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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on SB 32, which would established the Efficient Operation of Schools
Task Force. It is one of two bills introduced by the K-12 Performance and Efficiency Commission. KASB appears as a
proponent of the bill for the following reasons.

First, when Chairman Sam Williams offered KASB the opportunity to testify before the Commission, we asked
that local school boards be viewed as partners to work with toward the goal of improving school efficiency, not as
obstacles to be overcome. We noted that local school boards are one of the three entities given responsibility for the
governance of public education under the Kansas Constitution, along with the Kansas State Board of Education and the
Legislature. We believe our system works best when all three of those groups work together in a balanced fashion.
Overall, we believe the commission’s recommendations reflect that ideal. We thank the chairman and other
commissioners for being open to our recommendations.

Second, we believe the current system is working very well. Governor Brownback’s campaign and his support
for reelection frequently noted one survey showing Kansas has the fifth best academic performance in the nation.
KASB is releasing this week our annual ranking of states on student success measures. Based on the most recent data,
Kansas ranks eighth in nation. Every state ranking higher - in fact, every state in the top 10 - spends more per pupil
than Kansas, even when adjusted for regional cost differences. Every other state in the top 10 has fewer free and
reduced lunch eligible students, fewer students at 100 percent of poverty and fewer students at 250 percent of poverty
than Kansas.

Kansas already ranks 17th in the nation in the percent of total revenues spent on instruction. Four of the top 10
states spend a lower percentage on instruction than Kansas. We believe efficiency should be defined and measured by
the results state and districts get for the money they spend, not by how they spend money, regardless of results.



Third, KASB does not object to developing best practice guidelines for efficiency; in fact, we support
providing local boards with more information to make the best possible decisions in leading their districts. Kansas
districts are continually seeking ways to operate more efficiently and effectively. KASB, educational service centers,
other interlocal agencies and service providers provide numerous programs to assist districts. However, we do not
believe that every “guideline” is the right choice for every district. We do not believe the state always knows best. We
do not believe that one size fits all. Making the final decision on how to allocate a district’s resources should be
determined by those who know that community best - the local officials elected by that community.

We support SB 32 because it provides an opportunity to give districts better information on which to make
decisions, but does not control those decisions. Local school boards - and their communities - will receive information
about how they “comply” with best practices, but the final decision is up to the local board.

Fourth, KASB believes school board representatives should be included in any state-initiated planning,
advisory or decision-making process that affects public education. We appreciate that the commission amended this
proposed legislation to direct the task force to “consult with superintendents, auditors and such other experts and
knowledgeable individuals as the task force deems necessary to establish such best practice guidelines.”

We would also support the change proposed when the bill was presented at the joint Senate and House
Education Committee meeting to add minority party representation to the task force, which the Commission chair
indicated he would support.

Fifth, KASB supports another recommendation of the task force dealing with unfunded mandates. We strongly
support the provision added in section three to require the state fund the additional cost of these compliance audits. It
has been suggested that these audits will be a simple checklist that will not add any cost to the annual district financials
- a cost, by the way, that is not considered “money in the classroom.” However, there is nothing in the bill to limit what
is involved in the best practice guidelines or or what will be required for performance audits.

Finally, one comment on section four, which provides for an audit of the Kansas State Department of
Education. School districts would welcome a review of the “regulatory requirements placed on local school districts
and whether increasing district flexibility would lead to efficiencies.” Such a review should include state laws and
federal laws as well as KSDE regulations. However, our members generally have high praise for the service they
receive from the department, but are concerned that funding reductions in the agency are making it more difficult to
carry out its mission. We suggest any audit also look at the requirements placed on KSDE and whether adequate
resources are being provided. Due to the many requirements and increased expectations on KSDE and local school
personnel, we also recommend the Legislature stress the importance of accurate fiscal notes on any new requirements.

Thank you for your consideration.
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