually. In February 2014, Kansas Legislative Research Department staff
compiled copies of a selected group of school districts’ annual reports. Because this report is
quite large, it has not been attached. Instead, attached are two examples of districts’ reports. If
more detailed information is required, please feel free to let me know.

Related to the question regarding the costs of educating at-risk students, attached are
several pages from the Cost Study Analysis Esfimating the Costs of K-12 Education Using Two
Approaches completed by Legislative Post Audit in January 2006. Although the audit was
conducted several years ago, the information related to the costs associated with serving at-risk
students and the programs Kansas school districts use to provide those services continues to
be informative. | will continue to look for research in the area of costs associated with at-risk
programming in public schools and will provide research as it is located.

The 2012 Legislature passed a law (2012 §B 155) making changes to the school finance
formula related to at-risk students. If a student submits an application for free meals under the
National School Lunch Act, and it is later determined the student should not have been eligible,
the school district or the State Department of Education must notify the State Board. After the
notification, the State Board must recompute the general fund budget of the school district
based upon the adjusted enrollment, excluding the at-risk student. The amount of state aid to
the affected district is adjusted accordingly.



In addition, if a student became ineligible to receive free meals under the National
School Lunch Act for failure to submit, in a timely manner, documentation necessary for
verification of eligibility, the district has until January 14 of the school year to submit the
student’s required documentation and avoid exclusion from the disftrict's at-risk student count.

Finally, the table below shows the numbers of students served in at-risk programs

statewide over the past several years. This information was obtained from the Kansas
Department of Education.

Statewide Number of Students Served in At-Risk Programs

- School Year Number of Students Served |
2009-2010 193,200
2010-2011 199,757
2011-2012 205,245
2012-2013 211,540
2013-2014 202,417
Slw/kat
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3.

What is the purpose of the Kansas At-Risk Pupil Assistance program?
The purpose of the Kansas At-Risk Progrant is to provide at-risk students with additional educational
opportunities and instructional services to assist in closing the achievement gap.

What does the term “additional educational opportunities” mean? _
The intent of the Ai-Risk Pupil Assistance Program is to provide “additional educational opportunities™
which are educational services offered to at-risk students that are above and beyond what is offered to al!

students,

Does an at-risk student have to be a free-lunch student?

Mo, free lunch applications determine the funding while academic needs determine who is identified and

served,

What is the definition of an at-risk student and what ¢riteria identify an at-risk student?

At-~risk studesits can be defined by ong or more criteria. Predominantly, a student who is not
working on grade fevel in either réading or mathematics is the major criteria used.

An at-risk student is one who meets one or more of the following criteriu:
« s not working on grade level. (i.e. reading and/or mathematics)
s s not meeting the requirements necessary for promotion to the next grade; is failing

subjects or courses of study

« s not mesting the requirements necessary for graduation from high school. (e.g,, potential dropout)
« Has insufficient magtery of skills or is not meeting state standards (e.g., is below “mecting

standards™ on state assessments)
s Has been retained
¢ Has a high rate of absentégism
¢ Has repeated suspensions or expulsions from school
< s homeless and/or migrant
» s identified as an English Language Learner

* Students are often at-risk as a result of the following situations:

» Low attachment to or involvement with school

s  Continual or pessistently inappropriate behavior

'+  Repeated discipline infractions

¢ A high rate of transition or mobility

» Living in an environment of poverty

¢ Living in an environment of limited educational
achievement

. & &

Has a drug or aleohal problem

Is pregnant or is a parent or both
Participates in gang or gang-like activity
Is adjudicated as a juvenile offender

is a “child in need of care” (CING)
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5.

7‘

8.

10.

May students identified for special education sérvice_s_ receive at-risk services?

Yes, students with disabilities may be served by the at<risk funds if the services are not the same area of
service being provided by special education finds as identified on the student’s IEP. For example, a
student with a disability receiving specxal education instructional support in the area of readmg could
receive at-risk instructional support in the area of mathematics, bt niot in reading. -

What are disiricts to use toidentify at-risk students'?

Districts are to use some form of diagnostic assessment and/or evidence-based educafional criteria to
identify students who are at-risk to determine their needs and to golde their instructional interventions.

What assessments or data can be used to identify -at-ri;k students?

Some examples of data and assessments that can be used o select and serve at-risk students include:
a. Records of academic performance demonstrating a lack of growth B '
b. State assessment results
¢. Local assessrhents.

d. Performance based assessments
g, Notm referenced assessments
£ Screeningassessments

g Diagriostic assessments such as:
-+ Qualitative Reading Inventory
s Degrees of Reading Power
*  QGates MacGinite

What are some exampies of how at-risk services can be delivered?

The primary means of providing additional services that are above and beyond what is offered to
all students primarily includes additional time or additional staff hired specifically to work with
identified at-risk students, Some examples of appropriate delivery serviges include:

a.  Extended year . Extra support within a class
b. Before school f.  Tuiorial assistance

¢. After school g. Class within a class

d. Summer school

May alternative, virtual and charter schools be funded with at-risk funds?

Yes, alternative, virtual and charter schools can use at-risk funding to provide educational services to
identified at-risk students.

How is funding for at-risk programs determined?

The method used to identify at-risk students in order to access funds reties on the “free Tunch™ status
associated with the National School Lunch Act. Only those students approved for free meals on the
official enrollment count date (September 20) generate at-risk funding,

{rontinuad}
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How is

ftmding for at-risk programs determmed? {contirived)

The foﬂuwmg formula provrdes the basis for a Local Educataonai Agemy (LEA) to calculate its at-risk ﬁmdmg

_ . - At-Risk o S o _
Number of Walghted' Genaral State Estimatod 22% 2,5% Set Asido
Froe Meal Amount Ald Per Pupll State Al-Rlsk | Set Aside for K-3 Readlsig.

Studants {round to Amount Funding | Activities -

nearest 0.} ' _ -
X 0,456 = X 3,862 ® 0.622

1‘1!

12,

13

14,

i5.

is.

Howt is.the required set aside for helping students’ master reading by the end of 3 grade determined?

The K-3 reading set aside is determined by multiplying the “Estimated State At-Risk Funding” (in
column 5) by 0.022. This is calculated on the weighted at-risk funding. It does not mciude the high-
dens:ty at-risk funding or the non—proﬁment at-nak fonding, S

Ave districts required o spend a portion of thelr at-risk funds on K-3" grade readmg instruction? _ |

Yes, districts are required to spend 2.2% of the at-risk funds ganerated by the free tunch count to suppart |
eatly reading instruction. Funds may be used for the following:

o Hiring of instructional staff to support reading in K3 grade
o Supplies and matetials to support reading in K-3 grade
¢ Hiring literacy coach

May the at-risk funds be used to fund a teracy or mathematics coach for K-12?

Yes, the at-risk funds may be used to hire literacy and mathematics coaches who work with teachers of
at-risk students in grades X-12,

How may at-risk funds be used to support divect instruction?

Funds used to support direct instructional services provided to at-risk students inciudes the hiring of
teachers or paraprofessionals (who are appropriately supervised by licensed staff) to offer additional
services to at-risk students,

May at-risk funds be used to support administrative salarles?

In general, at-risk funds gannot be used to support administrative salaries uniess the administrator is
providing direct instructional services and/or support services to identified at-risk students beyond
their regular contract duties. However, if an adminisirator is fully employed to serve a school that has
100% of its students identified as at-risk based on the at-risk criteria in question #4, at-risk funds can
be used to support the administrator’s salary. An alternative school is an exampie in which this
situation might apply,

Wiay at-risk funds be usedto support classroom teacher salaries?

At-risk funds can be used to support classroom teacher salaries to the proportional percent of identified

at-risk students, For example, if 90% of the students in a building are identified as at-risk according to

the definition and criteria in Question #4 (not free lunch), 90% of the teacher salaries in that building can

be allocated from the at-risk funds, |
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17. May at-risk funds be used to suppnrt'counseldrs or trﬁnélatb‘fs s’a?ar‘leé?-

At-risk funds can be used to support counselors or translator’s salaries if they dre providing direct
instructional services and/or support services to identified students. The support services provided
should directly tmpact the reason(s) for which the student was identified as at-risk (i.e., Question #4:
not working on grade level, not meetmg the reqmrements necessary for promotion to the next grade
and so forth), _

18, M,av at?rlsk funds be used to support resource officer’s salaries? -
At-risk funds cannot be used to support resource officer’s salaries,

19. May at-risk funds be used te support clerical staff salarles? :
If clerical staff are fully employed to sérve a school that has 100% of its students identified as at-risk
according to the criteria in question #4, at-risk funds can be used to support that person’s salary. An
alternative school is an example of a school that might meet the 100%.

20. Mayfunds be used to support professional developmént activities?

No, at-risk funds must be spent on additional educational opportunities and instructional services to
assist in.closing the achievement gap of at-risk students. At-risk funds, however, may pay the salaﬂes of
mathenatics and/or literacy coaches who work with teachers of at-risk students.

21. May at-risk funds be used to purchase equipmenf?

At-risk funds can be used to purchase eguipment that will be used to suppost at-risk student learning;
however, those purchases should be limited to 25% of the tfotal at-risk allocation,

22, May at-risk funds be used for all day kindergarten?

Yes, however, only the proportion of time that is extended beyond the typical half-day may be patd with
at-risk funds.

23, Which students may participate in portion of kindergarten paid with at-risk funds?

Any kindergarten student may attend the portion of kindergarten paid with at-risk funds. These students do
not have to meet the at-risk criteria.

24. May at-risk funds be spent on transportation?

Yes, funds may only pay for transportation for at-risk students attending after schoo! programs, extended
school or summer school.

25.  What student records must be kept for the at-risk program?

Annual records must be kept at the district on the following:
» Listof students served
s Selection eriteria including name of assessment and/or evidenice-based educational criteria

26, What information on at-risk must distrlcts repart at the end of each school year?

According to the school finance law, districts must report annually the following information:
#  The number of at-risk pupils served or provided assistance
» The number of non-proficient students served or provided assistance
» The type of service(s) provided
¢ The research (e.g., student assessment data) upon which the district relied in determining the
need for the service or assistance existed
The results (e.g., student impact data) of the service(s) or assistance provided
o Any other information required by the State Board
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27.  May the “non-proficient funds” be épent in the sar"ﬁ_e manner as the regular at-risk funds {free lunch
weighting)?
‘Yes, the “non-proficient Tunds” may be spent in the same way as the at-risk f‘unds except the cost of
kindergarten may ot be paid with the non-proficient funds,

28. May the “high density at-risk funds” be spent in the same manner as the regular at-risk funds {free
lunch count)?

Yes, the “high density at-risk funds” may be spent in the same way as the at-risk funds except the cost of
kindergarten may not be paid with the high density at-risk funds.

29. How is the high density at-risk funding determined?
(K3DEs School Finance office will help calouiate this. ) -
The high density at-risk considers the petcent of free meals and applies different percentage points:
*  Districts with 50 percent or more free meal students receive an additional weighting of 0.105,

o Districts with adensity of 212.1 students per sqoare mile and a free Iunch rate of 35.1 percent and
above yeceive an additional weighting of 0,105,

e Districts with more than 35 percent free meals and less than 50 percent free meals will calculate
their weighting factor by subtracting 35 percent from their own free lunch percentage and
multiplying the difference by 0.7.

a4
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2014 Kansas Statutes

72-6414a. At-risk education fund; uses of money, unencumbered balance In fund; reports to the
state board. {a) There I8 heraby established in every district & fund which shall be called the at-risk education fund,
which fund shall consist of alf roneys deposited thereln or transferred thereto according to law The expenses of a
district directly attnlbutable to providing at-risk assistance.or pregrams, Inchiding assistance or programs provided to
nonproficlent pupils; shall be pald from the at-risk education find. o _ ]
{B) Any balance remaining In the at-rigk educatlon fund at the end of the bBudget year shall be carried forward into
the at-risk education fund for succeeding budget years. Such fund shall not be subject to the provisions of K.S.A, 79-
2925 through 79-2937, and amendments thereto. In preparing the budget of such school district, the amounts
credited to and the amount on-hand in the at-risk education fund, and the amount expended therefrom shall be
included in the annual butlget for the [Mformatlon of the residents of the school district. Interest eamed on the
investment of moneys in any such fund shall be credited to that fund, _
Any unencumbered balance of moneys remaining In the at-risk education fund of a schoal district Gn June 30 of the
current schoo! year, may be expended in the school year that immediately succeeds such date by the schoo! district
for general operating expenses of the school district as approved by the board-of education,
{c) Each year the board of education of each school district shall prepare and submit to the state hoard a report on
" the at-isk program or assistance provided by the district. Such report shall incliide information specifying the number
of at-risk pupils and nonproficient puplls who were served or provided assistence, the type of service provided, the
research upon which the district relied In determining that a need for service or assistanca existed, the results of
providing such sewvice or assistance and any other Information reguired by the state board,
(d) "In order to achieve uniform reporting of the number of at-risk pupils and nonproficient puplls provided service or
assistance by school districts In at-risk programs, districts shall report the number of al-risk pupils and nonproficient
puils served or assisted in the manner required by the state board.
HET tio"V: L, 2008, ch. 152, § 18; L. 2006, ch, 197, § 15; L, 2011, ch. 107, § §; L, 2012, ch: 155, § 7; L. 2013, ch, 121, §
Gi July 1.



District: ;3 - Olathe S.ch'l e 2"-1»1 Status: Approved

As a resuit of legisiativa reporiing requirements, all districts recelving state Al-Risk funds must complete this section of the Losal
Consolidated Plan Apnual Report.
: 88g1 ;
1. Provide the unduplicated number of students who met the state's atrlsk criteria and were, tharefore, eligiile for
services funded with State At-Risk dollars, Do not provide the free lunch count but rather the number of students
who met the foliowing eriteria: '

An ai-dsk student is one who meets one or more of the following critaria:

* Is not working on grads level {l.e., feading and/or mathermatics)

* is niot meeting the requirements necessary for promotion to the next grade; is falling subjects or courses of study
* Is not mestng the requirements necessary for graduation from high school {e.g., potential dropout)

* Has heen retained

* Has a high rate of absenteeisrn

* Has repeated suspensions or expulsions from school

* Ig homeless andfor migrant

* |3 identified as an English Language Learner

* la non-proficient on State assessments

2. How marwy of the idenlified students in question #1 were served with State At-Risk funds? {889t :

)

ey AegEnarn s

Bubmitier Sorvwnents: Aterink servines ware focussd on district priorites: English Language |eamers; -3 reading; students needing axira support in
reading and math (smaller class sizes to implement MTSS intarvantions, after schon! and summar school programs, middle and high
school READ 180 teachers) to achieve atexpected parformance levels; and altemative edusation pragrams, These proprams all
address nesds of targeted students ideniified using the akrsk enlification rtess. Pragram evaluations shew galns in achisvament
that appear ta be Hed 1o the Instructionad focus provided by the abrisk programs.

KSDE Gomments:

Printed by nicoledawn on 1/18/2014 11:20:16 AM Page 1 of 1



District: D0233 - Olathe -

Enterthe number of At-Risk students:

1 i 2 3 4 & 7
Number of it At-Risk Weighted General 2.2% 2.2%
Free Weighted FTE State Aid Set Aside et Aside for
Lunch Amount Per Pupll !K-3 Reading
Students Amount Activitles
8670 0.466 25399 §3,838 0.022 $214,459

o “2i00 Supt ] o
4000 Insticky {7 - Students . . Sves Oprtn, [ Tatal.-: |

Satasies §7 444 D50 $046,100 $76.350 ; 0] $7S08400
200 1 -
 Employss $1,349,836 | $2.850 519,850 50 $06. 0] $1572.830
Benefils
300 _
Purchased $680,200 $0 o 30 50 1] $6380,200]
Servives :
400 ]
Purchased $07 B0 $0. 31,000 S0 30 $1.000

wparty

1 Other :
rgh $8,75¢0, &0 $iy $0 515,450 10 $25,200
Sendces |
G600 :
Suppties f $E5.0001 $44,700 50 $16,600 30 6] 147,200
Materials ]

7o $15.500 g0 so s0 $0 s0) 815,500
Property * i
800 Oiher 50 30 05 $0 it &0 80
Total $0,466,336 $133,860 85,200 317,500 $15,450 PO $B.748, 138/

Directions for Required Set Aside for K-3 Reading Activities

Section 72-6414 of the At-Risk Legislation requires districts to expend 2.2% of their At-Risk funding on achieving mastery
of basic reading skills by the completion of the third grade,

Designate the amount of Set Aside funds from Column 7 in the funding formula grid for;

$170,759

$43,700

$214,459

SO

O e s i e A B

a, Hiring of instrustional staff to support reading in the primary grades {K-3)
b, Suppiles and materials to support reading in the primary grades (K-3)
c. Total Set Aside funds (should be egual to or greater than column 7 in the Funding Formula table)

Printed by nicoledawn on 1/14/2014 10:13:16 AM Page 1 of 2




3 b

State At-Risk {cont.)

vith St sk E

Adrainistrators _ u 100 L
Guidance/Counseling N 4.00 .
Literacy/Mathematics Coaches , £.00!

Paraprofessionals . o - 9.00f

Pupil Transportation - 0.00;
{Teachers ) ' 129.00!

Transiators _ ' 0.0ﬂ_:
{Total FTEs: 43,00

Eontent Aress. :

W ESOLBilingual ® Mathematics | Science

" Larguage Arts B Reading ¥ Other (Please axpiain)

If other, please explain:

Social Studies and PEMealth at alternative education sites

Delivery Systems

] Agﬁlcgticnaltﬂz Day 8 During Hchoot Day # Summer Schoo! [ Weskends

] g:ar;‘cf;gfdmf:r School H Edendad Year " g.g?,pggu?'les;ﬁgs Stat (“

Haow niich, i any, of the At-Rigk funds generated by the frae lunch count are for the partion of kindergarten that is not
paid by the stata?

| $1,050,000

School District Comments:  |Support services in columns 2400, 2600 and 2700 and 10007700 property line provide
funds for elternative education sites.

Funds in the 1000/300 line for contractad services support alternative education
programs such as the Help Clinle and Credit Recovery.

Mileage expense reimbursement for the homebound teacher and transportation costs for
alternative education programs are in line 500,

KSDE Comments;

noan,

Printed by nicoledawn on 11142014 1013116 AM  Page 2 of 2




Olathe . .233
Achisvement Resulis
2013 Reading Achievement Results  §  READING: . Reading: |
1000 R TS TTA- o100 L : :
BO0 - reeTs et 80 3> (M3 AMO =776 . gig‘ac? :
s: [y a s ?63' L L .“._._“....?39.4.,._.... L &0 g i f_ ' i l if
b _ Wt e . L4 T | 2013API=T7HD ! Growth P _
2004. .. 75. 671 5¢67.568 629 ..{ss = | ' Percenfle | 0 100
o - o 20122013 °
200 ape  Improvemeant =-2
2008 2013 2013 : : =
e = - Math; -
2013 Math Achievement Results M%TH: Me dian :
W04 - 7o - ooyero 78 fI _ District
80G4 T80 = 20IBAMO=T75 Growth :
— 5G0d. - e RO ‘,,,._.737 e b 50 -4 - ] 50 1gg
o o= :
< 4004 40 2 2013API=757 Percentile - - A ‘
200 7.75 754 6.77. g3 865, s | Distribution of all Disticts
0 ‘ ; g : 2012-2013
2070 2012 * lmprovement = ~31
m _ 201t et o m__w_‘m ) o Reducing Non-Proficient
capR Reduction Resmts o {___ RERDING MATH |
e e e R s ‘Subgroup | 2013 RNP{ : 2013 Actual 2013 RNP 2013 Actual
800y 3 scs- : _ { AMO |iRNPResulti AMO :RNP Result
74 : 718 Al Students _= 2047 081 | 2058 -2.35
o 800 1 47000 467.00 g 8¢ | ‘Free and Redoced " 2101 045 21.07 -4.00
S 400 ; ‘N T 5 400 . Lunch , v ——
& L E " ‘Students with P44 128 =151 -3.66
< 200 - % ongl 7 Disabilities L | _
' ELL Students 21.35 -1.08 21.02 516
o ] Sl ; o ) B ‘African-Amesican 20.81 248 2111 428
202 2013 2012z 203 ‘Students
! “E‘ E;I;fé R e R T T PR AT I T TR S R 2 e L S R SRR R TR LR T T e :-%iﬁ"’“"f:'“‘{%r.',':."uﬂ“n&-L"r'.‘t‘.f; ’_ﬁsmnic zﬁ‘gs -0'57 au.g? _331
2013 AMD =+ 22.00 increase over ;* 2013 AMO = +23.00 increase over ;|  White 2038 -0.51 20.41 -1.85
' 2012 i 2012 e : . e
2012 to 2013 LP30 AP| change =-3.00 || 2012 o 2013 LP30 APl change = - Asian =037 0.08 20.24 147
2013 LP30 APL= 487.00 41,00 _ ‘American Indlan or 20.77 3.88 20.95 ~13.68
! 2013 LP30 API = 407.00 Alaska Native
(State Benchmark = ¥34) 3 o : _ : e
_ | state mark =715} MulfRacial 20,50 062 20.65 257
s s bt Native Hawaiian or 21.02 1220 20.81 -11.67
Pacificlslander =~ e o




2013 Status: Approved

As a result of lagislative reporing requirements, all districts recelving state At-Risk funds must complete this section of the Local
Gonsolidated Plah Anaual Report,

741
1. Provide the unduplicaied number of students who met the stale's ab-risk criteria and were, therefors, eligible for
servicas funded with State Ai-Risk dollars. Do not provide the free lunch count but rather the aumber of students
who met the following criteria;

An af-risk student is one who meets one or more of the following criteria)

* s not working on grade level {L.e,, reading and/or mathematios)

* Is not meeting the reguirements necessary for pramotion to the next grade, is falling subjects or courses of study
* 1s not. meeting the requirements necessary for graduation from high school {e.g., potential dropout)

* Has been retalned

* Has a high rate of absentesisin

* Has repeated suspensions or expulsiona from school

* Is homeless andfor migrarit ‘
* |3 identified as an Engilsh Language Learer
* s noh-proficient on State assessments |

2. How many af the identifisd students In question #1 were served with State At-Risk funds? L ?

Y

Submitter Comments: Funds from At-Risk were used to pay salaies for interventionlsts at the elemeniary lavel - providing e schools with a way o

individualize Instruction as much a8 possiote to il the gaps and accelerate teaming for students primandly in the araa of reading, but
alsb gilowed for the lnitlaf development of math graups-and interventions ~ ufilizing MTS8, Podions of salaries of stalf used o
peovide Intervsiitions for at-sisk siudents were also pald from atwisk funds. Again, the ldes Ia to indlvidual teaching and learming to
address each student's nesds,

A‘ pttl:ruzt:t of at-risl furide also go fo providing ressarces, supplies and materials o effectivaly deliver Individuallzed inalruction fo
students,

‘Fhe results are that many of our students identifled as-ab+igk and recelving sarvices are moving to highes levels of performance as |
ravzlaied in our Kansas State Assassments {Reducing Number of Non-Profictent Students AMO), NWEA MAPs, and AimsWeb fest [
resiits, !

KSDE Commants:
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istrict: D0234 - Fort Scoft - School Year: 2012-2013 - Cycle: 2 - Approved

Enter the number of At-Risk students:

1 2 3 3 4 5 8 7
Number of ~ At-Risk Weighted General Total 2.2% 2.2%
Free i Waighted State Ald Estimated SetAside [%1Set Aside for
Lunch Amount Par Pupll { State At-Risk K-3 Reating |
- Students Amount { Funding Activities
1025 0.456 0.022 $39,465

OO SUBLE [ s
_ wl o S ke
i 3| 4000 Ingtetn Tk S
éi?aﬁas $1,478.652 e #1 AT662!
200 _ . ) '
Employew §300,539 50 $0 50 501 0 $300 530
Banefits ]
308
Purchased 0 0} 50 $0 $0 $0 50
Services
400
Purchased %0 50 $0 0 50 $0 0
ey ] |
+ Qther "
) 50 $0 $0 0§ $0 g0 50
Barvices
800 ] ;
Guppllesd §186,580 $0 50} %0 0 5 516,680
Materaty ) ,
;’,ﬂ;’pw 50 e 8 0 36 $0 $0
800 Other $0 $0 $0} 30} 0 $0 $0
Total $1,783,881 80 L3y &b 30 $0| 1,793,881

Directions for Required Set Asides for K-3 Reading Activities

Bection 72-8414 of the At-Risk Legislation requires districts to expend 2.2% of their At-Risk funding on achieving mastery

of baslc reading skills by the completion of the third grade.

Designate the amount of Set Asids funds from Column 7 In the funding formula grid for:

$39.465 &, Hiring of instructiona) steff to support reading in the primary grades (K-3)

$01b. Supplies and materials to support reading in the primary grades (K-3)

$39.465|c. Total Set Aside funds (should be aqual to or greater than column 7 in the Funding Formula table)

Pm— i e, . S e VU Rt et
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FTEs Paid with State At-Risk Funds

4

[

State At-Risk (cont.)

@ Language Arts

If other, pieasé exﬁ!ain:

B Reading

Administrators 0.00
Guidance/Counseling 0.00
|Literacy/Mathematics Coaches 0.00
Paraprofessionals 2.00
Puplt Transportation 0.00
|Teachers 30.14
Transtators 0.00
|Total FTEs: 39.14
Cuontent Areas

O EsOLBlngual @ Mathematics 0O Sclence

{1 Other (Please axplain)

Pelivety Systems

® Additional 1/2 Day
Kindergarten

{1 Before / After School

Duting School Day
O Extended Year

1 Surnmer School

1 Support Services Staff
{i.e., Counsrlor)

3 Weekends

.......

How much, If any, of the At-Risk funds generated by the free lunch count are for the portion of kindergarten that is not

paid by the state?

[ s1e7.013

Schoot District Comments: r

KEOE Comments:

Please corract the FTE, One FTE would not be egual to the amount in salary,
10/18/2012 Tate Toedman ttoadman@ksde.org 785-296-6714.
correcied 10/23/12 TT
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Fort Su. .. D0234

Ashievemant Results
2013 Reading Achievement Results READING:
1000 100 _
son B89 647 609 616 leg = 2013AMO=615
T 600 : 8 B _
< 400 18.4220.18 600 40 &  WIBAPI=8I0
2004 15.04 2w =
. 22.514g, g ¢ 20122013
200 2012 Improvement = 15
2009 201t 2013
3 Maih Acfnevemﬁnt Results MATH:
000 100 .
8004 B10 588 guo 80 ¥ 2013 AMO =542
T 600 542 534 o 4
< 400 20432747 soy 3 £ 2013API=534
200 9B OT 20
ol _s23 e |, 20122013
2010 Az improvement=7
2008 201 2043
Gap Reduction Results
800 200
- e
600 800 |
g g
Z 400 267,00 7 400
Y 225.00 \ % 58.00
200 - s 206 124.00 198
o )
2012 2013
READING: * MATH:
1 2013 AMO = + 48,00 increase over

2013 ANO = + 41,00 increase over
2012

2012 to 2013 LP30 API change = 42,00
2013 L.P30 API = 267.00

P 2e12
" 2012 to 2013 LP30 APl change =
- 37.08

| 2013 LP30 AP1=158.00

{State Benchmark = 734)

 {State Benchmark = 719)

Growth Resulis
Reading:
Median
Digirict
Growth _
Percentile 0 50 100
g .
Median
District
Growth :
Percentile o 56 100
Distibution of alf Districts
_ Raducing HonFrofisient
|  READING __MATH }
Subgroup 2013 RNP 2013 Actual |2013RNP 2013 Actual
AMO W_Re;uﬁ AMO RNP_Resul‘t
All Students >1.88 2.55 2241 210
Free and Reduced - 22.34 187 2300 298
Lunch ) AT R o,
Students with 23.51 2.82 2461 4.73
Disabilifies .
ELL Students NA <30 N/A <3G
African-American "”“'ﬁmg-if%"wmw—-'é’féé ' 23.36 1082
Students . I
Hispanic /A, <30 NA <30
White 2188 347 2244 T30
Asian NIA <30 NA T<an
American Indianer ~ NA ¢ <30 - UL S
Afaska Native TR P ..
Kuiti-Raciaf 23.68 1.62 258.15 6 ?6
Native Hawaiian o N/A  ° <30 NA <30
Pacific Islander




__Chiestion 1 Answer in Brief

QUESTION 1: What Are the Estimated Costs for
K-12 I’ubllc Education in Kansas, and How Do Those Estimates
Compare with Current State Funding Levels?

ANSWER IN BRIEF: The cost studies we conducted were. deszgncd m identify the estimated
costs for K-12 public education in the following areas:

* base-level costs for gggiar egucagitm using two different approaches; an input-based approach and
an outcomes-based approach

s  the enroliment welghts associated with smell and large districts :

¢ the additional costs (and weights) for special needs students {at-rigk, bilingual, and Special
Educstion students)

s two of the other costs funded as part of State funding formuta (Vocational Education and
transportation)

® regional vanations in costs {pnmar{!y hecause of differences In teacher salaries #CT08S the State)

Figure 1-1 on the next page presents the results of our work in each area compared with the
State’s current school finance formula, The work we did was based on historical expenditures
through either 2003-04 or 2004-05, depending on the availability of the information at the time
we were doing our analyses. The figure shows our estimates inflated to both the current funding
year (2005-06) and the next funding year (2006-07).

Our estimates were derived using both an input-based approach, an outcomes-based approach,
and other reviews and analyses performed by Legislative Post Audit staff. Those results are
summarized very briefly below. Sections 1.1 through 1.6, which follow this Answer in Brief,
provide a more detailed discussion and rationale for each cost estimate. Section 1.7 shows the
results of our cost studies compared with current State and local funding levels.

@ Estimated base-level ¢osts for regular education: Input-hased approach. We developed this
gstimate using a modified rescurce-oriented approach, where we built prototype districts of various
sizes, then estimated {he resources needed to provide what's mandated by statute or necessary to run
a district operafing at an above-average leval of efficiency. Under this approach, the estimated base-
leved costs per student using three different class-size models are higher thai the current Base State
Aid Per Pupil in both years, (Section 1.1)

e Estimated base-level costs for regular education: outcomes-based approach, We hired
consuliants fo perform the sophisticated statistical technigues involved in a cost function analysks that
would gstimate the cost of meeting the pérformance cutcome standards adoptad by the State Bowrd of
Education, Under this approach, the estimated base-level cost per student is less than the current
Base State Aid Per Pupil for 2005-06. |0 par, that's because the standards are relatively low for that
year, For 2008-07, the estimaled base-level cost per student for regular education under the
outcomes-based approach is higher than the current Base State Aid Per Pupll. That's partly because
of inflation, but also because the standards are higher in 2006-07. Those standirds will continue to
increass in future years. (Section 1.2)

# Low-enroliment and correiation (high-enrollment} waeights. These enroliment weights are a
function of the base-level cost estimates produced by the input-based and outcomes-based
approaches. Under all cost study approaches, enrollment weights generaily were [ower than under
the current weights. (Sections 1.1 and 1.2)

COST STUDY ANALYSIS
Elewmentary and Secondury Fdueation in Kawnsas: Estimoting the Costs of K-12 Educotion Using Two Approaches
January 2006
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Question 1: Answer In Brief’

Figure {1

Comparing Cost Study Resuits to the
Current State Funding Formula

- Current

input Based Approach {Using 3 Class-Size Modals)

2005-06 and 2006-07

" Outcomes-

taacher salaries)

Glven above cost
estimates, additlonal
ampunt needed to
‘provida "oundation-lavel”
funding compared with
currant funding levels

{in miltions)

06-07 = $316.2

Funding A : . ' PR Based
y ; Average 25 Avardge 18/23 Average 20 Py .
Formula sfudentsiclass | studentsiclass. | studentsi/class Approach
Base-leval costs per 05-06=§4,257 | 05-06=84375 | 05.06=34748 | 05:08=$4943 | 05-06=54 167
FTE student . 08-07 = §4,257 | 06-07=34,518 | 06.07=94904 | 08-07=$5105 | (807 =3$4,658
Low-anrofiment waight range: range: ' 'rah_g_s: k range: range:
{to 3 decimals} 1.014-0.021 1,122-0.000 0.856-0.000 0.878-0.600 0.773-0.008
Correlation (high- 0.021 for range; | - range: range: 0.008 far
efirclimant) walght districts 0.000-0.028for | 0.000-0.028for | 0.000-0.024 for diﬁtrl'ets »1.700
{to 3 decimals).-- z 1.662 digtricts 22,000 | disticts »2,060 | distdets 22,000 | e
At-Risk (poverty) welght ; '
{per free-lunch studant) 0.193 D484
Addlitlenal Urban-
Povarty welght {per e 0.726.
free-junch student)
Billngual weight Q.35 perFIE 0.100 per headeount
{tw different biases) bilingual studant bilinguat student
: ;ggg‘;"ggﬁgjt“gﬁ’ FTE 1 05-06= 510,738 05-06 = $14,232
studant 0B-07 = §12,185 0607 = §15,158
Additlonal cost per FTE 606 2 2,120 06-08 = $1,375
Vocational Edutation 0 = e 4 oy
studant 0807 = §2,129 05-07 = $1,426
Additional cost par 06-06 = 3504 0506 = $491
student transported 07 = 8512 o
 »2 5 milos 08-07 = $613 0607 = $807
- Raglonal cost .
adjustmont (applied o - 2% & Qrfg%e‘;f costs

06-07 = §519.5

0607 = $623.7

0B-07 = $390.3

“Hold-harmless” provision
s0 no district would
receive less than tnder
e current funding
formule {in milions)

0807 = $25,1

08-07=§7,0

0607 = §0.7

06-07 = $9.4

Bource: LA analysls of school district and Depariment of Educalion data.

COSTSTUDY ANALYSIS

Elementary and Secondary Education in Kansas: Estimating the Costs of K-12 Education Using Two Approaches
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__Question 1; Answer in Bxief

Additional costs for serving at-risk students. At-risk-and urban-poverly welghts werg deve!oped
as part of the consultants’ cost function analysis, (We apply them to both cost study approaches
because they measure what it would take for students in poverty to achieve the same level of
performance as other students achieve.) The.at-risk weight is higher than the current weight. The
urban-poVerty weight isn'tin'the current school finance formula. It's an estimate of the significantty
higher costs incurred by high-poverty, inner-city school distncts it ‘applies oniy to Kansas City
Kansas C:ty-Turner Topeka, and Wichita. (Sectton 12)

Additionai costs for serving bilingual students The bllingual weight also was developed as part
of the cost functian: analysis, and was apblied to both ost study approaches for the same reasons
cited above. This weight lsn't comparable to the bilinguat weight urider the current formula. The
«curreni formula uses student contact hours with a “bilingual-endorsed" teacher only, which significantly
understates the number of bilingual students in a district; Because of the strong carrelation between
free-unch gnd bilingual students, it's possible that some of the additional costs for serving bilingiial
students were picked up by the ai-risk weight, The data available regarding tha number of bilingual
students also may be Incomplete. (Section 1.2)

Additional costs for serving Speclal Educatlon students. We developed this cost estimate based
on & detailed review of 19 sample districts and the eight cooperatives or interlocals that served them.
it was based largely on districis’ actual expendifures for Special Education that were above and
beyond the cost of regular education, and were not-covered by federal funding. Our estimated cost is
higher than the current funding levels per FTE Special Education student in both years. Based on our
analyses, wi concluded that having students in Special Education doesn’t reduce districts” regular
education costs by nearly as much as the current formula reduces them ({the current fonmula assumies
a 1.1 reductiory in regular educeiion costs for each FTE student in Special Education). (Section 1.3)

Additional costs for serving Vocational Education students, We developed this cost estimate
based on a detaited review of 21 sample districts that offer approved Vocational Education programs.
Vocational Education classes are part-of a district’'s regilar education curvicutum, Our estimate was
based largely on districts’ actual expenditures for Vocational Education that were above and beyond
the cost of other regular education classes. Qur estimated cost is Jess than the current funding lavels
per FTE Vocational Education student in both years. (Section 1.4)

Additional costs for transporting students 2.5 miles or mors. We developed this cost estimaie
based on our review and analysis of the current transportation funding formula. Our estimated costis
less than the funding levels would be under the curenit formula. That's primarily because the current
formula over-aliocaies total transportation costs to students who live 2.6 miles or more from
school--the ones the State is helping to pay for. (Section 1.6)

Regional variations In teacher saiaries. We used sophisticated statistical techniques to establish
the costs of 2 comparable teacher in each district, controlling for such factors as teacher education
and experience, community cost of living, school working conditions, and district efficlency. Because
teacher salaries and benefits make up half of districts' costs, we applied our results to only 50% of
each district's costs, Districts with the fargest increases are high-poverty urban districts and districts
in the Johnson County suburbs. There's no regidnal cost adjustment in the current formula; the
Legislature added a cost-of-living provision in 2005, but the Kansas Supreme Coun stayed that
provision, (Section 1.6)

Results of our cost studies compared with State and focal funding levels. Given the estimates
developed as part of the cost studies, the additional amount needed to provide a foundation-level of
funding for 2008-D7 would be at least $316 million under the input-based approach, and would be

COST STUDY ANALYSIS
Elemeniary und Secondary Education in Konsas: Estimating the Costs of K12 Education Using Tiva Approaches
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Chuestion 1: Answer In Brigf

$399 milliory under the aﬁ(cbrhemb_ased approsich. Under any of the cost study approaches, the
additional foundation-level funding could come from the State, from an increase in the mandatory 20-
mill property tax levy, or from a combination of the twe, .

If any of these estimates are adopted, the State's sﬁppiementaf equalization ald and its contribution to
KPERS on behalf of school districts alse could ingrease significantly. {Section 1.7)

COST STUDY ANALYSIS
Elementary and Secondary Education in Kansas: Estimating the Costs of K-12 Education Using Two Approaches
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21: At-Risk Progroms and Services

QUESTK)N 2 Which Sﬁecial Nééds. Students Receiwz Sersfices, and
‘What Services Are Available to Them?

ANSWER IN BRIEF: Under this guestion, we were asked o determine whether there was a
significant relationship between the students counted for State funding purposes and the students
who actually receive those services. For the at-risk program, we found that there s little consis-
tency in-which students districts identify as at-risk, or the kinds of services districts classify as
at-risk. We also found that the State s method Jor funding at-risk services has littie relationship
to the students actually served. For the bilingual program, we found that the number of students
connted for funding the program is much lower than the total number of bilinguol students dis-
tricts report serving, and that the State's basis for finding doesn’t link fimding with need. Under
this question, we also provide information regarding the types and variety of services provided to
at-risk, bilingual, and Special Education students. _

The programs and services discussed under this guestion are organized as follows:

2.4 At-Risk Programs and Services
2.2 Bilingual Programs and Services
2.3 Special Education Programs and Services

2.1: AT-RISK PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

State at-risk funding is part of a broad effort to provide additional services to students who aren’t
performing adequately in school. The intent is 1o help close the achievement gap for these stu-
dents. Funding for such programs can come from any of the following:

State at-risk welghting under the schoo! flnance formula. This source provides funding for ad-
ditional educational services for students who have been identified as underperforming. Some of the
money must be spent on reading programs.

Federal Title |, This source provides funding to improve the quality of education In high-poverty
schools, or to give exira help to struggling students. Funding can be used to serve individual stu-
dents, or for activities that upgrade an entire school (If at least 40% of the students in the school are
low-income). In addition, sorna monay must be spent on parent activities and for professional devel-
opmarit for teachers and paraprefessionals,

Varlous federal programs and grants. These {ypically provide funding for specific acagemic
initistivas-~such as reading-—or for services to particular groups of sludents, For example, Emporia
received a foderal 21st century cormmunity learning center grant, which it used to fund a program
called QUEST. This program provided futoring and other academic support to at-risk students afier
school,

COST STUDY ANALYSIS ) _
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2.1 Av-Risk Programs end Services

BACKGROUND: AT-RISK PROGRAM REQUIREMEN TS

Statutory requirements. Current State law requires districts to use 5.2% of their State at-risk
funding for services to help students master basic reading skills by the end of the 3rd grade.

Kansas Department of Education guidelines. These guidelines indicate that State at-risk
money must be spent on services for identified at-risk students, The Department has provided
districts with a list of indicators for identifying students ‘who are eligible for at-risk services.
Those mdmators include:

not meeting the requirements necessary for prometion to the next grade

not mesting the requirements necessary for graduafion from high schoal

not working @t grade level {for example, a student in 6th grade performing ata 5th grade level}
beinyg held over In the same grade

s % & €

These indicators are presented es guidance only; school districts are allowed to develop their
own criteria for identifying at-risk students. Beginning with the 2005-06 school year, the Depart-
ment’s guidelines also require districts to use some form of diagnostic assessment or evidence-
based educational criteria to identify at-risk students. These could be things such as results of
State or local assessment tests, or records of academie performance, In addition, Special Bduca-
tion students became eligible that year for at-risk services, so long as those services are not the
same services being funded with Special Education funds.

State at-risk funding also can be spent only for services that are above and beyesnrd what is of-
fered to all students. For example, a district that offers all-ddy kindergarten (instead of the half
day that's required) could use State at-risk funding only for the additional half day, and then only
for those students in the class who are identified as at-risk. The remainder of program expenses
would have to be paid from other sources,

Within those guidelines, districts can design their programs based on the nieeds of at-risk students
and the resources available. For example, a district could offer services as varied as before- or
after-school tutoring programs in math; elementary school reading programs; or an alternative
high school,

Department oversight. The Department audits districts’ reported at-risk expenditures each
year to ensure that they spent at least as much money on approved at-risk services as they re-
ceived in State at-risk funding. Oceasionally the Department conducts “on-site” reviews at a
few districts, checking for whether the district:

¢ has documented the criteria for determining students eligibility for at-risk services

» can provide a list of students recelving at-rigsk services

e has spent 5.2% of State at-risk funding to help students master hasic reading skills by the end of the
3rd grade

COSFSTULY ANALYSIS
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2.0 Ai-Risk Programs awd Services

BACKGROUND: NUMBER OF STUDENTS FUNDED FOR
AT-RISK PROGRAMS AND SERWCES o

State funding for at-risk programs is prﬁwded through a separate weight in the State education
fonding formula, Under the current formula, for each student who is eligible for free lunches un-
der the Nationa} School Lunch Act, the State pays districts an additiona] 19.3% of the Base State
Aid Per Pupil (BSAPP). For the 2005-06 school year, this weight generated an additional $822
in State funding for each free~-lunch student. ' '

Figure 2.1-1 shows how the count of free-lunch students has changed over the past six years,

and the amount of State funding districts have received based on this student count, As the figure
shows, for the 2004-05 school year the State distributed $52 million in at-risk funding to school
districts. Every district received at least some State funding, ranging from $4,249 for Nes Tre La
Ga to $10.1 million in Wmhlta

The 2005 Legnsiature mcreased the at—nsk weight from .10 to .193. Under the revised wei ght
for 2005-08, districts will receive an estimated $111.2 million, or more than double ;ha previous

year's amount.

Figure 2.1-1
State Ap-Rishk Funding @
1999-00 to 2004-05

$55.0 -
$500 -
$45.0 4
§40.0
$35,0
$30.0 -
$26.0 -
$200
$15.0 4
$100
%50 -
$0.0

{in Mitlions)

State A-Risk Funding

1996400 | 200001 | 2001-62 | 200208 | 200304 |

| Funding (in Millons) B s 478 $494 $517
. Studants Elghle for Fres Lunch | 107,248 | 100860 | 118801 | 123,898 | 128805 | 1

S

(&) Adjusted for inflation to 2004.05 dollars.  Souscs' Depanmant of E‘.duwﬂm dista,
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2.0: At-Risk Progroms and Services

BACKGROUND: REPORTED AT-RISK PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

Until 2005-06, there was no separate accounting fund for districts to deposit their at-risk funding
orrecord their at-risk expenditures. As a resuit, uniform historical accounting information for
districts’ at-risk programs is not available. '

Each year, however, districts are required to report the amount they spend on at-risk programs
and servicés to the Department on a document called the “loedl consolidated plan.™ That infor-
mation is supposed to include all actual at-risk expenditures, and the Department uses this infor-
mation to report summary statistics. Districts reported that they spent $61.5 miilion on at<rivk
programs in 2003-04, the most recent year for which those data were available.

RESULTS: COMPARING STUDENTS COUNTED FOR FUNDING PURPOSES
WITH THE STUDENTS WHO ACTUALLY RECEIVED AT-RISK SERVICES

To make these comparisons, and to get a better handle on district services and expenditures for
at-risk programs, we selected 11 districts o review in detail. Our selection was based on an
analysis of the expenditure, student count, and other data districts had reported to the Department
of Education for 2003-04. Our sample included districts that had reported a large population of
students who were either at-risk or eligible for free lunches, or had reported very high costs per
at-risk student served. Our sample districts are shown on Fignre 2.1-2,

We visited all 11 districts, and obtained and analyzed detailed student count, activity, and expen-
diture information for each one. The results of our work are summarized below:

Districts have not reported this nunsber on a uniform, consistent basis. In 2003-04,
the latest school year for which information was available, districts reported to the Depart-
ment of Education that they served nearty 143,000 at-risk students. However, testwork in
our sample districts showed they don’t report the number consistently, Some reported the
number of students eligible for free lunches, others reported students participating in State-
funded at-risk programs only, and others reported students participating in all at-risk pro-
grams. These reported figures also aren’t audited by the Department.

Districts’ definitions of which stadents actually qualify for at-risk services also varies wide-
ly across the State, which can impact their reported number of at-risk students. Although all
districts in our sample listed a number of “academic delay” measures as criteria that would
make a student eligible for at-risk services, each also had their own mix of social character-
istics that they used to identify at-risk students, such as socioeconomic status (qualifying for
free or reduced-price lunches), juvenile offender status, having a single parent, being re-
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2.4: At-Risk Programs and Services '

. ferred by SRS, having c_é‘_ﬁain medical conditions, and being a bilingual or migrant student,
And as noted earlier; districts decide which activities they count.as at-risk services. '

2. ATIONSHIP BETWEEN

The State’s basis for funding at-risk services has little relationship to the number of -
students who receive at-risk services. Poverty serves as the basis for funding the at-risk
program, but lack of academic progress is the basis for receiving services under the pro~-
gram, During 2003-04, 129,885 students were eligible for free lunches, compared with the
nearly 143,000 at-risk students drstncts reported they served. On their face, these nmnbars
seem fairly similar. o

To determ'ina whether there is a significant relationship between the students counted for
funding purposes and the students who receive at-risk services, we asked our sample dis-
tricts for lists of students who qualified for free Tunches, and of students who had received
at-risk services during the 2004-05 school year, We asked them to report students who par-
ticipated in any at-risk program offered by the districts, not just the State-funded programs,
because we found that a district’s decision about which programs to fund with different
funding sources is largely just an accounting issue.

We compared these lists of students in two ways:

+ total headeount of free-lunch students to total headcount of students receiving at-risk services
¢ names of free-iunch students to pames of skudents receiving at-risk services

Figure 2.1-2 shows the yesults of our comparisons. The fact that districts define who is
eligible for services, as well as which activities they count as at-risk services, makes it dif-
ficult to make meaningful comparisons among districts. Nonetheless, two points stood cut
clearly:

» The small districts in our sample provided at-risk services {o far fewer students than the
number of students counted for funding purposes, and they tended ot to be the same
students, Under “Comparison 1: Headoounts” on the figure, for example, Stafford provided
at-risk setvices to 73 students, but the distrct had 147 free-lunch students whi served as the
basis for funding purposes, Under "Compartison 2: Names," we found that only 87 of these 147
students {39%) both qualified for free lunches AND recelved at-tisk services.

*  Several of the larger distdots identified gl] students who qualify for freé lunches as being
cligible for and receiving at-risk services. This resulted in a large number of students belng
reported as receiving at-risk services. The larger disiricts had a more difficult imé providing us
with lists of specific at-risk students who had received setvices, generally hecause they provide
school-wide services—such as reducing class size—in thelr high-poverty schools,
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2 4 r:el_i_'iék Programs Qﬂd?S‘ervices.- L

N ngrer -z

" Campanng Studenis Recmvmq At Risk Servu.cs .
To Students Counted for Al-Risk Funding
2004-05
| 326 Logan 63 47 | tefewer | 13 Co21%
27 Rolla - | - 94 Be 35fewer | o8 0 .| 90%
349 Stafford T n o Tdtewsr | 87 38%
404 Riverion , 255 . otefewer | 18 | %
53 Brporia -~ . | 229 . | 1676 dodfower |- 1134 0%
480 Liberal 2,603 2,049 856 mare 2,593 00% ()
457 Garden City 3,591 4,770 1,868 more 1,758 50%
§12 Sh. Misslon 3,654 530S | 2,865 more 2,205 | 60%
443 Dodge City (c} 4,004 4976 972 more 4,004 100% (b}
560 Kansas Clly 12,593 17.708 8,118 more ' 12,693 Pouon
259 Wichita 25,36¢ 30,200 13,904 mote 265,388 100% @
Source: LPAanalysis of dala reporled by sample districls, '
(&} Peroent of students dligible for free unshes who also recelvad at-risk sarvices,
(b} These districts say thet afl free-lunch studenis are at risk, and all ofthem receive atisk sarvices.(o)
{c} Exclutes 4~}rear -0l Al-RIsk program {124 students)

OTHER RESULTS: SERVICES AND EXPENDITURES
3. VARIATIONS IN AT-RISK SERVICES PROV!DED

The most common types of at-risk services for specific students ineluded after-school
activities, special reading and math programs, alternative school settings, and counsel-
ing services. These are deseribed below:

s After school activities, such as tuforinig In readiing or math - Ning of 11 districts ity our
sample reporied thay provided this fype of servige, which typlcally involves regular education
teachers as an exira duly. For exampls, Emporiz provides an “Extended Learning” program
focused on math and reading, and students referred to the program are reguired to attend,

+ Speclal reading and math programs offered during regular school hours - Nine of our
11 samie districts reported offering these services, which generally made use of specialized
teachers or paraprofessionals. For example, officials at the elementary school level in Kansas
City offer @ program cafled “Reading s Fundamental.”
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2.1r At-Risk Progroms ond Services

. Altarnative school seftings {mainly high sr:hoo!s} Eaght of our sample dlstricts reportéd
operating or sharing in the cost of an altemative school. Enraliment leveis for the districts we
visited ranged from about 40 studenis to about 200 sludenis. These schools generally made
exiensive use of computers, had small class sizes, and were largely self-paced for the stu-
dents. For example, in cooperation with three nelghboring school districts, Riverton shares
costs for an alternative high school called Comerstona if needed, Riverdon cap refer up to 12

~ students to-this altematlve school. : o

» Counseling services - Eight sample districls offered these servicss, which address a variety
of needs, including academic, social, nutritional, and family'issues. Often these services were
offered in a group setfing, and weren't limited to students identified as atrisk,

We also saw at-risk services that were unlque among our sample districts. Examples of
some of those semces mr,:lude

. Therapeuﬁc educat_lnn center - Dodgs City is one of 14 ﬁfsiricts helonging to a cooperative
that provides a mental health day school fo serve at-risk students before and after a stay at
Larned State Hospita_l.

e  Kid Zone - Kansas City offers this program before and after school for kids who have no safe
place 1o go. The program provides academic suppliss and recreation.

¢  Transportation - Kansas City provides transp'oﬂafion for migrant students to and frorﬁ after-

* families.

»  Free funch during summer- &'Staﬁord provides lunch for children (ages one to 18) in the sum-
mer, whether or not they are enrolled I school:

s Junior ROTC ~ Officials In Wichita describe this program as a character-builging and leader-
ship program that's intendad to halp students connact with their school, and thatl invelves com-
munity service activities.

Some districts also vsed at-risk moneys for global programs intended to serve ail
students in school buildings with a significant number of students considered to be at-
visk. Examples of such programs inciude:

»  Class-size réduction - Generally, addiflonal 1eachers are hired to reduce the number of
students in each class. Of the districts included In our sample, Emporia, Kansas City, Liberal,
Riverton, and Wichita each reported using class-size reduction as a method to provide ser-
vices to at-risk students.

o  Fult-day kindergarten - State law requives hali-ciay kindergarten, but some districts have cho-
sen to provide full-day kindergarten for ali kindergarter-aged students. Districts in our sample
providing all-day Kindergarien included Dodge Cify, Emporia; Riverion, Shawnee Mission, Staf-

ford, and Wichita,
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2.0 ArRisk Programs amd Serviges.

4,

EXPENI?!TURES FOR AT-RESK PRDGRAMS

In providing at—risk services, our sample districts spent much mote than they re-
ceived in State at-risk fanding, Before the current school year, all at-risk moneys dis-
tricts veceived from the State wete depaszted into-each district’s General Fund, which made
accounting for at-risk expenditures difficult. Beginning with the 2005-06 school year,
districts are required to place all moneys they recéive for at-risk plans or programs, regard-

less. of source, into a newly created At-Risk Education Pund, In addition, all expenses for

provuimg at-risk programs and services are requir ed to be paid from this Fund.

We ask;ed our sample districts to repoﬁ g_lj expenditures t:-hey ‘made to provide-at«sriSk ser-
vices, regardiess of funding source. We reviewed those expenditures.to ensure they were
reasonably related to the at-risk program, and represented direct costs of the programs. We
removed indirect costs (such as allocations of administrative salaties or utilities) when we
were ab]e to xdentzfy them, but we de not review detailed expendnmre dacumentatlon.

As shawn i Fig;tm 2 1-3, districts reported spending far more on at-risk services than
they received in State at~nsk fundmg Our expenditure reviews showed that in addition to

326 ‘Logan $ 95,496 $ 68,361 7% $ 61,462 1 $ 16,809
217 Rolla $ 36,809 $ 70,956 46% $ 35,690 $ 43,267
349 Stafford $ 58,756 $ 172,080 33% § 100,019 $ 72,851
404 Riverton $110,086 ]  §192,935 67% $ 108,761 | $ 86,184
263 Emporia $ossero}  $3438.008 26% $1202232 | 52145804
480 Liberal goraoeo | sasedsr | 20w $991078 1 §2,345368
§12 Sb. Mission $1,202560 | 510807741 | 1% $7.030.808 |  $2756,133
443 Dodge Clty $1316,610 |  $ 6,760,166 19% $ 2,061,081 $ 4,709,135
457 Garden Clty (a) $1346642 | $1376963 |  98% $ 1,376,063 nla
500 KansasCly(s) | $4894807| $5544000 | 8% | $5544,000 nfa
260 Wichita | 310139216 $35,001,000 20% $12,644,863 |  $ 22,448,137
TOTALS $21,080,778 § §66,758,635 32% $32,134707 |  $34,623,928
E?:ﬁ%g;%ﬁgsyizgégﬁ? ﬁéﬂ?ﬁi tgﬂ?stg;ptlg géat:mfna axpctly how much they spent fram ofiier fungds to provide

92
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2.1: At-Risk Programs and Services

the types of programs described on the previous page, some districts included 'pmgram—
matic activities that weren’t educational in namre or didn’t mvolve one-m;—one services to
students. For examplé:

»  Wichita reported nearly $600; 000 in secunty officer salanes as an at-risk expense
s Shawnee Misslon reported salary costs of about $830,000 for staff who mest weakly o
discuss and make piaﬂs for at-risk students and pmgrams

Sources for the addmonal spendmg dlsmcts reported mclnded federal grant troneys
{mosi commonly from Title 1), other gifis and grants (for example, a grant to one district
from the Kansas Alliance of Black School Educators), and the districts’ Generdl Funds,
For the districts that reported expenditures fom other funds, State at-mk aid accounted
for only abuut 30% of their total at-risk c:cpendltures

About 93% of at-risk fxpmdituras o sample distm:ts ;repomed te the Department
were for salaries and benefits, This reflects only a portion of their total expenditures,
because most of these districts only reported how they spent their State at-risk moneys.
During our visits to distriets, officials told us they use at-risk moneys (from all sources)
for salaries and benefits for full-time teachers and paraprofessionals dedicated to at-risk
services (such as for special reading programs), as well as for the following:

salaries for regular teachers providing at-tisk sefvices after hours (such as for tumrtng)
surmnmer school tadchers

teachers and staff for altermative high schools

materials and supplies {often for specialized reading programs like Fast F anord)
traming stall In specialized programs

i % e o0

Most of our sample districts said they would spend the additional at-risk funding
they received in 2005-06 to initiate or expand at-risk services. State at-risk funding
will more than double for the 2005-06 school year as a result of actions by the Legisla-
ture during the 2005 special legislative session. As noted earlier, districts are projected
to receive $111.2 million total in State at-risk funding, compared to the $52 million they
received for 2004-05, Figure 2.1-4 shows the ways in which districts told us they plan to
spend the increased funding,
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2.1+ Af-Risk Progranis and Sérvices - -

Figure 2.1-4
- Mow Districts Intend to Spend the Additional At-Risk Funding
’ ) They Received for 2005-06

M7 Rolla | - | x % '

P Eicpand

404 Riverton ; Cq b 0l expene |

Expand

480 Liberal X

253 Empotia ' r _:;" : _ BN | Epand - | fxpand

Expand .

443 'Ejadée City | ' _ x X Expand | Expand

§12 8h, Mission %

457 Gdrden City _ Begin Begin | Expand
50O Kansas City | % '

258 Wichita | x b3 x _ ' Expand

Totat reporting 3 3 g 2 4 4 s
this sholoa: .

{a) "Replace funding” means reducing rellanse on Tunding from other sourcas,

Hourpa; District responees to LPA survay
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2.2: Bilingual Services

2.2: BILINGUAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

State and federal laws require school districts to provide langhage-support services to students
who aren’t proficient in English based on the results of a standardized language assessnierit.
Most recently, the-No Child Left Behind Act has required states to establish standards and bench-
marks for raising English proficiency. Districts may receive both State and federal fonds to
provide services to students with limited English proficiency, as follows:

State bilinigual funding. Districls that operate a State-approved bilingual progra (described below)
are eliglble for-State funding for the time students spend with “bilingual-endorsed” tegchers,

Féderai Title I, Distiicts are eligible if they ¢an show thay have enough bilingual students to qualify
for $10,000 isy aid from this faderal program. (AL the cufrent rate, it would take sbout 110 siudents.) To
- raach that mintmum, distriets can enter into conperative agreements with other districts,

Other sources. Districts that recelve federal funding for migrant and refuges programs can use
spme of these moneys for language services. In addition, some districts have recelvad spacial fed-
eral grants for specific prograns.

During 2004-05, a total of 81 districts received State bilingual education funding, and estimated
that they provided services {0 24,524 students. According to the most recent Department of
Education data, the most common first language spoken wes Spanish, accounting for 82% of the
students reported. The next most common languages were Vietnarhese and Low German, each
of which accownted for about 3% of the students. In all, Kansas districts reported 132 different
first languages.

Many names and acronyms are used in refering to these students and the services they receive,
For example, students sometites are referred to s English Language Learners (BLLs) or as
being Limited English Proficient (LEP). Services are sometimes called English as a Second
Language (ESL) or English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) services, Because the
State’s program and the participating students historically have heen referred to as “bilingual,”
we are using that term in this report to encompass all these names and acronyms,

BACKGROUND: BILINGUAL PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

To have a State-approved program and be eligible for State bilingual funding, districts must do
the following:

Identify and assess students, Kansas Board of Education procedures require districts to give
students a questionnalre to determine what language is spoken in the student's home and what the
student's first language is. If the answer to elthar of these isn't English, the student's English profi-
ciency must be assessed,
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