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MINUTES OF THE HOUSE K-12 EDUCATION COMMITTEE.
The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Ralph Tanner at 9:00 a.m. on February 19, 2001 in Room
313-S of the Capitol.

All members were present except:

Committee staff present: Ben Barrett, Legislative Research
Carolyn Rampey, Legislative Research
Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statutes
Ann Deitcher, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee:
The Chair introduced Mark Desetti and Christy Levings of the Kansas National Education Association
who spoke to the Committee of the Kansas State Reading Circle.

(Copies of brochures handed out by KNEA will be available in this office during the 2001 legislative
session only.)

HB 2336 -School district finance, local option budgets, increase state prescribed percentage, repeal.

Representative Karen DiVita spoke to the Committee in support of HB 2336. (Attachment 1).
Speaking as a proponent of HB 2336, was Representative Gerry Ray. (Attachments 2. 3 and 4).

A letter from Bill Frick of Shawnee Mission USD 512, in support of HB 2336, was distributed.
(Attachment 5).

Diane Gjerstad appeared before the Committee as an opponent of HB 2336. (Attachment 6).

Mark Tallman spoke in opposition of HB 2336. (Attachment 7).

The hearing on HB 2336 was closed.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 a.m. The next meeting 1s scheduled for Tuesday, February 20, 2001.

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 1



HOUSE BILL 2336 - LOCAL OPTION BUDGET FINANCING

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE KANSAS HOUSE COMMITTEE
ON EDUCATION, GRADES K-12
BY REPRESENTATIVE KAREN DIVITA
FEBRUARY 19, 2001

Dear Mr. Chairman and Committee Members,

Thank you for this opportunity to present information regarding House Bill 2336.
As we all realize, the need for additional school funding has reached a critical stage for
many districts across this state. Shrinking enrollment and the rising costs associated with
teacher recruitment and retention are forcing local school districts to choose between
closing schools or eliminating courses. Although this Committee has offered its
recommendation that the student base aid provided by our state should be raised by $50
per student as suggested by Governor Graves, this amount is woefully inadequate for
many districts. In my own district of Shawnee Mission, recent fiscal constraints led to
the closing of three elementary schools and the threat of additional program losses hangs
heavy over the district. Under current law local school districts may add new funds to
their school budgets by increasing the local property tax mill levy to provide up to 25% in
local dollars above the state aid. The Shawnee Mission School District and twenty other
districts* have already maximized this option and have reached the ceiling. They have
no where to go now for additional funding to keep schools open and programs viable.

House Bill 2336 has been introduced as an emergency measure for local option
budget funding. This Bill would allow local districts to raise additional funds up to 10%
over the next three years. More specifically, the permissible increases would result in a
total LOB of 30% in year 2001-02, 33% in year 2002-03, and 35% in year 2003-04. The
yearly increases in the LOB cannot be aggregated so as to cause an increase of more than
the stated amount in any year. If, for example, a school district fails to exercise its option

in the 2001-02 school year, that school district will have forfeited its opportunity for the
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first 5% increase in the LOB. In order to maintain local control and minimize any abuse
of this option, the bill contains a sunset clause that expires in three years and a provision
that any increase in the mill levy may be subject to a protest petition by the voters. While
the passage of this bill may not provide financial relief for all districts across the state, it
will provide an opportunity for those crucial dollars needed by twenty-one districts.
Combined with other measures that this committee may consider, House Bill 2336 is a
means by which this committee can meet the unique concerns of administrators, teachers,
parents and most importantly, the students across our state. Thank you for your

consideration of this of this bill.

*Bonner Springs, Moscow, Ulysses, Elkhart, Fowler, Blue Valley, DeSoto, Olathe,
Goddard, Mays, Renwick, Triplains, West Graham-Moore, Ness-Trego-Lane-Gove,
Holcomb, Montezuma, Andover, Mullinville, Lawrence, and Topeka.



STATE OF KANSAS

GERRY RAY COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS

AT y
REPRESENTATIVE, 20TH DISTRICT ]:ﬂ:ﬂ]‘]] CHAIRMAN: LOCAL GOVERNMENT
JOHNSON COUNTY A s MEMBER: ETHICS & ELECTIONS

s s o -

I ;;E“,%ﬁfgf;&; K-12 EDUCATION
ot i ‘ 'H] H“EHH%’“H{“H”H{@ KANSAS FUTURES
OVERLAND PARK, KS 66207 e e e e
STATE CAPITOL—ROOM 112-S CERERR
TOPEKA, KS 66612-1504
(785) 296-7682 HOUSE OF

REPRESENTATIVES

February 19, 2001

TO: HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE
FROM: REPRESENTATIVE GERRY RAY

SUBJ: HOUSE BILL 2336

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee I am Representative Gerry Ray from Overland
Park, appearing in support of HB 2336. Thank you again for the opportunity to speak on
the subject of increased Local Option Budget authority.

Although I understand the Local Option Budget is not a popular approach to addressing
the problem of school funding, at this point it appears to be the only solution available
even if it is only a temporary measure. Every year we come here and debate the issue of
school finance. It seems most of us agree the formula is flawed, but we never have the
time or the inclination to fix it. In some districts, we are now experiencing the funding
crisis that has been predicted for several years. Today, we are asking that our citizens be
allowed to deal with the situation at the local level.

It has been and remains a mystery as to why the people are denied the right to help
themselves. The "suitable education” issue in the state constitution has been used, with
the fear the court would overrule an increase in the L.O.B. Well, if it is overruled so be
it. At least we will know where we stand rather than the guessing game we have been
into for so long. It seems to be accepted that we will not completely redesign the formula
this year, nor will we increase taxes to properly fund the existing one. This is why we
are asking for a temporary solution, one with a sunset clause. This is the only way many
legislators see to maintain the standard of education they support.

I truly hope you will seriously consider the L.O.B. proposal and allow the citizens the
right to support their schools. Please give the L.O.B. increase serious consideration and
recommend House Bill 2036 for passage.
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MEMORANDUM

Feb. 19, 2001

TO; Dr. Ralph Tanner, Chair
Members of the House Education Committee

FROM: Proponents of HB 2336

SUBJECT: Hearing on HB 2336

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee , we wish to state our support of HB 2336. This bill is
designed to provide interim funding and has a 3 year sunset clause. It allows school districts to
increase their Local Option Budget to 30% in 2001-02, 33% in 2002-03 and 35% in 2003-04.
The existing protest petition provision is retained.

We are aware this is a temporary measure but it is essential to offer some type of alternative to
school districts while Legislature comes to a decision on how to improve the per pupil funding

formula.

Thank you for hearing HB 2336 and we strongly urge you to pass the bill favorably.

House Education Committee
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Senate,; £ducation Committee Testimony on the Local Option Budget
February 14, 2001
Bill Frick, Lobbyist, Shawnee Mission USD 512

From the beginning, the school finance law affected our district adversely. Base funding was set
too low; the law provided an option for raising additional money through a local option budget;
however, the local option budget was capped at 25% of the base funding. ;

To adequately finance existing school programs and services, many schools, mmcluding Shawnee
Mission, were forced to use the local option budget to finance their on-going programs. Under
current law, the Shawnee Mission District is using the maximum available local option funding,

At the same time, complicating the situation, the district, which is largely built out, is
experiepcing a small decline in enrollment of approximately 300 students per year. This number,
which is less than 1%, does not allow the district to reduce its expenses. Legislation was passed
to allow for an enrollment decline provision. This provision allows districts to budget on an
average of three years of enrollment figures. This gives districts, like Shawnee Mission, time to
react to a decline in enrollment, but we still have to adjust our budget. As we lose students, it is
difficult to make deep cuts in our budget.

Correlation weighting, which helps mid-size and large districts, has been very important to us in
helping balance the budget as we have declined. Although past increases under correlation
weighting remain in the budget, additional correlation weighting remain in the budget, additional
correlation weighting has only been available through special legislation.

® This year the district will experience a shortfall of approximately $2.1 million.

® We have reserve funding to cover the shortfall for the 2001-2002 school year.

= However, this is not a long-term solution; by the 2002-2003 school year district reserve
funding will be depleted.

= Currently, approximatcly 86% of the Shawnee Mission District operating budget is
committed to salaries and benefits for staff members. Out of that percentage, .91% is
budgeted for administration in the district office and 6.15% is budgeted for principals at 58
building sites. These figures represent Shawnee Mission’s position as one of the lowest in
allocations to administration. Additionally, we are ranked lowest in span of control with 17.9
teachers per administrator.

® Under the present school finance formula, it is becoming increasingly difficult to attract and
retain quality certified and classified personnel.

® A shrinking pool of quality candidates has required our district to step up its recruitment
program. Large districts, like Shawnee Mission that employs over 2,500 certified staff and
over 2,000 classified staff, are no longer able to fill employment needs with candidates from
within the state. In recent years, our recruiting trips have grown from 6 to 21 trips and now
encompass four states: Nebraska, Jowa, Missouri, and Oklahoma.

" While Shawnee Mission traditionally has been the highest paying district in the state, our
current starting teacher’s salary of $27,953 plus $250 per month in benefits, is not adequate
to meet the competition from other states offering candidates higher starting salaries in the
low 30’s and substantial signing bonuses generally in the amount of $1,000. As of August 1,
Shawnee Mission has spent $75,000 on full employment credit and siguning bonuses for the
hiring of teachers for the 2000-2001 school year.

House Education Committee
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Senate Education Committee Testimony on the Local Option Budget
February 14, 2001
Page 2

* In the past, school districts have been able to recapture money from salaries when
senjor teachers retire by hiring younger, less experienced teachers, Today, this is no
longer the case particularly in hard to fill positions like business education, technical
education, foreign languages, upper division math, sciences, and special education.
These positions must often be filled by experienced teachers who have retired from
another district, and in order to be competitive, we must offer full experience credit
and even signing bonuses.

* In addition to an increase in salary costs, the cost of insurance continues to rise. From
1995-1999, health insurance costs rose 53%, or an average annual increase of 13%,
Other insurance costs, like liability and auto, have increased 21% during the same
period, for an average of 5.3% annually.

" With the increase of utility costs this year, the district anticipates that we will exceed
our budgeted amount by $750,000,

Given the school district’s budget situation, plans were developed to address the
anticipated shortfalls.

® Assisting in this process was a twenty-six member Superintendent’s Budget Review
Committee comprised of representatives of key stakeholder groups. This cormittee
provided input to the superintendent regarding the budget for the 2001-2002 school
year. Every program was examined.

* Inaddition to reviewing the operating budget, district officials studied per pupil
enrollment projections in order to make recommendations to the board of education
for the closing of three elementary schools. At this time, it is unknown as to whether
we can close these schools since state law allows the voters in these attendance areas
to make the final decision.

After listening to the testimony of the Governor’s Task Force on School Finance this
summer, we have found no one who is completely happy with the school finance formula
and more than half of the districts across the state, like Shawnee Mission, are
experiencing declining enrollment.

In Shawnee Mission, we are not trying to take anything away from anyone. We believe
that all students in Kansas have the right to an adequate and appropriate educational
opportunity. On the other hand, we need the tools to save ourselves.

We in Shawnee Mission, like others across the state, do not want to see people driven out
of public school systems because they feel they have no control over their school
district’s programs, services, and financial matters.
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House Education Committee

Representative Tanner, chair
H.B. 2336
Local Option Budget

February 19, 2001

Diane Gjerstad
Wichita Public Schools

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee:

The Wichita Public Schools rises in adamant opposition to H.B. 2336, a bill which would
ultimately further to widen the gap in spending disparity. The root of the local option
budget is found in political expediency in 1992. The LOB is further flawed due to the
wrong-headed policy of permitting ‘protest’ of a school board’s action. That
fundamental flaw is what makes this bill inequitable and simply a poor choice for this
committee.

Let’s look at spending today among the six largest districts. Wichita is using two-thirds
of its LOB authority. The other large districts are at full 25% authority.

The disparity. Per pupil spending above Wichita:

Blue Valley spends $714 more per pupil
Kansas City spends $426 more per pupil
Olathe spends $269 more per pupil

Topeka spends $236 more per pupil

Shawnee Mission spends $107 more per pupil
Lawrence spends $99 more per pupil

Viewed another way, what is the overall impact of such wide variations in spending?

If Wichita had Kansas City’s the spending power, it would generate an additional $19M.
If Wichita had Olathe’s spending power, it would generate an additional $12M.

If Wichita had Topeka’s spending power, it would generate an additional $10.5M.
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What would $12M mean to Wichita? Several years ago it was estimated to take $8M to
lower class-size K-3. Or 315 teachers.

The Governor acknowledged in his State of the State address his budget using current
revenues was “not adequate”. He implored the legislature examine the need and respond.
He did not say “respond for a few”. The Governor did not say all day K for a few. The
Governor did not say full funding of special education for a few. The Governor did not
say competitive teacher salaries for a few.

Governor Graves' State of the State address:
It is a priority because I have been in classrooms throughout the state and I have seen firsthand
how well-placed resources can produce dramatic results. It is a priority because I understand the
financial demands technology and innovation place on our schools. It is a priority because I know
firsthand that a great teacher can touch and change a child’s life forever.

The legislature has the duty to examine the impact of policy throughout the state.
Especially when it comes to our children. My constituency won’t mount a massive letter
writing campaign. They are too busy working multiple service jobs and making ends
meet. My constituency won’t send you compelling e-mails. They don’t have Internet at
home, nor a computer. Their child’s only hope to being technologically literate is if the
schools have technology.

In conclusion, I would like to share with the committee an e-mail I received recently from
a small Wichita school with a preK-2 program:

Approx 210 Students

Almost 140 ESOL students

3 languages spoken Spanish, Eng, and Vietnamese
Almaost 110 children with little or no English

According to last census, 75% living with a single parent
94% receiving free/reduced lunch

“Currently Title | funds are used to off-set the costs of all day kindergarten at Park School.  This
program is necessary, hecause according to this year’s data, nearly 60% of our incoming kindergarten
class came to us this vear * Potentially Delayed” in concepts as measured by the DIAL 3 kindergarten
assessment. Before our students come to school, nobody walks through the grocery story and has them
count aloud, nobody reads them bed time stories, and nobody asks them to name the colors they see when
they are riding in a car or walking down the sireet.  Our children come from homes where a book shelfis
used to store clothes, because there are isn’t enough money to buy a dresser and there are NO books to be
Jound in the home, excepl those checked out from the public school library.  Our students believe that our
Rotary Club’s “RIF” fiee books distribution is magical and it just breaks my heart when I hear them say
“Look this is MMMYYYYYY book, I am going to show my mommy that I have a book for her to read to me
now!”

In the Governor’s words, “...there is no higher priority for me this session....”. Nor is
there one for the 210 students at Park Elementary who would be left behind by the
passage of H.B. 2336.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I would stand for questions.
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TO: House Committee on Education

FROM: Mark Tallman, Assistant Executive Director for Advocacy
DATE: February 19, 2001

RE: Testimony on H.B. 2336

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee:

We appreciate the opportunity to testify on this measure. The KASB Delegate Assembly
has adopted a position supporting the concept of the local option budget. However, for a number
of reasons, we oppose increasing the maximum LOB percentage beyond the current 25%.
Therefore, we appear in opposition to the measure before you today.

Essentially, we believe that raising the maximum LOB is a limited solution to a much
larger problem, and a solution that creates other, more serious problems. The root of this issue is
that fact that when the school finance act was adopted in 1992, the base budget per pupil was set
too low, forcing many districts to use a significant amount of local “option” budget to simply
sustain their programs. This problem was compounded by the fact that the base budget — and
with it school district general funds — have not kept up school districts. Therefore, districts have
had to increase local option budgets just to keep up with inflation and other cost pressures. Those
districts that started this process with high LOB’s have simply run out of additional LOB
authority first.

If effect, the local option budget has ceased to be either local or optional. Whether
intentional or not, the Legislature had required districts to use the LOB to be fund basic
educational program expenses, which is the state’s responsibility. The right answer, we believe,
is for the state to fund the cost of a “suitable” education through the base and weightings, funded
from a statewide property tax and general state revenues.

Increasing the LOB is the wrong answer. First, it will almost certainly cost the state
several million dollars in federal impact aid deductions at a time when current needs of districts
and students are not being met. Second, property-wealthy districts will be able to use this
additional budget authority at a much lower tax effort than poorer districts. Third, it will widen
spending differences between economically diverse and prosperous districts on one hand and
districts where property is really the only source of income. Fourth, it may reduce the pressure to
address the broader needs of school finance.

The positive feature of proposals to raise the LOB is that they underscore one point we
agree with: the base budget is too low and districts need additional revenue. That is not only true
in districts at the 25% LOB maximum; it is true everywhere.
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The major argument against a significant increase in the base is that it would require a tax
increase and the Legislature is not prepared to vote for a tax increase. Please understand that
raising the LOB limit means a tax increase. It means a tax increase in those districts that exceed
the 25% limit. As those districts spend more, they will raise the average budget per pupil in their
LOB category. That will allow other districts to use additional LOB authority to rise to the
average without being subject to protest. In both cases, property taxes will increase, but the tax
increase will be greater in less wealthy district.

There will be a tax increase next year. The question is whether it will be balanced
increase that helps every district in an equitable manner, or whether the Legislature will force
local school boards to “take the heat.” We hope you will support a funding plan that helps every
public school student in Kansas.

Thank you for your consideration.



