Approved

Date
MINUTES OF THE _HOUSE  COMMITTEE ON _._ EDUCATION
The meeting was called to order by Representative Don Crumbaker at
Chairperson
3:30 ¥¥n./p.m. on March 2 19_83in room __423-S  of the Capitol.

All members were present except: Representative Bussman and Representative Myers who were
excused.

Committee staff present:
Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statutes
Ben Barrett, Legislative Research
Dale Dennis, State Department of Education
JoAnn Mann, Secretary to the Committee

Conferees appearing before the committee:

John Solbach, State Representative

Elizabeth Taylor, Kansas Association for the Education of Young Children
Penny Donaldson

John Koepke, Kansas Association of School Boards

Jerry Schreiner, United School Administrators

David Schauner, Kansas-National Education Association

Jim Edwards, Kansas Association of Commerce & Industry

John Blythe, Kansas Farm Bureau

Dr. Jim Yonally, USD 512 Shawnee Mission

HB 2410 - Day care centers, transportation by school bus service.

Representative Solbach told the committee that a constituent had requested the bill
which would allow school districts to provide transportation to and from licensed

day care centers. Such centers must be located within the boundaries of the district.
He said some school districts are providing this service at the present time.

Mr. Solbach explained that the bill, as written, would also provide transportation
for children living one-half mile outside the boundaries, but he distributed a
proposed amendment which would delete that provision and define ''residence".
(Attachment A)

Elizabeth Taylor, Kansas Association for the Education of Young Children, supported
the legislation and a copy of her testimony is attached. (Attachment B)

Penny Donaldson, the conmstituent of Representative Solbach's who had requested the
legislation, told the committee she operated a licensed Day Care Home. She related
some of the problems she encountered when no bus service was available. A copy of
her testimony is attached. (Attachment C)

John Koepke, Kansas Association of School Boards, said the bill has lots of 'mays"
whereby the amendment has ''shalls''. He said he was not necessarily opposed to the
bill as it could conceivably save money; on the other hand, it could possible
increase the cost of transportation.

Jerry Schreiner, United School Adminsitrators, said the original bill was permissive
and he was concerned with the change of residence. He also expressed concern
regarding the computation of state aid and felt there was a need for further study
on the issue.

HB 2380 - Contracts of teachers, hearings upon termination or nonrenewal, costs for
hearing officers.

John Koepke, speaking for Kansas Association of School Boards, United School Adminis-
trators and USD 501, said the issue had been discussed many times in the past and

the concept had been rejected by the Legislature. He felt it had merit because it
was becoming increasingly difficult to find people to serve on hearing committees
because of the length of some hearings.

David Schauner, Kansas-National Education Association, opposed HB 2380 because it
would make significant changes in the compensation structure for persons serving on

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for

editing or corrections. Page L Of ___2.___



CONTINUATION SHEET

MINUTES OF THE __HOUSE COMMITTEE ON _____ EDUCATION
room _2#23=S Statehouse, at _3:30  &¥¥/p.m. on March 2 1983
Due Process panels. A copy of his testimony is attached. (Attachmeqt D)

HB 2241 - Professional negotiations, binding arbitration, training for fact-finders.

Jim Edwards, Kansas Association of Commerce & Industry, appeared in opposition to
the legislation as he felt it would bind the hands of every school board unable to
reach prompt settlement with the teacher negotiation organization in the district.
A copy of his testimony is attached. (Attachment E)

John Koepke, Kansas Association of School Boards, opposed HB 2241. He stated it is
an annual topic which raises strong emotions. In each instance, the Legislature
has seen fit not to adopt the concept of binding arbitration. A copy of his testi-
mony is attached. (Attachment F)

Jerry Schreiner, United School Administrators, opposed the legislation as they did not
believe that the provisions for arbitration would improve relations between teachers
and boards of education in Kansas. A copy of his testimony is attached. (Attachment G)

John Blythe, Kansas Farm Bureau, opposed HB 2241 stating his organization is a
family organization which has an interest in education in Kansas. Their members are
teachers, parents and board members. Farm Bureau opposes legislation which would
require boards to lose authority.

Dr. Jim Yonally, USD 512 Shawnee Mission, opposed HB 2241. He told the committee

the major portion of a school budget is salary. He said on one hand, you expect
boards to be financially responsible and on the other hand, take away their authority.
He urged defeat of the bill.

The meeting was adjourned.
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Proposed Amendment to House Bill Noe 2410

On page 1y by striking all of lines 24 through 45;

On page 2y by striking all of lines 46 through 82;

On page 3y by striking all of lines 83 through 119;

On page 4» by striking all of 1lines 120 through 143;
following line 148y by inserting four new sections as follows:

"Sectione le KeSeAe 7T2-7039 is hereby amended to read as
follows: T2-7039« (a) "Per—pupil cost of transportation" means
the per—-pupil cost of transbortation of the district as such cost
is determined and adjusted each school year by the state board as
follows: (1) ODetermine the total expenditures of the district
dur ing the preceding school year from all funds for transporting
pupils of public and nonpublic schools on regular school routese.
(2) Divide the amount determined in (1) by the total number of
pupils for whom transportation was made available by the district
on September 15 of the preceding school yeare. (3) Multiply the
amount determined in (2) by the total number of pupils whoy on
September 15 of the preceding school yearsy were residing in the
district and less than two—-and-one—haltf—(2—-32/2% 2 1/2 miles by
the usually traveled road from the school house they attended and
for whom transportation was made available by the districts (4)
Multiply the amount determined in (3) by ftfty-perecemt—{55%}) 50%.
{5) Subtract the amount determined in (4) from the amount
determined in (l)e (6) Divide the amount determined in (5) by the
total numoer of pupils whosy on September 15 of the preceding
schocl years were residing in the district and ¢we——and-—ene—haltf
t+2—-1F/2¥ 2_1/2 miles or more by the usually traveled road frecm the
scnocl house they attended and for whom transportation was made
available by the districte The quotient is the per—pupil cost of
transportatione.

{b) "Index of density"™ means the pnumber of pupils who, on
September 15 of the current school yeary are residing in the
district and two—and—-ere—hatrf—{2—-17/2r 2_1/2 miles or more oy the

usually traveled road from the school house they attended and for
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whom transportation is being made available on regular school
routes by the districty divided by the number of square miles of
territory in the districte

{c} "Density-cost graph"™ means a drawing having: {L) A
horizontal or base line divided into equal intervals Qf densitys
beginning with zero on the left; and (2) a scale for per—pupil
cost of transportation to be shown on a line perpendicular to the
base line at the left end thereofy satd the scale to begin with
zere-dottars—{598} 30.00 at the base 1line ascending by equal
per-pupil cost intervalse.

{d) "Curve c¢cf best fit" means the curve on a3 density—cost
graph drawn so the sum of the distances squared from such line to
each of the points plotted on the graph is the least possible.

{e) For the purposes of this sections the term "residing®

means  residing at the school residence of a pupils as defined in

KeSeAe 72-1046y and amendments theretos or upon reqgquest of a

parent or person acting as parent of a pupilsy the term residing

shall mean being reqularly cared for in a licensed or registered

child care facility or in the residence of a relative of the

pupile.

"5eCe 22 KeSeAsa 7T2-7047 1is hereby amended to read as
follows: T2-7047. {a) The state transportation aid for each
district shall be computed by the state board as follows: te% (1)
On a density-cost graph plot the per-pupil cost of transportation
for each districte.

+©+ {(2) Construct a curve of best fit for the points so
plottede.

te¥ (3} Locate the index of density for the district on the
base line of the density-cost graph and from the point on the
curve Qf best fit directly above tnis point of index of density
follow a 1line parallel to tne bpase 1line to the point of
intersection with the vertical 1iney which point is the formula
per-pupil cost of transportation of the districte.

ftd¥ (4) Ascertain the per-pupil cost of transportation of

the districte.



te> (5) The per-pupil transportation allowance of the
district shall be one—hundred—pereent—{t188%3) -100% of the
formul a-per—-pupil cost or ome—hundred-percent—{t188%) 100% of the
per-pupil cost of transportation of the district as ascertained

in tey-amd—+d+ (3) and (4) abovey whichever is lowere.

+$+ (6) Multiply the per—-pupil transportation allowance by
the number of pupils whoy on September 15y reside in the district
and two——-and-enre—natf-4$2-31#2¥ 2 1/2 miles or more by the usually
traveled road to the school house they attendsy and for whom
transportation is being made available bys and at the expense of,
the districte

{b) For any district which did not transport pupils in the
preceding school years the transportation aid shall be calculated
and paid on a reimbursement basis at the end of the first school
year in which pupils were transportede.

{c) For the purpose of providing accurate and reliable data
on pupil transportationy the state board is authorized to adopt
rules and regulations prescribing procedures which districts
shall follow in reporting pertinent information relative thereto,
including uniform reporting of expenditures for transportatione.

{d) For the purposes of this sections the term '"residing"

means residing at the school residence of 3 pupils as defined in

KeSeAe 72—-1046y and amendments thereto, or upon request of a

parent or person _acting as parent of a pupils the term residing

shall mean being reqularly cared for in a licensed or registered

child care facility or in the residence of a relative of the

pupile

"SeCe 34 KaSeAs T72-8301 1is hereby amended to read as
foliows: 72-830le As used in this act: (a) "Board" or "board of
education” means the board of education of any school districte

{(b) #"School district” means any public school district
except a community Junter college districte

{c) The words "provide or furnish transportation®™ in
adcition to their ordinary meaning shall mean and include the

right of a school district to: (1) Purchases operate and maintain



school buses and other motor vehicles; (2) contracty lease or
hire school buses and other motor vehicles for the transportation
of pupilss students and school personnel; (3) purchases operate
and maintain buses other than school buses for the transportation
of pupilss students or school personnel to or from school-related
functions or activities; (4) contracts lease or hire buses other
than school buses for the transportation of pupilss students and
school personnel if said buses are owned and operated by a public
common carrier of passengers under a certificate of convenience
and necessity granted by the state corporation commission or the
interstate commerce commission and are operating within the
authority gqranted to said public common <carrier; and (5)
reimburse persons who furnisn transportation to pupilss students
or school personnel in privately owned motor vehiclese

(d)} "Student® or "pupil™ means any person regularly
enrolled and attending school in 'those grades maintained by a
school districte

(e} "Motor vehicle" means every motor vehicles as defined

in KeSeA. ¥5¥8-5Supps 8-1269 and__amendments theretos which is

designed for transporting ¢em—t183 19 passengers or less.
(f) ™Bus™ means every motor vehicley as defined in KeSeA.

19¥8—5Supes 8-125+ and amendments theretos which is designed for

transporting more than +em—{163} 10 passengers in addition to the
driverea

(g) “School bus" means (1) every bus designed primarily for
the transportation of pupilss students or school personnel to or
from school or to or from school-related functions or activitiese.
This definition 1includes every such bus which is owned by g
schocl districty or privately owned and contracted fors leased or
hired by a school districts and operated for such transportation,
and every such bus which is privately owned and operated for such
transportations but does not include within its meaning any bus
designated in «clauses {3) and (4) of subsection (c}); and (2)
every bus designed for operation as a common carrier in urban

transportation. This definition includes every such bus which is



owned and operated for mass public transportation by 3
metropolitan transit authority established under the provisions
of article 23 of chapter 12 or article 31 of chapter 13 of Kansas
Statutes Annotateds -and is contracted fory leased or hired by a
school district for the tfansportation of pupilsy students or
school personnel to or from school or to or from school related
fqnctions or activitiese.

(h) YResidence”™ means the school residence of 3 puplil or

studenty as defined in KeSeAs 72-10469y and amendments theretos oOr

upon request of a parent or person acting as parent of a pupil or

studenty the term residence shall mean a3 licensed or registered

child care facility or the residence of a3 relative of the pupil

or student if the pupil or student is reqularly cared for in the

child care facility or by the relativee.

th+ (i) "State board"™ means the state board of educatione.

"SeCe 4e KeSeAs T2-7039,y 72-7047 and T7T2-33C1l are hereby
repealeds.";

By renumbering section 4 as section 5;

In the titles In line 18y by striking all after ™Act"; by
striking all of lines 19y 20 and 21; in line 22y by striking all
before the period and 1inserting in lieu thereof “concerning
school districts; defining the terms "residence™ and “residing®
for purposes of transportation of pupils and students; amending
KeSeAe 72-7039s 7T2-7347 and 72-8301y and repealing the existing

sections”
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KAEX.C.

Kansas Association for the Education

of Young Children, Inc.

TESTIMONY ON H.B. 2410

Maric hSEERIi9I8s

Dear House Education Committee Members:

Thank you for the opportunity to represent the Kansas Association for
the Education of Young Children on House Bill 2410. KAEYC consists of
800 chdilid ‘care professionals xranging from parents to university instruc-
tors and child care facility owners, directors and teachers.

The main issue we would like to address with respect to this bill is
whiere the 'school ‘distriet shomnld be -allewed to pdick up and deliver
children to and from school. As current law reads, the school district
is responsible for transporting students in the school district to and
from their place of residence. "Place of residence" no longer adequately
covers:the 'situation of the'times. ' Many wchildren today, a rapidly
growing mumber, are mnot present at their residemces at the time

when they need to be taken teo ‘school and they are eften not returning
te the 'residence 2after sechool. The "day care child'" as they are often
called are swiftly becoming the norm. For this reason it is important
for the children to be accomodated.

If the school district is responsible for providing transportation to
the students, it would seem that the intent is to provide that trans-
portation to and from the place of residence or the place of care.

It would further seem to produce an unnecessary risk to the children
for ‘the ‘child .care prowidex yto change diapers, dress, bundle up in the
winter, and stranspoert the'other children,, up.to six children under
school age, in order to deliver and pick up the other child at school.

This unnecessary itranspertation also causes a problem with respect to
thie safety of children im 'a lcar that ds mot appropriately sized.

Not all providers have access to a car large enough to transport up to
6 chiildren under 'six years plus the ichild or children who need to be
delstveried 'to schoel won @ resular bacicts « I £ the school aged child is
the prowdderls owa child,  the scheool district would currently be
obligated to provide that transportation.

KAEYC would encourage the passage of this legislation allowing the
cooperation between the school districts and the parents, relatives
and child care providers. We would specifically support a provision
that the school 'district tramspert a child to ard from school from

-~ ATTACHMENT B 3/2



TESTIMONY ON H.B. 2410 (comt.)

the place of residence, home of a relative or place of regular care in
a registered or lieensed child care facility at the parent's request
if the child's place of residence and the place of care are within the

sichioe I"NdEis t =Hlc E

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Alepalicit & st

Elizabeth Bl Eaiyslioh:
Legislative Consultant - KAEYC



Testimony on House Bill 2410
March 2, 1983
Penny Donaidson

My name is Penny Donaldson, I reside in Douglas County and operate a licensed

Day Care Home within the boundaries of Shawnee Heights School District #450.

I have four children of my own and have until this year been provided with every
school bus I have needed. However, this year my youngest child is now in school
all day and I have a kindergartener in care. At the beginning of the school

year, when I requested that the kindergarten bus pick up the child in care, I

was at first told there would be no problem. A few days before school started,
the school told the parents of this child that she could not be picked up at my
‘home at noon because she did not reside there. However, there was no problem
with picking up her brother at my home in the mornings or dropping off both
pbildren in the afternoons. This situation was due to the fact that no child

6f my own was to ride the kindergarten bus this year. Last year a kindergartener
in my care was picked up, along with a child of my own. This year, my kinder-
gartener in care is allowed to meet the bus on a corner of the route. I must
feed her, in addition to a preschooler and 2 toddlers by 11:30, change everyone's
.diapers, make sure their shoes are on, put their coats on, load them and their
"car seats and drive a total of 3 miles each noon. Next year, I will have another
kindergarfener, 2 toddlers and infant twins. This will be an impossible situation.
These children are for the most part in my care from infancy. It's an adjustment
for them to start school and unfair to them to transfer them to another home on
the bus route. It also produces an unnecessary risk when loading these children up
and transporting them when transportation for this one child can easily be pro-
vided by the school district. When my last child no longer needs grade school bus
service then I will have no bus available unless one just happens to go by my

homee.
B

+—

| Iy Aoyl ol
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KANSAS-NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION / 715 W. 10TH STREET / TOPEKA, KANSAS 65612

|' March 2, 1983

House of Representatives
Committee on Education

RE: House Bill #2380

On behalf of Kansas-NEA I respectfully request that the House Committee on
Education resist any attempts to amend KSA-72-5440 as proposed by House
Bill #2380.

The Bill before this committee would make significant changes in the
compensation structure for persons serving on Due Process Panels. Speci-
fically, the Board of Education would be able to pay their designee on the
panel any amount of money agreed upon between themselves and said person.
The teacher, whether represented by K-NEA or funding his or her own Due
Process Panel would have the same authority with respect to their designee.
However, the Due Process Panel chairperson, to whom falls the duty of
making most major decisions with respect to running the committee, would be
allowed only compensation as prescribed in the KSA-75-3223. The net effect
of these proposed amendments would be to create a substantial enequity
among the parties serving in Due Process Committees. :

In addition, this Bill does not address the issue of which parties have
responsibility for paying for the transcription of the Due Process Committee's
procedures. Specifically, several school boards in the State of Kansas are
challenging their obligation to provide the teacher with a copy of the
transcription at no cost.

To prevent the teacher, with limited resources, from being at a disadvantage

with respect to preparing his or her written arguments to the Due Process

Panel, and more specifically, to the District/cpurt if such action becomes

necessary or warranted. /
A\

I respectfully request that you carefully gpnsider these proposed amendments.

Re pézi?Z;;;yauA
Da iﬁ M Chauner
General Counsel

DMS : ng

=— ATTACHMENT D 3/2
Telephone: (813) 232-8271



. st gown 1
o A N OO ¢
AL & TRV I SR R
) e 0 oo 200
(53] s - ROV 3o
i e 1 ) S e MR
, . Sh Ut o 42
Ly = 7 &g v w S|
; g e ) oo g e
- Ll [ ‘ wH 3o
N W oy ¥ @ o - (s rl
iY ) g @4 g S0 0 0 H w .
[ 4 [OIRY)] oy Q) er . i8] SIS [0}
v u A ngo Yo & Oy el R
0 - n Yl B OV - (Vs s I RN RS
OB 0 >0 g0 Do a 4
(SR 1 w13 0O W
N c 0 LW 8 oR
- O @y O M 0.0
0 ¥ 4 e £~
(o)) (I o N B R () I B I
v~ » 1 gmMmd
[s TR [aV IR I Y- (N
oM O~ Sy
(B O [ONsa BN ®)
P S O P I = I 1T
(e W B @ e K
- 43 o DO 3
[59] ﬂ O 4 3 30 O O
o | e gw e
1 I =] O [ e B
| Do O @+ 18.A
“ i T 0 e ) e
o o O O - Mmooy g v M
o o 043 e MO o
ey | I\ ! b4 30
! . iC = Hoe O E UM ®
| O 1 n o @ el e 4
= w2 ot [ )] G 0 N
= 3 & Oy L0 oA
« P el 0 S B I )
2 O 0] <t v 0 V<RSI R B
-1 £ <@ MO Q3
e R (] 1) Y4 0 DWW
4 g X5 [ ew o4 0 9]
Ny m N2 () MO oG
O o [ o WU O et 1F O et Q)
— 0 w 3w W Ee e O ®.0 0 E W T U
[SENIVENE RO} O IR S A ) O s @ M 0O 0O b e SN R
[T L B SHI S I 4 O oo R I o R S BEC e ICINEEN GRS, [ TR TNV (VI o
¢ M0 0w 00 m o w B o s 0wl 0] d | 3w
oL el U 00 R N S G N R « () n g onm Ly o~ O E
| S S TS N BV U MW Do 0 ® 0 A el £8P b4 [~ @ i >y
5 RNV Uy oz e T AN R NIRRT PE) o B G RRE (VR g e :3 0 4w
(@) O 1§ Cof U
- [V o [T
AN (VR RO 0 . {2,049 @ ©
Mew o un o s SRV EN O e
N SV 0 wm o a
7 U R or dowp
< o O M 4 0] 8] oy O 42
T I B S o [ ] [ S SR V5 T
o OO NSy Y N o O e g
i A VI A Ve RN o indt U n b ) U H
4]

ATTORNEY GENRE®RAL




peter K. O an
Page TwO
January 2, 1280

X.S.A. 1979 Supp. 72-5436 et seg. cet forth a procedure whereb
a teacher whose contract oF empioyment has been terminated or
is not renewed may be assured of due process. As part of this
procedure, & hearing committee may be empaneled at the reguest
of the teacher, pursuant to K.S.k. 1979 Supp- 72-5438. The
committee consists of three members, each of whom 1S entitled
+o reirbursement of certain expenses. This is provided for bv
x.c.A. 197¢ Supp. 72-5440(b), which states:

“mach member of the hearing committee

shzll be paid subsistence allowances,

mileace and other expenses, &S provided

in %.S.&. 1876 Supp. 75— 3223, and amend-

ments theretoc. The costs for the servwces

of members of the hearing committee shal

be borne egually by the parties.”

(Emphasis added.)

vYour inguiry ccncerns the precise nature of these expenses.

We would initially note that ¥.S.A. 75-3223, to which one is
referred by K.S.A. 1979 Supp. 72-5440(b) , draws a clear dis-
tinction between the Dayment of "compensation” in subsection

“subsistence allowances in SLDS° ticn (b), '"mileage” in sub-
section (c)} and "other expenses” 1in subsection (8). The first
of these T s held to include the payment of per diem com-
pensation or each day of actual attendance at board
meetings. second involves charges for mezls and
lodging (X.S5.a. 1872 Supp 75-3207) and is set DY XK.S.B. 1879

75.32072 at a maximum rate of $32 per calendar aay .

re, such allowances are limited by K.S.A. 1978 Supp
j zs follows:

wTr all cases of official travel inside

or cuvtside of the state which is subject

£o the provisions of +his section, where

+he official traveler leaves nis or her

official station or domiciie and returns

on the same day without incurring lodging

expense no sUbsistence allowance will be

peid. NO supbsistence allowance shall be

z1llowed for expenses incurred within thirty

(30) miles oI an employee's official statiom.”

(Emphasis a2dded. )

(

+
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payment of per diem
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other expenses” for Ka
v, we note that K.S5.A.
nember of the hearing co
or such member's services in an amount agreed upon by the pa
but in no event shall such amount exceed seventy-five dcllars
($75.00) per day." That language was stricken from the Act in

+he 1976 amendment thereto {L. 1976, ch. 315 §5). Thus, 1t
E H r

appears to be the clear intent of the legislature that the hear-
ing committee members not be paid any compensation.
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Furthermore, it is also clear that the payment cf subsistence
allowances may be paid only when the requirements of K.S5.A.
1979 Supp. 75-3207(b) are met, i.e., actual lodging expenses
must be incurred. Mileage may of course be paid regardless of
whether lodging expenses are incurred, as may those actual and
necessary expenses included in the term "other expenses” found
in XK.S.A. 75-3223(d).

You also have inguired whether a school district may make payments
other +than those authorized by statute. It is the general rule,
as exemplified by the holding in Wichita public Schools Emplcoyees

Union v. Smith, 1%4 Kan. 2 (1g64), that "school districts and
ofher subdivicions of the state have only such powers as are
conferred upcn them by statute, specifically or by clear implica-
fion. andé that any reasonable doubt as tO +he existence of such
power should be resolved against its existence. " (Smith, supra,
at p. £.) "R school district has only such power and authority’
as is granted by the legislature and its power to contract, in-
cluding contracts for emplovment, is only such as is conferred
either expressly or by necessary implication.” {Smith, supra:
at 4.) There is no statutory authority for payment of compensa-
tion to hearing committee members. Zhsent such statutory
authority, or clear statutory implicaticon, the school districts

: I
have no power to make such compensation, either on their own
or by agreement with the teachers.
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KANSAS-NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION / 715 W. 10TH STREET / TOPEKA, KANSAS 66612

House Education Carmittee
March 2, 1983

HEFW Requested Information on HB 2241
—

2

1981-82 School Year Statistics

Number of unilateral contracts 6
Nunber of impasse issues in unilateral contracts 79
Fact-finding recammendations which favored board

positions 31
Number of favorable board positions included in

unilateral contracts 30 or 97%
Fact-finding recammendations which were independent

positions 21
Number of independent recammendations included in

unilateral contracts 3 or 14%
Fact-finding recamendations which favored teacher

positions 27

Number of favorable teacher positions included in
unilateral contracts 0 or 0%

An error in testimony should be pointed out. The percentage of independent recammendations
included in unilateral contracts was 14%, not 3%. The numnber of instances was 3, but the
percent was 14%.

Thank you for your consideration of these statistics and of the positions of teachers.

Craig”Grant, K-NEA

Telephone: (913) 232-8271
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SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

The sample was comprised of respondenis in the categories and rnagnitudes listed below:

Category Percent of Sample
All respondents, statewide (n = 1,000) 100%
First Congressional District 20%
Second Congressional District 19%
Third Congressional District 21%
Fourth Congressional District 20%
Fifth Congressional District 20%
Residents of Urban areas {(population of 2,500 or more) 66%
Residents of Rural areas (population of less than 2,500) 34%
Persons age 18-34 31%
Persons age 35-54 3%
Persons age 55 or older 38%
Males 51%
Females 45%

i

contains tabular displays of responses from

persons in each of the 13 groups listed — Jo _—
above, In asddition, cross-tabulations are

presented for those who favoir & severance

tax and for those who favor binding arbi-

tration in professional negotiations,

N
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“To deal with situstions where schoo!l boarde and teachers cannot come to

an agresrent,
should provide procedures for settling deadlocked disputes?”

do you ithisnk the

. R > Those who Favor ., .
Congressional District Age T - Binding
Statewvida 1 2 3 4 5 Urban  Rural  18:34 3554 olde: Males  Females Athitation

Yes 60% 49% 63% 70% £8% 59% 62% 57% 69% 56% 56% 63% 58% 0%

No 30% 37% 31% 2% 26% 3N% 30% 30% 26% 38% 28% 5% 31% 24%
Don't know 10% 14% 8% 4% 16% 10% 8% 13% 8% 6% 16% 8% 1% 6%
“Would you favor or oppose a law which required deadlocked disputes between school boards and teachers to be sub-

mitted to an independent arbitrator whose decision would be binding on both sides?”

Favor 67% 60% 67% 76% 64% 66% 69% 61% 74% 71% 58% 0% 659 100%
Oppose 23% 24% 26% 19% 23% 25% 21% 29% 2% W3% 9%, 24% 22%

Don't know 10% 16% 7% 5% 13% 9% 10% 10% 4% 6% 1% 6% 13%

Six out of ten Kansans think it is appropriate for the legislature to provide procedures for seitling deadlocked disputes

Thits
sentiment is most widespread in the 3rd congressional district least widespread in ithe st congressional district.

Two out of three Kansans favor a law which mandates binding arbitration as a means of setiling deadlocked contract disputes,
Those who favor binding arbitration outnumber those who oppose binding arbitration by nearly three to one.
in each of the tabulated groups, a majority said they favor binding arbitration. The largest majority support oceurs in the 3rd
congressional district.  The least widespread (though still a majority) support for binding arbitration occurs among person the
55 and older age group.

Amony persons

3

in



Of those who FAVOR binding arbitration: {67% of sample)

“Why would you favor such a law?”
(move than one response permitted)

Congressional District —— Age I’m_,ﬂﬁ’_flﬁﬁi’i_;«z.;,.
55 s Binding
Statewide 1 2 3 4 5 Urban _ Rural 18-34 35-54 older Males Famales Arbitration

Would get disputes 33% 31% 39% 37% 29% 31% 34% 32% 36% 28% 37% 34% 33% 33%
settled, not let
them drag on

Would be fair, equi- 21% 20% 14% 2% 22% 20% 22% 18% 18% 22% 23% 22% 20% 2%
table for both
sides

Settlernent would be 17% 18% 14% 13% 21% 20% 16% 19% 7% 20% 13% 179% 16% 1Y%
based on reason,
logic; not based
on politics, polit-
ical clout

Third party can be 13% 13% 16% 12% 12% 11% 12% 15% 13% 10% 14% 1% 14% 13%
objective; not
emotionally
involved

Would prevent teacher 7% 3% 4% 1% 6% 9% 8% 6% 7% 8% H% 6% 8% 1%
strikes, school clo-
sings

Kids suffer when dis- 7% 6% 8% 5% 5% 12% 1% 8% 10% 5% 5% 8% 6% 7%
putes drag on

Third party needs 6% 8% 6% 1% 3% 10% 6% 5% 5% 6% 6% 4% 1% £
authority to bind
both sides

Others mentioned by fewer thon 3%: Would prevent teachers from boing taken advantage of; Would creste raore pressure 10 pegotiale 10 an ayreanent; ocows nooey

to drag it out; Would curb teachers’ demands; It works wall 10 settle othec kinds of labor disputes

The largest number of those who favor binding arbitration express a generalized concern that disputes not be allowed 1o diay
on. Substantial numbers are convinced that binding arbitration represents a fair or equitsble approach and that there is marit
in moving deadlocked disputes from the political arena to an environment in which logic and reason prevail,



Of those who OPPOSE binding arbitration:

“Why would you opposs such a law?”

{more than one response permitied)

Parties should be able to
settle it themnselves

Qutsider wouldn’t know
the whole background
of a local dispute

State government should
not be involved in
local disputes

Elected officials should
have final say

Too much power in one
person’s hands

No such thing as truly
unbiased arbitrator

Doesn’t leave the parties
enough flexibility

Costs fax money to pay
arbitrator

Others mentioned by fewer than 3%:

Statewide

32%

16%

4%

10%

4%

Congressional_District

(23% of sample)

15%

6%

4%

2%

2 3 4
20% 26% 43%
22% 20% 10%
14% 13% 12%
12% 10% 8%
10% 10% 12%
6% 15% 10%
4% 3% 12%
4% 3% 4%

15%

13%

6%

6%

9%

6%

Urban

16%

10%

~az
s

9%

11%

7%

4%

Rural

19%

14%

8%

4%

7%

4%

Arbitrator would favor school board; Arbivator would favor teachors; Disputes should be
1t could bankrupt the system; Parents should step iy it would take the strike wespon dway

Age e
55 or
18-34 3554 older
28% 22% 32%
17% 1T% 13%
16% 22% 5%
9% 13% 10%
8% 7% 1%
11% 6% 9%
13% 1% 9%
3% 4% 4%

put to popular vote; Teachers need moie
from teachers,

Among those opposed o binding arbitration, the largest number express conviction {or perhaps desire)
settle their own differences,

and some think it

placing such power in the hands of one person.

Males

29%

1%

14%

18%

T%

10%

that the

I

Fenales

31%

Thos: who Favor . . .

About one out of ten of

a similar nwnber fea

Binding

A

two parties should
Some are concerned that an outside arbitrator could not adequately corprehend the local situation
inappropriate for state government to undertake such involvement in locel disputes,
those opposed o binding arbitration disapprove of pre-empting, the final authority of elected officials and

rhitration

Py




Public Nonpublic
Nationai  No Children School School

Totals in School Pareats Parents

% Y % %

Teachers 42 41 45 51

Parents 18 19 18 14
Principals and school

administrators 15 14 16 17

Schoo! boards 13 13 13 8

Con't know 12 13 1 10

Further breakdowns: Principals
And  Schooi Don't

Teachers Paresnis Admins. Boards Know

Y% % A Yo e

NATIONAL TOTALS 42 18 15 13 12
Sex

Men 39 18 18 16 i
Women 45 18 73 T 13
Race

White 43 19 14 13 11

Nonwhite 41 12 17 4 bl
Age

18 - 29 years 53 18 10 g
30 - 48 years 4 18 14 15 i1
30 and over 33 20 18 14 15
Community Size

1 miliion and over 43 12 13 19 i3

500,000 - 992,999 48 21 14 14 3

50,000 - 499,999 40 17 18 14 iRl

2.500 - 49.99¢ 48 22 12 00 7

Ungder 2,500 38 20 14 10 18

Centrai city 44 16 15 15 g
Ecucation

Grade schoot 27 23 2 3 21

High schooi 20 2 15 14 11

Cotlege 53 1 1 15 9
Region

East 48 18 12 13 g

rMigwest & 20 17 13 10

Scuth 38 13 18 14 17

west 45 23 g 13 10

¢ B * -
Settling Teacher Strikes

This year, as in the 1875 survey, the public stroengly
supports compulsory arbitration as & way to settle
teacher strikes.

Complete agreement exists on this point among ail
major groups in the poputation. The highestvote in favor
of compuliscry arbitration is recorded among individuals
with a college educaticn.

Results cf the 1982 survey show 78% in favor of com-
puisory arbitration. In 1975 the comparabie figure was
84%. It should be noted that slightly more people say
thev have no opinion on this proposal in 1882 than did
s0 in the 1975 study.

The question:

in case an agreement cannot be reached be-
iween a teacher union {or assocciation) and the
school board, would you favor or cppose a plan
that would require the dispute to be setiied by the
decision of an arbitrator or a2 pane! acceptable to
both the unicn and scheol board?
Public Nonpubtic
National No Children School  Schoo!

Totals tn Schoot Parents Parents
o o o o
o o o o
Favor e 78 34 20
Spcose 7 3 B =
Jon’t know 4 5 5] =
National Totals
Favor Oprose Dan't Know
1887 rest Te B T
TS7S res 54 - 2

Further breakdowns:

Favor Cppose Don't Know
%o e %

NATIONAL TOTALS 79 7 14
Sex

Men 79 8 3
Women 78 6 1
Race

White 80 7 13
Nonwhite 89 10 21
Age

18 - 28 years 72 8 13
30 - 439 years 80 7 13
50 and over 77 [ 17
Comemunity Slze

1 million and over 76 S 19
500,000 - 999,988 85 g 7
50,000 - 489,998 80 8 12
2,500 - 48,999 81 g 13
Unger 2,500 74 8 8
Centrat city 30 8 i
Education

Grade school 57 3 28
High schoot 77 8 14
College 87 4 g
Region

East 79 s 15
Migwest 85 7 8
South 70 g 21
West 6 12

i

How Serious |s the Problem of
Discipline in the Local Schools?

In every survey in this series, an open-ended question
has been included that seeks to learn what people
regard as the major problem facing their local schools.
in all but cne of these surveys, the greatest number of
respondents have cited discipline as the major problem.

Cnce again discipline, although named by only 27%
of those interviewed, achieves first place among a score
of problems mentioned. The question then arises as 1o
how sericus a problem discipline is in the typical
school.

To shed further light on this gquestion, respondents
were asked: Do you regard discipline in your loca
schools as a “‘very serious’” problem. a “fairly sericus”
oroblem, “not 100 serious.” or 'not at all serious™?

The findings reveal that approximately seven persons
in 10 regard discipline as a “very sericus” or “fairly
serious” probiem. Oniy two in 10 sav it is "not oo
serious™ or “‘not at afl serious.” It is significant that
parents of children zttending school — presumably
those who arg in the best position to know — hoid
virtually the same views as the general public.

The question:

How serious a problem wouid you say disci-
pline is in the public schools in this community —
very serious, fairly serious, not too serious. or not
at all serious?

Pubtic Nenpublic
National No Children Schooi  School
Totals in School Parents Parents
3,
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Legislative Testimony

Kansas Association of Commerce and Industry

A/C 913 357-6321

Topeka, Kansas 66603

500 First National Tower, One Townsite Plaza

KANSAS ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY
Testimony Before the
HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE
HB 2241 March 2, 1983

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My name is Jim Edwards, Director of Public Affairs for the Kansas Association
of Commerce and Industry, and I am here today to review with you KACI's position in

opposition to HB 2241, commonly known as the binding arbitration bill.

The Kansas Association of Commerce and Industry (KACI) is a statewide organization
dedicated to the promotion of economic growth and job creation within Kansas, and
to the protection and support of the private competitive enterprise system.

KACI is comprised of more than 3,000 businesses which includes 200 Tocal and re-
gional chambers of commerce and trade organizations which represent over 161,000
business men and women. The organization represents both Targe and small employers
in Kansas, with 55% of KACI's members having less than 25 employees, and 86% having
less than 100 employees.

The KACI Board of Directors establishes policies through the work of hundreds of
the organization's members who make up its various committees. These policies are
the guiding principles of the organization and translate into views such as those
expressed here.

You are faced with an issue here today that the outcome will be of grave impor-
tance to every unified school district across the state. We are talking of an issue
that will bind the hands of every school board unable to reach prompt settlement with

" -
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the teacher necotiation corganization within that district. This is the same schooil
board that is elected to represent those 1iving within that district and also the ones
empowered to levy taxes within that same district %o fund essential services, sal-
aries, and buildings. Binding the hands of those elected officials in this matter can
also be viewed as binding the hands of those persons who elected that board and pay

he taxes. 1In essence you will be impesing a tax without allowing representation.

(s

0]

The knowledge of a district and its economy will never be as goed for an outsider
as it would be for someone 1iving, working, and being elected to that district's
board. Facts such as average teacher salary, pupil-per-teacher ratio, and others can
be stated guite factuaily but quality, enthusiasm, and dedication are items that can

be viewed honestly only when someone is close to the situation on a daily basis.
We feel that the facts are quite evident in this matter and urge you to kill this
5111 in vour Committee. VYou thereby would be recognizing the duties and responsibii-

ities of the elected school board as well as those of the electors.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today.

(]



ASSOCIATION

KANSAS

Testimony on H.B. 2241

before the
House Education Committee
by

John W. Koepke, Associate Executive Director
Kansas Association of School Boards

March 2, 1983

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, we once again appreciate the
opportunity to appear before you on behalf of the member boards of education
of the Kansas Association of School Boards. The topic before you today is
one which raises strong emotions and which has been dealt with by this
legislature annually for the past decade. In each instance in the past, after
consideration of the philosophical and political issues involved, the Kansas
Legislature has seen fit not to adopt the concept of binding arbitration in
public employment. We hope that you will continue tolsee the wisdom of this
position. |

We have no new arguments to offer on this issue this year. Our members
continpe to believe that such legislation strikes at the heart of the philosophy
- of representative government. We believe that those decisions relative to the
operation of the public schools should be made by the elected representatives
of the people. On;y in this manner can the people have some recourse through
the ballot box against decisions with which they diéagree. Under provigions
like those in H.B. 2241, the patrons of a school district would be bound to
financially support a contract imposed by arbitrators who have no responsibility

to those patrons. ' SN e
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The point should also be made that those arbitrators would not be limited
to financial contract considerations. There are numerous non-financial issues
included in negotiated agreements in Kansas and all of those provisions would
also be subject to the decisions of the arbitrator. In that light, several
previous conferees suggested that the scope of megotiations should be
significantly expanded. We believe that thé scope issues were thoroughly aired
several years ago and that the present definition of scope, which was arrived
at through much hard bargaining itself should not be changed.

We would also urge you not to change the date for commencing negotiations
through exchange of agreements and the statutory impasse date by moving them
up three months as proposed in H.B. 2241. 1If March 1 were to become the
statutory impasse date, then nearly every district in Kansas would be at impasse
every year. I cannot remember a single year in my twelve yeér experience with
the legislature when schoo; finance legislation was even close to decision by
March 1.

I have attached to my testimony several documents which review the outcome
of negotiations in Kansas in recent years. We believe they indicate the present
process is working rather well. Certainly, our members do not believe there is
presently any indication of the need to do violence to the democratic process
on the order of that contemplated in H.B. 2241. We appreciate the opportunity

to present our members views and I would be happy to attempt to answer any

" questions.



SUMMARY OF IMPASSE PROCEEDINGS

1. Impasse declared

2. Settled w/o mediation

3. Mediation succeeded .

4. Mediation failed

5. Settled before fact-finding
6. Fact-finding succeeded

7. F;ct—finding failed

8. Board unilateral decision

*USD 300 and USD 501 went to court over procedural matters.

1982 1981 1980 1979

32 52 19 27
4 12 2 7
21 31 14 11
7 9 3 9
2 0

3 4 1 6
2 5 2

2 5 2 3%
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THE 1982-83 PRACTICE OF BOARD-TEACHER NEGOTIATING IN THE
PUBLIC SCHOOL SECTOR OF THE STATE OF KANSAS
by Gerden Nelson, Research Directer

It is important tc ncte that this Research Bulletin is a compilation cf data from
1982-83 agreements between public schecel becards and teacher associations/unicns as
reported tc the KASB Research Department by the scheel superintendents. It dces not
reflect the 1983-84 negotiating now in progress.

The report is published in four parts to satisfy the varying depths of interest
of readers. The first part (6-I) is a summary cf conclusicns frem the data reported;
the second (6-II) is a compariscn of salary schedule data for seven years, 1976-1¢77
through 1982-83; the third (6-III) is a discussicn of data on other terms and con-
ditions of employment, beth negotiable and non-negotiable; and the fourth (6-IV) a
compilation of 1982-83 fringe benefits tc be added tc a district average salary for
teachers to get a complete picture cf econcmic security provided the teachers by the
taxpayers.

A more discriminating reader may request an Appendix cf 41 tables comparing cocm—
plete data with previcus years and/ocr computer printcuts of the data for any items
discussed.

PART I. A SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS FROM THE 1982-83 DATA

1. Response to the 1982-83 survey con the practice of becard-teacher negctiating
was over 957.

2. Most often a board member was the CHIEF SPOKESMAN for the BOARD.

3. Most often a local teacher was the CHIEF SPOKESMAN for the TEACHERS.

4. TIn 84% of the scheocl districts, beoards have granted FORMAL RECOGNITION of
the teachers for the purpcse of NEGOTIATIONS, but only five districts have BINDING
ARBITRATION OF IMPASSE.

5. Teachers have SUBMITTED A LIST OF ITEMS TO BE NEGOTIATED in 787% of all dis-
tricts and in 93% of those districts where bcards have granted reccgnitiocn.

6. Slightly over cne-third of the becards placed an INTRODUCTORY PACKAGE OF ITEMS
on the negotiating table.

7. The total estimated COST OF THE PROCESS of meeting with the teachers was
over one-half a million dollars ($564,438). The average district cost was $2,294 for
the 239 districts reporting a cecst.

8. Eighty-nine percent cf the bcards REACHED AN AGREEMENT with the teachers by
the end of June, eight percent better than last year.

9. The median number of SESSIONS needed to reach agreement was four sessions.

10. The median number of HOURS PER SESSION was twc hours.

11. TIMPASSE was declared in 33 schocl districts, 11% of the state, seven dis-
tricts were invelved in fact-finding, and only twe unilateral board decisicns were made.

12. SALARY SCHEDULE DATA are summarized on page one cf Part II of this bulletin.



13. Boards allcw a median cf seven YEARS CREDIT ON THE SALARY SCHEDULE tc newly
emplcyed teachers in 174 districts reporting.

14, 1In 261 districts, teachers have 4.6 years cof PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION as
a median.

15. The median number of CONTRACT WORK DAYS in a teacher’s contract was 185.
The median LENGTH OF THE WORK DAY was seven and cne-third hours.

16. The median number cf minutes for DUTY-FREE LUNCH was 30 minutes a day for
beth elementary and seccndary teachers. Over 85% cf the districts provided duty-free
lunch pericds feor teachers, but two-thirds did ncot emplcy AIDES TO SUPERVISE THE
LUNCHROOM. Presumably, the supervisicon was rectated among the teachers or handled by
the administration. Two~thirds of the districts reperted that NO ADDITIONAL COMPEN-
SATION was granted the teacher fer lunchrcom supervisicn.

17. Over 98% of the districts provided PREPARATION/PLANNING TIME for beth ele-
mentary and secondary teachers. The median number of minutes for ELEMENTARY TEACHERS
was 205 minutes per week; for SECONDARY TEACHERS, 275 minutes per week.

18. Slightly more than cne-quarter of the districts did net use SUPPLEMENTAL
CONTRACTS for activities. This salary is reperted in a separate KASB research study.

19. Over 687 of the districts had GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES and negctiated them, but
adviscry or binding arbitration was characteristic cof only a small percentage of such
agreements. The median NUMBER OF DAYS ALLOWED FOR FILING a grievance was 10 days.

20. Slightly more than cne-third of the districts allcwed for EVALUATION AS A
BASIS FOR FORMAL GRIEVANCE, but less than seven percent of the districts allowed for
an OUTSIDE EVALUATOR in a disputed evaluation. (Note state law allecws for a teacher
te submit in writing any disagreement within two weeks of an evaluaticn cenference,
but that is nct construed as a grievance.)

21. Most schoel districts are not invelved with the association/unicn in planning
CURRICULUM, IN-SERVICE, STAFF REDUCTION, RECALL, ASSIGNMENT/TRANSFER, VACANCY NOTICE,
SCHOOL CALENDAR, cr CLASS SIZE, but that shculd nct be construed as not invelving the
teachers on an infermal basis.

22. Less than cone percent cof the districts used the CONSUMER PRICE INDEX as a
negetiated factor te determine salary increases.

23. Asscciation/union privileges mest cften granted by scheol beards were USE
OF FACILITIES( 87%), FREE USE OF SCHOOL MAIL BOXES (897), DUES DEDUCTION (77%), USE
OF SCHOOL MACHINES (82%), and USE OF SCHOOL BULLETIN BOARDS (86%). Those privileges
least often granted were UNION ACCESS DURING THE SCHOOL DAY (21%), ASSOCTATION/UNION
LEAVE (26%), OFFICE SPACE PROVIDED (2%), and POSTAGE PAID by the district (5%).

24. A FRINGE BENEFIT POOL (an amcunt of money from which the teacher may select
certain fringe benefits) was prcvided by over three-fourths of the districts. The
median ANNUAL AMOUNT PAID by the becard was $876.00, a 22% increase over last year.
Benefits included in the pool over half the time were HEALTH/MEDICAL INSURANCE and
ANNUITIES.

25. SICK LEAVE was granted by 99% of the districts. The median number cf DAYS
PER YEAR was 10 days, with MAXIMUM ACCUMULATION a median number cf 60 days. PAYMENT
FOR UNUSED SICK LEAVE was practiced in 88 districts (29%7). A SICK LEAVE BANK was
reperted by cnly 55 districts (18%).

26. PERSONAL LEAVE was granted by 63% cof the districts. The median number of
days was two days per year. Only a third of the districts reported a MAXIMUM ACCUMU-
LATION cf perscnal leave.

27. Abcut 80% of the districts provided payment for EXTRA DUTY. The median
amcunt PER HOUR was $5.00; the median amcunt PER EVENT was $10.00.

28. About 44% of the districts reported a dcllar amcunt per hcur payment tc a
teacher for SUBSTITUTING DURING A PREPARATION/PLANNING PERIOD. The median per hour
payment was $6.42.

29. The median PAY FOR SUBSTITUTES was $40.00 a day.

30. FRINGE BENEFITS, their decllar amcunts and relationship tec the district
average salary are discussed in complete detail in Part IV of this bulletin, a separate
part cf the annual survey.



( UNITED SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORQ
OF KANSAS

1906 EAST 29TH TOPEKA, KANSAS 66605 913-267-1471

JERRY O. SCHREINER
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
M.D. “MAC’* McKENNEY
ASSOCIATE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

TO: House Education Committee

FROM: Jerry 0. Schreiner, Executive Director

DATE: March 2, 1983

SUBJECT: HB 2241-Professional Negotiations

The United School Administrators of Kansas opposes binding arbitration.. We do not
believe that the provisions for arbitration in HB 2241 will improve relations between

teachers and boards of education in Kansas.

The original intent of professional negotiations was to provide a formal method, one
more avenue for teachers and boards to communicate with each other about concerns of

either party. The gradual changes made in the process and the many proposals

presented to you clearly indicate the intent of local employees' organizations to

control not only the decision making process but the allocation of public resources.

The resources available to public schools are limited and have slways been limited by

state statutes or local community demands. It appears to be counter—productive to

consider adding .to the confrontations that have been created by professional

negotiations by requiring binding arbitration over even more limited resources.

Teachers' representatives maintain that they are unique in organized labor--that they
are professionels qualified to make policy decisions about local schools. Although

boards welcome and encourage the advice and counsel of professionals, administrators

believe that it is essential that educational policy making remain independent of the

vested interests of sll professionals.

A school board in Kansas is more than an employer--it is a legislative body held
accountable to the will of the people; whereas an independent arbitrator is

accountsble to no one. A board cannot encumber, through mandated contracts, its

responsibility to respond to the public as well as to state laws. .

o
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In public education there is a third party between the employer and the employee, the
student. No such relationship exists in the private business sector where only two

parties are involved. Given the necessary legislative authority, a teachers'

organization csn and will encumber the board's responsibility to act in the best

interests of students.

The proposal you are considering will:

(1) increase the communication gap between labor and management,

(2) make professional negotiations a truly "win-lose" confrontation,

(3) increase legal costs to employee organizations and school districts, aund

(4) decrease the trust levels between teachers, administrators, and boards.

If you feel that binding arbitrastion is a necessity, then I suggest that the time
consuming, expensive process of mediation and fact finding be eliminated so that. the
parties involved could proceed directly to binding arbitration as soon as possible.

If 2 local board of education is not allowed to make final decisions on the use of

the district's resources, then skip the process and go directly to a third party.

This would at least avoid the negative confrontations created by artificial
circumstances that place teachers, administrators, and boards in adversary positions.
In addition, the state should fully fund any settlement beyond the board's final

offer and such funds should not be included within budget limits.

Any proposal for third party intervention in local school affairs creates a dangerous
potential for z distortion of the balance of power between the state and local

boards. HB 2241 provides one more opportunity for public employees to control the

public by excluding elected officials. The issue involved in this proposal 1is not

simply 2 matter of teachers vs. boards. It is a matter of teachers vs. "the public."




The United School Administrators supports the following changes in professional

negotiations:

1. "Terms and conditions of professional services' should be limited only to economic
benefits such as salaries, wages, and fringe benefits. A number of items are
affected by state law and are most difficult to negotiate. Certainly the items
related to "privileges of the employees' organization" have absolutely nothing to do

with either the educational process or the operation of schools.

2. The dates for declaring impasse are unrealistic as presented in HB 2241 in view of
the problems invloved in determining school finance and sources of revenue. The

present dates should continue.

3. New Section 7 needs further refinement and adequate funds must be provided for the

suggested training.

4. Administrators support the proposed amendments in Sections 9 and 10 to remove the

extension of time for contract notification.





