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MINUTES OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION.
The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Michael R. O’Neal at 3:30 p.m. on February 19, 1997 in

Room 519-8S of the Capitol.

All members were present except:
Representative Cindy Empson - Excused

Committee staff present: Ben Barrett, Legislative Research Department
Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statutes
Cindy Wulfkuhle, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee:
Representative Cliff Franklin
Representative Daniel Thimesch
Mark Tallman, Kansas School Board Association
Sue Chase , Kansas National Education Association
Diane Gjerstad, Wichita Public Schools
Representative Bill Mason
Delbert Shaffer, Benton Kansas
John Koepke, Kansas School Board Association
Bernie White, Superintendent of Ell Saline
Bill Grimes, Superintendent at Moundridge
Sharon Treaster, Superintendent at Waconda
Connie Brend, PTO President
Jane Stephenson, PTO Special Ed Parent
Roy Richter, School Board Member
Eric Strader & Amber Engstrom, Goddard High School

Others attending: See attached list

Hearings were continued on HB 2285 - School districts, curriculum, accreditation, pupil
assessment, school site councils, American history documents

Representative Cliff Franklin appeared before the committee as a sponsor of the bill. He explained the bill and
suggested amendments. (Attachment 1)

Representative Daniel Thimesch appeared before the committee as a sponsor of the bill. He was concerned
about the reliability, value and usability of the State Assessment Tests. He believes that the state needs to
mandate a norm test to get a true evaluation of students and school improvements. (Attachment2)

Mark Tallman, Kansas School Board Association, appeared before the committee as an opponent of the bill.
He stated that most districts use a nationally normed test in addition to the state assessments. He was
concerned that this proposed bill would require districts to either spend time administering another assessment
or would replace their current test with the state board’s choice. (Attachment3)

Sue Chase , Kansas National Education Association, appeared before the committee as an opponent of the bill.
She was concerned that the test measure accurately student performances. She was also concerned with the
historical documents section because KNEA is not aware of any problems where schools have banned or
censored a historical document. (Attachment4)

Diane Gjerstad, Wichita Public Schools, appeared before the committee as an opponent of the bill because it
would be expensive. (Attachment 5)

Hearings on HB 2285 were closed.

Hearings on HCR 5007 - directing the State Board of Education to study school district
organization, were opened.

Representative Bill Mason appeared before the committee as the sponsor of the resolution. He stated that it
had been 34 years since this issue has been addressed. While the idea is not popular he believes that the state

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 1
appearing before the committee for editing or corrections.
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February 19., 1997.

should examine the boundaries to see if there are any areas of significant savings in expenditures and in the
improvement of the quality of education. (Attachment6)

Delbert Shaffer, Benton, Kansas, appeared before the committee as a proponent. He told the committee that
school boundaries are like a jigsaw puzzle and that the goals of reducing costs and improving education should

be top concerns. (Attachment7)

John Koepke, Kansas School Board Association, appeared before the committee as an opponent. He
commented that school boundaries were not decided by the legislature and therefore they should not do that
now. He suggested that the committee look at a 1992 Legislative Post Audit Report on School Consolidation
which suggested that consolidation of school districts does not achieve significant cost savings. (Attachment

8)

Bernie White, Superintendent of Ell Saline, appeared before the committee as an opponent of the resolution.
He suggested that while the resolution requests that school districts be analyzed for efficiency and
effectiveness it does not spell out any effectiveness measures. (Attachment9)

Bill Grimes, Superintendent at Moundridge, appeared before the committee as an opponent. He told the
committee that the most important consideration should be the needs of the children not school district
boundaries. (Attachment 10)

Sharon Treaster, Superintendent at Waconda, appeared before the committee as an opponent of the resolution.
She told the committee about a dissertation for her doctoral degree that she did on “A Study of the Relationship
Between Enrollment Size and Math Achievement in Kansas School Districts”. (Attachment 11)

Connie Brend, Goddard PTO President; Jane Stephenson, Goddard PTO Special Ed Parent; Roy Richter,
School Board Member, appeared before the committee as opponents. They told the committee this issue was
not only an emotional issue but also one of economics. (Attachment 12)

Eric Strader & Amber Engstrom, Goddard High School, appeared before the committee as opponents of the
resolution. They commented that a boundary study would not consider community issues & school
improvements and would send a message that Kansas belongs to anti-tax reactionaries. (Attachment 13)

Hearings on HCR 5007 were closed.

The committee meeting adjourned at 5:45 p.m. The next meeting is scheduled for February 20, 1997.
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House Bill 2285
The Community in Education Act
February 18, 1997

Mr. Chairman and fellow colleagues of the education committee, it is with
enthusiasm that I bring forward the “Community in Education Act” for your
consideration. In my first 2 years in the House I have talked with all of you about possible
methods for improving public education. Although we may have differed on some minor
points, I've heard three common themes from everyone. Parental involvement in the
public school system is the most important ingredient for success, local boards are in a
better position to make decisions for their schools, and the state board should make
assessment of local districts to make sure all are achieving academic success. HB 2285 is
an omnibus of improvement ideas that I have derived from each of you on this committee.

Talking with each of you on education issues has helped me chisel my way up the
learning curve of K-12 curriculum. I know there will be ways for you to improve this
legislation and many of you have already suggested amendments to make this bill more
user friendly. This is your bill, our bill, and I welcome any improvements you think might
make it an even stronger bill.

The following 7 points summarizes HB 2285.

1. State Board of Education shall accredit and monitor local school districts. The state
board shall delegate curriculum design and general supervision to local school
boards.

2. Local board of education shall develop measurable goals that shall include truancy
levels, national normed test averages, and community involvement.

3. The state board shall select one nationally normed test to administer across each
local school district. The test shall be have a wide distribution such as the lowa Test
of Basic Skills ITBS, The Metropolitan Achievement Test MAT, or the California
Achievement test CAT.

4. The state board will provide each registered voter 5 year graphical trends of parental
and community involvement in the public school system and the local districts
nationally normed composite test score for each appropriate grade. The packet shall
also include a separate 5 year graphical trends of local district total budgets, w/
administrative cost trends, w/ student FTE trends. Administrative costs shall include
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any school district employee that does not spend a minimum of 6 hours a day
teaching students.

5. The Kansas Assessment Test shall be reduced by 50% in student test length. Areas to
be omitted include those covered by the selected nationally normed test. This
condensed test would still include testing of critical thinking skills, testing of writing
composition, and open ended math/science questions.

6. Site counsels shall consist of a minimum of 8 parents, 5 teachers, and 2
business/community leaders. The state board shall develop simple indices to measure
community involvement such as mentor programs or business partnerships.

7. Allows local school boards to post and teach historical documents such as the
national anthem, the United States Constitutions, the speeches/writings of our
Jounding fathers, the speeches/writings of the United States Civil Rights Leaders.

Suggested Amendments:

1. Start sending information to registered voters in July after selected normed test has
been administered for 4 years. Test shall be selected by 7/30/97 and administered
starting 8/15/97. The first report to registered voters will be in July of 2000.

2. State clearly that the parental and community involvement measure is primarily an

assessment of the parents/community participation in the school system and indirectly

a measure of the local school boards ability to provide mechanisms for

parent/community involvement.

All school building administration shall have no more than a 20% voting block on a

site council. The teachers shall have at least a 20% voting block on a site council.

The parents shall have at least a 40% voting block on the site council and the

community members at least a 10% block.

4. Change community leaders to community/business members on site council makeup.

Add or other widely distributed achievement tests to nationally normed test selections.

6. The Kansas assessment shall be reduced by a minimum of 50% of current testing time
so as not to duplicate areas covered under the nationally normed test.

7. Administrative costs shall include any school district employee that does not spend a
minimum of 60% of their working day teaching students.

8. Remove the strikeout of social studies on page 1 line 37 of the bill.

[

“

In closing I would like to say that the American Heritage portion of this bill has
been modified from past Heritage bills to address the sincere concerns about religious
freedom and separation of church and state. If you look on page 3 lines 40 & 41 pre-
colonial and post federalist has been removed because of specific objections raised by the
Mainstream Coalition. Furthermore, we have included section (b) on page 4 lines 3 & 4
to say there shall be no revision of American history and section (c) states that religious
reference will be presented in a manner which neither furthers the establishment of a
specific religion nor demeans any mode of worship. We have done all we can to
accommodate the opponents of the American heritage bill short of banning religious
reference from all history books. I believe this is the best compromise possible.

Thank you for consideration of this bill and I stand ready for questions.
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Gives Local Control to Local School Boards

Initiates more parental and community participation on Site Councils
Initiates local control of school curriculum and goal selection
Reduces the scope of Kansas Assessment so teachers can have more time to teach

Allows for posting and teaching of historical documents

Gives assessment responsibilities to the State Board of Education

¢

¢

¢

State Board will create indices to measure parental involvement

Measure community involvement

Measure & select a nationally normed test

Kansas assessment will test critical thinking skills and shall be scaled back not to duplicate
normed testing areas

Measure classroom performance

Measure school violence, truancy, and drop-out rates

Assigns State Board to supply academic/budget information to the public

+

¢

¢

L 4

Parental and community involvement - 5 year graphical trends
National normed test scores - § year graphical trends
School district budget & enrollment - 5 year graphical trends

Kansas Assessment test scores - 5 year graphical trends

If you would like to co-sponsor this bill see Cliff Franklin (Dist. 23) by February 4th

| =3
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Thank you Chairman O‘’Neal and the Education Committee.
I support HB 2285 for a number of reasons.

OQur State Assessments Tests have become very controversial over
the last number of years. We have listened to concerns expressed
by professionals about their reliability, valuability, and
usability. Our own Post Audit study reveals that 60% of the
teachers surveyed in the public schools did not like the tests.

The association of non-government schools which represent about
10% of our children in accredited schools are strongly looking to
other accreditation because of their concerns of these tests.

Mostly I am concerned about how I believe our tests are being
misused. The designers of these tests explain emphatically how
they are supposed to be used. Under Quality Performance
Accreditation in determining school improvement, these tests are
not supposed to be the only indicator. There also has to be
included other local required indicators, such as norm-referenced
tests, teacher-developed tests, classroom grades, portfolios of
student work, attendance rate, drop out rate, graduation rate,
student completion of advanced math and science courses, student
follow-up surveys, number of disciplinary actions, and number of
violent acts by students against students or faculty.

Superintendents, principals, teachers, KSAB media and even the new
commissioner have also misused the tests as showing improvement
solely on the State assessment tests.

Also our report card of school districts heavily used the results
of our state assessment.

I believe we need to mandate a norm test along with the state
assessment test to get a true evaluation of student and school
improvement. I urge your support of HB 2285.

\r&é)\&_n. Educal ron
2-12-14
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KANSAS
ASSOCIATION

1420 SW Amawhead Rd Topekc Konsos 66604

913 273 36{)0
TO: House Committee on Education
FROM: Mark Tallman, Director of Governmental Relations
DATE: February 18, 1997
RE: Testimony on H.B. 2285

Mr. Chairman, Members of the committee:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on H.B. 2285. Because it contains a number
of subjects, I will direct my remarks to each section or subsection.

Section 1 (a) - School accreditation system.

We have no objection to this section. We believe it simply restates the current quality
performance accreditation system.

Section 1 (b) - State Assessments.

KASB supports a statewide student assessment program. However, we have not
specifically endorsed all aspects of the current state assessment program, and would not
necessarily oppose a reduction or modification in the current program. We do have several
serious concerns about this bill.

First, we are concerned about placing this degree of specificity regarding state
assessments into law. We believe this may unduly limit the State Board’s options in developing
an appropriate system.

Second, most districts already use a nationally normed test in addition to the state
assessments, which allows parents and patrons of each district to compare student performance
with national norms. Moreover, those tests have been selected by districts because they reflect
the unique curriculum and circumstances of the district.

Unless a district is lucky enough to have the State Board select the test it is using, H.B.
2285 would require those districts to either spend time administering yet another assessment, or
replace their current test with the State Board’s choice. If the Legislature wants a statewide
national comparison, the least disruptive course would be to participate in the National
Assessment of Education Progress as suggested by the Commissioner of Education.

Section 1 (c¢) - Site Councils and Parent/Community Involvement

Neauga eAuwecad.on
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KASB supports the current statute regarding site councils. We have no major objection
to the site council composition proposed in the bill, but we question why state law should be
made more specific. Remember, creating position on a site council does not guarantee those
individuals will participate. We believe most decisions about site council operations should be
made at the local level.

We also strongly support efforts to increase parent and community involvement, but we
question whether “simple indices” can be developed. Look at the list proposed. Parents as
Teachers programs cost money to initiate - money not available to spend in the regular
classroom. The ability to develop mentor programs and school-business partnerships is probably
much easier in urban areas than rural areas, and both efforts require “non-instructional”
resources. Schools where most parents are well-educated professional with high incomes will
have a much easier time organizing active parent groups than schools serving economically
disadvantaged populations. In short, these indicators may be unfair and have little meaning.

Section 1 (f) - Performance and Expenditure Reports

First, we question whether the cost of mailing reports to every registered voter is the best
expenditure of state resources, especially when the news media has been eager to publish data on
student performance and district expenditures.

Second, if school districts must report administrative costs and trends, this report should
also include a listing of all state and federal mandates which increase a district’s administrative
responsibilities. Furthermore, it would be deeply misleading to include the cost of librarians,
counselors, nurses, food service employees and bus drivers in “administrative costs.”

Section 2 (a) - Historical Documents

School boards and employees may already read and post these documents, and frequently
do so. If the Legislature wants to pass a law saying that these documents are important, fine.

Section 2 (b) - ?
We have no idea what this subsection means.
Section 2 (c) - Discriminatory Revision Based on Religious References

We are not aware of any “discriminatory revision” occurring in Kansas. We fail to see
how this subsection could be enforced if there is.

Section 3 - Distribution of this act.

Interestingly, this section creates another administrative mandate.
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Susan Chase Testimony on HB 2285
before the House Education Committee
February 18, 1997

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the committee for allowing me to speak. I am

Susan Chase and I represent the Kansas National Education Association. I am here to

speak in opposition to HB 2285.

Although we are in opposition to HB 2285 we do not necessarily oppose the intent of
parts of this bill. For example we congratulate the sponsors of this bill for understanding
and trying to address the issue of parental involvement. We agree that parental
involvement in the schools is one of the most important parts of a quality education. We
do not agree that you can achieve that by mandating the number of parents or others on
site councils or by having the state board determine what are indicators of good parental
involvement. Those items are truly a local decision and each district must work with its
own community to determine the best composition of site councils and the best way to

achieve parental involvement.

We are also concerned about accurate and reliable measures of student performances as

_ are the sponsors of the bill. Yes, time is an issue in testing. I do not believe that reducing
the state assessments by 50% and mandating a norm referenced test will achieve a more
accurate and reliable measure of what Kansas students know and can do in less time than
is currently being used. Norm-referenced tests have their place, but do not measure
students according to the standards and level of excellence that we have set for Kansas

students.

Nousa Eéwnéioh
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Finally, we are concerned with the section on the posting of historical documents. We are not
aware of any school district where any historical documents are banned or censored. In
discussing this with teachers none of them indicated that they had been given any mandates on
the posting, reading or teaching of historical documents. We are concerned, however, with the
statement that there shall be no exclusion of American history in this state in the writings,
documents and records described. Does this mean that whenever American history is taught all
of the above must be covered? If that is the case I am not sure that there will be much time for
anything other than American history. It also raises the concern of other pieces of American
history not addressed in the list and their exclusion or inclusion. In other words, this is a
curriculum decision and it should be made at the local level with teachers, community people and

parents deciding what should be covered and when it should be covered.

Thank you very much for listening to our concerns. KNEA urges this committee to not pass this

bill out favorable.

4.2



House Education Committee
Representative Mike O’Neal, chairman
HB 2285

Diane Gjerstad
Wichita Public Schools

February 18, 1997
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee:

HB 2285 raises many concerns within the district. We do not disagree with the spirit of wanting
reliable student achievement information and to foster greater community involvement within our
schools. But imposing another statewide test and council quotas, will be expensive.

Wichita Public Schools Strategic Action Plan number 1.2, 6.2 states:

To increase “people power” in the Wichita Public Schools by increasing adult presence in
schools and improving interaction between schools, homes, and the community.

Wichita Public Schools recognizes the significance of each volunteer contribution. Collectively
the impact is profound on our district. We utilize community members in a wide array of
committees, such as our district wide budgeting process, communications advisory committee,
community advisory council, and more recently in the comprehensive assessment and graduation
competency redesign and special education advisory committee, to name a few.

The district supports community involvement through Partnership Team Training which has been
provided for fifty-nine schools and 187 participants. In March the second phase will include
additional training on development of action plans designed to increase the level and quality of
involvement of parents, business partners and community members.

The district provides parent education classes on topics such as family math, reading/writing
connections for parents and informational sessions on assessments. The Parent Teacher
Resource Center (formerly the IRS building) is dedicated to training and parent/teacher activities.

Volunteer training is available in monthly sessions. During the 95-96 school year 7462 parent
and community volunteers contributed 252,420 hours of support at school site as tutors, site
council members and even monetary.

Site councils are valued. Training has been developed by the district to aid all participants,
including principals. Shared decision making conferences and training is regularly available.

To fully share information with site council members the district provides a monthly forum where
a wide variety of topics are discussed. Members who attend are provided materials to take back
to their respective site council. In addition an annual two day site council conference is held each
fall in Wichita.

Data collected for 96/97 shows our total membership breakdown as: 798 parents, 560 staff, 65
business, 33 students and 141 community members. Site council membership averages 16.9
people per council and they meet on the average of 6.9 times per year.

Ranking of topics discussed: logistics/organization, planning and academics as the top three. A
complete list of topics discussed by our site councils is included in this packet.
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Some buildings have great difficulty in keeping a site council active. Levy Special Education
Center and the Arkansas Avenue Gateway School are two examples of buildings which have a
non-traditional population—Levy kids can be severely physically handicapped, it is a great burden
on their parents to attend a meeting. Gateway students have been suspended or expelled from
their regular building and may be enrolled for two weeks to 186 days. Both of these buildings
have a site council, Gateway'’s includes community police officer, but they will have limited appeal
to community/business people.

Two quick examples of how our site councils work. One elementary’s site council drafted the
entire campus improvement plan; meet monthly, a split day/evening meeting; monthly topics
include progress report on plan implementation, curriculum, goals, personnel and budget. The
site council has piece of all decisions. Two examples of the council’s contribution include an
Animated Phonics program and Spanish for intermediate students. (The principal was very
surprised that the community wanted this.)

A high school’s council makes the expenditure decisions on the building budget allocation.
Teachers present programs before the council, who decides funding priorities and which
programs meet the goals of the building. The council also interviews candidates for positions
then making recommendations to the board. '

The point being that parental and business involvement will vary by building, student age level
and community. Placing more requirements in the statute and membership quotes could cast a
chilling effect on the development and growth councils are experiencing. Current law is working
quite well.

On the issue of a single mandated state wide normed test:

Returning the emphasis on norm referenced tests is not consistent with philosophy of continuous
improvement. Comparing Kansas schools with each other rather than identifying growth and
improvement within schools is not consistent with a philosophy that all schools should improve.
Schools which serve high income communities will have little incentive to improve and schools
which serve low income communities will find the process very discouraging.

USD 259 has a long history of using normed reference test. Over time these tests have done
little to drive instruction. Basically, these tests measure what we know as drill and practice type
teaching activities. They do little to measure application of skills, i.e. writing coherently, solving
math problems.

Large populations shift the mean or average very slowly. Smaller populations of students’ scores
tend to fluctuate more dramatically. In such situations, schools that appear to do very well one
year can do just as poorly the next based on just a few different students in the mix at a given
grade level. Ve see this often in Title | schools where a school's scores would appear to go
through the ceiling one year only to be down the next.

Although performance assessment is not as exact and may not measure up to tightly developed
normed tests, they have at least driven the way instruction is being delivered and assessed in
classrooms across the district. Normed reference tests have not done that.

What needs to be decided is what is the purpose of testing students in Kansas. Is it so they can
do well at answering multiple choice questions? Or, is it help students develop skills and apply
that Knowledge in real work situations. Teachers using formative assessment based on
curriculum standards will teach and test to the standards, the results will be improved student
achievement.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, | would stand for questions.
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Wichita Public Schools USD 259
SITE COUNCIL OPINION SURVEY 1996

Strongly Strongly
QUESTION Disagree Disagree Neither Agree Agree
No. [ %1 No, |+ % | No. |. % No. |- % No. |- %

1. Our school site council participates in ' ! R g D
making decisions for our school 15 35 57 4 281 421 | 279 | 41.8

2. OQur site council has mnfluence o ‘ g
(indirect or direct) on the way money | 19 84 167 258 128 | 19.5;
is spent in our school o

3. Our site council has influence
(indirect or direct) on hiring decisions | 56 145 209 169 76
in our school.

4.  Owr site council has mfluence
(indirect or direct) on curriculum 23 158 - | 282 103
decjsions in our school : :

5. Our site council has influence 4 EE ) i
(indirect or direct) on goal setting in 7 49 1352 [88.2:1211 |319
our school. G )

6.  Site council decisions are based on 8 S EERT bt
concem for Improving student 15 147 28 289 43.6 | 322 | 486

___performance. b ) : :

7. Wehave the skills to work effectively e b i 98] RO S W
ag a group to solve school problems. 12 | 18] 28 |42 | 65 | 9.7 |[301 451" | 262 ] 39.2

8.  We feel good about the way decisions v : I .
are made in this school. 17 2.6 | 29 44 93 | 14.0 1281 42.2 246 | 36,9

9. People involved with our school are : ' .
aware of our school site council. 18 27 69 104 | 127 19.1 | 321 483 130 | 19.5

10. Involvement of community members
on owr site council improves the 14 21 19 29 78 [ 11.8. | 270 40.7 | 282 | 425
school - ]

11.  Qur school site council offers B ¥ : ¢ o :
recommendations that influence the 15 - 23 28 4.2 56 | 85 | 363 5438 200 30.2
operation of the school

12, Our scboo] site council meets

regularly. 13 2.0 16 2.4 9 1.4 | 203 305 424 | 63.8
13.  We mform the schoo] community of \ :
the school site council’s actions. 13 2.0 68 10.3 122 18.5 | 265 40.3 190 | 28.9
14, Our site council understands the
school’s migsion. 12 1.8 8 1.2 24 | 36 ] 285 42.9 336 | 50.5
[5.  Our school continues to improve. 17 2.6 12 1.8 43 6.5 | 251 38.0 338 [ 511
16. Information reguested by site council
members is provided in a tiraely 9 1.3 19 2.3 72 | 10.8 { 301 45.1 266 | 39.9
manner.
17.  Site comncil members participate in .
the development of the agenda. 9 1.4 38 5.7 122 18.5. | 321 48.6 171 25.9
18.  Site comncil members have received :
adequate training. 16 24 | 65 9.9 | 233 {354 |276 |A419 69 | 105
Almost Almost
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Ne. % No, | % { No. | % | No. | % No. %a

19, Tcachers participate in school

decision-making at our building, 5 | 68:] 8 1.2 | 69 |10.6 {261 |40.1-| 308 |47.3

20.  Other school employees participate in . ; . % ; 3

;Zl;]c:io_l decision-making at our 6 09| 38 6.0. { 167 |[262 {244 |383 | 182 | 286
mg. PR et I : ' .

21.  Parents/community participate in e B 5 '
schoo] decision-maKing at our 1o |15 | 45 | 69 | 180 278 {271 |418 | 142 | 219
building. e woEud B e L ’

22, Students participate m schoo) K . B :
decision-making at our building, 41 | 65 |18 |188° | 248 395 {65 |263 | 56 | 89

25.  Centra] Office Admmistration
participates in school decision-making | 22 35 | 50 - 8.0 189 30.2 3245 39.2 118 | 19.0

| at owr building. . TA :

24.  Building Administration participates g " s ‘
in school decision-making at our 9 1477 12 19 | 67 1107 | 151 |304 | 349 | 556
bujlding, -

Prepared by Quality Improvement Services (jd) N=671 June 14, 1996 5 5
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Addendum to “Report 1o the BOE: Site Councils 1/96

Site Council Discussion Topics: A Summary
School Year 1994-95

In June of 1995, principals submitted a summary of site council meetings including a listing of the topics
discussed in the meetings. These topics were placed in the most appropriate category from the
alphabetical list below. The list reflects discussion topics at all three levels (high school, middle school
and elementary) for the entire school year, the number of times the category was reported, and the
percentage of the total the number reflects, The amount of time spent discussing the various topics is not

given nor implied; the report is reflective of topics only.

Academics

Rank: 3

Percentage of total: 12%
Topic Areas: Accreditation,
achievernent, advisement, corriculum,
graduation, homework, math, rcading,
testing

Activities

Rank: 5

Percentage of total: 9%

Topic Areas: Awards, activity
calendar, fundraising, Choices Fair,
graduation activities, sports,
miscellaneous

Budget

Rank: 4

Percentage of total: 10%

Tapic Areas: General, capital outlay,
grants

Community

Rank: 10

Percentage of total: 3%

Topic Areas: Business, marketing,
police

Environment

Rank: 9

Percentage of total: 4%

Topic Areas: Crime, facilities, energy
plan, climate survey

Logistics

Rank: 1

Percentage of toral: 19%

Topic Areas:
Guidelines/norms/organization of
council, election of officers,
goals/purpaose of site council,
procedures/bylaws, surveys, Lraining

Miscellaneous

Parents
Rank: 7
Percentage of total: 7%

Topic Areas: Conferences.
Involvement, organization, volunteers

Planning
Rank: 2
Percentage of total: 17%

Topic Areas: Campus Improvement
Plan, QPA/NCA/accreditation, school
profile, target goals, climate survey
results, mission statement

Procedures

Rank: 6

Percentage of total; 8%

Topic Areas: School calendar,
discipline, enrollment

Staff
Rank: 8
Percentage of total: 6%

Topic Areas: Allocations, inservices
and training, hiring

Student

Rank: 11

Percentage of total: 3%

Topic Areas: Orientation, code of
conduct

Transportation
Rank: 13
Percentage of total: less than 1%

Topic Areas: Bussing Issues

Information categorized and sorted by Ted Bates, CAC Member

02/17/97
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Topics discussed at Site Council Meetings 1995-96 as listed by principals

6® grade survey
Academic nchievement
Accelernted Reader
Accreditation

Air conditioning
Allocation process for
staffings

Alternative instruetion
progrum

Altemnatives for school
organization

Analysis of test data
Apprecistion lellers
Asbestos removal
Awards Brakfust
Becoming a mugnet
BEST grant interest
Bingo Night

Birthday lettery

Rlock part

Rlock schedule
presentation

BOE communications
Boeing tutors

Bond issuc
Brainstorming session on
swengths and needs of
school

Budgct

Budget planning
Building repairs
Business partnerships
Bussing

Calendar

Calendar zurvey
Campus Improvermnent
Plan

Capita} improvement
requests

CD/RCM and Internet
Charter schools
Choices Fair

Chaoices Fir
Christmas Wish list
project

Class size

Classroom alserations
Climate Survey
Coammitice report on
pupil behavior
Communications
Community jtems
Community pereeption
survey

Computer update
Cenflict resalution
ProgRm

Congressional contacts for
support of Locsl option
hudpet

COPE program

Crime prevention in the
neighborhood

Crime stoppers
Curriculum alignment
Curriculum chunges
Curiculum focus
Custodial issues
Demographics
Destinations
Discipline committee
repont

Discipline policy
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Digcussed Bdison projec
Digtrict and achool
misgion gtatement
District assessment plan
Diversity

Domain counseling report
Dress code

Election of officers
Electronic monitoring
cOnCeIns

Energy conservation
Energy report
Eswblishment of achedule
Exit interviews
Expectations agrecment
Extepded Jenning time
Fal} Party

Famnily Night Activities
Fence -

Field trips

Final exam policy

First full team visit

Flag patrel suggestions
Fallow up on
rexding/math family night
Fareign langusge
Foreign Language
proposal

Fun Night

Fund raizing

Fund rusing policy

G.0. MAD.D. review
Gang and drug
information

GED

Goals

Golden Apple
compettian

Golden Apple purchases
Graduation

Grant application

Hall noise before school
dismisgeg

Halloween Prrty
Handbook

Harmrdous Busses
Heulth center
Hamewaork palicy
Honors Banquet
HOSTS

Impact of school closings
Increasing parent
imvolvernent

Inservice plans
Instructional design
185R

JROTC recommendation
Junior achievement
Progam

Junior League

K-8 Expansion

Kansaz Read Week
KASE material svailable
KEDDS/LINK grant
award

Kindergarien program
Langusge Arts audit
update

Tatchkey

LDp

Leadership proposal
Letter 1o Board of
Educstion
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Library update

Local option budget
Looping

Lunch time problems
Magnet propoaal
Marketing

Marketing brochure
MAT.7 results

Meel an author night
Member expectations,
rules of conduct

Met with Dr. Vaughn
Middle school
gpportunities

Money for fitness center
Matto

Myers-Briggs a5t results
NCA update
Neighborhood Initistive
goup

New computers - Jostens
New furniture

New SQIS system
Newsletter

Open house

Opinion survey
Optirnizt club information
Paper expense/usags
Parent rezpansibility
ugreement

Parent shadow day
Parent Survey

Parent teacher hotline
Parental Expectations
Purents {or Public Schools
Parking and traffic
Purtnerstyp seminor

Pay o play report
Persanpel hiring

Phone clls regarding
abz=nce

Phone survey

Planned February dance
Planning parent resource
raom

Playground rules
Policies

Passible school closing
PR

Predicted enrollment
Principals repart
Printing options
Prioritiz= topics
Prioritizing needs
Frogram Updates

PTA naminations

FTA report

PTO/site council merger
Purpose

QPA

Resltor open house
Recmuiting new members
for FTO

Recrutitment of tutors
Relocation to anather
sthoal

Report on “lunch with the
printipal™

Report on copiers
Retention of students
Review and affirm
mission statement
Review of BOE Policias

Safe Kids campaign
Safery

Safety patrol
School Camival
School closimgs
School clubs
School loge

Sehool philosophy
School profile
Schoo] starting time
School store
School stnuchure
School supplies
School unfarms
Saience axsessment

Sening goals
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student
Shared schoojs

e &

Skate Party
Soaial with staff

Suff Allocalion

Sl development
ptionties

. Student

Review of et acores
Revise student handbook
Rubrics based nssessment

P.g™ ™2

Security lighting st school

Sexual Haressment policy
Shadow your child or

Site counci] guidelines
S_:'u counci] role and

St. Patrick’s Day parnde

Staff’ Christmas Buffet

Stale azsessment results

plammer/enroliment fees

. Student recruitment

Student Safety

. Sugg=stions for improving

site council meetings
Summer school plans
Summer school/Camp
Survey on widening entry
Suspension incidents

Tardy concerns

Teacher requests
Team Training
Technology
Title One issucs

Toumament
Tours
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Updote on principal
replacement
Valentine Party
Vending machines
Vision cagting
Volunteer hours
Voter regjnration

Winter eamival
WarkKeys report
Warks=hops
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Wriling asseszments

Teacher of year award

Tatal Talent Training

Training for site council
Update on playgrounds

Wellne=s ideas/integration
Wichita elinic update
Wings soccer program

35
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SITE COUNCIL FORUM
A Nuts and Bolts Look at R
¥ © THE BUDGET®$ o

November 14 7
« 6:30 - 8:00 p.m. @ @
Instructional Support Center «

Presenters:
LINDA JONES
Executive Director, Financial Services
and
BILL REAGAN
@ Division Director, Business Support Services

Decisions, Decisions...
Site Councils are called upon to participate in making decisions that have great educational impact. To
facilitate this process, a series of Site Council Forums will focus on these major areas.

Budget

Personnel

Curriculum and Instruction
Organization

Planning

* E % B %

All school sites are encouraged to send at least one site council member 1o every forum. Participants
will receive overheads, outlines, and other information to share with their school site councils.

January 9 % Companents of Campus Improvement Plan:
Using data for Decisions

February 6 ‘%,}}#h Warking Together:
13 %" Tools for Consensus Building

March 6 PR Curriculum:
Standards, Instruction, Assessment, and Alignment

April 10 '“”'ﬁ@ Personnel Issues
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May 1 H Orientation for New Site Council Members.
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STATE OF KANSAS

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS
CHAIRMAN  ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

VICE CHAIRMAN' JOINT COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

MEMBER BUSINESS, COMMERCE AND LABOR
FEDERAL AND STATE AFFAIRS

BOARD MEMBER: KANSAS TECHNOLOGY
ENTERPRISE CORPORATION

WILLIAM G. (BILL) MASON
REPRESENTATIVE, 75TH DISTRICT
BUTLER COUNTY

HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE
TESTIMONY
February 19, 1997
HCR 5007

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I appreciate the chance to come as a proponent of HCR 5007 that would ask
the State Board of Education to look at the district boundaries of schools across the
state. While not popular, this is an issue that we should examine to see if there are
any areas of significant savings in expenditures and in the improvement of the
quality of education.

The Legislature has the total responsibility for setting school boundaries but
we have not been doing our job. It has been 34 years since this issue has been
addressed. The State’s finance mechanism, population patterns, building
requirements, choice of schools, both parents working and many other factors have
changed drastically since 1963. We must look at this issue from a different
perspective. The fact that we have over 10,000 students going to other districts is
one indication that there are changes that should be made.

In my own county, we have 9 school districts. [ am not sure there are too
many but it certainly is not the most efficient system we can design. We have 3
districts that tried bond issues for new buildings in the November election. All
three lost because of the makeup of school boundaries. Let me tell you about one.
Bluestem USD 205 wanted to replace a 70+ year old building with 3 1/2 foot
hallways, basement rooms without 2nd exits and other fire hazards. The fire
marshall has continued to allow them to use the building with some areas off
limits. The west side of the district comes within one mile of the Augusta district.
The parents in that area will not vote for a new school several miles away when
they can go to school next door. Who loses? The kids in Bluestem who cannot go
to another school. The other districts are different but the failure of the bond issues
were clearly as a result of the makeup of the district.

I believe it is long overdue that we should have an ongoing study of districts
and their boundaries for economy and efficiency. We are spending approximately
2/3 of all State General Fund budget (our taxpayers money) on Education. It is going
to be extremely difficult to find significant new money to fund education at a higher
level. We have a real dilemma. We must find many of those dollars within the

system.
TOPEKA OFFICE: ROOM 446-N HOME ADDRESS éﬁséo’“:;zn%"‘is 7042
EHOUSE :
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We now have an inefficient system, in my opinion. In some cases we are
bussing students from areas where we have adequate room in schools to schools
where we pay low enrollment weighting, provide transportation and help the local
district pay for new buildings. Business, industry and families have had to look at
every aspect of their activities to be more cost efficient. Should we expect no less
from our schools. Many of our schools have had great success in lowering their
expenditures and have few additional things that they can change on their own.
There is no real incentive for districts to look at their boundary lines on their own
initiative.

There is no consistent mapping of districts across the state. Good appropriate
decisions can not be made without good up to date information. There is very little
available today.

How can anyone not agree that our info is outdated? The legislature has the
responsibility and should live up to that responsibility. Does anyone believe that we
have the most efficient system possible? How many places are we bussing too far?
How many places are we paying low enrollment weighting when other alternatives
might be better? How many times are we participating in building new school
buildings when a change in boundaries might save millions?

Every person needs a medical checkup regularly. Would we wait 34 years for
that checkup? If we were not feeling well or someone kept telling us that we look
like we are having problems would we not take heed and have someone take a
look? Should we do less for our children’s education?

The whole scene changed when we changed the school finance law.
Previously, local districts had a different criteria. When the worth of a district was
in buildings, industries, farm land and houses, the efficiency or inefficiency of a
school district affected primarily the local district. Now that our taxpayers 33 mill
levy is funded through the state, the local district valuation is not the big issue it
was berore the school finance law was passed.

Right now the oniy place to find new money for technology, teachers and
administrators salary increases, increases in Special Ed funding and keeping up with
the inflation rates is for the school districts to come with hat in hand asking for
more appropriations or go to local taxpayers for the LOB. I believe that more and
more taxpayer groups are going to stop any new LOB’s or renewals. We must find
new ways to make sure that our most valuable asset, our children, are getting the
good quality education that we want for them.

This resolution asks for a study to be made. It does not suggest or allow any
boundary to be changed. It calls for a report to be made for study in the 1998
legislative session. I encourage you to have a full complete study that would help
quantify any potential changes that could be beneficial.

I urge your support of HCR 5007.



DELBERT SHAFFER
P.0. BOK 142
BENTON, XS 67817
316 778-1495

House Education Committee
Testimony for HCR 5007
February 19, 1997

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

Thank you for the opportunity to present comments on the proposal
to change school boundary lines in Kansas. | am Delbert Shaffer and live in
the western part of Butler county between Benton and Towanda in the
Circle School District. | represent myself and am here today as a private
citizen only.

| was chairman of the Benton-Greenwich School Board #52 when
talks began with Vanoria, Silverton, Oil Hill and Towanda about forming a
consolidated Circle School District in 1956 through 1959. The consensus
was that the west side of the Consolidated Circle School would be a long
ways from Towanda and a K through grade 5 or 6 school would be
established for the west side. That has never happened and the west side
of the district in the Wichita Tallgrass area, 18 miles southwest of
Towanda, makes little use of the Circle School District. They send most
of their students to Parochial, Charter, Private or Wichita schools close
to their homes because Circle School has never provided the K through 6th
grade school as agreed.

The boundary lines of Circle School looks like 2 jigsaw puzzle.
Busses from different school districts travel the same roads morning and
evenings. The Circle board is not worried about losing the valuable west
side of the district because it is locked into Circle School by State law.
This provides no incentive to help the west side of the district. The
present school boundary law has outlived its original purpose and is used
as a stifling tool against some areas.

| propose studying the school boundary laws with a goal of reducing
costs and putting competition back in the schools of Kansas. Some
competition is always good.

Respectfully submitted,
Delbert Shaffer
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KANSAS
ASSOCIATION

‘?13 273 3600

Testimony on H.C.R. 5007

before the
House Committee on Education

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

February 19, 1997

‘!420 SW A;rowheod Rd Topeko Konses 66604

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, we appreciate the opportunity to appear before
you on behalf of the member boards of education of the Kansas Association of School Boards with
regard to the important issues contained in H.C.R. 5007. The subject of school district boundaries and
school district consolidation has been the focus of considerable discussion within our organization in
recent years and has led to the adoption of a comprehensive policy on the issue by our Delegate

Assembly. That policy statement reads as follows:
School District Unification

KASB believes that state law should authorize boards of

education to close any school attendance facility or to change the use of

any attendance facility.

KASB opposes legislation to establish special systems of district

structure within the unified school district law.

KASB believes Kansas should review school district boundaries

on a regular schedule so boards of education will have reasonable
security in planning attendance centers and educational programs.

Boundary changes should take educational quality into account as well

as school efficiency.

KASB opposes any legislation which would directly or
indirectly result in state mandated consolidation of Kansas unified
school districts.

Given the language contained in this policy statement, our opposition to the study proposed in
H.C.R. 5007 should be clear. Numerous studies of the effect on educational quality and efficiency with

regard to school district consolidation have been conducted in Kansas and other states.

We do not

Wouse Educalion
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believe that another study would contribute anything beyond that learned in the most recent Kansas
study, the one conducted by the Legislative Division of Post Audit in 1992. That study concluded, as
have the studies it cited from other states, that consolidation of school districts does not achieve
significant cost savings.

We continue to believe that the issue of school district boundaries and school district
consolidation are best addressed at the local level. Many of the wounds inflicted as a result of the
mandated school district consolidation of the 1960’s have yet to heal. It seems to us a far more
productive issue to address at this time would be to implement the first area addressed in the KASB
policy statement, that of giving local school boards full authority to control their existing facilities.

In short, we believe there is little to be gained by the conduct of the study outlined in this
resolution and much anxiety would be needlessly generated. We appreciate the opportunity to express
these thoughts and I would be happy to answer any questions.



Testimony on
House Concurrent Resolution No. 5007

Delivered by Bernard White
Superintendent of Schools
USD 307, Ell Saline Schools
1757 N. Halstead Rd.
Salina, Ks. 67401

HCR 5007, lines 41 - 43 directs the Kansas State Board of Education to
"undertake a comprehensive study of the organization of school districts in this
state to determine if the public school system could be more efficiently and
effectively operated under a different configuration”. At first appearance, this
resolution seems to be looking to find the best solution to the education
problems in this state.

Upon reviewing the resolution and the sponsors of HCR 5007, | find some real

concerns with which we must deal.
(1) If HCR 5007 is truly in the best interest of the students of this state, why is
it sponsored by only representatives of large, urban areas of the state? This
resolution is not being pursued in the best interests of the students of the
entire state, but in the best interests of the category four schools whose
representatives are sponsoring the resolution. As a small, rural school, |
have heard the charges made that we are the recipients of this large
"windfall" of money known as "low enroliment weighting". It is true, we do
receive additional money for each student in the districts under 1900
students. As far as the "unfair amount" of this money, | am not in agreement.
We are neighbors to a category four school. If the general fund budget for
the two schools is examined for the school years since 1991-1992 through
1995-1996, and corrections made for such changes such as student growth
and the including of transportation aid in the general fund budget, you would
find that the budget for USD 307 grew by 13.23%, while the budget for our
neighboring category four district has grown by 9.7%.

The rural districts of this state have always needed more money per student
to educate their students because of the economy of numbers. The formula
did not weight the expenditures heavily to the rural and small districts as has
been charged. ‘

(2) The reason the resolution is being requested is that we have a number of
schools that have not been able to pass local option budgets and the
increase in aid that they received at the time the funding method was
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approved has not grown adequately to allow for increases in budget. This
problem is not a problem only for the category four districts, but also for
districts such as ours. If USD 307 had not been experiencing growth from
within the district boundaries, we would have an identical situation. Had the
legislature allowed for the base budget per pupil to be increased as was
needed since the funding formula was changed for the 1992-1993 school
year, these districts would not be facing the stated current problems of
“inadequate funding” for their students. | have heard a number of
representatives state that the current funding formula places a "price on the
students head" and is not the appropriate method of figuring the base budget
of the district. Might | ask what is more appropriate than to fund the district
budgets with the number of students being educated as the primary force
driving the expenditures?

(3) The most serious problem of HCR 5007 is that the resolution is to take
into account the efficiency and effectiveness of the school district boundary
alignments. As | read through the criteria the Kansas State Board of
Education is to consider, | see the consideration for district enrollment, travel
requirements, proximity of other districts, size and condition of facilities,
commerce and tradition, and finally property tax base.

My concern is that if we are analyzing schools for efficiency and
effectiveness, why are we not spelling out any effectiveness measures,
such as graduation rate, dropout rate, ACT test scores, students seeking
post secondary education of one type or another, and disaggregated
information about what districts work better for the minority students, females,
and overall student performance. Why do we include the word

effectiveness at all?

The real purpose of this study should be to analyze schools and determine if
we have a trend in the quality of the graduates that might result in the
reduction of social expenditures on such things as welfare and prisons.

Those are the real measures of a school's effectiveness and efficiency in
our world of today.



TESTIMONY
REGARDING HCR 5007
KANSAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

EDUCATION COMMITTEE

by

Bill Grimes
Superintendent
USD 423, Moundridge

February 19, 1997
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Members of the Kansas House of Representatives Education Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to present my testimony here today concerning
HCR No. 5007. This directive lays the groundwork for another round of school
consolidation, such as the one completed in 1969. To this day, people across the
State are still hostile about the effects of that one.

As an example, in the mid-80's when | arrived in the Moran-Marmaton Valley School
District as a new high school principal, | had to discipline a student by suspending him
for one day. | had no more than called his mother to inform her than she came FLYING
In the door of my office, yelling that | wouldn’t have done that to a MORAN kid.

Thoroughly confused, | said, “Excuse me, he is one of ours.”

Mother replied, “ You know d___ well he's from Elsmore, (a small community 8
miles south of Moran that lost their high school to consolidation more than 20 years
earlier) and you can't tell me that you don't treat our kids differently.”

| could not convince that mother then, and | still could not today, now almost 30
years after the fact. The same story is true in many, many small towns around the
State. Just stop and talk to someone in a small town that has a deserted school
building, if indeed you can find anyone available. That person will tell you how losing
their school stole the life from their community. They will NEVER forget or forgive.

The instructions for the State Board are to “...(c) envision a configuration of
school districts that would serve the needs of Kansas children, Kansas taxpayers, and
Kansas society in the most efficient and effective manner attainable ...... " When the
legislature’s own post audit committee studied reconfiguration (in August, 1992), they
concluded that the only way to make consolidation cost effective was to close
buildings. In the vast majority of neighboring districts that might be candidates for
consolidation, neither district is capable of absorbing the enroliment of the other
without costly new construction. Therefore, without new construction, the only way to
consolidate districts is to use the existing buildings and transport the children. | do not
want to be the person to tell a parent in Moundridge that “I’'m sorry, but we are now part
of the new Hesston-Goessel-Moundridge School District. Your first grader will be
allowed to attend school here, but your sixth grader will be bussed to Goessel, and
your sophomore will be at the Hesston center.” As a matter of fact, there are many
such scenarios happening in Kansas as we speak. NO ONE is happy about it! It is
being done because no one location can accommodate the students and to appease
the communities where each attendance center is located by keeping that building
open. IT DOES NOT SAVE MONEY.....IT COSTS MORE !



The most important considerations of all are the needs of the children. | have
already alluded to the extended bussing, the longer days, the inability to remain in
their own communities; what about achievement? Families by the thousands are
moving from metropolitan areas to suburban and rural settings and schools where
their children can receive the quality of education for which Kansas is famous: smaller
classes, teachers who know each student, teachers who meet each parent, and more
personalized instruction that leads to documented higher achievement, higher
graduation rates, and fewer dropouts. BIGGER is NOT BETTER where children are
concerned. Educators do not think so, parents do not think so, and neither do
responsible taxpayers.

Just as the Moundridge District passed a $4 million bond issue this fall (with a 2
to 1 margin) to provide better learning facilities for our children, you will find very few
communities that will not vote to raise their own taxes rather than lose their school. In
fact, reexamine the outcry in Wichita and Lawrence when authorities wanted to close
neighborhood schools, let alone whole districts.

In conclusion, to even bring up an issue that evokes so much anger, pain, and
bitterness shows a lack of sensitivity to those adversely affected. Savings at the State
or local level are questionable at best. Taxpaying citizens have already demonstrated
that their local schools will be fiercely defended. This study is NOT in the best interest
of the schools of Kansas nor in the children we serve.
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WACONDA Unified School District No. 272

Serving Cawker City * Downs * Glen Elder * Tipton

Sharon Treaster, Superintendent

DATE: February 19, 1997
TO: House Education Committee
FROM: Dr. Sharon Treaster
Superintendent, Waconda U.S.D. #272
RE: House Concurrent Resolution No. 5007

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment today on a concurrent resolution directing the State Board
of Education to undertake a study of school district organization and to render a blueprint for attainment
of the optimal school district configuration.

I'am Sharon Treaster, superintendent of Waconda U.S.D. #272. It is an honor to be here today and I
appreciate the opportunity to discuss optimal school district configuration. 1 live in a sparsely populated
area of Kansas-in the north central part My school district, U.S.D. # 272 embodies 411 square miles, and
parts of three counties: Mitchell, Osborne, and Smith. Within the 411 square miles are the towns of
Glen Elder, Tipton, Cawker City and Downs with a total population of 3,197 people. The area’s
economic base is agriculture. Our transportation system carries 211 students daily. We have a total
enrollment of 580: 37% of our kids ride the bus. Some of these kids are on the bus over an hour and
travel 60 miles one way..

Location of U.5.D. #272-You have a map attached that shows the location of U.S.D. #272

I recently completed a dissertation for my doctoral degree from Kansas State University. The title of
my dissertation was, “A Study of the Relationship Between Enrollment Size and Math Achievement in
Kansas School Districts”. For my research data I used the Kansas Math Assessments results that were
given to grades 4,7, and 10 in public schools in the state of Kansas for the years 1993 and 1994. The
Kansas Assessment Program is one of the tools developed to support restructuring of the Kansas school
system through Quality Performance Accreditation.. Mathematics was the first component of the
assessment program to be implemented.

The purpose of my study was to determine if school enrollment size and student achievement hold any
implications for policy makers regarding further consolidation and efficiency measures. With the rising
costs of education and a cry from the public for schools to get back to basics, policymakers should
examine the school size question.

65.76 percent of Kansas’s schools are rural with enrollment of 51.71 percent of Kansas students (U.S
Dept. of Educ. NCES, 1991-92).

Optimum School Size

Research has not yet revealed an “optimum” school or district size. The studies which have been
conducted show a broad range enrollment for the best size school.
From 1930 to 1972, the time frame of consolidation, expenditures in U.S. public schools increased
from less than $90 to almost $1,000 per pupil. Even when discounted for inflation, this was more than a
400% increase. It would appear that the consolidation movement had little success in dampening costs
(Guthrie, 1979).
What has been taken into consideration in regard to optimum size has been related to financial
savings. A number of studies have attempted to related school size to financial efficiency. Although
P.O. Box 326 ¢ Cawker Iéity, Kansas 67430 ¢ Phone (913) 781-4328
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larger schools can often be more cost effective in some budget categories, these savings are often offset by
diseconomies of scale, defined as the financial disadvantages associated with increased size of an
organization. Some potential diseconomies of larger or consolidated schools include increased costs of
transportation, higher rates of vandalism, lack of school bond issue support, increased salaries due to
higher salary schedules, and more specialized staff to offer the promised programs (Sher & Tompkins,
1977).

Optimum per Pupil Expenditure

Education is in competition for funds with other public services, and it is increasingly important to be
able to show whether and under what circumstances additional dollars can lead to improved student
outcomes. The results of a study by Wendling and Cohen (1981) showed that greater teacher quality, as
measured by experience and degree status, was related to achievement of pupils. The same held for both
approved operating expenditures per pupil and instructional expenditures per pupil. Greater expenditures
were associated with greater levels of reading achievement.

There has been research done that suggests strong evidence that money affects the quality of schooling
and that the quality of schooling influences not only test scores but later earnings as well.

If all children possessed equal endowments and were subject to identical non-school environmental
factors, equal school expenditures might bring equality in educational achievement. But even with equal
expenditures among school districts, equal achievement might not be attained. Equal numbers of dollars
do not ensure equal quality of even quantity of resources, wages and salaries vary, as does the quality of
teachers, principals, support staff, and so does the efficiency with which these resources are used to
produce educational outcomes.

Data for Study

The purpose of this study was to determine if a significant relationship exists between school
enrollment size and math achievement in Kansas schools. The dependent variable in this study was
math achievement as measured by the Kansas Math Assessments for 1993 and 1994. The independent
variables for this study were school enrollment size, average daily attendance, discipline referrals, number
of dropouts, expenditure per pupil for the district, number of expulsions, number of pupils on free or
reduced lunches, pupil/teacher ratio, average district salary for teachers, number of students in special
education, and number of suspensions.

The data for this study came from the Center for Educational Testing and Evaluation, University of
Kansas

Conclusions of my research

1. There was one significant correlation in the correlation matrix that suggested that students in
grades seven in 1994 had decreasing math scores with increasing school size.

2. Expenditures per pupil and teacher’s salaries appear to be significantly related to math
achievement (positively).

3. The variables of drop-out, suspension, pupil/teacher ratio and expulsion appear to be significantly
related to math achievement (negatively).

4. The variable free and reduced lunches, which is an indication of socioeconomic status, appears to
be significantly related to math achievement (negatively).

5. Based on the preponderance of data in this study, there is no evidence to support that greater
achievement could be gained by further consolidation of schools.

6. Based on the preponderance of data in this study, there is no evidence to suggest that small schools
experience greater student achievement than do large schools.

7. Based on Conclusions #5 and #6, the effect of any policy discussion involving consolidation would
speak more to fiscal efficiency than to academic effectiveness with the limitations of the impact of
school enrollment size.
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Dr. Sharon Treaster
Waconda U.S5.D. #272

CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to determine if a significant relationship
exists between school enroliment size and math achievement in Kansas
schools. The dependent variable in this study was math achievement as

measured by the Kansas Math Assessments for 1993 and 1994. The

independent variables for this study were school enrollment size, average daily

attendance, discipline referrals, number of dropouts, expenditure per pupil for

the district, number of expulsions, number of pupils on free or reduced lunches,

pupilteacher ratio, average district salary for teachers, number of students in
special education, and number of suspensions.

The data for this study came from the Center for Educational Testing and
Evaluation, University of Kansas. The data for the measure of academic
achievement consisted of the Kansas Assessment Test for Mathematics
representing grades four, seven and ten for years 1993 and 1994. The data for
the independent variables: school enroliment size, percentage of students on
free and reduced lunch, percentage of students in special education,
pupilteacher ratio, average district salary for teachers, percentage of drop-outs
in each school district, the average daily attendance, discipline referrals, out of

school suspensions, and expulsions were taken from the Annual Building
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Reports made to the state of Kansas by the building principals and
superintendents. The data for expenditures per pupil were recorded from the
financial reports sent to the State of Kansas by superintendents of each district.

The Kansas Math Assessments were analyzed in two steps to determine
if school enrollment size is related to math achievement. The first step was a
simple correlation of school size versus math achievement. The second step
was a multipie regression using a partial F test to partition out the contribution of
school enrollment size when other independent variables were also in the
model. Two multiple regressions were used in this study: one contained all
eleven independent variables, while the second used a forward selection
technique. Since there were three grade levels and two years, it was necessary
to have six separate hypotheses (one for each grade level and year) for each

regression analysis.

Results

The Pearson correlation coefficient was used to describe the relationship
between two variables (in this study, number of students and math score). It can
vary from -1 to +1. If the correlation coefficient is negative, it means that a
school with a high number of students is likely to have a low average math
score. If the correlation is positive, it is likely that a school with a high number of
students will have a high average math score. If the correlation is zero, there is
no relation between the two variables. A < .05 was used, so if the value stated
after the 'P="ls larger than .05 one would conclude that there is no relationship
between the two variables and that the correlation is not statistically significant.

The correlation coefficients between school enrollment size and the
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criterion variable, math achievement, were as follows:

In grade four in the year 1993 the correlation coefficient was -.0004 and

P=.990. |

In grade four in the year 1994 the correlation coefficient was -.0063 and

P=.857.

In grade seven in the year 1993 the correlation coefficient was .0036

and P=.940.

In grade seven in the year 1994 the correlation coefficient was -.1124

and P=.021.

In grade ten in the year 1993 the correlation coefficient was -.0091 and

P= 866

In grade ten in the year 1894 the correlation coefficient was .0426 and

P=427.

From the above it can be determined that only for the group of grade
seven students in the year of 1994 was there a meaningful (negative)
relationship between number of students enrolled and math score (correlation
coefficient =-.1124, p=.021). One can then conclude that, in general, students in
grade seven in 1994 performed worse on the Kansas Math Assessment as the
size of the school increased.

The correlation coefficients alone do not provide enough insight into
what effect school size may have on math achievement. Size must be placed
into context with other variables that may influence academic achievement. The
six null hypotheses used to test the relationship were as follows:

1. There is no statistically significant relationship between school
enrollment size and math achievement in the fourth grade for year 19393.

2. There is no statistically significant relationship between school
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enroliment size and math achievement in the fourth grade for year 1994.

3. There is no statistically significant relationship between school
enrollment size and math achievement in the seventh grade for year 1993.

4. There is no statistically significant relationship between school
enrollment size and math achievement in the seventh grade for year 1994.

5. There is no statistically significant relationship between school
enrollment size and math achievement in the tenth grade for year 1993.

6. There is no statistically significant relationship between school
enrollment size and math achievement in the tenth grade for year 1994.

Upon examining the twelve multiple regression model results given in
Tables 4 through 28 it was determined that in eleven of the twelve cases school
enrollment size could not be shown to be significantly (in statistical terms)
related to math achievement. Only grade seven in 1994 indicated a significant
(negative) relationship between number of students enrolled and math score
(correlation coefficient = -.1123, P=.021) So with reasonable confidence one
can conclude that, in general, students in grade seven in 1994 performed
worse on the math test as school size increased. From the available data, there
is little reason to believe that school enroilment size is related to math

achievement.

Discussion Addressed to Policy Makers

The correlation analysis between school enrollment size and
mathematic achievement does not provide exhaustive insight into what effect
school size may influence academic achievement, i.e., results of this study are
not sufficiently broad to permit decisions that small schools serve no useful

educational purpose. Size must be placed into context with other variables that
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may influence academic achievement. For example, it is interesting to note that
in grade 4 and grade 7 pupil/teacher ratio was an important variable, but not in
grade 10 where the pupil/teacher ratio showed negative significance with larger
class size. The data therefore suggest that size may be extremely important at
the elementary and middle school level, but it does not show a statistical
significance at the high school level. As a result, more definitive exploration is
needed to estimate the reasons behind the results before policymakers can
know what happens as size increases.

The same is true for other variables. Salary, for example, for teachers
and expenditures per pupil were positively related to the mean math score in
60% of the regression models. These findings parallel a study by Wendling
and Cohen (1981) showing that greater expenditures per pupil were
associated with greater levels of reading achievement. Another study by Card
and Kruger (1990) found that teacher salaries are statistically significant
predictors of an individual's later earnings. Yet it is not the case that
policymakers should rush to causally link pay with achievement without further
study since such work could be structured to show no effect of money on
achievement.

The data demonstrate murkiness constantly. For example, it may be of
some significance that in the 7th grade of 1993 pupil/teacher ratio and teacher
salary were factars, but in the 7th grade of 1994 neither of these variables were
significant. The variables that were significant in 1994 were dropout, enroliment
size, expenditure per pupil and expulsion. The negative relationship between
number of student enrolled and the math score correlation substantiates other
researchers findings that these variables are related to lower academic

achievement. As a result, policymakers need exhaustive and consistent data
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before assuming too much from the narrow parameters of this present study.

Other variables’ effect may have alternative explanations as well. For
example, drop out rates are likely higher in larger schools, making
comparability an issue when looking at achievement. Pittman and Haughwout
(1987) explored the impact of high school size on dropout rate, using 744
schocis from the High School and Beyond study. They reported that larger
student bodies produce a poor school climate that encourages dropouts: “For
every 400-student increase in the high school student population, there would
be approximately a 1% rise in the dropout rate at that school” (Pittman &
Haughwout, 1987, p. 343). These viewpoints suggest benefit to small schools
not shown by the design of this study which was meant to test only one narrow
issue.

Likewise, Lindsay (1982) replicated the work of Barker and Gump (1964)
on the effects of school size. Lindsay found higher extracurricular participation,
nigher student satisfaction and attendance in schools of 100 or fewer pupils per
grade. High attendance rates were three to four times more likely to be found in
small high schools than large high schools. Lindsay reported that school size
and socioeconomic status (SES) had independent effects: participation rates
for low SES students at small schools are higher than for high SES at large
schoaols.

By these measures, policy should be driven by many measures and
policy makers must take into consideration many other aspects beyond the size
of a school district when making financial considerations. This study did not
present a significant finding of school enroliment size linked to academic
achievement in the Kansas Math assessment, but neither did it show that small

schools were doing a poorer job than large schools. They came out about the
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same as far as a relationship between mean math scores and enroliment size.
This present study suggests a need for more knowledge about pupil/teacher
ratio, salary for teachers, and expenditures per student. It may be important for
pupils to be in small classes where they garner a great deal of individual
attention. It may be important for teachers to be paid a salary commensurate
with other professionals. When the legislature makes decisions about school
finance, it must look at the research available on the positive benefits of
expenditures per student and also must consider the intangible aspects of small
schools.

Policy makers should not ignore studies reaching opposite outcomes.
For example, recent study from the Northwest Regional Laboratory in Portland,
Oregon, shows that small schoocls are superior to large one on almost every
measure. Kathleen Cotton, author of the report , looked at more than 100
research studies concerning the relationship between school size and
difference aspects of schooling. Whenever small schools are not superior to
large ones, they are just as good. As far as academic achievement, Cotton's
- review indicates that about half the studies find no difference in achievement
and none found large schools superior. As one author suggests, student
achievement in small schools is at least equal, and often superior, to student
achievement in large schools (Houston, 1996).

Policymakers should also look closely at how climate affects
achievement. For example, the traditional small school may be a primary
source of community pride and identity. The family-like environment found in
most small, rural schools may be unique and something to be cherished. Small
schools are often integral parts of the communities they serve and are believed

to enhance students’ feeling of self-worth and civic pride--additional study is
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needed to better estimate the contribution of such variables.

The arguments for smallness can be summarized as follows: Students
are at the center of the school. Discipline is usually not a serious problem,
thereby resulting in an increase in time spent learning. Teachers still have a
sense of control over what and how they teach. Low pupil/teacher ratios allow
for more individualized instruction and more attention given to students.
Relationships between students, teachers, administrators, and school board
members tend to be closer. Parental and community involvement is evident in
small schools. While these arguments are far from closed in favor of the small
school, neither should they be dismissed as ‘irrelevant in the face of absent
hard data.” Much work needs to be done before concluding that size makes no
difference--it may make a difference in ways that do not reflect directly on math
achievement. Future research to help identify and explain the effects of these
less tangible characteristics of small schools is clearly needed. This study
should in no way serve as a basis for closure or consolidations of schools.

The most difficult challenge facing the Kansas state legislature is to
establish an adequate funding level for all school districts and to work toward
that level on an equitable basis. Policymakers concerned with rural education
will have to balance the inevitably higher costs of maintaining small schools
with the potential advantages that small schools may offer to the students of
rural communities. Such a difficult balancing act will take place in the arena of
statewide concern for equity, effectiveness and efficiency in all Kansas school

district and solutions will not emerge easily.
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Assumptions

The conclusions of this study were based on the following assumptions:

1. The math achievement data provided by the Educational Testing
Center, University of Kansas was accurate.

2. The Kansas Math Assessments for the years 1993 and 1994 are a
valid and reliable measure of academic achievement.

3. The variables reported at the district level were representative and

can be used as an appropriate measure for the individual schools.

Conclusions

With the assumptions accepted, the following conclusions were made:

1. There was one significant correlation in the correlation matrix that
suggested that students in grade seven in 1994 had decreasing math scores
with increasing school size.

2. Expenditures per pupil and teacher’s salaries appear to be
significantly related to math achievement (positively).

3. The variables of drop-out, suspension, pupil/teacher ratio and
expulsion appear to be significantly related to math achievement. (negatively).

4. The variable free and reduced lunches, which is an indication of
socioeconomic status, appears to be significantly related to math achievement
(negatively).

5. Based on the preponderance of data in this study, there is no
evidence to support that greater achievement could be gained by further
consolidation of schools.

6. Based on the preponderance of data in this study, there is no
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evidence to suggest that small schools experience greater student achievement

than do large schools.
7. Based on Conclusions #5 and #6, the effects of any policy discussion
involving consolidation would speak more to fiscal efficiency than to academic

effectiveness within the limitations of the impact of school enroliment size.

Recommendations

Several recommendations are appropriate based on this study. These
recommendations include a need for further research and policy development.

1. Similar studies should be conducted in other geographical areas to
determine if similar results would obtain in other states.

2. More research is needed to estimate the changes in achievement
over a longer period of time due to relationships between variables identified
as significant in this study.

3. Similar studies should be conducted to determine the extent of the
influence of per pupil expenditures and teacher salaries variables on differing
grade levels and to determine if the relationships found in this study continue to
hold

4. Since math achievement does not seem to be strongly related to
school enroilment size, factors other than achievement should be considered
when consolidation is being contemplated.

5. Policy makers should be aware that math achievement appears to be
highly related to expenditures per pupil and teacher's salaries. If policy makers
wish to improve academic achievement, these two areas should be

acknowledged when developing school finance policies.
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COMMENTS FROM USD 265 PATRONS IN RESPONSE TO
1997 HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 5007

The patrons of Goddard School District have some deep concerns about House Concurrent Resolution No. 5007 which would direct the
State Board of Education to undertake a study of school district organization and to render a blueprint for attainment of the optimal
school district configuration.

We cannot help but wonder who would benefit from a change in school district boundaries. We hope that you would agree that the
most important elements of this equation are the children...the learners in our school districts who depend upon us.

We ask you to consider the following:

*  The majority of Goddard School District patrons chose to live within our district because they wanted their children to
attend Goddard Public Schools.

* Goddard School District patrons chose to move into our district knowing that their taxes could be higher than in other areas
of Sedgwick County...but they believed their children's education was worth that investment.

* Goddard School District attributes much of its success to parental involvement — involvement in everything from room
parents to curriculum to technology needs to developing plans to meet the need of our growing enrollment. Our patrons want to
participate because they believe in their schools.

* Goddard School District patrons believe we provide quality education for their children. They believe we offer opportuni-
ties that are not evident in larger school districts. They recognize that more than 75% of our students enroll in higher education
programs, and 95% of Goddard graduates are accepted at the college of their choice because of the quality education they received.

* Goddard School District offers sports programs — even for young athletes who are not the “top” performers in their sport.
Our patrons recognize that larger school districts cannot offer these opportunities.

* Goddard School District patrons feel that our schools are neighborhood schools because everyone in the neighborhood
attends the same school. This feeling promotes lifetime loyalty to Goddard Public Schools. It also fosters an atmosphere that encour-
ages parental involvement — one of the keys to effective schools.

* Goddard School District patrons feel they get what they pay for. Many of the patrons testifying today will tell you that is the
reason the vote for our new high school was successful on the first ballot.

* Local business owners tell us that when his managers are reviewing job applications, students from Goddard School
District (and other small to mid-size school districts) are given priority because they have a reputation for being hard-working, loyal
employees.

* Goddard School District patrons believe there is more accountability in smaller schools, and opportunities to exercise local
control to provide the best possible education for their children.

*  We note with pride that all of these statements are true, while Goddard School District operates with one of the lowest per
pupil costs in the state of Kansas.

As you contemplate HCR 5007, please consider these questions:

*  How much would the proposed study cost the taxpayers of the State of Kansas?

* Inthe brief 8-9 month timeframe proposed in HCR 5007, how can a thorough study be completed of the magnitude being
considered for a "blueprint for attainment of the optimal school district configuration.”

* How would changes in school district boundaries affect communities? Many “consolidated” school districts cannot garner
sufficient support today to pass bond issues to replace crumbling school facilities because of the emotional impact of the last round of
school consolidation more than 30 years ago. The scars are deep and ugly, and communities are still divided.

*  Why not seek to determine where the “problems” are before engaging in a far-reaching study? House Education Commit-
tee Chairman O'Neal has suggested an audit to determine how efficient schools are presently, and to propose possible areas for
refinement. Goddard School District supports such an audit, and has volunteered to do a pilot study. We encourage you to pursue
such an audit before we commission a “blueprint for attainment of optimal school district configuration.”

* How would the proposed blueprint mesh with present Kansas State statute that forbids a school district with fewer than
1,650 students from closing community schools without approval of voters in that school district through the election process.

*  Who would benefit from a change in school district boundaries?

*  Who would pay for the bond issues Goddard School District has passed to accommodate our growing school district?

* How will the State of Kansas be impacted economically by passage of this resolution to study school district boundaries?
If our district boundaries are in jeopardy, how many homes will sit on the real estate market awaiting the outcome? How will property
tax values be affected? How will home values be affected?

* If district boundaries were re-drawn to become (for example) county-wide school districts, how soon would larger districts
experience urban flight to counties with smaller populations? What would ultimately be accomplished by such a plan?

This is obviously a very emotional issue. But, it is also a business issue and an economic issue. Most importantly,

however, it is an education issue. Our schools are working hard to achieve success through effective school principles,

high standards of performance, staff development and training, and development of a community learning concept. Give

us an opportunity to reach the goals we have set for school improvement. Please don’t put a detour on our road to
success. The effectiveness of our schools and the future of our children is at stake. Veous e €ducalion
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