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At a recent House Appropriations Committee meeting, there were several questions 
related to at-risk programming in Kansas school districts. Please find responses to those 
questions below and on the attachments. 

Attached is a document titled Kansas At-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 eligible 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 school 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 Estimating 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. I 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 SB 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 district'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 

2009-2010 

2010-2011 

2011-2012 

2012-2013 

2013-2014 

SLW/kal 

Enclosures 

Kansas Legislative Research Department 

Number of Students Served 

193,200 

199,757 

205,245 

211,540 

202,417 
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FOR SPONSOR USE ONLY 
Child Nutrition Program Benefits 

INCOME ELIGIBIUTY GUIDELINES 
School Year 2014-2015 

IMPORTANt: If the holla&hold reports the same frequency fQr each source of lnoome, total the Income and ~fer to the column for the applicable lncome. frequency. 
If the household reports multiple fncome trequenctes, annualize a:lllncume uslnQ the following conversion factors, total the Income and refer to the ~Annual" column, 

Annual Income C.onverslon Rletonr.. 'Monthly X 12 Twice .Per Month X :24 Every iwo W~ X 28 Weeklyx 52 

To receive Obtld Nutrition Program benofJts, a houaehOid must have- gross Income that does not excHd the amount shown for ·ea-ch ·Income frequency. 

ftouaehold Annual 
Size 

Monthl~ 

FREE 

Twice Per 
Month 

*Error Prone Income Levers- When fncome Is w.lthln the indicated margin of the amount shown for the Income frequency 

Child Nutnlion & Wellness, Kansas State Department ot Education- 785~296-22.76- www.lm::fat.om- 512-014 



Kansas At-Risk Pupil Assistance Program 
Guidelines 20 14·15 
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~t; KANSAS STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION I www.l!de.,Q!!I 
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Landon State Offioa Building 900 SW Jackson Street, Suite #620 Topeka, KS 66612 

School Finance ! (785) 296-38721 Craig Neuenswander, Director l craion@k•daOIJI ~~ ~ Ea~y .Childhood, Special EducaUon & Tille Services l (7$5) 296-2600 I Doug Boline dboline@k•de.om 

1. What Is the purpose of the Kansas At-Risk Pupil Assistance program? 

The purpose of the Kansas At-Risk Program is to provide at•risk students with additional educational 
opportunities and instructional services to assist in closing the achievement gap. 

2. What does the term "additional. educational opportunities" mean? 
The intent of the At-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 all 
students. 

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

No, free l.unch applications determine the funding while academic needs determine who is identified and 
served. 

4. What Is the definition of an at-risk student and what criteria Identify an at-risk student? 

At-risk students can be defined by one or more criteria. Predominantly, a student who is. not 
working on grade level in either reading or mathematics is the major criteria use(!. 

An ot-rlsk student is one who meet.~ one or m~Jre of the following criteria: 

• Is not working on grade level. (i.e. reading and/or mathematics) 

• Is not meeting the requirements necessary for promotion to the next grade; is failing 
subjects or courses of study 

• Is not meeting the requirements necessary for graduation from high school. (e.g., potential dropout) 

• Has insufficient mastery of skills or is not meeting state standards(e.g., is below "meeting 
standards" on state assessments) 

• Has been retained 

• Has a high rate of absenteeism 

• Has repeated suspensions or expulsions from school 

• Is homeless and/or migrant 

• Is identified as an English Language Learner 

• Students ore often ot-risk as o result of the following situations: 
• Low attachment to or involvement with school • Has a drug or alcohol problem 
• Continual or persistently inappropriate behavior • Is pregnant or is a parent orboth 
• Repeated discipline infractions • Participates in gang or gang-like activity 
• A high rate of transition or mobility • Is adjudicated as a juvenile offender 
• Living in an environment of poverty • Is a ''child in need of care" (CTNC) 
• Living in an environment of limited educational 

achievement 

~-<-
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5. May students identified for special education services receive at-risk services? 

Yes, .students with disabilities may be served by the a:t-risk funds ifthe services a:re not the same area of 
service being provided by special education funds as ldentll'ied on the student's IEP. For example, a 
student wi.th a disability receiving special education instructional support in the area of reading could 
receive at-risk instructional support in the area of mathematics, but not in reading. 

6. What are districts to use to Identify at•rlsk students? 

Districts are to use some form of diagnostic assessment and/or evidence·based educational criteria to 
identiiy students who are at-risk to determine their needs and to guide their instructional interventions. 

7. What assessments or data tan be used to Identify at-risk students? 

Some examples ofdataand assessments that can be used to select and serve at-risk students include: 

a. Recor<ls of academic performance demonstrating a lack of growth 

b. State assessment results 

c. Local asses.sments 

d. Performance based assessments 

e. Norm referenced assessments 

f. Screening assessments 

g. Diagnostic assessments such as: 
• Qualitative Reading Inventory 
• Degree.~ of Reading Power 
• Oates MacGinite 

8, What are some examples 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 services include: 

a. Extended year e. Extra support within a class 

b. Before school f. Tutorial assistance 

c. After school g. Class within a class 

d. Summer school 

9. May alternative, virtual and charter schQols 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. 

10. How is funding for at-risk programs determined? 

The method used to identify at-risk students in order to access funds relies on the "free lunch" 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. 

(continued) 
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How is furl ding fllr at-risk prllgrams determined? (continued) 

The following formula provides the basis for a Local Educational Agency (LEA) to calculate its at-risk funding: 

Number of 
FrsaMeal 

Students 

4 

General State 
Aiel Per Pupil 

Amount 

3,852 

5 

Estimated 
State At-Risk 

Funding 

6 

2.2% 
Set Aside 

0.022 

7 

2.2'1.Sot Aside 
for K-3 Readl~g 

AcUvltlas 

11. How ls.the required set aside for helping students' master reading by the end of s•• 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 include the high­
density at-risk funding or the non-proficient at-risk funding. 

12. Are districts required to spend a portion llf their at·risk funds on K-3'" grade reading lnstructilln? 

Yes, districts are required to spend 2.2% of the at-risk funds generated by the free lunch count to support 
early reading instruction. Ful'lds may be used for the tbliowing: 

• Hiring of instructional staff to support reading In K-3"' grade 
• Supplies and materials to support reading in K-3"' grade 
• Hiring literacy coach 

13. May the at-risk funds be used til fund a literacy or tnathemat.ics coach for K-12? 

Yes, the at-risk funds may be used to hire literacy and mathematics coaches who work wltlt teachers of 
at-risk students In grades K-12. 

14. How may at-risk funds be used to •uppllrt direct instruction? 

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

15. May at-risk funds be used to support administrative salarles·f 

in general, at-risk funds cannot be used to support administrative salaries unless the administrator is 
providing direct instmctional services and/or support services to identified at-risk students beyond 
their regular contract duties. However, if an administrator is futty employed to serve a school that has 
I 00% 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 example in which this 
situation might apply. 

16. May at-risk funds be used to 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, lf90% 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 support counselor$ or translators salaries? 

At-risk funds can be used to support counselors or translator's salaries ifthey are providing direct 
instructional services and/or support services to identified students. The support services provided 
should directly impact the reason(s) for which the student was identified as at-risk (l.e., Question #4: 
not W()rking on grade level, notmeetiog the requjrements necessary for promotion to the next grade 
and so forth). 

Pag&4 

18. May at-risk 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 to support clerical staff salaries? 

If clerical staff are fully employed to serve 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 I 00%. 

20. May funds be used to support professional development activities? 

No, at-risk funds must be spent on additional edQcational oppm1unities and instructional services to 
assist ill closb!g thll ai:hievement gap of at•risk .students. At-risk funds, however, may pay the salaries of 
mathematics and/or Jitera~:y coaches who work with teachers of at-risk students. 

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

At-risk funds can be used to purchase equipment that will be used to support at-risk student learning; 
however, those purchases should be limited to 25%nfthe total 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 paid 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 school 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: 
• List of students served 
• Selection criteria including name of assessment andfor evidence-based educational criteria 

26. What information on at-risk must districts report at the end. ofeach 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 ofservice(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 
• Any other infom1ation required by the State Board 
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27. May the "non·proficientfunt!s" be spent in the same manner as the regular at-risk funds (free lunch 
weighting}? 

Yes, the "non-proficient funds" may be spent in the same way as the at-risk funds except the cost of 
kindergarten may not 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 atcrlsk funding determined? 
(KSDE's SchoOl Finance office w111 help calculate this.) 

The high density at-risk considers the percent of tree rneals arid applies different percentage points: 

• Districts with SO percent or rnore free meal students receive an additional weighting ofO.l 05. 

• Districts with a density of 212.1 students per square mile and a free lunch rate of35.1 percent and 
above receive an additional weighting ofO.l 05. 

• Districts with more than 35 percent free meals and less than 50 percetll free meals will calculate 
their weighting fuctor by subtracting 35 percent from their own free lunch percentage and 
multiplying the difference by 0. 7. 

IIIII! 

------------------------------------------------------KANSAS STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 1 ~2lll 
Landon Stale Office Building 1000 SW Jackll(ln StrcaL Sullo 6201 Topeka KS 66612-1212 

Program questions, contact: Early Chlldhood. Spsalal Education & Title Services 1 (785) 296--2600 1 Doug Boline t fLQQ!wer~llksd~ 

Sudg0t qunstfonsr contact: School Finance 1 {785} 29-6-3872 j Ctalg Neuanswender, OlreotoJ· ! craiqn@ks.d~:£00 



2014 Kansas Statutes 

72·641411. At·risk education fundi uses of money, unencumbered balance In fundJ reports to the 
state board, (a) lhE!re Is hereby established In every district a fund IM1ich shall be called the at-risk education fund, 
IM1ich fund shall consist of all moneys deposited therein or transferred thereto according to law The .expenses of a 
district directly attributable to proViding at-risk asslstMce or programs, Including a.sslstance or programs provided to 
nonprofident pupils, shall be paid from the at·rlsk education fund. . . 
{b) Any balance remaining In the at-risk education fund at the ~nd of the budget year shall be carried forward Into 
the at-risk ecfucatlon funcf 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 
lnclu.decl In the annual budget for the Information of the residents Qf the school district. Interest eamecl 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 school district on june 30 of the 
current school year, may be expended in the school year that Immediately succeeds such date by the school district 
for general operating expenses ofthe 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 board a report on 
the at-risk program or assistance provided by the district. such report shall include Information specifying the number 
of at-risk pupils and nonproftclent pupils 1\ho ....,re served or provided assistance, the type of service provided, the 
research upon IM11ch the district relied In determining that a need for serVice or assistance existed, the results of 
providing such service or assistance and any otherlnformatlon required by the state board. 
(d) In order to achieve uniform reporting of the number of at-risk pupils and nonproftclent pupils provided service or 
assistance by school districts In at-risk programs, districts shall report the number of at-risk pupils and non proficient 
pupils served or assisted In the manner required by the state board. 
History: L. 2005, ch. 152, § 18; L. 2006, ch. 197, § 15; L. 2011, ch. 107, § 6; L 2012, ch. 155, § 7; L. 2013, ch. 121, § 
6;)uly 1. 



As a result of legislative reporting requirements, all districts receiving state At-Risk funds must complete this section of the Local 
Consolidated Plan Annual Report. 

1. ProVide the undupllcated number of students who met the state's at-risk criteria and were, therelbre, eligible for 
services funded wlti.l State At-Risk dollars. Do not provide the free lunch count but rather the number of students 
who met the folloWing criteria: 

An at-risk student is one who meets one or more of the following criteria: 
* Is not working on grade level (I.e., reading and/or mathematics) 
• Is not meeting the requirements necessary for promotion to U1e next grade; Is falling subjects or courses of study 
• Is not meeting the requirements necessary for graduation from high school (e.g., potential dropout) 
• lias been retained 
* lias a high rate of absenteeism 
• Has repeated suspensions or expulsions from school 
• Is homeless and/or migrant 
• Is Identified as an English Language Learner 
• Is non-proficient on State assessments 

2. How many of the identified students in question 111 were served with State At-Risk funds? 

8891 

;---8891~~-~ 1 
<.,_ ••.• ~"~-·-·-,._......-~, 

Submllter Commentel 

~
At~rlnk seiVices were foc~sed on district priorities: Englih Language Learners; K-3 reading; students needing extra support h1 

reading and math (smaller class sizes to Implement Ml"SS Interventions, after school and summer school programs, middle and high 
chelol READ 100 taachtm.t) to achieve at expected performance levels; and alternative education prQgrams. These programs all 
ddress. needs of targeted students Identified· using the al•riak. identlftcaUon <::riteria. Program evaluations show gains ln achievement 
uat appear to be tied to thn ln&tmcUonat foc~s proVIdad by the at-ris~ program~~-·--~·---------

KSDE Comments: 

'-------------- J 

Printed by nicoledawn on 1116/2014 11:20:16 AM Page 1 of 1 



Enter the number of At·Risk students: 1 _ .... ____ _ 

Number of 
Free 

Lunch 
Students 

Directions for Required Set Aside for K·3 Reading Activities 

7 
2.2% 
Aside for 
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: 
r--·----

$170,759 a. Hiring of instructional staff to support reading In the primary grades (K·3) 

$43,700 b. Supplies and materials to support reading in the primary grades (K-3) 

$214,459 c. Total Set Aside funds (should be equal to or greater tban column 7in the Funding Formula table) 

Printed by nicoledawn on 1/14/201410:13:16 AM Page 1 of 2 



State At-Risk (cont.) 

FTI;s Paid with State At-Risk Funds 

Administrators i.OO 

GUidance/Counseling 4.00 

Literacy/Mathem~J~tiOs Coaches 0.00 

Paraprofessionals e.oo 
Pupil Transportation 0.00 

Teachers 129.00 

1'ranslators 0.00 

Total FTEs: 143.00 

·------------------------·------~--------------
~0~ 

• ESOUBilingual 

• Language Arts 

If other, please explain: 

• Mathematics 

111 Reading 

• Science 

• Other (Please explain) 

----- -·~--~~--------------------·-----------------·------, Social Studies and PE/Heafth at alternative education sites 

De!IY!lfY System!! 

II Addltional1/2 Day 
Kindergarten 

• Before I After School 

11 During School Day 

0 Extended Year 

Ill Summer School Cl Weekends 

• Support Services Staff 
(i.e., Counselor) 

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? 

c$1,o5o.~ 

School District Comments: Support services in columns 2400, 2800 and 2700 and 1000/700 property line provide 
funds for alternative education sites. 

KSDE Comments: 

Funds in the 10001300 line for contracted services support alternative education 
programs such as the Help Clinic and Credit Recovery. 

Mileage expense reimbursement for the homebound teacher and transportation costs for 
alternatlv~:at!o!!J?.rogra~! in line 500. 

Printed by nicoledawn on 1/14/201410:13:18AM Page 2 of 2 
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Achievement Results Growth Results 
-----·---------. ,.,_..,...,..-..~------

Reading: 1 

a: 
~ 

2013 Reading Achievement Results 
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As a resuR of legislative reporting requirements, all dist1icts receiving stele At-Risk funds must complete this section of the Local 
Consolidated Plan Annual Report. 

1. Provide the undupllcated number of students who met the state's at-risk criteria and were, therefore, eligible for 
services funded with State At-Risk dollars. Do not provide the free lunch count but rather the number of students 
who met the following cliterta: 

An at-risk student is one who meets one or more of the following criteria: 
• Is not wortdng on grade level (I.e., reading and/or mathematics) 
• Is not meeting the requirements necessary for promotion to the next grade; Is falling subjects or courses of study 
*Is notmeetlng the requirements necessary for graduation from high sr.hool (e.g., potential dropout) 
• Has been retained 
• Has a high rete of absenteeism 
• Has repealed sus~nslons or expulsions from school 
'Is homeless and/or migrant 
'Is Identified as an English Language Leamer 
• Is non-proficient on State assessments 

2. How many of the identified students In question #1 were served with State At-Risk funds? 

Submitter Comments: Funds f;m At~Ritk were used to pay sal~-.. -, -rrn·.c-:.,:-:n,.:-rv""e-nl:;clo-:cnls:::t.,-• a"t-;:lh:-e elementary level - providing the schools with a way to 
!od!viduall%e Instruction as much as possible to fill the gap!l and accelerate lel'lmlng for studentlil primarily In the area af reading, but 
alsb allowed for the lnltlat development of math groups and Interventions- utilltlng Mrss. Portions of &alarie$ of staff ueed to 
provide Interventions for at-risk students were also paid from at-t1sk funds. A_galn, the Idea is to Individual teaching and learning to 
address ~aeh student's needs. 

A portion of at-risl! funds also go to ptovldlng resO\Irces, supplies and matertals to effectively deliver lndMdualll!ed lne.Mtlon to 
studenta.. 

The results ·are thet many of our stud<!nts ldentmed as-at..flsk and teeelvlrtg se!Vlc:es are mov1ng to hlijher IElVels of performam:e as 
revealed In our Kansas State Assessments {Reducing Number of Non~Prof'~elent Students AMO). N\11/EA MAPs, and Aimsi!Veb teat 
resUlts. 

KSOECommenb: Lr=-------------------------
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1 
Number of 

Free 
Lunel) 

Students 

J~00,539 

$0 

$0 

Directions for Required Set Aside for K-3 Reading Activities 

7 
2.2% 
Aside for 
Reading 

Activltles 

$39,465 

Section 72-13414 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 71n the funding formula grid for: 

$39,465 a. Hiring of instructional staff to support reading in the primary grades (K-3) 

$0 b. Supplies and materials to support reading In the primary grades (K-3) 
1------'-1 

$39,465 c. Total Set Aside funds (should be equal to or greater than column 7 in the Funding Formula table) 
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State At-Risk (cont.) 

ETEs Paid with State At Risk Funds . 
Administrators 

Guidance/Counseling 

Literacy/Mathematics Coaches 

Paraprofessionals 

Pupil Transportation 

Teachers 

Translators 

Ttltal ETEs: 

Content Areas 

0 ESOUBllingual 

Ill Language Arts 

-· 

If other, please explain: 

Delivery Sy!!!ru!!li 

11 Additional112 Day 
Klnd~rgarten 

0 Before I After School 

-

11 Mathematics 

• Reading 

111 During School Day 

D Extended Year 

0.00 

o.oo 
0.00 

9.00 
0.00 

30.14 

0.00 

39.14 

o Science 

0 Other (Please explain) 

0 Summer School D Weekends 

0 Support Services Staff 
(i.e., Counselor) 

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 stata? 

[ $16~ 

School District Comments: [ 

KSDE Comments: Please correct the FTE. One FTE would not be equal to the amount in salary. 
10/18/2012 Tate Toedman ttoedman@ksde.org 785-296-6714. 
corrected 1 0/23/12 TT 

Printed by nlcoledawn on 1129/2014 10:17:40 AM Page 2 of 2 

) 



Fort St. __ , 00234 

Achi&vement Results 

2013 Reading Achievement Results READING: 
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2009 2011 2013 
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2013 Math Achievement Results 

MATH: 
1000l 100 
800 610 586 542 534 so 

- sao eo ~ 400 20.43 27.47 5ZT !40 
200 l 28.97 26 67 \ 20 o iU - o 

~ 2013 AMO "'542 .,. 
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f 2013API = 534 
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2010 2012 Improvement= 7 
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Gap Reduction Results 
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"' ~ 400 

267.00 
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225.00 a: 

"" <C 
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READING: ,, .MAll:!; 

2013 Al'JiO = + 41.00 illCJeliSe over 
2012 

2013 AMO = + 48.00 increase over 
2012 

2012 to 2013 LP30 API change= 4.2.00 
2013 LP30 API= 267.00 

(State Benchmarlc = 134) 

2012 to 2013 LP30 API chang& = 
37.00 
2013 LP30 API= 1SS.OO 

0 (State Benchmark= 719) 

Growth Results 
' ··----· -·- . 

Reading: 60 

Median 
District • Growt.h 
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Math: 54 
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Reducing Non-Proficient 
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2013 RNP 2013 Actual 
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Qyestum I: Answer in Brief 

QUESTION 1: What Are the Estimated Costs for 
K-12 Public Education in Kansas, and How Do Those Estimates 

Compare with Current State Funding Levels? 

ANSWER IN BRIEF: The cost studies we conducted were designed to identity the estimated 
costs for K-12 public education in the following areas: 

• base-level costs for reaular education using two different approaches: an input-based approach and 
an outcomes-based approach 

• the enrollmeot weights associated with small and large districts 
• the addnional costs (and weights) for special needs students (at-risk, bilingual, and Special 

Education students) 
• two of the other costs funded as part of State funding formula (Vocational Education and 

transportation) 
• regional variations in costs (primarlly because of differences In teacher salaries across 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 fonnula. 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 cutrent 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 a.nd 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 fur each cost estimate. Section 1. 7 shows the 
results of our cost studies compared with current State and local funding levels. 

• Estimated base-level costs for regular education: input-based approach. We developed this 
estimate using a modified resource-oriented approach, where we built prototype districts of various 
sizes, then estimated the resources needed to provide what's mandated by statute or necessary to run 
a district operating at an above-average level of efficiency. Under this approach, the estimated base­
level costs per student using three different class-size models are ~!!lill the current Base State 
Aid Per Pupil in both years. (Section 1.1) 

• Estimated base-level costs for regular education: outcomes-based approach. We hired 
consultants to perform the sophisticated statistical techniques involved in a cost fun~tion analysis that 
would estimate the cost of meeting the performance outcome standards adopted by the State Board of 
Education. Under this approach, the estimated base-level cost per student is less tllan the current 
Base State Aid Per Pupil for 2005-06. In part, that's because the standards are relatively low for that 
year. For 2006-07, the estimated base-level cost per student for regular education under the 
outcomes-based approach is higher than the current Base State Aid Per Pupil. That's partly because 
of Inflation, but also because the standards are higher in 2006-07. Those standards will continue to 
Increase in future yea!'$. (Section 1.2) 

• low-enrollment and correlation (high-enrollment) weights. These enrollment weights are a 
function of the base-level cost estimates produced by the Input-based ani;! outcomes-based 
approaches. Under all cost study approaches, enrollment weights generally were lower than under 
the current weights. (Sections 1.1 and 1.2) 

COST STUDY ANALYSIS 
Elementary and Secondary Education in Kansas: Estimating the Cost.rr of Kp 12 Education Using Two At;proac·hes 
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Question I: Answer In Brief 

Base-leVel costs per 
FTE stu<lont 

Low.;enrollment weight 
(to 3 decimals) 

C.orrelollon (high-
enl'<)llment) weight 

3 decimals) 

At-Risk (poverty) weight 
(per free-lunch otudanQ 

AddiUonal Uiban· 
Poverty weight (per 
ftee-lunch student) 

Addlllonal cost per FTE 
Spe~lal Education 
stUdent 

AddRional cost por FTE 
Vocational Education 
student 

Additional cost per 
sludenltranoporled 
>Umlloo 

Regional coot 
adjustment (applied to 
letacher salar1es) 

F1gure 1-1 
Cornpanng Cost Study Results to the 

Current State Fundmg Forrnula 
2005-06 ond 2006-07 

Current 
Funding 
Formula 

00-06 ~ $4,257 
00-07. $4,257 

range: 
1.014-0.021 

0.193 

0.395 per FTE 
biHngual s~Jdant 

05·06. $10,736 
06-07• $12,185 

06-06 • $2,129 
06·07. $2,129 

06-06• $594 
00-07" $613 

lnput-Bosed Approach Cla.Sile Models) 

Average 25 Av(;fnige-18123- Average 20 
students/class students/class students/class 

06-06.$4,375 05-06 = $4,748 
OJl.-07 • $4,519 06·07 = $4,904 

06-06 = $4,943 
OJl.-07 = $5,105 

range: range: range: 
0.879-0.000 1.122-0.000 0,951HJ.OOO 

05-07 = $316.2 

06-07 = $35.1 

range: . 
0.000-0.029 for 
dlstrtct• ?,2,000 

0.4$4 

0.726 

0.1 00 per headcount 
bilingual student 

05-06" $14.232 
0"6-07. $15,159 

05-06 = $1,375 
06-07 = $1,420 

05-06.$491 
06-.07 = $507 

range: 
-2% to +5% of costs 

06-07 = $623.7 

00-07• $0.7 

Department EducaUon data. 

Outcomllli· 
Based 

Approach 

06-08 = $4,167 
OJl.-07 • $4,659 

range: 
0.773-0.008 

o.ooator 
di$tliCis >1,700 

06-07 = $399.3 

OJl.-07= $9.4 
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Question 1: Answer in Brief 

• Additional costs for serving at·risk students. At-risk and urban-poverty welghts were develo!led 
as part of the consultants' cost function analysis. tyVe 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't In the current school finance formula.. It's an estimate 6fthe significantly 
higher costs incurred by high-poverty, inner-<:ity school. districts. ltapplies only to Kansas Cily, 
Kansas City-Turner, Topeka, and Wichna. (Section 1.2.} 

• Additional costs tor serving bilingual students. The bilingual weight also was developed as part 
of the cost function analysis, and was applied to both cost study approaches for the same reasons 
cited above. This weight Isn't comparable to the bilingual weight .under the current formula. The 
current formula uses student contact hours wRh a "bilfngual-endorsed" teacher only, which significantly 
understates the number of bilingual students in a district. Because of the strons correlatfon between 
free-lunch and bUingual students, it's poslllb!ethat some Of the additional costs for serving bilingual 
students were pick~d up by the at-risk weight. The data. available regarding the number of bilingual 
students also may be Incomplete. (Section 1.2} 

• Additional costs for serving Special Education students. We dev(lloped this cost estimate based 
on a detailed review of 19 sample districts and the eight cooperatives or lnterlocals that se1ved them. 
!twas based largely on districts' actual expenditures for Special Education that were above and 
beyond the cost of regu ler education, and were not covered by federal funding. Our estimated cost Is 
!JjgJ)jt( t!:JJID. the current funding levels per FTE Special Education student In both years. Based on our 
analyses, wa 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 fo1mula assumes 
a 1:1 reduction in regular education costs for each FTE student in Special Education). (Section 1.3) 

• &!.!ll!lru:J.!!l costs for serving Vocational Education students. We developed this cost estinate 
based on a detailed review of 21 sample districts thai offer approved Vocational Education programs. 
Vocational Education classes are part of a district's regular education curriculum. Our estimate was 
based largely on districts' actual expenditures for Vocational Education that were. above and beyond 
the cost of other regular education classes. Our estimated cost Is less than the current funding levels 
per FTE Vocational Education student In both years. (Section 1.4) 

• Additional costs for transporting students 2.5 miles or more. We developed this cost estimate 
basad on our review and analysis of the current transportation funding formula. Our estimated cost Is 
less than the funding levels would be under the current formula. That's primarily because the current 
formula over-allocates total transportation costs to students who live 2.5 miles or more from 
school-the ones th"' State Is helping to pay for. (Sfl!ction 1.5) 

• Regional variations In teacher salaries. We used sophisticated statistical techniques to establish 
the costs of a comparable teacher in each district, controlling for such factors as teacher education 
and experience, community cost of living, school working conditions, and district efficiency. 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 largest increases ate high-poverty urban districts and districts 
in the Johnson County suburbs. There's no regional cost adjustment in the current fo1mula; the 
Legislature added a cost-of-living provision In 2.005, but the Kansas Supreme Court stayed that 
provision. (Sectlon1.6) 

• Results of our cost studies compared with State and local funding levels. Given the estimates 
developed as part of the cost studies, the additional amount needed to provide a foundation-level of 
funding for 2.006-07 would be at least $316 million under the Input-based approach, and would be 

COST STUDY ANALYSIS 
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Question I: Answer In Brfe/ 

$399 million under the outcomes-based approach. Under any of the cost study approaches, the 
additional foundation-level funding could come from the State, from an Increase In the mandatory .20-
mlll property tax levy, or from a combination ofthe two. 

If any of these estimates are adopted, the Slate's supplemental equalization aid and Its contribution to 
KPERS on behalf of school districts also could increase significantly.. (Section 1. 7) 
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2. I: At-Risk Programs and Services 

QUESTION 2: Which Special Needs Students Receive Services, and 
What Services Are Available to Them? 

ANSWER IN BRIEF: Under this question, we were asked to determine whether there was a 
significant relationship between the students counted for Statefi.mdlng 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$ervlces districts classifY as 
at-risk. We also found that the States method/or funding at:risk_se_rvices haslittlerelationshfp 
to the students actually served. For the bilingual program, we found that the numbet· of students 
counted for funding the program is much lower thon the total number of bilint:ual students dis­
tricts report serving, and that the State s basis for fondlng doesn ~ link jim ding 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 question are organized as follows: 

2.1 At-Risk Programs and Services 
2.2 Bilingual Programs and Sari/ices 
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 to help close the achievement gap for these stu­
dents. Funding for such programs can come from any of the following: 

• State at·rlsk weighting under tho sohool finance fonnula. This source provides funding for ad­
ditional educational services for students who hava been identified as underperformlng. Some of the 
money must be spent on reading programs. 

• Federal Title 1. This source provides funding to Improve the quality of education in high-poverty 
schools, or to give extra 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 additron, some money must be spent on parent activnies and for professional devol· 
opmant for teachers and paraprofessionals. 

• Various federal programs and grants. These typically provide funding for specific academic 
Initiatives-such as reading--orfor services to particular groups of students. For example, Emporia 
received a federal 21st century community learning centet· grant, which It used to fund a program 
called QUEST. This program provided tutoring and 0U1er academic support to at-risk students after 
school. 

COST STUDY ANALYS/3 
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:u: At-Risk Programs and Services 

BACKGROUND: AT·RISK PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 

Statutory requirements. Current Stat~ Jaw requires districts to use 5.2% oftheir 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 a~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 indicators include; 

• not meeting the requirements necessary for promotion to the next grade 
• not meeting the requirements necessary for graduation from high school 
• not working at grade level (for example, a student in 6th grade performing at a 5th grade level) 
• being held over ln. the same grade 

These indicators are presented as guidance only; school distticts 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 fotm 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 academic performance. In addition, Special Educa· 
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 beyond what is of­
fered to all students. For example, a district that offers aU-day kindergarten (instead of the half 
day that's required) could use State at-risk funding only for the~ 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, distticts can design their programs based on the needs 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. 111e Departtnent 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. Occasionally the Department conducts "on-site" reviews at a 
few districts, checking for whether the district: 

• has documented tile criteria for determining students' eligibility fbr at-risk services 
• can provide a list of students receiving at-risk services 
• has spent 5.2% of State at-risk funding to help students master basic reading sk!Us by the end of the 

3rd grade 
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BACKGROUND: NUMBER OF STUDENTS FUNDED FOR 
AT·RISK PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 

}; f; At-Risk Programs and Services 

State funding for at-risk programs is provided through a separate weight in the State education 
funding formula. Under the current formula, for each student who is eligible fur free lunches un­
der the National School Lunch Act, the State paysdistricts an additionrul9 .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. 

Fig11re 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-lisk funding to school 
districts. Every district received at least some State funding, ranging from $4,249 for Nes TreLa 
Go to $10.1 million in Wichita. 

The 2005 Legislature increased the at-risk weight from .l 0 to .193. Under the revised weight 
for 2005-06, districts will receive an estimated $11 1.2 million, or more than doubl.e the previous 
year's amount. 

Figure 2.1-1 
State At-Risk Funding <•1 

1999..00 to 201.14 .. 05 
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2.1: 41-RI•k Programs nnd Services 

BACKGROUND: REPORTEDAT·RISK PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 

Until2005-06, there was no separate accounting fim,d for districts to deposit their at-risk funding 
or record their at-risk expenditures. As a result, unifonn historical accounting infonnation for 
distric.ts' at-risk programs is not available. 

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

RESULTS: COMPARING STUDENT$ COUNTED FOR FUNDING PURPOSES 
WITH THE STUDENTS WHO ACTf.IALLY RECEIVED AT·RISK SERVICES 

Th make these comparisons, and to get a better handle on district services and expenditures for 
at-risk programs, we selected 11 districts to 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 Figt~re 2.1-2. 

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

1. NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED 

Districts have not reported this number on a nnlform, 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 nearly 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 i!J;l at-risk pro­
grams. These reported figures also aren't audited by the Department. 

Districts' definitions of which students actually qualifY for at-risk services also varies wide­
ly across the State, which can impact their reported number ofat-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 patent, being re-
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2;L- At~IUsk Programs and Services 

ferred by SRS, having certain medical conditions, and being a bilingual or migrant student. 
And as noted earlier, districts decide which activities they countas at-risk services. 

2. RELATIONSHIP Bt:!YYEEN FUNDING AND SERVICES 

The State's basis for funding at-risk services has little relationship to tl1e number of 
students who receive at-risk services. Poverty serves as the basis fur ll!!l..dillg: the at-risk 
program, but lack of academic progress is the basis tor receiving services under the pro­
gram. During 2003-04, 129,$85 students were eligible for free lunches, compared with the 
nearly 143,000 at-risk students districts reported they served. On their face, these numbers 
se<-'111 fairly similar. 

To detennine 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 ofstudents who qualified for free lutlches, 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 J!ro!. at-risk program offered by the districts, not just the State-funded programs, 
because we f'Ound that a district's decision about which programs to fund with different 
ftmding sources is largely just an accounting issue. 

We compared these lists of students in two ways: 

• total headcount of free-lunch students to total btmdCQunt of students receiving at-risk services 
• l:llllllft! of free"lunch students to~ of students receiving at-risk services 

Figure 2.1-2 shows the results of our comparisous. 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 point-s stood out 
clearly: 

• The small districts In our sample provided at-risk services to far fewer students than the 
number of students counted for funding purposes, and they tended nm to be the same 
students. Under "Comparison 1: Headcounts" on the figure, for example, Stafford provided 
at-risk services to 73 students, but U1e district had 147 free-lunch students who served as !he 
basis for funding purposes. Under "Comparison 2: Names," we found that only 57 of these 147 
students (39%) both quallfled for free lunches AND received at·· risk services. 

• Several of the larger districts ldenllfled llll students who qualify for free lunches as being 
eligible for and receiving at-risk services. This resulted In a ~ number of students being 
reported as receiving at-risk services. The larger districts had a more difficult time providing us 
with lists of specific at·rlsk students who had received sei'Vices, generally because they provide 
school-wide services-such as reducing class size---in their high-poverty schools. 
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2.1: A_t~Risk Programs and-Services 

OTHER RESULTS: SERVICES AND EXPENDITURES 

3. VARIATIONS IN AT·RISK SERVICES PROVIDED 

The most common types of at-risk services fur specUic students included after-school 
acttvitles, special reading and math progi'llms, alternative school settings, and counsel­
Ing services. These are described below: 

o After school activities, such as tutoring In reading or math - Nine of 11 districts In our 
sample reported they provided this type of service, which typically Involves regular education 
teachers as an extra duty. For example, Emporia provides an "Extendad Learning" program 
focused on math and reading, and students referred to the program are required to attend. 

• Special reading and math programs offered during regular school hours - Nine of our 
11 sample districts reported offering these services, which generally made use of specialized 
teachers or paraprofessionals. For exampi!J, offk:lais at the elementary school level In Kansas 
City offer a program called "Reading Is Fundamental." 
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2. /; At-Risk Programs and Sen>lces 

• Alternative school settings (mainly high schools) • Eight of our sample districts reported 
operating or sharing In the r.ast of an alternative school. Enrollment levels for the districts we 
visited ranget:j from about 40 students to about 200 students, These so11ools generally made 
extensive use of computers, had small class sizes, and were largely self•paoed for the stu­
dents. For example, In cooperation with three neighboring school districts, Riverton shares 
costs .for an alternative high school called Cornerstone. If needed, Riverton can refer up to 12 
students to this alternative school. 

• Counseling services • Eight sample districts offered these services, which address a variety 
of needs, including academic, social, nutritional, and family-issues. Often these services were 
offered in a group setting, and weren't limited to students identified as at-risk. 

We also saw at-risk services that were unique among our sample districts. Examples of 
some. of those services include: 

• Therapeutic education center- Dodge Clly is one of 14 districts belonging to a cooperative 
that provides a mental health day school to Serve at•risi' students before and after a stay at 
Larned State Hospital. 

• Kid Zone - Kansas City offers this program before and after school for kids who have no safe 
place to go. The program provides academic supplies and rec1eation. 

• Transportation - Kansas City provides transportation for migrant students to and from after­
school programs held at Ei Centro; a oomrnunity organization providing services to migrant 
families. · 

• Free luneh during summer- Stafford provides lunch for children (ages one to 18) in the sum­
mer, whether or not they are enrolled In school. 

• Junior ROTC- Official$ In Wichita describe this program as a character-building and leader­
ship program that's Intended to help students connect with their school, and that Involves r,om­
munlty service activities. 

Some districts also used at-risk moneys for global programs intended to serve J!.ll 
students In school buildings with a significant number of students considered to be at­
risk. Examples of such programs include: 

• Class-size reduction - Generally, additional teachers aie hired to reduce the number of 
students In each class. Of the districts Included In our sample, Emporia, Kansas Clly, Uberal, 
Riverton, and Wichita each reported using class-size reduction as a method to provide ser­
vices to at-risk students. 

• Full·day kindergarten - State law requires half-day kindergarten, but some districts have cho· 
sen to provide full-day kindergarten for all kindergarten-aged students. Districts In our sample 
providing ell-day kindergarten Included Dodge City, Emporia, Riverton, Shawnee Mission, Staf· 
ford, and Wichita. 
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2.1: At-RISk PI'Ograms and Services 

4. EXPENDITURES FORAT·RISK PROGRAMS 

In providing at-risk services, our sample districts spent much more than they re­
ceived in State at-risk funding. Before the current school year, all at-risk moneys dis­
tricts received from the State were deposited 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 receive for at-risk plans or programs, regard­
less of source, into a newly created At-Risk Education FUnd. In addition, all expenses for 
providing at-risk programs and services are required to be paid from this Fund. 

We asked our sample districts to report all expenditures they made to provide at-risk ser­
vices, regardless 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 salaries or utilities) when we 
were able to identifY them, but we did not review detailed expenditure documentation. 

As shown ill Figure 2.1-3, districts reported spending far more on at-risk services than 
they received in State at-risk funding. Our expenditure reviews showed that, in addition to 

$21,080,778 $66,758,635 32% $ 32,134,707 $ 34,623,928 

analysls of data reported by sample d!slrlcts. 
reported It would be difficult to determine exactly how much they a pent from other funds to provide 

----·--
COST STUDY ANALYSIS 

Elementary and Secof'ldary Edm:ation in Kansas: Et~timating the Costs of K~12 Education Using 7\vo Approaches 
92 January• 2006 



2.1: At-Jusk Programs and Services 

the types ofprograms described on the previous page, some districts included program­
matic activities that weren't educati()nal in'lllUUre or didn't invQ!ve one-on-Que seJYices to 
students. fQr example: 

• Wichita reported nearly $600,000 In security officer salaries as an at-risk expense 
• Shawnee Mission reported salary costs of about $830,000 for staff who meet weekly tQ 

discuss and make plans tor at-risk students and programs 

Sources for the additional spending districts repQrted included federal grant moneys 
(most commonly frQm Title I), other gifts and grants (for example, a grant tQ one district 
from the Kansas Alliance QfBlack School Educators), and the districts' General Funds. 
For the districts that repQrled expenditures fl:Qm other funds, State at-risk aid accounted 
fQr only abQut 30% of their total at-risk expenditures. 

About 93% of at-risk expenditures our sample districts reported to tile Department 
were for salal'ies and benefits. This reflects only a portion of their total expenditures, 
because most Qf these districts only reported how they spent their State at-risk moneys. 
During our visits to districts, officials told us they use at-risk m()neys (from all sources) 
for salaries and benefits fur 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-risk se!Vices after hours (such as for tutoring) 
• summer school teachers 
• teachers and staff for alternative high schools 
• materials and supplies (often for specialized reading programs like Fast ForWard) 
.. training staff In specialized programs 

Most of our sample districts said they would spend the additional at-risk funding 
they reaeived 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 nQted 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: Jli-RiskPtograms and Services 

Total _reportJng 
this choice: 

3 2 

(a) "Replace funding~ means roduclnu reUanc;a on funding from other souroos, 

Source: O!strlct 

4 3 

-------------------------------------------------------· 
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2.2: Bilingual Services 

2.2: BILINGUAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 

State and federal laws require school districts to provide language-support services to students 
who aren't proficient in English based on the results ofa standardized language assessment. 
Most recently, the No Child Left )3ehindAct has required states to establish standards and bench­
marks for raising English proilcien,cy. Districts may receive !>oth State and federal futlds to 
ptovide services to students with limited English proficiency,. as follows: 

State bilingual funding. Districts that operate a State-approved bilingual program (described below) 
are eligible for State funding for the time students spend with "bilingual-endorsed' teachers. 

Federal Title 111. Districts are eligible if they can snow they have enough bilingual students to qualify 
for $10,000 In aid from this federal program. (At the current rate, it would take about 110 students.) To 
reach that minimum, districts can enter Into cooparallve agreements with other districts. 

other sources. Districts that receive federal fundlhg for migrant and refugee programs can use 
some of these moneys for language services. In addltlon, some districts have received special fed­
eral grants for specific programs. 

During2004-05, a total of81 districts received State bilingual education funding, and estimated 
that they provided services to 24,S24 students. According to the most recent Department of 
Education data, the most common first language srroken was Spanish, accounting for 82% of the 
students reported. The next most common languages were Vietnalllese and Low German, each 
of which accounted for about 3% of the students. In all, Kansas districts reported 132 different 
first languages. 

Many names and acronyms are used in referring to these students and the services they receive. 
For example, students sometimes are referred to as English Language Leruners (ELLs) 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 been referred to as "bilingual," 
we are using that tenn 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 questionnaire to determine what language is spoken in the student's home and what the 
student's flrst language is. If the answer to either of these isn't English, the studenrs English profi­
ciency must be assessed. 
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