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SENATE BILL No. 19

AN ACT concerning education; relating to the instruction and financing thereof; making and
concerning appropriations for the fiscal years ending June 30, 2018, and June 30, 2019,
for the department of education; creating the Kansas school equity and enhancement
act; amending K.S.A. 12-17,115, 72-8803 and 75-2318 and K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 10-1116a,
12-1677, 12-1742, 12-1770a, 12-1775a, 12-1776a, 72-978, 72-1046b, 72-1398, 72-1414,
72-1923, 72-3712, 72-3715, 72-5333b, 72-64b01, 72-64c01, 72-64c03, 72-64c05, 72-
6622, 72-6624, 72-6625, 72-6757, 72-67,115, 72-7535, 72-8187, 72-8190, 72-8230, 72-
8233, 72-8236, 72-8249, 72-8250, 72-8251, 72-8302, 72-8309, 72-8316, 72-8415b, 72-
8801, 72-8804, 72-8908, 72-9509, 72-9609, 72-99a02, 72-99a02, as amended by section
95 of this act, 72-99a07, 74-4939a, 74-8925, 74-99b43, 75-2319, 79-201x, 79-213, 79-
2001, 79-2925b and 79-32,117 and repealing the existing sections; also repealing K.S.A.
2016 Supp. 46-1133, 72-6482, 75-2319, as amended by section 46 of 2017 Senate Sub-
stitute for Substitute for House Bill No. 2052.

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Kansas:
Section 1.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
(a) There is appropriated for the above agency from the state general

fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2018, the following:
Operating expenditures (including official hospitality)

(652-00-1000-0053) ................................................ $12,586,611
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the operating expenditures
(including official hospitality) account in excess of $100 as of June 30,
2017, is hereby reappropriated for fiscal year 2018.
Special education services aid (652-00-1000-0700) .......... $435,980,455
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the special education serv-
ices aid account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is hereby reappro-
priated for fiscal year 2018: Provided further, That expenditures shall not
be made from the special education services aid account for the provisions
of instruction for any homebound or hospitalized child, unless the cate-
gorization of such child as exceptional is conjoined with the categorization
of the child within one or more of the other categories of exceptionality:
And provided further, That expenditures shall be made from this account
for grants to school districts in amounts determined pursuant to and in
accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 72-983, and amendments
thereto: And provided further, That expenditures shall be made from the
amount remaining in this account, after deduction of the expenditures
specified in the foregoing provisos, for payments to school districts in
amounts determined pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions
of K.S.A. 72-978, and amendments thereto.
State foundation aid (652-00-1000-0820) ......................$1,991,268,237
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the block grants to USDs
account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is hereby reappropriated
for fiscal year 2018.
Supplemental state aid (652-00-1000-0840) .................... $480,920,922
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the supplemental general
state aid account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is hereby reap-
propriated for fiscal year 2018.
Mentor teacher (652-00-1000-0440) .............................. $800,000
Professional development ............................................ $1,700,000
Information technology education opportunities (652-00-

1000-0600) ............................................................ $500,000
Kansas reading success (652-00-1000-0070) ........................$2,100,000
Discretionary grants (652-00-1000-0400) ....................... $322,457
Provided, That the above agency shall make expenditures from the dis-
cretionary grants account during the fiscal year 2018, in the amount not
less than $125,000 for after school programs for middle school students
in the sixth, seventh and eighth grades: Provided further, That the after
school programs may also include fifth and ninth grade students, if they
attend a junior high: And provided further, That such discretionary grants
shall be awarded to after school programs that operate for a minimum of
two hours a day, every day that school is in session, and a minimum of
six hours a day for a minimum of five weeks during the summer: And
provided further, That the discretionary grants awarded to after school
programs shall require a $1 for $1 local match: And provided further,
That the aggregate amount of discretionary grants awarded to any one
after school program shall not exceed $25,000.
School food assistance (652-00-1000-0320)..................... $2,510,486
School safety hotline (652-00-1000-0230) ....................... $10,000
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KPERS – employer contributions – USDs ..................... $261,569,312
KPERS – employer contributions (652-00-1000-0100) ..... $19,707,072
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the KPERS – employer
contributions account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is hereby
reappropriated for fiscal year 2018: Provided further, That all expendi-
tures from the KPERS – employer contributions account shall be for
payment of participating employers’ contributions to the Kansas public
employees retirement system as provided in K.S.A. 74-4939, and amend-
ments thereto: And provided further, That expenditures from this ac-
count for the payment of participating employers’ contributions to the
Kansas public employees retirement system may be made regardless of
when the liability was incurred.
Educable deaf-blind and severely handicapped children’s

programs aid (652-00-1000-0630) ............................. $110,000
School district juvenile detention facilities and Flint Hills

job corps center grants (652-00-1000-0290)................ $4,771,500
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the school district juvenile
detention facilities and Flint Hills job corps center grants account in ex-
cess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is hereby reappropriated for fiscal year
2018: Provided further, That expenditures shall be made from the school
district juvenile detention facilities and Flint Hills job corps center grants
account for grants to school districts in amounts determined pursuant to
and in accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 72-8187, and amend-
ments thereto.
Governor’s teaching excellence scholarships and awards

(652-00-1000-0770) ................................................ $327,500
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the governor’s teaching
excellence scholarships and awards account in excess of $100 as of June
30, 2017, is hereby reappropriated for fiscal year 2018: Provided further,
That all expenditures from the governor’s teaching excellence scholar-
ships and awards account for teaching excellence scholarships shall be
made in accordance with K.S.A. 72-1398, and amendments thereto: And
provided further, That each such grant shall be required to be matched
on a $1 for $1 basis from nonstate sources: And provided further, That
award of each such grant shall be conditioned upon the recipient entering
into an agreement requiring the grant to be repaid if the recipient fails
to complete the course of training under the national board for profes-
sional teaching standards certification program: And provided further,
That all moneys received by the department of education for repayment
of grants for governor’s teaching excellence scholarships shall be depos-
ited in the state treasury and credited to the governor’s teaching excel-
lence scholarships program repayment fund (652-00-7221-7200).
Incentive for technical education (652-00-1000-0110) ...... $50,000
Provided, That, on July 1, 2017, notwithstanding the provisions of K.S.A.
72-4489, and amendments thereto, or any other statute, the department
of education shall grant an award in an amount equal to $1,000 for each
pupil graduating from a high school in a school district having obtained
an industry-recognized credential either prior to graduation from high
school or by December 31 immediately following graduation in an oc-
cupation that has been identified by the secretary of labor, in consultation
with the state board of regents and the state board of education, as an
occupation in highest need of additional skilled employees at the time the
pupil entered the career technical education course or program in the
school district: Provided further, That, if the amount of moneys appro-
priated for the above agency for fiscal year 2018 is less than the amount
of moneys to be awarded to such school districts, the department of ed-
ucation shall prorate the available moneys to such school districts accord-
ingly.

(b) There is appropriated for the above agency from the following
special revenue fund or funds for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2018,
all moneys now or hereafter lawfully credited to and available in such
fund or funds, except that expenditures other than refunds authorized by
law and transfers to other state agencies shall not exceed the following:
State school district finance fund (652-00-7393-7000) ...... No limit
School district capital improvements fund (652-00-2880-

2880) .................................................................... No limit
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Provided, That expenditures from the school district capital improve-
ments fund shall be made only for the payment of general obligation
bonds approved by voters under the authority of K.S.A. 72-6761, and
amendments thereto.
Mineral production education fund (652-00-7669-7669)... No limit
School district capital outlay state aid fund..................... No limit
Conversion of materials and equipment fund (652-00-

2420-2020) ............................................................ No limit
State safety fund (652-00-2538-2030) ............................ No limit
Provided, That notwithstanding the provisions of K.S.A. 8-272, and
amendments thereto, or any other statute, funds shall be distributed dur-
ing fiscal year 2018 as soon as moneys are available.
School bus safety fund (652-00-2532-2300) .................... No limit
Motorcycle safety fund (652-00-2633-2050).................... No limit
Federal indirect cost reimbursement fund (652-00-2312-

2200) .................................................................... No limit
Teacher and administrator fee fund (652-00-2728-2700) .. No limit
Food assistance – federal fund (652-00-3230-3020) ......... No limit
Food assistance – school breakfast program – federal fund

(652-00-3529-3490) ................................................ No limit
Food assistance – national school lunch program – federal

fund (652-00-3530-3500) ......................................... No limit
Food assistance – child and adult care food program –

federal fund (652-00-3531-3510)............................... No limit
Community-based child abuse prevention – federal fund

(652-00-3319-7400) ................................................ No limit
Family and children investment fund (652-00-7375) ........ No limit
Elementary and secondary school aid – federal fund (652-

00-3233-3040)........................................................ No limit
Educationally deprived children – state operations –

federal fund (652-00-3131-3130)............................... No limit
Elementary and secondary school – educationally deprived

children – LEA’s fund (652-00-3532-3520) ................ No limit
Education of handicapped children fund – federal (652-

00-3234-3050)........................................................ No limit
Education of handicapped children fund – state operations

– federal fund (652-00-3534-3540) ............................ No limit
Education of handicapped children fund – preschool –

federal fund (652-00-3535-3550)............................... No limit
Education of handicapped children fund – preschool state

operations – federal (652-00-3536-3560) .................... No limit
Elementary and secondary school aid – federal fund –

migrant education fund (652-00-3537-3570) ............... No limit
Elementary and secondary school aid – federal fund –

migrant education – state operations (652-00-3538-
3580) .................................................................... No limit

Vocational education title II – federal fund (652-00-3539-
3590) .................................................................... No limit

Vocational education title II – federal fund – state
operations (652-00-3540-3600) ................................. No limit

Educational research grants and projects fund (652-00-
3592-3070) ............................................................ No limit

Inservice education workshop fee fund (652-00-2230-
2010) .................................................................... No limit

Provided, That expenditures may be made from the inservice education
workshop fee fund for operating expenditures, including official hospi-
tality, incurred for inservice workshops and conferences: Provided fur-
ther, That the state board of education is hereby authorized to fix, charge
and collect fees for inservice workshops and conferences: And provided
further, That such fees shall be fixed in order to recover all or part of
such operating expenditures incurred for inservice workshops and con-
ferences: And provided further, That all fees received for inservice work-
shops and conferences shall be deposited in the state treasury in accord-
ance with the provisions of K.S.A. 75-4215, and amendments thereto, and
shall be credited to the inservice education workshop fee fund.
Private donations, gifts, grants and bequests fund (652-00-

7307-5000) ............................................................ No limit
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Reimbursement for services fund (652-00-3056-3200) ..... No limit
Communities in schools program fund (652-00-2221-

2400) .................................................................... No limit
Governor’s teaching excellence scholarships program

repayment fund (652-00-7221-7200) ......................... No limit
Provided, That all expenditures from the governor’s teaching excellence
scholarships program repayment fund shall be made in accordance with
K.S.A. 72-1398, and amendments thereto: Provided further, That each
such grant shall be required to be matched on a $1 for $1 basis from
nonstate sources: And provided further, That award of each such grant
shall be conditioned upon the recipient entering into an agreement re-
quiring the grant to be repaid if the recipient fails to complete the course
of training under the national board for professional teaching standards
certification program: And provided further, That all moneys received by
the department of education for repayment of grants made under the
governor’s teaching excellence scholarships program shall be deposited
in the state treasury in accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 75-4215,
and amendments thereto, and shall be credited to the governor’s teaching
excellence scholarships program repayment fund.
State grants for improving teacher quality – federal fund

(652-00-3526-3860) ................................................ No limit
State grants for improving teacher quality – federal fund –

state operations (652-00-3527-3870).......................... No limit
21st century community learning centers – federal fund

(652-00-3519-3890) ................................................ No limit
State assessments – federal fund (652-00-3520-3800)....... No limit
Rural and low-income schools program – federal fund

(652-00-3521-3810) ................................................ No limit
TANF children’s programs – federal fund (652-00-3323-

0530) .................................................................... No limit
ESSA – student support academic enrichment – federal

fund ..................................................................... No limit
Language assistance state grants – federal fund (652-00-

3522-3820) ............................................................ No limit
Service clearing fund (652-00-2869-2800) ...................... No limit
Helping schools license plate program fund (652-00-2606-

2600) .................................................................... No limit
General state aid transportation weighting – state highway

fund (652-00-2222-2222) ......................................... No limit
Provided, That on July 1, 2017, October 1, 2017, January 1, 2018, and
April 1, 2018, the director of accounts and reports shall transfer
$24,150,000 from the state highway fund of the department of transpor-
tation to the general state aid transportation weighting – state highway
fund of the department of education.
Special education transportation weighting – state highway

fund (652-00-2223-2223) ......................................... No limit
Provided, That on July 1, 2017, October 1, 2017, January 1, 2018, and
April 1, 2018, the director of accounts and reports shall transfer
$2,500,000 from the state highway fund of the department of transpor-
tation to the special education transportation weighting – state highway
fund of the department of education.
Career and technical education transportation – state

highway fund (652-00-2139-2139) ............................. No limit
Provided, That on July 1, 2017, the director of accounts and reports shall
transfer $650,000 from the state highway fund of the department of trans-
portation to the career and technical education transportation – state
highway fund of the department of education.
Local school district contribution program checkoff

fund ..................................................................... No limit
Educational technology coordinator fund (652-00-2157-

2157) .................................................................... No limit
Provided, That expenditures shall be made by the above agency for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 2018, from the educational technology coor-
dinator fund of the department of education to provide data on the num-
ber of school districts served and cost savings for those districts in fiscal
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year 2018 in order to assess the cost effectiveness of the position of ed-
ucational technology coordinator.
School district extraordinary declining enrollment fund.... $2,593,452

(c) There is appropriated for the above agency from the children’s
initiatives fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2018, the following:
Parent education program (652-00-2000-2510) ............... $7,237,635
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the parent education pro-
gram account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is hereby reappro-
priated for fiscal year 2018: Provided further, That expenditures from the
parent education program account for each such grant shall be matched
by the school district in an amount that is equal to not less than 65% of
the grant.
Children’s cabinet accountability fund (652-00-2000-

2402) .................................................................... $375,000
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the children’s cabinet ac-
countability fund account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is hereby
reappropriated for fiscal year 2018.
CIF grants (652-00-2000-2408) .................................... $15,782,638
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the CIF grants account in
excess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is hereby reappropriated for fiscal
year 2018.
Quality initiative infants and toddlers (652-00-2000-

2420) .................................................................... $430,466
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the quality initiative infants
and toddlers account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is hereby
reappropriated for fiscal year 2018.
Early childhood block grant autism diagnosis.................. $43,047
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the early childhood block
grant autism diagnosis account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is
hereby reappropriated for fiscal year 2018.

(d) On July 1, 2017, or as soon thereafter as moneys are available,
notwithstanding the provisions of K.S.A. 8-1,148 or 38-1808, and amend-
ments thereto, or any other statute, the director of accounts and reports
shall transfer $50,000 from the family and children trust account of the
family and children investment fund (652-00-7375-7900) of the Kansas
department of education to the communities in schools program fund
(652-00-2221-2400) of the department of education.

(e) On March 30, 2018, and June 30, 2018, or as soon thereafter as
moneys are available, notwithstanding the provisions of K.S.A. 8-267 or
8-272, and amendments thereto, or any other statute, the director of
accounts and reports shall transfer $550,000 from the state safety fund
(652-00-2538-2030) to the state general fund: Provided, That the transfer
of such amount shall be in addition to any other transfer from the state
safety fund to the state general fund as prescribed by law: Provided fur-
ther, That the amount transferred from the state safety fund to the state
general fund pursuant to this subsection is to reimburse the state general
fund for accounting, auditing, budgeting, legal, payroll, personnel and
purchasing services and any other governmental services that are per-
formed on behalf of the department of education by other state agencies
that receive appropriations from the state general fund to provide such
services.

(f) On July 1, 2017, and quarterly thereafter, the director of accounts
and reports shall transfer $56,250 from the state highway fund of the
department of transportation to the school bus safety fund (652-00-2532-
2300) of the department of education.

(g) On July 1, 2017, the director of accounts and reports shall transfer
an amount certified by the commissioner of education from the motor-
cycle safety fund (652-00-2633-2050) of the department of education to
the motorcycle safety fund (561-00-2366-2360) of the state board of re-
gents: Provided, That the amount to be transferred shall be determined
by the commissioner of education based on the amounts required to be
paid pursuant to K.S.A. 8-272(b)(2), and amendments thereto.

(h) There is appropriated for the above agency from the expanded
lottery act revenues fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2018, the
following:
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KPERS — school employer contribution (652-00-1700-
1700) .................................................................... $39,883,000
(i) On July 1, 2017, or as soon thereafter as moneys are available, the

director of accounts and reports shall transfer $89,323 from the USAC
E-rate program federal fund (561-00-3920-3920) of the state board of
regents to the education technology coordinator fund (652-00-2157-2157)
of the department of education: Provided, That the department of edu-
cation shall provide information and data regarding the number of school
districts served and cost savings attained by such school districts in order
to assess the cost effectiveness of having this education technology co-
ordinator position: Provided further, That such information and data shall
be available by the department of education by the end of the fiscal year
2018.

(j) There is appropriated for the above agency from the Kansas en-
dowment for youth fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2018, the
following:
Children’s cabinet administration.................................. $248,206
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the children’s cabinet ad-
ministration account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is hereby
reappropriated for fiscal year 2018.

Sec. 2.
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

(a) There is appropriated for the above agency from the state general
fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2019, the following:
Operating expenditures (including official hospitality)

(652-00-1000-0053) ................................................ $12,685,361
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the operating expenditures
(including official hospitality) account in excess of $100 as of June 30,
2018, is hereby reappropriated for fiscal year 2019.
Special education services aid (652-00-1000-0700) .......... $447,980,455
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the special education serv-
ices aid account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2018, is hereby reappro-
priated for fiscal year 2019: Provided further, That expenditures shall not
be made from the special education services aid account for the provision
of instruction for any homebound or hospitalized child, unless the cate-
gorization of such child as exceptional is conjoined with the categorization
of the child within one or more of the other categories of exceptionality:
And provided further, That expenditures shall be made from this account
for grants to school districts in amounts determined pursuant to and in
accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 72-983, and amendments
thereto: And provided further, That expenditures shall be made from the
amount remaining in this account, after deduction of the expenditures
specified in the foregoing provisos, for payments to school districts in
amounts determined pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions
of K.S.A. 72-978, and amendments thereto.
State foundation aid (652-00-1000-0820) ......................$2,046,657,545
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the state foundation aid
account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2018, is hereby reappropriated
for fiscal year 2019.
Supplemental state aid (652-00-1000-0840) .................... $486,109,284
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the supplemental state aid
account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2018, is hereby reappropriated
for fiscal year 2019.
Mentor teacher (652-00-1000-0440) .............................. $800,000
Professional development ............................................ $1,700,000
Information technology education opportunities (652-00-

1000-0600) ............................................................ $500,000
Kansas reading success (652-00-1000-0070).................... $2,100,000
Discretionary grants (652-00-1000-0400) ....................... $322,457
Provided, That the above agency shall make expenditures from the dis-
cretionary grants account during the fiscal year 2019, in the amount not
less than $125,000 for after school programs for middle school students
in the sixth, seventh and eighth grades: Provided further, That the after
school programs may also include fifth and ninth grade students, if they
attend a junior high: And provided further, That such discretionary grants
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shall be awarded to after school programs that operate for a minimum of
two hours a day, every day that school is in session, and a minimum of
six hours a day for a minimum of five weeks during the summer: And
provided further, That the discretionary grants awarded to after school
programs shall require a $1 for $1 local match: And provided further,
That the aggregate amount of discretionary grants awarded to any one
after school program shall not exceed $25,000.
School food assistance (652-00-1000-0320)..................... $2,510,486
School safety hotline (652-00-1000-0230) ....................... $10,000
KPERS – employer contributions – USDs (652-00-1000-

0100) .................................................................... $26,885,049
KPERS – employer contributions (652-00-1000-0100) ..... $259,742,946
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the KPERS – employer
contributions account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2018, is hereby
reappropriated for fiscal year 2019: Provided further, That all expendi-
tures from the KPERS – employer contributions account shall be for
payment of participating employers’ contributions to the Kansas public
employees retirement system as provided in K.S.A. 74-4939, and amend-
ments thereto: And provided further, That expenditures from this ac-
count for the payment of participating employers’ contributions to the
Kansas public employees retirement system may be made regardless of
when the liability was incurred.
Educable deaf-blind and severely handicapped children’s

programs aid (652-00-1000-0630) ............................. $110,000
School district juvenile detention facilities and Flint Hills

job corps center grants (652-00-1000-0290)................ $4,771,500
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the school district juvenile
detention facilities and Flint Hills job corps center grants account in ex-
cess of $100 as of June 30, 2018, is hereby reappropriated for fiscal year
2019: Provided further, That expenditures shall be made from the school
district juvenile detention facilities and Flint Hills job corps center grants
account for grants to school districts in amounts determined pursuant to
and in accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 72-8187, and amend-
ments thereto.
Governor’s teaching excellence scholarships and awards

(652-00-1000-0770) ................................................ $327,500
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the governor’s teaching
excellence scholarships and awards account in excess of $100 as of June
30, 2018, is hereby reappropriated for fiscal year 2019: Provided further,
That all expenditures from the governor’s teaching excellence scholar-
ships and awards account for teaching excellence scholarships shall be
made in accordance with K.S.A. 72-1398, and amendments thereto: And
provided further, That each such grant shall be required to be matched
on a $1 for $1 basis from nonstate sources: And provided further, That
award of each such grant shall be conditioned upon the recipient entering
into an agreement requiring the grant to be repaid if the recipient fails
to complete the course of training under the national board for profes-
sional teaching standards certification program: And provided further,
That all moneys received by the department of education for repayment
of grants for governor’s teaching excellence scholarships shall be depos-
ited in the state treasury and credited to the governor’s teaching excel-
lence scholarships program repayment fund (652-00-7221-7200).
Incentive for technical education (652-00-1000-0110) ...... $50,000
Provided, That, on July 1, 2018, notwithstanding the provisions of K.S.A.
72-4489, and amendments thereto, or any other statute, the department
of education shall grant an award in an amount equal to $1,000 for each
pupil graduating from a high school in a school district having obtained
an industry-recognized credential either prior to graduation from high
school or by December 31 immediately following graduation in an oc-
cupation that has been identified by the secretary of labor, in consultation
with the state board of regents and the state board of education, as an
occupation in highest need of additional skilled employees at the time the
pupil entered the career technical education course or program in the
school district: Provided further, That, if the amount of moneys appro-
priated for the above agency for fiscal year 2019 is less than the amount
of moneys to be awarded to such school districts, the department of ed-
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ucation shall prorate the available moneys to such school districts accord-
ingly.

(b) There is appropriated for the above agency from the following
special revenue fund or funds for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2019,
all moneys now or hereafter lawfully credited to and available in such
fund or funds, except that expenditures other than refunds authorized by
law and transfers to other state agencies shall not exceed the following:
State school district finance fund (652-00-7393-7000) ...... No limit
School district capital improvements fund (652-00-2880-

2880) .................................................................... No limit
Provided, That expenditures from the school district capital improve-
ments fund shall be made only for the payment of general obligation
bonds approved by voters under the authority of K.S.A. 72-6761, and
amendments thereto.
Mineral production education fund (652-00-7669-7669)... No limit
School district capital outlay state aid fund ................. No limit
Conversion of materials and equipment fund (652-00-

2420-2020) ............................................................ No limit
State safety fund (652-00-2538-2030) ............................ No limit
School bus safety fund (652-00-2532-2300) .................... No limit
Motorcycle safety fund (652-00-2633-2050).................... No limit
Federal indirect cost reimbursement fund (652-00-2312-

2200) .................................................................... No limit
Teacher and administrator fee fund (652-00-2728-2700) .. No limit
Food assistance – federal fund (652-00-3230-3020) ......... No limit
Food assistance – school breakfast program – federal fund

(652-00-3529-3490) ................................................ No limit
Food assistance – national school lunch program – federal

fund (652-00-3530-3500) ......................................... No limit
Food assistance – child and adult care food program –

federal fund (652-00-3531-3510)............................... No limit
Community-based child abuse prevention – federal fund

(652-00-3319-7400) ................................................ No limit
Family and children investment fund (652-00-7375) ........ No limit
Elementary and secondary school aid – federal fund (652-

00-3233-3040)........................................................ No limit
Educationally deprived children – state operations –

federal fund (652-00-3131-3130)............................... No limit
Elementary and secondary school – educationally deprived

children – LEA’s fund (652-00-3532-3520) ................ No limit
Education of handicapped children fund – federal (652-

00-3234-3050)........................................................ No limit
Education of handicapped children fund – state operations

– federal fund (652-00-3534-3540) ............................ No limit
Education of handicapped children fund – preschool –

federal fund (652-00-3535-3550)............................... No limit
Education of handicapped children fund – preschool state

operations – federal (652-00-3536-3560) .................... No limit
Elementary and secondary school aid – federal fund –

migrant education fund (652-00-3537-3570) ............... No limit
Elementary and secondary school aid – federal fund –

migrant education – state operations (652-00-3538-
3580) .................................................................... No limit

Vocational education title II – federal fund (652-00-3539-
3590) .................................................................... No limit

Vocational education title II – federal fund – state
operations (652-00-3540-3600) ................................ No limit

Educational research grants and projects fund (652-00-
3592-3070) ............................................................ No limit

Inservice education workshop fee fund (652-00-2230-
2010) .................................................................... No limit

Provided, That expenditures may be made from the inservice education
workshop fee fund for operating expenditures, including official hospi-
tality, incurred for inservice workshops and conferences: Provided fur-
ther, That the state board of education is hereby authorized to fix, charge
and collect fees for inservice workshops and conferences: And provided
further, That such fees shall be fixed in order to recover all or part of
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such operating expenditures incurred for inservice workshops and con-
ferences: And provided further, That all fees received for inservice work-
shops and conferences shall be deposited in the state treasury in accord-
ance with the provisions of K.S.A. 75-4215, and amendments thereto, and
shall be credited to the inservice education workshop fee fund.
Private donations, gifts, grants and bequests fund (652-00-

7307-5000) ............................................................ No limit
Reimbursement for services fund (652-00-3056-3200) ..... No limit
Communities in schools program fund (652-00-2221-

2400) .................................................................... No limit
Governor’s teaching excellence scholarships program

repayment fund (652-00-7221-7200) ......................... No limit
Provided, That all expenditures from the governor’s teaching excellence
scholarships program repayment fund shall be made in accordance with
K.S.A. 72-1398, and amendments thereto: Provided further, That each
such grant shall be required to be matched on a $1 for $1 basis from
nonstate sources: And provided further, That award of each such grant
shall be conditioned upon the recipient entering into an agreement re-
quiring the grant to be repaid if the recipient fails to complete the course
of training under the national board for professional teaching standards
certification program: And provided further, That all moneys received by
the department of education for repayment of grants made under the
governor’s teaching excellence scholarships program shall be deposited
in the state treasury in accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 75-4215,
and amendments thereto, and shall be credited to the governor’s teaching
excellence scholarships program repayment fund.
State grants for improving teacher quality – federal fund

(652-00-3526-3860) ................................................ No limit
State grants for improving teacher quality – federal fund –

state operations (652-00-3527-3870).......................... No limit
21st century community learning centers – federal fund

(652-00-3519-3890) ................................................ No limit
State assessments – federal fund (652-00-3520-3800)....... No limit
Rural and low-income schools program – federal fund

(652-00-3521-3810) ................................................ No limit
TANF children’s programs – federal fund (652-00-3323-

0530) .................................................................... No limit
ESSA – student support academic enrichment – federal

fund ..................................................................... No limit
Language assistance state grants – federal fund (652-00-

3522-3820) ............................................................ No limit
Service clearing fund (652-00-2869-2800) ...................... No limit
Helping schools license plate program fund (652-00-2606-

2600) .................................................................... No limit
General state aid transportation weighting – state highway

fund (652-00-2222-2222) ......................................... No limit
Provided, That on July 1, 2018, October 1, 2018, January 1, 2019, and
April 1, 2019, the director of accounts and reports shall transfer
$24,150,000 from the state highway fund of the department of transpor-
tation to the general state aid transportation weighting – state highway
fund of the department of education.
Special education transportation weighting – state highway

fund (652-00-2223-2223) ......................................... No limit
Provided, That on July 1, 2018, October 1, 2018, January 1, 2019, and
April 1, 2019, the director of accounts and reports shall transfer
$2,500,000 from the state highway fund of the department of transpor-
tation to the special education transportation weighting – state highway
fund of the department of education.
Career and technical education transportation – state

highway fund (652-00-2139-2139) ............................. No limit
Provided, That on July 1, 2018, the director of accounts and reports shall
transfer $650,000 from the state highway fund of the department of trans-
portation to the career and technical education transportation – state
highway fund of the department of education.
Local school district contribution program checkoff

fund ..................................................................... No limit
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Educational technology coordinator fund (652-00-2157-
2157) .................................................................... No limit

Provided, That expenditures shall be made by the above agency for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 2019, from the educational technology coor-
dinator fund of the department of education to provide data on the num-
ber of school districts served and cost savings for those districts in fiscal
year 2019 in order to assess the cost effectiveness of the position of ed-
ucational technology coordinator.

(c) There is appropriated for the above agency from the children’s
initiatives fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2019, the following:
Parent education program (652-00-2000-2510) ............... $7,237,635
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the parent education pro-
gram account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2018, is hereby reappro-
priated for fiscal year 2019: Provided further, That expenditures from the
parent education program account for each such grant shall be matched
by the school district in an amount that is equal to not less than 65% of
the grant.
Children’s cabinet accountability fund (652-00-2000-

2402) .................................................................... $375,000
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the children’s cabinet ac-
countability fund account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2018, is hereby
reappropriated for fiscal year 2019.
CIF grants (652-00-2000-2408) .................................... $15,782,786
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the CIF grants account in
excess of $100 as of June 30, 2018, is hereby reappropriated for fiscal
year 2019.
Quality initiative infants and toddlers (652-00-2000-

2420) .................................................................... $430,466
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the quality initiative infants
and toddlers account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2018, is hereby
reappropriated for fiscal year 2019.
Early childhood block grant autism diagnosis.................. $43,047
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the early childhood block
grant autism diagnosis account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2018, is
hereby reappropriated for fiscal year 2019.

(d) On July 1, 2018, or as soon thereafter as moneys are available,
notwithstanding the provisions of K.S.A. 8-1,148 or 38-1808, and amend-
ments thereto, or any other statute, the director of accounts and reports
shall transfer $50,000 from the family and children trust account of the
family and children investment fund (652-00-7375-7900) of the Kansas
department for children and families to the communities in schools pro-
gram fund (652-00-2221-2400) of the department of education.

(e) On March 30, 2019, and June 30, 2019, or as soon thereafter as
moneys are available, notwithstanding the provisions of K.S.A. 8-267 or
8-272, and amendments thereto, or any other statute, the director of
accounts and reports shall transfer $550,000 from the state safety fund
(652-00-2538-2030) to the state general fund: Provided, That the transfer
of such amount shall be in addition to any other transfer from the state
safety fund to the state general fund as prescribed by law: Provided fur-
ther, That the amount transferred from the state safety fund to the state
general fund pursuant to this subsection is to reimburse the state general
fund for accounting, auditing, budgeting, legal, payroll, personnel and
purchasing services and any other governmental services that are per-
formed on behalf of the department of education by other state agencies
that receive appropriations from the state general fund to provide such
services.

(f) On July 1, 2018, and quarterly thereafter, the director of accounts
and reports shall transfer $56,250 from the state highway fund of the
department of transportation to the school bus safety fund (652-00-2532-
2300) of the department of education.

(g) On July 1, 2018, the director of accounts and reports shall transfer
an amount certified by the commissioner of education from the motor-
cycle safety fund (652-00-2633-2050) of the department of education to
the motorcycle safety fund (561-00-2366-2360) of the state board of re-
gents: Provided, That the amount to be transferred shall be determined
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by the commissioner of education based on the amounts required to be
paid pursuant to K.S.A. 8-272(b)(2), and amendments thereto.

(h) There is appropriated for the above agency from the expanded
lottery act revenues fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2019, the
following:
KPERS — school employer contribution (652-00-1700-

1700) .................................................................... $40,084,000
(i) On July 1, 2018, or as soon thereafter as moneys are available, the

director of accounts and reports shall transfer $89,323 from the USAC
E-rate program federal fund (561-00-3920-3920) of the state board of
regents to the education technology coordinator fund (652-00-2157-2157)
of the department of education: Provided, That the department of edu-
cation shall provide information and data regarding the number of school
districts served and cost savings attained by such school districts in order
to assess the cost effectiveness of having this education technology co-
ordinator position: Provided further, That such information and data shall
be available by the department of education by the end of the fiscal year
2019.

(j) There is appropriated for the above agency from the Kansas en-
dowment for youth fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2019, the
following:
Children’s cabinet administration.................................. $248,571
Provided, That any unencumbered balance in the children’s cabinet ad-
ministration account in excess of $100 as of June 30, 2017, is hereby
reappropriated for fiscal year 2018.

New Sec. 3. Sections 3 through 48, and amendments thereto, shall
be known and may be cited as the Kansas school equity and enhancement
act.

New Sec. 4. As used in the Kansas school equity and enhancement
act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto:

(a) ‘‘Adjusted enrollment’’ means the enrollment of a school district
adjusted by adding the following weightings, if any, to the enrollment of
a school district: At-risk student weighting; bilingual weighting; career
technical education weighting; declining enrollment weighting; high-den-
sity at-risk student weighting; high enrollment weighting; low enrollment
weighting; school facilities weighting; ancillary school facilities weighting;
cost-of-living weighting; special education and related services weighting;
and transportation weighting.

(b) ‘‘Ancillary school facilities weighting’’ means an addend compo-
nent assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to section 30,
and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to commenc-
ing operation of one or more new school facilities by such school districts.

(c) (1) ‘‘At-risk student’’ means a student who is eligible for free meals
under the national school lunch act, and who is enrolled in a school district
that maintains an approved at-risk student assistance program.

(2) The term ‘‘at-risk student’’ shall not include any student enrolled
in any of the grades one through 12 who is in attendance less than full
time, or any student who is over 19 years of age. The provisions of this
paragraph shall not apply to any student who has an individualized edu-
cation program.

(d) ‘‘At-risk student weighting’’ means an addend component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to section 23(a), and
amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to the maintenance
of at-risk educational programs by such school districts.

(e) ‘‘Base aid for student excellence’’ or ‘‘BASE aid’’ means an
amount appropriated by the legislature in a fiscal year for the designated
year. The amount of BASE aid shall be as follows:

(1) For school year 2017-2018, $4,006;
(2) for school year 2018-2019, $4,128; and
(3) for school year 2019-2020, and each school year thereafter, the

BASE aid shall be the BASE aid amount for the immediately preceding
school year plus an amount equal to the average percentage increase in
the consumer price index for all urban consumers in the midwest region
as published by the bureau of labor statistics of the United States de-
partment of labor during the three immediately preceding school years.

(f) ‘‘Bilingual weighting’’ means an addend component assigned to
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the enrollment of school districts pursuant to section 22, and amendments
thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to the maintenance of bilingual
educational programs by such school districts.

(g) ‘‘Board’’ means the board of education of a school district.
(h) ‘‘Budget per student’’ means the general fund budget of a school

district divided by the enrollment of the school district.
(i) ‘‘Categorical fund’’ means and includes the following funds of a

school district: Adult education fund; adult supplementary education
fund; at-risk education fund; bilingual education fund; career and postse-
condary education fund; driver training fund; educational excellence grant
program fund; extraordinary school program fund; food service fund; par-
ent education program fund; preschool-aged at-risk education fund; pro-
fessional development fund; special education fund; and summer pro-
gram fund.

(j) ‘‘Cost-of-living weighting’’ means an addend component assigned
to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to section 31, and amend-
ments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to the cost of living in
such school districts.

(k) ‘‘Current school year’’ means the school year during which state
foundation aid is determined by the state board under section 6, and
amendments thereto.

(l) ‘‘Declining enrollment weighting’’ means an addend component
assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to section 32, and
amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to the declining
enrollment of such school districts.

(m) ‘‘Enrollment’’ means:
(1) The number of students regularly enrolled in kindergarten and

grades one through 12 in the school district on September 20 of the
preceding school year plus the number of preschool-aged at-risk students
regularly enrolled in the school district on September 20 of the current
school year, except a student who is a foreign exchange student shall not
be counted unless such student is regularly enrolled in the school district
on September 20 and attending kindergarten or any of the grades one
through 12 maintained by the school district for at least one semester or
two quarters, or the equivalent thereof.

(2) If the enrollment in a school district in the preceding school year
has decreased from enrollment in the second preceding school year, the
enrollment of the school district in the current school year means the
sum of:

(A) The enrollment in the second preceding school year, excluding
students under paragraph (2)(B), minus enrollment in the preceding
school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any, plus enrollment in
the current school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any; and

(B) the adjusted enrollment in the second preceding school year of
any students participating in the tax credit for low income students schol-
arship program pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-99a01 et seq., and
amendments thereto, in the preceding school year, if any, plus the ad-
justed enrollment in the preceding school year of preschool-aged at-risk
students who are participating in the tax credit for low income students
scholarship program pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-99a01 et seq., and
amendments thereto, in the current school year, if any.

(3) For any school district that has a military student, as that term is
defined in section 11, and amendments thereto, enrolled in such district,
and that received federal impact aid for the preceding school year, if the
enrollment in such school district in the preceding school year has de-
creased from enrollment in the second preceding school year, the en-
rollment of the school district in the current school year means whichever
is the greater of:

(A) The enrollment determined under subsection (m)(2); or
(B) the sum of the enrollment in the preceding school year of pre-

school-aged at-risk students, if any, and the arithmetic mean of the sum
of:

(i) The enrollment of the school district in the preceding school year
minus the enrollment in such school year of preschool-aged at-risk stu-
dents, if any;

(ii) the enrollment in the second preceding school year minus the
enrollment in such school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any;
and
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(iii) the enrollment in the third preceding school year minus the en-
rollment in such school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any.

(4) (A) For school year 2017-2018, the enrollment determined under
paragraph (1), (2) or (3), except if the school district offers kindergarten
on a full-time basis in such school year, students regularly enrolled in
kindergarten in the school district in the preceding school year shall be
counted as one student regardless of actual attendance during such pre-
ceding school year.

(B) For school year 2018-2019 and each school year thereafter, the
enrollment determined under paragraph (1), (2) or (3), except if the
school district begins to offer kindergarten on a full-time basis in such
school year, students regularly enrolled in kindergarten in the school dis-
trict in the preceding school year shall be counted as one student regard-
less of actual attendance during such preceding school year.

(n) ‘‘February 20’’ has its usual meaning, except that in any year in
which February 20 is not a day on which school is maintained, it means
the first day after February 20 on which school is maintained.

(o) ‘‘Federal impact aid’’ means an amount equal to the federally
qualified percentage of the amount of moneys a school district receives
in the current school year under the provisions of title I of public law 874
and congressional appropriations therefor, excluding amounts received
for assistance in cases of major disaster and amounts received under the
low-rent housing program. The amount of federal impact aid shall be
determined by the state board in accordance with terms and conditions
imposed under the provisions of the public law and rules and regulations
thereunder.

(p) ‘‘General fund’’ means the fund of a school district from which
operating expenses are paid and in which is deposited all amounts of state
foundation aid provided under this act, payments under K.S.A. 72-7105a,
and amendments thereto, payments of federal funds made available un-
der the provisions of title I of public law 874, except amounts received
for assistance in cases of major disaster and amounts received under the
low-rent housing program and such other moneys as are provided by law.

(q) ‘‘General fund budget’’ means the amount budgeted for operating
expenses in the general fund of a school district.

(r) ‘‘High-density at-risk student weighting’’ means an addend com-
ponent assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to section
23(b), and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to the
maintenance of at-risk educational programs by such school districts.

(s) ‘‘High enrollment weighting’’ means an addend component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to section 21(b), and
amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to maintenance of
educational programs by such school districts.

(t) ‘‘Juvenile detention facility’’ means the same as such term is de-
fined in K.S.A. 72-8187, and amendments thereto.

(u) ‘‘Local foundation aid’’ means the sum of the following amounts:
(1) An amount equal to any unexpended and unencumbered balance

remaining in the general fund of the school district, except moneys re-
ceived by the school district and authorized to be expended for the pur-
poses specified in section 40, and amendments thereto;

(2) an amount equal to any remaining proceeds from taxes levied
under authority of K.S.A. 72-7056 and 72-7072, and amendments thereto,
prior to their repeal;

(3) an amount equal to the amount deposited in the general fund in
the current school year from moneys received in such school year by the
school district under the provisions of K.S.A. 72-1046a(a), and amend-
ments thereto;

(4) an amount equal to the amount deposited in the general fund in
the current school year from moneys received in such school year by the
school district pursuant to contracts made and entered into under au-
thority of K.S.A. 72-6757, and amendments thereto;

(5) an amount equal to the amount credited to the general fund in
the current school year from moneys distributed in such school year to
the school district under the provisions of articles 17 and 34 of chapter
12 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto, and under
the provisions of articles 42 and 51 of chapter 79 of the Kansas Statutes
Annotated, and amendments thereto;

(6) an amount equal to the amount of payments received by the



SENATE BILL No. 19—page 14

school district under the provisions of K.S.A. 72-979, and amendments
thereto;

(7) an amount equal to the amount of any grant received by the school
district under the provisions of K.S.A. 72-983, and amendments thereto;
and

(8) an amount equal to 70% of the federal impact aid of the school
district.

(v) ‘‘Low enrollment weighting’’ means an addend component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to section 21(a), and
amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to maintenance of
educational programs by such school districts.

(w) ‘‘Operating expenses’’ means the total expenditures and lawful
transfers from the general fund of a school district during a school year
for all purposes, except expenditures for the purposes specified in section
40, and amendments thereto.

(x) ‘‘Preceding school year’’ means the school year immediately be-
fore the current school year.

(y) ‘‘Preschool-aged at-risk student’’ means an at-risk student who has
attained the age of four years, is under the age of eligibility for attendance
at kindergarten, and has been selected by the state board in accordance
with guidelines governing the selection of students for participation in
head start programs.

(z) ‘‘Preschool-aged exceptional children’’ means exceptional chil-
dren, except gifted children, who have attained the age of three years but
are under the age of eligibility for attendance at kindergarten. The terms
‘‘exceptional children’’ and ‘‘gifted children’’ have the same meaning as
those terms are defined in K.S.A. 72-962, and amendments thereto.

(aa) ‘‘Psychiatric residential treatment facility’’ means the same as
such term is defined in K.S.A. 72-8187, and amendments thereto.

(bb) ‘‘School district’’ means a school district organized under the
laws of this state that is maintaining public school for a school term in
accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 72-1106, and amendments
thereto.

(cc) ‘‘School facilities weighting’’ means an added component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to section 28, and
amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to commencing
operation of one or more new school facilities by such school districts.

(dd) ‘‘School year’’ means the 12-month period ending June 30.
(ee) ‘‘September 20’’ has its usual meaning, except that in any year

in which September 20 is not a day on which school is maintained, it
means the first day after September 20 on which school is maintained.

(ff) ‘‘Special education and related services weighting’’ means an ad-
dend component assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant
to section 29, and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable
to the maintenance of special education and related services by such
school districts.

(gg) ‘‘State board’’ means the state board of education.
(hh) ‘‘State foundation aid’’ means the amount of aid distributed to

school district as determined by the state board pursuant to section 6,
and amendments thereto.

(ii) (1) ‘‘Student’’ means any person who is regularly enrolled in a
school district and attending kindergarten or any of the grades one
through 12 maintained by the school district or who is regularly enrolled
in a school district and attending kindergarten or any of the grades one
through 12 in another school district in accordance with an agreement
entered into under authority of K.S.A. 72-8233, and amendments thereto,
or who is regularly enrolled in a school district and attending special
education services provided for preschool-aged exceptional children by
the school district.

(2) (A) Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, the following
shall be counted as one student:

(i) A student in attendance full-time; and
(ii) a student enrolled in a school district and attending special edu-

cation and related services, provided for by the school district.
(B) The following shall be counted as 1⁄2 student:
(i) A student enrolled in a school district and attending special edu-

cation and related services for preschool-aged exceptional children pro-
vided for by the school district; and
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(ii) a preschool-aged at-risk student enrolled in a school district and
receiving services under an approved at-risk student assistance plan main-
tained by the school district.

(C) A student in attendance part-time shall be counted as that pro-
portion of one student (to the nearest 1⁄10) that the student’s attendance
bears to full-time attendance.

(D) A student enrolled in and attending an institution of postsecon-
dary education that is authorized under the laws of this state to award
academic degrees shall be counted as one student if the student’s postse-
condary education enrollment and attendance together with the student’s
attendance in either of the grades 11 or 12 is at least 5⁄6 time, otherwise
the student shall be counted as that proportion of one student (to the
nearest 1⁄10) that the total time of the student’s postsecondary education
attendance and attendance in grades 11 or 12, as applicable, bears to full-
time attendance.

(E) A student enrolled in and attending a technical college, a career
technical education program of a community college or other approved
career technical education program shall be counted as one student, if
the student’s career technical education attendance together with the
student’s attendance in any of grades nine through 12 is at least 5⁄6 time,
otherwise the student shall be counted as that proportion of one student
(to the nearest 1⁄10) that the total time of the student’s career technical
education attendance and attendance in any of grades nine through 12
bears to full-time attendance.

(F) A student enrolled in a school district and attending a non-virtual
school and also attending a virtual school shall be counted as that pro-
portion of one student (to the nearest 1⁄10) that the student’s attendance
at the non-virtual school bears to full-time attendance.

(G) A student enrolled in a school district and attending special ed-
ucation and related services provided for by the school district and also
attending a virtual school shall be counted as that proportion of one stu-
dent (to the nearest 1⁄10) that the student’s attendance at the non-virtual
school bears to full-time attendance.

(H) (i) Except as provided in clause (ii), a student enrolled in a school
district who is not a resident of Kansas shall be counted as follows:

(a) For school years 2017-2018 and 2018-2019, one student;
(b) for school year 2019-2020 and 2020-2021, 3⁄4 of a student; and
(c) for school year 2021-2022 and each school year thereafter, 1⁄2 of

a student.
(ii) This subparagraph (H) shall not apply to:
(a) A student whose parent or legal guardian is an employee of the

school district where such student is enrolled; or
(b) a student who attended public school in Kansas during school year

2016-2017 and who attended public school in Kansas during the imme-
diately preceding school year.

(3) The following shall not be counted as a student:
(A) An individual residing at the Flint Hills job corps center;
(B) except as provided in subsection (ii)(2), an individual confined in

and receiving educational services provided for by a school district at a
juvenile detention facility; and

(C) an individual enrolled in a school district but housed, maintained
and receiving educational services at a state institution or a psychiatric
residential treatment facility.

(4) A student enrolled in virtual school pursuant to K.S.A. 72-3711
et seq., and amendments thereto, shall be counted in accordance with
the provisions of K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-3715, and amendments thereto.

(jj) ‘‘Total foundation aid’’ means an amount equal to the product
obtained by multiplying the BASE aid by the adjusted enrollment of a
school district.

(kk) ‘‘Transportation weighting’’ means an addend component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to section 20, and
amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to the provision
or furnishing of transportation.

(ll) ‘‘Virtual school’’ means the same as such term is defined in K.S.A.
2016 Supp. 72-3712, and amendments thereto.

New Sec. 5. (a) The state school district finance fund, established by
K.S.A. 1991 Supp. 72-7081, prior to its repeal, is hereby continued in
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existence and shall consist of: (1) All moneys credited to such fund under
K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 through 72-6481, prior to their expiration;
and (2) all amounts transferred to such fund under sections 8, 14, 15, 30,
31 and 32, and amendments thereto.

(b) The state school district finance fund shall be used for the purpose
of school district finance and for no other governmental purpose. It is the
intent of the legislature that the fund shall remain intact and inviolate for
such purpose, and moneys in the fund shall not be subject to the provi-
sions of K.S.A. 75-3722, 75-3725a and 75-3726a, and amendments
thereto.

(c) Amounts in the state school district finance fund shall be allocated
and distributed to school districts as a portion of state foundation aid
provided for under this act.

New Sec. 6. In each school year, the state board shall determine the
amount of state foundation aid for each school district for such school
year. The state board shall determine the amount of the school district’s
local foundation aid for the school year. If the amount of the school dis-
trict’s local foundation aid is greater than the amount of total foundation
aid determined for the school district for the school year, the school dis-
trict shall not receive state foundation aid in any amount. If the amount
of the school district’s local foundation aid is less than the amount of total
foundation aid determined for the school district for the school year, the
state board shall subtract the amount of the school district’s local foun-
dation aid from the amount of total foundation aid. The remainder is the
amount of state foundation aid the school district shall receive for the
school year.

New Sec. 7. (a) The distribution of state foundation aid under this
act shall be made in accordance with appropriation acts each year as
provided in this section.

(b) (1) In the months of July through May of each school year, the
state board shall determine the amount of state foundation aid that will
be required by each school district to maintain operations in each such
month. In making such determination, the state board shall take into
consideration the school district’s access to local foundation aid and the
obligations of the general fund that must be satisfied during the month.
The amount determined by the state board under this provision is the
amount of state foundation aid that will be distributed to the school dis-
trict in the months of July through May.

(2) In the month of June of each school year, payment shall be made
of the full amount of the state foundation aid determined for the school
year less the sum of the monthly payments made in the months of July
through May pursuant to subsection (b)(1).

(c) Payments of state foundation aid shall be distributed to school
districts once each month on the dates prescribed by the state board. The
state board shall certify to the director of accounts and reports the amount
due as state foundation aid to each school district in each of the months
of July through June. Such certification, and the amount of state foun-
dation aid payable from the state general fund, shall be approved by the
director of the budget. The director of accounts and reports shall draw
warrants on the state treasurer payable to the school district treasurer of
each school district, pursuant to vouchers approved by the state board.
Upon receipt of such warrant, each school district treasurer shall deposit
the amount of state foundation aid in the general fund of the school
district, except that an amount equal to the amount of federal impact aid
not included in the local foundation aid of a school district may be dis-
posed of as provided in section 38(a), and amendments thereto.

(d) If any amount of state foundation aid that is due to be paid during
the month of June of a school year pursuant to the other provisions of
this section is not paid on or before June 30 of such school year, then
such payment shall be paid on or after the ensuing July 1, as soon as
moneys are available therefor. Any payment of state foundation aid that
is due to be paid during the month of June of a school year and that is
paid to school districts on or after the ensuing July 1 shall be recorded
and accounted for by school districts as a receipt for the school year
ending on the preceding June 30.

New Sec. 8. In the event any school district is paid more than it is
entitled to receive under any distribution made under this act or under
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any statute repealed by this act, the state board shall notify the school
district of the amount of such overpayment, and such school district shall
remit the same to the state board. The state board shall remit any moneys
so received to the state treasurer in accordance with the provisions of
K.S.A. 75-4215, and amendments thereto. Upon receipt of each such
remittance, the state treasurer shall deposit the entire amount in the state
treasury to the credit of the state school district finance fund. If any school
district fails to remit, the state board shall deduct the excess amounts paid
from future payments becoming due to the school district. In the event
any school district is paid less than the amount it is to receive under any
distribution made under this act, the state board shall pay the additional
amount due at any time within the school year in which the underpayment
was made or within 60 days after the end of such school year.

New Sec. 9. On or before October 10 of each school year, the clerk
or superintendent of each school district shall certify under oath to the
state board a report showing the total enrollment of the school district by
grades maintained in the schools of the school district and such other
reports as the state board may require. Each such report shall show pos-
tsecondary education enrollment, career technical education enrollment,
special education enrollment, bilingual education enrollment, at-risk stu-
dent enrollment and virtual school enrollment in such detail and form as
is specified by the state board. Upon receipt of such reports, the state
board shall examine the reports and if the state board finds any errors in
any such report, the state board shall consult with the school district
officer furnishing the report and make any necessary corrections in the
report. On or before August 25 of each year, each such clerk or super-
intendent shall also certify to the state board a copy of the budget adopted
by the school district.

New Sec. 10. (a) If the state board determines that the enrollment
of a school district in the preceding school year decreased from the en-
rollment in the second preceding school year and that a disaster contrib-
uted to such decrease, the enrollment of such school district in the second
school year following the school year in which the enrollment of the
school district was first affected by the disaster shall be the greater of:

(1) The enrollment of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any, plus the
average of the enrollment for the current and the preceding three school
years, excluding the enrollment of preschool-aged at-risk students in each
such year; or

(2) the enrollment of the school district, as defined in section 4, and
amendments thereto.

(b) As used in this section, ‘‘disaster’’ means the occurrence of wide-
spread or severe damage, injury or loss of life or property resulting from
flood, earthquake, tornado, wind, storm, drought, blight or infestation.

New Sec. 11. (a) Each school year, the state board shall:
(1) Determine the number of students enrolled in each school district

on September 20; and
(2) determine the number of military students enrolled in each school

district on February 20, who were not enrolled on the preceding Septem-
ber 20.

(b) If the number obtained under subsection (a)(2) is 25 or more, or
such number is at least 1% of the number determined under subsection
(a)(1), an amount equal to the number obtained under subsection (a)(2)
shall be added to the number determined under subsection (a)(1). The
resulting sum is the enrollment of the school district.

(c) The state board shall recompute the adjusted enrollment of the
school district and the general fund budget of the school district based
on the enrollment as determined under this section.

(d) School districts desiring to determine enrollment under this sec-
tion shall submit any documentation or information required by the state
board.

(e) As used in this section, the term ‘‘military student’’ means a person
who is a dependent of a full-time active duty member of the military
service or a dependent of a member of any of the United States military
reserve forces who has been ordered to active duty under 10 U.S.C. §§
12301, 12302 or 12304, or ordered to full-time active duty for a period
of more than 30 consecutive days under 32 U.S.C. §§ 502(f) or 512 for
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the purposes of mobilizing for war, international peacekeeping missions,
national emergency or homeland defense activities.

New Sec. 12. Whenever a new school district has been established
or the boundaries of a school district have been changed, the state board
shall make appropriate revisions concerning the affected school districts
as may be necessary for the purposes of this act to reflect such establish-
ment of a school district or changes in boundaries. Such revisions shall
be based on the most reliable data obtainable from the superintendent
of the school district and the county clerk.

New Sec. 13. (a) (1) For the purposes of this act, the total foundation
aid for any school district formed by consolidation in accordance with the
statutory provisions contained in article 87 of chapter 72 of the Kansas
Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto, shall be computed by the
state board by determining the amount of the total foundation aid each
of the former school districts that comprise the consolidated school dis-
trict received in the school year preceding the date the consolidation was
completed, and calculating the sum of such amounts. The sum is the total
foundation aid of the consolidated school district for the school year in
which the consolidation was completed.

(2) If any of the former school districts had an enrollment of less than
150 students in the school year preceding the consolidation, the total
foundation aid of the newly consolidated school district for the two school
years following the school year in which the consolidation was completed
shall be the greater of: (A) The amount received in the school year in
which the consolidation was completed; or (B) the amount the school
district would receive under this act.

(3) If all of the former school districts had an enrollment of at least
150 students, but any had less than 200 students in the school year pre-
ceding the consolidation, the total foundation aid of the newly consoli-
dated school district for the three school years following the school year
in which the consolidation was completed shall be the greater of: (A) The
amount received in the school year in which the consolidation was com-
pleted; or (B) the amount the school district would receive under this act.

(4) If all of the former school districts had an enrollment of 200 or
more students in the school year preceding the consolidation, the total
foundation aid of the newly consolidated school district for the four school
years following the school year in which the consolidation was completed
shall be the greater of: (A) The amount received in the school year in
which the consolidation was completed; or (B) the amount the school
district would receive under this act.

(5) If the consolidation involved the consolidation of three or more
school districts, regardless of the number of students enrolled in the
school districts, the total foundation aid of the newly consolidated school
district for the four school years following the school year in which the
consolidation was completed shall be the greater of: (A) The amount
received in the school year in which the consolidation was completed; or
(B) the amount the school district would receive under this act.

(b) (1) The provisions of this subsection shall apply to school districts
that have been enlarged by the attachment of territory pursuant to the
procedure established in article 73 of chapter 72 of the Kansas Statutes
Annotated, and amendments thereto.

(2) For the purposes of this act, the total foundation aid for any school
district to which this subsection applies shall be computed by the state
board of education as follows: (A) Determine the amount of the total
foundation aid each of the former school districts that comprise the en-
larged school district received in the school year preceding the date the
attachment was completed; and (B) add the amounts determined under
subparagraph (A). The sum is the total foundation aid of the enlarged
school district for the school year in which the attachment is completed.

(3) If any of the former school districts had an enrollment of less than
150 students in the school year preceding the attachment, the total foun-
dation aid of the enlarged school district for the two school years following
the school year in which the attachment was completed shall be the
greater of: (A) The amount received in the school year in which the at-
tachment was completed; or (B) the amount the school district would
receive under this act.

(4) If all of the former school districts had an enrollment of at least
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150 students, but any had less than 200 students in the school year pre-
ceding the attachment, the total foundation aid of the enlarged school
district for the three school years following the school year in which the
attachment was completed shall be the greater of: (A) The amount re-
ceived in the school year in which the attachment was completed; or (B)
the amount the school district would receive under this act.

(5) If all of the former school districts had an enrollment of 200 or
more students in the school year preceding the attachment, the total
foundation aid of the enlarged school district for the four school years
following the school year in which the attachment was completed shall
be the greater of: (A) The amount received in the school year in which
the attachment was completed; or (B) the amount the school district
would receive under this act.

(6) If three or more school districts, regardless of the number of
students enrolled in the school districts, are disorganized and attached to
a single school district, the total foundation aid of the enlarged school
district for the four school years following the school year in which the
attachment was completed shall be the greater of: (A) The amount re-
ceived in the school year in which the attachment was completed; or (B)
the amount the school district would receive under this act.

(7) Except as specifically provided by this paragraph for the allocation
of total foundation aid among school districts, the provisions of paragraphs
(1) through (6) shall be applicable to school districts to which this para-
graph applies. If a school district is disorganized in accordance with article
73 of chapter 72 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments
thereto, and the territory of such school district is attached to more than
one school district, the total foundation aid for each school district to
which any territory from the disorganized school district is attached, shall
be computed by the state board as follows: (A) Determine the amount of
total foundation aid received by the former school district in the school
year preceding the date the disorganization and attachment was com-
pleted; (B) determine the amount of total foundation aid received by the
enlarged school district in the school year preceding the date the disor-
ganization and attachment was completed; (C) determine the assessed
valuation of the former school district in the school year preceding the
date the disorganization and attachment was completed; (D) determine
the assessed valuation of the territory attached to each enlarged school
district; (E) allocate the amount of the total foundation aid received by
the former school district in the school year preceding the date the dis-
organization and attachment was completed to each of the enlarged
school districts in the same proportion the assessed valuation of the ter-
ritory attached to each school district bears to the assessed valuation of
the former school district; and (F) add the amounts determined under
subparagraphs (B) and (E). The sum is the total foundation aid of the
enlarged school district for the school year in which the attachment is
completed.

New Sec. 14. (a) The board of education of each school district shall
levy an ad valorem tax upon the taxable tangible property of the school
district in the school years specified in subsection (b) for the purpose of:

(1) Financing that portion of the school district’s general fund budget
that is not financed from any other source provided by law;

(2) paying a portion of the costs of operating and maintaining public
schools in partial fulfillment of the constitutional obligation of the legis-
lature to finance the educational interests of the state; and

(3) with respect to any redevelopment school district established
prior to July 1, 1997, pursuant to K.S.A. 12-1771, and amendments
thereto, paying a portion of the principal and interest on bonds issued by
cities under authority of K.S.A. 12-1774, and amendments thereto, for
the financing of redevelopment projects upon property located within the
school district.

(b) The tax required under subsection (a) shall be levied at a rate of
20 mills in the school years 2017-2018 and 2018-2019.

(c) The proceeds from the tax levied by a district under authority of
this section, except the proceeds of such tax levied for the purpose de-
scribed in subsection (a)(3), shall be remitted to the state treasurer in
accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 75-4215, and amendments
thereto. Upon receipt of each such remittance, the state treasurer shall
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deposit the entire amount in the state treasury to the credit of the state
school district finance fund.

(d) No school district shall proceed under K.S.A. 79-1964, 79-1964a
or 79-1964b, and amendments thereto.

New Sec. 15. (a) In each school year, the board of education of a
school district may adopt, by resolution, a local option budget that does
not exceed the state prescribed percentage.

(b) Subject to the limitations of subsection (a), in each school year,
the board of education of a school district may adopt, by resolution, a
local option budget in an amount that does not exceed:

(1) The amount that the board was authorized to adopt under any
resolution adopted pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6471, prior to its
expiration; or

(2) the state-wide average for the preceding school year as deter-
mined by the state board pursuant to subsection (i).

The adoption of a resolution pursuant to this section shall require a
majority vote of the members of the board. Such resolution shall be ef-
fective upon adoption and shall require no other procedure, authorization
or approval.

(c) If the board of a school district desires to increase its local option
budget authority above the amount authorized under subsection (b), the
board may adopt, by resolution, such budget in an amount not to exceed
the state prescribed percentage. The adoption of a resolution pursuant
to this subsection shall require a majority vote of the members of the
board. The resolution shall be published at least once in a newspaper
having general circulation in the school district. The resolution shall be
published in substantial compliance with the following form:
Unified School District No. ,

County, Kansas.
RESOLUTION

Be It Resolved that:
The board of education of the above-named school district shall be

authorized to adopt a local option budget in each school year in an amount
not to exceed % of the amount of total foundation aid. The local
option budget authorized by this resolution may be adopted, unless a
petition in opposition to the same, signed by not less than 5% of the
qualified electors of the school district, is filed with the county election
officer of the home county of the school district within 30 days after
publication of this resolution. If a petition is filed, the county election
officer shall submit the question of whether adoption of the local option
budget shall be authorized to the electors of the school district at an
election called for the purpose or at the next general election, as is spec-
ified by the board of education of the school district.

CERTIFICATE
This is to certify that the above resolution was duly adopted by the

board of education of unified school district No. ,
County, Kansas, on the day of , .

Clerk of the board of education.
All of the blanks in the resolution shall be filled appropriately. If a

sufficient petition is not filed, the board may adopt a local option budget.
If a sufficient petition is filed, the board may notify the county election
officer of the date of an election to be held to submit the question of
whether adoption of a local option budget shall be authorized. Any such
election shall be noticed, called and held in the manner provided by
K.S.A. 10-120, and amendments thereto. If the board fails to notify the
county election officer within 30 days after a sufficient petition is filed,
the resolution shall be deemed abandoned and no like resolution shall be
adopted by the board within the nine months following publication of the
resolution.

(d) Unless specifically stated otherwise in the resolution, the author-
ity to adopt a local option budget shall be continuous and permanent.
The board of any school district that is authorized to adopt a local option
budget may choose not to adopt such a budget or may adopt a budget in
an amount less than the amount authorized. If the board of any school
district whose authority to adopt a local option budget is not continuous
and permanent refrains from adopting a local option budget, the authority
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of such school district to adopt a local option budget shall not be extended
by such refrainment beyond the period specified in the resolution au-
thorizing adoption of such budget.

(e) The board of any school district may initiate procedures to renew
or increase the authority to adopt a local option budget at any time during
a school year after the tax levied pursuant to section 19, and amendments
thereto, is certified to the county clerk under any existing authorization.

(f) The board of any school district authorized to adopt a local option
budget prior to July 1, 2017, under a resolution that authorized the adop-
tion of such budget in accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 2016
Supp. 72-6471, prior to its expiration, may continue to operate under such
resolution for the period of time specified in the resolution or may aban-
don the resolution and operate under the provisions of this section. Any
such school district shall operate under the provisions of this section after
the period of time specified in any previously adopted resolution has
expired.

(g) Any resolution adopted pursuant to this section may revoke or
repeal any resolution previously adopted by the board. If the resolution
does not revoke or repeal previously adopted resolutions, all resolutions
that are in effect shall expire on the same date. The maximum amount
of the local option budget of a school district under all resolutions in effect
shall not exceed the state prescribed percentage in any school year.

(h) (1) There is hereby established in each school district that adopts
a local option budget a supplemental general fund, which shall consist of
all amounts deposited therein or credited thereto according to law.

(2) Subject to the limitations imposed under subsection (h)(3),
amounts in the supplemental general fund may be expended for any pur-
pose for which expenditures from the general fund are authorized or may
be transferred to any categorical fund of the school district. Amounts in
the supplemental general fund attributable to any percentage over 25%
of total foundation aid determined for the current school year may be
transferred to the capital improvements fund of the school district and
the capital outlay fund of the school district if such transfers are specified
in the resolution authorizing the adoption of a local option budget in
excess of 25%.

(3) Amounts in the supplemental general fund may not be expended
for the purpose of making payments under any lease-purchase agreement
involving the acquisition of land or buildings that is entered into pursuant
to the provisions of K.S.A. 72-8225, and amendments thereto.

(4) (A) Except as provided in subsection (h)(4)(B), any unexpended
moneys remaining in the supplemental general fund of a school district
at the conclusion of any school year in which a local option budget is
adopted shall be maintained in such fund.

(B) If the school district received supplemental state aid in the school
year, the state board shall determine the ratio of the amount of supple-
mental general state aid received to the amount of the local option budget
of the school district for the school year and multiply the total amount of
the unexpended moneys remaining by such ratio. An amount equal to the
amount of the product shall be transferred to the general fund of the
school district or remitted to the state treasurer in accordance with the
provisions of K.S.A. 75-4215, and amendments thereto. Upon receipt of
any such remittance, the state treasurer shall deposit the same in the state
treasury to the credit of the state school district finance fund.

(i) Each year, the state board shall determine the statewide average
percentage of local option budgets legally adopted by school districts for
the preceding school year.

(j) The provisions of this section shall be subject to the provisions of
section 16, and amendments thereto.

(k) As used in this section:
(1) ‘‘Authorized to adopt a local option budget’’ means that a school

district has adopted a resolution pursuant to subsection (c).
(2) ‘‘State prescribed percentage’’ means 33% of the total foundation

aid of the school district in the current school year.
(3) ‘‘Total foundation aid’’ means the same as such term is defined in

section 4, and amendments thereto.
New Sec. 16. (a) (1) Subject to the provisions of subsection (e), the
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provisions of this subsection shall apply in any school year in which the
amount of BASE aid is $4,490 or less.

(2) The board of education of a school district may adopt a local
option budget that does not exceed the local option budget calculated as
if the BASE aid was $4,490, or that does not exceed the local option
budget as calculated pursuant to section 15, and amendments thereto,
whichever is greater.

(b) The board of education of a school district may adopt a local
option budget that does not exceed the local option budget calculated as
if the school district received state aid for special education and related
services equal to the amount of state aid for special education and related
services received in school year 2008-2009, or that does not exceed the
local option budget as calculated pursuant to section 15, and amendments
thereto, whichever is greater.

(c) The board of any school district may exercise the authority granted
under subsection (a) or (b) or both subsections (a) and (b).

(d) To the extent that the provisions of section 15, and amendments
thereto, conflict with this section, this section shall control.

(e) For school year 2019-2020, and each school year thereafter, the
specified dollar amount used in subsection (a) for purposes of determin-
ing the local option budget of a school district shall be the specified dollar
amount used for the immediately preceding school year plus an amount
equal to the average percentage increase in the consumer price index for
all urban consumers in the midwest region as published by the bureau of
labor statistics of the United States department of labor during the three
immediately preceding school years.

New Sec. 17. (a) In each school year, each school district that has
adopted a local option budget is eligible to receive supplemental state
aid. Except as provided by section 18, and amendments thereto, supple-
mental state aid shall be determined by the state board as provided in
subsection (b).

(b) The state board shall:
(1) (A) For school year 2017-2018, determine the amount of the as-

sessed valuation per student in the preceding school year of each school
district; and

(B) for school year 2018-2019 and each school year thereafter, de-
termine the average assessed valuation per student of each school district
by adding the assessed valuation per student for each of the three im-
mediately preceding school years and dividing the resulting sum by three;

(2) rank the school districts from low to high on the basis of the
amounts of assessed valuation per student determined under subsection
(b)(1);

(3) identify the amount of the assessed valuation per student located
at the 81.2 percentile of the amounts ranked under subsection (b)(2);

(4) divide the assessed valuation per student of the school district as
determined under subsection (b)(1) by the amount identified under sub-
section (b)(3); and

(5) (A) if the quotient obtained under subsection (b)(4) equals or
exceeds one, the school district shall not receive supplemental state aid;
or

(B) if the quotient obtained under subsection (b)(4) is less than one,
subtract the quotient obtained under subsection (b)(4) from one, and
multiply the difference by the amount of the local option budget of the
school district for the immediately preceding school year. The resulting
product is the amount of supplemental state aid the school district is to
receive for the school year.

(c) Payments of supplemental state aid shall be distributed to school
districts on the dates prescribed by the state board. The state board shall
certify to the director of accounts and reports the amount due each school
district, and the director of accounts and reports shall draw a warrant on
the state treasurer payable to the treasurer of the school district. Upon
receipt of the warrant, the treasurer of the school district shall credit the
amount thereof to the supplemental general fund of the school district
to be used for the purposes of such fund.

(d) For the purposes of determining the total amount of state moneys
paid to school districts, all moneys appropriated as supplemental state aid
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shall be deemed to be state moneys for educational and support services
for school districts.

New Sec. 18. (a) (1) For the purposes of determining the amount of
supplemental state aid, the state board shall determine the ranking of
each of the former school districts of which the school district is composed
as required by section 17(b)(2), and amendments thereto, for the school
year prior to the effectuation of the consolidation or attachment.

(2) For the school year in which the consolidation or attachment is
effectuated and the next succeeding two school years, the ranking of the
school district for the purposes of section 17(b)(2), and amendments
thereto, shall be the ranking of the school district receiving the highest
amount of supplemental state aid determined under subsection (a)(1).

(b) The provisions of this section shall apply to school districts that
have consolidated or disorganized on and after July 1, 2004.

(c) As used in this section, ‘‘school district’’ means:
(1) Any school district formed by consolidation in accordance with

article 87 of chapter 72 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amend-
ments thereto; or

(2) any school district formed by disorganization and attachment in
accordance with article 73 of chapter 72 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated,
and amendments thereto, if all the territory which comprised a disorgan-
ized school district is attached to a single school district.

New Sec. 19. (a) In each school year, the board of each school district
that has adopted a local option budget may levy an ad valorem tax on the
taxable tangible property of the school district for the purposes of:

(1) Financing that portion of the school district’s local option budget
that is not financed from any other source provided by law;

(2) paying a portion of the principal and interest on bonds issued by
cities under authority of K.S.A. 12-1774, and amendments thereto, for
the financing of redevelopment projects upon property located within the
school district; and

(3) funding transfers to the capital improvement fund of the school
district and the capital outlay fund of the school district if such transfers
are specified in the resolution authorizing the adoption of a local option
budget in excess of 25% of the total foundation aid determined for the
current school year.

(b) The proceeds from the tax levied by a school district under au-
thority of this section, except the proceeds of such tax levied for the
purpose of paying a portion of the principal and interest on bonds issued
by cities under authority of K.S.A. 12-1774, and amendments thereto, for
the financing of redevelopment projects upon property located within the
school district, shall be deposited in the supplemental general fund of the
school district.

(c) No school district shall proceed under K.S.A. 79-1964, 79-1964a
or 79-1964b, and amendments thereto.

New Sec. 20. (a) The transportation weighting of each school district
shall be determined by the state board as follows:

(1) Determine the total expenditures of the school district during the
preceding school year from all funds for transporting students of public
and nonpublic schools on regular school routes;

(2) determine the sum of: (A) The number of students who were
included in the enrollment of the school district in the preceding school
year who resided less than 21⁄2 miles by the usually traveled road from
the school building such students attended and for whom transportation
was made available by the school district; and (B) the number of nonres-
ident students who were included in the enrollment of the school district
for the preceding school year and for whom transportation was made
available by the school district;

(3) determine the number of students who were included in the en-
rollment of the district in the preceding school year who resided 21⁄2 miles
or more by the usually traveled road from the school building such stu-
dents attended and for whom transportation was made available by the
school district;

(4) multiply the number of students determined under subsection
(a)(3) by 2.8;

(5) divide the amount determined under subsection (a)(2) by the
product obtained under subsection (a)(4);
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(6) add one to the quotient obtained under subsection (a)(5);
(7) multiply the sum obtained under subsection (a)(6) by the amount

determined under subsection (a)(3);
(8) divide the amount determined under subsection (a)(1) by the

product obtained under subsection (a)(7). The resulting quotient is the
per-student cost of transportation;

(9) on a density-cost graph, plot the per-student cost of transportation
for each school district;

(10) construct a curve of best fit for the points so plotted;
(11) locate the index of density for the school district on the base line

of the density-cost graph and from the point on the curve of best fit
directly above this point of index of density follow a line parallel to the
base line to the point of intersection with the vertical line, which point is
the formula per-student cost of transportation of the school district;

(12) divide the formula per-student cost of transportation of the
school district by the BASE aid; and

(13) multiply the quotient obtained under subsection (a)(12) by the
number of students who are included in the enrollment of the school
district, are residing 21⁄2 miles or more by the usually traveled road to the
school building they attend, and for whom transportation is being made
available by, and at the expense of, the district.

(b) (1) For school years 2017-2018 through 2020-2021, the transpor-
tation weighting of the school district shall be either the product deter-
mined under subsection (a)(13), or that portion of such school district’s
general state aid for school year 2016-2017 that was attributable to the
school district’s transportation weighting, whichever is greater.

(2) For school year 2021-2022, and each school year thereafter, the
transportation weighting of the school district shall be the product deter-
mined under subsection (a)(13).

(c) For the purpose of providing accurate and reliable data on student
transportation, the state board is authorized to adopt rules and regulations
prescribing procedures that school districts shall follow in reporting per-
tinent information, including uniform reporting of expenditures for trans-
portation.

(d) As used in this section:
(1) ‘‘Curve of best fit’’ means the curve on a density-cost graph drawn

so the sum of the distances squared from such line to each of the points
plotted on the graph is the least possible.

(2) ‘‘Density-cost graph’’ means a drawing having: (A) A horizontal
or base line divided into equal intervals of density, beginning with zero
on the left; and (B) a scale for per-student cost of transportation to be
shown on a line perpendicular to the base line at the left end thereof,
such scale to begin with zero dollars at the base line ascending by equal
per-student cost intervals.

(3) ‘‘Index of density’’ means the number of students who are in-
cluded in the enrollment of a school district in the current school year,
are residing the designated distance or more by the usually traveled road
from the school building they attend, and for whom transportation is
being made available on regular school routes by the school district, di-
vided by the number of square miles of territory in the school district.

New Sec. 21. (a) The low enrollment weighting of each school district
shall be determined by the state board as follows:

(1) For school districts with an enrollment of fewer than 100 students,
multiply the enrollment of the school district by 1.014331. The resulting
product is the low enrollment weighting of the school district;

(2) for school districts with an enrollment of at least 100 students,
but fewer than 300 students:

(A) Subtract 100 from the enrollment of the school district;
(B) multiply the difference obtained under subsection (a)(2)(A) by

9.655;
(C) subtract the product obtained under subsection (a)(2)(B) from

7,337;
(D) divide the difference obtained under subsection (a)(2)(C) by

3,642.4;
(E) subtract one from the quotient obtained under subsection

(a)(2)(D); and
(F) multiply the difference obtained under subsection (a)(2)(E) by
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the enrollment of the school district. The resulting product is the low
enrollment weighting of the school district;

(3) for school districts with an enrollment of at least 300 students,
but fewer than 1,622 students:

(A) Subtract 300 from the enrollment of the school district;
(B) multiply the difference obtained under subsection (a)(3)(A) by

1.2375;
(C) subtract the product obtained under subsection (a)(3)(B) from

5,406;
(D) divide the difference obtained under subsection (a)(3)(C) by

3,642.4;
(E) subtract one from the quotient obtained under subsection (c)(D);

and
(F) multiply the difference obtained under subsection (a)(3)(E) by

the enrollment of the school district. The resulting product is the low
enrollment weighting of the school district.

(b) For school districts with an enrollment of at least 1,622 students,
multiply the enrollment of the school district by 0.03504. The resulting
product is the high enrollment weighting of the school district.

New Sec. 22. The bilingual weighting of each school district shall be
determined by the state board as follows:

(a) Determine the full-time equivalent enrollment in approved pro-
grams of bilingual education during the preceding school year and mul-
tiply such enrollment by 0.395;

(b) determine the number of students enrolled in approved programs
of bilingual education during the preceding school year and multiply such
enrollment by 0.185; and

(c) the bilingual weighting shall be either the amount determined
under subsection (a) or (b), whichever is greater.

New Sec. 23. (a) The at-risk student weighting of each school district
shall be determined by the state board as follows:

(1) Determine the number of at-risk students included in the enroll-
ment of the school district; and

(2) for a school district with an enrollment that consists of 10% or
more at-risk students, multiply the number determined under subsection
(a)(1) by 0.484. The resulting sum is the at-risk student weighting of the
school district; or

(3) for a school district with an enrollment that consists of less than
10% at-risk students, multiply the number of students equal to 10% of
such school district’s enrollment by 0.484. The resulting sum is the at-
risk student weighting of the school district. A school district whose at-
risk student weighting is determined pursuant to this paragraph shall sub-
mit a report to the state board in such form and manner as required by
the state board that identifies those students enrolled in such school dis-
trict who are receiving at-risk program services and the criteria each such
student satisfies in order to receive at-risk program services. The state
board shall adopt rules and regulations that establish the criteria for eli-
gibility for at-risk program services. The provisions of this paragraph shall
only apply to those school districts that offer instruction in kindergarten
and grades one through 12.

(b) Except as provided in subsection (b)(4), the high-density at-risk
student weighting of each school district shall be determined by the state
board as follows:

(1) (A) If the enrollment of the school district is at least 35% at-risk
students, but less than 50% at-risk students:

(i) Subtract 35% from the percentage of at-risk students included in
the enrollment of the school district;

(ii) multiply the difference determined under subsection (b)(1)(A)(i)
by 0.7; and

(iii) multiply the product determined under subsection (b)(1)(A)(ii)
by the number of at-risk students included in the enrollment of the school
district; or

(B) if the enrollment of the school district is 50% or more at-risk
students, multiply the number of at-risk students included in the enroll-
ment of the school district by 0.105; or

(2) (A) if the enrollment of a school in the school district is at least
35% at-risk students, but less than 50% at-risk students:
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(i) Subtract 35% from the percentage of at-risk students included in
the enrollment of such school;

(ii) multiply the difference determined under subsection (b)(2)(A)(i)
by 0.7; and

(iii) multiply the product determined under subsection (b)(2)(A)(ii)
by the number of at-risk students included in the enrollment of such
school; or

(B) if the enrollment of a school in the school district is 50% or more
at-risk students, multiply the number of at-risk students included in the
enrollment of such school by 0.105; and

(C) add the products determined under subsections (b)(2)(A)(iii) and
(b)(2)(B) for each such school in the school district, respectively.

(3) The high-density at-risk weighting of the school district shall be
the greater of the product determined under subsection (b)(1) or the sum
determined under subsection (b)(2)(C).

(4) Commencing in school year 2018-2019, school districts that qual-
ify to receive the high-density at-risk weighting pursuant to this section
shall spend any money attributable to the school district’s high-density
at-risk weighting on the at-risk best practices developed by the state board
pursuant to section 25(d), and amendments thereto. If a school district
that qualifies for the high-density at-risk weighting does not spend such
money on such best practices, the state board shall notify the school
district that it shall either spend such money on such best practices or
shall show improvement within five years of notification. Improvement
shall include, but not be limited to, the following: (A) The percentage of
students at grade level on state math and English language arts assess-
ments; (B) the percentage of students that are college and career ready
on state math and English language arts assessments; (C) the average
composite ACT score; or (D) the four-year graduation rate. If a school
district does not spend such money on such best practices and does not
show improvement within five years, the school district shall not qualify
to receive the high-density at-risk weighting in the succeeding school year.

(5) The provisions of this subsection shall expire on July 1, 2019.
New Sec. 24. (a) If a student submits an application for free meals

under the national school lunch act on or before the date on which the
enrollment of the school district is calculated and it is later determined
by the school district or the department of education that the student
should not have been eligible for free meals, the school district or the
department shall notify the state board of such determination. Except as
provided in subsection (b), upon receipt of such notice, the state board
shall recompute the adjusted enrollment of the school district and the
general fund budget of the school district based on the adjusted enroll-
ment of the school district excluding the at-risk student weighting and
high-density at-risk student weighting, if any, assigned to such student.

(b) If a student becomes ineligible to receive free meals under the
national school lunch act for failure to submit, in a timely manner, any
documentation necessary for verification of eligibility as required by the
national school lunch act, but subsequently submits such documentation,
such student shall not be excluded from the calculation of the adjusted
enrollment of the school district if the school district forwards a copy of
such documentation to the state board no later than January 14 of the
school year.

New Sec. 25. (a) There is hereby established in every school district
an at-risk education fund, which shall consist of all moneys deposited
therein or transferred thereto according to law. The expenses of a school
district directly attributable to providing at-risk student assistance or pro-
grams shall be paid from the at-risk education fund.

(b) Any balance remaining in the at-risk education fund at the end
of the budget year shall be carried forward into the at-risk education fund
for succeeding budget years. Such fund shall not be subject to the pro-
visions of K.S.A. 79-2925 through 79-2937, and amendments thereto. In
preparing the budget of such school district, the amounts credited to and
the amount on hand in the at-risk education fund, and the amount ex-
pended therefrom shall be included in the annual budget for the infor-
mation of the residents of the school district. Interest earned on the in-
vestment of moneys in any such fund shall be credited to that fund.

(c) Commencing in school year 2018-2019, expenditures from the at-
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risk education fund of a school district shall only be made for the following
purposes:

(1) At-risk educational programs based on best practices identified
pursuant to subsection (d);

(2) personnel providing educational services in conjunction with such
programs; or

(3) services contracted for by the school district to provide at-risk
educational programs based on best practices identified pursuant to sub-
section (d).

(d) On or before July 1, 2018, the state board shall identify and ap-
prove evidence-based best practices for at-risk programs and instruction
of students receiving at-risk program services. The state board shall re-
view and update such best practices as part of its five-year accreditation
system review process.

(e) Each year the board of education of each school district shall
prepare and submit to the state board a report on the assistance or pro-
grams provided by the school district for students identified as at-risk.
Such report shall include the number of students identified as at-risk who
were served or provided assistance, the type of service provided, the re-
search upon which the school district relied in determining that a need
for service or assistance existed, the results of providing such service or
assistance and any other information required by the state board.

(f) In order to achieve uniform reporting of the number of students
provided service or assistance by school districts in at-risk student pro-
grams, school districts shall report the number of students served or as-
sisted in the manner required by the state board.

New Sec. 26. (a) There is hereby established in every school district
a preschool-aged at-risk education fund, which shall consist of all moneys
deposited therein or transferred thereto according to law. The expenses
of a school district directly attributable to providing preschool-aged at-
risk assistance or programs shall be paid from the preschool-aged at-risk
education fund.

(b) Any balance remaining in the preschool-aged at-risk education
fund at the end of the budget year shall be carried forward into the
preschool-aged at-risk education fund for succeeding budget years. Such
fund shall not be subject to the provisions of K.S.A. 79-2925 through 79-
2937, and amendments thereto. In preparing the budget of such school
district, the amounts credited to and the amount on hand in the pre-
school-aged at-risk education fund, and the amount expended therefrom
shall be included in the annual budget for the information of the residents
of the school district. Interest earned on the investment of moneys in any
such fund shall be credited to that fund.

(c) Each year the board of each school district shall prepare and sub-
mit to the state board a report on the preschool-aged at-risk student
assistance or programs provided by the school district. Such report shall
include the number of students who were served or provided assistance,
the type of service provided, the research upon which the school district
relied in determining that a need for service or assistance existed, the
results of providing such service or assistance and any other information
required by the state board.

New Sec. 27. (a) The career technical education weighting of each
school district shall be determined by the state board by multiplying the
full-time equivalent enrollment in approved career technical education
programs during the preceding school year by 0.5. The resulting product
is the career technical education weighting of the school district.

(b) The provisions of this section shall expire on July 1, 2019.
New Sec. 28. (a) For each school year in which the school facilities

weighting may be assigned to the enrollment of the school district, such
weighting of such school district shall be determined by the state board
as follows:

(1) Determine the number of students included in the enrollment of
the school district who are attending a new school facility;

(2) multiply the number of students determined under subsection
(a)(1) by 0.25. The resulting product is the school facilities weighting of
the school district.

(b) The school facilities weighting may be assigned to the enrollment
of a school district only if:
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(1) The school district adopted a local option budget for school year
2014-2015 in an amount equal to at least 25% of the amount of the state
financial aid determined for the school district in such school year pur-
suant to K.S.A. 72-6433, prior to its repeal;

(2) the contractual bond obligations incurred by the school district
were approved by the electors of the school district at an election held
on or before July 1, 2015; and

(3) (A) the school district commences operation of a new school fa-
cility and the construction of such facility was financed primarily with
such contractual bond obligations; or

(B) the school district commences operation of a new school facility
and the construction of such facility was financed primarily with federal
funds and such facility is located on a military reservation.

(c) The school facilities weighting may be assigned to the enrollment
of the school district only in the school year in which operation of a new
school facility is commenced and in the next succeeding school year.

New Sec. 29. The special education and related services weighting of
each school district shall be determined by the state board as follows:

(a) Add the amount of payments received by the school district under
the provisions of K.S.A. 72-979, and amendments thereto, to the amount
of any grants received by the school district under the provisions of K.S.A.
72-983, and amendments thereto; and

(b) divide the sum obtained under subsection (a) by the BASE aid.
The resulting quotient is the special education and related services
weighting of the school district.

New Sec. 30. (a) (1) The board of education of a school district to
which the provisions of this section apply may levy an ad valorem tax on
the taxable tangible property of the school district each year for a period
of time not to exceed two years in an amount not to exceed the amount
authorized by the state board of tax appeals under this subsection for the
purpose of financing the costs incurred by the state that are directly at-
tributable to assignment of ancillary school facilities weighting to the en-
rollment of the school district. The state board of tax appeals may au-
thorize the school district to make a levy that will produce an amount that
is not greater than the difference between the amount of costs directly
attributable to commencing operation of one or more new school facilities
and the amount that is financed from any other source provided by law
for such purpose. If the school district is not eligible, or will be ineligible,
for ancillary school facilities weighting in any one or more years during
the two-year period for which the school district is authorized to levy a
tax under this subsection, the state board of tax appeals may authorize
the school district to make a levy, in such year or years of ineligibility,
that will produce an amount that is not greater than the actual amount
of costs attributable to commencing operation of the facility or facilities.

(2) The state board of tax appeals shall certify to the state board the
amount authorized to be produced by the levy of a tax under this sub-
section.

(3) The state board of tax appeals may adopt rules and regulations
necessary to effectuate the provisions of this subsection, including rules
and regulations relating to the evidence required in support of a school
district’s claim that the costs attributable to commencing operation of one
or more new school facilities are in excess of the amount that is financed
from any other source provided by law for such purpose.

(b) The board of education of a school district that has levied an ad
valorem tax on the taxable tangible property of the school district each
year for a period of two years under authority of subsection (a) may con-
tinue to levy such tax under authority of this subsection each year for an
additional period of time not to exceed six years in an amount not to
exceed the amount computed by the state board as provided in this sub-
section if the board of the school district determines that the costs attrib-
utable to commencing operation of one or more new school facilities are
significantly greater than the costs attributable to the operation of other
school facilities in the school district. The tax authorized under this sub-
section may be levied at a rate that will produce an amount that is not
greater than the amount computed by the state board as provided in this
subsection. In computing such amount, the state board shall:

(1) Determine the amount produced by the tax levied by the school
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district under authority of subsection (a) in the second year for which
such tax was levied and add to such amount the amount of state foun-
dation aid directly attributable to ancillary school facilities weighting that
was received by the school district in the same year;

(2) compute 90% of the amount of the sum obtained under subsec-
tion (b)(1), which computed amount is the amount the school district may
levy in the first year of the six-year period for which the school district
may levy a tax under authority of this subsection;

(3) compute 75% of the amount of the sum obtained under subsec-
tion (b)(1), which computed amount is the amount the school district may
levy in the second year of the six-year period for which the school district
may levy a tax under authority of this subsection;

(4) compute 60% of the amount of the sum obtained under subsec-
tion (b)(1), which computed amount is the amount the school district may
levy in the third year of the six-year period for which the school district
may levy a tax under authority of this subsection;

(5) compute 45% of the amount of the sum obtained under subsec-
tion (b)(1), which computed amount is the amount the school district may
levy in the fourth year of the six-year period for which the school district
may levy a tax under authority of this subsection;

(6) compute 30% of the amount of the sum obtained under subsec-
tion (b)(1), which computed amount is the amount the school district may
levy in the fifth year of the six-year period for which the school district
may levy a tax under authority of this subsection; and

(7) compute 15% of the amount of the sum obtained under subsec-
tion (b)(1), which computed amount is the amount the school district may
levy in the sixth year of the six-year period for which the school district
may levy a tax under authority of this subsection.

In determining the amount produced by the tax levied by the school
district under authority of subsection (a), the state board shall include
any moneys apportioned to the ancillary school facilities fund of the school
district from taxes levied under the provisions of K.S.A. 79-5101 et seq.
and 79-5118 et seq., and amendments thereto.

(c) The proceeds from any tax levied by a school district under au-
thority of this section shall be remitted to the state treasurer in accordance
with the provisions of K.S.A. 75-4215, and amendments thereto. Upon
receipt of each such remittance, the state treasurer shall deposit the entire
amount in the state treasury to the credit of the state school district fi-
nance fund.

(d) The ancillary school facilities weighting may be assigned to the
enrollment of a school district only if the school district has levied a tax
under the authority of subsection (a), and remitted the proceeds from
such tax to the state treasurer. The ancillary school facilities weighting of
each school district shall be determined in each school year in which such
weighting may be assigned to the enrollment of the school district as
follows:

(1) Add the amount to be produced by a tax levy as authorized under
subsection (a) and certified to the state board by the state board of tax
appeals to the amount computed under subsection (b) to be produced by
a tax levy, if any; and

(2) divide the sum obtained under subsection (d)(1) by the BASE aid.
The resulting quotient is the ancillary school facilities weighting of the
school district.

(e) The provisions of this section apply to any school district that:
(1) Commenced operation of one or more new school facilities in the

school year preceding the current school year or has commenced or will
commence operation of one or more new school facilities in the current
school year;

(2) adopted a local option budget; and
(3) is experiencing extraordinary enrollment growth as determined

by the state board.
New Sec. 31. (a) Subject to subsection (b), the board of education of

a school district may levy a tax on the taxable tangible property within the
school district for the purpose of financing the costs incurred by the state
that are attributable directly to assignment of the cost-of-living weighting
to the enrollment of the school district.
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(b) The state board shall determine whether a school district may
levy a tax under this section as follows:

(1) Determine the statewide average appraised value of single family
residences for the calendar year preceding the current school year;

(2) multiply the amount determined under subsection (b)(1) by 1.25;
(3) determine the average appraised value of single family residences

in each school district for the calendar year preceding the current school
year; and

(4) subtract the amount determined under subsection (b)(2) from the
amount determined under subsection (b)(3). If the amount determined
for the school district is a positive number and the school district has
adopted a local option budget in an amount equal to at least 31% of the
total foundation aid for the school district, the school district qualifies for
assignment of cost-of-living weighting and may levy a tax on the taxable
tangible property of the school district for the purpose of financing the
costs that are attributable directly to assignment of the cost-of-living
weighting to the enrollment of the school district.

(c) (1) No tax may be levied under this section unless the board of
education adopts a resolution authorizing such a tax levy and publishes
the resolution at least once in a newspaper having general circulation in
the school district. Except as provided by subsection (e), the resolution
shall be published in substantial compliance with the following form:
Unified School District No. ,

County, Kansas.
RESOLUTION

Be It Resolved that:
The board of education of the above-named school district shall be

authorized to levy an ad valorem tax in an amount not to exceed the
amount necessary to finance the costs attributable directly to the assign-
ment of cost-of-living weighting to the enrollment of the school district.
The ad valorem tax authorized by this resolution may be levied unless a
petition in opposition to the same, signed by not less than 5% of the
qualified electors of the school district, is filed with the county election
officer of the home county of the school district within 30 days after the
publication of this resolution. If a petition is filed, the county election
officer shall submit the question of whether the levy of such a tax shall
be authorized in accordance with the provisions of this resolution to the
electors of the school district at the next general election of the school
district, as is specified by the board of education of the school district.

CERTIFICATE
This is to certify that the above resolution was duly adopted by the

board of education of Unified School District No. ,
County, Kansas, on the day of , (year) .

Clerk of the board of education.
(2) All of the blanks in the resolution shall be filled appropriately. If

no petition as specified above is filed in accordance with the provisions
of the resolution, the resolution authorizing the ad valorem tax levy shall
become effective. If a petition is filed as provided in the resolution, the
board may notify the county election officer to submit the question of
whether such tax levy shall be authorized. If the board fails to notify the
county election officer within 30 days after a petition is filed, the reso-
lution shall be deemed abandoned and of no force and effect and no like
resolution shall be adopted by the board within the nine months following
publication of the resolution. If a majority of the votes cast in an election
conducted pursuant to this provision is in favor of the resolution, such
resolution shall be effective on the date of such election. If a majority of
the votes cast is not in favor of the resolution, the resolution shall be
deemed of no force and effect and no like resolution shall be adopted by
the board within the nine months following such election.

(d) There is hereby established in every school district a cost-of-living
fund, which shall consist of all moneys deposited therein or transferred
thereto in accordance with law. All moneys derived from a tax imposed
pursuant to this section shall be credited to the cost-of-living fund. The
proceeds from the tax levied by a school district credited to the cost-of-
living fund shall be remitted to the state treasurer in accordance with the
provisions of K.S.A. 75-4215, and amendments thereto. Upon receipt of
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each such remittance, the state treasurer shall deposit the entire amount
in the state treasury to the credit of the state school district finance fund.

(e) In determining the amount produced by the tax levied by the
school district under the authority of this section, the state board shall
include any moneys apportioned to the cost-of-living fund of the school
district from taxes levied under the provisions of K.S.A. 79-5101 et seq.
and 79-5118 et seq., and amendments thereto.

(f) The cost-of-living weighting of a school district shall be deter-
mined by the state board in each school year in which such weighting
may be assigned to the enrollment of the school district as follows:

(1) Divide the amount determined under subsection (b)(4) by the
amount determined under subsection (b)(2);

(2) multiply the quotient determined under subsection (f)(1) by
0.095;

(3) multiply the school district’s total foundation aid for the current
school year, excluding the amount determined under this provision, by
the lesser of the product determined under subsection (f)(2) or 0.05; and

(4) divide the product determined under subsection (f)(3) by the
BASE aid for the current school year. The quotient is the cost-of-living
weighting of the school district.

New Sec. 32. (a) (1) (A) The board of education of a school district
may levy an ad valorem tax on the taxable tangible property of the school
district each year for a period of time not to exceed two years, unless
authority to make such levy is renewed by the state board of tax appeals,
in an amount not to exceed the amount authorized by the state board of
tax appeals under this section for the purpose of financing the costs in-
curred by the state that are directly attributable to assignment of declining
enrollment weighting to the enrollment of the school district. The state
board of tax appeals may authorize the school district to make a levy that
will produce an amount that is not greater than the amount of revenues
lost as a result of the declining enrollment of the school district. Such
amount shall not exceed 5% of the general fund budget of the school
district in the school year in which the school district applies to the state
board of tax appeals for authority to make a levy pursuant to this subsec-
tion. The state board of tax appeals may renew the authority to make such
levy for periods of time not to exceed two years.

(B) For school year 2017-2018, as an alternative to the authority pro-
vided in subsection (a)(1)(A), if a school district was authorized to make
a levy pursuant to K.S.A. 72-6451, prior to its repeal, in school year 2006-
2007, such school district shall remain authorized to make a levy at a rate
necessary to generate revenue equal to 1⁄2 of the amount that was gen-
erated in school year 2007-2008.

(2) The state board of tax appeals shall certify to the state board the
amount authorized to be produced by the levy of a tax under this section.

(3) The state board shall prescribe guidelines for the data that school
districts shall include in cases before the state board of tax appeals pur-
suant to this section. The state board shall provide to the state board of
tax appeals such school data and information requested by the state board
of tax appeals and any other information deemed necessary by the state
board.

(b) There is hereby established in every school district a declining
enrollment fund, which shall consist of all moneys deposited therein or
transferred thereto according to law. The proceeds from the tax levied
by a school district under authority of this section shall be credited to the
declining enrollment fund of the school district. The proceeds from the
tax levied by a school district credited to the declining enrollment fund
shall be remitted to the state treasurer in accordance with the provisions
of K.S.A. 75-4215, and amendments thereto. Upon receipt of each such
remittance, the state treasurer shall deposit the entire amount in the state
treasury to the credit of the state school district finance fund.

(c) In determining the amount produced by the tax levied by the
school district under authority of this section, the state board shall include
any moneys apportioned to the declining enrollment fund of the school
district from taxes levied under the provisions of K.S.A. 79-5101 et seq.
and 79-5118 et seq., and amendments thereto.

(d) The declining enrollment weighting of a school district shall be
determined by the state board in each school year in which such weighting
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may be assigned to the enrollment of the school district. The state board
shall divide the amount certified under subsection (a)(2) by the BASE
aid. The resulting quotient is the declining enrollment weighting of the
school district.

(e) As used in this section:
(1) ‘‘Declining enrollment’’ means an enrollment that has declined in

amount from that of the second preceding school year.
(2) ‘‘School district’’ means a school district that: (A) Has a declining

enrollment; and (B) has adopted a local foundation budget in an amount
that equals at least 31% of the total foundation aid for the school district
at the time the school district applies to the state board of tax appeals for
authority to make a levy pursuant to this section.

(f) The provisions of this section shall expire on July 1, 2018.
New Sec. 33. For the purpose of determining the general fund

budget of a school district, weightings shall not be assigned to a student
enrolled in and attending KAMS. Moneys in the general fund that are
attributable to a student enrolled in and attending KAMS shall not be
included in the computation of the local option budget of the school
district.

New Sec. 34. (a) There is hereby established in every school district
a career and postsecondary education fund, which shall consist of all mon-
eys deposited therein or transferred thereto according to law. All moneys
received by a school district for any course or program authorized and
approved under the provisions of article 44 of chapter 72 of the Kansas
Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto, except for courses and pro-
grams conducted in an area vocational school, shall be credited to the
career and postsecondary education fund. All moneys received by the
school district from tuition, fees or charges or from any other source for
career technical education courses or programs, except for courses and
programs conducted in an area vocational school, shall be credited to the
career and postsecondary education fund. All moneys received by the
school district from tuition, fees or charges or from any other source for
postsecondary education courses or programs shall be credited to the
career and postsecondary education fund.

(b) Expenditures made by a school district that are directly attribut-
able to the following shall be paid from the career and postsecondary
education fund:

(1) Career technical education;
(2) postsecondary education courses; and
(3) courses provided through distance-learning technology.
(c) Any balance remaining in the career and postsecondary education

fund at the end of the budget year shall be carried forward into the career
and postsecondary education fund for succeeding budget years. Such
fund shall not be subject to the provisions of K.S.A. 79-2925 through 79-
2937, and amendments thereto. In preparing the budget of such school
district, the amounts credited to and the amount on hand in the career
and postsecondary education fund, and the amount expended therefrom
shall be included in the annual budget for the information of the residents
of the school district.

New Sec. 35. There is hereby established in every school district a
driver training fund, which shall consist of all moneys deposited therein
or transferred thereto according to law. All moneys received by the school
district from distributions made from the state safety fund and the mo-
torcycle safety fund and from tuition, fees or charges for driver training
courses shall be credited to the driver training fund. The expenses of a
school district directly attributable to driver training shall be paid from
the driver training fund.

New Sec. 36. There is hereby established in every school district a
food service fund, which shall consist of all moneys deposited therein or
transferred thereto according to law. All moneys received by the school
district for food service and from charges for food service shall be credited
to the food service fund. The expenses of a school district attributable to
food service shall be paid from the food service fund.

New Sec. 37. There is hereby established in every school district a
contingency reserve fund, which shall consist of all moneys deposited
therein or transferred thereto according to law. The fund shall be main-
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tained for payment of expenses of a school district attributable to financial
contingencies as determined by the board.

New Sec. 38. (a) Except as otherwise provided in this section, any
revenues of a school district, not required by law to be deposited in or
credited to a specific fund, shall be deposited in or credited to any cat-
egorical fund of the school district or to the capital outlay fund of the
school district.

(b) At the discretion of the board of education of a school district,
revenues earned from the investment of an activity fund of the school
district in accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 12-1675, and amend-
ments thereto, may be deposited in or credited to such activity fund.

(c) (1) At the discretion of the board and subject to subsection (c)(2),
any revenues specified in subsections (a) and (b) may be deposited in or
credited to the general fund of the school district in any school year for
which the allotment system authorized under K.S.A. 75-3722, and amend-
ments thereto, has been inaugurated and applied to appropriations made
for state foundation aid, or in any school year for which any portion of
the appropriations made for state foundation aid are lapsed by an act of
the legislature.

(2) In no event may the amount of revenues deposited in or credited
to the general fund of the school district under authority of subsection
(c)(1) exceed an amount equal to the amount of the reduction in state
foundation aid paid to the school district determined by the state board
to be the result of application of the allotment system to the appropria-
tions made for state foundation aid or of the lapse of any portion thereof
by an act of the legislature.

(d) At the discretion of the board, revenues received by the school
district from the federal government as the school district’s share of the
proceeds derived from sale by the federal government of its rights to oil,
gas and other minerals located beneath the surface of lands within the
school district’s boundaries may be deposited in the bond and interest
fund of the school district and used for the purposes of such fund. If at
any time all indebtedness and obligations of such fund have been fully
paid and canceled, the revenues authorized by this subsection to be de-
posited in such fund shall be disposed of as provided in subsection (a).

(e) To the extent that K.S.A. 72-1623, 72-8804 and 79-2958, and
amendments thereto, conflict with this section, this section shall control.

New Sec. 39. (a) Any lawful transfer of moneys from the general fund
of a school district to any other fund shall be an operating expense in the
year the transfer is made. The board of education of a school district may
transfer moneys from the general fund to any categorical fund of the
school district in any school year.

(b) The board may transfer moneys from the general fund to the
contingency reserve fund of the school district, subject to any limitations
imposed upon the amount authorized to be maintained in the contingency
reserve fund.

(c) The board may transfer moneys from the general fund to the:
(1) Capital outlay fund;
(2) special reserve fund;
(3) special liability expense fund; and
(4) textbook and student materials revolving fund.
(d) In each school year, the board may transfer to its general fund

from any fund to which transfers from the general fund are authorized
an amount not to exceed an amount equal to the amount transferred from
the general fund to any such fund in the same school year.

New Sec. 40. Expenditures of a school district for the following pur-
poses are not operating expenses:

(a) Payments to another school district in an adjustment of rights as
provided in K.S.A. 72-6776, and amendments thereto, or upon transfer
of territory as provided in K.S.A. 72-7105, 72-7106 or 72-7107, and
amendments thereto, if paid from any fund other than the general fund;

(b) payments to another school district under K.S.A. 72-7105a, and
amendments thereto;

(c) the maintenance of student activities that are reimbursed;
(d) expenditures from any lawfully authorized fund of a school district

other than its general fund;
(e) the provision of educational services for students residing at the
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Flint Hills job corps center, students housed at a psychiatric residential
treatment facility or students confined in a juvenile detention facility for
which the school district is reimbursed by a grant of state moneys as
provided in K.S.A. 72-8187, and amendments thereto; and

(f) programs financed, in part or in whole, by federal funds that may
be expended although not included in the budget of the school district,
excluding funds received under the provisions of title I of public law 874,
but not including in such exclusion amounts received for assistance in
cases of major disaster and amounts received under the low-rent housing
program, to the extent of the federal funds to be provided.

New Sec. 41. If in any school year a school district expends an amount
for operating expenses that exceeds its general fund budget, the state
board shall determine the excess and deduct the same from amounts of
state foundation aid payable to the school district during the next suc-
ceeding school year.

New Sec. 42. (a) In order to accomplish the mission for Kansas ed-
ucation, the state board shall design and adopt a school district accredi-
tation system based upon improvement in performance that equals or
exceeds the educational goal set forth in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1127(c),
and amendments thereto, and is measurable. On or before January 15,
2018, and each January 15 thereafter, the state board shall prepare and
submit a report on the school district accreditation system to the governor
and the legislature.

(b) The state board shall establish curriculum standards that reflect
high academic standards for the core academic areas of mathematics,
science, reading, writing and social studies. The curriculum standards
shall be reviewed at least every seven years. Nothing in this subsection
shall be construed in any manner so as to impinge upon any school dis-
trict’s authority to determine its own curriculum.

(c) The state board shall provide for statewide assessments in the core
academic areas of mathematics, science, reading, writing and social stud-
ies. The board shall ensure compatibility between the statewide assess-
ments and the curriculum standards established pursuant to subsection
(b). Such assessments shall be administered at three grade levels, as de-
termined by the state board. The state board shall determine performance
levels on the statewide assessments, the achievement of which represents
high academic standards in the academic area at the grade level to which
the assessment applies. The state board should specify high academic
standards both for individual performance and school performance on
the assessments.

(d) Each school year, on such date as specified by the state board,
each school district shall submit the Kansas education system accredita-
tion report to the state board in such form and manner as prescribed by
the state board.

(e) Whenever the state board determines that a school district has
failed either to meet the accreditation requirements established by rules
and regulations or standards adopted by the state board or provide cur-
riculum based on state standards and courses required by state law, the
state board shall so notify the school district. Such notice shall specify the
accreditation requirements that the school district has failed to meet and
the curriculum that it has failed to provide. Upon receipt of such notice,
the board of education of such school district is encouraged to reallocate
the resources of the school district to remedy all deficiencies identified
by the state board.

(f) Each school in every school district shall establish a school site
council composed of the principal and representatives of teachers and
other school personnel, parents of students attending the school, the busi-
ness community and other community groups. School site councils shall
be responsible for providing advice and counsel in evaluating state, school
district, and school site performance goals and objectives and in deter-
mining the methods that should be employed at the school site to meet
these goals and objectives. Site councils may make recommendations and
proposals to the school board regarding budgetary items and school dis-
trict matters, including, but not limited to, identifying and implementing
the best practices for developing efficient and effective administrative and
management functions. Site councils also may help school boards analyze
the unique environment of schools, enhance the efficiency and maximize
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limited resources, including outsourcing arrangements and cooperative
opportunities as a means to address limited budgets.

New Sec. 43. (a) On or before January 15 of each year, the state
department of education shall prepare and submit reports on school dis-
trict funding for each school district to the governor and the legislature.

(b) Each report shall contain the information described in subsection
(c) for the school district in terms of actual dollar amounts for the second
and immediately preceding school years and budgeted dollar amounts for
the current school year.

(c) Each report shall contain the following information for the school
district:

(1) Full-time equivalent enrollment;
(2) demographic information, including, but not limited to, gender,

race, ethnicity, students who are economically disadvantaged, migrants,
English language learners and students with disabilities;

(3) total general and supplemental general funds, including a showing
of funding provided by federal sources, state sources and local sources,
and total funds per student;

(4) total capital outlay funds, including a showing of such funding
provided by federal sources, state sources and local sources, and capital
outlay funds per student;

(5) total bond and interest funds, including a showing of such funding
provided by federal sources, state sources and local sources, and bond
and interest funds per student;

(6) total of all other funds not described in paragraphs (3), (4) and
(5), excluding fund transfers, including a showing of such funding pro-
vided by federal sources, state sources and local sources, and total funds
per student;

(7) total funds per student of all funds described in paragraphs (3)
through (6);

(8) general fund moneys attributable to the following:
(A) BASE aid;
(B) high enrollment weighting;
(C) low enrollment weighting;
(D) school facilities weighting;
(E) transportation weighting;
(F) at-risk student weighting;
(G) preschool-aged at-risk student weighting;
(H) high-density at-risk student weighting;
(I) career technical education weighting;
(J) special education and related services weighting;
(K) bilingual weighting;
(L) ancillary school facilities weighting;
(M) cost-of-living weighting;
(N) declining enrollment weighting; and
(O) virtual school state aid;
(9) total expenditures on the following:
(A) At-risk education programs and services;
(B) preschool-aged at-risk education programs and services;
(C) bilingual education programs and services;
(D) career and technical education programs and services;
(E) special education and related services; and
(F) virtual school programs and services; and
(10) total expenditures from the special retirement contributions

fund.
(d) The state board shall provide uniform guidelines for what consti-

tutes total expenditures for the programs and services listed under sub-
section (c)(9).

New Sec. 44. (a) On or before July 1, 2021, the legislature shall:
(1) Consider the information reviewed pursuant to subsection (b),

and determine if any provisions of this act are not reasonably calculated
to provide adequate educational opportunities to every K-12 public ed-
ucation student in Kansas.

(2) (A) Review the school year 2020-2021 BASE aid amount and eval-
uate whether such BASE aid amount is reasonably calculated to have all
students meet or exceed the educational goal set forth in K.S.A. 2016
Supp. 72-1127(c), and amendments thereto.
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(B) Such evaluation shall be based on a successful school model that
identifies successful school districts based on the percentage of at-risk
students in such districts in relation to the following outcomes:

(i) The percentage of students at grade level on state math and Eng-
lish/language arts assessments;

(ii) the percentage of students that are college and career ready on
state math and English/language arts assessments;

(iii) the average composite ACT score; and
(iv) the four-year graduation rate.
(C) Such evaluation shall identify school districts that exceed ex-

pected outcomes and shall also identify school districts that have an av-
erage scaled difference on the outcome measures greater than or equal
to one standard deviation from the average scaled difference of all dis-
tricts. Those school districts that are identified as successful school dis-
tricts in relation to other similarly situated districts may be used to eval-
uate whether the BASE aid amount is reasonably calculated to ensure
that students will continue to meet or exceed the educational goal set
forth in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1127(c), and amendments thereto.

(b) (1) On or before July 1, 2018, the house and senate standing
committees on education shall review the low enrollment weighting and
the high enrollment weighting, as such terms are defined in section 4,
and amendments thereto, and alternatives to such weightings, including,
but not limited to, a sparsity weighting. Such review shall be to ensure
that the weightings are reasonably calculated to have students meet or
exceed the educational goal set forth in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1127(c),
and amendments thereto.

(2) On or before July 1, 2019, the house and senate standing com-
mittees on education shall review the following:

(A) Reports submitted to the legislature pursuant to sections 42, 43
and 49, and amendments thereto; and

(B) the legislative post audit reports conducted pursuant to section
45, and amendments thereto, that were completed prior to July 1, 2019.

(3) On or before July 1, 2020, the house and senate standing com-
mittees on education shall review virtual school programs and the virtual
school state aid calculation as described in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-3715,
and amendments thereto.

(4) On or before July 1, 2021, the house and senate standing com-
mittees on education shall review the at-risk student weighting, as such
term is defined in section 4, and amendments thereto, to ensure that such
weighting is reasonably calculated to have students meet or exceed the
educational goal set forth in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1127(c), and amend-
ments thereto.

(5) On or before July 1, 2023, and on or before July 1, 2026, the
house and senate standing committees on education shall review the suc-
cessful school model described in this subsection (a) to review whether
it is an effective model in determining successful schools and to ensure
the BASE aid amount is reasonably calculated to meet or exceed the
educational goal set forth in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1127(c), and amend-
ments thereto.

(6) On or before July 1, 2024, the house and senate standing com-
mittees on education shall review the bilingual student weighting, as such
term is defined in section 4, and amendments thereto, to ensure that such
weighting is reasonably calculated to have students meet or exceed the
educational goal set forth in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1127(c), and amend-
ments thereto.

New Sec. 45. The legislative post audit committee shall direct the
legislative division of post audit to conduct the following performance
audits in the fiscal year specified:

(a) A performance audit of transportation services funding. The audit
should include a comparison of the amount of transportation services
funding school districts receive to the cost of providing transportation
services. This performance audit shall be conducted during fiscal year
2018, and the final audit report shall be submitted to the legislature on
or before January 15, 2018.

(b) A performance audit of at-risk education funding. The audit
should evaluate the method of counting students for at-risk education
funding, the level of the at-risk student weighting and high-density at-
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risk student weighting under the act and how school districts are expend-
ing moneys provided for at-risk education. This performance audit shall
be conducted during fiscal year 2020, and the final audit report shall be
submitted to the legislature on or before January 15, 2020.

(c) A performance audit of bilingual education funding. The audit
should evaluate the method of counting students for bilingual education
funding, the level of the bilingual weighting under the act and how school
districts are expending moneys provided for bilingual education. This per-
formance audit shall be conducted during fiscal year 2023, and the final
audit report shall be submitted to the legislature on or before January 15,
2023.

(d) A study of statewide virtual school programs administered in other
states. The study shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

(1) The aggregate cost incurred by each state administering a virtual
school program, and the cost incurred by individual school districts or
schools within each state;

(2) the resources necessary for the implementation of each virtual
school program, including, but not limited to, personnel, equipment, soft-
ware and facility usage;

(3) the scope of each virtual school program; and
(4) the effectiveness of each virtual school program with respect to

student performance and outcomes.
The audit shall be conducted during fiscal year 2024, and the final audit

report shall be submitted to the legislature on or before January 15, 2024.
(e) (1) A performance audit to provide a reasonable estimate of the

cost of providing educational opportunities for every public school stu-
dent in Kansas to achieve the performance outcome standards adopted
by the state board of education. This performance audit shall be con-
ducted three times as follows:

(A) During fiscal year 2019, and the final report submitted to the
legislature on or before January 15, 2019;

(B) during fiscal year 2022, and the final report submitted to the
legislature on or before January 15, 2022; and

(C) during fiscal year 2025, and the final report submitted to the
legislature on or before January 15, 2025.

(2) Each performance audit required under this subsection shall:
(A) Include reasonable estimates of the costs of providing specialized

education services as required by law, including, but not limited to, special
education and related services, bilingual education and at-risk programs;
and

(B) account for other factors which may contribute to variations in
costs incurred by school districts, including, but not limited to, total dis-
trict enrollment and geographic location within the state.

(3) In conducting each performance audit required under this sub-
section:

(A) Any examination of historical data and expenditures shall correct
any recognized inadequacy of such data or expenditure through a statis-
tically valid method of extrapolation; and

(B) subject to the limitations of the division of legislative post audit
budget and appropriations therefor, the legislative post auditor may enter
into contracts with consultants as the post auditor deems necessary.

(f) A performance audit to identify best practices in successful
schools. The audit should include a comparison of the educational meth-
ods and other practices of demographically similar school districts that
achieve significantly different student outcomes based on performance
outcome standards adopted by the state board of education. This per-
formance audit shall be conducted during fiscal year 2021, and the final
audit report shall be submitted to the legislature on or before January 15,
2021. The audit shall be conducted a second time during fiscal year 2026,
and the final audit report shall be submitted to the legislature on or before
January 15, 2026.

New Sec. 46. The state board may adopt rules and regulations for the
administration of this act, including the classification of expenditures of
school districts to ensure uniform reporting of operating expenses.

New Sec. 47. The provisions of the Kansas school equity and en-
hancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto, shall not be
severable. If any provision of the Kansas school equity and enhancement
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act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto, is held to be invalid or
unconstitutional by court order, all provisions of the Kansas school equity
and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto, shall
be null and void.

New Sec. 48. The Kansas school equity and enhancement act, sec-
tions 3 through 48, and amendments thereto, shall expire on July 1, 2027.

New Sec. 49. (a) The state department of education shall conduct a
study of the cost of career technical education programs offered by school
districts, including, but not limited to, the following:

(1) The career technical education programs offered by school dis-
tricts;

(2) the costs associated with offering such programs, including sala-
ries and wages, materials, equipment and facilities; and

(3) the coordination between school districts, community colleges
and technical colleges in offering such programs.

(b) On or before January 15, 2018, the state department of education
shall prepare a report on its findings and shall make recommendations
on amendments to the Kansas school equity and enhancement act, section
3 et seq., and amendments thereto, for the financing of career technical
education programs using a tiered technical education model or other
funding model. The report shall be submitted to the governor and the
legislature.

(c) The provisions of this section shall expire on July 1, 2018.
New Sec. 50. (a) There is hereby established in the state treasury the

school district capital outlay state aid fund. Such fund shall consist of all
moneys transferred thereto under the provisions of subsection (d).

(b) Each school district that levies a tax pursuant to K.S.A. 72-8801
et seq., and amendments thereto, shall receive payment from the school
district capital outlay state aid fund in an amount determined by the state
board of education as provided in this section.

(c) The state board shall:
(1) Determine the amount of the assessed valuation per student of

each school district in the state for the preceding school year and round
such amount to the nearest $1,000. The rounded amount is the assessed
valuation per student of a school district for the purposes of this subsec-
tion;

(2) determine the median assessed valuation per student of all school
districts;

(3) prepare a schedule of dollar amounts using the amount of the
median assessed valuation per student of all school districts as the point
of beginning. The schedule of dollar amounts shall range upward in equal
$1,000 intervals from the point of beginning to and including an amount
that is equal to the amount of the assessed valuation per student of the
school district with the highest assessed valuation per student of all school
districts and shall range downward in equal $1,000 intervals from the
point of beginning to and including an amount that is equal to the amount
of the assessed valuation per student of the school district with the lowest
assessed valuation per student of all school districts;

(4) determine a state aid percentage factor for each school district by
assigning a state aid computation percentage to the amount of the median
assessed valuation per student shown on the schedule, decreasing the
state aid computation percentage assigned to the amount of the median
assessed valuation per student by one percentage point for each $1,000
interval above the amount of the median assessed valuation per student,
and increasing the state aid computation percentage assigned to the
amount of the median assessed valuation per student by one percentage
point for each $1,000 interval below the amount of the median assessed
valuation per student. The state aid percentage factor of a school district
is the percentage assigned to the schedule amount that is equal to the
amount of the assessed valuation per student of the school district, except
that the state aid percentage factor of a school district shall not exceed
100%. The state aid computation percentage is 25%;

(5) determine the amount levied by each school district pursuant to
K.S.A. 72-8801 et seq., and amendments thereto; and

(6) multiply the amount computed under subsection (c)(5), but not
to exceed eight mills, by the applicable state aid percentage factor. The
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resulting product is the amount of payment the school district is to receive
from the school district capital outlay state aid fund in the school year.

(d) The state board shall certify to the director of accounts and re-
ports the amount of school district capital outlay state aid determined
under the provisions of subsection (c), and an amount equal thereto shall
be transferred by the director from the state general fund to the school
district capital outlay state aid fund for distribution to school districts. All
transfers made in accordance with the provisions of this subsection shall
be considered to be demand transfers from the state general fund.

(e) Payments from the school district capital outlay state aid fund shall
be distributed to school districts at times determined by the state board
of education. The state board of education shall certify to the director of
accounts and reports the amount due each school district, and the director
of accounts and reports shall draw a warrant on the state treasury payable
to the treasurer of the school district. Upon receipt of the warrant, the
treasurer of the school district shall credit the amount thereof to the
capital outlay fund of the school district to be used for the purposes of
such fund.

New Sec. 51. (a) Each school district may submit an application to
the state board of education for approval of extraordinary declining en-
rollment state aid. Such application shall be submitted in such form and
manner as prescribed by the state board, and shall include a description
of the extraordinary decline in enrollment of the school district that is the
basis for the application.

(b) The state board shall review all submitted applications and ap-
prove or deny any such application based on whether the applicant school
district has demonstrated extraordinary declining enrollment since school
year 2014-2015. As part of its review of an application, the state board
may conduct a hearing and provide the applicant school district an op-
portunity to present testimony as to such school district’s extraordinary
declining enrollment. In reviewing the application, the state board shall
consider the decrease in enrollment of the school district since school
year 2014-2015.

(c) If the state board approves an application, it shall determine the
amount of extraordinary declining enrollment state aid to be disbursed to
the applicant school district from the school district extraordinary declin-
ing enrollment fund. In approving any application for extraordinary de-
clining enrollment state aid, the state board may approve an amount of
extraordinary declining enrollment state aid that is less than the amount
the school district requested in the application. If the state board denies
an application, then, within 15 days of such denial, the state board shall
send written notice of such denial to the superintendent of such school
district. All administrative proceedings pursuant to this section shall be
conducted in accordance with the provisions of the Kansas administrative
procedure act. Any action by the state board pursuant to this section shall
be subject to review in accordance with the Kansas judicial review act.

(d) There is hereby established in the state treasury the school district
extraordinary declining enrollment fund, which shall be administered by
the state department of education. All expenditures from the school dis-
trict extraordinary declining enrollment fund shall be used for the dis-
bursement of extraordinary declining enrollment state aid as approved by
the state board under this section. All expenditures from the school dis-
trict extraordinary declining enrollment fund shall be made in accordance
with appropriation acts upon warrants of the director of accounts and
reports issued pursuant to vouchers approved by the state board of ed-
ucation, or the designee of the state board of education.

(e) The provisions of this section shall expire on July 1, 2018.
New Sec. 52. No ad valorem tax exemption for real or personal prop-

erty granted after the effective date of this act by the board of tax appeals
pursuant to the provisions of either: (a) Section 13 of article 11 of the
constitution of the state of Kansas; or (b) K.S.A. 12-1740 et seq. and 79-
201a Second or Twenty-Fourth, and amendments thereto, for any prop-
erty purchased with the proceeds of revenue bonds shall be deemed to
exempt any such property from the ad valorem property tax levied by a
school district pursuant to the provisions of K.S.A. 72-8801, and amend-
ments thereto. The provisions of this section shall not apply to exemptions
granted by the board of tax appeals when the associated resolution of
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intent, letter of intent or inducement resolution to issue revenue bonds
and grant property tax abatement was approved by any governing body
of any city or the board of commissioners of any county or the public
hearing required by K.S.A. 79-251, and amendments thereto, was con-
ducted prior to May 1, 2017.

Sec. 53. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 10-1116a is hereby amended to read as
follows: 10-1116a. The limitations on expenditures imposed under the
cash-basis law shall not apply to:

(a) Expenditures in excess of current revenues made for municipally
owned and operated utilities out of the fund of such utilities caused by,
or resulting from the meeting of, extraordinary emergencies including
drought emergencies. In such cases expenditures in excess of current
revenues may be made by declaring an extraordinary emergency by res-
olution adopted by the governing body and such resolution shall be pub-
lished at least once in a newspaper of general circulation in such city.
Thereupon, such governing body may issue interest bearing no-fund war-
rants on such utility fund in an amount, including outstanding previously
issued no-fund warrants, not to exceed 25% of the revenues from sales
of service of such utility for the preceding year. Such warrants shall be
redeemed within three years from date of issuance and shall bear interest
at a rate of not to exceed the maximum rate of interest prescribed by
K.S.A. 10-1009, and amendments thereto. Upon the declaration of a
drought emergency, the governing body may issue such warrants for wa-
ter system improvement purposes in an amount not to exceed 50% of the
revenue received from the sale of water for the preceding year. Such
warrants shall be redeemed within five years from the date of issuance
and shall bear interest at a rate not to exceed the maximum rate of interest
prescribed by K.S.A. 10-1009, and amendments thereto.

(b) Expenditures in any month by school districts which are in excess
of current revenues if the deficit or shortage in revenues is caused by, or
a result of, the payment of state aid after the date prescribed for the
payment of state aid during such month under K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-
6466 section 7, and amendments thereto.

Sec. 54. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 12-1677 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 12-1677. (a) Except as otherwise required by state or federal law,
all moneys earned and collected from investments by counties, area vo-
cational-technical schools and quasi-municipal corporations authorized in
this act shall be credited to the general fund of such county, area voca-
tional-technical school or quasi-municipal corporation by the treasurer
thereof, and all moneys earned and collected from investments by school
districts authorized in this act shall be credited to the general fund of the
school district in accordance with the provisions of section 38, and amend-
ments thereto.

(b) The treasurer of each county, school district, area vocational-tech-
nical school or quasi-municipal corporation shall maintain a complete rec-
ord of all investments authorized in this act and shall make a quarterly
written report of such record to the governing body of such county, school
district, area vocational-technical school or quasi-municipal corporation.

Sec. 55. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 12-1742 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 12-1742. Such agreements shall provide for a rental sufficient to
repay the principal of and the interest on the revenue bonds. Such agree-
ments also may provide that the lessee shall reimburse the city or county
for its actual costs of administering and supervising the issue. The city or
county may charge an origination fee. Such fee shall not be deemed a
payment in lieu of taxes hereunder. Such fee shall be used exclusively for
local economic development activities but shall not be used to pay any
administrative costs of the city or county. Except for the origination fee,
all other fees paid in excess of such actual costs and any other obligation
assumed under the contract shall be deemed payments in lieu of taxes
and distributed as provided herein. If the agreement provides for a pay-
ment in lieu of taxes to the city or county, such payment, immediately
upon receipt of same, shall be transmitted by the city or county to the
county treasurer of the county in which the city is located. Payments in
lieu of taxes received pursuant to agreements entered into after the ef-
fective date of this act shall include all fees or charges paid for services
normally and customarily paid from the proceeds of general property tax
levies, except for extraordinary services provided for the facility or an
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extraordinary level of services required by a facility. Payments in lieu of
taxes may be required only upon property for which an exemption from
ad valorem property taxes has been granted by the state board of tax
appeals. The county treasurer shall apportion such payment among the
taxing subdivisions of this state in the territory in which the facility is
located. Any payment in lieu of taxes shall be divided by the county trea-
surer among such taxing subdivisions in the same proportion that the
amount of the total mill levy of each individual taxing subdivision bears
to the aggregate of such levies of all the taxing subdivisions among which
the division is to be made. For purposes of this section, the total mill levy
shall not include the mill levy imposed pursuant to K.S.A. 72-8801, and
amendments thereto. The county treasurer shall pay such amounts to the
taxing subdivisions at the same time or times as their regular operating
tax rate mill levy is paid to them. Based upon the assessed valuation which
such facility would have if it were upon the tax rolls of the county, the
county clerk shall compute the total of the property taxes which would
be levied upon such facility by all taxing subdivisions within which the
facility is located if such property were taxable.

Sec. 56. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 12-1770a is hereby amended to read as
follows: 12-1770a. As used in this act, the following words and phrases
shall have the following meanings unless a different meaning clearly ap-
pears from the content:

(a) ‘‘Auto race track facility’’ means: (1) An auto race track facility and
facilities directly related and necessary to the operation of an auto race
track facility, including, but not limited to, grandstands, suites and viewing
areas, concessions, souvenir facilities, catering facilities, visitor and retail
centers, signage and temporary hospitality facilities, but excluding (2) ho-
tels, motels, restaurants and retail facilities, not directly related to or nec-
essary to the operation of such facility.

(b) ‘‘Base year assessed valuation’’ means the assessed valuation of all
real property within the boundaries of a redevelopment district on the
date the redevelopment district was established.

(c) ‘‘Blighted area’’ means an area which:
(1) Because of the presence of a majority of the following factors,

substantially impairs or arrests the development and growth of the mu-
nicipality or constitutes an economic or social liability or is a menace to
the public health, safety, morals or welfare in its present condition and
use:

(A) A substantial number of deteriorated or deteriorating structures;
(B) predominance of defective or inadequate street layout;
(C) unsanitary or unsafe conditions;
(D) deterioration of site improvements;
(E) tax or special assessment delinquency exceeding the fair market

value of the real property;
(F) defective or unusual conditions of title including, but not limited

to, cloudy or defective titles, multiple or unknown ownership interests to
the property;

(G) improper subdivision or obsolete platting or land uses;
(H) the existence of conditions which endanger life or property by

fire or other causes; or
(I) conditions which create economic obsolescence;
(2) has been identified by any state or federal environmental agency

as being environmentally contaminated to an extent that requires a re-
medial investigation; feasibility study and remediation or other similar
state or federal action;

(3) a majority of the property is a 100-year floodplain area; or
(4) previously was found by resolution of the governing body to be a

slum or a blighted area under K.S.A. 17-4742 et seq., and amendments
thereto.

(d) ‘‘Conservation area’’ means any improved area comprising 15%
or less of the land area within the corporate limits of a city in which 50%
or more of the structures in the area have an age of 35 years or more,
which area is not yet blighted, but may become a blighted area due to
the existence of a combination of two or more of the following factors:

(1) Dilapidation, obsolescence or deterioration of the structures;
(2) illegal use of individual structures;
(3) the presence of structures below minimum code standards;
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(4) building abandonment;
(5) excessive vacancies;
(6) overcrowding of structures and community facilities; or
(7) inadequate utilities and infrastructure.
(e) ‘‘De minimus’’ means an amount less than 15% of the land area

within a redevelopment district.
(f) ‘‘Developer’’ means any person, firm, corporation, partnership or

limited liability company, other than a city and other than an agency,
political subdivision or instrumentality of the state or a county when re-
lating to a bioscience development district.

(g) ‘‘Eligible area’’ means a blighted area, conservation area, enter-
prise zone, intermodal transportation area, major tourism area or a major
commercial entertainment and tourism area, bioscience development
area or a building or buildings which are 65 years of age or older and any
contiguous vacant or condemned lots.

(h) ‘‘Enterprise zone’’ means an area within a city that was designated
as an enterprise zone prior to July 1, 1992, pursuant to K.S.A. 12-17,107
through 12-17,113, and amendments thereto, prior to its repeal and the
conservation, development or redevelopment of the area is necessary to
promote the general and economic welfare of such city.

(i) ‘‘Environmental increment’’ means the increment determined
pursuant to K.S.A. 12-1771a(b), and amendments thereto.

(j) ‘‘Environmentally contaminated area’’ means an area of land hav-
ing contaminated groundwater or soil which is deemed environmentally
contaminated by the department of health and environment or the United
States environmental protection agency.

(k) (1) ‘‘Feasibility study’’ means:
(A) A study which shows whether a redevelopment project’s or bio-

science development project’s benefits and tax increment revenue and
other available revenues under K.S.A. 12-1774(a)(1), and amendments
thereto, are expected to exceed or be sufficient to pay for the redevel-
opment or bioscience development project costs; and

(B) the effect, if any, the redevelopment project costs or bioscience
development project will have on any outstanding special obligation bonds
payable from the revenues described in K.S.A. 12-1774(a)(1)(D), and
amendments thereto.

(2) For a redevelopment project or bioscience project financed by
bonds payable from revenues described in K.S.A. 12-1774(a)(1)(D), and
amendments thereto, the feasibility study must also include:

(A) A statement of how the taxes obtained from the project will con-
tribute significantly to the economic development of the jurisdiction in
which the project is located;

(B) a statement concerning whether a portion of the local sales and
use taxes are pledged to other uses and are unavailable as revenue for the
redevelopment project. If a portion of local sales and use taxes is so com-
mitted, the applicant shall describe the following:

(i) The percentage of sales and use taxes collected that are so com-
mitted; and

(ii) the date or dates on which the local sales and use taxes pledged
to other uses can be pledged for repayment of special obligation bonds;

(C) an anticipated principal and interest payment schedule on the
bonds;

(D) following approval of the redevelopment plan, the feasibility
study shall be supplemented to include a copy of the minutes of the
governing body meeting or meetings of any city whose bonding authority
will be utilized in the project, evidencing that a redevelopment plan has
been created, discussed, and adopted by the city in a regularly scheduled
open public meeting; and

(E) the failure to include all information enumerated in this subsec-
tion in the feasibility study for a redevelopment or bioscience project shall
not affect the validity of bonds issued pursuant to this act.

(l) ‘‘Major tourism area’’ means an area for which the secretary has
made a finding the capital improvements costing not less than
$100,000,000 will be built in the state to construct an auto race track
facility.

(m) ‘‘Real property taxes’’ means all taxes levied on an ad valorem
basis upon land and improvements thereon, except that when relating to
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a bioscience development district, as defined in this section, ‘‘real prop-
erty taxes’’ does not include:

(1) Property taxes levied for schools, by school districts pursuant to
K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6470 section 14, and amendments thereto, when
relating to a bioscience development district; and

(2) property taxes levied by school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 72-
8801, and amendments thereto, when relating to a bioscience development
district or a redevelopment district established on or after July 1, 2017.

(n) ‘‘Redevelopment project area’’ means an area designated by a city
within a redevelopment district or, if the redevelopment district is estab-
lished for an intermodal transportation area, an area designated by a city
within or outside of the redevelopment district.

(o) ‘‘Redevelopment project costs’’ means: (1) Those costs necessary
to implement a redevelopment project plan or a bioscience development
project plan, including costs incurred for:

(A) Acquisition of property within the redevelopment project area;
(B) payment of relocation assistance pursuant to a relocation assis-

tance plan as provided in K.S.A. 12-1777, and amendments thereto;
(C) site preparation including utility relocations;
(D) sanitary and storm sewers and lift stations;
(E) drainage conduits, channels, levees and river walk canal facilities;
(F) street grading, paving, graveling, macadamizing, curbing, gutter-

ing and surfacing;
(G) street light fixtures, connection and facilities;
(H) underground gas, water, heating and electrical services and con-

nections located within the public right-of-way;
(I) sidewalks and pedestrian underpasses or overpasses;
(J) drives and driveway approaches located within the public right-

of-way;
(K) water mains and extensions;
(L) plazas and arcades;
(M) major multi-sport athletic complex;
(N) museum facility;
(O) parking facilities including multilevel parking facilities;
(P) landscaping and plantings, fountains, shelters, benches, sculp-

tures, lighting, decorations and similar amenities;
(Q) related expenses to redevelop and finance the redevelopment

project;
(R) for purposes of an incubator project, such costs shall also include

wet lab equipment including hoods, lab tables, heavy water equipment
and all such other equipment found to be necessary or appropriate for a
commercial incubator wet lab facility by the city in its resolution estab-
lishing such redevelopment district or a bioscience development district;

(S) costs for the acquisition of land for and the construction and in-
stallation of publicly-owned infrastructure improvements which serve an
intermodal transportation area and are located outside of a redevelop-
ment district; and

(T) costs for infrastructure located outside the redevelopment district
but contiguous to any portion of the redevelopment district and such
infrastructure is necessary for the implementation of the redevelopment
plan as determined by the city.

(2) Redevelopment project costs shall not include: (A) Costs incurred
in connection with the construction of buildings or other structures to be
owned by or leased to a developer, however, the ‘‘redevelopment project
costs’’ shall include costs incurred in connection with the construction of
buildings or other structures to be owned or leased to a developer which
includes an auto race track facility or a multilevel parking facility.

(B) In addition, for a redevelopment project financed with special
obligation bonds payable from the revenues described in K.S.A. 12-
1774(a)(1)(D), and amendments thereto, redevelopment project costs
shall not include:

(i) Fees and commissions paid to developers, real estate agents, fi-
nancial advisors or any other consultants who represent the developers
or any other businesses considering locating in or located in a redevel-
opment district;

(ii) salaries for local government employees;
(iii) moving expenses for employees of the businesses locating within

the redevelopment district;
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(iv) property taxes for businesses that locate in the redevelopment
district;

(v) lobbying costs;
(vi) a bond origination fee charged by the city pursuant to K.S.A. 12-

1742, and amendments thereto;
(vii) any personal property, as defined in K.S.A. 79-102, and amend-

ments thereto; and
(viii) travel, entertainment and hospitality.
(p) ‘‘Redevelopment district’’ means the specific area declared to be

an eligible area in which the city may develop one or more redevelopment
projects.

(q) ‘‘Redevelopment district plan’’ or ‘‘district plan’’ means the pre-
liminary plan that identifies all of the proposed redevelopment project
areas and identifies in a general manner all of the buildings, facilities and
improvements in each that are proposed to be constructed or improved
in each redevelopment project area or, if the redevelopment district is
established for an intermodal transportation area, in or outside of the
redevelopment district.

(r) ‘‘Redevelopment project’’ means the approved project to imple-
ment a project plan for the development of the established redevelop-
ment district.

(s) ‘‘Redevelopment project plan’’ means the plan adopted by a mu-
nicipality for the development of a redevelopment project or projects
which conforms with K.S.A. 12-1772, and amendments thereto, in a re-
development district.

(t) ‘‘Substantial change’’ means, as applicable, a change wherein the
proposed plan or plans differ substantially from the intended purpose for
which the district plan or project plan was approved.

(u) ‘‘Tax increment’’ means that amount of real property taxes col-
lected from real property located within the redevelopment district that
is in excess of the amount of real property taxes which is collected from
the base year assessed valuation.

(v) ‘‘Taxing subdivision’’ means the county, city, unified school district
and any other taxing subdivision levying real property taxes, the territory
or jurisdiction of which includes any currently existing or subsequently
created redevelopment district including a bioscience development dis-
trict.

(w) ‘‘River walk canal facilities’’ means a canal and related water fea-
tures which flows through a redevelopment district and facilities related
or contiguous thereto, including, but not limited to pedestrian walkways
and promenades, landscaping and parking facilities.

(x) ‘‘Major commercial entertainment and tourism area’’ may include,
but not be limited to, a major multi-sport athletic complex.

(y) ‘‘Major multi-sport athletic complex’’ means an athletic complex
that is utilized for the training of athletes, the practice of athletic teams,
the playing of athletic games or the hosting of events. Such project may
include playing fields, parking lots and other developments including
grandstands, suites and viewing areas, concessions, souvenir facilities, ca-
tering facilities, visitor centers, signage and temporary hospitality facili-
ties, but excluding hotels, motels, restaurants and retail facilities, not di-
rectly related to or necessary to the operation of such facility.

(z) ‘‘Bioscience’’ means the use of compositions, methods and organ-
isms in cellular and molecular research, development and manufacturing
processes for such diverse areas as pharmaceuticals, medical therapeutics,
medical diagnostics, medical devices, medical instruments, biochemistry,
microbiology, veterinary medicine, plant biology, agriculture, industrial
environmental and homeland security applications of bioscience and fu-
ture developments in the biosciences. Bioscience includes biotechnology
and life sciences.

(aa) ‘‘Bioscience development area’’ means an area that:
(1) Is or shall be owned, operated, or leased by, or otherwise under

the control of the Kansas bioscience authority;
(2) is or shall be used and maintained by a bioscience company; or
(3) includes a bioscience facility.
(bb) ‘‘Bioscience development district’’ means the specific area, cre-

ated under K.S.A. 12-1771, and amendments thereto, where one or more
bioscience development projects may be undertaken.
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(cc) ‘‘Bioscience development project’’ means an approved project to
implement a project plan in a bioscience development district.

(dd) ‘‘Bioscience development project plan’’ means the plan adopted
by the authority for a bioscience development project pursuant to K.S.A.
12-1772, and amendments thereto, in a bioscience development district.

(ee) ‘‘Bioscience facility’’ means real property and all improvements
thereof used to conduct bioscience research, including, without limita-
tion, laboratory space, incubator space, office space and any and all fa-
cilities directly related and necessary to the operation of a bioscience
facility.

(ff) ‘‘Bioscience project area’’ means an area designated by the au-
thority within a bioscience development district.

(gg) ‘‘Biotechnology’’ means those fields focusing on technological
developments in such areas as molecular biology, genetic engineering,
genomics, proteomics, physiomics, nanotechnology, biodefense, biocom-
puting, bioinformatics and future developments associated with biotech-
nology.

(hh) ‘‘Board’’ means the board of directors of the Kansas bioscience
authority.

(ii) ‘‘Life sciences’’ means the areas of medical sciences, pharmaceu-
tical sciences, biological sciences, zoology, botany, horticulture, ecology,
toxicology, organic chemistry, physical chemistry, physiology and any fu-
ture advances associated with life sciences.

(jj) ‘‘Revenue increase’’ means that amount of real property taxes col-
lected from real property located within the bioscience development dis-
trict that is in excess of the amount of real property taxes which is col-
lected from the base year assessed valuation.

(kk) ‘‘Taxpayer’’ means a person, corporation, limited liability com-
pany, S corporation, partnership, registered limited liability partnership,
foundation, association, nonprofit entity, sole proprietorship, business
trust, group or other entity that is subject to the Kansas income tax act,
K.S.A. 79-3201 et seq., and amendments thereto.

(ll) ‘‘Floodplain increment’’ means the increment determined pur-
suant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 12-1771e(b), and amendments thereto.

(mm) ‘‘100-year floodplain area’’ means an area of land existing in a
100-year floodplain as determined by either an engineering study of a
Kansas certified engineer or by the United States federal emergency man-
agement agency.

(nn) ‘‘Major motorsports complex’’ means a complex in Shawnee
county that is utilized for the hosting of competitions involving motor
vehicles, including, but not limited to, automobiles, motorcycles or other
self-propelled vehicles other than a motorized bicycle or motorized
wheelchair. Such project may include racetracks, all facilities directly re-
lated and necessary to the operation of a motorsports complex, including,
but not limited to, parking lots, grandstands, suites and viewing areas,
concessions, souvenir facilities, catering facilities, visitor and retail cen-
ters, signage and temporary hospitality facilities, but excluding hotels,
motels, restaurants and retail facilities not directly related to or necessary
to the operation of such facility.

(oo) ‘‘Intermodal transportation area’’ means an area of not less than
800 acres to be developed primarily to handle the transfer, storage and
distribution of freight through railway and trucking operations.

(pp) ‘‘Museum facility’’ means a separate newly-constructed museum
building and facilities directly related and necessary to the operation
thereof, including gift shops and restaurant facilities, but excluding hotels,
motels, restaurants and retail facilities not directly related to or necessary
to the operation of such facility. The museum facility shall be owned by
the state, a city, county, other political subdivision of the state or a non-
profit corporation, shall be managed by the state, a city, county, other
political subdivision of the state or a non-profit corporation and may not
be leased to any developer and shall not be located within any retail or
commercial building.

Sec. 57. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 12-1775a is hereby amended to read as
follows: 12-1775a. (a) Prior to December 31, 1996, the governing body
of each city which, pursuant to K.S.A. 12-1771, and amendments thereto,
has established a redevelopment district prior to July 1, 1996, shall certify
to the director of accounts and reports the amount equal to the amount
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of revenue realized from ad valorem taxes imposed pursuant to K.S.A.
2016 Supp. 72-6470 section 14, and amendments thereto, within such
redevelopment district. Prior to February 1, 1997, and annually on that
date thereafter, the governing body of each such city shall certify to the
director of accounts and reports an amount equal to the amount by which
revenues realized from such ad valorem taxes imposed in such redevel-
opment district are estimated to be reduced for the ensuing calendar year
due to legislative changes in the statewide school finance formula. Prior
to March 1 of each year, the director of accounts and reports shall certify
to the state treasurer each amount certified by the governing bodies of
cities under this section for the ensuing calendar year and shall transfer
from the state general fund to the city tax increment financing revenue
fund the aggregate of all amounts so certified. Prior to April 15 of each
year, the state treasurer shall pay from the city tax increment financing
revenue fund to each city certifying an amount to the director of accounts
and reports under this section for the ensuing calendar year the amount
so certified.

(b) There is hereby created the tax increment financing revenue re-
placement fund which shall be administered by the state treasurer. All
expenditures from the tax increment financing revenue replacement fund
shall be made in accordance with appropriations acts upon warrants of
the director of accounts and reports issued pursuant to vouchers approved
by the state treasurer or a person or persons designated by the state
treasurer.

Sec. 58. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 12-1776a is hereby amended to read as
follows: 12-1776a. (a) As used in this section:

(1) ‘‘School district’’ means any school district in which is located a
redevelopment district for which bonds have been issued pursuant to
K.S.A. 12-1770 et seq., and amendments thereto.

(2) ‘‘Base year assessed valuation,’’ ‘‘redevelopment district’’ and ‘‘re-
development project’’ shall have the meanings ascribed thereto by K.S.A.
12-1770a, and amendments thereto.

(b) No later than November 1 of each year, the county clerk of each
county shall certify to the state board of education the assessed valuation
of any school district located within a redevelopment district in such
county. For the purposes of this section and for determining the amount
of state aid for school districts under section 17 and K.S.A. 75-2319, and
amendments thereto, the base year assessed valuation of property within
the boundaries of a redevelopment district shall be used when determin-
ing the assessed valuation of a school district until the bonds issued pur-
suant to K.S.A. 12-1770 et seq., and amendments thereto, to finance
redevelopment projects in the redevelopment district have been retired.

Sec. 59. K.S.A. 12-17,115 is hereby amended to read as follows: 12-
17,115. As used in this act:

(a) ‘‘Dilapidated structure’’ means a residence or other building
which is in deteriorating condition by reason of obsolescence, inadequate
provision of ventilation, light, air or structural integrity or is otherwise in
a condition detrimental to the health, safety or welfare of its inhabitants
or a residence or other building which is in deteriorating condition and
because of age, architecture, history or significance is worthy of preser-
vation.

(b) ‘‘Municipality’’ means any municipality as defined by K.S.A. 10-
1101, and amendments thereto.

(c) ‘‘Neighborhood revitalization area’’ means:
(1) An area in which there is a predominance of buildings or im-

provements which by reason of dilapidation, deterioration, obsolescence,
inadequate provision for ventilation, light, air, sanitation, or open spaces,
high density of population and overcrowding, the existence of conditions
which endanger life or property by fire and other causes or a combination
of such factors, is conducive to ill health, transmission of disease, infant
mortality, juvenile delinquency or crime and which is detrimental to the
public health, safety or welfare;

(2) an area which by reason of the presence of a substantial number
of deteriorated or deteriorating structures, defective or inadequate
streets, incompatible land use relationships, faulty lot layout in relation
to size, adequacy, accessibility or usefulness, unsanitary or unsafe condi-
tions, deterioration of site or other improvements, diversity of ownership,
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tax or special assessment delinquency exceeding the actual value of the
land, defective or unusual conditions of title, or the existence of conditions
which endanger life or property by fire and other causes, or a combination
of such factors, substantially impairs or arrests the sound growth of a
municipality, retards the provision of housing accommodations or consti-
tutes an economic or social liability and is detrimental to the public health,
safety or welfare in its present condition and use; or

(3) an area in which there is a predominance of buildings or improve-
ments which by reason of age, history, architecture or significance should
be preserved or restored to productive use.

(d) ‘‘Governing body’’ means the governing body of any municipality.
(e) ‘‘Increment’’ means, except for any taxes levied by school districts

pursuant to K.S.A. 72-8801, and amendments thereto, that amount of ad
valorem taxes collected from real property located within the neighbor-
hood revitalization area or from dilapidated structures outside the revi-
talization area that is in excess of the amount which is produced from
such property and attributable to the assessed valuation of such property
prior to the date the neighborhood revitalization area was established or
the structure was declared dilapidated pursuant to this act.

Sec. 60. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-978 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-978. (a) Each year, the state board of education shall deter-
mine the amount of state aid for the provision of special education and
related services each school district shall receive for the ensuing school
year. The amount of such state aid shall be computed by the state board
as provided in this section. The state board shall:

(1) Determine the total amount of general fund and local option
budgets of all school districts;

(2) subtract from the amount determined in subsection (a)(1) the
total amount attributable to assignment of transportation weighting, pro-
gram weighting bilingual weighting, career technical education weighting,
special education weighting and at-risk pupil student weighting, as those
weightings were calculated under the school district finance and quality
performance act, prior to its repeal, to the enrollment of all school dis-
tricts;

(3) divide the remainder obtained in subsection (a)(2) by the total
number of full-time equivalent pupils enrolled in all school districts on
September 20;

(4) determine the total full-time equivalent enrollment of exceptional
children receiving special education and related services provided by all
school districts;

(5) multiply the amount of the quotient obtained in subsection (a)(3)
by the full-time equivalent enrollment determined in subsection (a)(4);

(6) determine the amount of federal funds received by all school dis-
tricts for the provision of special education and related services;

(7) determine the amount of revenue received by all school districts
rendered under contracts with the state institutions for the provisions of
special education and related services by the state institution;

(8) add the amounts determined under subsections (a)(6) and (a)(7)
to the amount of the product obtained under subsection (a)(5);

(9) determine the total amount of expenditures of all school districts
for the provision of special education and related services;

(10) subtract the amount of the sum obtained under subsection (a)(8)
from the amount determined under subsection (a)(9); and

(11) multiply the remainder obtained under subsection (a)(10) by
92%.

The computed amount is the amount of state aid for the provision of
special education and related services aid a school district is entitled to
receive for the ensuing school year.

(b) Each school district shall be entitled to receive:
(1) Reimbursement for actual travel allowances paid to special teach-

ers at not to exceed the rate specified under K.S.A. 75-3203, and amend-
ments thereto, for each mile actually traveled during the school year in
connection with duties in providing special education or related services
for exceptional children;. Such reimbursement shall be computed by the
state board by ascertaining the actual travel allowances paid to special
teachers by the school district for the school year and shall be in an
amount equal to 80% of such actual travel allowances;
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(2) reimbursement in an amount equal to 80% of the actual travel
expenses incurred for providing transportation for exceptional children to
special education or related services;

(3) reimbursement in an amount equal to 80% of the actual expenses
incurred for the maintenance of an exceptional child at some place other
than the residence of such child for the purpose of providing special
education or related services;. Such reimbursement shall not exceed $600
per exceptional child per school year; and

(4) (A) except for those school districts entitled to that receive re-
imbursement under subsection (c) or (d), after subtracting the amounts
of reimbursement under subsections (a)(1), (a)(2) and (a)(3) from the
total amount appropriated for special education and related services un-
der this act, an amount which bears the same proportion to the remaining
amount appropriated as the number of full-time equivalent special teach-
ers who are qualified to provide special education or related services to
exceptional children and are employed by the school district for approved
special education or related services bears to the total number of such
qualified full-time equivalent special teachers employed by all school dis-
tricts for approved special education or related services.

(B) Each special teacher who is qualified to assist in the provision of
special education or related services to exceptional children shall be
counted as 2⁄5 full-time equivalent special teacher who is qualified to pro-
vide special education or related services to exceptional children.

(C) For purposes of this subsection (b)(4), a special teacher, qualified
to assist in the provision of special education and related services to ex-
ceptional children, who assists in providing special education and related
services to exceptional children at either the state school for the blind or
the state school for the deaf and whose services are paid for by a school
district pursuant to K.S.A. 76-1006 or 76-1102, and amendments thereto,
shall be considered a special teacher of such school district.

(c) Each school district which has paid amounts for the provision of
special education and related services under an interlocal agreement shall
be entitled to receive reimbursement under subsection (b)(4). The
amount of such reimbursement for the school district shall be the amount
which bears the same relation to the aggregate amount available for re-
imbursement for the provision of special education and related services
under the interlocal agreement, as the amount paid by such school district
in the current school year for provision of such special education and
related services bears to the aggregate of all amounts paid by all school
districts in the current school year who have entered into such interlocal
agreement for provision of such special education and related services.

(d) Each contracting school district which has paid amounts for the
provision of special education and related services as a member of a co-
operative shall be entitled to receive reimbursement under subsection
(b)(4). The amount of such reimbursement for the school district shall be
the amount which bears the same relation to the aggregate amount avail-
able for reimbursement for the provision of special education and related
services by the cooperative, as the amount paid by such school district in
the current school year for provision of such special education and related
services bears to the aggregate of all amounts paid by all contracting
school districts in the current school year by such cooperative for provi-
sion of such special education and related services.

(e) No time spent by a special teacher in connection with duties per-
formed under a contract entered into by the Kansas juvenile correctional
complex, the Atchison juvenile correctional facility, the Larned juvenile
correctional facility, or the Topeka juvenile correctional facility and a
school district for the provision of special education services by such state
institution shall be counted in making computations under this section.

(f) There is hereby established in every school district a fund which
shall be called the special education fund, which fund shall consist of all
moneys deposited therein or transferred thereto according to law. Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, all moneys received by the school
district from whatever source for special education shall be credited to
the special education fund established by this section, except that: (1)
Amounts of payments received by a school district under K.S.A. 72-979,
and amendments thereto, and amounts of grants, if any, received by a
school district under K.S.A. 72-983, and amendments thereto, shall be
deposited in the general fund of the district and transferred to the special
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education fund; and (2) moneys received by a school district pursuant to
lawful agreements made under K.S.A. 72-968, and amendments thereto,
shall be credited to the special education fund established under the
agreements.

(g) The expenses of a school district directly attributable to special
education shall be paid from the special education fund and from special
funds established under K.S.A. 72-968, and amendments thereto.

(h) Obligations of a school district pursuant to lawful agreements
made under K.S.A. 72-968, and amendments thereto, shall be paid from
the special education fund established by this section.

Sec. 61. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1046b is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-1046b. (a) As used in this section:

(1) ‘‘School district’’ means a school district organized and operating
under the laws of this state and no part of which is located in Johnson
county, Sedgwick county, Shawnee county or Wyandotte county.

(2) ‘‘Non-resident pupil’’ or ‘‘pupil’’ means a pupil who is enrolled
and in attendance at a school located in a district in which such pupil is
not a resident and who: (A) Lives 21⁄2 or more miles from the attendance
center the pupil would attend in the district in which the pupil resides
and is not a resident of Johnson county, Sedgwick county, Shawnee county
or Wyandotte county; or (B) is a member of the family of a pupil meeting
the condition prescribed in subpart subparagraph (A).

(3) ‘‘Member of the family’’ means a brother or sister of the whole
or half blood or by adoption, a stepbrother or stepsister, and a foster
brother or foster sister.

(b) The board of education of any school district may allow any pupil
who is not a resident of the district to enroll in and attend school in such
district. The board of education of such district may furnish or provide
transportation to any non-resident pupil who is enrolled in and attending
school in the district pursuant to this section. If the district agrees to
furnish or provide transportation to a non-resident pupil, such transpor-
tation shall be furnished or provided until the end of the school year.
Prior to providing or furnishing transportation to a non-resident pupil,
the district shall notify the board of education of the district in which the
pupil resides that transportation will be furnished or provided.

(c) Pupils attending school in a school district in which the pupil does
not reside pursuant to this section shall be counted as regularly enrolled
in and attending school in the district where the pupil is enrolled for the
purpose of computations under the classroom learning assuring student
success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 et seq. Kansas school equity and
enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto, except com-
putation of transportation weighting under such act, and for the purposes
of the statutory provisions contained in article 83 of chapter 72 of the
Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto. Such non-resident
pupil shall not be charged for the costs of attendance at school.

(d) Any pupil who was not a resident of the district in school year
2014-2015, but was allowed to enroll in and attend school in such district
in school year 2014-2015 by the board of education of such district and
any member of the family of such pupil regardless of whether such family
member enrolled in and attended school in such district in school year
2014-2015, shall be allowed to enroll in and attend school in such district
in school years 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 regardless of whether such pu-
pil or family member of such pupil is a resident of the district in either
school year, provided such pupil or such pupil’s family member is in
compliance with any attendance and behavior policies of the district. If
transportation was furnished or provided to such pupil in school year
2014-2015 by the district, then transportation shall be furnished or pro-
vided by the district to such pupil and any family member of such pupil
in school years 2015-2016 and 2016-2017, provided there is no change in
such pupil’s residence and no requirement for the district to furnish trans-
portation to any additional residence.

Sec. 62. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1398 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-1398. (a) The national board for professional teaching stan-
dards certification incentive program is hereby established for the pur-
pose of rewarding teachers who have attained certification from the na-
tional board. Teachers who have attained certification from the national
board shall be issued a master teacher’s license by the state board of
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education. A master teacher’s license shall be valid for 10 years and re-
newable thereafter every 10 years through compliance with continuing
education and professional development requirements prescribed by the
state board. Teachers who have attained certification from the national
board and who are employed by a school district shall be paid an incentive
bonus in the amount of $1,000 each school year that the teacher remains
employed by a school district and retains a valid master teacher’s license.

(b) The board of education of each school district employing one or
more national board certified teachers shall pay the incentive bonus to
each such teacher in each school year that the teacher retains eligibility
for such payment. Each board of education which has made payments of
incentive bonuses to national board certified teachers under this subsec-
tion may file an application with the state board of education for state aid
and shall certify to the state board the amount of such payments. The
application and certification shall be on a form prescribed and furnished
by the state board, shall contain such information as the state board shall
require and shall be filed at the time specified by the state board.

(c) In each school year, each school district employing one or more
national board certified teachers is entitled to receive from appropriations
for the national board for professional teaching standards certification
incentive program an amount which is equal to the amount certified to
the state board of education in accordance with the provisions of subsec-
tion (b). The state board shall certify to the director of accounts and
reports the amount due each school district. The director of accounts and
reports shall draw warrants on the state treasurer payable to the treasurer
of each school district entitled to payment under this section upon vouch-
ers approved by the state board.

(d) Moneys received by a board of education under this section shall
be deposited in the general fund of the school district and shall be con-
sidered reimbursements to the district for the purpose of the classroom
learning assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 Kansas
school equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments
thereto, and may be expended whether the same have been budgeted or
not.

(e) The state board of education is authorized to provide scholarships
of $1,100 each to teachers who are accepted to participate in the national
board for professional teaching standards program for initial certification.
The state board of education is authorized to provide scholarships of $500
each to teachers who are accepted to participate in the national board for
professional teaching standards program for renewal of certification. Any
teacher who has been accepted to participate in such program may file
an application with the state board of education for a scholarship. The
application shall be on a form prescribed and furnished by the state board,
shall contain such information as the state board shall require and shall
be filed at the time specified by the state board.

(f) As used in this section, the term ‘‘school district’’ means any school
district organized and operating under the laws of this state.

Sec. 63. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1414 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-1414. (a) On or before January 1, 2001, the state board of
education shall adopt rules and regulations for the administration of men-
tor teacher programs and shall:

(1) Establish standards and criteria for evaluating and approving
mentor teacher programs and applications of school districts for grants;

(2) evaluate and approve mentor teacher programs;
(3) establish criteria for determination of exemplary teaching ability

of certificated teachers for qualification as mentor teachers;
(4) prescribe guidelines for the selection by boards of education of

mentor teachers and for the provision by boards of education of training
programs for mentor teachers;

(5) be responsible for awarding grants to school districts; and
(6) request of and receive from each school district which is awarded

a grant for maintenance of a mentor teacher program reports containing
information with regard to the effectiveness of the program.

(b) Subject to the availability of appropriations for mentor teacher
programs maintained by school districts, and within the limits of any such
appropriations, the state board of education shall determine the amount
of grants to be awarded school districts by multiplying an amount not to
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exceed $1,000 by the number of mentor teachers participating in the
program maintained by a school district. The product is the amount of
the grant to be awarded to the district. Upon receipt of a grant of state
moneys for maintenance of a mentor teacher program, the amount of the
grant shall be deposited in the general fund of the school district. Moneys
deposited in the general fund of a school district under this subsection
shall be considered reimbursements for the purpose of the classroom
learning assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 Kansas
school equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments
thereto. The full amount of the grant shall be allocated among the mentor
teachers employed by the school district so as to provide a mentor teacher
with an annual stipend in an amount not to exceed $1,000. Such annual
stipend shall be over and above the regular salary to which the mentor
teacher is entitled for the school year.

Sec. 64. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1923 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-1923. (a) Except as provided in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1925,
and amendments thereto, the board of education of any school district
may apply to the state board for a grant of authority to operate such school
district as a public innovative district. The application shall be submitted
in the form and manner prescribed by the state board, and shall be sub-
mitted not later than December 1 of the school year preceding the school
year in which the school district intends to operate as a public innovative
district.

(b) The application shall include the following:
(1) A description of the educational programs of the public innovative

district;
(2) a description of the interest and support for partnerships between

the public innovative district, parents and the community;
(3) the specific goals and the measurable pupil outcomes to be ob-

tained by operating as a public innovative district; and
(4) an explanation of how pupil performance in achieving the speci-

fied outcomes will be measured, evaluated and reported.
(c) (1) Within 90 days from the date such application is submitted,

the state board shall review the application to determine compliance with
this section, and shall approve or deny such application on or before the
conclusion of such 90-day period. If the application is determined to be
in compliance with this section, the state board shall approve such appli-
cation and grant the school district authority to operate as a public in-
novative district. Notification of such approval shall be sent to the board
of education of such school district within 10 days after such decision.

(2) If the state board determines such application is not in compliance
with either this section, or K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1925, and amendments
thereto, the state board shall deny such application. Notification of such
denial shall be sent to the board of education of such school district within
10 days after such decision and shall specify the reasons therefor. Within
30 days from the date such notification is sent, the board of education of
such school district may submit a request to the state board for reconsid-
eration of the application and may submit an amended application with
such request. The state board shall act on the request for reconsideration
within 60 days of receipt of such request.

(d) A public innovative district shall:
(1) Not charge tuition for any of the pupils residing within the public

innovative district;
(2) participate in all Kansas math and reading assessments applicable

to such public innovative district, or an alternative assessment program
for measuring student progress as determined by the board of education;

(3) abide by all financial and auditing requirements that are appli-
cable to school districts, except that a public innovative district may use
generally accepted accounting principles;

(4) comply with all applicable health, safety and access laws; and
(5) comply with all statements set forth in the application submitted

pursuant to subsection (a).
(e) (1) Except as otherwise provided in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1921

through 72-1930, and amendments thereto, or as required by the board
of education of the public innovative district, a public innovative district
shall be exempt from all laws and rules and regulations that are applicable
to school districts.
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(2) A public innovative district shall be subject to the special educa-
tion for exceptional children act, the virtual school act, the classroom
learning assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 Kansas
school equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments
thereto, the provisions of K.S.A. 72-8801 et seq., and amendments
thereto, all laws governing the issuance of general obligation bonds by
school districts, the provisions of K.S.A. 74-4901 et seq., and amendments
thereto, and all laws governing the election of members of the board of
education, the open meetings act as provided in K.S.A. 75-4317 et seq.,
and amendments thereto, and the open records act as provided in K.S.A.
45-215 et seq., and amendments thereto.

Sec. 65. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-3712 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-3712. As used in the virtual school act:

(a) ‘‘Virtual school’’ means any school or educational program that:
(1) Is offered for credit; (2) uses distance-learning technologies which
predominately use internet-based methods to deliver instruction; (3) in-
volves instruction that occurs asynchronously with the teacher and pupil
student in separate locations; (4) requires the pupil student to make ac-
ademic progress toward the next grade level and matriculation from kin-
dergarten through high school graduation; (5) requires the pupil student
to demonstrate competence in subject matter for each class or subject in
which the pupil student is enrolled as part of the virtual school; and (6)
requires age-appropriate pupils students to complete state assessment
tests.

(b) ‘‘School district’’ means any school district which offers a virtual
school.

(c) Except as provided by the virtual school act, words and phrases
shall have the meanings ascribed thereto in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6464
section 4, and amendments thereto.

Sec. 66. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-3715 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-3715. (a) In order to be included in the full-time equivalent
enrollment of a virtual school, a pupil student shall be in attendance at
the virtual school on: (1) A single school day on or before September 19
of each school year; and (2) on a single school day on or after September
20, but before October 4 of each school year.

(b) A school district which offers a virtual school shall determine the
full-time equivalent enrollment of each pupil student enrolled in the vir-
tual school on September 20 of each school year as follows:

(1) Determine the number of hours the pupil student was in attend-
ance on a single school day on or before September 19 of each school
year;

(2) determine the number of hours the pupil student was in attend-
ance on a single school day on or after September 20, but before October
4 of each school year;

(3) add the numbers obtained under paragraphs subsections (b)(1)
and (b)(2);

(4) divide the sum obtained under paragraph subsection (b)(3) by 12.
The quotient is the full-time equivalent enrollment of the pupil student.

(c) The school days on which a district determines the full-time
equivalent enrollment of a pupil student under subsections (b)(1) and (2)
shall be the school days on which the pupil student has the highest num-
ber of hours of attendance at the virtual school. No more than six hours
of attendance may be counted in a single school day. Attendance may be
shown by a pupil’s student’s on-line activity or entries in the pupil’s stu-
dent’s virtual school journal or log of activities.

(d) Subject to the availability of appropriations and within the limits
of any such appropriations, each school year a school district which offers
a virtual school shall receive virtual school state aid. The state board of
education shall determine the amount of virtual school state aid a school
district is to receive as follows:

(1) For school year 2015-2016:
(A) Determine the number of pupils students enrolled in virtual

school on a full-time basis, excluding those pupils students who are over
18 19 years of age, and multiply the total number of such pupils students
by $5,000;

(B)(2) determine the full-time equivalent enrollment of pupils stu-
dents enrolled in virtual school on a part-time basis, excluding those pupils
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who are over 18 19 years of age, and multiply the total full-time equivalent
enrollment of such pupils by $4,045 students by $1,700;

(C)(3) for pupils students enrolled in a virtual school who are over 18
19 years of age, determine the number of one-hour credit courses such
pupils students have passed, not to exceed six credit courses per school
year, and multiply the total number of such courses by $933 $709; and

(D)(4) add the amounts calculated under subsections (d)(1)(A)
through (d)(1)(C) (4). The resulting sum is the amount of virtual school
state aid the school district shall receive.

(2) For school year 2016-2017:
(A) Determine the number of pupils enrolled in virtual school on a

full-time basis, excluding those pupils who are over 18 years of age, and
multiply the total number of such pupils by $5,600;

(B) determine the full-time equivalent enrollment of pupils enrolled
in virtual school on a part-time basis, excluding those pupils who are over
18 years of age, and multiply the total full-time equivalent enrollment of
such pupils by $1,700;

(C) for pupils enrolled in a virtual school who are over 18 years of
age, determine the number of one-hour credit courses such pupils have
passed and multiply the total number of such courses by $933; and

(D) add the amounts calculated under subsections (d)(2)(A) through
(d)(2)(C). The resulting sum is the amount of virtual school state aid the
school district shall receive.

(3) For purposes of this subsection:
(A) ‘‘Full-time’’ means attendance in a virtual school for no less than

six hours as determined pursuant to subsection (b).
(B) ‘‘Part-time’’ means attendance in a virtual school for less than six

hours as determined pursuant to subsection (b).
(e) (1) There is hereby established in every school district a fund

which shall be called the virtual school fund, which fund shall consist of
all moneys deposited therein or transferred thereto according to law. The
expenses of a school district directly attributable to virtual schools offered
by a school district may be paid from the virtual school fund. The cost of
an advance placement course provided to a pupil student by a virtual
school shall be paid by the virtual school. Amounts deposited in the virtual
school fund may be transferred to the general fund of the school district
as approved by the board of education Moneys deposited in or otherwise
transferred to the virtual school fund shall only be expended for those
costs directly attributable to the provision of virtual instruction.

(2) Any balance remaining in the virtual school fund at the end of
the budget year shall be carried forward into the virtual school fund for
succeeding budget years. Such fund shall not be subject to the provisions
of K.S.A. 79-2925 through 79-2937, and amendments thereto.

(3) In preparing the budget of such school district, the amounts cred-
ited to and the amount on hand in the virtual school fund, and the amount
expended therefrom shall be included in the annual budget for the in-
formation of the residents of the school district. Interest earned on the
investment of moneys in any such fund shall be credited to that fund.

(f) For the purposes of this section, a pupil student enrolled in a
virtual school who is not a resident of the state of Kansas shall not be
counted in the full-time equivalent enrollment of the virtual school. The
virtual school shall record the permanent address of any pupil student
enrolled in such virtual school.

(g) For purposes of this section:
(1) ‘‘Full-time’’ means attendance in a virtual school for no less than

six hours as determined pursuant to subsection (b).
(2) ‘‘Part-time’’ means attendance in a virtual school for less than six

hours as determined pursuant to subsection (b).
Sec. 67. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-5333b is hereby amended to read as

follows: 72-5333b. (a) The unified school district maintaining and oper-
ating a school on the Fort Leavenworth military reservation, being unified
school district No. 207 of Leavenworth county, state of Kansas, shall have
a governing body, which shall be known as the ‘‘Fort Leavenworth school
district board of education’’ and which shall consist of three members
who shall be appointed by, and serve at the pleasure of the commanding
general of Fort Leavenworth. One member of the board shall be the
president and one member shall be the vice-president. The commanding
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general, when making any appointment to the board, shall designate
which of the offices the member so appointed shall hold. Except as oth-
erwise expressly provided in this section, the district board and the offi-
cers thereof shall have and may exercise all the powers, duties, authority
and jurisdiction imposed or conferred by law on unified school districts
and boards of education thereof, except such school district shall not offer
or operate any of grades 10 through 12.

(b) The board of education of the school district shall not have the
power to issue bonds.

(c) Except as otherwise expressly provided in this subsection, the pro-
visions of the classroom learning assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016
Supp. 72-6463 Kansas school equity and enhancement act, section 3 et
seq., and amendments thereto, apply to the school district. As applied to
the school district, the terms ‘‘local foundation aid’’ and ‘‘federal impact
aid’’ shall not include any moneys received by the school district under
subsection (3)(d)(2)(b) of public law 81-874. Any such moneys received
by the school district shall be deposited in the general fund of the school
district or, at the discretion of the board of education, in the capital outlay
fund of the school district.

Sec. 68. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-64b01 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-64b01. (a) No school district shall expend, use or transfer any
moneys from the general fund of the district for the purpose of engaging
in or supporting in any manner any litigation by the school district or any
person, association, corporation or other entity against the state of Kansas,
the state board of education, the state department of education, other
state agency or any state officer or employee regarding the Kansas school
equity and enhancement act or any other law concerning school finance.
No such moneys shall be paid, donated or otherwise provided to any
person, association, corporation or other entity and used for the purpose
of any such litigation.

(b) Nothing in section 15, and amendments thereto, or this section
shall be construed as prohibiting the expenditure, use or transfer of mon-
eys from that portion of the proceeds of any tax levied by a school district
pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6472 section 19, and amendments
thereto, that was levied to finance a school district’s local option budget,
for the purposes specified in subsection (a).

Sec. 69. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-64c03 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-64c03. The appropriation of moneys necessary to pay general
state aid and supplemental general state aid under the classroom learning
assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 Kansas school
equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto,
and state aid for the provision of special education and related services
under the special education for exceptional children act shall be given
first priority in the legislative budgeting process and shall be paid first
from existing state revenues.

Sec. 70. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-64c05 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-64c05. Article 6 of the constitution of the state of Kansas states
that the legislature shall provide for intellectual, educational, vocational
and scientific improvement by establishing and maintaining public
schools; provide for a state board of education having general supervision
of public schools, educational institutions and the educational interests of
the state, except those delegated by law to the state board of regents; and
make suitable provision for finance of the educational interests of the
state. It is the purpose and intention of the legislature to provide a fi-
nancing system for the education of kindergarten and grades one through
12 which provides students with the capacities set forth in K.S.A. 2016
Supp. 72-1127, and amendments thereto. Such financing system shall be
sufficiently flexible for the legislature to consider and utilize financing
methods from all available resources in order to satisfy the constitutional
requirements under article 6. Such financing methods shall include, but
are not limited to, the following:

(a) Federal funding to unified school districts or public schools, in-
cluding any grants or federal assistance;

(b) subject to appropriations by the legislature, appropriations of state
moneys for the improvement of public education, including, but not lim-
ited to, the following:

(1) Financing to unified school districts through the classroom learn-
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ing assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 Kansas school
equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto;

(2) financing to unified school districts through any provisions which
provide state aid, such as capital improvements state aid, capital outlay
state aid and any other state aid paid, distributed or allocated to school
districts on the basis of the assessed valuation of school districts;

(3) employer contributions to the Kansas public employees retire-
ment system for public schools;

(4) appropriations to the Kansas children’s cabinet for programs serv-
ing students enrolled in unified school districts in meeting the goal spec-
ified in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-1127, and amendments thereto;

(5) appropriations to any programs which provide early learning to
four-year-old children with the purpose of preparing them for success in
public schools;

(6) appropriations to any programs, such as communities in schools,
which provide individualized support to students enrolled in unified
school districts in meeting the goal specified in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-
1127, and amendments thereto;

(7) transportation financing, including any transfers from the state
general fund and state highway fund to the state department of education
to provide technical education transportation, special education trans-
portation or school bus safety;

(8) financing to other facilities providing public education to students,
such as the Kansas state school for the blind, the Kansas state school for
the deaf, school district juvenile detention facilities and the Flint Hills
job corps center;

(9) appropriations relating to the Kansas academy of mathematics and
science;

(10) appropriations relating to teaching excellence, such as scholar-
ships, awards, training or in-service workshops;

(11) appropriations to the state board of regents to provide technical
education incentives to unified school districts and tuition costs to pos-
tsecondary institutions which provide career technical education to sec-
ondary students; and

(12) appropriations to any postsecondary educational institution
which provides postsecondary education to a secondary student without
charging tuition to such student;

(c) any provision which authorizes the levying of local taxes for the
purpose of financing public schools; and

(d) any transfer of funds or appropriations from one object or fund
to another approved by the legislature for the purpose of financing public
schools.

Sec. 71. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6622 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-6622. In the event that all of the property acquired by any
two cities under the provisions of K.S.A. 3-404 et seq., and amendments
thereto, is included within the territory of a unified school district in
which only one of such cities is located:

(a) One-half of the assessed valuation of such property shall be as-
signed to each of the two school districts in which such cities are located
for the purposes of determining the assessed valuation of each district for
entitlement to: (1) Supplemental state aid under section 17, and amend-
ments thereto; and (2) payment from the school district capital improve-
ments fund under K.S.A. 75-2319, and amendments thereto;

(b) The revenue to be received by each district under subsection (c)
shall be used as a receipt by such district in computing its ad valorem tax
requirement for each tax levy fund; and

(c) Such property shall be subject to taxation for school purposes at
a rate equal to the aggregate of all rates imposed for school purposes
upon property located within the school district in which such property
is located, but one-half of the proceeds derived from such levy shall be
allocated to each of the two school districts in which such cities are lo-
cated.

Sec. 72. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6624 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-6624. (a) As used in this section:

(1) ‘‘School district’’ means unified school district No. 404, unified
school district No. 493, unified school district No. 499 and unified school
district No. 508.
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(2) ‘‘Property’’ means any property, and improvements thereon, com-
prising a racetrack gaming facility or lottery gaming facility under the
Kansas expanded lottery act located in Cherokee county.

(3) ‘‘State aid’’ means general state aid, supplemental state aid, capital
improvements state aid, capital outlay state aid and any other state aid
paid, distributed or allocated to school districts under the classroom learn-
ing assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 Kansas school
equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto,
or other law, and any other state aid paid, distributed or allocated to
school districts on the basis of the assessed valuation of school districts.

(b) For the purposes of computing the assessed valuation of school
districts for the payment, distribution or allocation of state aid and the
levying of school taxes, 1⁄4 of the assessed valuation of such property shall
be assigned to each of the school districts.

(c) The provisions of this section shall not apply if the property is not
or ceases to be used as a racetrack gaming facility or lottery gaming facility
under the Kansas expanded lottery act.

Sec. 73. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6625 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-6625. (a) As used in this section:

(1) ‘‘School district’’ means unified school district No. 507 and unified
school district No. 374.

(2) ‘‘Property’’ means the following described property, and improve-
ments thereon, comprised of 1,120 acres, more or less, located in Haskell
county: All of Section 34, Township 29 South, Range 33 West and the
West 1⁄2 of Section 3, Township 30 South, Range 33 West and the North-
east Quarter of Section 3, Township 30 South, Range 33 West.

(3) ‘‘State aid’’ means general state aid, supplemental state aid, capital
improvements state aid, capital outlay state aid and any other state aid
paid, distributed or allocated to school districts under the classroom learn-
ing assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 Kansas school
equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto,
or other law, and any other state aid paid, distributed or allocated to
school districts on the basis of the assessed valuation of school districts.

(b) For the purposes of computing the assessed valuation of school
districts for the payment, distribution or allocation of state aid and the
levying of school taxes, 1⁄2 of the assessed valuation of such property shall
be assigned to each of the school districts.

(c) The provisions of this section shall not apply if the property is not
or ceases to be used for the production of ethanol.

Sec. 74. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6757 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-6757. (a) As used in this section:

(1) ‘‘Receiving school district’’ means a school district of nonresi-
dence of a pupil who attends school in such school district.

(2) ‘‘Sending school district’’ means a school district of residence of
a pupil who attends school in a school district not of the pupil’s residence.

(b) The board of education of any school district may make and enter
into contracts with the board of education of any receiving school district
located in this state for the purpose of providing for the attendance of
pupils at school in the receiving school district.

(c) The board of education of any school district may make and enter
into contracts with the governing authority of any accredited school dis-
trict located in another state for the purpose of providing for the attend-
ance of pupils from this state at school in such other state or for the
attendance of pupils from such other state at school in this state.

(d) Pupils attending school in a receiving school district in accordance
with a contract authorized by this section and made and entered into by
such receiving school district with a sending school district located in this
state shall be counted as regularly enrolled in and attending school in the
sending school district for the purpose of computations under the class-
room learning assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463
Kansas school equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amend-
ments thereto.

(e) Any contract made and entered into under authority of this sec-
tion is subject to the following conditions:

(1) The contract shall be for the benefit of pupils who reside at in-
convenient or unreasonable distances from the schools maintained by the
sending school district or for pupils who, for any other reason deemed
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sufficient by the board of education of the sending school district, should
attend school in a receiving school district;

(2) the contract shall make provision for the payment of tuition by
the sending school district to the receiving school district;

(3) if a sending school district is located in this state and the receiving
school district is located in another state, the amount of tuition provided
to be paid for the attendance of a pupil or pupils at school in the receiving
school district shall not exceed 1⁄2 of the amount of the budget per pupil
of the sending school district under the classroom learning assuring stu-
dent success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 Kansas school equity and
enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto, for the cur-
rent school year; and

(4) the contract shall make provision for transportation of pupils to
and from the school attended on every school day.

(f) Amounts received pursuant to contracts made and entered into
under authority of this section by a school district located in this state for
enrollment and attendance of pupils at school in regular educational pro-
grams shall be deposited in the general fund of the school district.

(g) The provisions of subsection (e)(3) do not apply to unified school
district No. 104, Jewell county 107, Rock Hills.

(h) The provisions of this section do not apply to contracts made and
entered into under authority of the special education for exceptional chil-
dren act.

(i) The provisions of this section are deemed to be alternative to the
provisions of K.S.A. 72-8233, and amendments thereto, and no procedure
or authorization under K.S.A. 72-8233, and amendments thereto, shall be
limited by the provisions of this section.

Sec. 75. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-67,115 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-67,115. (a) The board of education of any school district may:

(1) Offer and teach courses and conduct preschool programs for chil-
dren under the age of eligibility to attend kindergarten.

(2) Enter into cooperative or interlocal agreements with one or more
other boards for the establishment, operation and maintenance of such
preschool programs.

(3) Contract with private, nonprofit corporations or associations or
with any public or private agency or institution, whether located within
or outside the state, for the establishment, operation and maintenance of
such preschool programs.

(4) Prescribe and collect fees for providing such preschool programs.
(b) Fees for providing preschool programs shall be prescribed and

collected only to recover the costs incurred as a result of and directly
attributable to the establishment, operation and maintenance of the pre-
school programs. Revenues from fees collected by a board under this
section shall be deposited in the general fund of the school district and
shall be considered reimbursements to the district for the purpose of the
classroom learning assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-
6463 Kansas school equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and
amendments thereto, and may be expended whether the same have been
budgeted or not and amounts so expended shall not be considered op-
erating expenses.

Sec. 76. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-7535 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-7535. (a) In order to equip students with the knowledge and
skills needed to become self-supporting and to enable students to make
critical decisions regarding personal finances, the state board of education
shall authorize and assist in the implementation of programs on teaching
personal financial literacy.

(b) The state board of education shall develop a curriculum, materials
and guidelines that local boards of education and governing authorities
of accredited nonpublic schools may use in implementing the program of
instruction on personal financial literacy. The state board of education
shall adopt a glossary of personal financial literacy terms which shall be
used by school districts when implementing the program on personal
financial literacy.

(c) The state board of education shall develop state curriculum stan-
dards for personal financial literacy, for all grade levels, within the existing
mathematics curriculum or another appropriate subject-matter curricu-
lum.
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(d) The state board of education shall encourage school districts when
selecting textbooks for mathematics, economics, family and consumer sci-
ence, accounting or other appropriate courses, to select those textbooks
which contain substantive provisions on personal finance, including per-
sonal budgeting, credit, debt management and other topics concerning
personal financial literacy.

(e) The state board of education shall include questions relating to
personal financial literacy in the statewide assessments for mathematics
or social studies required under K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6479 section 42,
and amendments thereto. When the statewide assessments for mathe-
matics or social studies are reviewed or rewritten, the state board of ed-
ucation shall examine the questions relating to personal financial literacy
and rewrite such questions in order to determine if programs on personal
financial literacy are equipping students with the knowledge and skills
needed to become self-supporting and enabling students to make critical
decisions regarding personal finances.

Sec. 77. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8187 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8187. (a) In each school year, to the extent that appropriations
are available, each school district which has provided educational services
for pupils residing at the Flint Hills job corps center, for pupils housed
at a psychiatric residential treatment facility or for pupils confined in a
juvenile detention facility is eligible to receive a grant of state moneys in
an amount to be determined by the state board of education.

(b) In order to be eligible for a grant of state moneys provided for by
this section, each school district which has provided educational services
for pupils residing at the Flint Hills job corps center, for pupils housed
at a psychiatric residential treatment facility or for pupils confined in a
juvenile detention facility shall submit to the state board of education an
application for a grant and shall certify the amount expended, and not
reimbursed or otherwise financed, in the school year for the services
provided. The application and certification shall be prepared in such form
and manner as the state board shall require and shall be submitted at a
time to be determined and specified by the state board. Approval by the
state board of applications for grants of state moneys is prerequisite to
the award of grants.

(c) Each school district which is awarded a grant under this section
shall make such periodic and special reports of statistical and financial
information to the state board as it may request.

(d) All moneys received by a school district under authority of this
section shall be deposited in the general fund of the school district and
shall be considered reimbursement of the district for the purpose of the
classroom learning assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-
6463 Kansas school equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and
amendments thereto.

(e) The state board of education shall approve applications of school
districts for grants, determine the amount of grants and be responsible
for payment of grants to school districts. In determining the amount of a
grant which a school district is eligible to receive, the state board shall
compute the amount of state financial aid the district would have received
on the basis of enrollment of pupils residing at the Flint Hills job corps
center, housed at a psychiatric residential treatment facility or confined
in a juvenile detention facility if such pupils had been counted as two
pupils under the school district finance and quality performance act and
compare such computed amount to the amount certified by the district
under subsection (b). The amount of the grant the district is eligible to
receive shall be an amount equal to the lesser of the amount computed
under this subsection or the amount certified under subsection (b). If the
amount of appropriations for the payment of grants under this section is
insufficient to pay in full the amount each school district is determined
to be eligible to receive for the school year, the state board shall prorate
the amount appropriated among all school districts which are eligible to
receive grants of state moneys in proportion to the amount each school
district is determined to be eligible to receive.

(f) On or before July 1 of each year, the secretary for aging and dis-
ability services shall submit to the Kansas department of education a list
of facilities which have been certified and licensed as psychiatric residen-
tial treatment facilities.
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(g) As used in this section:
(1) ‘‘Enrollment’’ means the number of pupils who are: (A) Residing

at the Flint Hills job corps center, confined in a juvenile detention facility
or residing at a psychiatric residential treatment facility; and (B) for whom
a school district is providing educational services on September 20, on
November 20, or on April 20 of a school year, whichever is the greatest
number of pupils;

(2) ‘‘juvenile detention facility’’ means any public or private facility
which is used for the lawful custody of accused or adjudicated juvenile
offenders and which shall not be a jail; and

(3) ‘‘psychiatric residential treatment facility’’ means a facility which
provides psychiatric services to individuals under the age of 21 and which
conforms with the regulations of the centers for medicare/medicaid serv-
ices, is licensed and certified by the Kansas department for aging and
disability services pursuant to subsection (f).

Sec. 78. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8190 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8190. (a) For the purpose of determination of supplemental
state aid under section 17, and amendments thereto, and payments from
the school district capital improvements fund under K.S.A. 75-2319, and
amendments thereto, notwithstanding any provision of either such stat-
utory section to the contrary, the term assessed valuation per pupil, as
applied to unified school district No. 203, Wyandotte county, shall not
include within its meaning the assessed valuation of property which is
owned by Sunflower Racing, Inc. and operated as a racetrack facility
known as the Woodlands. The meaning of assessed valuation per pupil as
provided in this subsection, for the purposes specified in this subsection,
and as applied to the unified school district designated in this subsection,
shall be in force and effect for the 1994-95 and 1995-96 school years.

(b) (1) In the event unified school district No. 203, Wyandotte
county, receives in any school year the proceeds from any taxes which
may be paid upon the Woodlands for the 1994-95 school year or the 1995-
96 school year or for both such school years, the state board of education
shall deduct an amount equal to the amount of such tax proceeds from
future payments of state aid to which the district is entitled.

(2) For the purposes of this subsection, the term ‘‘state aid’’ means
payments from the school district capital improvements fund.

Sec. 79. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8230 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8230. (a) In the event the boards of education of any two or
more school districts enter into a school district interlocal cooperation
agreement for the purpose of jointly and cooperatively performing any of
the services, duties, functions, activities, obligations or responsibilities
which are authorized or required by law to be performed by school dis-
tricts of this state, the following conditions shall apply:

(1) A school district interlocal cooperation agreement shall establish
a board of directors which shall be responsible for administering the joint
or cooperative undertaking. The agreement shall specify the organization
and composition of and manner of appointment to the board of directors.
Only members of boards of education of school districts party to the
agreement shall be eligible for membership on the board of directors.
The terms of office of members of the board of directors shall expire
concurrently with their terms as board of education members. Vacancies
in the membership of the board of directors shall be filled within 30 days
from the date of the vacancy in the manner specified in the agreement.

(2) A school district interlocal cooperation agreement may provide
for the establishment and composition of an executive board. The mem-
bers of the executive board, if established, shall be selected by the board
of directors from its membership. The executive board shall exercise the
powers, have the responsibilities, and perform the duties and functions
of the board of directors to the extent authority to do so is delegated by
the board of directors.

(3) A school district interlocal cooperation agreement shall be effec-
tive only after approval by the state board of education.

(4) A school district interlocal cooperation agreement shall be subject
to change or termination by the legislature.

(5) The duration of a school district interlocal cooperation agreement
for joint or cooperative action in performing any of the services, duties,
functions, activities, obligations or responsibilities, other than the provi-
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sion of special education services, which are authorized or required by
law to be performed by school districts of this state, shall be for a term
of at least three years but not exceeding five years.

(6) (A) The duration of a school district interlocal cooperation agree-
ment for joint or cooperative action in providing special education serv-
ices shall be perpetual unless the agreement is partially or completely
terminated in accordance with this provision. This provision applies to
every school district interlocal cooperation agreement for the provision
of special education services entered into under authority of this section
after the effective date of this act and to every such agreement entered
into under this section prior to the effective date of this act, and extant
on the effective date of this act, regardless of any provisions in such an
agreement to the contrary.

(B) Partial termination of a school district interlocal cooperation
agreement for the provision of special education services made and en-
tered into by the boards of three or more school districts may be accom-
plished only upon petition for withdrawal from the agreement by a con-
tracting school district to the other contracting school districts and
approval by the state board of written consent to the petition by such
other school districts or upon order of the state board after appeal to it
by a school district from denial of consent to a petition for withdrawal
and hearing thereon conducted by the state board. The state board shall
consider all the testimony and evidence brought forth at the hearing and
issue an order approving or disapproving withdrawal by the school district
from the agreement.

(C) Complete termination of a school district interlocal cooperation
agreement for the provision of special education services made and en-
tered into by the boards of two school districts may be accomplished upon
approval by the state board of a joint petition made to the state board for
termination of the agreement by both of the contracting school districts
after adoption of a resolution to that effect by each of the contracting
school districts or upon petition for withdrawal from the agreement made
by a contracting school district to the other contracting school district and
approval by the state board of written consent to the petition by such
other school district or upon order of the state board after appeal to it by
a school district from denial of consent to a petition for withdrawal and
hearing thereon conducted by the state board. The state board shall con-
sider all the testimony and evidence brought forth at the hearing and
issue an order approving or disapproving withdrawal by the school district
from the agreement.

(D) Complete termination of a school district interlocal cooperation
agreement for the provision of special education services made and en-
tered into by the boards of three or more school districts may be accom-
plished only upon approval by the state board of a joint petition made to
the state board for termination of the agreement by not less than 2⁄3 of
the contracting school districts after adoption of a resolution to that effect
by each of the contracting school districts seeking termination of the
agreement. The state board shall consider the petition and approve or
disapprove termination of the agreement.

(E) The state board shall take such action in approving or disapprov-
ing the complete or partial termination of a school district interlocal co-
operation agreement for the provision of special education services as the
state board deems to be in the best interests of the involved school dis-
tricts and of the state as a whole in the provision of special education
services for exceptional children. Whenever the state board has disap-
proved the complete or partial termination of such an agreement, no
further action with respect to such agreement shall be considered or taken
by the state board for a period of not less than three years.

(7) A school district interlocal cooperation agreement shall specify
the method or methods to be employed for disposing of property upon
partial or complete termination.

(8) Within the limitations provided by law, a school district interlocal
cooperation agreement may be changed or modified by affirmative vote
of not less than 2⁄3 of the contracting school districts.

(b) Except as otherwise specifically provided in this subsection, any
power or powers, privileges or authority exercised or capable of exercise
by any school district of this state, or by any board of education thereof,
may be jointly exercised pursuant to the provisions of a school district
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interlocal cooperation agreement. No power or powers, privileges or au-
thority with respect to the levy and collection of taxes, the issuance of
bonds, or the purposes and provisions of the classroom learning assuring
student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 Kansas school equity and
enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto, or title I of
public law 874 shall be created or effectuated for joint exercise pursuant
to the provisions of a school district interlocal cooperation agreement.

(c) Payments from the general fund of each school district which
enters into any school district interlocal cooperation agreement for the
purpose of financing the joint or cooperative undertaking provided for by
the agreement shall be operating expenses.

(d) Upon partial termination of a school district interlocal cooperation
agreement, the board of directors established under a renegotiated agree-
ment thereof shall be the successor in every respect to the board of di-
rectors established under the former agreement.

(e) Nothing contained in this section shall be construed to abrogate,
interfere with, impair, qualify or affect in any manner the exercise and
enjoyment of all of the powers, privileges and authority conferred upon
school districts and boards of education thereof by the provisions of the
interlocal cooperation act, except that boards of education and school
districts are required to comply with the provisions of this section when
entering into an interlocal cooperation agreement that meets the defini-
tion of school district interlocal cooperation agreement.

(f) As used in this section:
(1) ‘‘School district interlocal cooperation agreement’’ means an

agreement which is entered into by the boards of education of two or
more school districts pursuant to the provisions of the interlocal coop-
eration act.

(2) ‘‘State board’’ means the state board of education.
Sec. 80. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8233 is hereby amended to read as

follows: 72-8233. (a) In accordance with the provisions of this section, the
boards of education of any two or more unified school districts may make
and enter into agreements providing for the attendance of pupils residing
in one school district at school in kindergarten or any of the grades one
through 12 maintained by any such other school district. The boards of
education may also provide by agreement for the combination of enroll-
ments for kindergarten or one or more grades, courses or units of instruc-
tion.

(b) Prior to entering into any agreement under authority of this sec-
tion, the board of education shall adopt a resolution declaring that it has
made a determination that such an agreement should be made and that
the making and entering into of such an agreement would be in the best
interests of the educational system of the school district. Any such agree-
ment is subject to the following conditions:

(1) The agreement may be for any term not exceeding a term of five
years.

(2) The agreement shall be subject to change or termination by the
legislature.

(3) Within the limitations provided by law, the agreement may be
changed or terminated by mutual agreement of the participating boards
of education.

(4) The agreement shall make provision for transportation of pupils
to and from the school attended on every school day, for payment or
sharing of the costs and expenses of pupil attendance at school, and for
the authority and responsibility of the participating boards of education.

(c) Provision by agreements entered into under authority of this sec-
tion for the attendance of pupils at school in a school district of nonres-
idence of such pupils shall be deemed to be in compliance with the kin-
dergarten, grade, course and units of instruction requirements of law.

(d) The board of education of any school district which enters into
an agreement under authority of this section for the attendance of pupils
at school in another school district may discontinue kindergarten or any
or all of the grades, courses and units of instruction specified in the agree-
ment for attendance of pupils enrolled in kindergarten or any such grades,
courses and units of instruction at school in such other school district.
Upon discontinuing kindergarten or any grade, course or unit of instruc-
tion under authority of this subsection, the board of education may close
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any school building or buildings operated or used for attendance by pupils
enrolled in such discontinued kindergarten, grades, courses or units of
instruction. The closing of any school building under authority of this
subsection shall require a majority vote of the members of the board of
education and shall require no other procedure or approval.

(e) Pupils attending school in a school district of nonresidence of such
pupils in accordance with an agreement made and entered into under
authority of this section shall be counted as regularly enrolled in and
attending school in the school district of residence of such pupils for the
purpose of computations under the classroom learning assuring student
success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 Kansas school equity and en-
hancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto.

(f) Pupils who satisfactorily complete grade 12 while in attendance at
school in a school district of nonresidence of such pupils in accordance
with the provisions of an agreement entered into under authority of this
section shall be certified as having graduated from the school district of
residence of such pupils unless otherwise provided for by the agreement.

Sec. 81. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8236 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8236. (a) The board of education of any school district may:
(1) Establish, operate and maintain a child care facility; (2) enter into
cooperative or interlocal agreements with one or more other boards for
the establishment, operation and maintenance of a child care facility; (3)
contract with private, nonprofit corporations or associations or with any
public or private agency or institution, whether located within or outside
the state, for the establishment, operation and maintenance of a child
care facility; and (4) prescribe and collect fees for providing care at a child
care facility.

(b) Fees for providing care at a child care facility established under
authority of this section shall be prescribed and collected only to recover
the costs incurred as a result of and directly attributable to the establish-
ment, operation and maintenance of the child care facility. Revenues from
fees collected by a board under this section shall be deposited in the
general fund of the school district and shall be considered reimburse-
ments to the district for the purpose of the classroom learning assuring
student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463 Kansas school equity and
enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto, and may be
expended whether the same have been budgeted or not and amounts so
expended shall not be considered operating expenses.

(c) Every school district which establishes, operates and maintains a
child care facility shall be subject to the provisions contained in article 5
of chapter 65 of Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto.

(d) As used in this section, the term ‘‘child’’ means any child who is
three years of age or older, and any infant or toddler whose parent or
parents are pupils or employees of a school district which establishes,
operates and maintains, or cooperates in the establishment, operation and
maintenance of, a child care facility under authority of this act.

Sec. 82. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8249 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8249. (a) There is hereby established in every school district
a special reserve fund. Moneys in such fund shall be used to:

(1) Pay claims, judgments, expenses and other purposes relating to
health care services, disability income benefits and group life insurance
benefits as authorized by K.S.A. 72-8415a, and amendments thereto;

(2) pay costs relating to uninsured losses; and
(3) pay the cost of workers compensation insurance and workers com-

pensation claims, awards, expenses and other purposes authorized by the
workers compensation act.

Moneys in such fund may be transferred to the general fund of the
school district as approved by the board of education.

(b) Any balance remaining in the special reserve fund at the end of
the budget year shall be carried forward into that reserve fund for suc-
ceeding budget years. Such fund shall not be subject to the provisions of
K.S.A. 79-2925 through 79-2937, and amendments thereto. In preparing
the budget of such school district, the amounts credited to and the
amount on hand in the special reserve fund, and the amount expended
therefrom shall be included in the annual budget for the information of
the residents of the school district. Interest earned on the investment of
moneys in any such fund shall be credited to that fund.
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Sec. 83. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8250 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8250. (a) There is hereby established in every school district
a textbook and student materials revolving fund. Moneys in such fund
shall be used to:

(1) Purchase any items designated in K.S.A. 72-5389, and amend-
ments thereto;

(2) pay the cost of materials or other items used in curricular, extra-
curricular or other school-related activities; and

(3) purchase textbooks as authorized by K.S.A. 72-4141, and amend-
ments thereto.

Moneys in such fund may be transferred to the general fund of the
school district as approved by the board of education.

(b) Any balance remaining in the textbook and student materials re-
volving fund at the end of the budget year shall be carried forward into
that fund for succeeding budget years. Such fund shall not be subject to
the provisions of K.S.A. 79-2925 through 79-2937, and amendments
thereto. In preparing the budget of such school district, the amounts
credited to and the amount on hand in the textbook and student materials
revolving fund, and the amount expended therefrom shall be included in
the annual budget for the information of the residents of the school dis-
trict. Interest earned on the investment of moneys in any such fund shall
be credited to that fund.

Sec. 84. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8251 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8251. Whenever a school district is required by law to make
any payment during the month of June and there is insufficient revenue
to make such payment as a result of the payment of state aid after the
date prescribed by the state board of education pursuant to K.S.A. 2016
Supp. 72-6466 section 7, and amendments thereto, the school district
shall make such payment as soon as moneys are available.

Sec. 85. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8302 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8302. (a) The board of education of a school district may
provide or furnish transportation for pupils students who are enrolled in
the school district to or from any school of the school district or to or
from any school of another school district attended by such pupils stu-
dents in accordance with the provisions of an agreement entered into
under authority of K.S.A. 72-8233, and amendments thereto.

(b) (1) When any or all of the conditions specified in this provision
exist, the board of education of a school district shall provide or furnish
transportation for pupils students who reside in the school district and
who attend any school of the school district or who attend any school of
another school district in accordance with the provisions of an agreement
entered into under authority of K.S.A. 72-8233, and amendments thereto.
The conditions which apply to the requirements of this provision are as
follows:

(A) The residence of the pupil student is inside or outside the cor-
porate limits of a city, the school building attended is outside the cor-
porate limits of a city and the school building attended is more than 21⁄2
miles by the usually traveled road from the residence of the pupil student;
or

(B) the residence of the pupil student is outside the corporate limits
of a city, the school building attended is inside the corporate limits of a
city and the school building attended is more than 21⁄2 miles by the usually
traveled road from the residence of the pupil student; or

(C) the residence of the pupil student is inside the corporate limits
of one city, the school building attended is inside the corporate limits of
a different city and the school building attended is more than 21⁄2 miles
by the usually traveled road from the residence of the pupil student.

(2) The provisions of this subsection are subject to the provisions of
subsections (c) and (d).

(c) The board of education of every school district is authorized to
adopt rules and regulations to govern the conduct, control and discipline
of all pupils students while being transported in school buses. The board
may suspend or revoke the transportation privilege or entitlement of any
pupil student who violates any rules and regulations adopted by the board
under authority of this subsection.

(d) The board of education of every school district may suspend or
revoke the transportation privilege or entitlement of any pupil student
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who is detained at school at the conclusion of the school day for violation
of any rules and regulations governing pupil student conduct or for dis-
obedience of an order of a teacher or other school authority. Suspension
or revocation of the transportation privilege or entitlement of any pupil
student specified in this subsection shall be limited to the school day or
days on which the pupil student is detained at school. The provisions of
this subsection do not apply to any pupil student who has been deter-
mined to be an exceptional child, except gifted children, under the pro-
visions of the special education for exceptional children act.

(e) (1) Subject to the limitations specified in this subsection, the
board of education of any school district may prescribe and collect fees
to offset, totally or in part, the costs incurred for the provision or fur-
nishing of transportation for pupils students. The limitations which apply
to the authorization granted by this subsection are as follows:

(A) Fees for the provision or furnishing of transportation for pupils
students shall be prescribed and collected only to recover the costs in-
curred as a result of and directly attributable to the provision or furnishing
of transportation for pupils students and only to the extent that such costs
are not reimbursed from any other source provided by law;

(B) fees for the provision or furnishing of transportation may not be
assessed against or collected from any pupil student who is counted in
determining the transportation weighting of the school district under the
Kansas school equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amend-
ments thereto, or any student who is determined to be a child with dis-
abilities under the provisions of the special education for exceptional chil-
dren act or any pupil student who is eligible for free or reduced price
meals under the national school lunch act or any pupil student who is
entitled to transportation under the provisions of K.S.A. 72-8306(a), and
amendments thereto, and who resides 21⁄2 miles or more by the regular
route of a school bus from the school attended;

(C) fees for the provision or furnishing of transportation for pupils
students in accordance with the provisions of an agreement entered into
under authority of K.S.A. 72-8233 or 72-8307, and amendments thereto,
shall be controlled by the provisions of the agreement.

(2) All moneys received by a school district from fees collected under
this subsection shall be deposited in the general fund of the district.

Sec. 86. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8309 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8309. (a) The board of education of a school district shall not
furnish or provide transportation for pupils or students who reside in
another school district except in accordance with the written consent of
the board of education of the school district in which such pupil or student
resides, or in accordance with an order issued by a board of education
under the provisions of K.S.A. 72-1046b, and amendments thereto, or in
accordance with the provisions of an agreement entered into under au-
thority of K.S.A. 72-8233, and amendments thereto.

(b) A school district may transport a nonresident pupil or student if
such pupil or student boards the school bus within the boundaries or on
the boundary of the transporting school district. To the extent that the
provisions of this subsection conflict with the provisions of subsection (a),
the provisions of subsection (a) shall control.

(c) No student who is furnished or provided transportation by a
school district that is not the school district in which the student resides
shall be counted in the computation of the school district’s transportation
weighting under the Kansas school equity and enhancement act, section
3 et seq., and amendments thereto.

Sec. 87. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8316 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8316. (a) Any board of education, pursuant to a policy devel-
oped and adopted by it, may provide for the use of district-owned or
leased school buses when such buses are not being used for regularly
required school purposes. The policy may provide for:

(1) (A) Transporting parents and other adults to or from school-re-
lated functions or activities; (B) transporting pupils students to or from
functions or activities sponsored by organizations, the membership of
which is principally composed of children of school age; and (C) trans-
porting persons engaged in field trips in connection with their partici-
pation in an adult education program maintained by the transporting
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school district or by any other school district, within or outside the bound-
aries of the transporting school district; and

(2) contracting with: (A) The governing body of any township, city or
county for transportation of individuals, groups or organizations; (B) the
governing authority of any nonpublic school for transportation of pupils
students attending such nonpublic school to or from interschool or in-
traschool functions or activities; (C) the board of trustees of any com-
munity college for transportation of students enrolled in such community
college to or from attendance at class at the community college or to and
from functions or activities of the community college; (D) a public rec-
reation commission established and operated under the laws of this state,
for any purposes related to the operation of the recreation commission
and all programs and services thereof; (E) the board of education of any
other school district for transportation, on a cooperative and shared-cost
basis, of pupils students, school personnel, parents and other adults to or
from school-related functions or activities; or (F) a four-year college or
university, area vocational school or area vocational-technical school for
transportation of students to or from attendance at class at the four-year
college or university, area vocational school or area vocational-technical
school or for transportation of students, alumni and other members of
the public to or from functions or activities of the four-year college or
university, area vocational school or area vocational-technical school.

(b) The costs related to the use of school buses under the authority of
this section shall not be considered in determining the transportation
weighting of a school district under the Kansas school equity and en-
hancement act, section 3 et seq., and amendments thereto.

(b)(c) Transportation fees may be charged by the board to offset,
totally or in part, the costs incurred for the use of school buses under
authority of this section.

(c)(d) Any revenues received by a board of education as transporta-
tion fees or under any contract entered into pursuant to this section shall
be deposited in the general fund of the school district and shall be con-
sidered reimbursements to the school district for the purpose of the class-
room learning assuring student success act, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6463
Kansas school equity and enhancement act, section 3 et seq., and amend-
ments thereto. Such revenues may be expended whether the same have
been budgeted or not.

(d)(e) The provisions of K.S.A. 8-1556(c), and amendments thereto,
apply to the use of school buses under authority of this section.

Sec. 88. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8415b is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8415b. (a) Any school district that elects to become a self-
insurer under the provisions of K.S.A. 72-8414, and amendments thereto,
may transfer moneys from its general fund to the special reserve fund of
the district as provided by K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6478 section 42, and
amendments thereto.

(b) Any community college that elects to become a self-insurer under
the provisions of K.S.A. 72-8414, and amendments thereto, may transfer
such amounts from its general fund to the health care services reserve
fund or the disability income benefits reserve fund, or the group life
benefit reserve fund, or all three, as may be deemed necessary to meet
the cost of health care services or disability income benefits, or group life
insurance claims, whichever is applicable.

Sec. 89. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8801 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8801. (a) The board of education of any school district may
make an annual tax levy at a mill rate not to exceed the statutorily pre-
scribed mill rate upon the taxable tangible property in the school district
for the purposes specified in this act and, with respect to any redevel-
opment district established prior to July 1, 2017, pursuant to K.S.A. 12-
1771, and amendments thereto, for the purpose of paying a portion of the
principal and interest on bonds issued by cities under the authority of
K.S.A. 12-1774, and amendments thereto, for the financing of redevel-
opment projects upon property located within the school district. No levy
shall be made under this act until a resolution is adopted by the board of
education in the following form:
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Unified School District No. ,
County, Kansas.

RESOLUTION
Be It Resolved that:
The above-named school board shall be authorized to make an annual

tax levy for a period not to exceed years in an amount not to
exceed mills upon the taxable tangible property in the school
district for the purpose of acquisition, construction, reconstruction, re-
pair, remodeling, additions to, furnishing, maintaining and equipping of
school district property and equipment necessary for school district pur-
poses, including: (1) Acquisition of Computer software; (2) acquisition of
performance uniforms; (3) housing and boarding pupils enrolled in an
area vocational school operated under the board; (4) architectural ex-
penses; (5) acquisition of building sites; (6) undertaking and maintenance
of asbestos control projects; (7) acquisition of school buses; (8) utility
expenses; (9) property and casualty insurance; and (8) acquisition of (10)
other fixed assets, and with respect to any redevelopment district estab-
lished prior to July 1, 2017, pursuant to K.S.A. 12-1771, and amendments
thereto, for the purpose of paying a portion of the principal and interest
on bonds issued by cities under the authority of K.S.A. 12-1774, and
amendments thereto, for the financing of redevelopment projects upon
property located within the school district. The tax levy authorized by this
resolution may be made, unless a petition in opposition to the same,
signed by not less than 10% of the qualified electors of the school district,
is filed with the county election officer of the home county of the school
district within 40 calendar days after the last publication of this resolution.
In the event a petition is filed, the county election officer shall submit
the question of whether the tax levy shall be authorized to the electors
in the school district at an election called for that purpose or at the next
general election, as is specified by the board of education of the above
school district.

CERTIFICATE
This is to certify that the above resolution was duly adopted by the

board of education of Unified School District No. ,
County, Kansas, on the day of , .

Clerk of the board of education.
All of the blanks in the above resolution shall be appropriately filled.

The blank preceding the word ‘‘years’’ shall be filled with a specific num-
ber, and the blank preceding the word ‘‘mills’’ shall be filled with a specific
number, and no word shall be inserted in either of the blanks. The res-
olution shall be published once a week for two consecutive weeks in a
newspaper having general circulation in the school district. If no petition
as specified above is filed in accordance with the provisions of the reso-
lution, the board of education may make the tax levy specified in the
resolution. If a petition is filed as provided in the resolution, the board
of education may notify the county election officer of the date of an
election to be held to submit the question of whether the tax levy shall
be authorized. If the board of education fails to notify the county election
officer within 60 calendar days after a petition is filed, the resolution shall
be deemed abandoned and no like resolution shall be adopted by the
board of education within the nine months following the first publication
of the resolution.

(b) As used in this act:
(1) ‘‘Unconditionally authorized to make a capital outlay tax levy’’

means that the school district has adopted a resolution under this section,
has published the same, and either that the resolution was not protested
or that it was protested and an election has been held by which the tax
levy specified in the resolution was approved;

(2) ‘‘statutorily prescribed mill rate’’ means: (A) Eight mills; (B) the
mill levy rate in excess of eight mills if the resolution fixing such rate was
approved at an election prior to the effective date of this act; or (C) the
mill levy rate in excess of eight mills if no petition or no sufficient petition
was filed in protest to a resolution fixing such rate in excess of eight mills
and the protest period for filing such petition has expired;

(3) ‘‘asbestos control project’’ means any activity which is necessary
or incidental to the control of asbestos-containing material in buildings
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of school districts and includes, but not by way of limitation, any activity
undertaken for the removal or encapsulation of asbestos-containing ma-
terial, for any remodeling, renovation, replacement, rehabilitation or
other restoration necessitated by such removal or encapsulation, for con-
ducting inspections, reinspections and periodic surveillance of buildings,
performing response actions, and developing, implementing and updating
operations and maintenance programs and management plans;

(4) ‘‘asbestos’’ means the asbestiform varieties of chrysotile (serpen-
tine), crocidolite (riebeckite), amosite (cummingtonitegrunerite), antho-
phyllite, tremolite, and actinolite; and

(5) ‘‘asbestos-containing material’’ means any material or product
which contains more than 1% asbestos.

Sec. 90. K.S.A. 72-8803 is hereby amended to read as follows: 72-
8803. There is hereby established in every school district of the state a
fund which shall be called the capital outlay fund. The capital outlay fund
shall consist of all moneys deposited therein or transferred thereto in
accordance with law. The proceeds of any tax levied under article 88 of
chapter 72 of Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto, shall
be deposited in the capital outlay fund of the school district making such
levy, except for an amount to pay a portion of the principal and interest
on bonds issued by cities under the authority of K.S.A. 12-1774, and
amendments thereto, for the financing of redevelopment projects upon
property located within the school district, shall be deposited in the capital
outlay fund of the school district making such levy with respect to any
redevelopment district established prior to July 1, 2017, pursuant to
K.S.A. 12-1771, and amendments thereto.

Sec. 91. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8804 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8804. (a) Any moneys in the capital outlay fund of any school
district and any moneys received from issuance of bonds under K.S.A.
72-8805 or 72-8810, and amendments thereto, may be used for the pur-
pose of the acquisition, construction, reconstruction, repair, remodeling,
additions to, furnishing, maintaining and equipping of school district
property and equipment necessary for school district purposes, including:
(1) Acquisition of Computer software; (2) acquisition of performance uni-
forms; (3) housing and boarding pupils enrolled in an area vocational
school operated under the board of education; (4) architectural expenses;
(5) acquisition of building sites; (6) undertaking and maintenance of as-
bestos control projects; (7) acquisition of school buses; (8) utility expenses;
(9) property and casualty insurance; and (8) acquisition of (10) other fixed
assets, and, for school years 2015-2016 and 2016-2017, subject to the
provisions of K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6478, and amendments thereto, may
be transferred to the general fund of the school district as approved by
the board of education.

(b) The board of education of any school district is hereby authorized
to invest any portion of the capital outlay fund of the school district which
is not currently needed in investments authorized by K.S.A. 12-1675, and
amendments thereto, in the manner prescribed therein, or may invest
the same in direct obligations of the United States government maturing
or redeemable at par and accrued interest within three years from date
of purchase, the principal and interest whereof is guaranteed by the gov-
ernment of the United States. All interest received on any such invest-
ment shall upon receipt thereof be credited to the capital outlay fund.

Sec. 92. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-8908 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-8908. As used in this act:

(a) ‘‘Juvenile’’ means a person who is less than 18 years of age;
(b) ‘‘adult’’ means a person who is 18 years of age or older;
(c) ‘‘felony’’ means any crime designated a felony by the laws of Kan-

sas or the United States;
(d) ‘‘misdemeanor’’ means any crime designated a misdemeanor by

the laws of Kansas or the United States;
(e) ‘‘school day’’ means any day on which school is maintained;
(f) ‘‘school year’’ has the meaning ascribed thereto in K.S.A. 2016

Supp. 72-6464 means the same as such term is defined in section 4, and
amendments thereto;

(g) ‘‘counsel’’ means any person a pupil selects to represent and ad-
vise the pupil at all proceedings conducted pursuant to the provisions of
this act; and
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(h) ‘‘principal witness’’ means any witness whose testimony is of major
importance in support of the charges upon which a proposed suspension
or expulsion from school is based, or in determination of material ques-
tions of fact.

Sec. 93. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-9509 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-9509. (a) There is hereby established in every school district
a fund which shall be called the bilingual education fund, which fund
shall consist of all moneys deposited therein or transferred thereto ac-
cording to law. Amounts deposited in the bilingual education fund may
be used for the payment of expenses directly attributable to bilingual
education or may be transferred to the general fund of the school district
as approved by the board of education The expenses of a school district
directly attributable to such bilingual education programs shall be paid
from the bilingual education fund. Moneys deposited in or otherwise
transferred to the bilingual education fund shall only be expended for
those costs directly attributable to the provision of bilingual education
programs.

(b) Any balance remaining in the bilingual education fund at the end
of the budget year shall be carried forward into the bilingual education
fund for succeeding budget years. Such fund shall not be subject to the
provisions of K.S.A. 79-2925 through 79-2937, and amendments thereto.
In preparing the budget of such school district, the amounts credited to
and the amount on hand in the bilingual education fund, and the amount
expended therefrom shall be included in the annual budget for the in-
formation of the residents of the school district. Interest earned on the
investment of moneys in any such fund shall be credited to that fund.

(c) Each year the board of education of each school district shall
prepare and submit to the state board a report on the bilingual education
program and assistance provided by the district. Such report shall include
information specifying the number of pupils who were served or provided
assistance, the type of service provided, the research upon which the
district relied in determining that a need for service or assistance existed,
the results of providing such service or assistance and any other infor-
mation required by the state board.

Sec. 94. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-9609 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-9609. There is hereby established in every school district a
fund which shall be called the professional development fund, which fund
shall consist of all moneys deposited therein or transferred thereto ac-
cording to law. All moneys received by the school district from whatever
source for professional development programs established under this act
shall be credited to the fund established by this section. Amounts depos-
ited in the professional development fund may be used for the payment
of expenses directly attributable to professional development or may be
transferred to the general fund of the school district as approved by the
board of education The expenses of a school district directly attributable
to professional development programs shall be paid from the professional
development fund.

Sec. 95. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-99a02 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-99a02. As used in the tax credit for low income students schol-
arship program act:

(a) ‘‘Contributions’’ means monetary gifts or donations and in-kind
contributions, gifts or donations that have an established market value.

(b) ‘‘Department’’ means the Kansas department of revenue.
(c) ‘‘Educational scholarship’’ means an amount not to exceed $8,000

per school year provided to an eligible student, or to a qualified school
with respect to an eligible student, to cover all or a portion of the costs
of education including tuition, fees and expenses of a qualified school
and, if applicable, the costs of transportation to a qualified school if pro-
vided by such qualified school.

(d) ‘‘Eligible student’’ means a child who:
(1) (A) Qualifies as an at-risk pupil as defined in K.S.A. 72-6407, prior

to its repeal, and who is attending a public school; or (B) has been eligible
to receive an educational scholarship under this program and has not
graduated from high school or reached 21 years of age;

(2) resides in Kansas while eligible for an educational scholarship; and
(3) (A) was enrolled in any public school in the previous school year

in which an educational scholarship is first sought for the child; or (B) is
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eligible to be enrolled in any public school in the school year in which an
educational scholarship is first sought for the child and the child is under
the age of six years.

(e) ‘‘Parent’’ includes a guardian, custodian or other person with au-
thority to act on behalf of the child.

(f) ‘‘Program’’ means the tax credit for low income students scholar-
ship program established in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-99a01 through 72-
99a07, and amendments thereto.

(g) ‘‘Public school’’ means a school that would qualify as either a title
I focus school or a title I priority school as described by the state board
under the elementary and secondary education act flexibility waiver as
amended in January 2013, and is operated by a school district.

(h) ‘‘Qualified school’’ means any nonpublic school that provides ed-
ucation to elementary or secondary students, has notified the state board
of its intention to participate in the program and complies with the
requirements of the program.

(i) ‘‘Scholarship granting organization’’ means an organization that
complies with the requirements of this program and provides educational
scholarships to eligible students or to qualified schools in which parents
have enrolled eligible students.

(j) ‘‘School district’’ or ‘‘district’’ means any unified school district
organized and operating under the laws of this state.

(k) ‘‘School year’’ shall have the meaning ascribed thereto in K.S.A.
2016 Supp. 72-6464 section 4, and amendments thereto.

(l) ‘‘Secretary’’ means the secretary of revenue.
(m) ‘‘State board’’ means the state board of education.
Sec. 96. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-99a02, as

amended by section 95 of this act, is hereby amended to read as follows:
72-99a02. As used in the tax credit for low income students scholarship
program act:

(a) ‘‘Contributions’’ means monetary gifts or donations and in-kind
contributions, gifts or donations that have an established market value.

(b) ‘‘Department’’ means the Kansas department of revenue.
(c) ‘‘Educational scholarship’’ means an amount not to exceed $8,000

per school year provided to an eligible student, or to a qualified school
with respect to an eligible student, to cover all or a portion of the costs
of education including tuition, fees and expenses of a qualified school
and, if applicable, the costs of transportation to a qualified school if pro-
vided by such qualified school.

(d) ‘‘Eligible student’’ means a child who:
(1) (A) Qualifies as an at-risk pupil as defined in K.S.A. 72-6407, prior

to its repeal Is an at-risk student, as defined in section 4, and amendments
thereto, and who is attending a public school; or (B) has been eligible to
receive an educational scholarship under this program and has not grad-
uated from high school or reached 21 years of age;

(2) resides in Kansas while eligible for an educational scholarship; and
(3) (A) was enrolled in any public school in the previous school year

in which an educational scholarship is first sought for the child; or (B) is
eligible to be enrolled in any public school in the school year in which an
educational scholarship is first sought for the child and the child is under
the age of six years.

(e) ‘‘Parent’’ includes a guardian, custodian or other person with au-
thority to act on behalf of the child.

(f) ‘‘Program’’ means the tax credit for low income students scholar-
ship program established in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-99a01 through 72-
99a07, and amendments thereto.

(g) ‘‘Public school’’ means a school that would qualify as either a title
I focus school or a title I priority school as described by the state board
under the elementary and secondary education act flexibility waiver as
amended in January 2013 and is operated by a school district, and iden-
tified by the state board as one of the lowest 100 performing schools with
respect to student achievement among all schools operated by school dis-
tricts for the current school year.

(h) ‘‘Qualified school’’ means any nonpublic school that provides ed-
ucation to elementary or secondary students, has notified the state board
of its intention to participate in the program and complies with the
requirements of the program. On and after July 1, 2020, a qualified school
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shall be accredited by the state board or a national or regional accrediting
agency that is recognized by the state board for the purpose of satisfying
the teaching performance assessment for professional licensure.

(i) ‘‘Scholarship granting organization’’ means an organization that
complies with the requirements of this program and provides educational
scholarships to eligible students or to qualified schools in which parents
have enrolled eligible students.

(j) ‘‘School district’’ or ‘‘district’’ means any unified school district
organized and operating under the laws of this state.

(k) ‘‘School year’’ shall have the meaning ascribed thereto in section
4, and amendments thereto.

(l) ‘‘Secretary’’ means the secretary of revenue.
(m) ‘‘State board’’ means the state board of education.
Sec. 97. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-99a07 is hereby amended to read as

follows: 72-99a07. (a) (1) There shall be allowed a credit against the cor-
porate income tax liability imposed upon a taxpayer pursuant to the Kan-
sas income tax act, the privilege tax liability imposed upon a taxpayer
pursuant to the privilege tax imposed upon any national banking associ-
ation, state bank, trust company or savings and loan association pursuant
to article 11 of chapter 79 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amend-
ments thereto, and the premium tax liability imposed upon a taxpayer
pursuant to the premiums tax and privilege fees imposed upon an insur-
ance company pursuant to K.S.A. 40-252, and amendments thereto, for
tax years commencing after December 31, 2014, and ending before Jan-
uary 1, 2017, an amount equal to 70% of the amount contributed to a
scholarship granting organization authorized pursuant to K.S.A. 2016
Supp. 72-99a01 et seq., and amendments thereto.

(2) There shall be allowed a credit against the tax liability imposed
upon a taxpayer pursuant to the Kansas income tax act, the privilege tax
liability imposed upon a taxpayer pursuant to the privilege tax imposed
upon any national banking association, state bank, trust company or sav-
ings and loan association pursuant to article 11 of chapter 79 of the Kansas
Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto, and the premium tax lia-
bility imposed upon a taxpayer pursuant to the premiums tax and privi-
lege fees imposed upon an insurance company pursuant to K.S.A. 40-252,
and amendments thereto, for tax years commencing after December 31,
2016, an amount equal to 70% of the amount contributed to a scholarship
granting organization authorized pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-99a01
et seq., and amendments thereto. In no event shall the total amount of
contributions for any taxpayer allowed under this subsection exceed
$500,000 for any tax year.

(b) The credit shall be claimed and deducted from the taxpayer’s tax
liability during the tax year in which the contribution was made to any
such scholarship granting organization.

(c) For each tax year, in no event shall the total amount of credits
allowed under this section exceed $10,000,000 for any one tax year. Ex-
cept as otherwise provided, the allocation of such tax credits for each
scholarship granting organization shall be determined by the scholarship
granting organization in consultation with the secretary, and such deter-
mination shall be completed prior to the issuance of any tax credits pur-
suant to this section.

(d) If the amount of any such tax credit claimed by a taxpayer exceeds
the taxpayer’s income, privilege or premium tax liability, such excess
amount may be carried over for deduction from the taxpayer’s income,
privilege or premium tax liability in the next succeeding year or years
until the total amount of the credit has been deducted from tax liability.

(e) The secretary shall adopt rules and regulations regarding filing of
documents that support the amount of credit claimed pursuant to this
section.

Sec. 98. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 74-4939a is hereby amended to read as
follows: 74-4939a. On and after the effective date of this act for each fiscal
year commencing with fiscal year 2005, notwithstanding the provisions of
K.S.A. 74-4939, and amendments thereto, or any other statute, all moneys
appropriated for the department of education from the state general fund
commencing with fiscal year 2005, and each ensuing fiscal year thereafter,
by appropriation act of the legislature, in the KPERS – employer contri-
butions account and all moneys appropriated for the department of ed-
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ucation from the state general fund or any special revenue fund for each
fiscal year commencing with fiscal year 2005, and each ensuing fiscal year
thereafter, by any such appropriation act in that account or any other
account for payment of employer contributions for school districts, shall
be distributed by the department of education to school districts in ac-
cordance with this section. Notwithstanding the provisions of K.S.A. 74-
4939, and amendments thereto, for school year 2015-2016, the depart-
ment of education shall disburse to each school district that is an eligible
employer as specified in K.S.A. 74-4931(1), and amendments thereto, an
amount in accordance with K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6465(a)(6), and amend-
ments thereto, which shall be disbursed pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp.
72-6465, and amendments thereto. Notwithstanding the provisions of
K.S.A. 74-4939, and amendments thereto, for school year 2016-2017, the
department of education shall disburse to each school district that is an
eligible employer as specified in K.S.A. 74-4931(1), and amendments
thereto, an amount in accordance with K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6465(b)(4),
and amendments thereto, which shall be disbursed pursuant to K.S.A.
2016 Supp. 72-6465, and amendments thereto certified by the board of
trustees of the Kansas public employees retirement system that is equal
to the participating employer’s obligation of such school district to the
system in accordance with policies and procedures that are hereby au-
thorized and directed to be adopted by the state board of education for
the purposes of this section and in accordance with any requirements
prescribed by the board of trustees of the Kansas public employees re-
tirement system. Upon receipt of each such disbursement of moneys, the
school district shall deposit the entire amount thereof into a special re-
tirement contributions fund of the school district, which shall be estab-
lished by the school district in accordance with such policies and proce-
dures and which shall be used for the sole purpose of receiving such
disbursements from the department of education and making the remit-
tances to the system in accordance with this section and such policies and
procedures. Upon receipt of each such disbursement of moneys from the
department of education, the school district shall remit, in accordance
with the provisions of such policies and procedures and in the manner
and on the date or dates prescribed by the board of trustees of the Kansas
public employees retirement system, an equal amount to the Kansas pub-
lic employees retirement system from the special retirement contribu-
tions fund of the school district to satisfy such school district’s obligation
as a participating employer. Notwithstanding the provisions of K.S.A. 74-
4939, and amendments thereto, each school district that is an eligible
employer as specified in K.S.A. 74-4931(1), and amendments thereto,
shall show within the budget of such school district all amounts received
from disbursements into the special retirement contributions fund of such
school district. Notwithstanding the provisions of any other statute, no
official action of the school board of such school district shall be required
to approve a remittance to the system in accordance with this section and
such policies and procedures. All remittances of moneys to the system by
a school district in accordance with this subsection and such policies and
procedures shall be deemed to be expenditures of the school district.

Sec. 99. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 74-8925 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 74-8925. (a) For the purposes of this act, the term ‘‘taxing sub-
division’’ shall include the county, the city, the unified school district and
any other taxing subdivision levying real property taxes, the territory or
jurisdiction of which includes any currently existing or subsequently cre-
ated redevelopment district. The term ‘‘real property taxes’’ includes all
taxes levied on an ad valorem basis upon land and improvements thereon,
other than the property tax levied pursuant to the provisions of K.S.A.
2016 Supp. 72-6470 section 14, and amendments thereto, or any other
property tax levied by or on behalf of a school district.

(b) All tangible taxable property located within a redevelopment dis-
trict shall be assessed and taxed for ad valorem tax purposes pursuant to
law in the same manner that such property would be assessed and taxed
if located outside such district, and all ad valorem taxes levied on such
property shall be paid to and collected by the county treasurer in the
same manner as other taxes are paid and collected. Except as otherwise
provided in this section, the county treasurer shall distribute such taxes
as may be collected in the same manner as if such property were located
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outside a redevelopment district. Each redevelopment district established
under the provisions of this act shall constitute a separate taxing unit for
the purpose of the computation and levy of taxes.

(c) Beginning with the first payment of taxes which are levied follow-
ing the date of approval of any redevelopment district established pur-
suant to K.S.A. 74-8921, and amendments thereto, real property taxes
received by the county treasurer resulting from taxes which are levied
subject to the provisions of this act by and for the benefit of a taxing
subdivision, as herein defined, on property located within such redevel-
opment district constituting a separate taxing unit under the provisions
of this section, shall be divided as follows:

(1) From the taxes levied each year subject to the provisions of this
act by or for each of the taxing subdivisions upon property located within
a redevelopment district constituting a separate taxing unit under the
provisions of this act, the county treasurer first shall allocate and pay to
each such taxing subdivision all of the real property taxes collected which
are produced from that portion of the current assessed valuation of such
real property located within such separate taxing unit which is equal to
the total assessed value of such real property on the date of the estab-
lishment of the redevelopment district.

(2) Any real property taxes produced from that portion of the current
assessed valuation of real property within the redevelopment district con-
stituting a separate taxing unit under the provisions of this section in
excess of an amount equal to the total assessed value of such real property
on the effective date of the establishment of the district shall be allocated
and paid by the county treasurer according to specified percentages of
the tax increment expressly agreed upon and consented to by the gov-
erning bodies of the county and school district in which the redevelop-
ment district is located. The amount of the real property taxes allocated
and payable to the authority under the agreement shall be paid by the
county treasurer to the treasurer of the state. The remaining amount of
the real property taxes not payable to the authority shall be allocated and
paid in the same manner as other ad valorem taxes. Any real property
taxes paid to the state treasurer under this section shall be deposited in
the redevelopment bond finance fund of the authority which is created
pursuant to K.S.A. 74-8927, and amendments thereto, to pay the costs of
any approved redevelopment project, including the payment of principal
of and interest on any bonds issued by the authority to finance, in whole
or in part, such project. When such bonds and interest thereon have been
paid, all moneys thereafter received from real property taxes within such
redevelopment district shall be allocated and paid to the respective taxing
subdivisions in the same manner as are other ad valorem taxes. If such
bonds and interest thereon have been paid before the completion of a
project, the authority may continue to use such moneys for any purpose
authorized by the redevelopment agreement until such time as the project
costs are paid or reimbursed, but for a period not to exceed the final
scheduled maturity of the bonds.

(d) In any redevelopment plan or in the proceedings for the issuing
of any bonds by the authority to finance a project, the property tax incre-
ment portion of taxes provided for in subsection (c)(2) may be irrevocably
pledged for the payment of the principal of and interest on such bonds.
The authority may adopt a redevelopment plan in which only a specified
percentage of the tax increment realized from taxpayers in the redevel-
opment district is pledged to the payment of costs.

Sec. 100. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 74-99b43 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 74-99b43. (a) The Kansas development finance authority is
hereby authorized to issue special obligation bonds pursuant to K.S.A.
74-8901 et seq., and amendments thereto, in one or more series to finance
the undertaking of any bioscience development project in accordance
with the provisions of this act. No special obligation bonds may be issued
pursuant to this section unless the Kansas development finance authority
has received a resolution of the board of the authority requesting the
issuance of such bonds. Such special obligation bonds shall be made pay-
able, both as to principal and interest from one or more of the following,
as directed by the authority:

(1) From ad valorem tax increments allocated to, and paid into the
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bioscience development bond fund for the payment of the project costs
of a bioscience development project under the provisions of this section;

(2) from any private sources, contributions or other financial assis-
tance from the state or federal government;

(3) from a pledge of a portion or all of the revenue received from
transient guest, sales and use taxes collected pursuant to K.S.A. 12-1696
et seq., 79-3601 et seq., 79-3701 et seq. and 12-187 et seq., and amend-
ments thereto, and which are collected from taxpayers doing business
within that portion of the bioscience development district and paid into
the bioscience development bond fund;

(4) from a pledge of a portion or all increased revenue received by
any city from franchise fees collected from utilities and other businesses
using public right-of-way within the bioscience development district; or

(5) by any combination of these methods.
(b) All tangible taxable property located within a bioscience devel-

opment district shall be assessed and taxed for ad valorem tax purposes
pursuant to law in the same manner that such property would be assessed
and taxed if located outside such district, and all ad valorem taxes levied
on such property shall be paid to and collected by the county treasurer
in the same manner as other taxes are paid and collected. Except as
otherwise provided in this section, the county treasurer shall distribute
such taxes as may be collected in the same manner as if such property
were located outside a bioscience development district. Each bioscience
development district established under the provisions of this act shall
constitute a separate taxing unit for the purpose of the computation and
levy of taxes.

(c) Beginning with the first payment of taxes which are levied follow-
ing the date of the establishment of the bioscience development district
real property taxes received by the county treasurer resulting from taxes
which are levied subject to the provisions of this act by and for the benefit
of a taxing subdivision, as defined in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 12-1770a, and
amendments thereto, on property located within such bioscience devel-
opment district constituting a separate taxing unit under the provisions
of this section, shall be divided as follows:

(1) From the taxes levied each year subject to the provisions of this
act by or for each of the taxing subdivisions upon property located within
a bioscience development district constituting a separate taxing unit under
the provisions of this act, the county treasurer first shall allocate and pay
to each such taxing subdivision all of the real property taxes collected
which are produced from the base year assessed valuation.

(2) Any real property taxes, except for property taxes levied for
schools pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6470 section 14, and amend-
ments thereto, produced from that portion of the current assessed valu-
ation of real property within the bioscience development district consti-
tuting a separate taxing unit under the provisions of this section in excess
of the base year assessed valuation shall be allocated and paid by the
county treasurer to the bioscience development bond fund to pay the
bioscience development project costs including the payment of principal
and interest on any special obligation bonds to finance, in whole or in
part, such bioscience development projects.

(d) The authority may pledge the bioscience development bond fund
or other available revenue to the repayment of such special obligation
bonds prior to, simultaneously with, or subsequent to the issuance of such
special obligation bonds.

(e) Any bonds issued under the provisions of this act and the interest
paid thereon, unless specifically declared to be taxable in the authorizing
resolution of the Kansas development finance authority, shall be exempt
from all state, county and municipal taxes, and the exemption shall include
income, estate and property taxes.

Sec. 101. K.S.A. 75-2318 is hereby amended to read as follows: 75-
2318. (a) Upon receiving an application under K.S.A. 75-2317, and
amendments thereto, the state board of education shall review the ap-
plication and examine the evidence furnished in support of the applica-
tion.

(b) (1) Commencing in school year 2017-2018, the state board of ed-
ucation shall not approve any application submitted during the current
school year if such approval would result in the aggregate amount of all
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general obligation bonds approved by the state board for such school year
exceeding the aggregate principal amount of all general obligation bonds
retired in the immediately preceding school year. In determining whether
to approve an application, the state board shall prioritize applications in
accordance with the priorities set forth as follows in order of highest
priority to lowest priority:

(A) Safety of the current facility and disability access to such facility
as demonstrated by a state fire marshal report, an inspection under the
Americans with disabilities act, 42 U.S.C. § 12101 et seq., or other similar
evaluation;

(B) enrollment growth and imminent overcrowding as demonstrated
by successive increases in enrollment of the school district in the imme-
diately preceding three school years;

(C) impact on the delivery of educational services as demonstrated
by restrictive inflexible design or limitations on installation of technology;
and

(D) energy usage and other operational inefficiencies as demonstrated
by a district-wide energy usage analysis, district-wide architectural anal-
ysis or other similar evaluation.

(2) The state board shall not consider a school district’s eligibility for
capital improvement state aid, or the amount of capital improvement state
aid a school district would be eligible to receive, in determining whether
to approve such district’s application.

(3) The provisions of subsection (b)(1) shall not apply to school dis-
tricts that have not issued any general obligation bonds in the 25 years
prior to the current school year.

(c) After reviewing the application and examining the supportive ev-
idence, the state board of education shall issue an order either granting
or denying the application. If the application is approved, the applicant
board of education shall request the county election officer to hold an
election to vote upon the question of issuing the increased amount of
bonds in the manner provided by law.

(d) Any application that is denied pursuant to subsection (b) may be
tentatively approved by the state board of education for the immediately
succeeding school year. The amount of general obligation bonds approved
in any such application shall be counted first towards the aggregate
amount of all general obligation bonds approved by the state board for
such school year.

(e) Commencing in school year 2017-2018, the state board of edu-
cation shall determine the aggregate principal amount of general obliga-
tion bonds retired in the immediately preceding school year.

(f) The provisions of subsections (b), (d) and (e) shall expire on June
30, 2022.

Sec. 102. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 75-2319 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 75-2319. (a) There is hereby established in the state treasury the
school district capital improvements fund. The fund shall consist of all
amounts transferred thereto under the provisions of subsection (c).

(b) In each school year, each school district which is obligated to
make payments from its capital improvements fund shall be entitled to
receive payment from the school district capital improvements fund in an
amount determined by the state board of education as provided in this
subsection.

(1) For general obligation bonds approved for issuance at an election
held prior to July 1, 2015, the state board of education shall:

(A) Determine the amount of the assessed valuation per pupil
(AVPP) of each school district in the state for the preceding school year
and round such amount to the nearest $1,000. The rounded amount is
the AVPP of a school district for the purposes of this subsection (b)(1);

(B) determine the median AVPP of all school districts;
(C) prepare a schedule of dollar amounts using the amount of the

median AVPP of all school districts as the point of beginning. The sched-
ule of dollar amounts shall range upward in equal $1,000 intervals from
the point of beginning to and including an amount that is equal to the
amount of the AVPP of the school district with the highest AVPP of all
school districts and shall range downward in equal $1,000 intervals from
the point of beginning to and including an amount that is equal to the
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amount of the AVPP of the school district with the lowest AVPP of all
school districts;

(D) determine a state aid percentage factor for each school district
by assigning a state aid computation percentage to the amount of the
median AVPP shown on the schedule, decreasing the state aid compu-
tation percentage assigned to the amount of the median AVPP by one
percentage point for each $1,000 interval above the amount of the median
AVPP, and increasing the state aid computation percentage assigned to
the amount of the median AVPP by one percentage point for each $1,000
interval below the amount of the median AVPP. Except as provided by
K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 75-2319c, and amendments thereto, the state aid per-
centage factor of a school district is the percentage assigned to the sched-
ule amount that is equal to the amount of the AVPP of the school district.
The state aid percentage factor of a school district shall not exceed 100%.
The state aid computation percentage is 25%;

(E) determine the amount of payments that a school district is obli-
gated to make from its bond and interest fund attributable to general
obligation bonds approved for issuance at an election held prior to July
1, 2015; and

(F) multiply the amount determined under subsection (b)(1)(E) by
the applicable state aid percentage factor.

(2) For general obligation bonds approved for issuance at an election
held on or after July 1, 2015, the state board of education shall:

(A) Determine the amount of the AVPP of each school district in the
state for the preceding school year and round such amount to the nearest
$1,000. The rounded amount is the AVPP of a school district for the
purposes of this subsection (b)(2);

(B) prepare a schedule of dollar amounts using the amount of the
AVPP of the school district with the lowest AVPP of all school districts
as the point of beginning. The schedule of dollar amounts shall range
upward in equal $1,000 intervals from the point of beginning to and in-
cluding an amount that is equal to the amount of the AVPP of the school
district with the highest AVPP of all school districts;

(C) determine a state aid percentage factor for each school district
by assigning a state aid computation percentage to the amount of the
lowest AVPP shown on the schedule and decreasing the state aid com-
putation percentage assigned to the amount of the lowest AVPP by one
percentage point for each $1,000 interval above the amount of the lowest
AVPP. Except as provided by K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 75-2319c, and amend-
ments thereto, the state aid percentage factor of a school district is the
percentage assigned to the schedule amount that is equal to the amount
of the AVPP of the school district. The state aid computation percentage
is 75%;

(D) determine the amount of payments that a school district is obli-
gated to make from its bond and interest fund attributable to general
obligation bonds approved for issuance at an election held on or after
July 1, 2015; and

(E) multiply the amount determined under subsection (b)(2)(D) by
the applicable state aid percentage factor.

(3) For general obligation bonds approved for issuance at an election
held on or before June 30, 2016, the sum of the amount determined under
subsection (b)(1)(F) and the amount determined under subsection
(b)(2)(E) is the amount of payment the school district is entitled to receive
from the school district capital improvements fund in the school year.

(4) For general obligation bonds approved for issuance at an election
held on or after July 1, 2016, the amount determined under subsection
(b)(2)(E) is the amount of payment the school district shall receive from
the school district capital improvements fund in the school year, except
the total amount of payments school districts receive from the school
district capital improvements fund in the school year for such bonds shall
not exceed the six-year average amount of capital improvement state aid
as determined by the state board of education.

(A) The state board of education shall determine the six-year average
amount of capital improvement state aid by calculating the average of the
total amount of moneys expended per year from the school district capital
improvements fund in the immediately preceding six fiscal years, not to
include the current fiscal year.

(B) (i) Subject to clause (ii), the state board of education shall pri-
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oritize the allocations to school districts from the school district capital
improvements fund in accordance with the priorities set forth as follows
in order of highest priority to lowest priority:

(a) Safety of the current facility and disability access to such facility
as demonstrated by a state fire marshal report, an inspection under the
Americans with disabilities act, 42 U.S.C. § 12101 et seq., or other similar
evaluation;

(b) enrollment growth and imminent overcrowding as demonstrated
by successive increases in enrollment of the school district in the imme-
diately preceding three school years;

(c) impact on the delivery of educational services as demonstrated by
restrictive inflexible design or limitations on installation of technology;
and

(d) energy usage and other operational inefficiencies as demonstrated
by a district-wide energy usage analysis, district-wide architectural anal-
ysis or other similar evaluation.

(ii) In allocating capital improvement state aid, the state board shall
give higher priority to those school districts with a lower AVPP compared
to the other school districts that are to receive capital improvement state
aid under this section.

(C) On and after July 1, 2016, the state board of education shall ap-
prove the amount of state aid payments a school district shall receive
from the school district capital improvements fund pursuant to subsection
(b)(5) prior to an election to approve the issuance of general obligation
bonds.

(5) Except as provided in subsections (b)(6) and (b)(7), the sum of
the amounts determined under subsection (b)(3) and the amount deter-
mined or allocated to the district by the state board of education pursuant
to subsection (b)(4), is the amount of payment the school district is en-
titled to receive from the school district capital improvements fund in the
school year.

(6) A school district that had an enrollment of less than 260 students
in the school year immediately preceding the school year in which an
election is held to approve the issuance of general obligation bonds shall
not be entitled to receive payments from the school district capital im-
provements fund unless such school district applied for and received ap-
proval from the state board of education to issue such bonds prior to
holding an election to approve such bond issuance. The provisions of this
paragraph shall apply to general obligation bonds approved for issuance
at an election held on or after July 1, 2017, that are issued for the purpose
of financing the construction of new school facilities.

(7) For general obligation bonds approved for issuance at an election
held on or after July 1, 2017, in determining the amount under subsection
(b)(2)(D), the state board shall exclude payments for any capital improve-
ment project, or portion thereof, that proposes to construct, reconstruct
or remodel a facility that would be used primarily for extracurricular
activities, unless the construction, reconstruction or remodeling of such
facility is necessary due to concerns relating to the safety of the current
facility or disability access to such facility as demonstrated by a state fire
marshal report, an inspection under the Americans with disabilities act,
42 U.S.C. § 12101 et seq., or other similar evaluation.

(c) The state board of education shall certify to the director of ac-
counts and reports the entitlements of school districts determined under
the provisions of subsection (b), and an amount equal thereto shall be
transferred by the director from the state general fund to the school
district capital improvements fund for distribution to school districts. All
transfers made in accordance with the provisions of this subsection shall
be considered to be demand transfers from the state general fund, except
that all such transfers during the fiscal years ending June 30, 2013, June
30, 2014 2017, June 30, 2015 2018, and June 30, 2016 2019, shall be
considered to be revenue transfers from the state general fund.

(d) Payments from the school district capital improvements fund shall
be distributed to school districts at times determined by the state board
of education to be necessary to assist school districts in making scheduled
payments pursuant to contractual bond obligations. The state board of
education shall certify to the director of accounts and reports the amount
due each school district entitled to payment from the fund, and the di-
rector of accounts and reports shall draw a warrant on the state treasurer
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payable to the treasurer of the school district. Upon receipt of the warrant,
the treasurer of the school district shall credit the amount thereof to the
bond and interest fund of the school district to be used for the purposes
of such fund.

(e) The provisions of this section apply only to contractual obligations
incurred by school districts pursuant to general obligation bonds issued
upon approval of a majority of the qualified electors of the school district
voting at an election upon the question of the issuance of such bonds.

(f) On or before the first day of the legislative session in 2017, and
each year thereafter, the state board of education shall prepare and sub-
mit a report to the legislature that includes information on school district
elections held on or after July 1, 2016, to approve the issuance of general
obligation bonds and the amount of payments school districts were ap-
proved to receive from the school district capital improvements fund pur-
suant to subsection (b)(4)(C).

Sec. 103. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-201x is hereby amended to read as
follows: 79-201x. For taxable years 2015 and 2016 2017 and 2018, the
following described property, to the extent herein specified, shall be and
is hereby exempt from the property tax levied pursuant to the provisions
of K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6470 section 14, and amendments thereto: Prop-
erty used for residential purposes to the extent of $20,000 of its appraised
valuation.

Sec. 104. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-213 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 79-213. (a) Any property owner requesting an exemption from
the payment of ad valorem property taxes assessed, or to be assessed,
against their property shall be required to file an initial request for ex-
emption, on forms approved by the state board of tax appeals and pro-
vided by the county appraiser.

(b) The initial exemption request shall identify the property for which
the exemption is requested and state, in detail, the legal and factual basis
for the exemption claimed.

(c) The request for exemption shall be filed with the county appraiser
of the county where such property is principally located.

(d) After a review of the exemption request, and after a preliminary
examination of the facts as alleged, the county appraiser shall recommend
that the exemption request either be granted or denied, and, if necessary,
that a hearing be held. If a denial is recommended, a statement of the
controlling facts and law relied upon shall be included on the form.

(e) The county appraiser, after making such written recommenda-
tion, shall file the request for exemption and the recommendations of the
county appraiser with the state board of tax appeals. With regard to a
request for exemption from property tax pursuant to the provisions of
K.S.A. 79-201g and 82a-409, and amendments thereto, not filed with the
board of tax appeals by the county appraiser on or before the effective
date of this act, if the county appraiser recommends the exemption re-
quest be granted, the exemption shall be provided in the amount rec-
ommended by the county appraiser and the county appraiser shall not
file the request for exemption and recommendations of the county ap-
praiser with the state board of tax appeals. The county clerk or county
assessor shall annually make such adjustment in the taxes levied against
the real property as the owner may be entitled to receive under the pro-
visions of K.S.A. 79-201g, and amendments thereto, as recommended by
the county appraiser, beginning with the first period, following the date
of issue of the certificate of completion on which taxes are regularly lev-
ied, and during the years which the landowner is entitled to such adjust-
ment.

(f) Upon receipt of the request for exemption, the board shall docket
the same and notify the applicant and the county appraiser of such fact.

(g) After examination of the request for exemption and the county
appraiser’s recommendation related thereto, the board may fix a time and
place for hearing, and shall notify the applicant and the county appraiser
of the time and place so fixed. A request for exemption pursuant to: (1)
Section 13 of article 11 of the constitution of the state of Kansas; or (2)
K.S.A. 79-201a Second, and amendments thereto, for property con-
structed or purchased, in whole or in part, with the proceeds of revenue
bonds under the authority of K.S.A. 12-1740 to 12-1749, inclusive, and
amendments thereto, prepared in accordance with instructions and assis-
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tance which shall be provided by the department of commerce, shall be
deemed approved unless scheduled for hearing within 30 days after the
date of receipt of all required information and data relating to the request
for exemption, and such hearing shall be conducted within 90 days after
such date. Such time periods shall be determined without regard to any
extension or continuance allowed to either party to such request. In any
case where a party to such request for exemption requests a hearing
thereon, the same shall be granted. Hearings shall be conducted in ac-
cordance with the provisions of the Kansas administrative procedure act.
In all instances where the board sets a request for exemption for hearing,
the county shall be represented by its county attorney or county coun-
selor.

(h) Except as otherwise provided by subsection (g), in the event of a
hearing, the same shall be originally set not later than 90 days after the
filing of the request for exemption with the board.

(i) During the pendency of a request for exemption, no person, firm,
unincorporated association, company or corporation charged with real
estate or personal property taxes pursuant to K.S.A. 79-2004 and 79-
2004a, and amendments thereto, on the tax books in the hands of the
county treasurer shall be required to pay the tax from the date the request
is filed with the county appraiser until the expiration of 30 days after the
board issued its order thereon and the same becomes a final order. In
the event that taxes have been assessed against the subject property, no
interest shall accrue on any unpaid tax for the year or years in question
nor shall the unpaid tax be considered delinquent from the date the re-
quest is filed with the county appraiser until the expiration of 30 days
after the board issued its order thereon. In the event the board deter-
mines an application for exemption is without merit and filed in bad faith
to delay the due date of the tax, the tax shall be considered delinquent
as of the date the tax would have been due pursuant to K.S.A. 79-2004
and 79-2004a, and amendments thereto, and interest shall accrue as pre-
scribed therein.

(j) In the event the board grants the initial request for exemption,
the same shall be effective beginning with the date of first exempt use
except that, with respect to property the construction of which com-
menced not to exceed 24 months prior to the date of first exempt use,
the same shall be effective beginning with the date of commencement of
construction.

(k) In conjunction with its authority to grant exemptions, the board
shall have the authority to abate all unpaid taxes that have accrued from
and since the effective date of the exemption. In the event that taxes have
been paid during the period where the subject property has been deter-
mined to be exempt, the board shall have the authority to order a refund
of taxes for the year immediately preceding the year in which the ex-
emption application is filed in accordance with subsection (a).

(l) The provisions of this section shall not apply to: (1) Farm machin-
ery and equipment exempted from ad valorem taxation by K.S.A. 79-201j,
and amendments thereto; (2) personal property exempted from ad val-
orem taxation by K.S.A. 79-215, and amendments thereto; (3) wearing
apparel, household goods and personal effects exempted from ad valorem
taxation by K.S.A. 79-201c, and amendments thereto; (4) livestock; (5) all
property exempted from ad valorem taxation by K.S.A. 79-201d, and
amendments thereto; (6) merchants’ and manufacturers’ inventories ex-
empted from ad valorem taxation by K.S.A. 79-201m, and amendments
thereto; (7) grain exempted from ad valorem taxation by K.S.A. 79-201n,
and amendments thereto; (8) property exempted from ad valorem taxa-
tion by K.S.A. 79-201a Seventeenth, and amendments thereto, including
all property previously acquired by the secretary of transportation or a
predecessor in interest, which is used in the administration, construction,
maintenance or operation of the state system of highways. The secretary
of transportation shall at the time of acquisition of property notify the
county appraiser in the county in which the property is located that the
acquisition occurred and provide a legal description of the property ac-
quired; (9) property exempted from ad valorem taxation by K.S.A. 79-
201a Ninth, and amendments thereto, including all property previously
acquired by the Kansas turnpike authority which is used in the adminis-
tration, construction, maintenance or operation of the Kansas turnpike.
The Kansas turnpike authority shall at the time of acquisition of property
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notify the county appraiser in the county in which the property is located
that the acquisition occurred and provide a legal description of the prop-
erty acquired; (10) aquaculture machinery and equipment exempted from
ad valorem taxation by K.S.A. 79-201j, and amendments thereto. As used
in this section, ‘‘aquaculture’’ has the same meaning ascribed thereto by
K.S.A. 47-1901, and amendments thereto; (11) Christmas tree machinery
and equipment exempted from ad valorem taxation by K.S.A. 79-201j,
and amendments thereto; (12) property used exclusively by the state or
any municipality or political subdivision of the state for right-of-way pur-
poses. The state agency or the governing body of the municipality or
political subdivision shall at the time of acquisition of property for right-
of-way purposes notify the county appraiser in the county in which the
property is located that the acquisition occurred and provide a legal de-
scription of the property acquired; (13) machinery, equipment, materials
and supplies exempted from ad valorem taxation by K.S.A. 79-201w, and
amendments thereto; (14) vehicles owned by the state or by any political
or taxing subdivision thereof and used exclusively for governmental pur-
poses; (15) property used for residential purposes which is exempted pur-
suant to K.S.A. 79-201x, and amendments thereto, from the property tax
levied pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6470 section 14, and amend-
ments thereto; (16) from and after July 1, 1998, vehicles which are owned
by an organization having as one of its purposes the assistance by the
provision of transit services to the elderly and to disabled persons and
which are exempted pursuant to K.S.A. 79-201 Ninth, and amendments
thereto; (17) from and after July 1, 1998, motor vehicles exempted from
taxation by K.S.A. 79-5107(e), and amendments thereto; (18) commercial
and industrial machinery and equipment exempted from property or ad
valorem taxation by K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-223, and amendments thereto;
(19) telecommunications machinery and equipment and railroad machin-
ery and equipment exempted from property or ad valorem taxation by
K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-224, and amendments thereto; and (20) property
exempted from property or ad valorem taxation by K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-
234, and amendments thereto.

(m) The provisions of this section shall apply to property exempt pur-
suant to the provisions of section 13 of article 11 of the constitution of
the state of Kansas.

(n) The provisions of subsection (k) as amended by this act shall be
applicable to all exemption applications filed in accordance with subsec-
tion (a) after December 31, 2001.

Sec. 105. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-2001 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 79-2001. (a) As soon as the county treasurer receives the tax roll
of the county, the treasurer shall enter in a column opposite the descrip-
tion of each tract or parcel of land the amount of unpaid taxes and the
date of unredeemed sales, if any, for previous years on such land. The
treasurer shall cause a notice to be published in the official county paper
once each week for three consecutive weeks, stating in the notice the
amount of taxes charged for state, county, township, school, city or other
purposes for that year, on each $1,000 of valuation.

(b) Each year after receipt of the tax roll from the county clerk and
before December 15, the treasurer shall mail to each taxpayer, as shown
by the rolls, a tax statement which indicates the taxing unit, assessed value
of real and personal property, the mill levy and tax due. In addition, with
respect to land devoted to agricultural use, such statement shall indicate
the acreage and description of each parcel of such land. The tax statement
shall also indicate separately each parcel of real property which is sepa-
rately classified for property tax purposes. The county appraiser shall pro-
vide the information necessary for the county treasurer to comply with
the provisions of this section. The tax statement also may include the
intangible tax due the county. All items may be on one statement or may
be shown on separate statements and may be on a form prescribed by
the county treasurer. The statement shall be mailed to the last known
address of the taxpayer or to a designee authorized by the taxpayer to
accept the tax statement, if the designee has an interest in receiving the
statement. When any statement is returned to the county treasurer for
failure to find the addressee, the treasurer shall make a diligent effort to
find a forwarding address of the taxpayer and mail the statement to the
new address. All tax statements mailed pursuant to this section shall be
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mailed by first-class mail. The requirement for mailing a tax statement
shall extend only to the initial statement required to be mailed in each
year and to any follow-up required by this section.

(c) For tax year 1998, and all tax years thereafter, after receipt of the
tax roll from the county clerk and before December 15, the treasurer
shall mail to each taxpayer, as shown by the tax rolls, a tax information
form which indicates the taxing unit, assessed value of real property for
the current and next preceding taxable year, the mill levy for the current
and next preceding taxable year and, in the case of unified school districts,
the mill levy required by K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6470 section 14, and
amendments thereto, shall be separately indicated, the tax due and an
itemization of each taxing unit’s mill levy for the current and next pre-
ceding taxable year and the percentage change in the amount of revenue
produced therefrom, if any. In addition, with respect to land devoted to
agricultural use, such form shall indicate the acreage and description of
each parcel of such land. The tax information form shall also indicate
separately each parcel of real property which is separately classified for
property tax purposes. The county appraiser shall provide the information
necessary for the county treasurer to comply with the provisions of this
section. The tax information form may be separate from the tax statement
or a part of the tax statement. The tax information form shall be in a
format prescribed by the director of property valuation. The tax infor-
mation form shall be mailed to the last known address of the taxpayer.
When a tax information form is returned to the county treasurer for fail-
ure to find the addressee, the treasurer shall make a diligent effort to find
a forwarding address of the taxpayer and mail the tax information form
to the new address. All tax information forms mailed pursuant to this
section shall be mailed by first class mail.

Sec. 106. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-2925b is hereby amended to read as
follows: 79-2925b. (a) Without a majority vote so providing, the governing
body of any municipality shall not approve any appropriation or budget,
as the case requires, which may be funded by revenue produced from
property taxes, and which provides for funding with such revenue in an
amount exceeding that of the next preceding year, adjusted to reflect
changes in the consumer price index for all urban consumers as published
by the United States department of labor for the preceding calendar year.
If the total tangible property valuation in any municipality increases from
the next preceding year due to increases in the assessed valuation of
existing tangible property and such increase exceeds changes in the con-
sumer price index, the governing body shall lower the amount of ad val-
orem tax to be levied to the amount of ad valorem tax levied in the next
preceding year, adjusted to reflect changes in the consumer price index.
This subsection shall not apply to ad valorem taxes levied under K.S.A.
76-6b01 and 76-6b04 and K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-6470 section 14, and
amendments thereto, and any other ad valorem tax levy which was pre-
viously approved by the voters of such municipality. Notwithstanding the
requirements of this subsection, nothing herein shall prohibit a munici-
pality from increasing the amount of ad valorem tax to be levied if the
municipality approves the proposed increase with a majority vote of the
governing body by the adoption of a resolution and publishes its vote to
approve the appropriation or budget including the increase as provided
in subsection (c).

(b) Revenue that, in the current year, is produced and attributable to
the taxation of:

(1) New improvements to real property;
(2) increased personal property valuation;
(3) property located within added jurisdictional territory; or
(4) property which has changed in use shall not be considered when

determining whether revenue produced from property has increased
from the next preceding year.

(c) In the event the governing body votes to approve any appropria-
tion or budget, as the case requires, which may be funded by revenue
produced from property taxes, and which provides for funding with such
revenue in an amount exceeding that of the next preceding year as pro-
vided in subsection (a), notice of such vote shall be published in the
official county newspaper of the county where such municipality is lo-
cated.
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(d) The provisions of this section shall be applicable to all fiscal and
budget years commencing on and after the effective date of this act.

(e) The provisions of this section shall not apply to revenue received
from property tax levied for the sole purpose of repayment of the principal
of and interest upon bonded indebtedness, temporary notes and no-fund
warrants.

(f) For purposes of this section:
(1) ‘‘Municipality’’ means any political subdivision of the state which

levies an ad valorem tax on property and includes, but is not limited to,
any township, municipal university, school district, community college,
drainage district or other taxing district;

(2) ‘‘municipality’’ shall not include:
(A) Any such political subdivision or taxing district which receives

$1,000 or less in revenue from property taxes in the current year; or
(B) any city or county.
Sec. 107. K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-32,117 is hereby amended to read as

follows: 79-32,117. (a) The Kansas adjusted gross income of an individual
means such individual’s federal adjusted gross income for the taxable year,
with the modifications specified in this section.

(b) There shall be added to federal adjusted gross income:
(i) Interest income less any related expenses directly incurred in the

purchase of state or political subdivision obligations, to the extent that
the same is not included in federal adjusted gross income, on obligations
of any state or political subdivision thereof, but to the extent that interest
income on obligations of this state or a political subdivision thereof issued
prior to January 1, 1988, is specifically exempt from income tax under the
laws of this state authorizing the issuance of such obligations, it shall be
excluded from computation of Kansas adjusted gross income whether or
not included in federal adjusted gross income. Interest income on obli-
gations of this state or a political subdivision thereof issued after Decem-
ber 31, 1987, shall be excluded from computation of Kansas adjusted
gross income whether or not included in federal adjusted gross income.

(ii) Taxes on or measured by income or fees or payments in lieu of
income taxes imposed by this state or any other taxing jurisdiction to the
extent deductible in determining federal adjusted gross income and not
credited against federal income tax. This paragraph shall not apply to taxes
imposed under the provisions of K.S.A. 79-1107 or 79-1108, and amend-
ments thereto, for privilege tax year 1995, and all such years thereafter.

(iii) The federal net operating loss deduction.
(iv) Federal income tax refunds received by the taxpayer if the de-

duction of the taxes being refunded resulted in a tax benefit for Kansas
income tax purposes during a prior taxable year. Such refunds shall be
included in income in the year actually received regardless of the method
of accounting used by the taxpayer. For purposes hereof, a tax benefit
shall be deemed to have resulted if the amount of the tax had been de-
ducted in determining income subject to a Kansas income tax for a prior
year regardless of the rate of taxation applied in such prior year to the
Kansas taxable income, but only that portion of the refund shall be in-
cluded as bears the same proportion to the total refund received as the
federal taxes deducted in the year to which such refund is attributable
bears to the total federal income taxes paid for such year. For purposes
of the foregoing sentence, federal taxes shall be considered to have been
deducted only to the extent such deduction does not reduce Kansas tax-
able income below zero.

(v) The amount of any depreciation deduction or business expense
deduction claimed on the taxpayer’s federal income tax return for any
capital expenditure in making any building or facility accessible to the
handicapped, for which expenditure the taxpayer claimed the credit al-
lowed by K.S.A. 79-32,177, and amendments thereto.

(vi) Any amount of designated employee contributions picked up by
an employer pursuant to K.S.A. 12-5005, 20-2603, 74-4919 and 74-4965,
and amendments thereto.

(vii) The amount of any charitable contribution made to the extent
the same is claimed as the basis for the credit allowed pursuant to K.S.A.
79-32,196, and amendments thereto.

(viii) The amount of any costs incurred for improvements to a swine
facility, claimed for deduction in determining federal adjusted gross in-
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come, to the extent the same is claimed as the basis for any credit allowed
pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-32,204, and amendments thereto.

(ix) The amount of any ad valorem taxes and assessments paid and
the amount of any costs incurred for habitat management or construction
and maintenance of improvements on real property, claimed for deduc-
tion in determining federal adjusted gross income, to the extent the same
is claimed as the basis for any credit allowed pursuant to K.S.A. 79-32,203,
and amendments thereto.

(x) Amounts received as nonqualified withdrawals, as defined by
K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 75-643, and amendments thereto, if, at the time of
contribution to a family postsecondary education savings account, such
amounts were subtracted from the federal adjusted gross income pur-
suant to K.S.A. 79-32,117(c)(xv), and amendments thereto, or if such
amounts are not already included in the federal adjusted gross income.

(xi) The amount of any contribution made to the same extent the
same is claimed as the basis for the credit allowed pursuant to K.S.A.
2016 Supp. 74-50,154, and amendments thereto.

(xii) For taxable years commencing after December 31, 2004,
amounts received as withdrawals not in accordance with the provisions
of K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 74-50,204, and amendments thereto, if, at the time
of contribution to an individual development account, such amounts were
subtracted from the federal adjusted gross income pursuant to subsection
(c)(xiii), or if such amounts are not already included in the federal ad-
justed gross income.

(xiii) The amount of any expenditures claimed for deduction in de-
termining federal adjusted gross income, to the extent the same is claimed
as the basis for any credit allowed pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-
32,217 through 79-32,220 or 79-32,222, and amendments thereto.

(xiv) The amount of any amortization deduction claimed in deter-
mining federal adjusted gross income to the extent the same is claimed
for deduction pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-32,221, and amendments
thereto.

(xv) The amount of any expenditures claimed for deduction in deter-
mining federal adjusted gross income, to the extent the same is claimed
as the basis for any credit allowed pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-
32,223 through 79-32,226, 79-32,228 through 79-32,231, 79-32,233
through 79-32,236, 79-32,238 through 79-32,241, 79-32,245 through 79-
32,248 or 79-32,251 through 79-32,254, and amendments thereto.

(xvi) The amount of any amortization deduction claimed in deter-
mining federal adjusted gross income to the extent the same is claimed
for deduction pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-32,227, 79-32,232, 79-
32,237, 79-32,249, 79-32,250 or 79-32,255, and amendments thereto.

(xvii) The amount of any amortization deduction claimed in deter-
mining federal adjusted gross income to the extent the same is claimed
for deduction pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 79-32,256, and amendments
thereto.

(xviii) For taxable years commencing after December 31, 2006, the
amount of any ad valorem or property taxes and assessments paid to a
state other than Kansas or local government located in a state other than
Kansas by a taxpayer who resides in a state other than Kansas, when the
law of such state does not allow a resident of Kansas who earns income
in such other state to claim a deduction for ad valorem or property taxes
or assessments paid to a political subdivision of the state of Kansas in
determining taxable income for income tax purposes in such other state,
to the extent that such taxes and assessments are claimed as an itemized
deduction for federal income tax purposes.

(xix) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2012, the
amount of any: (1) Loss from business as determined under the federal
internal revenue code and reported from schedule C and on line 12 of
the taxpayer’s form 1040 federal individual income tax return; (2) loss
from rental real estate, royalties, partnerships, S corporations, except
those with wholly owned subsidiaries subject to the Kansas privilege tax,
estates, trusts, residual interest in real estate mortgage investment con-
duits and net farm rental as determined under the federal internal rev-
enue code and reported from schedule E and on line 17 of the taxpayer’s
form 1040 federal individual income tax return; and (3) farm loss as de-
termined under the federal internal revenue code and reported from
schedule F and on line 18 of the taxpayer’s form 1040 federal income tax
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return; all to the extent deducted or subtracted in determining the tax-
payer’s federal adjusted gross income. For purposes of this subsection,
references to the federal form 1040 and federal schedule C, schedule E,
and schedule F, shall be to such form and schedules as they existed for
tax year 2011, and as revised thereafter by the internal revenue service.

(xx) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2012, the
amount of any deduction for self-employment taxes under section 164(f)
of the federal internal revenue code as in effect on January 1, 2012, and
amendments thereto, in determining the federal adjusted gross income
of an individual taxpayer, to the extent the deduction is attributable to
income reported on schedule C, E or F and on line 12, 17 or 18 of the
taxpayer’s form 1040 federal income tax return.

(xxi) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2012, the
amount of any deduction for pension, profit sharing, and annuity plans of
self-employed individuals under section 62(a)(6) of the federal internal
revenue code as in effect on January 1, 2012, and amendments thereto,
in determining the federal adjusted gross income of an individual tax-
payer.

(xxii) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2012, the
amount of any deduction for health insurance under section 162(l) of the
federal internal revenue code as in effect on January 1, 2012, and amend-
ments thereto, in determining the federal adjusted gross income of an
individual taxpayer.

(xxiii) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2012, the
amount of any deduction for domestic production activities under section
199 of the federal internal revenue code as in effect on January 1, 2012,
and amendments thereto, in determining the federal adjusted gross in-
come of an individual taxpayer.

(xxiv) For taxable years commencing after December 31, 2013, that
portion of the amount of any expenditure deduction claimed in deter-
mining federal adjusted gross income for expenses paid for medical care
of the taxpayer or the taxpayer’s spouse or dependents when such ex-
penses were paid or incurred for an abortion, or for a health benefit plan,
as defined in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 65-6731, and amendments thereto, for
the purchase of an optional rider for coverage of abortion in accordance
with K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 40-2,190, and amendments thereto, to the extent
that such taxes and assessments are claimed as an itemized deduction for
federal income tax purposes.

(xxv) For taxable years commencing after December 31, 2013, that
portion of the amount of any expenditure deduction claimed in deter-
mining federal adjusted gross income for expenses paid by a taxpayer for
health care when such expenses were paid or incurred for abortion cov-
erage, a health benefit plan, as defined in K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 65-6731,
and amendments thereto, when such expenses were paid or incurred for
abortion coverage or amounts contributed to health savings accounts for
such taxpayer’s employees for the purchase of an optional rider for cov-
erage of abortion in accordance with K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 40-2,190, and
amendments thereto, to the extent that such taxes and assessments are
claimed as a deduction for federal income tax purposes.

(xxvi) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2016, the
amount of any charitable contribution made to the extent the same is
claimed as the basis for the credit allowed pursuant to K.S.A. 2016 Supp.
72-99a07, and amendments thereto, and is also claimed as an itemized
deduction for federal income tax purposes.

(c) There shall be subtracted from federal adjusted gross income:
(i) Interest or dividend income on obligations or securities of any

authority, commission or instrumentality of the United States and its pos-
sessions less any related expenses directly incurred in the purchase of
such obligations or securities, to the extent included in federal adjusted
gross income but exempt from state income taxes under the laws of the
United States.

(ii) Any amounts received which are included in federal adjusted
gross income but which are specifically exempt from Kansas income tax-
ation under the laws of the state of Kansas.

(iii) The portion of any gain or loss from the sale or other disposition
of property having a higher adjusted basis for Kansas income tax purposes
than for federal income tax purposes on the date such property was sold
or disposed of in a transaction in which gain or loss was recognized for
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purposes of federal income tax that does not exceed such difference in
basis, but if a gain is considered a long-term capital gain for federal in-
come tax purposes, the modification shall be limited to that portion of
such gain which is included in federal adjusted gross income.

(iv) The amount necessary to prevent the taxation under this act of
any annuity or other amount of income or gain which was properly in-
cluded in income or gain and was taxed under the laws of this state for a
taxable year prior to the effective date of this act, as amended, to the
taxpayer, or to a decedent by reason of whose death the taxpayer acquired
the right to receive the income or gain, or to a trust or estate from which
the taxpayer received the income or gain.

(v) The amount of any refund or credit for overpayment of taxes on
or measured by income or fees or payments in lieu of income taxes im-
posed by this state, or any taxing jurisdiction, to the extent included in
gross income for federal income tax purposes.

(vi) Accumulation distributions received by a taxpayer as a beneficiary
of a trust to the extent that the same are included in federal adjusted
gross income.

(vii) Amounts received as annuities under the federal civil service
retirement system from the civil service retirement and disability fund
and other amounts received as retirement benefits in whatever form
which were earned for being employed by the federal government or for
service in the armed forces of the United States.

(viii) Amounts received by retired railroad employees as a supple-
mental annuity under the provisions of 45 U.S.C. §§ 228b (a) and 228c
(a)(1) et seq.

(ix) Amounts received by retired employees of a city and by retired
employees of any board of such city as retirement allowances pursuant to
K.S.A. 13-14,106, and amendments thereto, or pursuant to any charter
ordinance exempting a city from the provisions of K.S.A. 13-14,106, and
amendments thereto.

(x) For taxable years beginning after December 31, 1976, the amount
of the federal tentative jobs tax credit disallowance under the provisions
of 26 U.S.C. § 280 C. For taxable years ending after December 31, 1978,
the amount of the targeted jobs tax credit and work incentive credit dis-
allowances under 26 U.S.C. § 280 C.

(xi) For taxable years beginning after December 31, 1986, dividend
income on stock issued by Kansas venture capital, inc.

(xii) For taxable years beginning after December 31, 1989, amounts
received by retired employees of a board of public utilities as pension and
retirement benefits pursuant to K.S.A. 13-1246, 13-1246a and 13-1249,
and amendments thereto.

(xiii) For taxable years beginning after December 31, 2004, amounts
contributed to and the amount of income earned on contributions de-
posited to an individual development account under K.S.A. 2016 Supp.
74-50,201 et seq., and amendments thereto.

(xiv) For all taxable years commencing after December 31, 1996, that
portion of any income of a bank organized under the laws of this state or
any other state, a national banking association organized under the laws
of the United States, an association organized under the savings and loan
code of this state or any other state, or a federal savings association or-
ganized under the laws of the United States, for which an election as an
S corporation under subchapter S of the federal internal revenue code is
in effect, which accrues to the taxpayer who is a stockholder of such
corporation and which is not distributed to the stockholders as dividends
of the corporation. For all taxable years beginning after December 31,
2012, the amount of modification under this subsection shall exclude the
portion of income or loss reported on schedule E and included on line
17 of the taxpayer’s form 1040 federal individual income tax return.

(xv) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2006,
amounts not exceeding $3,000, or $6,000 for a married couple filing a
joint return, for each designated beneficiary which are contributed to a
family postsecondary education savings account established under the
Kansas postsecondary education savings program or a qualified tuition
program established and maintained by another state or agency or instru-
mentality thereof pursuant to section 529 of the internal revenue code of
1986, as amended, for the purpose of paying the qualified higher edu-
cation expenses of a designated beneficiary at an institution of postsecon-
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dary education. The terms and phrases used in this paragraph shall have
the meaning respectively ascribed thereto by the provisions of K.S.A.
2016 Supp. 75-643, and amendments thereto, and the provisions of such
section are hereby incorporated by reference for all purposes thereof.

(xvi) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2004,
amounts received by taxpayers who are or were members of the armed
forces of the United States, including service in the Kansas army and air
national guard, as a recruitment, sign up or retention bonus received by
such taxpayer as an incentive to join, enlist or remain in the armed services
of the United States, including service in the Kansas army and air national
guard, and amounts received for repayment of educational or student
loans incurred by or obligated to such taxpayer and received by such
taxpayer as a result of such taxpayer’s service in the armed forces of the
United States, including service in the Kansas army and air national guard.

(xvii) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2004,
amounts received by taxpayers who are eligible members of the Kansas
army and air national guard as a reimbursement pursuant to K.S.A. 48-
281, and amendments thereto, and amounts received for death benefits
pursuant to K.S.A. 48-282, and amendments thereto, or pursuant to sec-
tion 1 or section 2 of chapter 207 of the 2005 Session Laws of Kansas,
and amendments thereto, to the extent that such death benefits are in-
cluded in federal adjusted gross income of the taxpayer.

(xviii) For the taxable year beginning after December 31, 2006,
amounts received as benefits under the federal social security act which
are included in federal adjusted gross income of a taxpayer with federal
adjusted gross income of $50,000 or less, whether such taxpayer’s filing
status is single, head of household, married filing separate or married
filing jointly; and for all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2007,
amounts received as benefits under the federal social security act which
are included in federal adjusted gross income of a taxpayer with federal
adjusted gross income of $75,000 or less, whether such taxpayer’s filing
status is single, head of household, married filing separate or married
filing jointly.

(xix) Amounts received by retired employees of Washburn university
as retirement and pension benefits under the university’s retirement plan.

(xx) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2012, the
amount of any: (1) Net profit from business as determined under the
federal internal revenue code and reported from schedule C and on line
12 of the taxpayer’s form 1040 federal individual income tax return; (2)
net income, not including guaranteed payments as defined in section
707(c) of the federal internal revenue code and as reported to the taxpayer
from federal schedule K-1, (form 1065-B), in box 9, code F or as reported
to the taxpayer from federal schedule K-1, (form 1065) in box 4, from
rental real estate, royalties, partnerships, S corporations, estates, trusts,
residual interest in real estate mortgage investment conduits and net farm
rental as determined under the federal internal revenue code and re-
ported from schedule E and on line 17 of the taxpayer’s form 1040 federal
individual income tax return; and (3) net farm profit as determined under
the federal internal revenue code and reported from schedule F and on
line 18 of the taxpayer’s form 1040 federal income tax return; all to the
extent included in the taxpayer’s federal adjusted gross income. For pur-
poses of this subsection, references to the federal form 1040 and federal
schedule C, schedule E, and schedule F, shall be to such form and sched-
ules as they existed for tax year 2011 and as revised thereafter by the
internal revenue service.

(xxi) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2013,
amounts equal to the unreimbursed travel, lodging and medical expend-
itures directly incurred by a taxpayer while living, or a dependent of the
taxpayer while living, for the donation of one or more human organs of
the taxpayer, or a dependent of the taxpayer, to another person for human
organ transplantation. The expenses may be claimed as a subtraction
modification provided for in this section to the extent the expenses are
not already subtracted from the taxpayer’s federal adjusted gross income.
In no circumstances shall the subtraction modification provided for in
this section for any individual, or a dependent, exceed $5,000. As used in
this section, ‘‘human organ’’ means all or part of a liver, pancreas, kidney,
intestine, lung or bone marrow. The provisions of this paragraph shall
take effect on the day the secretary of revenue certifies to the director of
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the budget that the cost for the department of revenue of modifications
to the automated tax system for the purpose of implementing this para-
graph will not exceed $20,000.

(xxii) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2012, the
amount of net gain from the sale of: (1) Cattle and horses, regardless of
age, held by the taxpayer for draft, breeding, dairy or sporting purposes,
and held by such taxpayer for 24 months or more from the date of ac-
quisition; and (2) other livestock, regardless of age, held by the taxpayer
for draft, breeding, dairy or sporting purposes, and held by such taxpayer
for 12 months or more from the date of acquisition. The subtraction from
federal adjusted gross income shall be limited to the amount of the ad-
ditions recognized under the provisions of subsection (b)(xix) attributable
to the business in which the livestock sold had been used. As used in this
paragraph, the term ‘‘livestock’’ shall not include poultry.

(xxiii) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2012,
amounts received under either the Overland Park, Kansas police depart-
ment retirement plan or the Overland Park, Kansas fire department re-
tirement plan, both as established by the city of Overland Park, pursuant
to the city’s home rule authority.

(xxiv) For all taxable years beginning after December 31, 2013, the
net gain from the sale from Christmas trees grown in Kansas and held by
the taxpayer for six years or more.

(d) There shall be added to or subtracted from federal adjusted gross
income the taxpayer’s share, as beneficiary of an estate or trust, of the
Kansas fiduciary adjustment determined under K.S.A. 79-32,135, and
amendments thereto.

(e) The amount of modifications required to be made under this sec-
tion by a partner which relates to items of income, gain, loss, deduction
or credit of a partnership shall be determined under K.S.A. 79-32,131,
and amendments thereto, to the extent that such items affect federal
adjusted gross income of the partner.

Sec. 108. In sections 1 and 2, if any fund or account name described
by words and the numerical accounting code that follows such fund or
account name do not match, it shall be conclusively presumed that the
legislature intended that the fund or account name described by words
is the correct fund or account name, and such fund or account name
described by words shall control over a contradictory or incorrect nu-
merical accounting code.

Sec. 109. K.S.A. 12-17,115, 72-8803 and 75-2318 and K.S.A. 2016
Supp. 10-1116a, 12-1677, 12-1742, 12-1770a, 12-1775a, 12-1776a, 46-
1133, 72-978, 72-1046b, 72-1398, 72-1414, 72-1923, 72-3712, 72-3715,
72-5333b, 72-6482, 72-64b01, 72-64c01, 72-64c03, 72-64c05, 72-6622,
72-6624, 72-6625, 72-6757, 72-67,115, 72-7535, 72-8187, 72-8190, 72-
8230, 72-8233, 72-8236, 72-8249, 72-8250, 72-8251, 72-8302, 72-8309,
72-8316, 72-8415b, 72-8801, 72-8804, 72-8908, 72-9509, 72-9609, 72-
99a02, 72-99a07, 74-4939a, 74-8925, 74-99b43, 75-2319, 75-2319, as
amended by section 46 of 2017 Senate Substitute for Substitute for House
Bill No. 2052, 79-201x, 79-213, 79-2001, 79-2925b and 79-32,117 are
hereby repealed.

Sec. 110. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2016 Supp. 72-99a02, as
amended by section 95 of this act, is hereby repealed.
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Sec. 111. This act shall take effect and be in force from and after its
publication in the statute book.
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Substitute for SENATE BILL No. 423

AN ACT concerning education; relating to the instruction and financing thereof; Kansas
school equity and enhancement act; making and concerning appropriations for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 2019, for the department of education; amending K.S.A. 2017
Supp. 72-5132, 72-5133, 72-5143, 72-5145, 72-5148, 72-5149, 72-5150, 72-5151, 72-
5155, 72-5170, 72-5171, 72-5173, 72-53,113, 72-53,116 and 72-5461 and repealing the
existing sections; also repealing K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-1171, 72-5144, 72-6463, 72-6464,
72-6465, 72-6466, 72-6467, 72-6468, 72-6469, 72-6470, 72-6471, 72-6472, 72-6473, 72-
6474, 72-6475, 72-6477, 72-6478, 72-6479, 72-6480 and 72-6481.

WHEREAS, The educational interests of this state concern the areas
of social emotional learning, kindergarten readiness, individual plans of
study, graduation and postsecondary success; and

WHEREAS, In order to address such varied interests, the public ed-
ucation system in this state must provide support and services for students
and their families, both in the classroom and in the community; and

WHEREAS, For school year 2018-2019, the legislature has made pro-
vision for instruction and support services for public school students in
the classroom in excess of $4.89 billion in an effort to update the school
finance funding level and formula to account for student population and
inflation, since the last time the Kansas supreme court found the provision
of school finance to be acceptable; and

WHEREAS, The legislature acknowledges that support services in the
community are also vital to student achievement; and

WHEREAS, For school year 2018-2019, the legislature has made pro-
vision for support services outside of the classroom in excess of $188.6
million; and

WHEREAS, The support services for students outside of the classroom
are provided through a myriad of state agencies and institutions, such as
the state department of education, the department for children and fam-
ilies, the department of health and environment, the department of trans-
portation, the office of the attorney general, the state board of regents,
the six regents’ universities, the state historical society and the state li-
brary; and

WHEREAS, The community support services that are provided ad-
dress the needs of all students from birth to high school graduate through
programs such as newborn screenings, infant and toddler services, pre-k
programs, Kansas early head start, Kansas reading success, children’s cab-
inet programs, parent education programs, communities in schools, vo-
cational rehabilitation case services, independent living and life skills serv-
ices, jobs for America’s graduates and excel in career technical education.

Now, therefore:

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Kansas:
Section 1.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
(a) There is appropriated for the above agency from the state general

fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2019, the following:
Operating expenditures (including official hospitality)

(652-00-1000-0053) ................................................ $15,000
Provided, That during the fiscal year ending June 30, 2019, in addition
to the other purposes for which expenditures may be made by the above
agency from moneys appropriated for the operating expenditures (in-
cluding official hospitality) account for fiscal year 2019 by chapter 95 or
104 of the 2017 Session Laws of Kansas, this or any other appropriation
act of the 2018 regular session of the legislature, expenditures shall be
made by the above agency to implement the jobs for America’s graduates
- Kansas pilot program: Provided further, That such program shall select
a total of 75 students for participation in the program with 25 students
selected from the Wichita school district (U.S.D. no. 259), 25 students
selected from the Topeka school district (U.S.D. no. 501) and 25 students
selected from the Kansas City school district (U.S.D. no. 500): And pro-
vided further, That students shall be selected for participation in the
program on or before September 20, 2018: And provided further, That
the selected students shall enroll in and attend classes at schools operated
by such student’s resident school district for 1⁄2 of such student’s total
school attendance, and shall enroll in classes provided by a virtual school
operated by the southeast Kansas education service center - Greenbush
for the remaining 1⁄2 of such student’s total school attendance: And pro-
vided further, That expenditures shall be made in an amount not to ex-
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ceed $15,000 to acquire laptop computer devices for use by students
participating in such pilot program.
State foundation aid (652-00-1000-0820)........................ $26,024,200
Special education services aid (652-00-1000-0700) .......... $32,400,363
Supplemental state aid (652-00-1000-0840) .................... $5,994,000
ACT and workkeys assessments program ....................... $2,800,000
Provided, That expenditures shall be made by the above agency from the
ACT and workkeys assessments program account to provide the ACT
college entrance exam and the three ACT workkeys assessments that are
required to earn a national career readiness certificate to each student
enrolled in grades nine through 12: Provided further, That no student
enrolled in grades nine through 12 of any school district shall be required
to pay any fees or costs to take such exam and assessments: And provided
further, That in no event shall any school district be required to provide
for more than one exam and three assessments per student: And provided
further, That the state board of education may enter into any contracts
that are necessary to promote statewide cost savings to administer such
exams and assessments.
Mentor teacher (652-00-1000-0440) .............................. $500,000
Mental health intervention team pilot program............... $4,190,776
Provided, That expenditures shall be made by the above agency to im-
plement the mental health intervention team pilot program so as to im-
prove social-emotional wellness and outcomes for students by increasing
schools’ access to counselors, social workers and psychologists statewide:
Provided, That school districts participating in such program shall enter
into the necessary memorandums of understanding and other necessary
agreements with participating community mental health centers and the
appropriate state agencies to implement the pilot program: Provided fur-
ther, That mental health intervention teams shall consist of school liaisons
employed by the participating school district, and clinical therapists and
case managers employed by the participating community mental health
center: And provided further, That the following shall participate in the
pilot program for fiscal year 2019: (1) 23 schools in the Wichita school
district (U.S.D. no. 259); (2) 28 schools in the Topeka school district
(U.S.D. no. 501); (3) 10 schools in the Kansas City school district (U.S.D.
no. 500); (4) 5 schools in the Parsons school district (U.S.D. no. 503); (5)
4 schools in the Garden City school district (U.S.D. no. 457); and (6) 9
schools served by the central Kansas cooperative in education: And pro-
vided further, That on or before June 30, 2019, the director of the division
of health care finance of the department of health and environment shall
certify to the director of the budget and the director of the legislative
research department the aggregate amount of expenditures for fiscal year
2019 for treatment and services for students provided under the mental
health intervention team pilot program, or provided based on a referral
from such program.
MHIT pilot program – online database.......................... $2,500,000
MHIT school liaisons .................................................. $3,263,110
Provided, That expenditures shall be made by the above agency for men-
tal health intervention team school liaisons employed by those school
districts and education cooperatives participating in the mental health
intervention team pilot program.

(b) During fiscal year 2019, upon certification by the commissioner
of education that the necessary memorandums of understanding have
been executed between the participating school districts and community
mental health centers to implement the mental health intervention team
pilot program, the director of accounts and reports shall transfer
$1,541,050 from the mental health intervention pilot program account in
the state general fund of the department of education to the community
mental health center improvement fund of the department for aging and
disability services: Provided, That moneys transferred pursuant to this
subsection shall be expended to provide treatment and services for stu-
dents under the mental health intervention team pilot program who are
uninsured or underinsured.

Sec. 2. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5132 is hereby
amended to read as follows: 72-5132. As used in the Kansas school equity
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and enhancement act, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5131 et seq., and amend-
ments thereto:

(a) ‘‘Adjusted enrollment’’ means the enrollment of a school district
adjusted by adding the following weightings, if any, to the enrollment of
a school district: At-risk student weighting; bilingual weighting; career
technical education weighting; declining enrollment weighting; high-den-
sity at-risk student weighting; high enrollment weighting; low enrollment
weighting; school facilities weighting; ancillary school facilities weighting;
cost-of-living weighting; special education and related services weighting;
and transportation weighting.

(b) ‘‘Ancillary school facilities weighting’’ means an addend compo-
nent assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017
Supp. 72-5158, and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable
to commencing operation of one or more new school facilities by such
school districts.

(c) (1) ‘‘At-risk student’’ means a student who is eligible for free meals
under the national school lunch act, and who is enrolled in a school district
that maintains an approved at-risk student assistance program.

(2) The term ‘‘at-risk student’’ shall not include any student enrolled
in any of the grades one through 12 who is in attendance less than full
time, or any student who is over 19 years of age. The provisions of this
paragraph shall not apply to any student who has an individualized edu-
cation program.

(d) ‘‘At-risk student weighting’’ means an addend component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5151(a), and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable
to the maintenance of at-risk educational programs by such school dis-
tricts.

(e) ‘‘Base aid for student excellence’’ or ‘‘BASE aid’’ means an
amount appropriated by the legislature in a fiscal year for the designated
year. The amount of BASE aid shall be as follows:

(1) For school year 2017-2018, $4,006 2018-2019, $4,900;
(2) for school year 2018-2019, $4,128 2019-2020, $5,061;
(3) for school year 2020-2021, $5,222;
(4) for school year 2021-2022, $5,384;
(5) for school year 2022-2023, $5,545; and
(3)(6) for school year 2019-2020 2023-2024, and each school year

thereafter, the BASE aid shall be the BASE aid amount for the imme-
diately preceding school year plus an amount equal to the average per-
centage increase in the consumer price index for all urban consumers in
the midwest region as published by the bureau of labor statistics of the
United States department of labor during the three immediately preced-
ing school years rounded to the nearest whole dollar amount.

(f) ‘‘Bilingual weighting’’ means an addend component assigned to
the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5150,
and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to the main-
tenance of bilingual educational programs by such school districts.

(g) ‘‘Board’’ means the board of education of a school district.
(h) ‘‘Budget per student’’ means the general fund budget of a school

district divided by the enrollment of the school district.
(i) ‘‘Categorical fund’’ means and includes the following funds of a

school district: Adult education fund; adult supplementary education
fund; at-risk education fund; bilingual education fund; career and postse-
condary education fund; driver training fund; educational excellence grant
program fund; extraordinary school program fund; food service fund; par-
ent education program fund; preschool-aged at-risk education fund; pro-
fessional development fund; special education fund; and summer pro-
gram fund.

(j) ‘‘Cost-of-living weighting’’ means an addend component assigned
to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-
5159, and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to the
cost of living in such school districts.

(k) ‘‘Current school year’’ means the school year during which state
foundation aid is determined by the state board under K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5134, and amendments thereto.

(l) ‘‘Declining enrollment weighting’’ means an addend component
assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017
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Supp. 72-5160, and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable
to the declining enrollment of such school districts.

(m)(l) ‘‘Enrollment’’ means:
(1) The number of students regularly enrolled in kindergarten and

grades one through 12 in the school district on September 20 of the
preceding school year plus the number of preschool-aged at-risk students
regularly enrolled in the school district on September 20 of the current
school year, except a student who is a foreign exchange student shall not
be counted unless such student is regularly enrolled in the school district
on September 20 and attending kindergarten or any of the grades one
through 12 maintained by the school district for at least one semester or
two quarters, or the equivalent thereof.

(2) If the enrollment in a school district in the preceding school year
has decreased from enrollment in the second preceding school year, the
enrollment of the school district in the current school year means the
sum of:

(A) The enrollment in the second preceding school year, excluding
students under paragraph (2)(B), minus enrollment in the preceding
school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any, plus enrollment in
the current school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any; and

(B) the adjusted enrollment in the second preceding school year of
any students participating in the tax credit for low income students schol-
arship program pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-4351 et seq., and
amendments thereto, in the preceding school year, if any, plus the ad-
justed enrollment in the preceding school year of preschool-aged at-risk
students who are participating in the tax credit for low income students
scholarship program pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-4351 et seq., and
amendments thereto, in the current school year, if any.

(3) For any school district that has a military student, as that term is
defined in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5139, and amendments thereto, enrolled
in such district, and that received federal impact aid for the preceding
school year, if the enrollment in such school district in the preceding
school year has decreased from enrollment in the second preceding
school year, the enrollment of the school district in the current school
year means whichever is the greater of:

(A) The enrollment determined under subsection (m) paragraph (2);
or

(B) the sum of the enrollment in the preceding school year of pre-
school-aged at-risk students, if any, and the arithmetic mean of the sum
of:

(i) The enrollment of the school district in the preceding school year
minus the enrollment in such school year of preschool-aged at-risk stu-
dents, if any;

(ii) the enrollment in the second preceding school year minus the
enrollment in such school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any;
and

(iii) the enrollment in the third preceding school year minus the en-
rollment in such school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any.

(4) (A) For school year 2017-2018, the enrollment determined under
paragraph (1), (2) or (3), except if the school district offers kindergarten
on a full-time basis in such school year, students regularly enrolled in
kindergarten in the school district in the preceding school year shall be
counted as one student regardless of actual attendance during such pre-
ceding school year.

(B) For school year 2018-2019 and each school year thereafter, The
enrollment determined under paragraph (1), (2) or (3), except if the
school district begins to offer kindergarten on a full-time basis in such
school year, students regularly enrolled in kindergarten in the school dis-
trict in the preceding school year shall be counted as one student regard-
less of actual attendance during such preceding school year.

(n)(m) ‘‘February 20’’ has its usual meaning, except that in any year
in which February 20 is not a day on which school is maintained, it means
the first day after February 20 on which school is maintained.

(o)(n) ‘‘Federal impact aid’’ means an amount equal to the federally
qualified percentage of the amount of moneys a school district receives
in the current school year under the provisions of title I of public law 874
and congressional appropriations therefor, excluding amounts received
for assistance in cases of major disaster and amounts received under the
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low-rent housing program. The amount of federal impact aid shall be
determined by the state board in accordance with terms and conditions
imposed under the provisions of the public law and rules and regulations
thereunder.

(p)(o) ‘‘General fund’’ means the fund of a school district from which
operating expenses are paid and in which is deposited all amounts of state
foundation aid provided under this act, payments under K.S.A. 2017
Supp. 72-528, and amendments thereto, payments of federal funds made
available under the provisions of title I of public law 874, except amounts
received for assistance in cases of major disaster and amounts received
under the low-rent housing program and such other moneys as are pro-
vided by law.

(q)(p) ‘‘General fund budget’’ means the amount budgeted for op-
erating expenses in the general fund of a school district.

(r)(q) ‘‘High-density at-risk student weighting’’ means an addend
component assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to
K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5151(b), and amendments thereto, on the basis of
costs attributable to the maintenance of at-risk educational programs by
such school districts.

(s)(r) ‘‘High enrollment weighting’’ means an addend component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5149(b), and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable
to maintenance of educational programs by such school districts.

(t)(s) ‘‘Juvenile detention facility’’ means the same as such term is
defined in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-1173, and amendments thereto.

(u)(t) ‘‘Local foundation aid’’ means the sum of the following
amounts:

(1) The amount of the proceeds from the tax levied under the au-
thority of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5147, and amendments thereto, that is
levied to finance that portion of the school district’s local option budget
that is required pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5143(a), and amend-
ments thereto, and not financed from any other source provided by law;

(2) an amount equal to that portion of the school district’s supple-
mental state aid determined pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5145, and
amendments thereto, to equalize that portion of the school district’s local
option budget that is required pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5143(a),
and amendments thereto, and not financed from any other source pro-
vided by law;

(3) an amount equal to any unexpended and unencumbered balance
remaining in the general fund of the school district, except moneys re-
ceived by the school district and authorized to be expended for the pur-
poses specified in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5168, and amendments thereto;

(2)(4) an amount equal to any remaining proceeds from taxes levied
under authority of K.S.A. 72-7056 and 72-7072, and amendments thereto,
prior to their repeal;

(3)(5) an amount equal to the amount deposited in the general fund
in the current school year from moneys received in such school year by
the school district under the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3123(a),
and amendments thereto;

(4)(6) an amount equal to the amount deposited in the general fund
in the current school year from moneys received in such school year by
the school district pursuant to contracts made and entered into under
authority of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3125, and amendments thereto;

(5)(7) an amount equal to the amount credited to the general fund
in the current school year from moneys distributed in such school year
to the school district under the provisions of articles 17 and 34 of chapter
12 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto, and under
the provisions of articles 42 and 51 of chapter 79 of the Kansas Statutes
Annotated, and amendments thereto;

(6)(8) an amount equal to the amount of payments received by the
school district under the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3423, and
amendments thereto;

(7)(9) an amount equal to the amount of any grant received by the
school district under the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3425, and
amendments thereto; and

(8)(10) an amount equal to 70% of the federal impact aid of the
school district.

(v)(u) ‘‘Low enrollment weighting’’ means an addend component as-
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signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5149(a), and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable
to maintenance of educational programs by such school districts.

(w)(v) ‘‘Operating expenses’’ means the total expenditures and lawful
transfers from the general fund of a school district during a school year
for all purposes, except expenditures for the purposes specified in K.S.A.
2017 Supp. 72-5168, and amendments thereto.

(x)(w) ‘‘Preceding school year’’ means the school year immediately
before the current school year.

(y)(x) ‘‘Preschool-aged at-risk student’’ means an at-risk student who
has attained the age of four three years, is under the age of eligibility for
attendance at kindergarten, and has been selected by the state board in
accordance with guidelines governing the selection of students for par-
ticipation in head start programs.

(z)(y) ‘‘Preschool-aged exceptional children’’ means exceptional chil-
dren, except gifted children, who have attained the age of three years but
are under the age of eligibility for attendance at kindergarten. The terms
‘‘exceptional children’’ and ‘‘gifted children’’ have the same meaning as
those terms are defined in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3404, and amendments
thereto.

(aa)(z) ‘‘Psychiatric residential treatment facility’’ means the same as
such term is defined in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-1173, and amendments
thereto.

(bb)(aa) ‘‘School district’’ means a school district organized under the
laws of this state that is maintaining public school for a school term in
accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3115, and amend-
ments thereto.

(cc)(bb) ‘‘School facilities weighting’’ means an added component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5156, and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to
commencing operation of one or more new school facilities by such school
districts.

(dd)(cc) ‘‘School year’’ means the 12-month period ending June 30.
(ee)(dd) ‘‘September 20’’ has its usual meaning, except that in any

year in which September 20 is not a day on which school is maintained,
it means the first day after September 20 on which school is maintained.

(ff)(ee) ‘‘Special education and related services weighting’’ means an
addend component assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant
to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5157, and amendments thereto, on the basis of
costs attributable to the maintenance of special education and related
services by such school districts.

(gg)(ff) ‘‘State board’’ means the state board of education.
(hh)(gg) ‘‘State foundation aid’’ means the amount of aid distributed

to a school district as determined by the state board pursuant to K.S.A.
2017 Supp. 72-5134, and amendments thereto.

(ii)(hh) (1) ‘‘Student’’ means any person who is regularly enrolled in
a school district and attending kindergarten or any of the grades one
through 12 maintained by the school district or who is regularly enrolled
in a school district and attending kindergarten or any of the grades one
through 12 in another school district in accordance with an agreement
entered into under authority of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-13,101, and amend-
ments thereto, or who is regularly enrolled in a school district and at-
tending special education services provided for preschool-aged excep-
tional children by the school district.

(2) (A) Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, the following
shall be counted as one student:

(i) A student in attendance full-time; and
(ii) a student enrolled in a school district and attending special edu-

cation and related services, provided for by the school district.
(B) The following shall be counted as 1⁄2 student:
(i) A student enrolled in a school district and attending special edu-

cation and related services for preschool-aged exceptional children pro-
vided for by the school district; and

(ii) a preschool-aged at-risk student enrolled in a school district and
receiving services under an approved at-risk student assistance plan main-
tained by the school district.

(C) A student in attendance part-time shall be counted as that pro-
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portion of one student (to the nearest 1⁄10) that the student’s attendance
bears to full-time attendance.

(D) A student enrolled in and attending an institution of postsecon-
dary education that is authorized under the laws of this state to award
academic degrees shall be counted as one student if the student’s postse-
condary education enrollment and attendance together with the student’s
attendance in either of the grades 11 or 12 is at least 5⁄6 time, otherwise
the student shall be counted as that proportion of one student (to the
nearest 1⁄10) that the total time of the student’s postsecondary education
attendance and attendance in grades 11 or 12, as applicable, bears to full-
time attendance.

(E) A student enrolled in and attending a technical college, a career
technical education program of a community college or other approved
career technical education program shall be counted as one student, if
the student’s career technical education attendance together with the
student’s attendance in any of grades nine through 12 is at least 5⁄6 time,
otherwise the student shall be counted as that proportion of one student
(to the nearest 1⁄10) that the total time of the student’s career technical
education attendance and attendance in any of grades nine through 12
bears to full-time attendance.

(F) A student enrolled in a school district and attending a non-virtual
school and also attending a virtual school shall be counted as that pro-
portion of one student (to the nearest 1⁄10) that the student’s attendance
at the non-virtual school bears to full-time attendance.

(G) A student enrolled in a school district and attending special ed-
ucation and related services provided for by the school district and also
attending a virtual school shall be counted as that proportion of one stu-
dent (to the nearest 1⁄10) that the student’s attendance at the non-virtual
school bears to full-time attendance.

(H) (i) Except as provided in clause (ii), a student enrolled in a school
district who is not a resident of Kansas shall be counted as follows:

(a) For school years year 2017-2018 and 2018-2019, one student;
(b) for school year years 2019-2020 and 2020-2021, 3⁄4 of a student;

and
(c) for school year 2021-2022 and each school year thereafter, 1⁄2 of

a student.
(ii) This subparagraph (H) shall not apply to:
(a) A student whose parent or legal guardian is an employee of the

school district where such student is enrolled; or
(b) a student who attended public school in Kansas during school year

2016-2017 and who attended public school in Kansas during the imme-
diately preceding school year.

(3) The following shall not be counted as a student:
(A) An individual residing at the Flint Hills job corps center;
(B) except as provided in subsection (ii) paragraph (2), an individual

confined in and receiving educational services provided for by a school
district at a juvenile detention facility; and

(C) an individual enrolled in a school district but housed, maintained
and receiving educational services at a state institution or a psychiatric
residential treatment facility.

(4) A student enrolled in virtual school pursuant to K.S.A. 72-3711
et seq., and amendments thereto, shall be counted in accordance with
the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3715, and amendments thereto.

(jj)(ii) ‘‘Total foundation aid’’ means an amount equal to the product
obtained by multiplying the BASE aid by the adjusted enrollment of a
school district.

(kk)(jj) ‘‘Transportation weighting’’ means an addend component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5148, and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to
the provision or furnishing of transportation.

(ll)(kk) ‘‘Virtual school’’ means the same as such term is defined in
K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3712, and amendments thereto.

Sec. 3. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5133 is hereby
amended to read as follows: 72-5133. (a) The state school district finance
fund, established by K.S.A. 1991 Supp. 72-7081, prior to its repeal, is
hereby continued in existence and shall consist of: (1) All moneys credited
to such fund under K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-6463 through 72-6481, prior to
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their expiration July 1, 2017; and (2) all amounts transferred to such fund
under K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5136, 72-5142, 72-5143, 72-5158, 72-5159
and 72-5160, and amendments thereto.

(b) The state school district finance fund shall be used for the purpose
of school district finance and for no other governmental purpose. It is the
intent of the legislature that the fund shall remain intact and inviolate for
such purpose, and moneys in the fund shall not be subject to the provi-
sions of K.S.A. 75-3722, 75-3725a and 75-3726a, and amendments
thereto.

(c) Amounts in the state school district finance fund shall be allocated
and distributed to school districts as a portion of state foundation aid
provided for under this act.

Sec. 4. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5143 is hereby
amended to read as follows: 72-5143. (a) In each school year, the board
of education of a school district may shall adopt, by resolution, a local
option budget that does not exceed the state prescribed percentage equal
to 15% of the school district’s total foundation aid.

(b) Subject to the limitations of subsection (a), in each school year,
If the board of education of a school district desires local option budget
authority above the amount required under subsection (a), the board may
adopt, by resolution, a local option budget in an amount that does not
exceed:

(1) The amount that the board was authorized to adopt under any
resolution adopted pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-6471, prior to its
expiration; or

(2) the state-wide average for the preceding school year as deter-
mined by the state board pursuant to subsection (i) 27.5% of the school
district’s total foundation aid. The adoption of a resolution pursuant to
this section shall require a majority vote of the members of the board.
Such resolution shall be effective upon adoption and shall require no
other procedure, authorization or approval.

(c) If the board of a school district desires to increase its local option
budget authority above the amount authorized under subsection (b), the
board may adopt, by resolution, such budget in an amount not to exceed
the state prescribed percentage. The adoption of a resolution pursuant
to this subsection shall require a majority vote of the members of the
board. The resolution shall be published at least once in a newspaper
having general circulation in the school district. The resolution shall be
published in substantial compliance with the following form:
Unified School District No. ,

County, Kansas.
RESOLUTION

Be It Resolved that:
The board of education of the above-named school district shall be

authorized to adopt a local option budget in each school year in an amount
not to exceed % of the amount of total foundation aid. The local
option budget authorized by this resolution may be adopted, unless a
petition in opposition to the same, signed by not less than 5% 10% of the
qualified electors of the school district, is filed with the county election
officer of the home county of the school district within 30 40 days after
publication of this resolution. If a petition is filed, the county election
officer shall submit the question of whether adoption of the local option
budget shall be authorized to the electors of the school district at an
election called for the purpose or at the next general election, as is spec-
ified by the board of education of the school district.

CERTIFICATE
This is to certify that the above resolution was duly adopted by the

board of education of unified school district No. ,
County, Kansas, on the day of , .

Clerk of the board of education.
All of the blanks in the resolution shall be filled appropriately. If a

sufficient petition is not filed, the board may adopt a local option budget.
If a sufficient petition is filed, the board may notify the county election
officer of the date of an election to be held to submit the question of
whether adoption of a local option budget shall be authorized. Any such
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election shall be noticed, called and held in the manner provided by
K.S.A. 10-120, and amendments thereto. If the board fails to notify the
county election officer within 30 days after a sufficient petition is filed,
the resolution shall be deemed abandoned and no like resolution shall be
adopted by the board within the nine months following publication of the
resolution.

(d) Unless specifically stated otherwise in the resolution, the author-
ity to adopt a local option budget shall be continuous and permanent.
The board of any school district that is authorized to adopt a local option
budget may choose not to adopt such a budget or may adopt a budget in
an amount less than the amount authorized. If the board of any school
district whose authority to adopt a local option budget is not continuous
and permanent refrains from adopting a local option budget, the authority
of such school district to adopt a local option budget shall not be extended
by such refrainment beyond the period specified in the resolution au-
thorizing adoption of such budget.

(e) The board of any school district may initiate procedures to renew
or increase the authority to adopt a local option budget at any time during
a school year after the tax levied pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5147,
and amendments thereto, is certified to the county clerk under any ex-
isting authorization.

(f) (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), the board of any school
district authorized to adopt a local option budget prior to July 1, 2017,
under a resolution that authorized the adoption of such budget in ac-
cordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-6471, prior to its
expiration July 1, 2017, may continue to operate under such resolution
for the period of time specified in the resolution if such resolution adopted
a local option budget equal to or greater than the amount required in
subsection (a), or may abandon the resolution and operate under the
provisions of this section. Any such school district shall operate under the
provisions of this section after the period of time specified in any previ-
ously adopted resolution has expired.

(2) Any resolution adopted prior to July 1, 2017, pursuant to K.S.A.
72-6433(e)(2), prior to its repeal, that authorized the adoption of a local
option budget and that was not subsequently submitted to and approved
by a majority of the qualified electors of the school district voting at an
election called and held thereon shall expire on June 30, 2018, and shall
have no force and effect during school year 2018-2019 or any subsequent
school year.

(g) Any resolution adopted pursuant to this section may revoke or
repeal any resolution previously adopted by the board. If the resolution
does not revoke or repeal previously adopted resolutions, all resolutions
that are in effect shall expire on the same date. The maximum amount
of the local option budget of a school district under all resolutions in effect
shall not exceed the state prescribed percentage in any school year.

(h) For school year 2019-2020 and each school year thereafter, the
board of any school district that desires to increase its local option budget
authority for the immediately succeeding school year shall submit written
notice of such intent to the state board by April 1 of the current school
year. Such notice shall include the local option budget authority, ex-
pressed as a percentage of the school district’s total foundation aid, to be
adopted for the immediately succeeding school year. The board of a school
district shall not adopt a local option budget in excess of the authority
stated in a notice submitted pursuant to this subsection.

(h)(i) (1) There is hereby established in each school district that
adopts a local option budget a supplemental general fund, which shall
consist of all amounts deposited therein or credited thereto according to
law.

(2) (A) Of the moneys deposited in or otherwise credited to the sup-
plemental general fund of a school district pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5147, and amendments thereto, an amount that is proportional to that
amount of such school district’s total foundation aid attributable to the
at-risk student weighting as compared to such district’s total foundation
aid shall be transferred to the at-risk education fund of such school district
and shall be expended in accordance with K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5153,
and amendments thereto.

(B) Of the moneys deposited in or otherwise credited to the supple-
mental general fund of a school district pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
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72-5147, and amendments thereto, an amount that is proportional to that
amount of such school district’s total foundation aid attributable to the
bilingual weighting as compared to such district’s total foundation aid
shall be transferred to the bilingual education fund of such school district
and shall be expended in accordance with K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3613,
and amendments thereto.

(3) Subject to the limitations imposed under subsection (h)(3) para-
graph (4), amounts in the supplemental general fund may be expended
for any purpose for which expenditures from the general fund are au-
thorized or may be transferred to any categorical fund of the school dis-
trict. Amounts in the supplemental general fund attributable to any per-
centage over 25% of total foundation aid determined for the current
school year may be transferred to the capital improvements fund of the
school district and the capital outlay fund of the school district if such
transfers are specified in the resolution authorizing the adoption of a local
option budget in excess of 25%.

(3)(4) Amounts in the supplemental general fund may not be ex-
pended for the purpose of making payments under any lease-purchase
agreement involving the acquisition of land or buildings that is entered
into pursuant to the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-1149, and amend-
ments thereto.

(4)(5) (A) Except as provided in subsection (h)(4)(B) subparagraph
(B), any unexpended moneys remaining in the supplemental general fund
of a school district at the conclusion of any school year in which a local
option budget is adopted shall be maintained in such fund.

(B) If the school district received supplemental state aid in the school
year, the state board shall determine the ratio of the amount of supple-
mental general state aid received to the amount of the local option budget
of the school district for the school year and multiply the total amount of
the unexpended moneys remaining by such ratio. An amount equal to the
amount of the product shall be transferred to the general fund of the
school district or remitted to the state treasurer in accordance with the
provisions of K.S.A. 75-4215, and amendments thereto. Upon receipt of
any such remittance, the state treasurer shall deposit the same in the state
treasury to the credit of the state school district finance fund.

(i) Each year, the state board shall determine the statewide average
percentage of local option budgets legally adopted by school districts for
the preceding school year.

(j) The provisions of this section shall be subject to the provisions of
K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5144, and amendments thereto.

(k) As used in this section:
(1) ‘‘Authorized to adopt a local option budget’’ means that a school

district has adopted a resolution pursuant to subsection (c).
(2) ‘‘State prescribed percentage’’ means 33% 30.5% of the total

foundation aid of the school district in the current school year.
(3) For purposes of determining the school district’s local option

budget under subsections (a), (b) and (c), ‘‘total foundation aid’’ means
the same as such term is defined in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5132, and
amendments thereto, except the state aid for special education and related
services shall be divided by an amount equal to 85% of the BASE aid
amount, and the resulting quotient shall be used in determining the school
district’s total foundation aid.

Sec. 5. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5145 is hereby
amended to read as follows: 72-5145. (a) In each school year, each school
district that has adopted a local option budget is eligible to receive sup-
plemental state aid. Except as provided by K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5146,
and amendments thereto, supplemental state aid shall be determined by
the state board as provided in subsection (b).

(b) The state board shall:
(1) (A) For school year 2017-2018, determine the amount of the as-

sessed valuation per student in the preceding school year of each school
district; and

(B) for school year 2018-2019 and each school year thereafter, De-
termine the average assessed valuation per student of each school district
by adding the assessed valuation per student for each of the three im-
mediately preceding school years and dividing the resulting sum by three;

(2) rank the school districts from low to high on the basis of the
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amounts of assessed valuation per student determined under subsection
(b)(1);

(3) identify the amount of the assessed valuation per student located
at the 81.2 percentile of the amounts ranked under subsection (b)(2);

(4) divide the assessed valuation per student of the school district as
determined under subsection (b)(1) by the amount identified under sub-
section (b)(3); and

(5) (A) if the quotient obtained under subsection (b)(4) equals or
exceeds one, the school district shall not receive supplemental state aid;
or

(B) if the quotient obtained under subsection (b)(4) is less than one,
subtract the quotient obtained under subsection (b)(4) from one, and
multiply the difference by the amount of the local option budget of the
school district for the immediately preceding school year. The resulting
product is the amount of supplemental state aid the school district is to
receive for the school year.

(c) Payments of supplemental state aid shall be distributed to school
districts on the dates prescribed by the state board. The state board shall
certify to the director of accounts and reports the amount due each school
district, and the director of accounts and reports shall draw a warrant on
the state treasurer payable to the treasurer of the school district. Upon
receipt of the warrant, the treasurer of the school district shall credit the
amount thereof to the supplemental general fund of the school district
to be used for the purposes of such fund.

(d) For the purposes of determining the total amount of state moneys
paid to school districts, all moneys appropriated as supplemental state aid
shall be deemed to be state moneys for educational and support services
for school districts.

Sec. 6. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5148 is hereby
amended to read as follows: 72-5148. (a) (1) The transportation weighting
of each school district shall be determined by the state board as follows:

(1) Determine the total expenditures of the school district during the
preceding school year from all funds for transporting students of public
and nonpublic schools on regular school routes;

(2) determine the sum of: (A) The number of students who were
included in the enrollment of the school district in the preceding school
year who resided less than 21⁄2 miles by the usually traveled road from
the school building such students attended and for whom transportation
was made available by the school district; and (B) the number of nonres-
ident students who were included in the enrollment of the school district
for the preceding school year and for whom transportation was made
available by the school district;

(3) determine the number of students who were included in the en-
rollment of the district in the preceding school year who resided 21⁄2 miles
or more by the usually traveled road from the school building such stu-
dents attended and for whom transportation was made available by the
school district;

(4) multiply the number of students determined under subsection
(a)(3) by 2.8;

(5) divide the amount determined under subsection (a)(2) by the
product obtained under subsection (a)(4);

(6) add one to the quotient obtained under subsection (a)(5);
(7) multiply the sum obtained under subsection (a)(6) by the amount

determined under subsection (a)(3);
(8) divide the amount determined under subsection (a)(1) by the

product obtained under subsection (a)(7). The resulting quotient is the
per-student cost of transportation;

(9) on a density-cost graph, plot the per-student cost of transportation
for each school district;

(10) construct a curve of best fit for the points so plotted;
(11) locate the index of density for the school district on the base line

of the density-cost graph and from the point on the curve of best fit
directly above this point of index of density follow a line parallel to the
base line to the point of intersection with the vertical line, which point is
the formula per-student cost of transportation of the school district;

(12) divide the formula per-student cost of transportation of the
school district by the BASE aid; and
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(13) multiply the quotient obtained under subsection (a)(12) by the
number of students who are included in the enrollment of the school
district, are residing 21⁄2 miles or more by the usually traveled road to the
school building they attend, and for whom transportation is being made
available by, and at the expense of, the district.

(A) Divide the BASE aid amount for the current school year by the
BASE aid amount for school year 2018-2019;

(B) multiply the number of transported students by the per capita
allowance that corresponds to the density figure for the school district as
determined in subsection (a)(2);

(C) multiply the product obtained under subsection (a)(1)(B) by 1.00;
(D) multiply the product obtained under subsection (a)(1)(C) by the

quotient obtained under subsection (a)(1)(A);
(E) divide the product obtained under subsection (a)(1)(D) by the

current year BASE amount. The result is the transportation weighting of
the school district.

(2) The per capita allowance shall be determined using the following
chart:
Density Figure Range Per Capita Allowance
0.000 - 0.059........................................................................ $1,620
0.060 - 0.069........................................................................ $1,580
0.070 - 0.079........................................................................ $1,540
0.080 - 0.089........................................................................ $1,500
0.090 - 0.099........................................................................ $1,480
0.100 - 0.109........................................................................ $1,450
0.110 - 0.119........................................................................ $1,430
0.120 - 0.129........................................................................ $1,410
0.130 - 0.139........................................................................ $1,390
0.140 - 0.149........................................................................ $1,370
0.150 - 0.159........................................................................ $1,350
0.160 - 0.169........................................................................ $1,340
0.170 - 0.179........................................................................ $1,320
0.180 - 0.199........................................................................ $1,300
0.200 - 0.209........................................................................ $1,290
0.210 - 0.219........................................................................ $1,270
0.220 - 0.239........................................................................ $1,250
0.240 - 0.269........................................................................ $1,230
0.270 - 0.289........................................................................ $1,210
0.290 - 0.319........................................................................ $1,190
0.320 - 0.349........................................................................ $1,170
0.350 - 0.389........................................................................ $1,150
0.390 - 0.429........................................................................ $1,130
0.430 - 0.469........................................................................ $1,110
0.470 - 0.519........................................................................ $1,090
0.520 - 0.579........................................................................ $1,070
0.580 - 0.639........................................................................ $1,050
0.640 - 0.709........................................................................ $1,030
0.710 - 0.789........................................................................ $1,010
0.790 - 0.879...........................................................................$990
0.880 - 0.989...........................................................................$970
0.990 - 1.109...........................................................................$950
1.110 - 1.249...........................................................................$930
1.250 - 1.399...........................................................................$910
1.400 - 1.589...........................................................................$890
1.590 - 1.799...........................................................................$870
1.800 - 2.039...........................................................................$850
2.040 - 2.319...........................................................................$830
2.320 - 2.659...........................................................................$810
2.660 - 3.049...........................................................................$790
3.050 - 3.509...........................................................................$770
3.510 - 4.049...........................................................................$750
4.050 - 4.699...........................................................................$730
4.700 - 5.469...........................................................................$710
5.470 - 6.399...........................................................................$690
6.400 - 7.519...........................................................................$670
7.520 - 8.879...........................................................................$650
8.880 - 10.549 .........................................................................$630
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10.550 - 12.589 .......................................................................$610
12.590 - 15.129 .......................................................................$590
15.130 - 18.289 .......................................................................$570
18.290 + ................................................................................$550

(b) (1) For school years 2017-2018 through 2020-2021, the transpor-
tation weighting of the school district shall be either the product deter-
mined under subsection (a)(13) (a)(1)(E), or that portion of such school
district’s general state aid for school year 2016-2017 that was attributable
to the school district’s transportation weighting, whichever is greater.

(2) For school year 2021-2022, and each school year thereafter, the
transportation weighting of the school district shall be the product deter-
mined under subsection (a)(13) (a)(1)(E).

(3) In no event shall the transportation weighting of the school district
result in the portion of such school district’s state foundation aid attrib-
utable to the transportation weighting being in excess of 110% of such
school district’s total expenditures from all funds for transporting students
for the immediately preceding school year.

(c) For the purpose of providing accurate and reliable data on student
transportation, the state board is authorized to adopt rules and regulations
prescribing procedures that school districts shall follow in reporting per-
tinent information, including uniform reporting of expenditures for trans-
portation.

(d) As used in this section:
(1) ‘‘Curve of best fit’’ means the curve on a density-cost graph drawn

so the sum of the distances squared from such line to each of the points
plotted on the graph is the least possible.

(2) ‘‘Density-cost graph’’ means a drawing having: (A) A horizontal
or base line divided into equal intervals of density, beginning with zero
on the left; and (B) a scale for per-student cost of transportation to be
shown on a line perpendicular to the base line at the left end thereof,
such scale to begin with zero dollars at the base line ascending by equal
per-student cost intervals.

(3) ‘‘Index of density’’ means the number of students who are in-
cluded in the enrollment of a school district in the current school year,
are residing the designated distance or more by the usually traveled road
from the school building they attend, and for whom transportation is
being made available on regular school routes by the school district, di-
vided by the number of square miles of territory in the school district
‘‘Density figure’’ means the area of the school district in square miles
divided by the number of transported students.

(2) ‘‘Transported students’’ means the number of students who were
included in the enrollment of the school district in the preceding year who
resided 21⁄2 miles or more by the usually traveled road from the school
building such students attended and for whom transportation was made
available.

Sec. 7. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5149 is hereby
amended to read as follows: 72-5149. (a) The low enrollment weighting
of each school district shall be determined by the state board as follows:

(1) For school districts with an enrollment of fewer than 100 students,
multiply the enrollment of the school district by 1.014331. The resulting
product is the low enrollment weighting of the school district;

(2) for school districts with an enrollment of at least 100 students,
but fewer than 300 students:

(A) Subtract 100 from the enrollment of the school district;
(B) multiply the difference obtained under subsection (a)(2)(A) by

9.655;
(C) subtract the product obtained under subsection (a)(2)(B) from

7,337;
(D) divide the difference obtained under subsection (a)(2)(C) by

3,642.4;
(E) subtract one from the quotient obtained under subsection

(a)(2)(D); and
(F) multiply the difference obtained under subsection (a)(2)(E) by

the enrollment of the school district. The resulting product is the low
enrollment weighting of the school district;

(3) for school districts with an enrollment of at least 300 students,
but fewer than 1,622 students:
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(A) Subtract 300 from the enrollment of the school district;
(B) multiply the difference obtained under subsection (a)(3)(A) by

1.2375;
(C) subtract the product obtained under subsection (a)(3)(B) from

5,406;
(D) divide the difference obtained under subsection (a)(3)(C) by

3,642.4;
(E) subtract one from the quotient obtained under subsection (c)(D)

(a)(3)(D); and
(F) multiply the difference obtained under subsection (a)(3)(E) by

the enrollment of the school district. The resulting product is the low
enrollment weighting of the school district.

(b) For school districts with an enrollment of at least 1,622 students,
multiply the enrollment of the school district by 0.03504. The resulting
product is the high enrollment weighting of the school district.

Sec. 8. K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5150 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-5150. The bilingual weighting of each school district shall be
determined by the state board as follows:

(a) Determine the full-time equivalent enrollment in approved pro-
grams of bilingual education during the preceding school year and mul-
tiply such enrollment by 0.395;

(b) determine the number of students enrolled in approved programs
of bilingual education during the preceding school year and multiply such
enrollment by 0.185; and

(c) the bilingual weighting shall be either the amount determined
under subsection (a) or (b), whichever is greater.

Sec. 9. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5151 is hereby
amended to read as follows: 72-5151. (a) The at-risk student weighting
of each school district shall be determined by the state board as follows:

(1) Determine the number of at-risk students included in the enroll-
ment of the school district; and

(2) for a school district with an enrollment that consists of 10% or
more at-risk students, multiply the number determined under subsection
(a)(1) by 0.484. The resulting sum is the at-risk student weighting of the
school district; or

(3) for a school district with an enrollment that consists of less than
10% at-risk students, multiply the number of students equal to 10% of
such school district’s enrollment by 0.484. The resulting sum is the at-
risk student weighting of the school district. A school district whose at-
risk student weighting is determined pursuant to this paragraph shall sub-
mit a report to the state board in such form and manner as required by
the state board that identifies those students enrolled in such school dis-
trict who are receiving at-risk program services and the criteria each such
student satisfies in order to receive at-risk program services. The state
board shall adopt rules and regulations that establish the criteria for eli-
gibility for at-risk program services. The provisions of this paragraph shall
only apply to those school districts that offer instruction in kindergarten
and grades one through 12.

(b) Except as provided in subsection (b)(4), the high-density at-risk
student weighting of each school district shall be determined by the state
board as follows:

(1) (A) If the enrollment of the school district is at least 35% at-risk
students, but less than 50% at-risk students:

(i) Subtract 35% from the percentage of at-risk students included in
the enrollment of the school district;

(ii) multiply the difference determined under subsection (b)(1)(A)(i)
by 0.7; and

(iii) multiply the product determined under subsection (b)(1)(A)(ii)
by the number of at-risk students included in the enrollment of the school
district; or

(B) if the enrollment of the school district is 50% or more at-risk
students, multiply the number of at-risk students included in the enroll-
ment of the school district by 0.105; or

(2) (A) if the enrollment of a school in the school district is at least
35% at-risk students, but less than 50% at-risk students:

(i) Subtract 35% from the percentage of at-risk students included in
the enrollment of such school;



Substitute for SENATE BILL No. 423—page 15

(ii) multiply the difference determined under subsection (b)(2)(A)(i)
by 0.7; and

(iii) multiply the product determined under subsection (b)(2)(A)(ii)
by the number of at-risk students included in the enrollment of such
school; or

(B) if the enrollment of a school in the school district is 50% or more
at-risk students, multiply the number of at-risk students included in the
enrollment of such school by 0.105; and

(C) add the products determined under subsections (b)(2)(A)(iii) and
(b)(2)(B) for each such school in the school district, respectively.

(3) The high-density at-risk weighting of the school district shall be
the greater of the product determined under subsection (b)(1) or the sum
determined under subsection (b)(2)(C).

(4) Commencing in school year 2018-2019, school districts that qual-
ify to receive the high-density at-risk weighting pursuant to this section
shall spend any money attributable to the school district’s high-density
at-risk weighting on the at-risk best practices developed by the state board
pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5153(d), and amendments thereto. If
a school district that qualifies for the high-density at-risk weighting does
not spend such money on such best practices, the state board shall notify
the school district that it shall either spend such money on such best
practices or shall show improvement within five years of notification. Im-
provement shall include, but not be limited to, the following: (A) The
percentage of students at grade level on state math and English language
arts assessments; (B) the percentage of students that are college and ca-
reer ready on state math and English language arts assessments; (C) the
average composite ACT score; or (D) the four-year graduation rate. If a
school district does not spend such money on such best practices and
does not show improvement within five years, the school district shall not
qualify to receive the high-density at-risk weighting in the succeeding
school year.

(5) The provisions of this subsection shall expire on July 1, 2019 2020.
Sec. 10. K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5155 is hereby amended to read as

follows: 72-5155. (a) The career technical education weighting of each
school district shall be determined by the state board by multiplying the
full-time equivalent enrollment in approved career technical education
programs during the preceding school year by 0.5. The resulting product
is the career technical education weighting of the school district.

(b) The provisions of this section shall expire on July 1, 2019.
Sec. 11. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5170 is

hereby amended to read as follows: 72-5170. (a) (1) In order to accom-
plish the mission for Kansas education, the state board shall design and
adopt a school district accreditation system based upon improvement in
performance that equals or exceeds the educational goal set forth in
K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3218(c), and amendments thereto, and is measur-
able. The state board shall hold all school districts accountable to the
Kansans can outcomes, or any successor outcomes established by the state
board, through the Kansas education systems accreditation rules and reg-
ulations, or any successor accreditation system adopted by the state board.
The state board shall establish rigorous accountability measures in the
areas of social emotional learning, kindergarten readiness, individual
plans of study, graduation and postsecondary success. The state board
also shall ensure that all school districts and the public schools operated
by such districts have programs and initiatives in place for providing
those educational capacities set forth in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3218(c),
and amendments thereto. On or before January 15, 2018, and each Jan-
uary 15 thereafter, the state board shall prepare and submit a report on
the school district accreditation system to the governor and the legisla-
ture.

(2) The accountability measures established pursuant to paragraph
(1) shall be applied both at the district level and at the school level. Such
accountability measures shall be reported by the state board for each
school district and each school by publication on the internet website of
the state department of education. Each school district also shall report
such accountability measures for such school district and each school op-
erated by such district by publication on such school district’s internet
website.
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(3) If a school district is not fully accredited and a corrective action
plan is required by the state board, such corrective action plan, and any
subsequent reports prepared by the state board regarding the progress of
such school district in implementing and executing such corrective action
plan, shall be published on the state department of education’s internet
website and such school district’s internet website.

(4) If a school district is not accredited, the superintendent, or the
superintendent’s designee, shall appear before the committee on education
of the house of representatives and the committee on education of the
senate during the regular legislative session that occurs during the same
school year in which such school district is not accredited. Such school
district shall provide a report to such committees on the challenges and
obstacles that are preventing such school district from becoming accred-
ited.

(b) The state board shall establish curriculum standards that reflect
high academic standards for the core academic areas of mathematics,
science, reading, writing and social studies. The curriculum standards
shall be reviewed at least every seven years. Nothing in this subsection
shall be construed in any manner so as to impinge upon any school dis-
trict’s authority to determine its own curriculum.

(c) The state board shall provide for statewide assessments in the core
academic areas of mathematics, science, reading, writing and social stud-
ies. The board shall ensure compatibility between the statewide assess-
ments and the curriculum standards established pursuant to subsection
(b). Such assessments shall be administered at three grade levels, as de-
termined by the state board. The state board shall determine performance
levels on the statewide assessments, the achievement of which represents
high academic standards in the academic area at the grade level to which
the assessment applies. The state board should specify high academic
standards both for individual performance and school performance on
the assessments.

(d) Each school year, on such date as specified by the state board,
each school district shall submit the Kansas education system accredita-
tion report to the state board in such form and manner as prescribed by
the state board.

(e) Whenever the state board determines that a school district has
failed either to meet the accreditation requirements established by rules
and regulations or standards adopted by the state board or provide cur-
riculum based on state standards and courses required by state law, the
state board shall so notify the school district. Such notice shall specify the
accreditation requirements that the school district has failed to meet and
the curriculum that it has failed to provide. Upon receipt of such notice,
the board of education of such school district is encouraged to reallocate
the resources of the school district to remedy all deficiencies identified
by the state board.

(f) Each school in every school district shall establish a school site
council composed of the principal and representatives of teachers and
other school personnel, parents of students attending the school, the busi-
ness community and other community groups. School site councils shall
be responsible for providing advice and counsel in evaluating state, school
district, and school site performance goals and objectives and in deter-
mining the methods that should be employed at the school site to meet
these goals and objectives. Site councils may make recommendations and
proposals to the school board regarding budgetary items and school dis-
trict matters, including, but not limited to, identifying and implementing
the best practices for developing efficient and effective administrative and
management functions. Site councils also may help school boards analyze
the unique environment of schools, enhance the efficiency and maximize
limited resources, including outsourcing arrangements and cooperative
opportunities as a means to address limited budgets.

Sec. 12. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5171 is
hereby amended to read as follows: 72-5171. (a) On or before January 15
of each year, the state department of education shall prepare and submit
reports on school district funding for each school district to the governor
and the legislature.

(b) Each report shall contain the information described in subsection
(c) for the school district in terms of actual dollar amounts for the second
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and immediately preceding school years and budgeted dollar amounts for
the current school year.

(c) Each report shall contain the following information for the school
district:

(1) Full-time equivalent enrollment;
(2) demographic information, including, but not limited to, gender,

race, ethnicity, students who are economically disadvantaged, migrants,
English language learners and students with disabilities;

(3) total general and supplemental general funds, including a showing
of funding provided by federal sources, state sources and local sources,
and total funds per student;

(4) total capital outlay funds, including a showing of such funding
provided by federal sources, state sources and local sources, and capital
outlay funds per student;

(5) total bond and interest funds, including a showing of such funding
provided by federal sources, state sources and local sources, and bond
and interest funds per student;

(6) total of all other funds not described in paragraphs (3), (4) and
(5), excluding fund transfers, including a showing of such funding pro-
vided by federal sources, state sources and local sources, and total funds
per student;

(7) total funds per student of all funds described in paragraphs (3)
through (6);

(8) general fund moneys attributable to the following:
(A) BASE aid;
(B) high enrollment weighting;
(C) low enrollment weighting;
(D) school facilities weighting;
(E) transportation weighting;
(F) at-risk student weighting;
(G) preschool-aged at-risk student weighting;
(H) high-density at-risk student weighting;
(I) career technical education weighting;
(J) special education and related services weighting;
(K) bilingual weighting;
(L) ancillary school facilities weighting;
(M) cost-of-living weighting;
(N) declining enrollment weighting; and
(O) virtual school state aid;
(9) total expenditures on the following:
(A) At-risk education programs and services;
(B) preschool-aged at-risk education programs and services;
(C) bilingual education programs and services;
(D) career and technical education programs and services;
(E) special education and related services; and
(F) virtual school programs and services; and
(10) total expenditures from the special retirement contributions

fund;
(11) expenditures and fund transfers from the supplemental general

fund for those programs and services set forth in paragraph (9) and any
other accounting category for which there is an expenditure or transfer
from such fund; and

(12) general obligation bond indebtedness.
(d) The state board shall provide uniform guidelines for what consti-

tutes total expenditures for the programs and services listed under sub-
section (c)(9).

Sec. 13. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5173 is
hereby amended to read as follows: 72-5173. The legislative post audit
committee shall direct the legislative division of post audit to conduct the
following performance audits in the fiscal year specified:

(a) A performance audit of transportation services funding. The audit
should include a comparison of the amount of transportation services
funding school districts receive to the cost of providing transportation
services. This performance audit shall be conducted during fiscal year
2018, and the final audit report shall be submitted to the legislature on
or before January 15, 2018.

(b) A performance audit of at-risk education funding. The audit
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should evaluate the method of counting students for at-risk education
funding, the level of the at-risk student weighting and high-density at-
risk student weighting under the act and how school districts are expend-
ing moneys provided for at-risk education. This performance audit shall
be conducted during fiscal year 2020, and the final audit report shall be
submitted to the legislature on or before January 15, 2020.

(c) A performance audit of bilingual education funding. The audit
should evaluate the method of counting students for bilingual education
funding, the level of the bilingual weighting under the act and how school
districts are expending moneys provided for bilingual education. This per-
formance audit shall be conducted during fiscal year 2023 2022, and the
final audit report shall be submitted to the legislature on or before January
15, 2023 2022.

(d) A study of statewide virtual school programs administered in other
states. The study shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

(1) The aggregate cost incurred by each state administering a virtual
school program, and the cost incurred by individual school districts or
schools within each state;

(2) the resources necessary for the implementation of each virtual
school program, including, but not limited to, personnel, equipment, soft-
ware and facility usage;

(3) the scope of each virtual school program; and
(4) the effectiveness of each virtual school program with respect to

student performance and outcomes.
The audit shall be conducted during fiscal year 2024 2023, and the final

audit report shall be submitted to the legislature on or before January 15,
2024 2023.

(e) (1) A performance audit to provide a reasonable estimate of the
cost of providing educational opportunities for every public school stu-
dent in Kansas to achieve the performance outcome standards adopted
by the state board of education. This performance audit shall be con-
ducted three two times as follows:

(A) During fiscal year 2019, and the final report submitted to the
legislature on or before January 15, 2019;

(B) during fiscal year 2022 2021, and the final report submitted to
the legislature on or before January 15, 2022 2021; and

(C)(B) during fiscal year 2025 2024, and the final report submitted
to the legislature on or before January 15, 2025 2024.

(2) Each performance audit required under this subsection shall:
(A) Include reasonable estimates of the costs of providing specialized

education services as required by law, including, but not limited to, special
education and related services, bilingual education and at-risk programs;
and

(B) account for other factors which may contribute to variations in
costs incurred by school districts, including, but not limited to, total dis-
trict enrollment and geographic location within the state.

(3) In conducting each performance audit required under this sub-
section:

(A) Any examination of historical data and expenditures shall correct
any recognized inadequacy of such data or expenditure through a statis-
tically valid method of extrapolation; and

(B) subject to the limitations of the division of legislative post audit
budget and appropriations therefor, the legislative post auditor may enter
into contracts with consultants as the post auditor deems necessary.

(f) A performance audit to identify best practices in successful
schools. The audit should include a comparison of the educational meth-
ods and other practices of demographically similar school districts that
achieve significantly different student outcomes based on performance
outcome standards adopted by the state board of education. This per-
formance audit shall be conducted during fiscal year 2021, and the final
audit report shall be submitted to the legislature on or before January 15,
2021. The audit shall be conducted a second time during fiscal year 2026,
and the final audit report shall be submitted to the legislature on or before
January 15, 2026 provide a reasonable estimate of the costs of providing
special education and related services, including, but not limited to, other
factors which may contribute to variations in costs incurred by school
districts. This performance audit shall be conducted during fiscal year
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2019, and the final audit report shall be submitted to the legislature on
or before January 15, 2019.

Sec. 14. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-53,113 is
hereby amended to read as follows: 72-53,113. (a) The board of education
of any school district may make an annual tax levy at a mill rate not to
exceed the statutorily prescribed mill rate upon the taxable tangible prop-
erty in the school district for the purposes specified in this act and, with
respect to any redevelopment district established prior to July 1, 2017,
pursuant to K.S.A. 12-1771, and amendments thereto, for the purpose of
paying a portion of the principal and interest on bonds issued by cities
under the authority of K.S.A. 12-1774, and amendments thereto, for the
financing of redevelopment projects upon property located within the
school district. No levy shall be made under this act until a resolution is
adopted by the board of education in the following form:

Unified School District No. ,
County, Kansas.

RESOLUTION
Be It Resolved that:

The above-named school board shall be authorized to make an annual
tax levy in an amount not to exceed mills upon the taxable tan-
gible property in the school district for the purpose of acquisition, con-
struction, reconstruction, repair, remodeling, additions to, furnishing,
maintaining and equipping of school district property and equipment nec-
essary for school district purposes, including: (1) Computer software; (2)
performance uniforms; (3) housing and boarding pupils enrolled in an
area vocational school operated under the board; (4) architectural ex-
penses; (5) building sites; (6) undertaking and maintenance of asbestos
control projects; (7) school buses; and (8) utility expenses; (9) property
and casualty insurance; and (10) other fixed assets, and with respect to
any redevelopment district established prior to July 1, 2017, pursuant to
K.S.A. 12-1771, and amendments thereto, for the purpose of paying a
portion of the principal and interest on bonds issued by cities under the
authority of K.S.A. 12-1774, and amendments thereto, for the financing
of redevelopment projects upon property located within the school dis-
trict. The tax levy authorized by this resolution may be made, unless a
petition in opposition to the same, signed by not less than 10% of the
qualified electors of the school district, is filed with the county election
officer of the home county of the school district within 40 calendar days
after the last publication of this resolution. In the event a petition is filed,
the county election officer shall submit the question of whether the tax
levy shall be authorized to the electors in the school district at an election
called for that purpose or at the next general election, as is specified by
the board of education of the above school district.

CERTIFICATE
This is to certify that the above resolution was duly adopted by the

board of education of Unified School District No. ,
County, Kansas, on the day of , .

Clerk of the board of education.

All of the blanks in the above resolution shall be appropriately filled.
The blank preceding the word ‘‘mills’’ shall be filled with a specific num-
ber. The resolution shall be published once a week for two consecutive
weeks in a newspaper having general circulation in the school district. If
no petition as specified above is filed in accordance with the provisions
of the resolution, the board of education may make the tax levy specified
in the resolution. If a petition is filed as provided in the resolution, the
board of education may notify the county election officer of the date of
an election to be held to submit the question of whether the tax levy shall
be authorized. If the board of education fails to notify the county election
officer within 60 calendar days after a petition is filed, the resolution shall
be deemed abandoned and no like resolution shall be adopted by the
board of education within the nine months following the first publication
of the resolution.

(b) As used in this act:
(1) ‘‘Unconditionally authorized to make a capital outlay tax levy’’

means that the school district has adopted a resolution under this section,
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has published the same, and either that the resolution was not protested
or that it was protested and an election has been held by which the tax
levy specified in the resolution was approved;

(2) ‘‘statutorily prescribed mill rate’’ means: (A) Eight mills; (B) the
mill levy rate in excess of eight mills if the resolution fixing such rate was
approved at an election prior to the effective date of this act; or (C) the
mill levy rate in excess of eight mills if no petition or no sufficient petition
was filed in protest to a resolution fixing such rate in excess of eight mills
and the protest period for filing such petition has expired;

(3) ‘‘asbestos control project’’ means any activity which is necessary
or incidental to the control of asbestos-containing material in buildings
of school districts and includes, but not by way of limitation, any activity
undertaken for the removal or encapsulation of asbestos-containing ma-
terial, for any remodeling, renovation, replacement, rehabilitation or
other restoration necessitated by such removal or encapsulation, for con-
ducting inspections, reinspections and periodic surveillance of buildings,
performing response actions, and developing, implementing and updating
operations and maintenance programs and management plans;

(4) ‘‘asbestos’’ means the asbestiform varieties of chrysotile (serpen-
tine), crocidolite (riebeckite), amosite (cummingtonitegrunerite), antho-
phyllite, tremolite, and actinolite; and

(5) ‘‘asbestos-containing material’’ means any material or product
which contains more than 1% asbestos.

Sec. 15. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-53,116 is
hereby amended to read as follows: 72-53,116. (a) Any moneys in the
capital outlay fund of any school district and any moneys received from
issuance of bonds under K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-53,117 or 72-53,122, and
amendments thereto, may be used for the purpose of the acquisition,
construction, reconstruction, repair, remodeling, additions to, furnishing,
maintaining and equipping of school district property and equipment nec-
essary for school district purposes, including: (1) Computer software; (2)
performance uniforms; (3) housing and boarding pupils enrolled in an
area vocational school operated under the board of education; (4) archi-
tectural expenses; (5) building sites; (6) undertaking and maintenance of
asbestos control projects; (7) school buses; and (8) utility expenses; (9)
property and casualty insurance; and (10) other fixed assets.

(b) The board of education of any school district is hereby authorized
to invest any portion of the capital outlay fund of the school district which
is not currently needed in investments authorized by K.S.A. 12-1675, and
amendments thereto, in the manner prescribed therein, or may invest
the same in direct obligations of the United States government maturing
or redeemable at par and accrued interest within three years from date
of purchase, the principal and interest whereof is guaranteed by the gov-
ernment of the United States. All interest received on any such invest-
ment shall upon receipt thereof be credited to the capital outlay fund.

Sec. 16. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5461 is
hereby amended to read as follows: 72-5461. (a) Upon receiving an ap-
plication under K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5460, and amendments thereto, the
state board of education shall review the application and examine the
evidence furnished in support of the application.

(b) (1) Commencing in school year 2017-2018, the state board of
education shall not approve any application submitted during the current
school year if such approval would result in the aggregate amount of all
general obligation bonds approved by the state board for such school year
exceeding the aggregate principal amount of all general obligation bonds
retired in the immediately preceding school year adjusted for inflation
pursuant to paragraph (4). For any application submitted during the cur-
rent school year in excess of $175,000,000, the state board shall apply
only an amount of $175,000,000 of such application when determining
whether the aggregate principal amount of all general obligation bonds
retired in the immediately preceding school year has been exceeded. In
determining whether to approve an application, the state board shall pri-
oritize applications in accordance with the priorities set forth as follows
in order of highest priority to lowest priority:

(A) Safety of the current facility and disability access to such facility
as demonstrated by a state fire marshal report, an inspection under the
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Americans with disabilities act, 42 U.S.C. § 12101 et seq., or other similar
evaluation;

(B) enrollment growth and imminent overcrowding as demonstrated
by successive increases in enrollment of the school district in the imme-
diately preceding three school years;

(C) impact on the delivery of educational services as demonstrated
by restrictive inflexible design or limitations on installation of technology;
and

(D) energy usage and other operational inefficiencies as demon-
strated by a district-wide energy usage analysis, district-wide architectural
analysis or other similar evaluation.

(2) The state board shall not consider a school district’s eligibility for
capital improvement state aid, or the amount of capital improvement state
aid a school district would be eligible to receive, in determining whether
to approve such district’s application.

(3) The provisions of subsection (b)(1) shall not apply to school dis-
tricts that have not issued any general obligation bonds in the 25 years
prior to the current school year.

(4) The state board shall adjust the aggregate principal amount of all
general obligation bonds retired in the immediately preceding school year
by adding an amount equal to the five-year compounded percentage in-
crease in the producer price index industry data for new school building
construction as published by the bureau of labor statistics of the United
States department of labor for the five immediately preceding school
years.

(c) After reviewing the application and examining the supportive ev-
idence, the state board of education shall issue an order either granting
or denying the application. If the application is approved, the applicant
board of education shall request the county election officer to hold an
election to vote upon the question of issuing the increased amount of
bonds in the manner provided by law.

(d) Any application that is denied pursuant to subsection (b) may be
tentatively approved by the state board of education for the immediately
succeeding school year. The amount of general obligation bonds approved
in any such application shall be counted first towards the aggregate
amount of all general obligation bonds approved by the state board for
such school year.

(e) Commencing in school year 2017-2018, the state board of edu-
cation shall determine the aggregate principal amount of general obli-
gation bonds retired in the immediately preceding school year.

(f) The provisions of subsections (b), (d) and (e) shall expire on June
30, 2022.

Sec. 17. K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5150 and 72-5155 are hereby repealed.
Sec. 18. On and after July 1, 2018, K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-1171, 72-

5132, 72-5133, 72-5143, 72-5144, 72-5145, 72-5148, 72-5149, 72-5151,
72-5170, 72-5171, 72-5173, 72-53,113, 72-53,116, 72-5461, 72-6463, 72-
6464, 72-6465, 72-6466, 72-6467, 72-6468, 72-6469, 72-6470, 72-6471,
72-6472, 72-6473, 72-6474, 72-6475, 72-6477, 72-6478, 72-6479, 72-6480
and 72-6481 are hereby repealed.
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Sec. 19. This act shall take effect and be in force from and after its
publication in the Kansas register.

I hereby certify that the above BILL originated in the
SENATE, and passed that body

SENATE concurred in
HOUSE amendments

President of the Senate.

Secretary of the Senate.

Passed the HOUSE

as amended

Speaker of the House.

Chief Clerk of the House.

APPROVED

Governor.



House Substitute for SENATE BILL No. 61

AN ACT concerning education; relating to the Kansas school equity and enhancement act;
BASE aid amounts; school district local option budgets; amending K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5132, as amended by section 2 of 2018 Substitute for Senate Bill No. 423, and 72-
5143, as amended by section 4 of 2018 Substitute for Senate Bill No. 423, and repealing
the existing sections.

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Kansas:
New Section 1. (a) It is the public policy of the state of Kansas to

require school districts to adopt a local option budget pursuant to K.S.A.
2017 Supp. 72-5143, and amendments thereto, as part of the system for
finance of the educational interests of the state. Commencing in school
year 2018-2019, all school districts shall have a local option budget that
is at least 15% of such school district’s total foundation aid.

(b) In any action challenging the adequacy of the state’s provision for
finance of the educational interests of the state, the aggregate amount of
moneys provided for school districts from the adoption of a local option
budget required under K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5143(a), and amendments
thereto, shall be included in determining the adequacy of the amount of
total funding provided by the legislature in making suitable provision for
finance of the educational interests of the state. The aggregate amount
of moneys provided for school districts from the adoption of a local option
budget in excess of the amount required under K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-
5143(a), and amendments thereto, also may be included in determining
the adequacy of the amount of total funding provided by the legislature
in making suitable provision for finance of the educational interests of
the state.

New Sec. 2. (a) (1) Subject to the provisions of subsection (e), the
provisions of this subsection shall apply in any school year in which the
amount of BASE aid is $4,490 or less.

(2) The board of education of a school district may adopt a local
option budget that does not exceed the local option budget calculated as
if the BASE aid was $4,490, or that does not exceed the local option
budget as calculated pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5143, and amend-
ments thereto, whichever is greater.

(b) The board of education of a school district may adopt a local
option budget that does not exceed the local option budget calculated as
if the school district received state aid for special education and related
services equal to the amount of state aid for special education and related
services received in school year 2008-2009, or that does not exceed the
local option budget as calculated pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5143,
and amendments thereto, whichever is greater.

(c) The board of any school district may exercise the authority granted
under subsection (a) or (b) or both subsections (a) and (b).

(d) To the extent that the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5143,
and amendments thereto, conflict with this section, this section shall con-
trol.

(e) For school year 2019-2020, and each school year thereafter, the
specified dollar amount used in subsection (a) for purposes of determin-
ing the local option budget of a school district shall be the specified dollar
amount used for the immediately preceding school year plus an amount
equal to the average percentage increase in the consumer price index for
all urban consumers in the midwest region as published by the bureau of
labor statistics of the United States department of labor during the three
immediately preceding school years.

New Sec. 3. The commissioner of education, when implementing the
mental health intervention team pilot program pursuant to section 1(a)
of 2018 Substitute for Senate Bill No. 423, shall allow nine schools served
by the fiscal agent, Abilene school district (U.S.D. no. 435), to participate
in the pilot program. The provisions of section 1(a) of 2018 Substitute for
Senate Bill No. 423, which allow nine schools served by the central Kansas
cooperative in education to participate in the mental health intervention
team pilot program, are hereby declared to be null and void and shall
have no force and effect.

Sec. 4. K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5132, as amended by section 2 of 2018
Substitute for Senate Bill No. 423, is hereby amended to read as follows:
72-5132. As used in the Kansas school equity and enhancement act,
K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5131 et seq., and amendments thereto:

(a) ‘‘Adjusted enrollment’’ means the enrollment of a school district
adjusted by adding the following weightings, if any, to the enrollment of
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a school district: At-risk student weighting; bilingual weighting; career
technical education weighting; high-density at-risk student weighting;
high enrollment weighting; low enrollment weighting; school facilities
weighting; ancillary school facilities weighting; cost-of-living weighting;
special education and related services weighting; and transportation
weighting.

(b) ‘‘Ancillary school facilities weighting’’ means an addend compo-
nent assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017
Supp. 72-5158, and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable
to commencing operation of one or more new school facilities by such
school districts.

(c) (1) ‘‘At-risk student’’ means a student who is eligible for free meals
under the national school lunch act, and who is enrolled in a school district
that maintains an approved at-risk student assistance program.

(2) The term ‘‘at-risk student’’ shall not include any student enrolled
in any of the grades one through 12 who is in attendance less than full
time, or any student who is over 19 years of age. The provisions of this
paragraph shall not apply to any student who has an individualized edu-
cation program.

(d) ‘‘At-risk student weighting’’ means an addend component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5151(a), and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable
to the maintenance of at-risk educational programs by such school dis-
tricts.

(e) ‘‘Base aid for student excellence’’ or ‘‘BASE aid’’ means an
amount appropriated by the legislature in a fiscal year for the designated
year. The amount of BASE aid shall be as follows:

(1) For school year 2018-2019, $4,900 $4,165;
(2) for school year 2019-2020, $5,061 $4,302;
(3) for school year 2020-2021, $5,222 $4,439;
(4) for school year 2021-2022, $5,384 $4,576;
(5) for school year 2022-2023, $5,545 $4,713; and
(6) for school year 2023-2024, and each school year thereafter, the

BASE aid shall be the BASE aid amount for the immediately preceding
school year plus an amount equal to the average percentage increase in
the consumer price index for all urban consumers in the midwest region
as published by the bureau of labor statistics of the United States de-
partment of labor during the three immediately preceding school years
rounded to the nearest whole dollar amount.

(f) ‘‘Bilingual weighting’’ means an addend component assigned to
the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5150,
and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to the main-
tenance of bilingual educational programs by such school districts.

(g) ‘‘Board’’ means the board of education of a school district.
(h) ‘‘Budget per student’’ means the general fund budget of a school

district divided by the enrollment of the school district.
(i) ‘‘Categorical fund’’ means and includes the following funds of a

school district: Adult education fund; adult supplementary education
fund; at-risk education fund; bilingual education fund; career and postse-
condary education fund; driver training fund; educational excellence grant
program fund; extraordinary school program fund; food service fund; par-
ent education program fund; preschool-aged at-risk education fund; pro-
fessional development fund; special education fund; and summer pro-
gram fund.

(j) ‘‘Cost-of-living weighting’’ means an addend component assigned
to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-
5159, and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to the
cost of living in such school districts.

(k) ‘‘Current school year’’ means the school year during which state
foundation aid is determined by the state board under K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5134, and amendments thereto.

(l) ‘‘Enrollment’’ means:
(1) The number of students regularly enrolled in kindergarten and

grades one through 12 in the school district on September 20 of the
preceding school year plus the number of preschool-aged at-risk students
regularly enrolled in the school district on September 20 of the current
school year, except a student who is a foreign exchange student shall not
be counted unless such student is regularly enrolled in the school district
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on September 20 and attending kindergarten or any of the grades one
through 12 maintained by the school district for at least one semester or
two quarters, or the equivalent thereof.

(2) If the enrollment in a school district in the preceding school year
has decreased from enrollment in the second preceding school year, the
enrollment of the school district in the current school year means the
sum of:

(A) The enrollment in the second preceding school year, excluding
students under paragraph (2)(B), minus enrollment in the preceding
school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any, plus enrollment in
the current school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any; and

(B) the adjusted enrollment in the second preceding school year of
any students participating in the tax credit for low income students schol-
arship program pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-4351 et seq., and
amendments thereto, in the preceding school year, if any, plus the ad-
justed enrollment in the preceding school year of preschool-aged at-risk
students who are participating in the tax credit for low income students
scholarship program pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-4351 et seq., and
amendments thereto, in the current school year, if any.

(3) For any school district that has a military student, as that term is
defined in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5139, and amendments thereto, enrolled
in such district, and that received federal impact aid for the preceding
school year, if the enrollment in such school district in the preceding
school year has decreased from enrollment in the second preceding
school year, the enrollment of the school district in the current school
year means whichever is the greater of:

(A) The enrollment determined under paragraph (2); or
(B) the sum of the enrollment in the preceding school year of pre-

school-aged at-risk students, if any, and the arithmetic mean of the sum
of:

(i) The enrollment of the school district in the preceding school year
minus the enrollment in such school year of preschool-aged at-risk stu-
dents, if any;

(ii) the enrollment in the second preceding school year minus the
enrollment in such school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any;
and

(iii) the enrollment in the third preceding school year minus the en-
rollment in such school year of preschool-aged at-risk students, if any.

(4) The enrollment determined under paragraph (1), (2) or (3), ex-
cept if the school district begins to offer kindergarten on a full-time basis
in such school year, students regularly enrolled in kindergarten in the
school district in the preceding school year shall be counted as one stu-
dent regardless of actual attendance during such preceding school year.

(m) ‘‘February 20’’ has its usual meaning, except that in any year in
which February 20 is not a day on which school is maintained, it means
the first day after February 20 on which school is maintained.

(n) ‘‘Federal impact aid’’ means an amount equal to the federally
qualified percentage of the amount of moneys a school district receives
in the current school year under the provisions of title I of public law 874
and congressional appropriations therefor, excluding amounts received
for assistance in cases of major disaster and amounts received under the
low-rent housing program. The amount of federal impact aid shall be
determined by the state board in accordance with terms and conditions
imposed under the provisions of the public law and rules and regulations
thereunder.

(o) ‘‘General fund’’ means the fund of a school district from which
operating expenses are paid and in which is deposited all amounts of state
foundation aid provided under this act, payments under K.S.A. 2017
Supp. 72-528, and amendments thereto, payments of federal funds made
available under the provisions of title I of public law 874, except amounts
received for assistance in cases of major disaster and amounts received
under the low-rent housing program and such other moneys as are pro-
vided by law.

(p) ‘‘General fund budget’’ means the amount budgeted for operating
expenses in the general fund of a school district.

(q) ‘‘High-density at-risk student weighting’’ means an addend com-
ponent assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A.
2017 Supp. 72-5151(b), and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs
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attributable to the maintenance of at-risk educational programs by such
school districts.

(r) ‘‘High enrollment weighting’’ means an addend component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5149(b), and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable
to maintenance of educational programs by such school districts.

(s) ‘‘Juvenile detention facility’’ means the same as such term is de-
fined in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-1173, and amendments thereto.

(t) ‘‘Local foundation aid’’ means the sum of the following amounts:
(1) The amount of the proceeds from the tax levied under the au-

thority of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5147, and amendments thereto, that is
levied to finance that portion of the school district’s local option budget
that is required pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5143(a), and amend-
ments thereto, and not financed from any other source provided by law;

(2) an amount equal to that portion of the school district’s supple-
mental state aid determined pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5145, and
amendments thereto, to equalize that portion of the school district’s local
option budget that is required pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5143(a),
and amendments thereto, and not financed from any other source pro-
vided by law;

(3) An amount equal to any unexpended and unencumbered balance
remaining in the general fund of the school district, except moneys re-
ceived by the school district and authorized to be expended for the pur-
poses specified in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5168, and amendments thereto;

(4)(2) an amount equal to any remaining proceeds from taxes levied
under authority of K.S.A. 72-7056 and 72-7072, and amendments thereto,
prior to their repeal;

(5)(3) an amount equal to the amount deposited in the general fund
in the current school year from moneys received in such school year by
the school district under the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3123(a),
and amendments thereto;

(6)(4) an amount equal to the amount deposited in the general fund
in the current school year from moneys received in such school year by
the school district pursuant to contracts made and entered into under
authority of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3125, and amendments thereto;

(7)(5) an amount equal to the amount credited to the general fund
in the current school year from moneys distributed in such school year
to the school district under the provisions of articles 17 and 34 of chapter
12 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto, and under
the provisions of articles 42 and 51 of chapter 79 of the Kansas Statutes
Annotated, and amendments thereto;

(8)(6) an amount equal to the amount of payments received by the
school district under the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3423, and
amendments thereto;

(9)(7) an amount equal to the amount of any grant received by the
school district under the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3425, and
amendments thereto; and

(10)(8) an amount equal to 70% of the federal impact aid of the
school district.

(u) ‘‘Low enrollment weighting’’ means an addend component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5149(a), and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable
to maintenance of educational programs by such school districts.

(v) ‘‘Operating expenses’’ means the total expenditures and lawful
transfers from the general fund of a school district during a school year
for all purposes, except expenditures for the purposes specified in K.S.A.
2017 Supp. 72-5168, and amendments thereto.

(w) ‘‘Preceding school year’’ means the school year immediately be-
fore the current school year.

(x) ‘‘Preschool-aged at-risk student’’ means an at-risk student who has
attained the age of three years, is under the age of eligibility for attend-
ance at kindergarten, and has been selected by the state board in accord-
ance with guidelines governing the selection of students for participation
in head start programs.

(y) ‘‘Preschool-aged exceptional children’’ means exceptional chil-
dren, except gifted children, who have attained the age of three years but
are under the age of eligibility for attendance at kindergarten. The terms
‘‘exceptional children’’ and ‘‘gifted children’’ have the same meaning as
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those terms are defined in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3404, and amendments
thereto.

(z) ‘‘Psychiatric residential treatment facility’’ means the same as such
term is defined in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-1173, and amendments thereto.

(aa) ‘‘School district’’ means a school district organized under the laws
of this state that is maintaining public school for a school term in accord-
ance with the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3115, and amendments
thereto.

(bb) ‘‘School facilities weighting’’ means an added addend compo-
nent assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017
Supp. 72-5156, and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable
to commencing operation of one or more new school facilities by such
school districts.

(cc) ‘‘School year’’ means the 12-month period ending June 30.
(dd) ‘‘September 20’’ has its usual meaning, except that in any year

in which September 20 is not a day on which school is maintained, it
means the first day after September 20 on which school is maintained.

(ee) ‘‘Special education and related services weighting’’ means an ad-
dend component assigned to the enrollment of school districts pursuant
to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5157, and amendments thereto, on the basis of
costs attributable to the maintenance of special education and related
services by such school districts.

(ff) ‘‘State board’’ means the state board of education.
(gg) ‘‘State foundation aid’’ means the amount of aid distributed to a

school district as determined by the state board pursuant to K.S.A. 2017
Supp. 72-5134, and amendments thereto.

(hh) (1) ‘‘Student’’ means any person who is regularly enrolled in a
school district and attending kindergarten or any of the grades one
through 12 maintained by the school district or who is regularly enrolled
in a school district and attending kindergarten or any of the grades one
through 12 in another school district in accordance with an agreement
entered into under authority of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-13,101, and amend-
ments thereto, or who is regularly enrolled in a school district and at-
tending special education services provided for preschool-aged excep-
tional children by the school district.

(2) (A) Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, the following
shall be counted as one student:

(i) A student in attendance full-time; and
(ii) a student enrolled in a school district and attending special edu-

cation and related services, provided for by the school district.
(B) The following shall be counted as 1⁄2 student:
(i) A student enrolled in a school district and attending special edu-

cation and related services for preschool-aged exceptional children pro-
vided for by the school district; and

(ii) a preschool-aged at-risk student enrolled in a school district and
receiving services under an approved at-risk student assistance plan main-
tained by the school district.

(C) A student in attendance part-time shall be counted as that pro-
portion of one student (to the nearest 1⁄10) that the student’s attendance
bears to full-time attendance.

(D) A student enrolled in and attending an institution of postsecon-
dary education that is authorized under the laws of this state to award
academic degrees shall be counted as one student if the student’s postse-
condary education enrollment and attendance together with the student’s
attendance in either of the grades 11 or 12 is at least 5⁄6 time, otherwise
the student shall be counted as that proportion of one student (to the
nearest 1⁄10) that the total time of the student’s postsecondary education
attendance and attendance in grades 11 or 12, as applicable, bears to full-
time attendance.

(E) A student enrolled in and attending a technical college, a career
technical education program of a community college or other approved
career technical education program shall be counted as one student, if
the student’s career technical education attendance together with the
student’s attendance in any of grades nine through 12 is at least 5⁄6 time,
otherwise the student shall be counted as that proportion of one student
(to the nearest 1⁄10) that the total time of the student’s career technical
education attendance and attendance in any of grades nine through 12
bears to full-time attendance.
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(F) A student enrolled in a school district and attending a non-virtual
school and also attending a virtual school shall be counted as that pro-
portion of one student (to the nearest 1⁄10) that the student’s attendance
at the non-virtual school bears to full-time attendance.

(G) A student enrolled in a school district and attending special ed-
ucation and related services provided for by the school district and also
attending a virtual school shall be counted as that proportion of one stu-
dent (to the nearest 1⁄10) that the student’s attendance at the non-virtual
school bears to full-time attendance.

(H) (i) Except as provided in clause (ii), a student enrolled in a school
district who is not a resident of Kansas shall be counted as follows:

(a) For school year 2018-2019, one student;
(b) for school years 2019-2020 and 2020-2021, 3⁄4 of a student; and
(c) for school year 2021-2022 and each school year thereafter, 1⁄2 of

a student.
(ii) This subparagraph (H) shall not apply to:
(a) A student whose parent or legal guardian is an employee of the

school district where such student is enrolled; or
(b) a student who attended public school in Kansas during school year

2016-2017 and who attended public school in Kansas during the imme-
diately preceding school year.

(3) The following shall not be counted as a student:
(A) An individual residing at the Flint Hills job corps center;
(B) except as provided in paragraph (2), an individual confined in and

receiving educational services provided for by a school district at a juve-
nile detention facility; and

(C) an individual enrolled in a school district but housed, maintained
and receiving educational services at a state institution or a psychiatric
residential treatment facility.

(4) A student enrolled in virtual school pursuant to K.S.A. 72-3711
et seq., and amendments thereto, shall be counted in accordance with
the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3715, and amendments thereto.

(ii) ‘‘Total foundation aid’’ means an amount equal to the product
obtained by multiplying the BASE aid by the adjusted enrollment of a
school district.

(jj) ‘‘Transportation weighting’’ means an addend component as-
signed to the enrollment of school districts pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5148, and amendments thereto, on the basis of costs attributable to
the provision or furnishing of transportation.

(kk) ‘‘Virtual school’’ means the same as such term is defined in
K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3712, and amendments thereto.

Sec. 5. K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5143, as amended by section 4 of 2018
Substitute for Senate Bill No. 423, is hereby amended to read as follows:
72-5143. (a) In each school year, the board of education of a school district
shall adopt, by resolution, a local option budget equal to 15% of the school
district’s total foundation aid.

(b) If the board of education of a school district desires local option
budget authority above the amount required under subsection (a), the
board may adopt, by resolution, a local option budget in an amount that
does not exceed 27.5% of the school district’s total foundation aid the
statewide average for the preceding school year as determined by the state
board pursuant to subsection (j). The adoption of a resolution pursuant
to this section shall require a majority vote of the members of the board.
Such resolution shall be effective upon adoption and shall require no
other procedure, authorization or approval.

(c) If the board of a school district desires local option budget au-
thority above the amount authorized under subsection (b), the board may
adopt, by resolution, such budget in an amount not to exceed the state
prescribed percentage. The adoption of a resolution pursuant to this sub-
section shall require a majority vote of the members of the board. The
resolution shall be published at least once in a newspaper having general
circulation in the school district. The resolution shall be published in
substantial compliance with the following form:
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Unified School District No. ,
County, Kansas.

RESOLUTION
Be It Resolved that:

The board of education of the above-named school district shall be
authorized to adopt a local option budget in each school year in an amount
not to exceed % of the amount of total foundation aid. The local
option budget authorized by this resolution may be adopted, unless a
petition in opposition to the same, signed by not less than 10% of the
qualified electors of the school district, is filed with the county election
officer of the home county of the school district within 40 days after
publication of this resolution. If a petition is filed, the county election
officer shall submit the question of whether adoption of the local option
budget shall be authorized to the electors of the school district at an
election called for the purpose or at the next general election, as is spec-
ified by the board of education of the school district.

CERTIFICATE
This is to certify that the above resolution was duly adopted by the

board of education of unified school district No. ,
County, Kansas, on the day of , .

Clerk of the board of education.
All of the blanks in the resolution shall be filled appropriately. If a

sufficient petition is not filed, the board may adopt a local option budget.
If a sufficient petition is filed, the board may notify the county election
officer of the date of an election to be held to submit the question of
whether adoption of a local option budget shall be authorized. Any such
election shall be noticed, called and held in the manner provided by
K.S.A. 10-120, and amendments thereto. If the board fails to notify the
county election officer within 30 days after a sufficient petition is filed,
the resolution shall be deemed abandoned and no like resolution shall be
adopted by the board within the nine months following publication of the
resolution.

(d) Unless specifically stated otherwise in the resolution, the author-
ity to adopt a local option budget shall be continuous and permanent.
The board of any school district that is authorized to adopt a local option
budget may adopt a budget in an amount less than the amount authorized,
provided the board adopts a local option budget in an amount equal to
or greater than the amount required under subsection (a).

(e) The board of any school district may initiate procedures to renew
or increase the authority to adopt a local option budget at any time during
a school year after the tax levied pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5147,
and amendments thereto, is certified to the county clerk under any ex-
isting authorization.

(f) (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), the board of any school
district authorized to adopt a local option budget prior to July 1, 2017,
under a resolution that authorized the adoption of such budget in ac-
cordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-6471, prior to July
1, 2017, may continue to operate under such resolution for the period of
time specified in the resolution if such resolution adopted a local option
budget equal to or greater than the amount required in subsection (a),
or may abandon the resolution and operate under the provisions of this
section. Any such school district shall operate under the provisions of this
section after the period of time specified in any previously adopted res-
olution has expired.

(2) Any resolution adopted prior to July 1, 2017, pursuant to K.S.A.
72-6433(e)(2), prior to its repeal, that authorized the adoption of a local
option budget and that was not subsequently submitted to and approved
by a majority of the qualified electors of the school district voting at an
election called and held thereon shall expire on June 30, 2018, and shall
have no force and effect during school year 2018-2019 or any subsequent
school year.

(g) Any resolution adopted pursuant to this section may revoke or
repeal any resolution previously adopted by the board. If the resolution
does not revoke or repeal previously adopted resolutions, all resolutions
that are in effect shall expire on the same date. The maximum amount
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of the local option budget of a school district under all resolutions in effect
shall not exceed the state prescribed percentage in any school year.

(h) For school year 2019-2020 and each school year thereafter, the
board of any school district that desires to increase its local option budget
authority for the immediately succeeding school year shall submit written
notice of such intent to the state board by April 1 of the current school
year. Such notice shall include the local option budget authority, ex-
pressed as a percentage of the school district’s total foundation aid, to be
adopted for the immediately succeeding school year. The board of a
school district shall not adopt a local option budget in excess of the au-
thority stated in a notice submitted pursuant to this subsection.

(i) (1) There is hereby established in each school district that adopts
a local option budget a supplemental general fund, which shall consist of
all amounts deposited therein or credited thereto according to law.

(2) (A) Of the moneys deposited in or otherwise credited to the sup-
plemental general fund of a school district pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5147, and amendments thereto, an amount that is proportional to that
amount of such school district’s total foundation aid attributable to the
at-risk student weighting as compared to such district’s total foundation
aid shall be transferred to the at-risk education fund of such school district
and shall be expended in accordance with K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5153,
and amendments thereto.

(B) Of the moneys deposited in or otherwise credited to the supple-
mental general fund of a school district pursuant to K.S.A. 2017 Supp.
72-5147, and amendments thereto, an amount that is proportional to that
amount of such school district’s total foundation aid attributable to the
bilingual weighting as compared to such district’s total foundation aid
shall be transferred to the bilingual education fund of such school district
and shall be expended in accordance with K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-3613,
and amendments thereto.

(3) Subject to the limitations imposed under paragraph (4), amounts
in the supplemental general fund may be expended for any purpose for
which expenditures from the general fund are authorized or may be trans-
ferred to any categorical fund of the school district. Amounts in the sup-
plemental general fund attributable to any percentage over 25% of total
foundation aid determined for the current school year may be transferred
to the capital improvements fund of the school district and the capital
outlay fund of the school district if such transfers are specified in the
resolution authorizing the adoption of a local option budget in excess of
25%.

(4) Amounts in the supplemental general fund may not be expended
for the purpose of making payments under any lease-purchase agreement
involving the acquisition of land or buildings that is entered into pursuant
to the provisions of K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-1149, and amendments thereto.

(5) (A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), any unexpended
moneys remaining in the supplemental general fund of a school district
at the conclusion of any school year in which a local option budget is
adopted shall be maintained in such fund.

(B) If the school district received supplemental state aid in the school
year, the state board shall determine the ratio of the amount of supple-
mental general state aid received to the amount of the local option budget
of the school district for the school year and multiply the total amount of
the unexpended moneys remaining by such ratio. An amount equal to the
amount of the product shall be transferred to the general fund of the
school district or remitted to the state treasurer in accordance with the
provisions of K.S.A. 75-4215, and amendments thereto. Upon receipt of
any such remittance, the state treasurer shall deposit the same in the state
treasury to the credit of the state school district finance fund.

(j) Each year, the state board shall determine the statewide average
percentage of local option budgets legally adopted by school districts for
the preceding school year.

(k) The provisions of this section shall be subject to the provisions of
K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5144 section 2, and amendments thereto.

(k)(l) As used in this section:
(1) ‘‘Authorized to adopt a local option budget’’ means that a school

district has adopted a resolution pursuant to subsection (c).
(2) ‘‘State prescribed percentage’’ means 30.5% 33% of the total

foundation aid of the school district in the current school year.
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(3) For purposes of determining the school district’s local option
budget under subsections (a), (b) and (c), ‘‘Total foundation aid’’ means
the same as such term is defined in K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5132, and
amendments thereto, except the state aid for special education and re-
lated services shall be divided by an amount equal to 85% of the BASE
aid amount, and the resulting quotient shall be used in determining the
school district’s total foundation aid.

Sec. 6. K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5132, as amended by section 2 of 2018
Substitute for Senate Bill No. 423, and 72-5143, as amended by section
4 of 2018 Substitute for Senate Bill No. 423, are hereby repealed.

Sec. 7. This act shall take effect and be in force from and after its
publication in the statute book.

I hereby certify that the above BILL originated in the
SENATE, and passed that body

SENATE concurred in
HOUSE amendments

President of the Senate.

Secretary of the Senate.

Passed the HOUSE

as amended

Speaker of the House.

Chief Clerk of the House.

APPROVED

Governor.



























































































































































Kansans Can Lead the 
World!

Graduation: 95%
Effective Rate: 70-75%

Five Year Success Average

52%

Five Year Effective Average

44%

Five Year Graduation Average

85%

The numerator and denominator 
in the Five Year Averages 

contain total student counts over 
five years (2011-2015)

Graduation Rate:  The -year adjusted cohort graduation rate is the number of students who graduate in four years with a regular high school 
diploma divided by the number of  students who entered high school as graders four years earlier (adjusting for transfers in and out).

Success Rate:  A student must meet one of the four following outcomes within two years of igh chool graduation.

Student earned an industry recognized certification while in high school
Student earned a postsecondary certification
Student earned a postsecondary degree
Student enrolled in postsecondary in both the first and second year following high school graduation  

Effective Rate: The calculated graduation rate multiplied by the calculated success rate.
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 1                P R O C E E D I N G S

 2

 3              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  We are going to

 4   start with a few housekeeping issues.  For

 5   members of the media that are here today that

 6   were wanting what is customarily front-row-seat

 7   access, we do have vacant seats not taken by

 8   legislators.  So please feel free to move if

 9   you would like to have that front row access.

10         Another request as far as having access

11   to the power point that is going to be

12   presented this morning, it is available in PDF.

13   When we do our brief introductions, you will be

14   able to visually see my committee assistant,

15   Amy.  She will -- contact Amy, give her your

16   e-mail address and she will make sure that you

17   as members of the media or anyone in attendance

18   or anyone that is viewing the streaming that

19   would like to have a copy of the PDF, we will

20   make sure that that is sent to you.

21         I do want to thank the legislators from

22   the Senate and the House for being here today,

23   those that are here as committee members as

24   well as those that came on that first day off

25   for turnaround to be here with us in the
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 1   audience.  For senators and representatives

 2   that are here today that would like to fill out

 3   their vouchers for compensation, the time to do

 4   that would be prior to coming back for the 1:30

 5   session.  So please be here, I would suggest,

 6   no later than 1 o'clock to get that form, fill

 7   it out and get it turned in.  We will start the

 8   1:30 session, the question and answers, at

 9   1:30.  We will not start five minutes late like

10   we're doing this morning.

11         At this point in time I'm going to ask

12   our staff members that are here, we'll start in

13   the back row, for them to just briefly stand up

14   and introduce themselves with an outside voice.

15              MR. PENNER:  I'm Eddie Penner and

16   I'm with Kansas Legislative Research

17   Department.

18              MR. HESS:  John Hess with

19   legislative research.

20              MS. LAWRENCE:  Tamera Lawrence,

21   revisor of statutes.

22              MS. WALTERS:  Jill Wolters, revisor

23   of statutes.

24              MR. MYERS:  Nick Myers with the

25   revisor's office.
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 1              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Thank you.  And

 2   the folks that are before me, if you would

 3   please stand and introduce yourselves.  Amy,

 4   we'll start with you.

 5              MS. ROBINSON:  Amy Robinson,

 6   committee assistant.

 7              MR. LONG:  Jason Long with the

 8   revisor's office.

 9              MR. KING:  Jeff King, counsel for

10   the Senate.

11              MR. TIDEMAN:  Curt Tideman, counsel

12   for the House.

13              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  And we will go

14   back to the back row.  Someone that decided

15   they didn't want to introduce themselves.

16              MR. SCOTT:  J.G. Scott.  Legislative

17   research.

18              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Thank you so

19   much.  We are good to begin.  And I guess I

20   will just add one more thing because there have

21   been a few questions about the afternoon

22   question-and-answer session.  So the

23   legislators that are here that are serving on

24   the House and Senate committees, education

25   committees, they will be asking the questions.
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 1   We're going to try and be fair about it in the

 2   context of, you get one.  We'll go one question

 3   at a time so that everyone -- so pick your best

 4   question, start with that.  So those of you

 5   that are in the audience, those of you that are

 6   watching the live stream or listening to the

 7   stream, if you have a question that you feel

 8   needs to be asked or hasn't been asked, be sure

 9   and text or e-mail your legislator or your seat

10   buddy and we will make sure that -- we will

11   attempt to get that question asked.  So at this

12   point in time, we are going to start.

13              SENATOR HENSLEY:  Could I ask a

14   question?

15              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Yes.

16              SENATOR HENSLEY:  I had received an

17   e-mail from your assistant, Amy, looks like on

18   February 14th.  And she indicated that, as a

19   reminder, Room 346 South will be live-streamed

20   but does not archive the recording.  And I

21   presume that the court reporter that we have

22   here is here for that purpose, to archive the

23   proceedings here.  Is that a safe assumption?

24              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  That is an

25   assumption that is correct.
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 1              SENATOR HENSLEY:  And then I would

 2   ask who requested that we have a court reporter

 3   today?

 4              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  We will turn

 5   that over to senator -- or senator and attorney

 6   King.

 7              MR. KING:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

 8   Counsel for both the House and the Senate

 9   requested to have a court reporter present so

10   that a transcription of the proceedings would

11   be available to all interested parties going

12   forward.  So we will have the transcriptionist

13   here today.  And I would anticipate when the

14   experts are back to present the final results

15   of the study, there will be a transcriptionist

16   for that as well.

17              SENATOR HENSLEY:  I guess my last

18   question would be, I appreciate having the

19   court reporter, but are the oral testimony

20   here, is it being archived electronically?

21              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Senator King.

22              MR. KING:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

23   That's a question to which I don't have an

24   answer.  Legislative Services might have the

25   answer of whether that's available or not but I
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 1   have not specifically requested that it be

 2   archived.

 3              SENATOR HENSLEY:  Is Mr. Day in the

 4   room?

 5              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  If you will, I'm

 6   going to call on the House Chair,

 7   Representative Patton.

 8              CHAIR PATTON:  Thank you, Madam

 9   Chair.  In the House committee we had a motion

10   last week or the week before to preserve all

11   recordings, all testimony, anything that comes

12   before a committee, including archiving any

13   testimony that was taken last year or this

14   year, and preserve that until the conclusion of

15   the case.  So unless LAS has a different

16   response, I believe this proceeding would be

17   archived.

18              SENATOR HENSLEY:  Mr. Day is in the

19   room.  I would just ask Mr. Day if he could

20   clarify if this is being archived

21   electronically.

22              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Mr. Day.

23              MR. DAY:  Madam Chair, Tom Day with

24   Legislative Services.  The recording will be

25   preserved of this meeting, as well as you've
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 1   got the court reporter here, as well.  We will

 2   have a transcript of that proceeding and other

 3   proceedings as well.  It's not archived in the

 4   regular fashion of the other committee rules

 5   but it will be preserved.

 6              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  As Chair, I will

 7   ask at this time, are there any other issues or

 8   concerns that were not addressed prior to the

 9   meeting that someone from the House or Senate

10   would like to bring up at this point in time?

11   If not -- yes.

12              REPRESENTATIVE LANDWEHR:  Madam

13   Chair, this is just a question.  Is there a

14   specific reason as to why we need to break for

15   lunch and come back at 1:30 or could we just go

16   all the way through?  And maybe you've got a

17   certain time schedule.

18              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  There is a

19   reason.  We felt in scheduling this we wanted

20   to, one, give folks an opportunity to simply

21   have a break to be able to digest, think about

22   the more than 60 slides that we're going to be

23   presented in the power point.  And also to give

24   folks the opportunity that are either listening

25   or viewing to send legislators questions that
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 1   came up.  So it was really to give that

 2   opportunity.  I think we have all seen it where

 3   we've had committee meetings where we thought,

 4   oh, my goodness, if only we had had a break so

 5   that perhaps we could have thought of something

 6   and been able to address it the same day, but

 7   at a different time.  So that was the logic for

 8   that.  And I'll tell you that our presenters

 9   today, that we had hoped they would arrive in

10   the lovely State of Kansas yesterday afternoon,

11   didn't get here until 2 o'clock this morning.

12   So we're going to let them have a break as

13   well.

14         With no further ado, Dr. Lori Taylor is

15   here to start our power point presentation.

16   Thank you for being here today.

17              DR. TAYLOR:  Madam Chairman, we're

18   very pleased to receive this invitation to

19   speak with you about our ongoing work.  My name

20   is Lori Taylor and this is my colleague, Jason

21   Willis.  And we would like to share with you

22   our position in these various projects.

23              (THEREUPON, a Power Point

24              presentation was referenced from

25              time to time throughout the
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 1              proceedings).

 2              MR. WILLIS:  With that we will dive

 3   into the presentation.  My name is Jason

 4   Willis.  I'm with WestEd.  I'm one of the, the

 5   agency that I'm partnering with Dr. Taylor on

 6   this study for the State of Kansas.  Just a

 7   brief moment about WestEd.  We are a non-profit

 8   non-partisan research development service

 9   agency serving school districts, intermediary

10   agencies and states across the United States.

11   You can see here we've worked in 46 states

12   including the District of Columbia and service

13   several regional and national centers to

14   support non-partisan research development and

15   practice within our public education system.

16         A little bit more about me.  As I

17   mentioned, I'm director of strategy and

18   performance at WestEd.  I oversee the agency's

19   school finance and school system improvement

20   work.  Prior to coming to WestEd I spent ten

21   years as a senior business official in school

22   districts in California including Oakland,

23   Stockton and San Jose.  For those practitioners

24   in the room, the equivalent of the senior

25   business official is probably your chief
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 1   financial officer here in the State of Kansas.

 2   I've also worked on several cost studies and

 3   district resource allocation methods in the

 4   states listed there on the slide, Maryland,

 5   Florida, New York, Arizona and California.

 6   I'll turn it over to Dr. Taylor to introduce

 7   herself.

 8              DR. TAYLOR:  Hello again.  My name

 9   is Lori Taylor.  I am a Verlin and Howard Kruse

10   Founders Professor, Bush School of Government

11   and Public Service at Texas A&M University.

12   I'm also director of Mosbacher Institute for

13   Trade, Economics and Public Policy at Texas

14   A&M.  And I have years, more years than I'll

15   fess up to, expertise as a school finance

16   expert in regional cost and educational cost

17   analysis.  I am perhaps best known for my work

18   for the National Center for Education

19   Statistics in developing the comparable wage

20   index which NCES uses in its publications to

21   adjust for regional differences in the cost of

22   labor.  I am also currently serving as a member

23   of the board of directors for the Association

24   For Education Finance and Policy and as a

25   member of the board of governors for the
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 1   Regional Education Laboratory Southwest, which

 2   is just a few of my credentials.  And I will be

 3   glad to expound further later.  But just to

 4   give you the idea that I have a deep experience

 5   with these policy issues.  I'm also a proud

 6   graduate of Salina High School Central and

 7   Kansas University and am really thrilled to get

 8   this chance to come back home and share about

 9   some work that I'm very passionate about.

10          In my practice, it was brought to my

11   attention that there were some folks who were

12   not yet in my fan club and had prepared a memo

13   regarding some of the quotes from work I had

14   done on behalf of the State of Texas.  The West

15   Orange Cove litigation in Texas was a lawsuit

16   brought by the plaintiff districts to argue

17   that the state funding formula was

18   unconstitutional on both equity grounds and

19   property tax grounds.  And I was asked to

20   prepare some work on behalf of the state in

21   that project essentially extending and updating

22   the prior work that I had done with colleagues

23   on behalf of the Texas legislature and the

24   select committee for public school finance.

25   And so I was testifying as an expert in the
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 1   West Orange Cove litigation in the State of

 2   Texas and Judge Dietz, who was the presiding

 3   judge, turned out not to be my greatest fan.

 4   So there are a few statements from him that

 5   have been lifted from the legal rulings.  In

 6   particular Judge Dietz criticizes a couple of

 7   modeling decisions that I had made regarding

 8   the issue of how to appropriately weight for

 9   the number of students in each various school

10   district.  And the judge did not seem to be

11   familiar with the different arguments between

12   what one should do in the context of an equity

13   analysis where you're trying to get at the

14   average experience of the children versus what

15   one should do in a cost analysis when you're

16   trying to get at the actual experience of the

17   district.  So that in the cost analysis setting

18   there were historically strong differences of

19   opinion on this.  But my own published work

20   suggests that the approach that we took in

21   Texas was the right one.  And I would be glad

22   to talk in excruciating detail about that work

23   at a future date if someone would like.

24         The other issue that Judge Dietz took

25   issue with was the issue of fungibility and it
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 1   was one of the foundational differences between

 2   the plaintiffs' experts and the state's experts

 3   in that particular piece of legislation.  The

 4   -- excuse me -- litigation.  The underlying

 5   basic cost analyses were very highly

 6   correlated, made very similar predictions about

 7   what it costs to achieve the ongoing level of

 8   student performance.  Where they differed

 9   substantially was in their cost projections as

10   to how much it would cost to achieve the

11   state's goals for student performance.

12   Basically the plaintiffs presumed that if the

13   model predicted a particular level of spending

14   would be required to achieve a level of

15   performance and the district wasn't currently

16   at that level of performance, it would

17   necessarily require more money.  Okay.  We took

18   the approach that the cost model does predict

19   the level of spending required to achieve a

20   particular level of student performance.  And

21   if the district is already at that level of

22   spending, then no additional funding would be

23   required.  That is the issue of fungibility

24   that was being talked about, is what kind of

25   assumption do you make?  Do you assume that in
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 1   order to improve outcomes necessarily you must

 2   spend more money or do you presume that the

 3   model describes the best practice of what is

 4   possible with existing funding?  And if you

 5   already receive that existing level of funding,

 6   there is no model-based reason to assume that

 7   you need additional funds.  That's the issue of

 8   fungibility.  Again, I would be glad to talk

 9   with you in excruciating detail about that one

10   as well.  But what I really love about the

11   statement from Judge Dietz is his conclusion

12   that my numbers are simply not credible on

13   their face.  And I would like to share with you

14   the rebuttal article that my colleagues and I

15   wrote which was published in the Peabody

16   Journal of Education on "The Adequacy of

17   Educational Cost Functions:  Lessons From

18   Texas."  Basically we took that off of the

19   differing opinions that the experts had brought

20   to bear in that particular piece of litigation.

21   There was a cost analysis that I conducted on

22   behalf of the state, a cost analysis by Imazeki

23   and Reschovsky on behalf of plaintiffs, and a

24   professional judgment study that MAP had

25   conducted, again on behalf of the plaintiffs.
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 1   The Imazeki and Reschovsky cost analysis, which

 2   was predicated on the notion that in order to

 3   improve performance it would necessarily

 4   require additional funds, suggested that in

 5   order to bring the 46 plaintiff districts up to

 6   the state's expectations, would require an

 7   additional $457 million.  The professional

 8   judgment analysis by MAP put the estimate

 9   between 683 and $830 million in additional

10   spending in the state.  And I know Texas is a

11   large state, we have a large budget but that

12   was still a really big number.  Our cost

13   analysis in which we presumed that if there

14   were other districts in the state able to

15   achieve this performance goal at your current

16   level of spending, you should be able to

17   achieve this performance goal at your current

18   level of spending.  We forecast that the 46

19   plaintiff districts would require an extra

20   861,000 in resources, holding everyone else

21   harmless.  Again the proof is in the pudding.

22   We were trying at the time of litigation to

23   forecast what it would take to meet the state's

24   accountability goals in 2004.  In 2004, every

25   one of the plaintiff districts achieved the
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 1   state's expectations for accuracy.  All of them

 2   out-performed the performance thresholds used

 3   in the cost analysis and most of them wound up

 4   doing so with less money than they had had

 5   before.  Of the 46 plaintiff districts, 28 had

 6   their funding fall.  Only eight point -- only

 7   the remaining 18 had their spending increase.

 8   And the total increase in spending across those

 9   plaintiff districts was only $8.7 million for

10   the other 18.  So basically what you get was

11   that we were the closest to what turned out, in

12   hindsight, to be the right number of any of the

13   experts in the room.  And, therefore, I

14   strongly disagree with the judge's conclusion

15   that our numbers were implausible.  Because, if

16   anything, we over-estimated the cost of

17   compliance with achieving the state's economic

18   expectations.  In that same memo, which I am

19   sure you've all seen, there are some references

20   to peer review by an author in our area,

21   Michael Rebell.  And to my mind there has been

22   a little strategic editing of the quote from

23   Dr. Rebell.  In particular, what appears to be

24   a criticism from my peer of our research

25   actually turns out to be merely a re-reporting
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 1   of what the judge in the litigation had said.

 2   In other words, it's not the author speaking

 3   but rather the author conveying what the court

 4   had said.  I've already talked to you about why

 5   I don't -- I responded knowing what the court

 6   had said about my work.  So I think that I am a

 7   very good choice to be the expert for this

 8   particular project.  I am very motivated to get

 9   to the, the understanding of what's going on in

10   the relationship in Kansas between student

11   outcomes, school resources, student needs,

12   economies of scale and all the other factors

13   that feed into a proper understanding of the

14   cost of education for the State of Kansas.  So

15   now Jason will kind of talk you through today's

16   objectives.

17              MR. WILLIS:  Thank you, Dr. Taylor.

18   So for today, as the Chair has already

19   described, we'll be presenting the full deck

20   this morning and then taking some questions and

21   answers.  So, in particular, we want to be able

22   to describe the methods, data, analysis plan

23   for the study.  That is to say that the results

24   are not being presented today.  We'll be

25   providing a fair amount of detail around how
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 1   we're thinking about the approach to this

 2   study.  In particular, one of the things that

 3   we note, again at length, is the emphasis on

 4   the Rose standards.  We'll talk about the

 5   incorporation of the Rose standards into our

 6   analysis plan.  And as I mentioned at the

 7   beginning, questions you might have following

 8   the presentation.

 9          So just a bit of a road map for today.

10   We'll talk a little bit about the purpose and

11   study aims, give you a fair amount of

12   background about explaining spending variation.

13   It's an important premise to understand as a

14   part of the education costs.  Function

15   analysis.  We'll then go into some of the

16   methods as to the cost of education, the data

17   and variables that we're looking at in regards

18   to the analysis, a discussion on the Rose

19   standards, some time spent talking about

20   framework for effective resource use and how

21   that might apply here in the State of Kansas,

22   and then closing and a brief word on next

23   steps.

24         So to get into the purpose and study

25   aims.  Primarily estimating the level of
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 1   spending required to produce a given outcome

 2   within a given educational environment is the

 3   most broad frame in our charge here in the

 4   State of Kansas.  Investigating the linkage

 5   between, as I mentioned before, the Rose

 6   standards and Kansas K-12 educational spending.

 7   Explain the option or options that, quote,

 8   produce an education system reasonably

 9   calculated to achieving those Rose standards.

10   And focusing on the structure of the Kansas

11   school finance system as well as overall K-12

12   spending levels including forms of funding

13   available to Kansas K-12 schools.

14          I think it's important for the audience

15   to understand in our presentation this morning

16   that we are presenting information that remains

17   preliminary.  It's still very much in the

18   formative stage.  As I'm sure members of the

19   audience are well aware, the final result and

20   report will be delivered to the legislature in

21   just a few short weeks here.  Given that,

22   information, particularly in the data and

23   variables and the Rose standards section remain

24   preliminary and may change between now and the

25   final report.
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 1          So I'm going to kick off explaining some

 2   of the district spending variation.  And Dr.

 3   Taylor and I will move through this section.

 4   So first I want to start with some basics.

 5   This is a graph showing the current spending of

 6   individual districts in the State of Kansas.

 7   This is defined as your current operating

 8   expenditures per pupil in the '16-17 school

 9   year.  The school year previous to the current

10   one we are in.  And the state average per-pupil

11   spending, as we calculated it, is 10,951 for

12   286 school districts in the State of Kansas.

13   You can see here that the vast majority of

14   school districts spent between 11,000 and just

15   shy of 15,000 in that school year.  So when we

16   think about why spending differs across school

17   districts, there is primarily three buckets in

18   the research literature that we find.  The

19   first is outcomes, the second is costs and the

20   third is efficiency.  And we will take some

21   time to walk through each of these starting

22   with outcomes.  So Outcomes considers the

23   different outcomes of a system relative to the

24   makeup of the student population and the

25   services that are provided.  Some districts
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 1   produce higher levels of core student outcomes.

 2   Other districts are providing enrichments other

 3   districts do not provide which has an impact on

 4   the overall student performance across the

 5   systems, spending across school systems.

 6          You can see here a map of the effective

 7   rate by district.  And that variation can be

 8   observed here in the State of Kansas as it can

 9   be in every other state in the country as well.

10         The second bucket that we want to offer

11   some background on is considering the costs

12   that are associated with three primary

13   groupings.  First, students needs; second,

14   input prices; and third, economies of scale.

15   So the research literature has been clear that

16   there is a near consensus that it costs more to

17   serve student populations of higher need such

18   as economically disadvantaged students, English

19   language learner students, or students with

20   disabilities.  The caveat here is that,

21   however, there is no consensus as to how much

22   more is necessary for these populations to

23   achieve the desired outcomes.  And a couple of

24   reasons for that is that the research that has

25   been conducted, specifically looking at
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 1   economically disadvantaged students and English

 2   language learner students, has suggested that

 3   that range is quite large and really has to be

 4   done in context of the state and the types of

 5   students in which the state's school districts

 6   are serving.  In some studies we see less than

 7   one percent of additional funding for those

 8   economically disadvantaged students.  In other

 9   states more than a hundred percent of

10   additional funding is needed.  And we see a

11   similar but even broader range for the English

12   language learner students.

13         And so one might ask, well, how is it the

14   research and literature is so far apart in the

15   range of additional costs for these types of

16   students?  And I think it's important to think

17   about this from a practitioner's perspective.

18   Consider yourself to be a teacher or a

19   principal or the administrator of a school

20   district and that, for example, with

21   economically disadvantaged students, we know

22   that student poverty is not well-measured but

23   that, though, poverty level income can be the

24   same as a percentage.  That is, the percentage

25   of students that are deemed to be economically
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 1   disadvantaged in any district may be the same

 2   in New York City as they are in Salina, Kansas,

 3   and the costs of living are very different;

 4   that there could very well be differences in

 5   the underlying needs of those students.  And in

 6   particular you might think about a set of

 7   students in New York City compared to Kansas.

 8   Their needs would likely require very different

 9   configurations of resources with different

10   associated costs.

11              DR. TAYLOR:  One of the key things

12   to recognize in this particular context is the

13   way that we measure poverty in this country is

14   to use a multiple of the federal poverty level,

15   which is an estimate that adjusts for

16   differences in family size.  So the federal

17   poverty level family income is larger if you

18   have four members in your family than it would

19   be if you had one member in your family.  And

20   it adjusts for inflation so it goes up from one

21   year to the next.  But it's the same level of

22   income in New York City as it is in Salina.

23   And the rents in New York City are insanely

24   high compared to those in a some place like

25   Salina.  When you think about what's left over
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 1   by a family after they pay the landlord, that

 2   disposable income associated with living at the

 3   federal poverty level in New York is very thin.

 4   You have a small amount of income left over

 5   after you pay the landlord.  In other states

 6   where the cost of living is lower, like my home

 7   state -- my current state of Texas, you'll

 8   observe that there is a substantial amount of

 9   money left over in that poverty level income

10   after the landlord has been compensated.  So

11   when you identify a child who is living below

12   the poverty level in New York, you are talking

13   about someone in much more dire straits than a

14   child who is living at the poverty level income

15   in Brownsville, Texas, or in Salina, Kansas, or

16   in Topeka, Kansas.  And so it becomes

17   particularly dangerous to generalize from

18   analyses of New York State where the

19   economically disadvantaged children are

20   particularly disadvantaged, very dire straits,

21   to estimates of the required additional costs

22   of poverty in a state like Wisconsin, where the

23   cost of living is substantially lower, or a

24   state like Kansas.  What this suggests is one

25   needs to be very careful about adopting either
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 1   cost analysis weights or funding formula

 2   weights from other states because poverty

 3   doesn't mean the same thing in every state.

 4   Therefore, the appropriate adjustment can't be

 5   the same in every state.

 6              MR. WILLIS:  So this provides a

 7   geographic distribution of where, as of the

 8   '16-17 school year, the percent of free and

 9   reduced-price lunches are across the -- in the

10   State of Kansas.  So as Lori mentioned, this

11   uses the federal benchmark looking at students

12   that qualify for free or reduced-price lunch.

13   You can see that there are some districts that,

14   they are highlighted in the darker green, that

15   are serving higher concentrations.  That is,

16   over 75 percent of their students qualify for

17   free or reduced-price lunch.  But we can also

18   observe that a large percentage are serving

19   somewhere between 25 to 50 percent or 50 to 75

20   percent of low income students.

21          So similar to what we've portrayed for

22   the English language learner students is also

23   true -- or sorry -- of economically

24   disadvantaged students is also true of English

25   language learner students.  You can observe
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 1   that a student who is an English language

 2   learner in high school likely has greater needs

 3   than a student that is a kindergartner who is

 4   an English language learner.  And in large part

 5   this is due to a couple of factors.  The first

 6   of which is the level of rigor necessary to

 7   achieve standards per pupil in high school in

 8   Kansas are higher.  So the demands on the

 9   students with an English language learner

10   background not being able to understand the

11   content but also being able to access it is

12   greater for the student.  We refer to this as

13   the long-term English language learners

14   because, if they have been in the system, they

15   have likely been getting services but have not

16   been able to access the content.  And as you

17   progress through your K-12 career, the bar is

18   ratcheted up as the State of Kansas is wanting

19   to ensure that high school graduates are

20   prepared for post-secondary pursuits.  Another

21   factor here to consider is that states where

22   nearly all of the ELL students share a common

23   language may have a cost advantage over other

24   states.  And this is particularly true if we

25   think about this in the context of the
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 1   diversity of the number of types of languages

 2   and backgrounds that English language learner

 3   students are bringing to school districts in

 4   the state.  That is, if I work in a school

 5   district in which the vast majority of my

 6   students are from a Hispanic and

 7   Spanish-speaking background, my ability to

 8   procure services that can scale and service

 9   those types of students is likely lower than if

10   I am working in a school district in which I

11   have 15 different languages and backgrounds of

12   the students, which means I need to think about

13   the types of teachers that I am bringing into

14   the system that can work with those English

15   language learners.  I have to consider the

16   other types of services and wraparound supports

17   for those type of students and how to interface

18   with themselves as well as their families.  So

19   this general lack of economies of scale in

20   terms of the number of languages in which

21   you're creating creates a greater cost in some

22   districts and states.

23         The last one that I'll mention is really

24   in regards to students with disabilities.  And,

25   similarly, what we've seen in the research



Midwest Reporters, Inc.
www.midwestreporters.net

- February 23, 2018
State of Kansas Senate Select Committee on Education Finance

30

 1   literature is that a diagnosis of disability

 2   can be very large and varied across physical,

 3   emotional and behavioral bounds.  Consider for

 4   a moment a student that might have or need

 5   speech therapy is very different from a student

 6   that has severe autism and requires multiple

 7   types of emotional and behavioral support, not

 8   to mention the cost that is associated with

 9   procuring the services for those students.  And

10   so when we think about different combinations

11   of these necessary resources to support

12   students, in the context of Kansas, the types

13   of students that you're serving can vary.  So

14   I'll let Dr. Taylor dive into the next bucket

15   of input prices.

16              DR. TAYLOR:  So one of the other

17   reasons, in addition to student need, why the

18   cost of operating a school district can be

19   higher in one location than in another has to

20   do with variations in the cost of labor.  Labor

21   is by far the largest single component in each

22   school district's budget.  It's going to be

23   comprising all of the dimensions of

24   compensation, payroll, and benefits and the

25   like.  In Kansas 81 percent of current
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 1   operating expenditures in core academic

 2   functions are going to be labor costs.  So it's

 3   a huge part of why districts spend what they

 4   do.  It's also recognized that there are

 5   substantial differences in the cost of labor

 6   and the price one has to pay to hire the same

 7   caliber of teacher in various locations.

 8          There are a couple of reasons why labor

 9   costs differ from one place to another.  One of

10   them is cost of living, that the housing costs

11   can be substantially higher in one geographic

12   area than they are in another.  A second reason

13   is the presence or absence of the amenities of

14   modern life and whether you have -- are in a

15   situation where there are a lot of urban

16   amenities, then that will offset, to a certain

17   extent, the higher cost of living in an urban

18   area.  Very remote locations are likely to have

19   higher labor costs by virtue of the remoteness

20   and the cost that the loss of those amenities

21   imposes on those districts.  So it's important

22   to recognize that labor costs can vary within a

23   state.  And this is the comparable wage index

24   that I developed for the National Center For

25   Education Statistics looking at the most recent
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 1   year that those data are available.  I'm

 2   currently working with the National Center For

 3   Educational Statistics for updated work but

 4   it's the federal government.  It's not moving

 5   as quickly as folks might wish.  But that work

 6   is ongoing.  What I really want you to see here

 7   is that there are substantial differences in

 8   labor costs from one part of Kansas to another

 9   that were detected in circa 2005.  And it's

10   important to recognize that those costs will

11   continue to be an issue for school districts in

12   Kansas.  So the second driver of costs -- or

13   the third driver of costs, in addition to input

14   prices and student needs, is economies of

15   scale.  The per-pupil cost of operating a small

16   district and/or school is much larger than the

17   per-pupil cost of operating a larger district

18   or school.  And once the school districts get

19   significantly larger we might observe that

20   there are diseconomies of scale.  Geography

21   forces some districts to have smaller schools.

22   It's just, you can put the kids on a bus for

23   hours and you still couldn't keep up a

24   cost-minimizing size classroom for eighth

25   graders.  So you're in a situation where,
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 1   because of the lack of population density,

 2   because of geography involved, the schools have

 3   to be functionally smaller.  Either the costs

 4   associated with that mean that you have to have

 5   schools with classrooms that are more

 6   expensive, and because those classrooms are

 7   more expensive, it costs more to operate those

 8   districts.  So it's important in any cost

 9   analysis to explicitly consider issues of

10   economies of scale.

11          This is a stats block.  Within the log

12   you roll it on a horizontal axis.  See that

13   percentage increases in enrollment as you go

14   across the horizontal.  And so I just want you

15   to see that there is an obvious relationship

16   between district size and per-pupil spending in

17   Kansas and that that relationship is going to

18   be one that has to be acknowledged and

19   incorporated into any kind of cost analysis for

20   the state.

21         The final reason why spending can differ

22   from one district to another has to do with

23   direct efficiency in those districts.  Some

24   districts are incredibly effective in

25   translating their real resources into real
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 1   outcomes for its students.  Other districts are

 2   not using the same set of best practices, not

 3   in a position of being able to make those

 4   connections.  The literature suggests a number

 5   of reasons why and also suggests there are --

 6   there's a best practice and there's divergence

 7   from best practice, and that one needs to

 8   recognize that the cost of education would be

 9   the cost associated with adoption of best

10   practices.  Here is an illustration of the

11   relationship between a measure of student

12   performance growth and district per-pupil

13   spending in the State of Kansas.  What you can

14   see is, if you look at any particular level of

15   expenditure, there is substantial range in

16   terms of the value added or the growth

17   experienced by those students at that spending

18   level.  Now, one thing you have to recognize in

19   looking at this graphic is that this does not

20   in any way adjust for differences in economies

21   of scale.  It doesn't adjust in any way for

22   difference in labor cost.  It doesn't adjust in

23   any way for differences in student need.  All

24   we're doing is looking at outcomes and

25   spending.  But what I want you to see is that
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 1   there is reason to believe that there is a lot

 2   of variation here that needs to be more deeply

 3   explored.

 4          So the issue is one of, how do you

 5   explore it; what are the approaches to

 6   understanding the methodology and estimating

 7   the cost of education?  And there are basically

 8   two broad approaches and then two special

 9   strategies within each broad approach.  One can

10   either approach the question of cost from the

11   inputs, up or it can approach the question of

12   cost in an output based kind of strategy.  In

13   an input-based strategy, what that does is sums

14   up the costs associated with building a

15   prototype school then you replicate that

16   prototype school.  You use that as your

17   estimate of the costs associated with operating

18   an ideal district.  There are a couple of

19   methodologies associated with this school

20   building strategy or resource cost modeling for

21   getting at the cost of education; the

22   professional judgment approach and the

23   evidence-based approach.

24          The other strategy for approaching the

25   cost of education is to base estimates on the
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 1   observed behavior of school districts of

 2   looking at what is the observed relationship

 3   between what they spend and what they

 4   accomplish and what their challenges are.  And

 5   to use the observations about those

 6   relationships to estimate the cost of operating

 7   a cost-effective and, most importantly,

 8   effective school.  And those estimates are

 9   going to be in two strategies, the educational

10   cost function and the successful schools

11   approach.

12          Drilling a little deeper on the various

13   methods, thinking about the input-based

14   methods, the professional judgment approach is

15   essentially going to design prototype schools

16   that you believe would meet the state's

17   performance standards.  And you're going to ask

18   practitioners in the state to bring their

19   professional judgment to bear in designing

20   those specific schools.  And then once the

21   practitioners will say, we're going to need 17

22   teachers and six aides and a vice principal and

23   a variety of resources.  Then the researchers

24   go back and say, given the prevailing prices,

25   the labor costs, what it costs to staff the
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 1   school according to the judgment of these

 2   professionals.  So that's the professional

 3   judgment approach.

 4          The evidence-based approach also

 5   constructs estimates of a model school and

 6   costs out those model schools but the model is

 7   based on researcher judgment rather than

 8   practitioner judgment.  That would be informed

 9   by the literature but it is not typically the

10   judgement of individuals on the ground in the

11   state.  The educational cost function uses cost

12   and performance data to estimate the

13   relationship between expenditures and outcomes.

14   Resources, prices, student needs and other

15   factors.  It predicts the costs of achieving

16   specific outcomes.  And the successful schools

17   approach uses data on student performance to

18   identify schools that are already meeting a

19   performance standard and then calculate what

20   they spend in order to accomplish that

21   performance level.

22          None of these approaches is perfect.

23   All of them have strengths and weaknesses.

24   That is important to understand in any of

25   these.  The input-based approaches are simple



Midwest Reporters, Inc.
www.midwestreporters.net

- February 23, 2018
State of Kansas Senate Select Committee on Education Finance

38

 1   and transparent and straightforward but they

 2   may also be applicable only to a handful of

 3   prototype districts.  Typically we'll ask the

 4   practitioners or the researchers to design a

 5   couple of model schools and then we're going to

 6   extrapolate between them as to what happens if

 7   we design a model school with 400 kids but my

 8   school has 600.  We've got to have some sort of

 9   strategy for filling in the blanks.  Not all

10   schools in the state are going to match the

11   prototypes used in the research study.  The

12   professional judgment approach can also be

13   vulnerable to the blind spots and biases of the

14   panel members.  A number of panel members will

15   have extremely deep expertise in, say, program

16   effectiveness but limited background in

17   budgeting.  Other practitioners might have

18   budgeting information but know very little

19   about classroom practice and performance.  The

20   professional judgment approach strictly costs

21   out performance standards that are difficult to

22   quantify well beyond current levels.  There has

23   been some criticism of this particular approach

24   that this generates an educator wish list of

25   what the ideal school would be like, not
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 1   necessarily what the accurate school would be

 2   like.  The criticism of the evidence-based

 3   prototype schools is that the researchers are

 4   trying to generalize from analysis, typically

 5   analysis conducted elsewhere, and the

 6   performance standards that they have evaluated

 7   in other contexts aren't necessarily the ones

 8   you are trying to cost out in your state.  So

 9   it can be a mismatch between the goals of that

10   particular bit of research and the goals of the

11   state in question.

12          When it comes to output-based research,

13   the greatest strength of output-based research

14   is that there's a direct link between

15   educational costs and desired outcomes.  And

16   estimates are based on what districts actually

17   do rather than on some other metric where

18   essentially if you want to understand what's

19   going on, you watch what people do.  But the

20   method requires substantial data, high quality

21   data sets.  It also requires that there be a

22   measurable standard of performance and that the

23   expectations be articulated preferably by a

24   body such as yourselves.  Statistical modeling,

25   which is part of both approaches but
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 1   particularly the cost function analysis, are

 2   not -- to be polite, let's say they are not

 3   transparent.  But what that really means is

 4   that they can be very difficult for non-experts

 5   to understand what's going on in the model.

 6   Even if the researcher provides more than

 7   enough information for other researchers to

 8   follow along, it's still a very complex

 9   modeling exercise.  And if the estimation

10   explicitly involves error of estimation and

11   modeling, if you say what your errors are when

12   you're using statistics, there are errors when

13   you're using professional judgement or, in this

14   case, models, successful school models, the

15   process does not typically generate a measure

16   of those errors.  But all of these

17   methodologies will involve some amount of

18   imprecision because all human action involves

19   some amount of imprecision.

20          Kansas is one of the few states in the

21   country that has historical experience with all

22   of the cost analysis strategies at some point

23   in history.  Augenblick & Myers prepared a

24   successful schools analysis on behalf of the

25   plaintiffs.  There was a professional judgment
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 1   analysis conducted at that same time.  Duncombe

 2   & Yinger conducted an educational cost function

 3   analysis.  And I would characterize the

 4   legislative post audit study as largely an

 5   evidence-based analysis.  So Kansas has a lot

 6   of experience with these kinds of inputs and I

 7   think that a look at this slide and the dates

 8   on this slide is the strongest argument in

 9   favor of needing to revisit this issue one more

10   time, which is that things have changed

11   enormously in this state since the time frame

12   in which these prior cost analyses were

13   conducted.  The expectations are different.

14   The metrics are different.  The economic

15   environment, to a certain extent, is different.

16   All of those changes cast doubt on the current

17   applicability of the prior work.  So I think

18   it's important to provide this body with one

19   more piece of evidence that they can bring to

20   the table for their deliberations.  So now I'm

21   going to take a break and let Jason talk about

22   the data and variables included in this

23   analysis.

24              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Jason, if you

25   would wait for just a moment, we are going to
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 1   pause.  I want us to pause.  Is there any

 2   question from any members of the committee that

 3   they have about the slides, the 36 slides that

 4   you've seen already?  Is there any question

 5   about the slides that we have seen so far?

 6   Representative Huebert.

 7              REPRESENTATIVE HUEBERT:  In your

 8   last slide we talked about some of the studies.

 9   And I know the A&M study they looked at

10   realigning districts, consolidation.  And the

11   political will to accomplish the

12   recommendations made back then were just not

13   there.  Again, I know you've done a lot of

14   things in your study that are looking at

15   efficiencies and economies of scale and

16   everything else.  Is your study looking at

17   those types of issues even with taking on the

18   top of the fact that the district lines that we

19   have were drawn in the '60s, over almost 60

20   years ago or so?  I think that's important to

21   consider as we talk about some of the issues

22   you've brought to us today.

23              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you very much for

24   the question.  The analysis clearly has to

25   address the question of economies of scale
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 1   because that's a major cost driver,

 2   particularly in a state where you have some

 3   very small districts but also some quite

 4   good-sized districts that are in a better

 5   position to be able to achieve those economies

 6   of scale.  We have not been asked nor do we

 7   intend to explore specifically the issue of

 8   consolidation but we are modeling our work

 9   after a study I did on behalf the Texas

10   Education Agency and the Texas legislature

11   regarding the returns to consolidation in Texas

12   and they might help inform what you might

13   expect to see here, which is that we found in

14   the Texas context that there are -- that most

15   of the benefits of consolidation accrue from

16   the consolidation of schools, that most of the

17   costs are at the school level not at the

18   district level, and that in rural areas - and

19   we have quite a few of them in Texas as well -

20   in rural areas it just frequently doesn't make

21   sense to think about trying to get to those

22   cost-effective sized schools because the kids

23   are too dispersed.  And if you can't

24   consolidate the schools, what we found is very

25   little return to consolidation of the districts



Midwest Reporters, Inc.
www.midwestreporters.net

- February 23, 2018
State of Kansas Senate Select Committee on Education Finance

44

 1   themselves.  There clearly are sharing

 2   economies that can occur, cooperatives that can

 3   be used to lower the cost of shared resources.

 4   But the real issue of economies of scale is at

 5   the school level.  And geography determines a

 6   lot of that.

 7              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

 8   Rooker.

 9              REPRESENTATIVE ROOKER:  Thank you,

10   Madam Chair.  Thank you for the presentation so

11   far.  I'm curious, when you were speaking about

12   the cost of living difference between New York

13   and Kansas, my question to you:  How will you

14   incorporate those differences that exist inside

15   our state?  Rural poverty looks very different

16   from urban core poverty.  Geography causes

17   differences in the effect and all that.  Will

18   that be factored into your analysis?

19              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you very much for

20   the question.  The issue of poverty and

21   contextual poverty will clearly be incorporated

22   into the analysis.  It impacts the analysis in

23   a number of ways.  One of the first ways it

24   impacts the analysis is in our work to estimate

25   the labor costs from one district to another.
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 1   A second way it's going to impact the analysis

 2   is in our work to estimate the relationship

 3   between the spending needed by a school

 4   district and the demographic characteristics of

 5   the kids, in specific the factions who are at

 6   risk.  We are going to take the approach that

 7   the relationship there could be linear but it

 8   also could be very nonlinear.  So the

 9   concentration of poverty adds to costs more

10   greatly than it did if you have a relatively

11   small fraction of the student body who are

12   economically disadvantaged.  So the specific

13   modeling decisions we are going to make is

14   going to allow for the possibility.  But we

15   don't know whether or not we're going to get

16   the reality but we're definitely not going to

17   rule out the possibility that concentration of

18   poverty is a greater cost driver than simple

19   linear relationships with poverty.

20              REPRESENTATIVE ROOKER:  Thank you.

21              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

22   Johnson.  And I will just kind of caution:

23   What I'm taking for this opportunity of

24   questions is, did you have questions about the

25   context of what's been presented.  We're not
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 1   delving in yet about the actual cost study.  So

 2   if your question's about that -- the first two

 3   questions were a little bit more about that --

 4   then hold on until after we finish the

 5   presentation and we come back in the afternoon.

 6   But if it's about this, then go right ahead.

 7              REPRESENTATIVE JOHNSON:  Thank you,

 8   Madam Chair.  And I think I'm heading in the

 9   correct direction.  My questions were on slides

10   36 and 31, I believe.  On 36 and,

11   directionally, one thing that I know you will

12   answer is which of these various models we

13   might be looking at going forward.  But on the

14   output-based considerations, those in the room

15   who've already endured working with me, the

16   statistical models would seem to be transparent

17   in that the statistics themselves would be

18   specific in a concrete form.  It would seem

19   that the explicit error in estimation and the

20   importance of the assumption, I was trying to

21   sort out and make sure I understood the

22   transparency part of that.

23              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

24   question.  Yes.  The assumption will be made

25   explicit.  The model will be explicit.  It's
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 1   clear -- the problem is when you ask a

 2   university professor whether or not he's been

 3   clear, other university professors will agree

 4   but my graduate students tend to disagree on

 5   occasion.  So the pushback one gets to cost

 6   function analysis, which is the methodology

 7   that I believe has the greatest ratio of

 8   benefits to cost, is that it requires one to

 9   have a comfort level with statistics that

10   individuals that took one statistics class and

11   did not find it fun don't really have.  You can

12   explain in a two-minute elevator conversation,

13   I'm going to build a prototype school and it's

14   going to have these characteristics and it's

15   going to cost 5 bucks.  It's much more

16   difficult to explain, I'm going to gather these

17   data, I'm going to estimate this relationship

18   using a statistical model with the following

19   characteristics.  I can never make it to the

20   top of the building and get done with my story.

21              REPRESENTATIVE JOHNSON:  Thank you.

22   And if I sum up from that, there is a black

23   box.  And if you didn't work through the

24   process of building the black box, that part

25   loses its transparency, although perhaps the
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 1   ability of being objectively calculated.

 2              DR. TAYLOR:  Well, it's not a black

 3   box in the sense that you can see every step,

 4   every piece.  It's that it's a complex

 5   relationship that if you're not familiar with

 6   reading the research literature it's going to

 7   be the sort of stuff my students tend to skip

 8   when they're reading the assignments.

 9              REPRESENTATIVE JOHNSON:  Thank you.

10              DR. TAYLOR:  And I don't mean to be

11   unfair to my students.  I apologize.

12              REPRESENTATIVE JOHNSON:  On page 31,

13   I just know that there is greater variation in

14   costs than in the relationship of the NCE

15   scores.  And will there be a point where we get

16   some of those other factors where you mentioned

17   that might explain where there is greater

18   variance?  Will we see that at some point?

19              DR. TAYLOR:  Oh most definitely.

20   When we complete our analysis we'll be able to

21   illustrate much more clearly.  We'll not be

22   making any comparisons that are just two by two

23   where we just take one measure against another

24   because that's typically not useful.  You need

25   to control, as I said in my remarks, for
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 1   differences in size and differences in need and

 2   differences in labor price.  What we're really

 3   just trying to present to you here is the idea

 4   that there are substantial variations in

 5   spending amongst districts and substantial

 6   variation in value added outcomes amongst the

 7   districts.

 8              MR. WILLIS:  Can I add one quick

 9   comment to Dr.  Taylor's response to that?  The

10   methodology that's used in an education cost

11   function analysis is complex.  I also think it

12   deserves that view, given the complexity of our

13   public education system, practitioners deal

14   with on a daily basis the complexities of

15   working with students in which their needs

16   change constantly.  So the modeling that we are

17   using for this study here in Kansas with a cost

18   function analysis is attempting to reflect that

19   complexity in the system and offers some

20   insight into the costs that may be necessary

21   here in the State of Kansas to support your

22   school districts to achieve the outcomes you

23   desire of your students.

24              DR. TAYLOR:  I would just chime in.

25   It's the difference between simplicity and
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 1   over-simplification.  And that's what we are

 2   trying to most very definitely avoid, the

 3   latter, and be very clear and transparent about

 4   what we're doing.

 5              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Majority Leader

 6   Denning.

 7              SENATOR DENNING:  Thank you, Madam

 8   Chair.  The slide on page 37, I'm going to need

 9   some clarification.  Point number 3, which was

10   the cost function study done by Duncombe &

11   Yinger, I've always considered that the Kansas

12   LPA study.  And the very fourth point where you

13   have LPA with an evidence-based study, I think

14   that exists but I don't think we've ever used

15   it.  So I just want to be clear that when we

16   talk about the LPA study, it's my understanding

17   we're talking about the Duncombe study.  Is

18   that correct?

19              DR. TAYLOR:  That's essentially my

20   understanding is that the Duncombe & Yinger

21   study was under the auspices of the LPA.  And

22   we're not in any way trying to convey the

23   extent to which these pieces of research have

24   been relied upon in Kansas, merely that when

25   one does a proper literature review, we find
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 1   them all.

 2              SENATOR DENNING:  My point is I have

 3   a feeling from what I've known about your work

 4   is that you'll be producing something along the

 5   lines of a cost function.

 6              DR. TAYLOR:  Yes, sir.

 7              SENATOR DENNING:  And the LPA study,

 8   which is point 3 not point 4, is based on the

 9   cost function as well.

10              DR. TAYLOR:  Yes, sir.  The work.

11   But from now on, I will call the LPA study a

12   cost function analysis.

13              SENATOR DENNING:  Thank you.

14              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Minority Leader

15   Hensley.

16              SENATOR HENSLEY:  Senator Denning is

17   correct.  There actually should be three bullet

18   points on this slide.  Bullet point 3 and 4

19   should be combined.  And I would ask you as to

20   what your opinion is to the conclusions that

21   were reached in the LPA study?

22              DR. TAYLOR:  Um, quite frankly, I

23   have been tasked with conducting a lot of

24   analysis in a relatively short period of time.

25   The first piece of that is to assemble all the
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 1   fee costs for analysis.  And I have not yet

 2   been able to really drill down into the LPA

 3   study to form an opinion.  I have seen the cost

 4   function work as it's embedded in the LPA

 5   study.  And I have concerns about a number of

 6   the modeling choices that they make.  And if

 7   you would like me to detail those, I would be

 8   glad to but I would rather come back and tell

 9   you about them when I could support them with

10   documentation.

11              SENATOR HENSLEY:  Well, I'll leave

12   that up to you.  But I just wondered if you

13   actually read the study and --

14              DR. TAYLOR:  I have most definitely

15   read the study.  I, I found it very problematic

16   in terms of some of the results regarding what

17   market costs associated with the weighting of

18   the various student need factors.  I disagreed

19   with the strategy they used to control for

20   inefficiency in their study.  And I find that

21   the outcome measures that they used, which was

22   essentially a passing rates, graduation rates

23   kind of averaged together approach, and I think

24   --

25              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  I think we're
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 1   going to stop there because there's going to be

 2   -- though the education cost function analysis

 3   is on that slide, that wasn't -- with all due

 4   respect, that wasn't what I felt was the

 5   content of the slide.  I think we will have an

 6   opportunity to get that information, if not

 7   this afternoon, we'll get further information

 8   when we come back to get your research.  I

 9   would like to now turn to Representative Lusk

10   that has a question.  And hopefully - help me

11   out here - it's the content of the slides that

12   we have covered so far.

13              REPRESENTATIVE LUSK:  Thank you,

14   Madam Chair.  My question is for slide 18, the

15   variation in effective rate by district.  It's

16   a composite of overall student performance.  My

17   question is, what were the measures you used to

18   determine the student performance when you made

19   this comparison?

20              DR. TAYLOR:  The effective rate is

21   the metric that's in Kansans Can looking at the

22   success rate and the graduation rate.

23              REPRESENTATIVE LUSK:  Success rate?

24              DR. TAYLOR:  The success rate is a

25   measure of the post-secondary outcomes for the
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 1   various students.

 2          Jason, you want to kind of join in?

 3              MR. WILLIS:  So the metric for

 4   effective rate is a metric that was developed

 5   by the State of Kansas.  It uses some

 6   underlying measures such as graduation rate.

 7   It also looks at post-secondary pursuits of

 8   both those students who've entered

 9   post-secondary institutions and/or received

10   certificates during either high school years or

11   during post-secondary years.

12              REPRESENTATIVE LUSK:  Thank you.

13              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Majority Leader

14   Denning.

15              SENATOR DENNING:  Thank you, Madam

16   Chair.  Page number 28.  On those bullets, will

17   you be talking about sparsity when you talk

18   about these three bullets?  Is that a topic

19   that your study will concentrate on?

20              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

21   question.  We will definitely be focusing on

22   the ways in which sparsity leads districts to

23   have smaller schools than might be cost

24   effective and, therefore, how that, for reasons

25   outside of school district control, cause the
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 1   costs to be higher.

 2              SENATOR DENNING:  So that will be,

 3   at this point in time, you think that will be

 4   part of your report to us, a discussion on

 5   sparsity?

 6              DR. TAYLOR:  Well, I don't know that

 7   we will specifically address the sparsity

 8   component of the funding formula but we will

 9   definitely talk about how sparsity impacts our

10   work.

11              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  At this time

12   let's move on to slide 39.

13              MR. WILLIS:  So let's move then to

14   our next session to talk a little bit more

15   about the data and variables that will be

16   included in the analysis.  We can generalize

17   these into four different buckets:

18   Expenditures, outcomes, prices, and other

19   environmental factors.  One of the things that

20   Dr. Taylor mentioned earlier was a reference to

21   some of the previous studies that have been

22   done previously here in the State of Kansas.

23   Part of the community that works on this type

24   of work across the country really attunes

25   itself to the methods, the way in which we
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 1   think about, as I was saying earlier, the

 2   research can reflect the reality that our

 3   education system operates in, in states like

 4   Kansas and across the country.  So we offer a

 5   couple of examples of where at this stage there

 6   is access to additional data.  We have

 7   information about additional and different

 8   approved methods for this work.  I'll just note

 9   again for the body, for the audience that this

10   work is preliminary at this point, still in

11   very formative stages.  In particularly, the

12   next two sections may change as we move

13   forward.

14              DR. TAYLOR:  So one of the first

15   things that we need to measure in order to be

16   able to estimate the relationship between

17   spending and outcomes and needs and scale and

18   prices is -- and efficiency is to think about

19   how we're going to measure spending.  So one

20   needs to focus in on current operating

21   expenditures, not on capital outlay and

22   expenditures by school districts, to focus in

23   on the current expenditures per pupil.  We also

24   need to recognize that we're going to want to

25   capture all the spending that those districts
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 1   are undertaking that is in the category of

 2   current operating expenditures.  So we're

 3   basically going to take data we were provided

 4   by the Department of Education, looking at all

 5   of their spending.  We're going to exclude

 6   transportation, food service, community

 7   service, construction, debt service, and fund

 8   transfers, and adult education.  I want to

 9   circle back and talk to you a bit about why we

10   are excluding transportation and food services

11   from the analysis.  I should point out that

12   this is something that I have done in every

13   cost analysis that I have been involved with

14   since 2000 and -- since 2000.  And the

15   reasoning is quite simple.  You're trying to

16   estimate the relationship between spending and

17   academic outcomes.  And transportation services

18   is producing a very different product than

19   academic outcomes.  It's about bringing the

20   students to the building, to the location where

21   they can learn.  And that the transportation

22   expenditures, therefore, are not producing the

23   graduation rates and they are not producing

24   reading, writing and arithmetic.  They are a

25   different product.  Similarly, the food service
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 1   is an outcome, something that schools produce

 2   but it's not part of the inputs to producing

 3   the academic outcomes that we're trying to

 4   measure.  If you include in the analysis

 5   spending that is not well-explained by the

 6   outcomes, one tends to lead to an analysis that

 7   is going to be much more noisy in the sense of

 8   being less able to detect the underlying

 9   relationships between outcomes and outlays.

10         So, we also think that it's particularly

11   important to work our analysis down to the

12   school level and not look exclusively at the

13   district level when it comes to the costs at

14   the school level.  The relationship between

15   outcomes, spending, and needs is much tighter

16   than it is for the level of the district as a

17   whole.  And, therefore, we've undertaken the

18   task of generating school level estimates for

19   spending for the State of Kansas.  This is the

20   strategy that we're using to construct those

21   estimates.  And I would, because this is

22   something new for Kansas, I would appreciate

23   feedback as to the approach that we've taken.

24   Basically we're going to look at reported

25   payroll for certified staff with actual salary
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 1   and building assignments.  And we're going to

 2   state that the payroll for those individuals is

 3   part of the spending for that particular

 4   building.  We're going to use the benefit

 5   ratios for that district to calculate what the

 6   benefits would be for the payroll for the

 7   people that are at Salina High School Central,

 8   this is part of the spending at that district.

 9   Then we're going to take the remaining current

10   operating expenditures of the district and

11   we're going to allocate them on a prorated

12   basis to the schools.  To the extent that there

13   are non-payroll special education spending,

14   we're going to prorate that out to the schools

15   on a per-special-education-student basis rather

16   than a per-pupil basis.  So that is the

17   approach that we're going to be taking here.

18         One of the things to note and one of the

19   complicating factors that we need to take very

20   seriously in this analysis is dealing with the

21   costs associated with special education

22   cooperatives.  With a special education co-op

23   you will typically have one district that acts

24   as purchasing agent on behalf of districts that

25   incurs the expenses on behalf of those other
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 1   districts.  And it's important to trace that

 2   spending back to the district where the

 3   children are being served.  So the approach

 4   we're going to include is to allocate the

 5   special education cooperative spending to the

 6   member districts of that cooperative according

 7   to their share of special education students in

 8   the co-op.  So if a particular district has 30

 9   percent of special education children in the

10   special education cooperative, we will presume

11   30 percent of the spending by the cooperative

12   is on behalf of that district's children.  This

13   is, I believe, a fairer way of dealing with

14   than the cooperative outlays.  You don't want

15   to omit them.  They clearly are costs being

16   incurred by districts.  Districts that don't

17   participate in cooperatives incur those costs.

18   If you were to exclude those costs on behalf of

19   the cooperative districts, you would have a

20   measurement error.  On the other hand, you also

21   recognize that the accounting for cooperative

22   spending occurs at that lead district and that

23   it is necessary that those funds be

24   appropriately allocated to the members.  And

25   that's what we're doing with this piece of the
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 1   analysis.

 2         We're also going to incorporate several

 3   outcome measures into the analysis.  The usual

 4   suspects, English and math performance,

 5   possibly science performance.  There are some

 6   issues for us regarding trying to get at the

 7   growth in student performance in the science

 8   context because there are not science tests

 9   administered every year the way there are

10   mathematics and English language arts every

11   year in the elementary grades.  We are going to

12   transform those assessments into a measure of

13   growth from one year to the next, rather than a

14   measure of the level of performance, because

15   the spending this year is impacting the growth

16   this year.  Whereas the level of performance

17   that a child experiences is going to be a

18   function not only of their current resources in

19   their school but also their prior educational

20   experiences.  Essentially, you could have a

21   child who arrives at the third grade already

22   reading at the third grade level and that that

23   level of performance in the third grade is not

24   something you can pin on the third grade

25   classroom or the third grade school.  It's
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 1   something they acquired before they arrived.

 2   And it's important when you're trying to build

 3   a tight connection between what's being spent

 4   and what's being produced that you measure

 5   what's being produced in the flow rather than

 6   in the stock as the change in performance for

 7   that student in that year's worth of resources.

 8   So by looking at growth over time, one gets to

 9   see more of a measure of what the school itself

10   has contributed to student learning or student

11   knowledge during that year.

12         The other place we really think we want

13   to focus our attention is in looking at this

14   effective rate from the Kansans Can website.

15   And the effective rate is the graduation rate

16   picking up post-secondary pursuits.  Given some

17   of the language of the Rose standards, which

18   Jason is going to speak with you about later,

19   it seemed particularly important that we pick

20   up some metrics of performance that go beyond

21   the graduation rate and beyond the school, the

22   traditional measures of testing performance in

23   the schools.  I will note that this is another

24   way in which we diverge sharply from the LPA

25   study which was that they did not have access
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 1   to these relatively new metrics that you all

 2   have developed that I'm very intrigued by and

 3   plan to incorporate in this analysis.

 4         The next dimension is you've got -- it

 5   kind of tells you a little bit about how we're

 6   going to measure outcomes.  I want to talk a

 7   little bit about how we are going to measure

 8   input prices, labor costs.  There are a couple

 9   of strategies for measuring labor costs.  And I

10   am, with modesty, one of the nation's leading

11   experts on how one measures regional

12   differences in the cost of educator labor.  And

13   there are a couple of approaches that have been

14   taken.  One is to look at how teacher labor

15   cost differs by using an observation of the

16   actual wages that teachers are receiving in

17   various districts and using some statistical

18   modeling to calculate what each district would

19   have to pay to be able to staff its classrooms

20   with the exact same credentialed teacher, the

21   teacher with theses characteristics, to looking

22   at how would the cost of placing a teacher with

23   a bachelor's degree and 10 years of experience

24   in every classroom, how would that price differ

25   from one location to the next.  That approach
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 1   is called teacher cost index.  It has been

 2   criticized in the literature, and legitimately

 3   so, for relying on researcher judgment to be

 4   able to decompose what is spent on teachers

 5   between that which is a function of district

 6   discretion about whom they hire and that which

 7   is a function of the local cost environment,

 8   like cost of living and opportunities outside

 9   of teaching and the like.  But it is the only

10   strategy that really has the data to let us

11   drill down to the district level for variations

12   in labor costs.  And what we have seen with our

13   preliminary analysis is that there are some

14   substantial variations in labor costs that are

15   much more finely grained than the National

16   Center for Education Statistics comparable wage

17   index approach would offer for you.  And I

18   think that the benefits of getting to that

19   level of granularity is very valuable in

20   looking at labor costs.  It's also probably

21   worth noting that the comparable wage index is

22   based on the presumption that teachers have

23   very similar preferences to non-teachers who

24   also have a graduate degree with respect to

25   what makes a community an attractive place to
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 1   live.  So if the doctors and the computer

 2   programmers and the nurses and the police

 3   officers in a community all command a salary

 4   bump of about 5 percent above the state

 5   average, it's likely that teachers themselves

 6   will also expect a salary bump of about 5

 7   percent above the state average.  There is

 8   essentially a local flavor to labor costs.  You

 9   can infer the cost of hiring educators by

10   looking at the regional difference in the cost

11   of hiring comparable non-educators.  So we're

12   going to use that analysis kind of leading in

13   but we plan on going with the teacher salary

14   index, which means it's based on a regression

15   analysis of the wages that teachers are willing

16   to accept from school districts, where we

17   observe that the wages an individual teacher

18   receives are going to be a function of her own

19   characteristics, the building and district

20   characteristics in which it's situated and the

21   location in which that district is located.

22   The task is to identify the part of the wage

23   variation that is outside the school district

24   control, driven by factors like the rent on a

25   two-bedroom apartment, the degree of geographic
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 1   isolation.  The heating and cooling degree days

 2   to get a picture of climate in the various

 3   locations.  So in that teacher cost analysis,

 4   just to tell you very briefly, what we're

 5   trying to explain with the teacher cost

 6   analysis is the full-time equivalent of monthly

 7   salary for a teacher is going to be a function

 8   of the teacher's characteristics, building and

 9   district characteristics, location

10   characteristics.  So in looking at the data we

11   were so graciously generously provided

12   regarding the payrolls of individual teachers

13   in the State of Kansas, we observed the years

14   of experience that a teacher would have their

15   educational attainment.  We, in fact, have

16   evidence that the salaries do vary to a certain

17   extent by the teaching assignments that

18   individuals take on as to whether or not a

19   particular individual is a math teacher, an

20   English language arts teacher, a health and

21   physical education teacher, a fine arts

22   teacher, whether this individual has

23   administrative duties in the school district,

24   whether this person is also taking on a role as

25   a librarian.  A variety of other things could
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 1   explain why Ms. Smith's salary is somewhat

 2   different than Ms. Jones.  So what we're trying

 3   to do is to tease out the part of the salary

 4   variation attributable to factors outside of

 5   these teacher characteristics.

 6         So we're going to be looking at the

 7   building and district characteristics including

 8   the faction of students who are free and

 9   reduced-price lunch.  Our preliminary analysis

10   suggests that labor costs are higher where

11   there are more children who are at risk.  The

12   percentage of limited learning proficient,

13   percentage of special education students, the

14   size of the campus in which you're operating,

15   because it's a working conditions

16   characteristic basically.  We're also going to

17   look at the unemployment rate in the community.

18   When the unemployment rate is unusually low, it

19   draws teachers out of the, out of teaching.

20   Where the rents are high by state averages,

21   you're going to expect that the cost of living

22   is also going to be high.  We're also going to

23   look at geographic isolation and climate as

24   they influence the salaries that teachers are

25   going to command through various districts.
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 1         So in addition to our work looking at

 2   expenditures, outcomes, input prices, we are

 3   also going to focus on a number of

 4   environmental factors that drive differences in

 5   the cost of education:  District size; building

 6   size; the student demographics, in particular

 7   those need factors that we've already talked

 8   about; and the geographic remoteness, aka

 9   sparsity - I will now start calling it sparsity

10   - associated with some of these school

11   districts.  So the steps in the educational

12   cost function analysis are pretty

13   straightforward.

14         I'm going to take a breath and let Jason

15   run you through.

16              MR. WILLIS:  So to Representative

17   Johnson's question earlier, this method used to

18   cost out education within any given context, I

19   think it's important to offer some more simple

20   ways of explaining the complexities associated

21   with the model.  So Dr. Taylor, myself and the

22   team have devised a way in which to explain

23   this.  And again I think this is one of the

24   areas in which we would like feedback from the

25   body on places in which you still might have
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 1   questions as we move forward.  So first and

 2   foremost, the kind of overall first three

 3   buckets are data, constructing the variables,

 4   and regression analysis.  As a foreshadow,

 5   there is another three steps on the following

 6   slide.  So when we think about data, it's about

 7   requesting, obtaining and cleaning that data.

 8   Dr. Taylor talked at length about those

 9   variables we have collected, those from various

10   state and federal sources, and they are all

11   about Kansas.  They may be factors that are

12   directly attributable to describing what's

13   happening in the schools and districts in

14   Kansas.  There are also other types of data

15   that are describing things in which schools and

16   districts operate in that context all of which

17   are important to include in the analysis.  And

18   the product of this is the data, set of data

19   information that we can use.  Meaning that we

20   run a series of quality assurance checks.  We

21   look for anomalies that we might see in the

22   initial data sets that we need to think about

23   and consider in the work as we get to those

24   validated data sets.

25         The second step in this process is
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 1   constructing various variables.  I will point

 2   you to what Dr. Taylor was describing at length

 3   in regards to the teacher salary index.  But in

 4   addition to that, we are also constructing

 5   other variables such as the outcome measures.

 6   We had a question from Representative Lusk that

 7   represents one of those examples as well as

 8   school level spending which Dr. Taylor also

 9   addressed.

10         The next step is perhaps one of the more

11   complicated ones.  For any of those in the body

12   or in the audience who took that statistics 101

13   class may remember the terminology, regression

14   analysis.  In this definition it explains how

15   the variation in expenditures that we showed a

16   couple of charts before is related to the

17   variation in outcomes, prices, demographics and

18   other cost factors.  So one might ask, why is

19   this really important to consider?  And I will

20   offer an analogy for this.  This regression

21   analysis creates the foundation upon which we

22   can potentially predict the costs associated

23   with producing a set of outcomes in the State

24   of Kansas.  For those that are familiar with a

25   service called TrueCar.com, it basically
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 1   aggregates the individual's choices about the

 2   types of cars that they have purchased from car

 3   dealerships.  So these are individual choices.

 4   I go to a car dealership and I say I want a

 5   2018 Ford Escape; I want power windows; I want

 6   a stereo system; and, hey, I'll even throw in

 7   the heated seats.  And when you aggregate

 8   thousands upon thousands of those choices, the

 9   result that TrueCar.com creates is a current

10   state.  It allows the owner to understand

11   what's the average price associated with a

12   certain type of car that has been produced.

13   And what it also allows me, as an individual

14   consumer, to understand is to potentially

15   predict what I might have to spend in order to

16   get that car with those kinds of options.  And

17   so, we translate that to our work in Kansas

18   with this cost function analysis in its most

19   simple form.  That is what we're looking at

20   doing.  It's understanding what are the

21   potential predicted costs associated with

22   achieving a certain set of outcomes that are

23   set out by the State of Kansas.

24          The next three steps are really

25   comprised of the Rose standards, estimating
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 1   spending, and some implications for

 2   implementation.  The Rose standards themselves,

 3   by way of descriptive statistics, were

 4   mentioned nearly 68 times in the recent Gannon

 5   V ruling.  So clearly those Rose standards are

 6   a very important part of the way in which

 7   Kansas is orienting outcomes for its students.

 8   So the prospect of looking forward as we

 9   reflect on how those standards have been

10   incorporated into Kansas' various laws and

11   regulations and practices throughout the

12   schools and districts is identifying the

13   associated appropriate outcome measure and some

14   measure of performance structure.  And I will

15   talk about that a little more deeply in a

16   moment.

17          From there we get the idea of actually

18   estimating the spending.  So we go from

19   estimating the current costs, what it takes to

20   achieve the desired outcomes, and we then

21   estimate or predict the level of base spending

22   required to produce those outcomes.  And then

23   we consider other factors we've talked about at

24   length:  The types of students that are being

25   educated, the location of the school in the
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 1   district, and then the prices associated with

 2   delivering that education system.  And we then

 3   adjust that spending for those various costs:

 4   Student need, size and labor prices.

 5          The final step in this work I think is

 6   one in which it's important to understand in

 7   that the work in public education and the work

 8   that teachers and principals in school

 9   districts do on a daily basis is

10   extraordinarily complex.  And being able to

11   understand the best ways in which to use

12   resources, either in this data set or

13   potentially new ones, in the near future or far

14   future, requires the opportunity to understand

15   how best to produce a set of resources for

16   students.  And so we want to be able to

17   contextualize those spending estimates we draw

18   in step 5 and the possible implications for the

19   Kansas public education system.  And we think

20   about that in its broad state, not only what

21   students in the districts are doing but also

22   how the state and its various functions and

23   agencies can best support schools and districts

24   to achieve those common sets of desired

25   outcomes.



Midwest Reporters, Inc.
www.midwestreporters.net

- February 23, 2018
State of Kansas Senate Select Committee on Education Finance

74

 1          So we delve a little bit more into depth

 2   in the Rose standards, given their importance

 3   in the court's rulings, as well as the work of

 4   Kansas over the last five to seven years.  The

 5   origin of the Rose capacities, as they were

 6   known, grew out of the Kentucky Supreme Court's

 7   decision in 1989 in Rose v. Council of Better

 8   Education.  The court articulated the seven

 9   capacities as a minimum standard for each and

10   every child.  It was part of the nine

11   conclusions that were made by the court that

12   were directives to the State of Kentucky to

13   ensure that the state was, in that original

14   ruling, achieving an adequate education for

15   every Kentucky student.  It was several years

16   later that the Kentucky General Assembly

17   adopted what they call KERA, which was in

18   direct response to the court's ruling.  One of

19   the interesting things about that legislation

20   in how it analyzed special education is that it

21   draws out several of the ways in which the

22   legislature wanted to ensure that it responded

23   to the court's rulings in particular to the

24   Rose capacities.  So not only were there

25   changes in the way in which the school and
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 1   school districts were funded but there were

 2   also changes in the way in which the system was

 3   constructed.  That is to say Kentucky

 4   reiterated its desire and the standards in

 5   which they wanted students to achieve.  They

 6   further went into developing their

 7   accountability and assessment system that was

 8   an ability to be able to measure whether or not

 9   students were making progress towards that

10   work.  In the aftermath of this court ruling

11   and KERA, Kentucky went on in that day and age

12   to become one of the premier states in

13   reforming its education system.

14          The other example that I'll offer as a

15   context of other states' experience is

16   Arkansas, your neighbor to the southeast.  In

17   2001, the Arkansas trial court deemed the

18   system to be inequitable and inadequate.  The

19   court pointed very explicitly to the Rose

20   capacities as requirements for an adequate

21   education.  Some of our colleagues conducted a

22   costing out study on behalf of the State of

23   Arkansas.  And, once again, what we see is,

24   with the incorporation of Arkansas, we're

25   building the idea of standards into an
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 1   accountability system that allow us to draw a

 2   link between the Rose capacities, which as a

 3   statement are fairly vague, directly related to

 4   the work on behalf of the school districts in

 5   the State of Arkansas.

 6         So if we take a closer look at the Rose

 7   standards, it's important to understand a

 8   little bit more about these capacities and

 9   that, in particular, they contain a couple of

10   references to, one, content.  That is the

11   things that we want, that the students in

12   Kansas want and should know, be it economic,

13   social or political systems as an example.  It

14   also references skills, an ability to be able

15   to verbally and in writing communicate a

16   complex set of information to other audiences.

17   And it's also pretty clear about identifying

18   these standards as an aspiration.  These are

19   the things that we want students to be able to

20   achieve or be prepared to achieve once they

21   have left the K-12 education system.  A few

22   other notes about important terminology that

23   are used in these standards:  Sufficient, is

24   provided on every single one of the standards

25   in the original Rose capacities.  And, again,
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 1   this idea of, enable.  Which is, what are the

 2   types of support that are necessary in order to

 3   provide guidance to the system itself.  So when

 4   we think about the Rose standards in moving

 5   them into performance measure thresholds, I

 6   will say that in our review thus far we have

 7   found that there are various approaches

 8   including this body that have looked to the

 9   Rose standards and ways we wish to incorporate

10   them into the K-12 system.  And we take that a

11   step further to understand how they can be

12   incorporated into the analysis we've been

13   conducting.  So the first step is set out by

14   the court in the ruling as the Rose standards

15   themself.  The second step, as the Kansas State

16   Department of Education has articulated

17   already, is tying those standards to a set of

18   college and career skills that is for the

19   individual students, and the accreditation

20   standards for individual schools.  So this sets

21   a broad student and system boundary of

22   expectation.  So it takes the vague standards

23   that are in the Rose capacities and translates

24   them into more specific ways of understanding,

25   if I am a student in fourth grade math, what
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 1   are the types of knowledge that I need to be

 2   able to achieve in order to feel that I have

 3   become college and career ready as I progress

 4   through my K-12 education.  We then progress to

 5   thinking about the standards for the schools

 6   themselves.  Meaning what are the subjects and

 7   what is the time that we -- that you believe in

 8   the State of Kansas is necessary in order to

 9   achieve those sets of expectations.  Graduation

10   requirements are noted as one of the most clear

11   ways in which you determine the approach to

12   graduating from the system; you expect students

13   to have a certain body of knowledge.  So we

14   think about these in determining the offerings

15   aligned to those skills and accreditations.

16          From there we go to connecting these to

17   the measures of student outcomes.  So this

18   allows us to understand, as you have developed

19   measurement tools here in the State of Kansas,

20   what is the progress in aggregate for students

21   that you've been making towards those sets of

22   expectations.  And the other thing that I will

23   offer as a way in which to translate, to create

24   distinction between the prior step and this

25   step is that the graduation requirements offer
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 1   an outline of the ways in which the individual

 2   students should be achieving the steps

 3   necessary to graduate from high school.  And

 4   the measure of student outcomes will then

 5   aggregate the number of students on an annual

 6   basis that have met those set of expectations.

 7   So it's the difference between understanding

 8   the total number of students that have

 9   graduated from the system versus the

10   requirements that underlie the ability for

11   Kansas to say that that student is prepared for

12   college and career.

13          The final step that we use in this

14   translation is identifying thresholds and

15   performance statewide.  So this is considering

16   determinations of the aggregate bar of

17   performance in Kansas in which students should

18   achieve.  So today across these various

19   measures you have students that are achieving

20   at a certain level that is unsatisfactory for

21   the people of Kansas.  You want students to be

22   able to achieve at higher levels in the future.

23   So this offers a judgment on what are the

24   opportunities, what are the places in which you

25   would set the bar of performance for different
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 1   levels of math or ELA, for graduation or

 2   post-secondary outcomes or pursuits.

 3          So I want to offer an example of what

 4   some of this translation looks like.  You can

 5   see here this is standard 1 of the Rose

 6   standards.  You can see on the far left, the

 7   college and career ready skills and

 8   accreditation; minimum standards for schools to

 9   teach and the graduation requirements.  Much of

10   this content is attributable already to the

11   work that this body has done as well as the

12   Kansas Department of Education.  We go further

13   to then identify the standard, statewide

14   measures of student outcomes.  As your

15   submission to the U.S. Department of Education

16   indicated under the Every Student Succeeds Act,

17   it clearly articulates that you have benchmark

18   thresholds of performance that you want to

19   achieve in subjects like English language arts,

20   mathematics, as well as science, which Dr.

21   Taylor mentioned earlier, as well as graduation

22   rate.

23          I want to make one last note in this

24   section about addressing Rose standards without

25   measures.  There are several of the standards
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 1   that point to content and skill sets in which

 2   Kansas is either in the process of developing

 3   or does not have current data measure to judge

 4   those standards.  For us to think about this in

 5   terms of the Rose standards, a couple things.

 6   One thing in particular is very true, that our

 7   presumption in looking at these standards is

 8   that there is little variation in the type of

 9   expected outcome associated with that standard

10   itself.  And that's important to consider in

11   the part of the analysis when we go back to

12   considering the costs associated with ensuring

13   students are reaching a certain standard.  And

14   the more variation that we're able to identify

15   in the model creates an opportunity for us to

16   be -- to provide estimates that are better able

17   to judge which types of students are needing a

18   set of resources to achieve that outcome.

19          The last section that I want to

20   introduce is really in regards to the section

21   around implementation that I had mentioned.  So

22   part of the research that's been occurring over

23   the course of, I would say, the intervening

24   period between many of the cost studies that

25   were last conducted here in the State of Kansas
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 1   is this concept of effective resource use.  One

 2   of the primary premises of adequacy studies has

 3   been that the current level of development that

 4   states are making in combination with local

 5   dollars for school districts is dollars that

 6   are inefficient or insufficient to reach some

 7   level of adequacy.  And there has been a fair

 8   amount of work that's been done to think about

 9   how is it that school systems can consider

10   reorganizing its resources in a way that gets

11   further outcomes from its students, that is to

12   be more effective with the resources on hand.

13   And that's not to say that additional resources

14   aren't necessary because there are absolutely

15   circumstances that occur in which those

16   additional resources are necessary.  But it's

17   asking a question of how is it that schools and

18   districts in the state are thinking about the

19   use and the delivery mechanisms for the

20   existing investment that it's making in school

21   districts.

22          So we wanted to offer a framework that

23   we'll use as a guide for some of this work.

24   And I'll draw your attention to the left side

25   of the screen in which much of the work and
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 1   debate and discussion that has been done from

 2   the beginning, but really nobody has focused on

 3   the two boxes to the left:  How are resources

 4   equitably distributed across schools and

 5   districts in the State of Kansas, and what

 6   level of resources are necessary by the

 7   judgment of the various bodies in the State of

 8   Kansas to invest to reach some degree of

 9   adequacy?  There are these two other types of

10   work when we think about flexibility that you

11   offer to school districts, the ways in which

12   state agencies or intermediary organizations

13   offer support to those districts that are

14   important to consider alongside other matters

15   of things like transparency as well as

16   accountability.  And so it's the difference, as

17   you can see on the slide, between answering the

18   question of, how much, but also answering the

19   question of, how well.  And the complexities

20   associated with, how well, are deep.  And for

21   practitioners in the K-12 world, and as my

22   experience would suggest, for 10 years in large

23   systems in our public school systems, time and

24   space is -- more is needed to reach an

25   effective set of understanding about ways in
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 1   which those resources can be invested.  So if

 2   you think about some of the ways that this

 3   might be translated:  Districts may lack some

 4   flexibility over certain spending decisions;

 5   support to form various resource choices or

 6   accountabilities that are paying attention to

 7   the right things.  And often the review has

 8   been done on NCLB, the No Child Left Behind

 9   Act, which is our former federal law that

10   governed our country, that the accounting that

11   was entered into under that law in some ways

12   was good and in other ways could be improved

13   upon.  And we've seen many states across the

14   country that have taken up this idea and asking

15   the questions when we think about introducing

16   accountability as a contract, if you will,

17   between states and school districts and

18   students and the public.  That is, we're going

19   to invest a certain amount of money in the

20   public good and as a result of that, the adults

21   in the system are saying, we'll do everything

22   in our possible power in order to deliver on

23   behalf of that promise that's being made to the

24   state, to its public education students.  And

25   also consider this idea of transparency and, in
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 1   large part, most of the reporting we have found

 2   across states in the country has been largely

 3   focused on compliance.  That is, are you doing

 4   a thing that is noted in a federal law, state

 5   law, and we just want to make sure that that is

 6   being done correctly, as opposed to other ways

 7   of thinking about transparency.  And I would

 8   describe this both from an internal and an

 9   external transparency perspective.  One of the

10   things we know about public education is that

11   we often act and operate in silos.  And this

12   usually comes about as a result of the

13   pressures that are put on school districts to

14   perform in a number of different areas.  So in

15   this area of thinking about silos, creating

16   opportunities for practitioners to

17   authentically and rigorously engage with one

18   another about where practices might be able to

19   be translated across certain systems or across

20   certain schools that lead to a more effective

21   use of dollars to which we are seeking to use

22   in a study is a pathway that has shown some

23   promise in certain parts of the country and

24   states and districts, and may have some

25   applicability here in the context of Kansas.
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 1          So we wanted to offer this framework as

 2   an opportunity to explore more deeply the way

 3   in which the education system here in Kansas

 4   can consider these types of other mechanisms

 5   that could be used to support students

 6   achieving a set of adequate outcomes defined by

 7   the State.

 8          So I'll close with a couple of very

 9   brief next steps.  The time that Dr. Taylor and

10   I are spending here in the State of Kansas - I

11   don't want to speak on behalf of Dr. Taylor -

12   but I would say is extraordinarily valuable to

13   us and I really would describe it as an ability

14   for us to listen and understand the context

15   more deeply in the State of Kansas.  So in

16   addition to the session we are spending with

17   this body, with the audience today, we are also

18   spending the better part of tomorrow at the

19   Kansas Association for School Boards, who so

20   generously offered the space to bring together

21   a variety of practitioners in which we will

22   share this information with them as well and

23   also invite them to understand particularly, as

24   I was talking about that last session, the

25   implications for thinking about resources and
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 1   spending in the State of Kansas.

 2          And as a last bullet, obviously the

 3   final study report that we do do will be due to

 4   this body on Tuesday, March 15th.  So we'll end

 5   our presentation there.  It looks like we have

 6   got about five minutes before noon and just

 7   thank everybody for their time and attention.

 8              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Thank you very

 9   much.  Committee, we will at this time adjourn.

10   We will be back.  We'll adjourn for a lunch

11   break and we will be back at 1:30.  We will

12   start by 1:30.  Again, legislators, please meet

13   with Amy to get your voucher when you come back

14   and please do that before 1:30.  Thank you.

15              (THEREUPON, a lunch recess was taken

16              from 12:00 p.m. until 1:30 p.m.).

17              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Ladies and

18   gentlemen, as promised we are starting at 1:30.

19   We are starting the second half of our meeting.

20   We are at the question and answer portion of

21   our joint meeting today.  And so in a matter of

22   fairness, we are simply going to go around the

23   table.  And I spoke to Representative Jones

24   just a few minutes ago and he knows that he's

25   starting and we'll just give each
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 1   representative and senator an opportunity to

 2   ask a question.  A question, singular.

 3              REPRESENTATIVE LANDWEHR:  What if

 4   it's two-part?  Just kidding.

 5              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  A question.

 6   Singular.  And, basically, once we have an

 7   answer or response from Dr. Taylor or from

 8   Jason Willis, we will move on to the next

 9   question.

10          So, Representative Jones, please begin.

11              REPRESENTATIVE JONES:  Thank you,

12   Madam Chair.  And thank you, Doctor, for being

13   here.  And quick question.  You had spoke on

14   slide 54 about the ruling basically in

15   Kentucky, 1989.  And this question had been

16   asked previously, but pre-Rose standards for

17   Kansas, the quality performance accreditation,

18   have you seen these?  And I know Legislative

19   Research has a side.  But can you speak to that

20   a little bit?

21              DR. TAYLOR:  I'm going to defer to

22   the member of the team with a bit of legal

23   training.

24              MR. WILLIS:  So the standards that

25   you are referencing, what we're referencing in
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 1   most recently is from the Gannon V ruling which

 2   puts the Rose standards in kind of a central

 3   point.  And part of what we're trying to

 4   understand is kind of the current state of the

 5   way Kansas constructs its education system

 6   relative to what it says it wants students to

 7   achieve, which is in reference to your current

 8   college and career ready skills and the

 9   accreditation skills in relation.

10              REPRESENTATIVE LUSK:  Thank you,

11   Madam Chair.  I'm still kind of in the dark

12   about, I don't quite understand how you will go

13   about, well, for instance, measuring the arts

14   as part of the Rose standards, as a part of the

15   Kansans Can.  We don't have any data along

16   those lines.  What are the assumptions you will

17   make to gather some kind of a standard in that

18   area?

19              DR. TAYLOR:  I don't think -- thank

20   you for the question.  I don't think we are

21   going to make any specific assumptions about

22   creating data where it does not currently

23   exist.  I think what we're going to have to do

24   is argue that the accreditation standards

25   include those dimensions and so we will presume
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 1   that accredited schools meet the minimum

 2   standards required on those dimensions we

 3   cannot measure.

 4              REPRESENTATIVE LUSK:  Repeat --

 5   sorry.  Could you repeat the last part, please?

 6              DR. TAYLOR:  Okay.  So we can't

 7   observe, because there is no metric on some of

 8   these issues like fine arts.  We will presume

 9   that, to the extent that those are covered in

10   the State's accreditation standards, accredited

11   schools are meeting those minimum thresholds.

12   And, therefore, by including in our analysis an

13   indicator of whether or not a school has been

14   accredited, we will be able to capture those

15   dimensions of student performance or whether a

16   district has been accredited.

17              REPRESENTATIVE LUSK:  Okay.  It's a

18   big assumption.  But I'll finish.  Thank you.

19              DR. TAYLOR:  We would also greatly

20   love to hear of a better set of assumptions

21   about what we should presume.

22              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

23   Helgerson.

24              REPRESENTATIVE HELGERSON:  Let me

25   follow up.  This is always an exciting time for
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 1   me.  It's not only that the legislature gets to

 2   break.  We have the largest convention for kids

 3   in the State.  It's called Kansas Music

 4   Educators Association, down in Wichita.  And

 5   over the years, one of the reasons I got back

 6   in politics was because I saw the money going

 7   down and down for things like arts, or the

 8   elimination of arts from music education, or

 9   the total elimination of that part of the

10   education that we used to do.  I heard you

11   speak earlier about New York and the problems

12   it had was different than the problems that we

13   have here in Kansas.  Well, I come from a

14   Wichita district where we have 120-some

15   school -- 120 different languages spoke.  We

16   have, I think, 25 percent, 20, 25 percent of

17   the foster kids in the Wichita school district

18   that we have to have.  And I'm looking at the

19   contract that you have, it says you're supposed

20   to provide a cost function analysis designed to

21   estimate the minimum spending requirement to

22   produce a given outcome within the educational

23   environment.  From a lot of the kids in

24   Wichita, it hasn't succeeded.  We have

25   under-funded those programs.  And what you're
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 1   telling me and what I'm picking up is, we are

 2   making assumptions or you're going to make

 3   assumptions where we are not going to try to

 4   answer those needs.  And I guess if you can

 5   respond right now or later on, but the school

 6   district hasn't measured up.  And that's why

 7   the court has come back to us time and time

 8   again and said, you have haven't put the money

 9   there.  And Wichita is similar to New York in

10   many ways.  And that's why we're in court.  And

11   not dealing with the arts, not dealing with

12   other segments is not satisfactory.

13              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

14   question and the passion with which you shared

15   it.  I think that there is a fundamental

16   misunderstanding.  We are not going to be

17   telling you that this spending level in Wichita

18   as it currently sits is -- that's one of the

19   pieces of information we use in the analysis.

20   It's not an outcome of the analysis.  What the

21   analysis is going to do is look across all the

22   districts in Kansas about how much more is

23   spent in Kansas City, how much is spent in

24   Wichita, how much is spent in El Dorado, how

25   much is spent in Hutchinson, and what are they
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 1   getting in terms of measurable student

 2   performance for those outcomes.  Those student

 3   performance characteristics that are not

 4   directly measured are indirectly measured via

 5   an expectation that the graduation rate

 6   requires certain training in the various degree

 7   requirements that you have, that the

 8   accredit -- having status of being an

 9   accredited district implies certain necessary

10   delivery of items in the State.  And those

11   dimensions will be captured in the model but

12   they will be captured in the model indirectly

13   because they are the kinds of expenses all

14   accredited districts incur.  They are the kinds

15   of expenses that are required to get to the

16   graduation rates that the State is looking to

17   achieve.

18              MR. WILLIS:  Just to provide an

19   illustrative detail, each of the high schools

20   in the State of Kansas will build a master

21   schedule for their students in which they have

22   to take a certain set of courses.  And some of

23   those courses are in arts, music, other types

24   of offerings for those students.  And as Dr.

25   Taylor was saying, we don't have an observable
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 1   measurable outcome for those standardized

 2   state-wide measurable outcomes across the

 3   multiple years for some of those courses.  So

 4   we have to imply indirectly that the resources

 5   that are being dedicated to establish those

 6   courses and put credentialed and certified

 7   teachers into those courses is meeting the

 8   minimum standard as we connect it to the

 9   analysis.

10              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

11   Hoffman.

12              REPRESENTATIVE HOFFMAN:  Thank you,

13   Madam Chair.  I'm intrigued a little bit by 41

14   with the expenditures per pupil and you exclude

15   -- some of the items excluded.  As I look at

16   those, those are probably not instructional

17   items and they are not directly measured

18   through the outcomes, I guess.  So are you

19   assuming a base line of spending for these

20   items and then what you're going to give us is

21   an additional, that we would have to have an

22   additional amount to come up with the

23   instructional part?  I know you're going to,

24   you're going to be basically just looking at

25   the instructional part.  But where do those
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 1   transportation, food service come in to the

 2   equation?

 3              DR. TAYLOR:  Basically we are

 4   treating them as separate, that they are a part

 5   of school district spending that is not

 6   directly related to the outcome measures we are

 7   trying to measure.  That if you wanted to then

 8   go back to what's the total amount the district

 9   would have to spend, you have to add them back

10   in.  And so -- and that was what you would want

11   to do.  I should also note that in the post

12   audits, the functions that we are excluding

13   from our analysis are exactly the same ones

14   that were excluded by Duncombe & Yinger in the

15   work they did for the post audit study.

16              REPRESENTATIVE HOFFMAN:  So it's a

17   base line then?

18              DR. TAYLOR:  It's a base line and

19   then, that which is not included in the

20   modeling still matters.  But it doesn't cost

21   more to transport a low income kid than to

22   transport a regular education kid.  It doesn't

23   cost more to transport an ELL kid.  It depends

24   on where they live not what language they speak

25   in their home to determine the cost to move
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 1   them from point A to point B.  So you don't

 2   want to muddy your understanding of the

 3   relationship between student need and resources

 4   by including these factors that don't vary with

 5   student need.

 6              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

 7   Smith.

 8              REPRESENTATIVE SMITH:  Thank you,

 9   Madam Chair.  My question stems from slide 48

10   from building and district characteristics.

11   Specifically the first bullet point there on

12   percent free and reduced-price lunch, at-risk

13   students.  We had a significant discussion and

14   debate on this last year in committee on how do

15   you measure your address population for the

16   free and reduced lunch really correlate with

17   that population.  And I just wanted to speak

18   for a few moments on your methodology on the

19   address population.

20              DR. TAYLOR:  We are measuring the

21   free and reduced-price lunch population because

22   that is the best available metric.  And within

23   the State of Kansas, it probably does

24   differentiate successfully between need in the

25   Wichita area, need in the Salina area.  But it
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 1   is using a single income threshold throughout

 2   the State to say who is eligible for free lunch

 3   and who is eligible for reduced-price lunch.

 4   And in so doing, it will tend to over-identify

 5   need in low cost of living areas,

 6   under-identify need in high cost of living

 7   areas.  We are addressing that problem by

 8   looking at the -- by presuming that student

 9   poverty has a non-linear relationship with

10   cost, such that if you have a concentration of

11   poverty, it could conceivably have greater

12   impact on cost than a simple increase in

13   poverty might imply.  So we are trying to be

14   much more holistic in thinking about poverty

15   but we have to go back to the data that are

16   available, which is free and reduced-price

17   lunch.  And we might advocate for refining the

18   definition of at risk.  But we are not in a

19   position to guide you on that one.

20              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

21   Sawyer.

22              REPRESENTATIVE SAWYER:  Thank you.

23   My question is on page 40, you talk about this

24   is preliminary data, it's a formative stage.

25   It says, information, particularly the data and
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 1   variables and Rose standards section, are

 2   preliminary and may change between now and the

 3   final report.  I guess first I'm curious what

 4   data you have.  I assume all the data you have

 5   you've got it now and you're only two weeks

 6   away, three weeks maybe, to the final report.

 7   So I can't see what new data you're going to

 8   have in the next several weeks.  And the Rose

 9   standards, they are not going to change between

10   now and March 15th.  So I guess I'm curious

11   what's going to change the variables.  Your

12   assumptions in there?  Some of your modeling?

13   I don't know what would change on that end.

14              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

15   question.  What -- we are here to hear from you

16   and to hear from the practitioners who we'll be

17   talking to tomorrow about whether or not there

18   are, say, dimensions of teachers salaries that

19   we haven't captured in our preliminary model.

20   Yes.  You are correct.  We have what we think

21   is the correct set of data but we want to make

22   sure, if somebody wants to tell us about

23   something, that we listen, that we incorporate

24   it to the extent that we can.  We have what we

25   think are the final analyses of Rose standards.
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 1   But, again, we want to hear from the folks here

 2   in Kansas about making sure that our

 3   interpretations are solid.  I think it would be

 4   very presumptuous of us to come in here and

 5   say, we are here to tell you about our work in

 6   progress but nothing you tell us can change

 7   anything.  Because I do think we need to hear

 8   feedback, think about is there any way we can

 9   further refine our measures of expenditures at

10   the building level?  Is there any way we can

11   further refine our measures of salary

12   differences for teachers?  Are there any ways

13   we could further refine based on the insight

14   and knowledge that you all have?

15              REPRESENTATIVE SAWYER:  Okay.

16              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

17   Landwehr.

18              REPRESENTATIVE LANDWEHR:  Thank you,

19   Madam Chair.  Will there be an analysis of the

20   status of unencumbered fund balances over a

21   period of years?  Because we have a lot of

22   school districts that haven't spent all of the

23   money they have received over the years and are

24   using some of their state aid to increase those

25   balances.



Midwest Reporters, Inc.
www.midwestreporters.net

- February 23, 2018
State of Kansas Senate Select Committee on Education Finance

100

 1              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you very much for

 2   the question.  We are focusing on the

 3   expenditures side of the ledger and not on the

 4   revenue side of the ledger.  So it's beyond the

 5   scope of what we were asked to look at, to look

 6   at the extent to which the revenue school

 7   districts are receiving exceed the expenditures

 8   the schools are making.  What we will be

 9   offering to you is what our cost model predicts

10   would be the necessary level of expenditures to

11   meet the performance threshold and what the

12   current level of revenues received by those

13   districts happens to be.

14              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative.

15              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you, Madam

16   Chair.  I'm going to follow up a little bit on

17   Representative Hoffman's question regarding the

18   spending assumptions on page 14.  I think we

19   looked at the state average per-pupil spending

20   at 10,951.  So what is in that and what isn't

21   in that?  Is it local and federal?  Is it part

22   spending, less the items on page 41?  And as we

23   work through that and say, okay, we have

24   different funding pieces, do we handle other

25   things that come in as we try and address the
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 1   need, such as what we put in our pension,

 2   extracurricular activities, programs for

 3   at-risk, like the Jobs for American Graduates,

 4   whether we use Cannon funds or Medicaid funds

 5   or tobacco funds that we have?  Do all of those

 6   fall into the same thing?  Where do those

 7   assets fall?  And then what, again, is in that

 8   10,9?

 9              DR. TAYLOR:  Okay.  Thank you very

10   much for the question.  The 10,9 is a number

11   that we are recording but we did not calculate.

12   That's calculated by the Department of

13   Education.  It is part of their filing with the

14   federal government for the F-33 data survey

15   conducted by the National Center for Education

16   and Statistics annual expenses.  And so what

17   that represents is current operating

18   expenditures using the federal definition.

19   And, therefore, it would include food, it would

20   include transportation.  It is not a measure

21   that we plan to use as our dependent variable

22   for the analysis.  It is, however, the, the,

23   what we hope would be the most familiar

24   estimate of current operating expenditures

25   available here in the State.  It's going to
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 1   include revenues from all sources that the

 2   federal government allows the agency to include

 3   in their calculations.

 4              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

 5   Trimmer.

 6              REPRESENTATIVE TRIMMER:  Thank you,

 7   Madam Chair.  As someone who was born in what

 8   used to be Asbury Hospital and --

 9              DR. TAYLOR:  Me to.

10              REPRESENTATIVE TRIMMER:  -- and I

11   lived my life close to Crawford Street.  I'm

12   not there now.  But I did want to ask you

13   about, is your model in your cost study going

14   to involve taking a backward look at how

15   education spending over the last several years

16   going up and down has had an effect on student

17   performance in the measurable categories that

18   we've still got?  Are you going to take that

19   into consideration?

20              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

21   question and it's good to have a connection.

22   The analysis will look at the most recent years

23   of expenditures and performance in your new

24   testing regime.  So we can't go back -- we've

25   been strongly advised that going back into the
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 1   old testing environment prior to 2014 would be,

 2   would raise red flags for a lot of folks, that

 3   the State's assessments have changed and that

 4   we are going to focus on data from '15, '16 and

 5   '17.  Because our performance measures looking

 6   at growth, what that really basically means is

 7   that analysis is going to be based on '15-16

 8   and '16-17.  So '18 isn't in the data yet.

 9              REPRESENTATIVE TRIMMER:  Thank you.

10              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

11   Patton.

12              REPRESENTATIVE PATTON:  Thank you,

13   Madam Chair.  I appreciate the fact you're

14   relying on data and using lots of data, 10

15   years of data, numerous lines of data, lots of

16   data.  But how do you take all this historical

17   data and then turn it into numbers that help us

18   meet performance goals, you know, meeting the

19   Kansans Can vision, meeting the concerns of the

20   courts that 25 percent who are not providing

21   the services that they need?  How does that

22   historical data transform and move forward?

23              DR. TAYLOR:  Well, some of that

24   historical data is useful to us in determining

25   the regional variation in labor costs for
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 1   educators, which by looking at multiple years

 2   of data on teacher earnings and compensation,

 3   one can use statistical techniques to control

 4   for unobservable but persistently important

 5   characteristics of teachers, like their

 6   language abilities that would make them a more

 7   desirable hire in a variety of places.  So by

 8   looking at salaries over multiple years, we are

 9   able to get a much more robust measure of labor

10   cost differences from district to district.

11   When we started drilling down into the

12   analysis, what we were able to determine is

13   that the original strategy we had had in mind

14   for looking, for spanning the testing regime

15   change in terms of student performance, while

16   it was statistically valid, was not going to

17   fly in the Kansas context.  And, therefore,

18   when it comes to the specifics of the cost

19   analysis, we are going to be limited to the

20   time frame in which we're talking about the new

21   testing regime.  The longer period of funding

22   for, or data on the expenditures help us make

23   sure that our coding and analysis is useful.

24   It also becomes an important demonstrative or

25   illustrative example in the report to show how
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 1   spending has changed.  For example, since the

 2   time frame in which the post audit study was

 3   done, the time frame in which the Augenblick &

 4   Myers studies were done to try and compare

 5   simple projections based on those analyses to

 6   the actual experience in Kansas.  If you want

 7   to make any kind of comparisons to the post

 8   audit study by Duncombe, you have the cost

 9   function post audit study.  We needed to be

10   able to reconstruct the data that they used.

11              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Majority Leader

12   Denning.

13              MAJORITY LEADER SENATOR DENNING:

14   This has to do with a Kansas specific question,

15   which is called local option budget money.

16   Will your cost function study take into account

17   all the local option budget money when you

18   produce some minimum outcome to satisfy the

19   courts?

20              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you very much for

21   the question.  Yes.  The analysis will include

22   money that the school districts are spending

23   from basically all sources.  The idea being

24   that we want you -- you want to make sure that

25   you're capturing the real resources being
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 1   brought to bare for those kids not just the

 2   resources that are being paid for from a

 3   certain pot.  So yes.  The cost projections

 4   will be based on an estimate that includes the

 5   local option money.

 6              MAJORITY LEADER SENATOR DENNING:

 7   Thank you, Madam Chair.

 8              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Minority Leader

 9   Hensley.

10              MINORITY LEADER SENATOR HENSLEY:

11   Thank you.  I would like to go back to slide 37

12   which I had previously asked you about.  And I

13   think we agreed that there really are three

14   bullet points here since the Duncombe and LPA

15   are basically within the same audit.  And you

16   may have to correct me on this, but none of

17   these were plaintiff's audits.  I think I heard

18   you say that the Augenblick & Myers was a

19   plaintiff audit.  None of these were -- all of

20   these audits were sanctioned by the Kansas

21   legislature and paid for by the Kansas

22   legislature.  What we're asking you for now is

23   a fourth study, which we basically rejected the

24   first three.  And so I guess I'm asking you how

25   the State can rely upon your study to conclude
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 1   that the funding at the level that you're going

 2   to recommend will result in constitutional

 3   compliance with the Gannon decision.

 4              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

 5   question and for the clarification.  If I said

 6   that it was plaintiff inspired, I must have

 7   misspoken.  I do apologize for that.  These

 8   studies are actually, if you want to include --

 9   if you want to go by study instead of by

10   methodology, then the two Augenblick & Myers

11   reports are also a single study.  This is

12   research presented to the State with a couple

13   of different ways surrounding the problem.  And

14   the point I was trying to make in these

15   contexts was that, while the over-arching goals

16   of the State may have been very stable and

17   consistent, a lot of the contextual factors

18   have changed substantially over the period of

19   time.  If for no other reason, the State uses a

20   different assessment tool now in trying to

21   measure student performance.  So the post audit

22   study looking at the cost function analysis is

23   based on an old test regime that is no longer

24   the one currently being used in the State.

25   It's useful to the State, in my mind, to have
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 1   an analysis that uses the current testing

 2   regime.  Also, as you had asked earlier, there

 3   are a number of other dimensions on which I

 4   think we can greatly improve on what Duncombe,

 5   what the post audit study provided to you in

 6   2005.

 7              SENATOR HENSLEY:  I don't know that

 8   you answered the question I asked.  How can we

 9   rely upon your study to determine that we are

10   in constitutional compliance with the Gannon

11   decision.

12              MR. WILLIS:  So I think, as Dr.

13   Taylor had mentioned, that a lot of the data

14   that's being incorporated, some of the

15   methodological improvements over the Duncombe &

16   Yinger study that was done in 2005 create an

17   opportunity to create a reflection of costs

18   that is related to the way that Kansas has made

19   decisions about the way in which they want to

20   set standards for students, the expectations

21   that they have for schools and school

22   districts, to perform those functions on behalf

23   of students and to use some of the most updated

24   and reliable measures that the State of Kansas

25   believes would allow you to achieve a certain
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 1   relative standard compared to what the courts

 2   have been ruling under Gannon.

 3              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Senator Estes.

 4              SENATOR ESTES:  Thank you, Madam

 5   Chair.  In my district there are several

 6   schools that have very high ESL percentages.

 7   And when I say very high, I'm talking 75, 80

 8   percent, and are above the normal Kansas high

 9   school.  My thought was and my question was, do

10   you dig down that deep in this analysis to use

11   populations like that or do you use Kansas

12   averages for analysis?

13              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

14   question.  When we're doing the cost analysis,

15   we intend to dig down into the school level for

16   that analysis and we will -- we plan to use

17   school level measures of student performance,

18   school level measures of student demographics.

19   So we will be reflecting the fact that those

20   high schools serve a much higher faction of ESL

21   students than other high schools.

22              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Senator McGinn.

23              SENATOR McGINN:  Thank you, Madam

24   Chair.  Mine is probably more of a comment.  As

25   you move forward on the cost differences due to
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 1   input prices, I felt like this morning you

 2   probably talked a little bit more about the

 3   market coming into play on that.  And a concern

 4   I have is we have had, we have had this cost of

 5   living adjustment in our formula in the past.

 6   And to me, and I've shared this over the years,

 7   just because a house might cost more in one

 8   county versus somebody that's from a remote

 9   area, the cost to live in that remote area is

10   greater because you're further from the

11   hospital, you're further away from the grocery

12   store, you're further away.  So I don't know if

13   that is a piece that you will be looking at or

14   as you move forward.  And, if you do, just make

15   sure that's very well-defined.

16              DR. TAYLOR:  So thank you for the

17   question.  We are most definitely aware that

18   the housing costs are one component of cost of

19   living but there are others.  And in our

20   modeling on teacher salary, preliminary

21   modeling, we have definitely found that more

22   geographically remote districts, the ones that

23   are miles from the center of a core base

24   statistical area, or a micropolitan area of 50K

25   or more, those that are more distant from a
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 1   metropolitan area do have to pay higher wages

 2   than those that are able to offer those

 3   amenities of a community where the grocery

 4   store is on your way home as opposed to other

 5   kinds of locations.  If there are other

 6   dimensions of that you think would help us,

 7   help inform us to get a better handle on what

 8   drives teacher wages to be higher in one

 9   district than another, I would love to pick

10   your brain about that.  I should note that we

11   are looking at salaries from the perspective of

12   what teachers are willing to accept.  And,

13   therefore, it's crucially important, and we do

14   a really good job of controlling for the

15   characteristics of the teachers themselves, and

16   with the intent that if you had a district that

17   because of a greater ability to pay was

18   offering higher salaries, they will attract the

19   most mobile and best credentialed of the

20   teachers in that district.  So you would expect

21   that to be reflected in the difference of

22   teacher quality rather than in differences in

23   pay.  In other words, a district that's able to

24   pay really well is able to get their pick of

25   the teachers.  It allows them to have quality
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 1   differentials.  It doesn't make the price for a

 2   standard quality teacher necessarily go up or

 3   down.

 4              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Senator

 5   Kerschen.

 6              SENATOR KERSCHEN:  Thank you, Madam

 7   Chair.  Page 45, teacher salary index for

 8   Kansas.  That first statement, regression

 9   analysis of the wages that teachers are willing

10   to accept -- I never heard that before.  That's

11   kind of an interesting way to put that.  But my

12   question is, will the retirement plan package

13   be included in the costs in the total for

14   teacher pay for your study?

15              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

16   question.  What we are trying to measure is

17   differences in salary.  The cost to a district,

18   contributions to the retirement plan are

19   related to salaries and they will be captured

20   in that way.  We do not have

21   individual-by-individual data on what their

22   retirement contributions are going to be so we

23   can't include those directly.  But they are

24   related to, very closely related to the actual

25   salaries you will see for teachers.
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 1              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Senator Goddard.

 2              SENATOR GODDARD:  Thank you, Madam

 3   Chair.  And thank you both for being here

 4   TODAY.  My question, I guess, has to do with

 5   the study aims and one of the aims is to

 6   explain the option or options to produce an

 7   education system reasonably calculated to

 8   achieving those Rose standards.  I think that

 9   we can probably take a look at preK and K

10   education as being a real key part of preparing

11   students to become better students.  And the

12   better student, I think, will be much more

13   likely to achieve the Rose standards.  How are

14   you going to treat preK and K education in your

15   study?

16              MR. WILLIS:  So both the

17   expenditures for -- sorry.  I'm trying to look

18   past the our wonderful transcriber.  So the

19   expenditures for both our preK and K programs

20   are included as part of the analysis.  So all

21   of what we covered this morning in terms of the

22   way the methodology and the analysis will look

23   at the relationships between spending and these

24   various cost factors will be included,

25   including preK and K.
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 1              SENATOR GODDARD:  Thank you.

 2              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Senator Pettey.

 3              SENATOR PETTEY:  Thank you.  Thank

 4   you for being here.  So I'm referring back to

 5   page 25.  And this is where you talked about

 6   students with disabilities.  As I look at that,

 7   it appears that there would be a reflection

 8   that a student with a disability costs more to

 9   remediate than a student who is already on

10   grade level.  But I'm not certain how that's

11   reflected in the model.

12              MR. WILLIS:  So with 25, what the

13   slide is speaking to is not necessarily the

14   need for remediation but there is a recognition

15   that these students have a set of additional

16   needs that require additional resources to go

17   along with them to ensure that you create the

18   opportunity for them to reach the standards

19   that are set by the State.  So both the student

20   counts, meaning the numbers of students who are

21   being served by school and by district, as well

22   as the costs that are associated with those

23   students.  As Dr. Taylor was mentioning

24   earlier, the way in which we're looking at the

25   expenditures in Kansas, we're able to isolate
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 1   the costs that are being dedicated to these

 2   students specifically, and then assign school

 3   level costs that are associated with those

 4   students as a matter of additional funding

 5   that's supported above updates for all general

 6   education students.

 7              SENATOR PETTEY:  So it will just

 8   reflect the cost because they fit into the

 9   category of disability not necessarily

10   performance.

11              DR. TAYLOR:  To the extent that

12   those students' performance is captured by the

13   accountability measures that apply to students

14   who are not receiving special education

15   services, they will be captured.  There is no

16   direct measure of the individual specific

17   outcomes that we can incorporate into the

18   analysis.

19              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

20   Rooker.

21              REPRESENTATIVE ROOKER:  Thank you,

22   Madam Chair.  Thank you very much for this

23   opportunity.  I get back to page 41 and I'm

24   intrigued by what is included versus what is

25   excluded.  And I'm wondering about a couple
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 1   functions that, well, for example, part of

 2   what's excluded would be transportation and

 3   food service, which are actually under-funded

 4   and districts often have to cannibalize their

 5   operating budgets to cover costs associated

 6   with those functions.  And you've excluded them

 7   from the analysis.  There are other items

 8   included.  We have touched on KPERS.  In Kansas

 9   we have at times in recent history skipped over

10   payments in a given fiscal year.  And in other

11   time frames, we're making escalated payments

12   that are closing a 30-year unfunded actuarial

13   liability.  It just seems like that's a really

14   inflated variable that to include that might

15   confound your analysis given the bigger picture

16   issues surrounding the retirement benefits that

17   aren't specific to current staff needs.  There

18   is special education, which presumably you're

19   including because it's not on your list of

20   exceptions.  And we know we have statutorily

21   mandated funding levels that the State has not

22   been meeting.  In my area there is an

23   individual district that reports needing to

24   move $19 million from their general operating

25   budget into covering special education costs
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 1   incurred.  Lots of big topics.  My basic

 2   question is, how are you accounting in your

 3   model for all of those varying issues?

 4              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

 5   question.  I think it's important to recognize

 6   that what we're looking at is expenditures in

 7   these various categories, not revenues from

 8   these various categories.  So if a school

 9   district is having to draw down its operating

10   budget to fund its transportation, then it will

11   be seen in our analysis as a lower level of

12   operating expenditures for current education --

13   for current operations for the district.  And

14   the expenditures in transportation will

15   essentially become this side bar issue that

16   when we take them out then you can return them

17   in the state which you want to have them.  The

18   intent or the importance of doing this

19   particular stage is that we are trying to

20   connect, we're trying to identify how much more

21   does it cost to provide academic services to

22   kids with various characteristics.  It's

23   confounded when you include the transportation

24   spending in that explanation because you're,

25   essentially you're assuming that the
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 1   transportation spending has to be 48 percent

 2   higher if it's an economically disadvantaged

 3   child.  In the modeling, that doesn't make

 4   sense to me.  So pulling transportation out of

 5   the analysis allows for a cleaner estimate of

 6   what is the cost of serving an ESL, an English

 7   language learner child, or an economically

 8   disadvantaged child, an at-risk child.  The

 9   other spending elements basically that we're

10   looking at is the spending reported by the

11   districts in the categories that are

12   essentially instruction and central

13   administration.  So trying to pick up those

14   pieces.  And that is, quite arguably, the

15   standard in the literature as to the

16   appropriate way to measure these items.  And it

17   is with the exception that we are not

18   explicitly ruling out particular funding

19   sources but we are very much identifying the

20   functions that match perfectly with the post

21   audit study.

22              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

23   Karleskint.

24              REPRESENTATIVE KARLESKINT:  Thank

25   you, Madam Chair.  And, Dr. Taylor, thank you
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 1   for being here, and Jason.  There are several

 2   factors crucial to education that are not

 3   easily measured and you mention this on page 59

 4   under the Rose standards.  But on page 59 you

 5   state that there is a presumption of little

 6   variation in the type of expected outcome

 7   associated with the standard.  I'm thinking

 8   about things like social, emotional health,

 9   impact of counselors, mental well-being of

10   kids.  But based on your assumption, what makes

11   you believe this?

12              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

13   question.  What I believe is that the state

14   standards for graduation and accreditation hold

15   the district accountable for certain things and

16   that the districts that are accredited are

17   going to be reaching those minimums and that

18   there are no good measures of variation in

19   mental health or the other issues that you have

20   identified.  So in the absence of a better way

21   of measuring them, I have to go with what can

22   be measured, which is graduation,

23   accreditation, student performance, success

24   rates.

25          Can you suggest a source that would tell
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 1   me how their characteristics vary by district?

 2   That's what I'm here for.  I'm listening.

 3              REPRESENTATIVE KARLESKINT:  There's

 4   only about two of the seven Rose standards that

 5   you can really measure, in my opinion.

 6   Correct?  Or is that -- or do you feel that's

 7   correct?

 8              MR. WILLIS:  Based on our analysis

 9   up to this point, it's, to our work, it's more

10   than two.  In particular, standards 6 and 7

11   speak very highly to post-secondary pursuits,

12   which effectively, your composite graduation

13   rates, post-secondary and post-high school

14   secondary education and progress through

15   post-secondary institutions really speak very

16   loudly to that.  The example that we gave

17   earlier today around standard 1, we can draw

18   direct lines to ELA, math and graduation rates.

19   So I don't mean to keep going on, but in our

20   early work, it's much more than two.  But I --

21   just to re-emphasize Dr. Taylor's point, if

22   there is data sources out there that would

23   allow us to look at those variations which are

24   important to help us judge the difference in

25   the costs across the districts, we are here to
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 1   listen and we would be more than happy to

 2   pursue some of those lines.

 3              REPRESENTATIVE KARLESKINT:  My point

 4   is districts spend a great deal of money on

 5   things that aren't measured.

 6              MR. WILLIS:  Yeah.  Just to connect

 7   the dots with what Dr. Taylor said, those set

 8   of resources are incorporated into the analysis

 9   and are reflected by the minimum standards set,

10   either for the individual student through the

11   standards themselves, or through the

12   accreditation standards, the process you have

13   in the State of Kansas to ensure that all

14   schools are meeting those minimum set of

15   accreditation standards.

16              REPRESENTATIVE KARLESKINT:  Thank

17   you.  Thank you, Madam Chair.

18              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

19   Winn.

20              REPRESENTATIVE WINN:  Thank you,

21   Madam Chair.  And, actually, that was my

22   question.  So let me flip it and you provide

23   perhaps a specific example, if you could, and

24   please do.  I think it's number 4 Rose

25   standard.  Whatever level of funding that you
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 1   all recommend in your study, how would a

 2   school, then, what would they do, where would

 3   they find the model, the answer, I guess, that

 4   you're going to provide so that the district

 5   could provide the student with sufficient

 6   self-knowledge and knowledge of his or her

 7   mental and physical wellness?  Now, you're

 8   saying it's measurable; he's saying we spend a

 9   lot of money on it.  We all understand.  But in

10   your study, how are we supposed to find it with

11   your level of funding that you recommend?

12              MR. WILLIS:  So I'll start and Dr.

13   Taylor can chime in.  So the study itself will

14   be able to identify a level of spending that,

15   based on the data we incorporated, will judge

16   how much additional funding is necessary for

17   all districts to achieve.  What we can't

18   observe are the ways in which practitioners

19   then organize those resources on behalf of

20   those students.  And in Dr. Taylor's

21   presentation this morning, one of the things we

22   presented was a framework for ways in which

23   parts, levels of the education system may be

24   operating in order to change those type of

25   practices.  Specifically, there is a section of
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 1   that framework that discusses support and

 2   discusses transparency.  One of the things that

 3   we can observe in the research literature and

 4   what we've seen in growing practice across the

 5   country is school districts that were able to

 6   be identified as offering practices that could

 7   be applicable in other settings.  For example,

 8   the one that you offered, if a school district

 9   is doing or operating a program that is serving

10   a set of students that are having

11   behavioral/mental health challenges very well,

12   there would be opportunities that we would

13   suggest creating a structure of learning

14   between one district and another to allow that

15   kind of learning to be ported from one district

16   or from one school to another.  That would

17   allow them to understand not only how those

18   resources are being organized but how those

19   resources are able to impact those students

20   relative to the standards that you've set here

21   in Kansas.

22              DR. TAYLOR:  And I think the purely

23   mechanical answer might also help a bit, which

24   is what the estimation does, is say this is a

25   base line level of spending that is observed in
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 1   the state.  And districts with higher

 2   measurable levels of student performance spend

 3   a little bit more and districts with lower

 4   measurable levels of performance spend a little

 5   bit less.  And to the extent that there is

 6   variation in measures of performance we can't

 7   measure, it's captured in that base line,

 8   reflected in that base line prediction as to

 9   the resources needed to operate that school.

10   And then we deviate from that as to what the

11   predictions would be to require it to take the

12   measured outcomes up to the goal on the

13   measured outcomes given the kids.  But the

14   unmeasured outcomes are built into the base

15   line.  And then the measured outcomes are

16   calculated as deviations from the norm in the

17   state.  Does that help?

18              REPRESENTATIVE WINN:  Thank you.

19              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

20   Vickrey.

21              REPRESENTATIVE VICKREY:  Thank you,

22   Madam Chair.  What about local school

23   districts' responsibility for at-risk funding?

24   And are you doing a comparison of at-risk

25   programs?
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 1              MR. WILLIS:  Just to make sure I

 2   understand the question, when you say, at-risk

 3   programs, can you clarify?

 4              REPRESENTATIVE VICKREY:  Our

 5   definition of at risk, I guess, is there a

 6   measure in your study for defining at risk?

 7              MR. WILLIS:  Yes.  So as we

 8   discussed earlier the measure in which we are

 9   using to observe students that have, that are

10   economically disadvantaged is the free and

11   reduced-price lunch.  We have talked about some

12   of the pros and cons on that as well.  While we

13   can't comment on the programs or services, one

14   thing the study did do is to identify the

15   variation of need for those communities.  So I

16   will go back to the question Representative

17   Winn had asked.  One of the things that we do

18   know when we look at students that are

19   economically disadvantaged is that they often

20   arrive at schools with a set of

21   emotional/mental health/behavioral needs in

22   which those dollars that are allocated for in

23   excess of the base level of spending for

24   general education students might be organized

25   to support those kinds of needs.  So the
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 1   estimation in the report would provide a look

 2   at how much more, given what we can observe in

 3   the State of Kansas, would be necessary for

 4   those at-risk students in the aggregate.

 5              REPRESENTATIVE VICKREY:  I guess who

 6   is responsible?  Can you discern the

 7   responsibility?  Is it we fund at risk but then

 8   the school board is basically in control of how

 9   we have these various programs at various

10   schools; how those are implemented locally?

11   And who is responsible?  Are local school

12   districts responsible for those results or are

13   we?

14              DR. TAYLOR:  I think your comment

15   does highlight one of the advantages of doing

16   this analysis with the school level data, which

17   we're doing, which is that if a district is

18   generating resources because of specific

19   student demographics but they are not getting

20   down to the school level for the kids with

21   those characteristics, then we're going to have

22   a better measure of the resources actually

23   impacting the kids in each building.  And that

24   can be a much more powerful way of thinking

25   about the relationship of the resources, needs
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 1   and outcomes.  We are not in a position of

 2   being able to evaluate, in the time we've been

 3   allotted for this study, specific interventions

 4   or programs.

 5              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  I guess I will

 6   give a last call.  We'll entertain two more

 7   questions.  Representative Trimmer and then

 8   Representative Johnson.

 9              REPRESENTATIVE TRIMMER:  Thank you,

10   Madam Chair.  I know you kind of answered this

11   a little bit but I wanted to go down a little

12   bit more on at-risk weighting and English

13   language learners.  We have weighting now in

14   the State of Kansas for those.  We've still

15   been ruled that we are inadequate on funding.

16   Given that scenario, are you going to stay with

17   those weightings and then adjust from there or

18   are you going to completely restructure how you

19   look at those weightings that we have for those

20   subsets?

21              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

22   question.  We are going to tell you what our

23   modeling says would be the additional funds

24   necessary to serve a particular student.  And

25   we can, if you wish, tell you how that might
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 1   translate into a modeling scheme.  But we are

 2   not going to be starting from the State's

 3   funding formula weights.  We are starting from

 4   the observed experience of Kansas school

 5   districts and to what extent do the districts

 6   who spend more on ELL students get better

 7   outcomes, to what extent do the districts who

 8   spend more on at-risk students does that

 9   translate into better outcomes for those

10   specific kids.

11              REPRESENTATIVE TRIMMER:  Thank you.

12              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Representative

13   Johnson.

14              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you, Madam

15   Chair.  You've got the two Salina connections,

16   at least directly, asking the last questions.

17   So thank you for that.  On page 34 we talk

18   about the different type of analyses.  And I

19   wonder, will this be primarily a cost function

20   analysis or will there be other analyses to

21   that end?  Do you have all the data that you

22   need for the analysis or are there gaps that

23   may affect it?  And are there findings or

24   conclusions from the Gannon suit that would

25   affect that?
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 1              DR. TAYLOR:  Thank you for the

 2   question.  Yes.  This will be primarily a cost

 3   function analysis.  Although we are going to

 4   take the extra step of doing some work to

 5   identify the best practitioners in the state as

 6   a first step towards helping identify what

 7   those best practices are so they can be

 8   promulgated throughout the State.  We have

 9   received considerable cooperation from the

10   Department of Education.  And you all actually

11   have a quite nice website which I have scraped

12   like crazy to capture additional information

13   about those schools.  To the best of my

14   knowledge, at this time we have the data that

15   we need, pending one file that I've been

16   promised that will be on my desk when I get

17   home.  And I think that we are in a good

18   position to be able to move forward with what

19   you have tasked us to do.

20              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Well, I heard in

21   that last comment, y'all.  Thank you for that

22   because we appreciate y'all being here today to

23   share your expertise with the joint committee.

24   So I do extend a thank you for that.

25          Committee members, I appreciate your
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 1   patience and your willingness to stick to the

 2   confines of one question.  Now, I note that

 3   there are several of you that have more

 4   questions.  And Dr. Taylor and Jason have also

 5   indicated that they'll stick around for a few

 6   minutes so that they can touch base one on one

 7   for those sticky issues that you want to talk

 8   more about.  You also have the opportunity

 9   tomorrow at 10 a.m. to go over to KASB, Kansas

10   Association of School Boards at 1420 Southwest

11   Arrowhead Road here in Topeka where they will

12   be having another public presentation where I

13   assume they will answer questions as well.

14          So for those of you that are listening

15   today, there is going to be an attempted live

16   stream over there if the technology holds out.

17   Otherwise, drive to Arrowhead Road and

18   participate.

19              SENATOR HENSLEY:  I have a question.

20              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  Yes.

21              SENATOR HENSLEY:  I just wanted to

22   ask Mr. King when he would anticipate that the

23   transcript would be released, if you can give

24   us any time?  I realize you have to depend on

25   the court reporter for that.
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 1              MR. KING:  First of all, I want to

 2   thank our court reporter for the hard work that

 3   she's done here today.  And I will answer the

 4   question, as promptly as the court reporter is

 5   able to get it done.  I have not had a chance

 6   to speak with her.  But once she has the

 7   transcript prepared, I don't see any delay that

 8   would extend beyond that.

 9              SENATOR HENSLEY:  Thank you.

10              CHAIR BAUMGARDNER:  With that, the

11   meeting is adjourned.

12              (THEREUPON, the proceedings were

13               adjourned at 2:30 p.m.).
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 1                C E R T I F I C A T E

 2
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2026
Vision is 
achieved

2016

2017-2018
school year
Every district 
involved in vision

January
Community visits begin

2017

2018

2018-2019
school year
Districts begin 
achieving outcomes

2015

August
Kansans Can School
Redesign Project 
announced Mercury 
and Gemini I

February
Application process 
for Gemini II schools
announced

June
State-preferred 
vendor for 
Individual Plans of 
Study selected;
new accreditation 
model named

2016-2017 school year
Pilot year; benchmarks
established

May
Kindergarten Readiness 
screener selected

January
Five outcomes 
announced

September - October
Feedback from visits 
shared across state

October
New vision 
announced

Background: 
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Vision: 
Kansas leads the world in the 
success of each student.
A successful Kansas High School graduate has the academic 
preparation, cognitive preparation, technical skills, employability 
skills and civic engagement to be successful in postsecondary 

or in the workforce, without the need for remediation.

Outcomes for measuring progress:

Social-Emotional growth measured locally

Kindergarten readiness

Individual Plan of Study focused on career interest

High school graduation

Postsecondary success

How do we  
get there?

“ Kansans CAN do amazing 
things! We teach. We change. 
We do … and we do it well for 
our children in the great state of 
Kansas.”
— Dustin Springer, Valley Park Elementary School, Overland Park
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Social-Emotional 
Growth

Academics are important. However, they alone don’t guarantee 
a student’s success after high school.

Throughout the Community Conversations, Kansans said schools 
need to place more focus on helping students develop nonacademic 
skills, such as teamwork, perseverance and critical thinking, so they 
can be more successful in their postsecondary pursuits. In fact, 

Social-Emotional learning is the process through which students 
and adults acquire the knowledge, attitudes and skills necessary 
to understand and manage emotions, set and achieve positive 
goals, feel and show empathy for others and establish and maintain 
positive relationships. It also helps students and adults make 
responsible decisions.

Research from the Consortium for the Advancement of Social-
Emotional Learning (CASEL) shows that schools that incorporate 
social-emotional and character development have more student 
engagement, decreased suspensions and improved academic skills.

The Kansas State Board of Education believes social-emotional 
growth should be measured locally.

PHOTO: Fort Scott USD 234

Kindergarten 
Readiness

Kindergarten readiness is an essential building block for future 
achievement and academic success. In fact, 90 percent of a child’s 
brain architecture is built before the age of 5.

It is important to measure kindergarten readiness to help teachers 
meet each student where he or she is academically and socially 
upon entering kindergarten. An Ages & Stages Questionnaire will be 
used to obtain that snapshot. The screener won’t be used to keep a 
child from entering kindergarten, and it won’t measure a teacher’s 
abilities. Instead, it will be used to provide critical information to 
families, teachers and administrators. This information can help 
support data-driven decision-making by school, district and state 
policymakers who can consider targeted ways to increase readiness.

A KSDE study showed that children who entered kindergarten with 
strong school readiness skills were more likely to maintain this 
success at least into third grade.

Photo: Emporia Public Schools USD 253
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Individual Plan 
of Study Focused

Too many times if you ask a student what they plan to do after 
high school, they’ll tell you they are going to college, but they have 
no idea what they want to study. This can result in wasted dollars 
and frustration and lead to a student dropping out. That is why 
it is crucial to begin career exploration and planning earlier in 
a student’s educational experience. This is where an Individual 
Plan of Study (IPS) comes into play.

All students, beginning in middle school, will develop an IPS based 
on their career interests. An IPS is both the product a student 
develops and a process the school implements to guide students 
in developing future plans.

A student’s IPS is developed cooperatively between the student, 

There are four minimum components of a student’s IPS:

 
inventories to help students identify preference toward 
career clusters.

 Eighth- through 12th-grade course builder function with 
course selections based on career interests.

 A general postsecondary plan (
program, two- or four-year college).

 A portable electronic portfolio.

The vision requires that every middle and high school student 
in Kansas will have an IPS.

High School  
Graduation

Without a high school diploma, a student has almost no chance 
of ever achieving the middle class. That is why it is crucial that we 
make sure every student graduates high school with the skills and 
credentials needed to pursue postsecondary endeavors.

It is important to increase the percentage of Kansas students who 
earn at least a high school diploma so we can meet the projected 
education requirements for our future workforce.

The overall high school graduation rate was 86.9 percent in 2017. 
This is above the national average, but it still isn’t enough. We need 
to make sure every student graduates with the skills needed to be 
successful, whatever postsecondary plan he or she selects.

Those without a high school diploma qualify for only 17 percent 

service and blue-collar jobs. Many of these jobs may not provide 

By 2020, 71 percent of all jobs in Kansas will require some kind of 
postsecondary education and/or training.

Photo: Emporia Public Schools USD 253
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Postsecondary 
Success

Much like a high school diploma, postsecondary success opens the 
doors to a wide variety of opportunities. However, it is important to 
keep in mind that not every student will require a four-year degree. 
Some students may opt to attend a two-year or technical college 
or join the military — all of which play a critical role in preparing 
students for the workforce.

In order to meet the workforce needs in Kansas, the state will need 
more students completing a credential.

Most new jobs in the future will be “middle skill” jobs — those 
requiring a diploma, but less than a four-year degree. 

According to the Georgetown University Center on Education 
and the Workforce, the education demand for jobs in Kansas  
in 2020 will be:

www.ksde.org/Board

Mission

Vision

Motto

Successful Kansas High School Graduate

Outcomes for Measuring Progress

www.ksde.org



- Dr. Randy Watson 
Kansas Commissioner of Education

“This is 
our 
moon 
shot.”
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1 – Introduction 
The debate surrounding school finance in Kansas and specifically the question of how much is necessary 
to allow for the suitable provision for the financing of the state’s public education system has been at 
the forefront of policy discussion for years.  Fueled by a series of court cases, most notably the series of 
cases known as Montoy v. State and more recently Gannon v. Kansas has resulted in various research 
efforts to better understand what constitutes a suitable education and how much would it cost to 
provide this to all students in the state.  Two of these efforts are the following studies: 

1) Calculation of the Cost of a Suitable Education in Kansas in 2000-2001 Using Two Different 
Analytic Approaches (Augenblick and Myers, Inc., 2002) 

2) Elementary and Secondary Education in Kansas: Estimating the Costs of K-12 Education Using 
Two Approaches (Kansas Legislative Post Audit Division, 2006) 

In addition, a new study is currently underway by the labor economist Dr. Lori Taylor. The purpose of 
this report is to provide a review of items 1) and 2), above, focusing on the methodology used in each 
and corresponding results to better understand the qualities of each and inform the current discussion 
surrounding the forthcoming remedy ordered by the Kansas State Supreme Court.  A similar review of 
the study being developed by Dr. Taylor will be conducted after it has been finalized. 

The report is organized as follows.  Section 2 provides an overview of both the objectives of educational 
costing-out studies and the traditional methodological approaches used to perform cost studies.  
Sections 3 includes a review of the study performed by Augenblick and Myers, Inc. (A&M).  Sections 4 
provides a review of the study conducted by the Kansas Legislative Post Audit Division (LPA). 

2 – Costing-Out Study Objectives and Traditional Approaches 

The need for costing-out studies is clear given the clauses found in virtually all state constitutions that 
dictate that the state has a responsibility to provide an education that is considered adequate, sufficient 
or some other term that represents a level that allows all students an opportunity to achieve the 
outcomes expected of the public education system (Baker & Green, 2014).  If states are to follow 
through on this obligation, then it is necessary to understand both the amount of effort involved in 
terms the public funding required to offer educational sufficiency and how to appropriately distribute 
this funding.  More formally stated, the main objectives of educational costing-out studies are to answer 
what have been referred to as the two fundamental questions of educational adequacy (Chambers & 
Levin, 2009): 

What does it cost to enable a public school system to provide all students with an adequate 
education? 
How can state school finance systems allocate their resources equitably, such that all students 
are afforded an adequate education regardless of their need or circumstance? 

It important to note that these questions are neither simple to answer nor wholly independent 
from one another.  First, we acknowledge that while the questions are conceptually separable, 
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adequacy and equity are inextricably linked in school finance.1  While determining how much 
additional investment in education is necessary to provide an adequate educational 
opportunity, calculation of this bottom-line figure is not in and of itself sufficient to ensure every 
student realizes this opportunity.  Only through the development of a mechanism capable of 
equitably allocating adequate levels of funding can true educational adequacy (i.e., providing 
the opportunity for all children to reach a desired level of outcomes irrespective of their 
circumstance or need) be achieved. 

Second, we must realize that the concept of equity (upon which adequacy is determined) has 
evolved over time.  Traditionally, the determination of adequacy was defined by the inputs 
provided to students with different needs and circumstances (Baker & Levin, 2014).  From this 
input perspective, maintaining horizontal equity requires similar students to be treated in 
similar ways, while vertical equity requires students with differential needs to be treated in 
systematically different ways (Berne & Stiefel, 1984).  The more recently adopted perspective is 
focused on equity of outcomes, where the goal is to provide all students with a similar 
opportunity to achieve some set of desired standards results. 

There have been great strides made over the past 20-plus years to better measure the cost of providing 
an adequate education (Rebell, 2006).  Specifically, since the mid-1990s, numerous state legislatures, 
boards of education and advocacy groups have sought to derive empirical estimates of the “cost” of 
meeting specific state legislative and constitutional standards, including how those costs vary from one 
location to the next, and one child to the next (Baker, Taylor & Vedlitz, 2008).2 

There have been four basic approaches traditionally applied to costing-out studies: Cost Functions, 
Professional Judgment, Successful Schools, and Evidence-Based.  Despite there being four distinct 
methods, these can be conveniently classified into the following two categories: 

Input-Oriented (Evidence-Based and Professional Judgment) – Input-oriented analyses identify 
the various inputs – human resources/staffing, materials, supplies, equipment, and physical 
space – required to provide specific educational programs and services. Those programs and 
services may be identified as typically yielding desired educational outcomes for all student 
populations when applied in various settings.  
Outcome-Oriented (Cost Functions and Successful Schools) – Outcome-oriented analyses start 
with measured student outcomes, of institutions or specific programs and services. Outcome-
oriented analyses can then explore either the aggregate spending on those programs and 
services yielding specific outcomes, or explore in greater depth the allocation of spending on 
specific inputs.  

                                                           
1 For a discussion of the link between adequacy and equity in school finance, see the works by Chambers and 
Parrish (1982 and 1984) in Illinois and Alaska, which are amongst the earliest costing-out studies.  The introductory 
chapters of these studies specifically address this link between adequacy and equity. 
2 While efforts to link such cost estimates to constitutional, statutory and regulatory standards were popularized in 
the era following the well-known education funding court case Rose v. Council for Better Education, empirical 
methods for estimating education costs, including costs of specific standards long pre-date this era. 
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The primary methodological distinction is whether one starts from an input perspective or with specific 
outcome measures. One approach works forward, toward actual or desired outcomes, starting with 
inputs, and the other works backwards from outcomes achieved. Ideally, both work in cyclical feedback 
with one another. Regardless, any measure of “cost” must consider the outcomes to be achieved 
through any given level of expenditure and resource allocation. 

The following briefly describes each technique. 

Cost Functions 

The Cost Function (CF) approach uses statistical methods to estimate the relationship between 
educational costs, educational outcome(s), the price level of schooling inputs, and various measures of 
pupil need and scale of school or district operations.  The approach has been credited for its use of real 
data on inputs, student needs, price levels, and outcomes to model educational production.  The 
approach also offers a straightforward manner to derive the additional (marginal) costs of achieving 
education outcomes associated with cost factors such as specific pupil needs (i.e., poverty, special 
education, etc.), scale of district operations and other contextual factors (student density), as well as 
labor market conditions affecting the cost of attracting and retaining staff. 

Specifically, a comprehensive education cost function model considers spending as a function of a) 
measured outcomes, b) student population characteristics, c) setting characteristics (economies of scale, 
population sparsity), d) regional variation in input prices including competitive wages, and e) factors 
affecting spending that are not associated with outcomes (“efficiency” per se): 

(1) Spending = f(Outcomes, Students, Context, Input Prices, Inefficiency) 

Cost functions can be useful for exploring how otherwise similar schools or districts achieve different 
outcomes with the same level of spending, or the same outcomes with different levels of spending. That 
is, differences between districts in terms of their relative efficiency. While the approach can be used to 
identify the relative (in)efficiency of educational spending, researchers have come to learn that 
inefficiency found in an education cost function context isn’t exclusively a function of mismanagement 
and waste, and is often statistically explainable. Inefficient “spending” in a cost function is that portion 
of spending variation across schools or districts that is not associated with variation in the observed 
outcomes included in the model. That is, inefficiency might be that additional $1 or $1,000 spent that 
didn’t seem to affect the test scores included in the model. But that doesn’t mean it was “wasted.” It 
might, for example, have been spent to expand the school’s music or robotics program, which may be 
desirable to local constituents.  

Factors that contribute to this type of measured “inefficiency” are also increasingly well understood. For 
one, local public school districts with greater fiscal capacity – greater ability to raise and spend more – 
are more likely to do so, and may spend more in ways that do not directly affect measured student 
outcomes. But that’s not to suggest that all additional spending is frivolous, especially where outcome 
measurement is limited to basic reading and math skills. 
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Common criticisms of the approach are that it relies on a limited set of outcome measures,3 the 
projections can be based on combinations of outcomes and student demographics that are outside of 
the sample from which the model was estimated, there is little to no transparency as to how resources 
are combined to generate educational outcomes (i.e., the model is “black box” relating inputs and 
outcomes to costs), and the technique is generally difficult to explain to non-researchers such as 
legislators and policy-makers (Chambers & Levin, 2006). 

Professional Judgment 

Professional Judgment (PJ) involves organizing panels of experienced expert educators to develop 
efficient resource specifications necessary to deliver a set of desired results or outcomes for students in 
a variety of hypothetical school settings, the cost of which may be affected by a host of characteristics 
(cost factors) associated with grade level, student needs (e.g., poverty, English learner and special 
education status, etc.), and contexts (e.g., enrollment size, urbanicity, etc.).  The resource specifications 
are recorded into what is known as a Resource Cost Model (RCM), which explicitly organizes the 
resource data according to the specific activities and functions used to provide educational services to 
students. The RCM has its roots in the “ingredients” approach to cost analysis (Levin, 1983, 2017; and 
Levin & McEwan, 2001), which represents the gold standard in calculating educational costs through its 
modeling the structure and “ingredients” of services as they are actually or intended to be provided.4 

The research team then uses the PJ resource specifications and RCM to calculate the costs of achieving 
the desired outcomes and to explore the patterns of variation associated with the various cost factors.  
Based on these patterns of variation, one can calculate the additional costs associated with the various 
cost factors.  PJ has served as the central approach in many costing-out studies including one of the 
studies reviewed here and multiple studies conducted by the author of this report (Chambers et al., 
2004a,b; Chambers, Levin & Delancey, 2007, and Chambers et al. 2008a,b). 

Similar to CF and other approaches, PJ can also involve projecting costs beyond the existing sample of 
schools primarily because there are often few schools serving high need populations that are achieving 
at the standards used in these studies to define an adequate education (described in a goals statement 
that usually lists academic and sometimes other student outcomes the programs developed through the 
PJ process are intended to produce at a minimum cost).  However, in contrast to CF, PJ offers much 
flexibility in terms of the breadth of outcomes that can be taken into account to define the adequacy 
objective, which may include a myriad of cognitive and non-cognitive dimensions.5  In addition, because 

                                                           
3 Virtually all studies using CF define educational adequacy based on average achievement scores or proficiency 
rates on one or a few standardized tests. 
4 The approach is a systematic, well-tested procedure for identifying the comprehensive costs of implementing 
educational services and its use has not been limited to just costing-out studies such as those reviewed here.  For 
example, it has also been used in recent studies for the U.S. Department of Education Institute of Educational 
Sciences investigating the cost-effectiveness of various interventions to promote high school completion, early 
literacy, and adolescent literacy, respectively (Levin et al., 2014, Hollands et al., 2013, and Somers et al., 2010). 
5 Note that the educational goals statement used to define an adequate education in the New Mexico study 
conducted by Chambers et al. (2008a,b) included both cognitive (i.e., knowledge of content standards) and non-
cognitive (i.e., development of personal qualities such as personal responsibility, civic participation, work ethic, 
etc.) elements.  Given that research by Nobel laureate James Heckman and others suggests that, compared to 
cognitive skills, those of a non-cognitive nature (i.e., social skills, motivation, dependability, etc.) continue to 
develop over a much longer period of time and also generate large payoffs in the labor market (Heckman, 2008), it 
seems especially important that non-cognitive outcomes also be considered as educational goals in costing-out 
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PJ takes a bottom-up approach to costing out the resources, the process is very transparent to policy-
makers and generally easy to explain. 

The most common criticism of the PJ approach is that, while it relies on the practical experience of 
panels of educators who are closest to students and arguably the most knowledgeable about how to 
most effectively deliver educational services, the panels may not always specify the most efficient 
(minimally costly) combinations of resources necessary to achieve the desired student outcomes 
(Hanushek, 2006).  In addition, because the PJ approach generates resource specifications and 
corresponding costs associated with hypothetical schools, as opposed to the CF approach which relies 
on data that directly relates resources to outcomes, the results are extremely difficult to validate 
empirically (i.e., one would have to implement the resource allocations  Later in this report, we detail 
research design components that have been used in costing-out investigations to address this concern 
(Chambers et al., 2004a,b; Chambers, Levin & Delancey, 2007, and Chambers et al., 2008a,b). 

Successful Schools 

The third method that has been commonly used to cost out educational adequacy is the Successful 
Schools (SS) approach introduced by Augenblick and colleagues (1993).6  The traditional SS approach 
attempts to identify the costs of adequacy by determining the average spending among districts that 
have been identified as successful in terms of academic achievement.  While SS shares the transparency 
of the input-oriented professional judgment approach, like the output-oriented CF approach it relies on 
empirical observation to determine the costs of an adequate education.  In addition to being simple to 
explain, depending on data availability the SS approach allows researchers to further investigate the 
types and quantities of resources being used at those schools/districts identified as successful and 
whether their organization of resources differ from schools that are not deemed successful. 

On the surface, the SS methodology seems to be a logical costing-out approach to quantifying the cost 
of providing an adequate education.  However, as it has been traditionally applied, it has a fatal 
fundamental flaw: specifically, it does not account for factors related to student needs or resource 
usage.  Specifically, the successful districts identified may be those serving the most affluent student 
populations with lower needs and that operate in locales that are less costly (e.g., suburban areas) than 
their less successful counterparts.  In turn, it can be argued that the approach provides little guidance in 
determining how much an adequate education would cost across the state, including for pupils in 
districts that are dissimilar to those deemed successful.  Referring to the equation (1) used above to 
describe the CF approach, the application of SS can be thought of as a cost function that controls for 
nothing but outcomes as shown in equation (2): 

(2) Spending = f(Outcomes, Students, Context, Input Prices, Inefficiency) 

That is, the method is little more than a cost function a) without any controls for student characteristics, 
context or input price variation and b) without any, or with wholly insufficient controls for inefficiency.7 

                                                           
studies. 
6 As many of these studies were performed at the district level, this might also be referred to as the Successful 
School District approach. 
7 Notably, one could take average spending of schools or districts in various poverty categories, of various sizes, in 
various labor markets, etc. and also look within fiscal capacity ranges (to address indirect inefficiency predictors). 
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To this end, the SS approach as it has traditionally been applied has been discounted altogether as a 
rational costing-out approach (Baker & Levin, 2014). 

Often the case is made that the SS approach is in fact appropriate to calculate a base per-pupil cost or 
the cost of providing an adequate education to students with no additional needs, however, this 
argument is easily dismissed as it suffers from the same issue mentioned above.  That is, even the cost 
of providing an adequate education to students without additional needs (i.e., those who are identified 
as at risk, English learners or in need of special education services) may differ significantly across 
districts that face different levels of student needs or contextual challenges related to other cost factors 
such as scale of operations (size of enrollment), student density, or labor market conditions that make 
hiring and retaining staff more or less costly. 

As an alternative to SS, the Beating-the-Odds (BTO) approach takes a more sophisticated approach to 
identify successful schools.  BTO uses statistical techniques to identify schools that are doing better than 
expected (“beating the odds”, if you will) given the needs of the students they serve and other 
contextual factors thought to affect educational costs.8  One can then collect data on relatively high-
performing (beating-the-odds) schools to ascertain whether there are differences from relatively low-
performing schools (i.e., those not beating-the-odds) in the types and quantities of resources used and 
how much is being spent.  While the BTO methodology seems to provide a more defensible way to 
identify and cost out high performing schools, the typical application of this method also suffers from 
the common reliance on the limited set of outcomes that are at hand (average test scores or proficiency 
rates). 

Moreover, it is important to understand that the BTO model as generally applied does not provide any 
definitive identification of schools that are operating efficiently.  This is because the model only 
describes the relationship between a limited number of student outcomes (e.g., achievement in math 
and English language arts) and factors related to student needs and other contextual factors (scale of 
operation), but does not include direct measures of inputs or costs.  A related method constitutes the 
first traditional costing-out approach presented above, cost functions, which account for cost factors 
(student needs), student outcomes and educational costs in the same model.  Finally, while it may be 
tempting to identify individual schools that are deemed to be beating the odds and argue that all 
schools that are observationally identical should be able to operate in a similar fashion and necessarily 
achieve the same level of outcomes, this would be erroneous.  The results only suggest that, on average, 
schools that are observationally similar to a given BTO school are expected to exhibit the same level of 
outcome.  While on average schools that are observationally identical to a given BTO school will perform 
the same, there will be a spread of these schools that will perform better or worse than this average 
expectation. 

  

                                                           
But, by the time all of these cuts have been made, one has basically converged on estimating an actual cost 
function, but still missing critical components. 
8 BTO analysis draws on what are referred to as adjusted performance measures in order to identify 
schools/districts that are considered extraordinarily successful given their characteristics.  Examples of BTO 
analysis can be found in the studies by include Klitgaard and Hall (1972), Stiefel et al. (1999), and Perez et al. 
(2007). 
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Evidence-Based 

The Evidence-Based (EB) approach was introduced by Odden et al. (2003a,b and 2006).  This model 
draws upon the calculated costs of resource allocations found in literature on effective schooling 
practices as the foundation to estimate the cost of achieving adequacy in school funding.  The notion of 
using the best available evidence on educational effectiveness has both intuitive and practical appeal.  It 
is extremely transparent in terms of the types and quantities of resources used as the basis of costing 
out an adequate education.  Moreover, the approach is quite simple to explain and is fairly easy to 
understand for policy-makers and stakeholders. 

While there is much to be said for the concept of an EB approach to cost estimation, the manner in 
which this method has been implemented makes it rather suspect.  The way in which EB uses the results 
of existing educational research has been highlighted as incorrect in terms of its summing the expected 
educational gains suggested from the various study interventions and their connection to the 
corresponding intervention resources and subsequent costs.  The method is not only sensitive to the 
selection of literature chosen and the expected impact of implementing the combination of suggested 
resources (which come from widely different independent studies) on outcomes is unclear at best.9  
However, this is not to say that the education literature upon which the EB approach depends is flawed 
in any way, only that the manner in which the EB approach has traditionally applied the results of the 
research to costing out an adequate education is deficient.10  Also, as noted by Taylor et al. (2005), users 
of this approach are limited to the outcomes contained in the effectiveness literature upon which the 
costing-out specifications are based, which may be quite different from those that are of direct interest 
to the client.  Finally, the approach does not easily lend itself to measuring the additional (marginal) 
costs associated with providing adequate educational opportunity across students with diverse needs 
(i.e., poverty, English learner, special education, etc.) and hence offers little insight into how resources 
should be distributed to this end.11 

Summing Up the Different Approaches 
Table 1 summarizes existing perspectives on education cost analysis as applied to measuring educational 
adequacy, organizing the methods into input-oriented and outcome-oriented methods, which are 
subsequently applied to hypothetical or actual spending and outcomes. The third column addresses the 
method by which information is commonly gathered, such as focus groups, or consultant synthesis of 
literature. The fourth column adds another dimension – the unit of analysis, which also includes the issue 
of sampling density. Most focus group activities can only practically address the needs of a handful of 
prototypical schools and student populations, whereas cost modeling, or even PJ applied to all actual 
schools and their data, involves all schools and districts, potentially over multiple years (to capture time 
dynamics of the system in additional to cross sectional variation). 

All methods have strengths and weaknesses, but some weaknesses are critical flaws. Successful Schools 
is excluded from this table because it is not deemed a credible method of cost analysis. One might argue 

                                                           
9 Hanushek (2007) provides a critique of a recent adequacy study that makes use of the Evidence-Based approach, 
which emphasizes the unrealistic expected achievement gains implied by the study. 
10 Indeed, the hybrid approach used in the comprehensive costing-out model described below explicitly provides 
expert briefs that draw upon the education research literature to provide information on the elements of 
successful schools to professional judgement panelists. 
11 That is, the Evidence-Based approach does little to formally address Question 2 put forth above. 
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similarly that a pure “evidence-based” approach, not integrated with context specific judgments is also 
moot, since it makes no attempt to estimate the costs of the state’s own outcome goals and further, 
because it fails to consider how needs vary across settings and children in the state specific context.  The 
greatest shortcoming of a more robustly implemented PJ process is the tenuous, hypothetical link to 
outcomes. The greatest weakness of cost modeling is perhaps the quality and breadth of commonly 
available outcome measures and the potential influence of those quality and breadth concerns on model 
predictions. 

Table 1 – Summary of Cost Analysis Methods in Education 

General Method Outcome/ 
Goal Basis 

Information 
Gathering 

Unit of 
Application Strengths Weaknesses 

Input-Oriented 
[Professional 
Judgment and 
Evidence-Based] 

Hypothetical 

Focus 
Groups 
(Professional 
Judgment) 

Prototypes 
(limited set) 

Stakeholder 
involvement. 
Context 
sensitive.  

Only hypothetical 
connection to 
outcomes. 
 
Addresses only 
limited 
conditions/settings. 

Hypothetical 

Consultant 
Synthesis 
(Evidence 
Based) 

Single model 
(transposed 
across settings) 

Limited effort. 
Ability to use and 
apply boilerplate 
to any situation. 
Built on 
empirically 
validated 
strategies. 

Aggregation of 
“strategies” to whole 
school is suspect. 
 
Transferability of 
“strategies” limited. 
Not context 
sensitive. 

Outcome-
Oriented 
[Cost Function] 

Actual  

All 
districts/schools 
over multiple 
years. 

Base on statistical 
link between 
actual outcomes 
and actual 
spending.  
Evaluates 
distribution 
across all 
districts/schools. 

Requires rich 
personnel, fiscal and 
outcome data.  
Potentially infeasible 
where outcome goal 
far exceeds any 
reality. 
Focus on limited 
measured outcomes.  
Limited insights into 
internal resource 
use/allocation 
underlying cost 
estimate. 

Source: Baker & Levin (2014). 
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3 – Review of 
 (Augenblick, Myers, 

Silverstein & Barkis, 2002) 

The 2002 study by Augenblick et al., makes use of two different costing-out methods, the input-based PJ 
approach and the outcome-based SS approach.  We describe each of these briefly in turn. 

Professional Judgment Approach (Input-Oriented Approach) 
The first methodology used by the study is the PJ approach.  There were four main tasks involved: 

1) Defining a Suitable Education – This was done in consultation with the Legislative Education 
Planning Committee (LEPC) with the final definition including both input and outcome 
standards.  The input standards were based upon the offered course, program and services 
included in the Kansas Quality Performance Act (QPA), while the performance standards were 
defined by districts that within a five-year period would meet specific percentage threshold 
standards of students scoring proficient or better (aka percent-above-cut-score) on six different 
grade level/subject specific criterion-referenced tests used for accountability purposes as shown 
in Table 2:12 

Table 2 – Student Outcomes Used for Suitability Definition 

Grade 
Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Higher 

Math Reading 
4 65% N/A 
5 N/A 70% 
7 60% N/A 
8 N/A 65% 

10 55% N/A 
11 N/A 60% 

 

Developing District and School Prototypes – The authors first developed 4 categories of districts 
that were distinguished by enrollment size.  This was done by rank ordering the 304 districts in 
the state by enrollment and determining both raw district and pupil-weighted district quartiles, 
where the raw quartiles split the population into four groups with equal numbers of districts 
(76), while the pupil weighted split them into four groups with (roughly) equal enrollments 
(Table 3a). 

Table 3b shows the final grouping used for the prototypes.  Note, this grouping scheme made 
use of combinations of both quartile calculation schemes.  Specifically, the raw quartile groups 1 
and 2 for the Very Small and Small district categories, respectively, a combination of unweighted 
quartile 3 along with a portion of weighted quartile 1 and all of weighted quartile 2 for the 

                                                           
12 Appendix B of the A&M study includes the formal definition of a suitable education used for the PJ approach. 
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Moderate district category, and all of weighted quartiles 3 and 4 for the Large district category.  
The authors provide no justification for the final designation of the district size categories. 

Table 3a – Raw and Pupil-Weighted Quartiles of Enrollment Used to Define District Size 
Categories 

 
District Size Quartiles 

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 
Raw Quartiles –  

Number of Districts 
(Enrollment Range) 

76 
( 324) 

76 
(325-555) 

76 
(556-1,139) 

76 
( 1,140) 

Pupil-Weighted Quartiles – 
Number of Districts 
(Enrollment Range) 

230 
( 1,140) 

54 
(1,150-3,599) 

16 
(3,600-16,499) 

4 
( 16,500) 

Table 3b – Final District Size Categories Used 

 
District Size Category 

Very Small Small Moderate Large 
Enrollment Range 324 325-555 556-3,600 3,601 

Table 4 – Final District and School Prototypes Used for Professional Judgment Panels 

District Size Category 
 

Very Small Small Moderate Large 
Range in Enrollment 324 325-555 556-3,600 3,601 
Average District Enrollment 200 430 1,300 11,200 

Average School Enrollment 
Elementary 140 150 200 430 
Middle - - 300 430 
High School 60 130 400 1,150 

Average Numbers of Schools 
Elementary 1 2 3 12 
Middle - - 1 6 
High School 1 1 1 3 

Average Incidences of Student Needs 
Proportion of Students in Special Education 14% 14% 13% 14% 
Proportion of Students Eligible for 
Free/Reduced Price Lunch 35% 35% 29% 36% 

Proportion of Bilingual Students 2% 2% 3% 4% 
Note: Table adapted from study pages IV-2 and IV-3. 

Within each district size category, the averages of district total enrollment, the numbers and 
enrollments of schools at the elementary, middle and high school levels, and incidences of 
students in special education, eligible for free/reduced price lunch, and identified as bilingual 
were calculated.  Table 4 provides the final prototype definitions of districts and schools used in 
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the professional judgment panel work.  It is important to note that the authors did not develop 
middle school prototypes for the Very Small and Small district size categories, as they claim that 
there were no stand-alone middle schools in these types of districts. 

2) Selection of Panelists, Convening of Panels and Public Engagement – The authors consulted with 
the LEPC and the Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) to select 25 individuals that 
made up four school-site professional judgment panels. One school-site panel was assigned to 
the Very Small and Small district size school prototypes, another school-site panel was assigned 
to the Large district size school prototypes, and two school-site panels were assigned to 
complete duplicate sets of the Moderate district school prototypes.  A group of 15 panelists 
were chosen in a similar manner to serve on two district professional judgment panels charged 
with reviewing the work of the school-site panels and an expert panel of 6 panelists was chosen 
to review the work of the district professional judgment panel.  The school-site panels convened 
for 1.5 days (December 4-5, 2001), during which time they deliberated and specified resources 
for the school prototypes. The district panels convened for 1.5 days (January 8-9, 2002) to 
review and amend the school prototype resources, as well as specify district-level resources to 
be added to the school-level prototypes.  Finally, the expert panel met for 1 day (March 13, 
2002) and made modifications to one of the two sets of prototypes for the schools and district 
under the Moderate size category. 
The authors also conducted both a questionnaire and interviews lasting up to four hours with 
10-person groups drawn from a pool of 59 participants included in a KSDE-provided list of 97 
individuals that was made up of educators, school board members, education advisory group 
member, parents, and business community members.  This engagement effort was done to get 
a better sense of public views on the Kansas school finance system concerning the funding 
foundation level, the current weights used to adjust funding for student needs (at-risk, bilingual 
and special education), scale of operations (district size), and programs such as vocational 
education.  In addition, the data collection solicited input from respondents/participants on 
issues such as the appropriate provision of staff professional development.  The meetings took 
place on November 13 and December 4, 2001, and on January 8, 2002. 

3) Assigning Resource Prices, Calculating Costs and Developing Weights – The final step involved 
assigning unit prices for each type of resource and calculating the costs associated with each 
school prototype.  Next, they added the corresponding costs of district-level resources, reported 
aggregate costs across the district size categories broken out by base spending versus additional 
spending necessary to support students with special needs, and determined base per-pupil 
funding and empirical weights for special education, at-risk, and bilingual students for each 
district size category prototype.  The authors then used the information across the district size 
categories to generate schedules of base per-pupil funding and student need weights that 
varied with district enrollment size. 

Successful Schools Approach (Outcome-Oriented Approach) 
Implementation of the SS approach was far less involved than the PJ approach.  The authors first 
determined districts that were successful in terms of their student outcomes.  This was done by 
analyzing each district’s percentage of students with scores that were proficient on the state’s math and 
reading tests used for accountability purposes.  To be deemed successful, a district had to be either 
meeting the percent thresholds mentioned earlier on five out of the six grade/subject specific tests or 
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be considered on track to meet these thresholds within five years.  The determination of whether a 
district was considered being on track was made by looking at the changes in the percentage of students 
with proficient scores on each test from the 2000 to 2001 and comparing these year-over-year changes 
to the yearly progress that would have to be made to reach the test-specific thresholds within five years.  
According to this criterion, 86 of the statewide total of 304 districts were deemed successful in terms of 
their outcomes. 

The authors next identified districts in terms of their compliance with the School District Finance and 
Quality Performance Act standards (QPA), which involved providing appropriate courses, programming 
and services.  Only 1 of the 86 districts deemed successful according to the outcome criterion was found 
not to be meeting the QPA standards, leaving the final number of successful districts at 85. 

Next, the authors isolated the basic expenditures of the districts, by excluding spending on services for 
special education, at-risk, and bilingual student populations, as well as expenditures on capital, food 
service, and transportation.  Using these total spending figures, the authors calculated a pupil-weighted 
average base cost per pupil across the 85 districts. 

Key Results 
The key results from the PJ approach pertaining to suitable base and special needs per-pupil costs and 
corresponding weights are listed in Table 5.  The base per-pupil cost resulting from the PJ approach 
ranged from $5,811 for Large districts to $8,581 for Very Small districts, with a pupil-weighted average 
across districts of $6,362.  This is about 40 percent larger than the pupil-weighted average base per-
pupil cost calculated using the successful schools approach. 

Additional special education per-pupil costs range from $6,908 (Small) to $12,090 (Large) with a pupil-
weighted average of $9,848 and corresponding special education weights ranging from 0.86 to 2.08.  
That is, the additional funding above and beyond the base cost that is necessary to support the cost of a 
special education student was between $6,908 and $12,090 across the district size categories or 0.86 to 
2.08 times the base per-pupil cost for each of these categories.  The at-risk per-pupil costs range from 
$1,919 (Very Small) to $3,392 (Moderate) with a pupil-weighted average of $2,846 and corresponding 
weights ranging from 0.22 to 0.44.  Bilingual per-pupil costs range from $1,217 (Very Small) to $5,993 
(Large) with a pupil-weighted average of $5,320 and corresponding weights equal to 0.14 and 1.03.  
Taking a ratio of the pupil-weighted average of the additional cost associated with each student need 
allows calculations of the weights associated with the pupil-weighted average costs are as follows: 
special education-1.55, at-risk-0.45, and bilingual 0.84. 

The main result from the SS approach was a base per-pupil cost calculated at $4,547.  The SS per-pupil 
base figure (lower than the lowest PJ per-pupil base of $5,811 generated for the Large district 
prototype) was combined with the weight figures generated using the PJ approach to develop cost 
schedules across the full district enrollment range.  The cost schedules were then used to project the 
district-level and bottom-line adequacy costs, the latter of which was compared to current spending at 
the time.  Using a current spending figure on comparable purposes (general school operations, which 
excludes capital, transportation, etc.) of $2.837 billion, the authors conclude that total spending would 
need to increase by about $236 million to $3.073 billion (equal to a relative increase of 8.3 percent). 
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Table 5 –  Suitable Base and Special Needs Per-Pupil Costs and Corresponding Weights from PJ Approach 

District Size Category 
Pupil-

Weighted 
Averages 

Total Base Cost from PJ Approach Very 
Small 

Small Moderate Large 

School Level $6,692 $5,786 $5,499 $4,724 
District Level $1,889 $1,575 $1,184 $1,087 
Total PJ Base Cost $8,581 $7,361 $6,683 $5,811 

Pupil-Weighted Average Base from PJ $6,362 
Pupil-Weighted Average Base from Successful Schools $4,547 
Relative Difference Between PJ and Successful Schools Bases 39.9% 

Added Costs of Special Needs Students Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

Pupil-
Weighted 
Averages 

Special Education $7,403 $6,908 $7,731 $12,090 $9,848 
At-Risk $1,919 $2,228 $3,392 $2,578 $2,846 
Bilingual $1,217 $1,267 $5,590 $5,993 $5,320 
 

Special Needs Weight Calculations Very 
Small Small Moderate Large 

Pupil-
Weighted 
Averages 

Special Education 0.86 0.94 1.16 2.08 1.55 
At-Risk 0.22 0.30 0.51 0.44 0.45 
Bilingual 0.14 0.17 0.84 1.03 0.84 
Note: Derived from A&M study Table IV-10.  Pupil-weighted averages of added costs of special needs students added by review 
author.  2000-01 statewide enrollments across size categories used to calculate pupil-weighted averages are as follows: Very 
Small (15,788), Small (32,872), Moderate (173,808) and Large (224,502).  Pupil-weighted averages of special needs weight 
calculations based on ratios of pupil-weighted average special needs costs to pupil-weighted average PJ base per-pupil cost 
(e.g., pupil-weighted average special education weight of 1.55 equals $9,848 / $6,362. 
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They next offset estimated local and Federal revenues to calculate what the burden of the increase 
would be to the state, yielding a figure of $284 million or 13.4 percent. 

Discussion 
My general impression of the A&M study is that it is a rather early effort implementing a PJ approach to 
costing-out educational suitability that includes some flaws in it design and implementation.  In addition, 
I had some issues with how the study findings were translated into actionable funding policy.  The 
following includes a critical discussion of the A&M study methodology and implementation focusing on 
the PJ approach and including how results may have been shaped by the data used and analytical 
choices made by the authors.  As the study includes a rather dated implementation of the PJ approach, 
the text points out advancements used in more recent applications of the approach.  The choice to focus 
on the PJ approach stems from a general lack of credibility in the SS approach as a valid costing-out 
methodology (Baker & Levin, 2014) and the larger share of the study findings that are made up of the PJ 
results (i.e., the SS approach was only used to calculate base per-pupil cost, while the PJ approach 
generated both base per-pupil cost and weight estimates). 

A simple review of the district and school prototypes brings forth a major concern that almost certainly 
had significant influence on the key results presented above.  Specifically, the review uncovered two 
issues that could not be ignored, but the effects of which are not clear. 

First, it seems that the incidence of student needs used to define the district and school prototypes do 
not seem to be correct.  Specifically, there is evidence that the average rates of students eligible for free 
or reduced price lunch (FRL) used to define the district and school prototype definitions that the PJ 
panelists based suitable education models do not comport with those calculated using data downloaded 
from the KSDE.13  The first panel of Table 6 shows the district average percentage of FRL reported in the 
A&M study (page IV-2) for each district size category, the same figures calculated for the purposes of 
this review, and the differences in incidence rates between the two sets of figures.  While the 
differences for the Moderate and Large districts is quite small, we find that the FRL rates used in the 
study for Small districts was somewhat larger (by 2.4 percentage points) than the rate calculated for this 
review.  Conversely, the average FRL rate used in the study for the Very Small district prototype was 4.4 
percentage points smaller than what was calculated using KSDE data.  To this end, it seems that in 
developing their models the panels were reacting to a key student need characteristic that was slightly 
too high for Small districts and too low for Very Small districts. 

A second more fundamental problem that precipitated the investigation in this section is the fact that 
the authors used district averages to define student needs in both the district- and school-level 
prototypes.  Ideally, the set of school prototypes used in the PJ approach should attempt to approximate 
the ranges of student need and school size naturally occurring in a state.  It is this variation that will 
drive a more accurate calculation of how much more it costs to provide a suitable education to students 
with different types of needs and attending schools of different sizes.  Because of this critical research 
design decision, the school prototypes are unfortunately quite limited in their ability to reflect the 
                                                           
13 School-level data on counts of students approved for free/reduced price lunch in Kansas for the 2000-01 school 
year were downloaded from the report generator on the KSDE website here: 
(http://datacentral.ksde.org/report_gen.aspx). These data were used to generated both district- and school-level 
pupil-weighted averages for each district category. 



 
 

Review of Kansas Education Cost Studies – Jesse Levin 15 

variation in pupil needs that actually existed across schools in the state.  Specifically, the variation in 
student needs across the school prototypes used in the study only represents that found across the 
average districts within the four broad categories of district size.  As seen in the prototype definitions 
listed in Table 4, above, while school size seems to follow district size, there is almost no variation in any 
of the average student needs incidences across the four district size categories.  What is lamentable is 
the fact that the authors could have simply calculated school-level averages of the student needs 
variables across schools within each district size and by schooling level, which would have provided a 
more credible representation of needs across the state.14  Performing averages by schooling level is 
particularly important, given the well-known phenomenon whereby reported rates of students eligible 
for free/reduced price lunch for high schools are systematically lower than for their elementary and 
middle school counterparts. 

Table 6 – Average District and School Incidences of Students Eligible for Free/Reduced Price Lunch 
Used in A&M Study and Calculated from KSDE Data 

  District Size Category 
  Very Small Small Moderate Large  

Averages Used in Study and Calculated from KSDE Data 
District Averages Used in Study 
for Both Districts and Schools 35.0% 35.0% 29.0% 36.0% 

District Averages Calculated from 
KSDE Data 39.4% 32.6% 28.7% 35.9% 

Difference in Study and KSDE 
Calculated Averages -4.4% 2.4% 0.3% 0.1% 

 
Schooling-Level Averages Calculated from KSDE Data 

Elementary 44.6% 36.9% 33.7% 43.9% 
Middle 40.1% 34.9% 28.8% 40.2% 
High 33.6% 26.8% 21.5% 26.6% 

 
Differences Between District Averages Used in Study and Schooling-Level Averages Calculated from 
KSDE Data 

Elementary -9.6% -1.9% -4.7% -7.9% 
Middle -5.1% 0.1% 0.2% -4.2% 
High 1.4% 8.2% 7.5% 9.4% 

To check the degree to which the free/reduced price lunch rates used in the A&M study for both the 
district and school prototypes were different from the actual school-level averages that existed in 
Kansas in the 2000-01 school year the analysis was extended.  The second panel in Table 6 shows the 
average FRL rates across schools at each schooling level within each of the four district size categories.  
The resulting average FRL rates show a consistent relationship across the district size categories at each 
schooling level; namely, schools in Very Small and Large districts tend to have the highest rates, while 

                                                           
14 Indeed, the authors were able to compute school-level averages of school size within each of the district size 
categories so it is curious that they did not do the same for the student needs characteristics.  Perhaps the school-
level student needs data were not available at the time. 
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those in Moderate sized districts tend have the lowest, and those in Small districts are somewhere in 
between.  However, it should also be noted that within each schooling level the variation in average 
calculated FRL rates across the district size categories is much greater compared to those used in the 
school prototypes.  The results also show a common pattern whereby FRL rates tend to be highest 
among elementary schools and lowest among high schools, with middle schools in between. 

The third panel of the table contains the percentage point differences between the school-level FRL 
rates calculated from the KSDE data and those used for the school (and district) prototypes used in the 
PJ approach.  The results are quite striking showing that the prototype FRL rates significantly over or 
underestimated student needs across the schooling levels and district size categories.  Specifically, FRL 
rates at the elementary level were systematically underestimated by the school prototypes by 9.6 
percentage points for Very Small districts, 7.9 percentage points for Large Districts, 4.7 percentage 
points for Moderate size districts, and 1.9 percentage points for Small districts.  Conversely, the high 
school prototypes systematically overestimated the FRL rates for high schools by 1.4 to 9.4 percentage 
points.  At the middle school level, the results are mixed.  The school prototypes for Very Small and 
Large districts underestimated the average FRL rate by 5.1 and 4.2 percentage points, respectively. 

Unfortunately, publicly available data was not available on the other student needs characteristics 
defining the prototypes (incidences of special education and bilingual students) and therefore was not 
analyzed.  However, one might hypothesize that given the significant correlation between the incidences 
of FRL and bilingual students that is often observed, a similar although less pronounced problem would 
also exist with the bilingual model components that were specified.  Also, while the percentage 
differences may not seem like a lot, in relative terms they can be quite large.  For example, the largest 
underestimates and overestimates found (for elementary schools in Very Small districts and high schools 
in Very Large districts) show that the values used for the prototypes were over one-quarter smaller and 
larger, respectively than they should have been. 

In sum, it seems likely that the panelists likely would have specified more resources in the elementary 
school prototypes and fewer in the high school prototypes.  However, looking at the differences 
between the school-level percent FRL used in the prototypes versus what is found from KSDE data 
across the three schooling levels for each district size category (i.e., down the columns of the last panel 
in Table 6), one could legitimately assume that overall the resources specified for Very Small and Large 
districts were too low, while those specified for Small and Moderate districts were too high.  
Unfortunately, while it would be hard to believe that this research design flaw could not have influenced 
the panelists’ decisions, it is impossible to fully understand what overall impact this may have had on 
the final results.  My thought here is that the school-level cost generated by the PJ approach is lower 
overall than it would have been if the school prototypes were defined with demographics that were true 
to the average needs specific to schooling levels within each district size category. 

The authors made a good effort to translate the main results of both the PJ and SS approaches into 
funding recommendations that could be implemented.  The first of these was to establish the base 
(foundation) per-pupil funding amount to which the various calculated weights for at-risk, bilingual, and 
special education were applied. 
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Base Per-Pupil Foundation
Exhibit 1 provides three cost schedules that show how suggested per-pupil base funding would be 
affected by district size.  The solid-line schedule in blue represents the costs suggested by the A&M PJ 
approach (minimum of $5,800), while the solid-line schedule in orange is that suggested by the SS 
approach (minimum of $4,550).  The third schedule in red (named “Raw PJ Base Cost” with a minimum 
of $5,811) was developed by me directly from the data presented in Table 5, above.  There is very little 
difference between the suggested PJ and raw PJ schedules.15,16 

As can be seen, all three schedules produce the expected story that is consistent with economies of 
scale.  That is, it is often found that the per-unit (per-pupil in this case) cost of production decreases as 
the scale of production gets larger.  All three behave quite similarly, although the SS schedule is 
significantly lower at each enrollment level.  The authors devote a discussion of why these differences 
might occur, stating that the districts identified for the SS approach might not meet all of the 
components that constitute a suitable education, which the prototype districts of the PJ approach by 
definition are assumed to meet.  While the study is silent on any examples where this might be the case, 
one might be the fact that the SS districts were identified as successful if they met or were on track to 
meet test proficiency thresholds on five of the sex tests, while the PJ panels were charged with 
developing models that would achieve the thresholds on all six tests. 

However, the difference in the PJ and SS base per-pupil cost measures are most likely borne out of 
systematic differences in the characteristics of those districts deemed successful and other districts in 
the state, which the SS approach does not control for.  It is precisely this issue that renders the SS 
approach useless for determine the costs of a suitable education (Baker & Levin, 2014).  To this end, the 
suggested PJ base is preferable to that generated using the SS approach.  Moreover, the scale 
adjustments seem appropriate.  Indeed, the structure of the PJ prototypes were designed based upon 
differences in enrollment and therefore the approach seems to do a good job at distinguishing the 
differential costs associated with scale of operations. 

An important decision is made by the authors was to use the lower SS base per-pupil cost as the driving 
the foundation level by which all districts were funded.  The PJ base, or a scaled down version of the PJ 
base, would then be used as the limit on second tier funding (Local Option Budget or LOB).17  There are 
at least two things that are problematic with this decision.  First, the choice to use the SS base per-pupil 
figure would seem to be endorsing an unreliable measure that seems to be an underestimate of the true 
base per-pupil cost (note that even the reported PJ base cost was deemed to be underestimated to 
some extent and the SS base is far lower than that).  Second, using the PJ base per-pupil cost to set the 
LOB limit makes little sense in that these two things are meant to serve entirely different purposes.  
Specifically, a per-pupil funding base constitutes what must be spent on a student with no special needs 
in order to provide them with a suitable education.  In contrast, the LOB is a limit of what can be spent 

                                                           
15 My though is that the authors fit their suggested schedule to base per-pupil cost numbers that were rounded 
(e.g., using the minimum of $5,800 rather than the raw $5,811 produced by the PJ analysis). 
16 In addition, I have taken the liberty of plotting smooth schedules (the dotted-lines) that do not have points of 
discontinuity. 
17 The Local Option Budget (LOB) is a second-tier funding source by which districts are allowed to use local 
revenues to generate dollars above an adequate base of funding (one that would support a suitable education).  At 
the time of the study, the amount of LOB funding a district could use was capped at 25 percent of the base. 
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above and beyond the base (i.e., intended to allow for districts to spend in excess of what is deemed 
adequate).  In turn, it is unclear at best why you would use a base per-pupil cost figure to determine the 
LOB limit. 

At-Risk Weight
Exhibit 2 includes a plot of the suggested schedule of the funding weight for at-risk students (in blue) 
and another that simply connects the raw weights calculated from the PJ prototypes for each district 
size category.  In addition, I have included a function that best fits the raw data points.  The suggested 
schedule was generated by the following equation: 

(3) At-Risk Weight = 0.60 – [(1,000/Enrollment) x 0.08] 

As is evident from the graphic, the intended poverty weight has a minimum of 0.20 and increases with 
district size, dramatically so at lower enrollment levels (from 200 to 800), and eventually levels off at 
0.60.  There are several concerns I have with this suggested weight schedule. 

First, the positive relationship between district enrollment and the suggested PJ at-risk weight only 
partly follows the series produced by the raw PJ weights.  The suggested PJ weight schedule is also 
consistently higher than the raw PJ weight series.  The reader will also note that the raw PJ weight for 
the Large district size category (0.44) was lower than for the Moderate district size category (0.51), 
which seems illogical given the Moderate size prototypes had the lowest percentage of at-risk students 
of all the district size categories.  Importantly, it may be that the pattern of the observed raw PJ weights 
are more of an artifact stemming from the organizational structure of the prototypes than the actual 
values of the at-risk percentages to which the panelists responded.  Specifically, it does not seem that 
the prototypes provided sufficient variation in student needs to allow for accurate calculations of need-
based weights.  The only appreciable change in the at-risk percentage across the district size categories 
was for Moderate size districts, which was set at 29 percent and 35 or 36 percent for the other three 
district larger and smaller size categories. 

In addition, the fact that only one panel addressed the prototypes in three of the four size categories 
(the Moderate district size prototypes were performed independently by two panels) is rather troubling 
(ideally there would be at least two panels developing models for each of the prototypes).18  Finally, the 
reader will note that the calculated at-risk weight for Moderate districts is not logical when taken in the 
context of those calculated for the other district size categories that had higher prototype FRL rates.  For 
example, the Moderate at-risk weight associated with an FRL rate of 29 percent was 0.51, while the 
weights for Very Small and Small districts associated with an FRL rate of 35 percent were 0.22 and 0.30, 
respectively. 

Second, I am concerned about the degree to which the suggested PJ at-risk weights increase with 
enrollment according to the schedule.  While there are examples in both the research literature and 
state funding policy that the concentration of poverty has a significant impact on the outcomes of at-risk 
students,19 it is difficult to accurately determine how much additional funding might be necessary to 
provide an equitable suitable educational opportunity between at-risk students learning in 
                                                           
18 A more in-depth discussion of the importance of using multiple panels to perform the same exercises is included 
below (see section Multiple Independent PJPs Performing Duplicate School/District Prototypes). 
19 See for example Reardon (2011). 
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environments with relatively higher and lower concentrations of poverty.  Indeed, the Kansas costing-
out study by the Legislative Post Audit Committee (LPA, 2005) described below provides results using a 
cost function costing-out approach that also suggests a significant relationship between the cost of 
providing a suitable education and incidence of student poverty in inner-urban districts. 

In terms of an example of state funding policy, California’s relatively new school finance system, the 
Local Control Funding Formula, provides an additional “concentration” grant funding adjustment 
(weight) in districts where the incidence of disadvantaged (at-risk) students (defined as the percentage 
of unduplicated counts of at-risk, English learners or foster youth) is above 55 percent.  In these districts, 
funding is increased by 0.50 times the base per-pupil funding for each at-risk student accounted for in 
the excess incidence above 55 percent.  To put the at-risk concentration weight in perspective, there is 
also an initial “supplemental” at-risk weight used where districts get an additional 0.20 times the base 
for all students that are deemed at risk.  So, in California districts where the at-risk concentration weight 
is applicable, the effective additional funding for each at-risk student over the 55 percent incidence 
threshold is over three times as large as that for at-risk students under the threshold (3.5 times as large 
to be precise).20  Exhibit 3 presents this discontinuous LCFF at-risk weight schedule that takes into 
account both the supplemental and concentration weights to show how the effective weight changes 
with increases with the incidence of at-risk students.  The schedule shows an at-risk weight of 0.20 up 
until the incidence of at-risk incidence reaches 55 percent, after which the weight steadily climbs to 
0.425.  It is important to take notice that the ratio of the weight in the highest to lowest incidence 
districts is 2.125. 

The implications of the A&M suggested at-risk weight schedule would be much more aggressive in terms 
of the funding equity that would ensue if it were enacted.  Looking again at Exhibit 2, the smallest 
districts would receive additional funding for their at-risk students that would be one-third of that for 
the largest districts.  This implies that it is only a third as costly to equally support the outcomes of at-
risk students in the smallest districts than in the largest districts.  Also, note that while there are no stark 
discontinuities or “jumps” in the schedule, the steep portion occurring between 200 and 800 students 
would provide an incentive for districts to increase their enrollment. 

In the context of the A&M findings, to the extent that the concentration of at-risk students is related to 
district enrollment, there may be a call for some sort of upward graduated adjustment in the at-risk 
weight as district enrollment increases.  However, a check of the looking at both the unweighted and 
pupil-weighted correlations between incidence of at-risk students and districts enrollment using 2000-
01 data, I find that there is a negligible or weak correlation between these two variables.21 

                                                           
20 Specifically, for at-risk students above the 55 percent threshold districts receive additional funding on the order 
of 0.70 of the base (this equals the 0.20 supplemental weight plus the 0.50 concentration at-risk weight), while at-
risk students below this threshold only get the 0.20 supplemental weight. 
21 Using KSDE data for 2000-01, I find that the pupil-weighted correlation between district-level percent at-risk and 
enrollment is 0.22.  These were run within each of the district size categories with a mix of weakly negative and 
weakly positive correlations. 
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Exhibit 1 - Alternative Suggested Base Per-Pupil Suitable Costs by District Enrollment 

 

Suggested PJ Base Cost Trendline Equation
y = 13703x-0.092

R² = 0.9571

Suggested SS Base Cost Trendline Equation
y = 10736x-0.092

R² = 0.9569

Raw PJ Base Cost Trendline Equation 
y = 11700x-0.074

R² = 0.9703
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Exhibit 2 - A&M Suggested At-Risk Weights by District Enrollment 

 

Suggested PJ At-Risk Weight Trendline Equation
y = 0.1095x0.1664

R² = 0.5872
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Exhibit 3 – At-Risk Weight Schedule from California Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) 
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Given the large relative difference between the suggested PJ at-risk weight in the largest versus smallest 
districts, perhaps a better solution would be to suggest a standard at-risk weight to be used across all 
district enrollment sizes.  One obvious choice would be to go with the pupil-weighted average of the 
weights calculated for each district size prototype.  My calculations show this would be 0.45, which is 
admittedly rather conservative compared to other costing-out studies, including the range of at-risk 
weights computed in the LPA cost function approach.22 

Bilingual Weight
The suggested schedule for the bilingual weight is presented in Exhibit 4.  I have similar concerns about 
the A&M suggested bilingual weight schedule for reasons mentioned above in the discussion of the at-
risk weight schedule.  The resulting increasing weights across district size are most likely due to the lack 
of variation in the incidences of bilingual student used across the prototypes specific to schooling levels 
and district size categories, as well as a lack of multiple panels completing duplicate prototypes.  Indeed, 
similar to the case of the at-risk weights, there may be concentration effects at play (often the 
incidences of at-risk and bilingual are at least moderately correlated).  However, it is difficult to 
understand why the additional cost of providing a suitable education to a bilingual student would be so 
much higher in large districts.  The equity effects resulting from implementing the suggested bilingual 
weight schedule would be pronounced, with the relative difference in additional per-pupil funding for 
bilingual students between the largest and smallest districts measuring over 600 percent.  A more logical 
way to apply the prototype bilingual weights might be to implement their pupil-weighted average equal 
to 0.84, which is not outside of the range of English learner weights generated by PJ studies (0.39 to 2.0) 
as reported in the literature review on this very subject by Castellanos-Jimenez and Topper (2012). 

Special Education Weight
The authors basically did not make use of the special education weight for the Large district size 
category because it was considered too high (2.08).  Instead, they noted that the other weights were 
more reasonable (0.86, 0.94 and 1.16 for the Very Small, Small, and Moderate prototypes, respectively), 
and developed a schedule (Exhibit 5) that starts at a weight of 0.90 for the smallest district sizes and 
increases with district enrollment as follows: 

(4) Special Education Weight = 0.90 + (Enrollment x 0.00002) 

One should notice that the A&M suggested schedule (blue line) is much flatter than the raw schedule 
(orange line). The 0.90 is a well-established, but outdated, figure calculated in a 2002 report of the 
Special Education Expenditure Project (Chambers, Parrish & Harr, 2002).  However, this is not a weight 
based on an adequacy cost study, but rather one describing how much was being spent on the average 
special education student across the county relative to the average student with no special needs 
without explicitly taking into account any specific definition of educational suitability.  To this end, the 
0.90 weight might be seen as an underestimate of what it would cost to provide a suitable education for 
the average special education student. 

 

                                                           
22 See the compiled list of estimated poverty weights from costing-out studies performed from 1997 to 2007 in 
Baker, Taylor & Vedlitz (2008) which range from 0.58 to 0.92 for those using the PJ approach. 
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Exhibit 4 – A&M Suggested Bilingual Weights by District Enrollment 

 

Suggested PJ Bilingual Weight Trendline Equation
y = 0.2411ln(x) - 1.1343

R² = 0.853
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Exhibit 5 – A&M Suggested Special Education Weights by District Enrollment 

 

Suggested PJ Special Education Weight Trendline Equation
y = 0.0001x + 0.9157

R² = 0.9809
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The argument could be made, however, that the degree to which this is an underestimate will depend 
on the extent to which special education students’ Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) include 
levels of support that constitute a suitable education (and the extent to which these services are actually 
provided).  Again, similar concerns raised above for the other weights apply here, but the existence of a 
concentration effects seems less likely, but perhaps apparent given the large increase in the numbers of 
students in high-incidence special education categories (such as those who are specific learning 
disabled) and the potential disproportionate identification of these students in Moderate and Large 
sized districts.  Again, as an alternative to the weight schedule I would propose that implementation of a 
constant special education weight calculated as the pupil-weighted average across the district size 
specific prototypes be considered (1.55). 

As mentioned above, a key criticism of the PJ approach is that the specification of staffing and non-
personnel resources by panelists may not represent efficient allocations of resources.  That is, the 
contention is that the lists of resources specified through the panels’ deliberations do not provide 
combinations that will achieve the outcomes put forth in definition of a suitable education at a 
minimum cost.  To this end, more recent studies have incorporated safeguards to minimize the 
likelihood that the resource specifications and the corresponding estimates of sufficient cost might be 
deemed inefficient.23 

Caliber of Panelists and Transparency of Their Work
The objectivity and expertise of the educators involved in the PJ process is critical to the strength of the 
final product.  In turn, PJ studies should ideally employ a highly selective recruitment process in which 
nominations are solicited from a wide group of educational organizations to identify potential PJ panel 
candidates.  This has been done in previous studies through various processes such as the following 
(Chambers et al., 2004a,b; Chambers, Levin & Delancey (2006); and Chambers et al., 2008a,b): 

Soliciting nominations at town hall meetings or other forms of public engagement, or by 
directly contacting district superintendents, school boards, and professional education 
associations throughout the state. 
Soliciting nominations from schools identified as being extraordinarily successful through 
a beating-the-odds analysis (described earlier). 

Ideally, nominators or candidates themselves will be required to complete a questionnaire asking 
about their educational experience and preparation, job histories, and special areas of expertise.  The 
questionnaires should then be reviewed by the study team and selected from districts located in all 
parts of the state.  Furthermore, the names of the panelists should be made a matter of public record 
by being published in the final report.  Sometimes, panelists are required to present their work in 
public to stakeholders and that other higher-level panels will be reviewing their work, which adds an 
important element of accountability to the process.  In light of this effort to be transparent, panelists 
were instructed to treat this effort seriously, base their deliberations upon their expert professional 
judgment, and fulfill their charge to develop school program designs and resource specifications that 

                                                           
23 For specific details on comprehensive costing-out studies that include these safeguards, the reader is referred to 
Chapter 4 – The Comprehensive Costing-Out Study Component 2: Specifying and Costing Out Programs and 
Resources in Chambers & Levin (2009). 
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would achieve the goals statement objectives at a minimal cost.  By utilizing a selective recruitment 
process and putting into the pubic light individual educators’ professional reputations helps assure that 
panelists complete their work in a responsible manner and develop appropriate efficient models. 

The A&M study states that panelists were chosen in consultation with the KSDE and LEPC, but goes no 
further in describing how the panelists were chosen.  Exhibit 6 provides a map of the school-site 
panelists, which shows there seems to have been sufficient panelist representation of the state.  In 
addition, the names of the panelists were made public (listed in the study in Appendices C-1A, C-1B, 
and C-1C). 

Multiple Independent PJPs Performing Duplicate School/District Prototypes
Cost analysis making use of PJ relies heavily on resource specifications developed by one or more panels 
of educators.  However, the importance of assembling multiple panels whenever possible cannot be 
stressed enough.24  The use of multiple panels increases the reliability of the results by preventing the 
dependence of the findings on the judgment of a single panel.  The panels should be instructed to work 
independently from one another and their deliberations occurring in different rooms.  Moreover, they 
should be instructed to not communicate with individuals outside of their panels for the duration of the 
panel convening.  Finally, each panel should include individuals representing a comprehensive range of 
professional roles.  For example, each panel should ideally contain each of the following roles: a 
superintendent; principals and teachers from all three schooling levels (elementary, middle, and high); a 
special education specialist; a bilingual education specialist; and, a school business official. 

The A&M study was interesting in that it had separate school-site, district and expert panels.  The A&M 
study lists the titles of the individuals serving on each of these.  While it did not specify how these 
individuals were broken out into the four school panels or two district panels, from the provided list of 
school-site panelists we can ascertain that there were not enough panelists to develop fully 
comprehensive panels such as those described above.25  For the 25-person school panel, there were 
eight teachers, six curriculum staff, five principals, three school business managers, two special 
education staff, and one superintendent.  To this end, teachers and principals at all three schooling 
levels could not be represented on all school-site panels and there were not enough school business 
managers, special education staff or superintendents to go around for all four panels. 

There were 15 staff serving on the two district panels.  These two were split to review the work of the 
Very Small/Small panel and one of the Moderate size panels, and the Large panel and other Moderate 
size panel, respectively.  The list of panelists was made up of (assistant) superintendents, finance 
officers, and teachers, and designated seven as “Avg.”, three as “Lg.”, two as “Sm.” (understood to be 
coming from Average, Large and Small districts, given the cities in which they were located), and the 
remaining three without designation.  In turn, it seems that there was more than appropriate coverage 
in terms of panelists to review the Moderate size panels work, but probably less than ideal numbers of 
panelist from Very Small/Small and Large districts.

                                                           
24 Previous costing out studies in New Mexico and New York that made use of six and eight independent panels, 
respectively, that independently developed models for identical prototypes (Chambers et al., 2008a,b; and 
Chambers et al. 2004a,b). 
25 However, it is assumed that they were allocated appropriately to the one panel working on the Very Small and 
Small district prototypes, the two panels working on the Moderate size district prototypes, and one panel working 
on the Large district prototypes. 
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Exhibit 6 – Map of Locations of School Site Panelists 
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The use of multiple panels working on identical prototype exercises limits the potential for any one 
panel with inefficient specifications to bias the results.  Moreover, by selecting multiple panels and 
assigning identical exercises, the research team provides an incentive for each individual panel to be as 
efficient and thoughtful as possible in the design of its educational programs to achieve adequacy.  The 
notion is that no individual panel wants their resource specifications to stand out as overly rich, while at 
the same time, no panel wants to be accused of omitting important design elements typical of 
successful schools.  Ensuring that panels perform their work independently from one another will tend 
to prevent any bias resulting from collusion amongst panelists to develop richer specifications than they 
otherwise would have chosen.  The extent to which each panel is made up of a well-balanced group of 
educators with respect to their roles also contributes to limiting the potential for panel over-
specification of resources. 

Unfortunately, the A&M study was somewhat lacking with respect to employing multiple panels working 
on identical exercises.  There were only four panels, one working on the Very Small and Small district 
prototypes, one working on the Large district prototypes, and only two that I assume worked in parallel 
independently developing models for two sets of identical Moderate size district prototypes.  Although 
it was not made clear in the study, I further assumed that the Moderate school prototype model 
presented was some sort of average of the individual panels’ work. 

Charge of PJPs to Develop Efficient Models
The charge of PJ panels is to develop schooling models that will achieve the definition of a suitable 
education at a minimum cost.  This should be made clear to panelists both through the written materials 
they were given and through the facilitation given during their deliberations.  As an example, for the AIR 
study conducted in New Mexico the requirement that they develop efficient programs is stated clearly 
in the written PJ panel instructions (Chambers, 2008b) as shown in Exhibit 7. 

To relay the importance of providing high-quality models that minimized costs the New Mexico 
study team also developed the acronym GEER (Goals, Evidence, Efficient and Realistic) 
representing the following four questions that were continually asked of the PJ panels 
throughout their meeting. 

Goals: Will your program designs and resource specifications allow students to achieve the 
objectives in the goals statement? 
Evidence: Is there research evidence that supports your program designs and suggested use of 
resources? 
Efficient: Will your program designs and resource specifications achieve the goals at a minimum 
cost? 
Realistic: Can your program designs and resource specifications realistically be implemented? 

In the earlier study conducted by A&M for Kansas, I could find no mention of developing efficient 
resources in the panel instructions.  However, this is not to say that this important point was not 
discussed in person with the panels at the meetings. 
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Exhibit 7 – Excerpt from New Mexico Professional Judgment Panel Instructions 

Professional Judgment Review Process
As part of PJ studies, the research team will often incorporate a formal review of the PJ panel models. 
The express purpose of this review was to ensure that the final models are both efficient and based 
upon a realistic and grounded set of specifications and cost estimates.  The A&M research team explicitly 
included a review process in their design by appointing both a district-level panel and an expert panel.  In 
turn, there were two sets of reviews incorporated into the study design.  In addition, they report that 
these higher-level panels played an active role noting that they suggested additional school-level 
resources and modifications to certain resource prices.  That being said, it should be noted that the 
expert panel only reviewed one of the four panel-specific models (one of the two Moderate district size 
models) that had been developed.  It clearly seems like this was not enough time to perform a thorough 
review of the work of the panels developed each of the four district size categories. 

Statement of Purpose 

The ultimate purpose of this work is to help us estimate the cost of providing an 
adequate education for all public school students in New Mexico. There are four 
components required to achieve this objective: 

Define adequacy. First, we are providing the PJPs with a Goals Statement (Exhibit 
A.1) that will define what is meant by the term “adequate education.” The Goals 
Statement incorporates input from a Stakeholder Panel established for this 
project and from a series of public engagement meetings held throughout the 
state in the Fall of 2006. 

Design programs. Second, we are asking each PJP to work independently to 
design educational programs at the elementary, middle, and high school levels 
that, in the judgment of the panel members, will provide an adequate 
opportunity for students in schools with varying demographics to have access to 
the learning opportunities specified in the Goals Statement (see Exhibit A.1) and 
to achieve the desired results. 

Specify resources. Third, each PJP will be asked to specify the resources and 
services necessary to deliver those programs in elementary, middle, and high 
schools in New Mexico. 

Estimate costs. Fourth, the AIR research team will use the information provided 
by each PJP to estimate the cost to deliver “adequate” educational programs in 
each and every public school and district in the state. 

The charge of the PJPs is to complete components 2 and 3, above. Please note that we 
are not asking PJPs to create a “one size fits all” model to be implemented in all New 
Mexico public schools. Rather, we are asking panels to design instructional programs and 
specify the resources that they believe will deliver the desired results as efficiently as 
possible (i.e., at the lowest possible cost to taxpayers). These program designs and 
resource specifications simply provide us with a basis from which to estimate the costs 
of achieving the goals and to show how these estimates might be used to modify the 
existing school funding formula. By developing cost estimates for an adequate education 
from the work of six independent panels, we can measure how sensitive the cost 
estimates of the panels are to alternative assumptions of what resources are required to 
deliver an adequate education. 
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This relates to a more general issue with the study in terms of the amount of time provided to the school, 
district and expert judgment panels to develop and review their models.  The school and district panels 
had 1.5 days to complete their work, while the expert panel only was given 1 day.  In my opinion, this is 
not enough time for panelists to become sufficiently familiar with their charge, engage in in-depth 
deliberations as to the resource needs for each of the prototypes, etc.  Studies I have personally been 
engaged in have allocated three days to in-person PJ panel meetings, which is often followed up by 
telephone engagements. 

The validity of cost study results is important to consider.  Specifically, it is important to answer the 
following question: 

Does the cost estimate really estimate the costs of producing the desired level, depth 
and breadth of educational outcomes, including whether and how those costs vary from 
location to location and child to child? 

Far too little attention has been paid to methods for improving validity in education cost analysis (Baker 
& Levin (2014)).  Moreover, validating cost studies using input-oriented approaches such as PJ is 
inherently difficult because the suggested spending is for hypothetical districts and schools.  In contrast, 
outcome-oriented approaches such as cost functions, which are based on existing data that describe the 
relationships between spending, outcomes and cost factors (student needs, scale of operations and 
price levels of inputs) are easier to validate.  Nevertheless, despite the costing-out approach that is used, 
it is important to be confident that any suggested funding increases deemed necessary to provide a 
suitable education would be targeted to districts and schools according to their needs.  I could find no 
attempt on the part of the A&M study authors to do this.  However, the following provides an example 
of how the results of previous PJ studies have been validated. 

Clearly, to provide an equal opportunity for all students to achieve a state’s educational goals, 
regardless of their circumstances, funding must be provided in an equitable manner.  This calls for a 
check of the projected distribution of sufficient funding generated by a costing-out study to make sure 
that funding is properly aligned with needs.  To this end, it is important to validate the results of a 
costing-out study by evaluating the relationship between the projected additional funding necessary to 
provide a suitable education and outcomes such as student achievement.  If the model is working as 
intended so that adequate funding is provided in an equitable manner that affords all students an equal 
opportunity to achieve regardless of their needs or location, then we should see a systematic 
relationship between a district’s relative need (how much more/less they need to provide a sufficient 
education) and student outcomes such as achievement on standardized tests. 

As an example, previous studies have performed this type of validation analysis for large-scale costing-
out studies in New Mexico (Chambers et al., 2008a) and New York (Chambers et al., 2004a; Chambers, 
Levin & Parrish, 2006).  The analysis involves calculating the funding shortfall or Adequacy Gap, which is 
a district-level measure defined as the relative difference between the projected necessary per-pupil 
funding to provide a sufficient education and actual per-pupil funding.  Mathematically, it is simply the 
ratio of projected adequate to actual per-pupil funding for a given district: 

(5) Adequacy Gap = Adequate Per-Pupil Funding / Actual Per-Pupil Funding 
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Values that are greater than 1.00 indicate that the district needs more than it is currently receiving to 
provide an adequate education, while values that are less than 1.00 imply that the district is getting 
more than it needs to achieve sufficiency.  Note that the adequacy gap is a direct measure of relative 
need (i.e., it represents in percentage terms the amount necessary to achieve adequacy compared to 
what is received).  As an example of this type of analysis, consider Exhibit 8 taken from Chambers, Levin 
& Parrish (2006) based on the results of the New York Adequacy Study. 

In the exhibit, the leftmost group of bars corresponds to districts in the bottom 20 percent of the 
adequacy gap distribution (i.e., those with the lowest need for funding to achieve adequacy).  In 
contrast, the rightmost group of bars in each chart denotes districts in the top 20 percent of the 
sufficiency gap distribution—that is, those districts that are most in need of funding to achieve 
sufficiency. Each bar represents an average outcome for districts within each adequacy gap category 
(quintile), where outcomes are 8th grade attendance rates and pass rates for various student 
populations on the New York standardized tests (specifically, the minimum pass rate out of the English 
and math tests). 

Exhibit 8 – 2001–02 Student-Weighted District Average 8th Grade Attendance/Pass Rates across New 
York Districts by Adequacy Gap Quintile 

 

Putting the performance measures on the vertical axis, we would expect that districts with the poorest 
performance levels (represented by lower column heights on the chart) would exhibit the largest 
adequacy gaps. Indeed, with few exceptions, one observes that districts with larger adequacy gaps 
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exhibit lower average attendance and pass rates for virtually every group of students including general 
education, minority, economically disadvantaged, and disabled students.  As an example, the pass rate 
for general education students drops from 70 percent for districts with the lowest relative need by 
almost half, to 37 percent, for those districts with the greatest relative need. 

More recent applications of the PJ approach (Chambers et al., 2004a,b; Chambers et al., 2008a,b) have 
used extensive engagement efforts to better understand public sentiment concerning the public 
education system.  Chambers and Levin (2009) cite several served by an in-depth public engagement 
effort.  First, the process directly involves the public promoting “buy in” from those with an interest 
in public education.  Second, it helps capture the public’s educational priorities in terms of both the 
outcomes they feel are important as well as the types of programs they think are most appropriate to 
deliver services, which can be incorporated into the development of the standards defining a suitable 
education. Finally, it sheds light on public willingness to commit funding to public education and the 
types of revenue streams (e.g., taxes, lotteries, etc.) they feel are most appropriate to support a suitable 
education.  While the A&M engaged in outreach through administration of interviews and 
questionnaires, it is not clear that any of this information was used to develop the definition of a 
suitable education that the PJ panelists responded to. 

As a final note, the A&M study lacked transparency surrounding the deliberations of the PJ panels and 
the justification of their resource allocation decisions.  While the quantities of different personnel and 
non-personnel resources chosen for the various school/district prototypes are necessary to calculate the 
costs of implementing these models, they do not capture how the combinations of resources will 
translate into coherent schooling programs capable of achieving the standards put forth in the definition 
of a suitable education.  Transparent documentation decisions behind the specified resources also 
serves to keep the panelists accountable for their work and counter the common argument by critics of 
the PJ approach that the process is simply an educator wish list that necessarily results in inefficient 
decisions on the part of panels.  Other more recent PJ studies (e.g., Chambers et al., 2008a,b) have 
carefully documented the resource allocation decisions of panels, which are then included in the final 
report. 
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4 – Review of 

 

The study by the LPA made use of both input-oriented and output-oriented approaches to investigate 
how much it would cost to provide various levels of educational services to suffice two different 
purposes.  The following chapter describes each of the approaches, their main results, and discussion. 

Expenditure Analysis (Input-Oriented Approach) 
The input-oriented approach attempts to estimate an accurate cost of providing regular K-12 education 
defined as educational curricula, programs and services that are either mandated by statute or specified 
as high school graduation and State scholarship/college admissions requirements.  The analysis was 
performed with the following steps: 

1) Determine Mandated Requirements – The researchers compiled a list of requirements related 
to attendance (days and hours per year), curriculum subject areas and required high school 
credits, student assessments and health exams. 

2) Develop District Prototypes – They next created eight prototype districts defined by the 
following enrollment sizes: 100, 200, 300, 400, 600, 1,100, 2,000 and 15,000.  The prototypical 
numbers of schools by schooling level and enrollments were determined by a sample of 94 
comparison districts with enrollments near each of the of the prototype sizes (the districts were 
sorted into individual comparison groups around each prototype size). 

3) Determine Staffing Levels – Both the types and numbers of staff were selected for the prototype 
districts.  To determine the types of staff that should be included in the prototypes, a survey was 
administered to 80 school districts.  The numbers of different types of staff were determined for 
regular education teachers and other staff separately.  Quantities of regular education teachers 
were assigned to the prototypes under the following three different scenarios: 

a. Average class sizes of 20 students. 
b. Average class sizes of 25 students. 
c. Average class sizes of 18 students for grades K-3 and 23 students for grades 4-12. 

The quantities of other staff were determined using accreditation standards (for principals, 
assistant principals, library specialist and counselors).  For other staff positions the researchers 
made use of extant staffing data on the comparison districts and in order to be “efficient”, 
selecting the FTE level for each staff type that was associated with the 33rd percentile of the 
within-comparison group distribution (i.e., the level at which two-thirds of the districts have 
higher staffing levels and one-third have staffing levels below).26  Operations and maintenance 

                                                           
26 It is unclear whether the researchers calculated the 33rd percentile of raw FTEs of other staff or the 33rd 
percentile of their staffing ratios (defined as the number of staff divided by enrollment) for each staff type and 
then used the ratios to allocate various types of other staff FTEs to the different district prototypes.  The latter 
would have been more accurate in the cases where there was significant variation in staffing levels across districts 
within a comparison group. 
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staff were excluded because they are sometimes contracted out, so instead the 33rd percentile 
of the five-year historical average spending per-pupil on these functions was used.27 

4) Determine Average Salaries – Extant salary data was used to calculated Statewide average 
salaries for teachers and other staff including superintendents, assistant superintendents, 
principals and assistant principals.  For other positions, average salaries were derived from a 
survey of 90 districts.  The final compensation rate for each staff type was calculated using a 17 
percent benefit rate. 

5) Determine Non-Salary Resources – Extant district-level fiscal data was used to calculate the five-
year inflation adjusted averages of non-salary expenditure per student.  To create “efficient” 
estimates of spending to apply to the prototypes the researchers calculated the 33rd percentile 
of non-salary spending per-pupil within each district comparison group. 

6) Calculating and Projecting Overall Spending Per Student – The overall spending per student was 
then calculated for each of the eight prototype districts and a cost curve developed (i.e., a 
schedule showing the relationship between per-pupil spending and district enrollment), with 
which projected spending per pupil for each district could be determined. 

7) Developing Enrollment Weights – Weights from the generated cost curve for low- and high-
enrollment were calculated and compared to the low- and high- (correlation) weights in the 
current State formula. 

The LPA study also performed calculations of the additional costs of special education spending, 
vocational education, and transportation.  The additional costs of special education spending (i.e., costs 
spent on special education students above and beyond those dedicated to their regular education) were 
based on the reported expenditures of 19 districts and the interlocals or cooperatives serving these 
districts that claimed to have both recorded all identified needs for their students with IEPs and 
provided all specified services included in these programs.  Additional costs of vocational education 
were calculated by identifying through a survey 21 districts that could differentiate expenditures that 
were part of an approved program and examining their spending data.  Additional transportation costs 
were calculated by a careful review of the current formula used and how closely it adhered to the 
assumption that students who live more than 2.5 miles from their schools are on average twice as costly 
to transport as are those who live within a 2.5-mile proximity. 

Finally, the LPA study performed an analysis of regional variations in the cost by estimating a Hedonic 
wage model (Chambers, 1981), which uses a statistical model to explain variation in teacher salaries 
using factors that are within and outside of the control of districts including measures related to teacher 
characteristics, fiscal capacity, cost of living, community amenities and working conditions.  An index 
measuring how much more or less than the state average it costs to hire and retain similarly qualified 
staff in each district is then derived using the estimates corresponding to those model factors deemed 
outside of district control. 

Cost Function Approach (Outcome-Oriented Approach) 
The cost function approach attempts to answer a different research question than the input-oriented 
approach.  Here the purpose was not to cost out a collection of inputs that meet statutory 
requirements, but rather to estimate what it would cost districts to meet performance outcomes 

                                                           
27 It is assumed the five-year average was based on inflation-adjusted (real rather than nominal) per-pupil 
spending. 
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specified by the State Board of Education.  To do this, a cost function approach was employed in which 
statistical (regression) analysis was conducted to estimate the relationship between district per-pupil 
spending and an outcome (defined as the district average proficiency rate on six grade-specific 
math/reading and graduation rate) holding constant a host of educational cost factors including: student 
needs (percent FRL, bilingual headcount), district enrollment (defined across eight categories), teacher 
salary level, and indirect proxies for efficiency (district property wealth and income per pupil, ratio of 
state/federal aid to income, local tax share, percent of college-educated adults, percent of population 
65 and over, and incidence of owner-occupied housing).  The outcome used in the cost function was a 
composite defined as the average of district-level proficiency rates on the six criterion-referenced tests 
in math and reading used for accountability purposes (see Table 2 for the different grade/subject 
combinations) and the graduation rate defined on a cohort basis (i.e., percent of newly entering 9th 
graders that graduate four years later).  The estimated cost function was then used to derive a base per-
pupil cost and weights corresponding to the student needs and enrollment cost factors. 

Key Results 
Some key results from the input-oriented approach are displayed in Table 7.  The first three columns of 
the table show the estimated per-pupil costs across the eight district prototypes for each of the three 
class size scenarios.  The authors find that the per-pupil spending estimated from the prototypes most 
of the time were lower than actual funding.  For example, for prototypes associated with 200 through 
1,100 student districts the amount by which current funding per pupil exceeded the estimated per-pupil 
spending ranged from $132 (for district size prototype 1,200 and scenario equal to a class size of 25) to 
$1,248 (for district size prototype 400 and scenario equal to a class size of 25).  Only in the smallest and 
largest district prototypes was current funding shown to be less than what the input-oriented approach 
estimated.  For example, for district size prototype 2,000 and scenario equal to a class size of 20 the 
amount by which the estimated per-pupil spending exceeded current funding per pupil was $595. 

The special education analysis generated estimated an additional spending per special education pupil 
FTE equal to $14,232, which was $3,496 more than was currently being funded ($10,736).  The 
estimated additional cost for vocational education was $1,375 in 2005-06 dollars or 32.3 percent of the 
base per-pupil funding for that year (equal to a weight of 0.32).  This is less than what the current 
funding formula provided for each vocational pupil FTE ($2,129, equal to a weight of 0.50). 

The transportation analysis found that the current formula at the time (2005-06) was overfunding 
transportation.  While the original system was supposed to fund transportation for students under the 
premise that those living over 2.5 miles from their school are twice as costly as those living within a 2.5-
mile radius of their school.  The authors showed that the existing formula was not funding districts in a 
manner that was consistent with this premise; a disproportionate amount of funding was being 
allocated for the transportation of students living more than 2.5 miles from their schools.  As a result, 
the formula was providing $13.9 million more in funding ($80.8 million) than the LPA analysis estimated 
it should have ($66.9 million). 
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Table 7 – Main Results from LPA Input-Oriented Approach: Estimated Per-Student Expenditures for Regular Education Using the Input-
Oriented Approach (a), Compared with Current Funding Formula (b) 2005-06 School Year and Differences 

Prototype 
District 

Size 

Estimated Per-Student Expenditures 
Difference Between Current Funding Formula and 

Input-Oriented Approach 
(Relative Difference in Parentheses) 

Model Class 
Size 20a 

Model Class 
Size 25a 

Model Class 
Size 18/23a 

Current Funding 
Formulab 

Model Class 
Size 20 

Model Class 
Size 25 

Model Class 
Size 18/23 

100 $9,286 $9,286 $9,286 $8,575 -$711 (-7.7%) -$711 (-7.7%) -$711 (-7.7%) 
200 $7,098 $7,098 $7,098 $7,447 $349 (4.9%) $349 (4.9%) $349 (4.9%) 
300 $5,834 $5,352 $5,634 $6,318 $484 (8.3%) $966 (18.0%) $684 (12.1%) 
400 $5,464 $4,926 $5,251 $6,174 $710 (13.0%) $1,248 (25.3%) $923 (17.6%) 
600 $5,399 $4,840 $5,182 $5,884 $485 (9.0%) $1,044 (21.6%) $702 (13.5%) 

1,100 $5,029 $4,466 $4,838 $5,161 $132 (2.6%) $695 (15.6%) $323 (6.7%) 
2,000 $4,943 $4,375 $4,748 $4,348 -$595 (-12.0%) -$27 (-0.6%) -$400 (-8.4%) 

15,000 $5,062 $4,497 $4,886 $4,348 -$714 (-14.1%) -$149 (-3.3%) -$538 (-11.0%) 
Notes: Table derived from LPA Appendix 11. 
(a) 2004-05 input-oriented approach estimated per-student expenditures inflated to 2005-06 school year. 
(b) 2005-06 school year Base State Aid Per Pupil, plus low enrollment and correlation weighting. 
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The regional cost analysis conducted by the authors generated a salary index that ranged from 95.7 to 
109.6.  That is, the cost of hiring and retaining teachers was 9.6 percent more than the Statewide 
average in the highest cost district and 4.3 percent less in the lowest cost district.  In addition, the 
authors calculated a regional cost index that effectively only applies half of the salary index adjustment 
to each district.  The authors claim this is logical because teacher compensation (salaries and benefits) 
make up only 50 percent of a school district’s operating costs. 

The cost function approach generated an estimated regression that estimated an equation capturing the 
relationships between per-pupil cost and a host of variables described including a composite outcome, 
student needs, enrollment, measures of district efficiency, and year indicators.  The equation was then 
used to predict district-level spending capable of producing a suitable education defined as the State 
performance outcome standards in 2003-04, 2004-05 and 2005-06 (which had the same standards) and 
2006-07 at a minimum cost.  These results were used to calculate cost indices and weights for poverty, 
bilingual and enrollment.  The cost function at-risk (FRL) and enrollment weights varied significantly 
across districts; the at-risk weights ranged from 0.65 to 1.15 with a median of 0.70 and the enrollment 
weights ranged from 0.00 to 0.77 with a median of 0.14.  While the at-risk weights were higher than the 
0.19 weight used in the State funding system, the enrollment weights were lower than those contained 
in the funding system.  In contrast, there was virtually no variation in the bilingual weights, which held 
steady at 0.14 across all districts.  The authors claim that it is likely the costs associated with at-risk 
students may be covering the additional costs of EL, given how close relationship (the degree of overlap) 
between these two student populations. 

The estimated costs to reach the performance outcome standards generated by the outcomes-oriented 
cost function approach were higher for the four years that were costed out.  Compared to the funding 
provided by the existing funding formula ($2.159 billion or $4,856 per pupil) it was estimated to cost 
$115 million more (equal to $258 per pupil) in 2003-04, $315 million (equal $709 per pupil) more in 
2004-05/2005-06, and $513 million more (equal to $1,153 per pupil) in 2006-07.  The corresponding 
relative increases for these years are 5.3, 14.6 and 23.8 percent, respectively. 

The study drew upon both the input- oriented and outcome- oriented approaches taken to develop a 
range of estimated costs associated with providing a suitable education.  Table 8 presents three 
estimates that drew upon the base per-pupil cost and enrollment weights estimated using the input-
oriented approach and a fourth that used an adjusted base that excludes the portion covered by Federal 
funding and enrollment weights from the outcome-oriented approach.  The remaining weights and 
funding adjustments applied to all four estimates were taken from the outcome-oriented approach (for 
the at-risk, at-risk/pupil density and bilingual weights) and the additional analyses of special and 
vocational education (input-oriented approach), transportation, and regional labor costs.  While there 
were four different estimated cost figures, the general result is that all proved to be higher than what 
was being provided by the current funding system.  Specifically, the authors found that the additional 
funding necessary using the base per-pupil funding and enrollment weights generated by the input-
oriented approach ranged from $316 to $623 million or from 11.5 to 22.7 percent, depending on class 
size scenario.  The additional funding necessary to provide a suitable education using the base and 
enrollment weights from the outcome-approach was $399.3 million or 14.5 percent.  Note, the 
outcome-oriented approach additional cost is about at the midpoint between the input-oriented 
approach figures for the 25-student and average 18/23-student scenarios. 
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Table 8 – LPA Cost Study Results Compared to State Funding Formula (Figure 1-1 from LPA Study) 

 



 

Review of Kansas Education Cost Studies – Jesse Levin 40 

Discussion 
My general impression of the LPA study is that it is an impressive piece of work that represents an 
immense undertaking.  Furthermore, the methodology and application seemed to be carefully thought 
out and implemented very well.  Finally, the large volume of work was documented extensively by the 
authors and laid out in a fairly organized manner.  In what follows, I provide discussion on various points 
of the study methodology and implementation, illustrating potential limitations in the work. 

My main concern with the LPA study is with the sizeable effort devoted to using an input-oriented 
approach to conduct what I would refer to as expenditure rather than cost analysis.  As stated in the cost 
function analysis writeup: 

“The term cost in economics refers to the minimum spending required to produce a 
given level of output.” (Page C-4, Appendix 17) 

While there are certainly costs involved in the purchase of personnel and non-personnel resources, 
these purchases are not the penultimate outcome of interest in terms of what a public education system 
is expected to produce.  Rather educational cost studies attempt to better understand the system by 
which educational outcomes are produced, which necessarily involves relating inputs to student 
outcomes.  Influenced by economists performing research in this area, any reference to costs should be 
accompanied by some measure of outcome that has been produced (in the current context, a suitable 
education for K-12 students in the Kansas public school system).  In my description of the input-oriented 
approach above, I have tried to refrain from referring to this as an investigation of “cost”, but rather as 
an analysis of “spending”. 

Additionally, it must be mentioned that the input-oriented approach is not purely input based.  
Specifically, it makes use of base per-pupil figures and enrollment weights that are borne out of the 
input approach, but then adds student need weights from the outcome-oriented approach, which is 
rather strange.  This is mixing results from the outcome-oriented approach, intended to get at the cost 
of providing a suitable K-12 public education to all students with those of the input-oriented approach 
intended to get at the spending necessary to provide levels of programming and service that might be 
regarded as minimally required by law or regulation.  However, further additions to the educational cost 
estimates based on existing expenditures on programs and services such as transportation is more 
commonplace in adequacy studies (or these are simply not considered in the cost estimates). 

Please note that there is nothing inherently wrong with analyzing how much is being spent on programs 
and services that are required by statute and regulation.  However, doing so answers a very different 
research question than the one that is at the heart of educational adequacy studies.  One would expect 
that state statute and regulation more often than not dictate minima with respect to the quantity, types 
and quality of programs and services that must be provided in public schools.  Indeed, the results above 
in Table 7 showing the estimated costs of providing regular education defined by only those required 
programs and services seems to be in line with this contention.  Here, the suggested base per-pupil costs 
for all three school size scenarios stemming from the input-oriented spending analysis are generally less 
than what the current formula provides (except for the largest and smallest district prototypes).  
However, it must also be realized that spending at these lower levels might be associated with lower 
educational outcomes, which the input-oriented spending analysis does not take into account.  The 
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bottom line is that the base per-pupil and enrollment weight figures generated by the input-oriented 
spending analysis do not legitimately represent the cost of providing a suitable education as defined by 
the student outcomes that should be produced. 

Another closely related concern I have with the input-oriented spending analysis is the attempt to 
provide more “efficiency” in the input-oriented approach.  For non-teacher staff other than principals, 
library specialists and counselors the approach bases spending for the prototype districts on the 33rd 
percentile of the distributions of staff per FTE in the district comparison groups.  Similarly, for both staff 
and non-personnel spending on maintenance and operations, as well as other non-personnel resources 
the approach bases spending for the prototype districts on the 33rd percentile of the distribution of per-
pupil spending in the district comparison groups.  This was done to ensure that the spending identified is 
that of a district operating at an above-average level of “efficiency”.28 

It is assumed that the choice of pegging resource utilization to the 33rd percentile in the input-oriented 
approach was adopted from the application of the same tertile cutoff to the efficiency proxy variables 
for calculating weights in the outcome-oriented approach (i.e., the (in)efficiency proxy variables were 
set to relatively (low) high levels when predicting weights).  However, I would argue that this practice 
does not logically translate over to the input-oriented setting and is an incorrect use of the term.  
Efficiency, by definition, is determined by level of output produced using a given amount of resources or 
alternatively by the amount of resources used to produce a given level of output.  As an example, in 
order to show that producing unit A is more efficient than B, one would have to demonstrate that A 
produced at least the same amount of output while using fewer resources than B.  Alternatively, one 
could also demonstrate this by showing unit A produced more output than B while using at most the 
same level resources.  The input-oriented spending analysis did not take into account the level of 
student outcome being produced by each district so that those districts using the 33rd percentile of a 
given resource cannot be referred to as operating at above-average efficiency, but only rather as 
operating at below-average spending, with unknown consequences as to what this would have on 
student outcomes. 

The input-oriented approach used in the study correctly attempts to adjust for geographic variation in 
teacher salaries.  Indeed, it seems that great effort went into developing a Hedonic wage model for the 
State.  I found the methodological approach and implementation in line with best practice (Chambers, 
1998).  However, the application of the model results raises some concerns.  The main result of the 
Hedonic wage model was the teacher salary index, a standard index centered around 100.0, 
representing the state average, that measures how much more or less costly it is to hire and retain a 
comparably qualified teacher in different districts (e.g., an index value of 110.0 indicates that teachers 
are 10 percent more costly than the state average).  However, this is not what was applied to teacher 
compensation. 

  

                                                           
28 As a small technical statistical side note, the 33rd percentile is not necessarily lower than the average; when a 
distribution be sufficiently skewed to the left (i.e., the mean is far below the median) then the 33rd percentile will 
be above the average. 
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Instead, the authors calculated what they refer to as a regional cost index, which simply reduced the 
absolute magnitude of the teacher index values by half as show in the following equation: 

(6) Regional Cost Index = [(Salary Index) – 100] x 0.5 +100 

The justification the authors provide for the development and application of the regional cost index is 
that spending on teacher compensation (salaries and benefits) tends to make up approximately 50 
percent of a district’s operational spending.  Furthermore, this regional cost index was only applied to 
teacher compensation, which was based on a standardized Statewide average salary. 

As far as I can tell, the compensation for other staff was not adjusted, or at least directly, for the 
geographic variation across the state.  Indirectly, however, it could be said that there were indirect 
adjustments made.  Specifically, for superintendents, assistant superintendents, principals, and assistant 
principals, instead of calculating compensation rates based on Statewide average salaries, the authors 
chose to use average salaries within the eight comparison district groupings.  This was done because the 
salaries seemed to be correlated with district size.  However, to the extent that district size is related to 
the teacher salary index, the calculation of salaries for these staff types was an indirect and likely 
inaccurate adjustment.  Similarly, for a host of other staff types for which Statewide salary data was not 
available, the authors surveyed 90 districts and took averages within district groups defined by three 
size categories. 

Given that it is widely accepted that the differential level of teacher salaries across districts is a good 
indicator of the general cost of all educational staff, it seems that it was a mistake not to apply the 
teacher wage index to all staff.  Moreover, I assume that the only reason the regional cost index was 
developed was to address the costs of teaching staff and perhaps the perception that the teacher wage 
index could not be legitimately applied to non-teaching staff.  If this assumption is correct, then the 
decisions described above are rather surprising given that the cost function analysis text clearly suggests 
that teacher salary levels are indicative of the salary levels of all district personnel, as well as non-
personnel resources: 

“In addition, teacher salaries are typically highly correlated with salaries of other certified 
staff, so that teacher salaries serve as a proxy for salaries of all certified staff.” (Page C-
13, Appendix 17) 

 “We find that, a one percent increase in teacher’s salaries is associated with a 1.02 
percent increase in per pupil expenditures. Because professional salaries typically 
represent 80 to 85 percent of operating spending, this result suggests that higher teacher 
salaries tend to be associated with higher salaries for all personnel hired by a district, as 
well as with higher prices for contract services.” (Page C-18, Appendix 17) 

  



 

Review of Kansas Education Cost Studies – Jesse Levin 43 

In sum, in my opinion the authors should have developed Statewide average salaries for the non-
teaching staff and applied the teacher salary index (not the more compressed regional cost index) to all 
calculated staff expenditures.  The implication of not doing so was likely significant, as compensation for 
non-teaching personnel Nationwide made up an additional 30 to 31 percent of current operational cost 
in the time period used in the study (Table 9): 

Table 9 – Nationwide Total Compensation as Share of Current Operational Spending (2000-01 to 2005-
06) 

 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 
Compensation as Share of 
Total Current Expenditures 81% 81% 81% 81% 81% 80% 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data 
(CCD), "National Public Education Financial Survey," 1990-91 through 2005-06. 

While the outcome-oriented approach rightfully includes all operational spending in order to calculate 
the cost of supporting a suitable education, which included Federal funding, the authors wanted to 
adjust the estimated cost so that it would only represent dollars that would have to be funded by the 
State.  In doing so, they calculated Federal funding that could be used to support base, at-risk, and 
bilingual education and then downwardly adjusted the estimated base-per pupil funding, at-risk and 
bilingual weights, respectively, to account for these Federal dollars.  Specifically, they identified Federal 
funding that could be used for base, at-risk and bilingual education on the order of $71.5, $130.0 and 
$4.0 million, respectively.  They then downwardly adjusted the cost-function estimated base per-pupil 
cost figure until the total corresponding Statewide cost decreased by the $71.5 million and then 
proceeded to decrease the at-risk and bilingual weights (using the lower adjusted base) until the total 
cost accounted was reduced by the $130.0 and $4.0 million.  While the authors note that an alternative 
might have been to first calculate the total suitable cost for each district and then to subtract off the top 
Federal funding to come up with the State portion, this might pose an unacceptable risk of being 
perceived as the State supplanting Federal funding. 

Unfortunately, there is often difficulty between fulfilling the objective of identifying the overall cost of 
providing a suitable education, which involves estimating a total cost that will be supported by both 
State and Federal dollars, and applying these revenue sources to the recommended formulaic base and 
weights in a manner that is not perceived as undermining the supplement-not-supplant clause in the law 
concerning Federal education funding. 

While I appreciate the delicate situation, I am not certain that the solution developed by the authors is 
ideal.  They essentially developed a new formula for distributing base, at-risk and bilingual dollars 
funding from non-Federal sources.  One initial concern that I have is whether the resulting adjusted at-
risk and bilingual weights preserve the relative differences between the original unadjusted weights.  
However, fortunately this concern can be dismissed as shown by the figures in Table 10.  Columns 1 and 
3 of the table show the original and adjusted weights.  To understand how the relative difference 
between the weights may have changed after adjusting them to remove federal funding from the 
equation, the relative differences between the original general at-risk weight have been calculated in 
columns 2 and 4 (e.g., the original high at-risk, inner city weight was 1.499 larger than the original 
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regular at-risk weight, while the original bilingual weight was 0.198 of the original regular at-risk weight).  
Comparing the results in columns 2 and 4 we see that the relative differences in the weights were 
preserved after adjusting for federal funding. 

Table 10 – Original and Adjusted Estimated At-Risk and Bilingual Weights 

Weight 
1 – Original 
Estimated 

Weight 

2 – Relative 
Difference from 
Regular Poverty 

Weight 

3 – Weight 
Adjusted to 

Remove Federal 
Funds 

4 – Relative 
Difference from 
Regular Poverty 

Weight 

At-Risk     
Regular 0.703 

 
0.484 

 

High At-Risk, Inner City 1.054 1.499 0.726 1.500 
Bilingual 0.139 0.198 0.100 0.207 

Despite there being no issue in terms of the adjustments to the weights significantly altering their 
relative magnitudes, this brings to light another fundamental difficulty in implementing the funding 
mechanism recommended by a costing out study in the context of constraints related to federal funding 
sources.  Specifically, while the authors have devised adjusted base per-pupil costs and weights that 
represent how State funding will be distributed, the costing-out study dictates that a suitable education 
requires that the total amount of State and Federal funding be spent (according to the base cost and 
weights of the original model).  This implies that the Federal funding should also be spent in line with a 
funding mechanism that is the complement of the adjusted base and weights for distributing State 
funding.  That is, if the authors performed the same procedure but instead adjusted downward the 
original base per-pupil cost, at-risk weight and bilingual weight so as to eliminate the portion of total 
necessary funding provided by the State, then the resulting second adjusted formula would dictate how 
Federal dollars would need to be distributed in order to provide a suitable education.  Clearly, there are 
specific rules pertaining to how different federal funding sources must be distributed and it remains an 
empirical exercise to best understand how this would deviate from this complementary mechanism to 
appropriately distribute funding to provide educational suitability.  This discussion emphasizes the need 
for states and the Federal government to work closely in order to broker more flexibility in how federal 
dollars can be used in the context of state school funding reform where state funding is slated to 
increase and become more equitably distributed. 

As mentioned in the brief overview of costing-out methodologies, a drawback of the CF approach is its 
reliance on an outcome measure that is usually defined by one or a collection of test scores/proficiency 
rates that are averaged into a single composite.29  Indeed, the LPA outcome-oriented approach makes 
use of such a composite measure; namely, the district average proficiency rate on six grade specific 
criterion-referenced math/reading tests and a cohort-based graduation rate.  Although this outcome 
may seem similar in part to that used in the input-oriented study conducted by A&M there is a 
significant difference.  The outcome in the A&M study set proficiency thresholds on the same six tests 

                                                           
29 This is in contrast to the PJ approach where the educational objective can be more broadly defined.  Note that 
the EB approach is also limited, but in a different manner; outcomes in EB studies are constrained by those that 
have been analyzed in the research literature. 
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included in the average composite measure used in the LPA study, all of which would be necessarily be 
met within five years (by the 2006-07 school year).  This is contrast to the composite measure used in 
the LPA study, which only required that proficiency rates would be achieved on average.  In this sense, 
with respect to proficiency rates on the math and reading tests the A&M study was technically more 
stringent than the LPA study.30  This is because the average used in the LPA study allows lower 
proficiency rates on some tests to be offset by higher rates on other tests. 

To illustrate this point, Table 11 provides several different hypothetical scenarios where combinations of 
proficiency rates on the six tests are averaged.  Let us consider a target average proficiency rate 
threshold of 75 percent and a secondary target where all tests must individually meet the 75 percent 
proficiency rate.31  The final two rows of the table show that the first scenario meets both targets (i.e., 
the average proficiency rate across the six tests is 75 percent and none of individual tests exhibit a 
proficiency rate that falls below the 75 percent threshold.  In contrast, under Scenario 2 the average is 
still met even though one of the six tests (5th grade reading) falls below the proficiency threshold.  The 
remaining scenarios show further combinations where the average threshold is met with increasing 
numbers of individual tests that do not meet the threshold. 

Table 11 - Averages of Hypothetical Combinations of Proficiency Rates 

Subject Grade Scenario 
1 

Scenario 
2 

Scenario 
3 

Scenario 
4 

Scenario 
5 

Scenario 
6 

Reading 
5 75% 0% 0% 10% 50% 70% 
8 75% 90% 70% 70% 60% 70% 

11 75% 90% 80% 70% 70% 70% 

Math 
4 75% 90% 100% 100% 70% 70% 
7 75% 90% 100% 100% 100% 70% 

10 75% 90% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Average Proficiency Rate 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 
Number of Tests Below 
Proficiency Rate Threshold 0 1 2 3 4 5 

This demonstration does not imply that the scenarios in which the average proficiency threshold is met 
while proficiency rates on one or more individual tests fall below the threshold did or did not exist 
across the State’s districts during the study period.  In fact, if there was a strong positive relationship 
(correlation) in proficiency rates between tests (and the graduation rate) it is less likely that this posed a 
problem.  Nor is the comment here meant to shed a negative light on the work performed by the cost 
function researchers.  Rather, it is meant to demonstrate a common limitation of the cost function 
approach and how using an average composite outcome is less stringent than requiring all components 
of the composite outcome to be met. 

  

                                                           
30 The focus on proficiency rates in this statement is important; note that the A&M study did not include 
graduation rate in the set of outcomes defining educational suitability. 
31 While the simple example here uses a constant 75 percent proficiency rate threshold across all tests, it 
generalizes to the case where there are different thresholds for each test. 
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