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Currently, as a portion of their block grant, school districts also receive an amount equal
to the capital outlay state aid the distriet received for school year 2014-2015. This form of state
aid is equalization assistance for school districts that levy a capital outlay property tax under
K.8.A. 72-8801. Section 3 of HB 2740 reestablishes the formula for determining capital outlay
state aid that was contained in K.S.A. 72-8814 prior to its repeal. This is the same formula used
in Section 2 for determining the state aid computation percentage. The state aid computation
percentage for a school district’s AVPP on the schedule is then multiplied by the school district’s
capital outlay levy amount to determine the capital outlay state aid to he paid to such district.
This section also sunsets on June 30, 2017, at the same time as the CLASS Act.

Section 4 of HB 2740 provides school district equalization state aid. This is a new form
of equalization state aid available for certain eligible school districts. To be eligible for such
state aid a schoo] district’s combined supplemental general state ald and capital outlay state aid
for fiscal year 2017 must be less than what the school district received as supplemental general
state gid and capital outlay state aid under the block grant for fiscal year 2016. If the school
district is eligible for this additional equalization state aid, then the difference between the FY
2017 amount and the FY 2016 amount is the amount of state aid 1o be paid to the school district,

Section 6 amends K.8.A. 72-6465 (o adjust the calculation of the block grant amount for
each school district. Sections 2 and 3 provide for direct appropriations of the equalization state
aid. Because of this the block grant amount for school vear 2016-2017 must be calculated
excluding those amounts.

Section 7 amends K.8. A, 72-6476 to shift the review and approval of extraordinary need
funds from the State Finance Council to the State Board of Education. School districts must still
submiit an application for extraordinary need funding, and the State Board may approve or deny
such application. In addition to the current extraordinary need considerations, the State Board
may aiso consider whether the school district has reasonably equal access to substantially similar
educational opportunity through similar tax effort. All proceedings of the State Board under this
section are to be conducted in accordance with the Kansas Administrative Procedure Act, and all
decisions of the State Board with respect to extraordinary need are subject to the Kansas Judicial
Review Act.

Section 8 amends K.S.A. 72-6481 to add Sections 2 through 4 to the CLASS Act, and to
make the CLASS Act severable.
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Section 8 amends K.8.A. 74-4939a regarding the payment of KPERS emplover
obligations for school districts. This is a conforming amendment that is needed due o the
amendments to K.§. A, 72-6465.

If enacted the bill would become effective on July 1, 2016,
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Sexxion of 2016
HOUSE BILL Mo, 2740

By Commitiee on Appropriations

3-22

AN ACT concerning education; relating o the financing and instruction
thereof, making and concerning appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 2017, for the departruent of education; relating 1o the
classroom leaming assuring student success act; amending K.S. A, 2013
Supp. 72-6463, 72-6465, 72-6476, 72-6481 and 74-493%9a and repealing
the existing sections.

Be it enacred by the Legislature of the Stare of Kansas:
Section 1.
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
{ay There is appropriaied for the above agency from the siate general
fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2017, the following:

Supplemental general state aid.covoioomeonaimooniomo 5367 582,721
School district equalization state aid.....oininnn o $01.792.547

{ty There is appropriated for the above agency from the
following special reverue fund or funds for the fiscal year ending June 30,
2017, all moneys now or hereafler lawfully credited to and available
such fund or funds, except that expenditures other than refunds authorized
by law and transfers to other state agencies shall not exceed the following:
School district capital outlay state aid fund...o i No linait

(¢} OnJuly 1, 2016, of the $2,759.751,285 appropriated for the above
agency for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 2017, by section 54{c) of 2016
House Substituie for Senate Bill Mo. 161 from the state general fund in the
block grants to USDs account (632-00-1000-0500), the sum of
$477,802,500 is hereby lapsed.

{d) On July 1, 2016, the expenditure limitation established for the
fiscal vear ending June 30, 2017, by section 3(b) of chapter 4 of the 2013
Session Laws of Kansas on the school district extracrdinary need fund of
the department of education is hereby decreased from $17,521,425 1o
$15,167,962.

(e} OnlJuly 1, 2016, or as soon thercafter as moneys are available, the
director of accounts and reports shall wansfer $15,167,962 from the state
general fund to the school disirict extraordinary need fund of the
department of education.

New Sec. 2. (a) For school year 20156-2017, each school district that
has adopted a local option budget is eligible to receive an amount of
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supplemental general staie aid. A school disirict's eligibility to receive
supplemental general state aid shall be determined by the state board as
provided in this subsection. The state board of education shall:

{1) Determine the amount of the assessed valuation per pupil (AVPP)
of each school district in the state and round such amount to the nearest
$1,000. The rounded amouni is the AVPP of a school district for the
purposes of this section;

2} determine the median AVPP of all school districts;

{3y prepare a schedule of dollar amounts using the amouni of the
median AVPP of all school districts as the point of beginming, 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
amouni 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
amount of the AVPP of the school district with the lowest AVPP of all
school districis;

{4} determine a state axd percentage factor for each school district by
assigning a state aid computation percentage 1o the amount of the median
AVPP shown on the schedule, decreasing the state aid computation
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 fo the amount of
the median AVPP by one percentage point for cach $1,000 interval below
the amount of the median AVPP. 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, except that the state
aid percentage factor of a school district shall not exceed 100%. The slate
aid computation percentage is 25%;

{5) determine the amount of the local option budget adopled by each
school distriet pursuant to K.8.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6471, and amendments
thereto; and

{6) mulliply the amouni computed under subsection (a)}(5) by the
applicable state aid percentage factor. The resulting product is the amount
of payment the school district is to receive as supplemental general state
aid in the school year.

(b} The state board shall prescribe the dates upon which the
distribution of payments of supplemental general state aid to school
districts shall be due. Payments of supplemental general state aid shall be
distributed to school districts on the dafes preseribed by the state board.
The state board shall certify to the director of accounts and reporis the
amount due each school district, and the director of accounts and reports
shall draw a warrant on the state treasury pavable to the treasurer of the
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school distriet. 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

{cy If any amourt of supplemental general state ald that is due to be
paid during the month of June of g school year pursuant te 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 afler the ensuing July 1, as
soon as moneys are available therefor. Any payment of supplemental
genersl state aid that is due 1o be paid during the month of June of a school
year and that is paid to school districis 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 380,

(@) If the amount of appropriations for supplemental general state aid
is less than the amount each school district is © receive for the school year,
the state board shall yrorate the amount appropristed among the school
districts in proportion to the amound each scheol district is o recelve as
determined under subsection {a).

(¢} The provisions of this section shall be part of and supplemental {o
the classroom legming assuring student success act.

{f; The provisions of this scction shall expire on June 30, 2017,

New Sec. 3. {a) There is hereby established in the state treaswry the
schoonl digrict capital outlay state aid fund, Such fund shall consiat of alt
amounts transferred thereto under the provisions of subsection {¢).

(& For school year 2016-2017, cach school district which levies a tax
pursuant to K.8.A. 72-8801 ¢t seq., and amendments thereto, shall receive
payment from the school district capital cutlay state aid fund in an amount
determined by the state board of education as provided in this subsection.
The state board of education shall:

{1} Determine the amount of the assessed valugtion per pupil (AVPP)
of cach school district in the state and round such amount to the nearest
$1,000, The rounded amount is the AVPP of a school district for the
purposes of this sectiony;

{2y determine the median AVPP of all school districts;

(3) prepare a schedule of dollar amounis using the smeunt of the
median AVEP of all school districis as the point of beginning. The
schedule of doliar amounts shall range upward mn 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 distriet with the highest AVPP of all
school districts and shall range downward in equal $1.,000 imervals from
the point of beghming o and including an amount that is equal to the
amount of the AVPP of the schoul disirict with the lowest AVPP of al
sehood districts;

{4} determing s state aid percentage factor for each school distriet by
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assigning a state aid computation percentage 10 the amount of the median
AVPP shown on the schedule, decreasing the state aid computation
percentage assigned to the amount of the median AVPP by one percentage
point for each $1,000 interval above the amount of the median AVPE, and
increasing the state aid comypnutation 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. The state aid percentage factor of a
school district is the percentage assigned to the schedule amount thai is
equal o the amount of the AVPP of the school district, except that the state
aid percentage factor of a school district shall not exceed 100%. The stale
aid computation percentage is 25%;

{5y determine the amount levied by each school district pursuant to
K.8.A. 72-8B01 et seq., and amendments thereto; and

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

{c} The state board shall certify to the director of accounts and reporis
the amount of school district capital outlay state aid 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 outlay state aid fund for distribution o school districts. All transfers
made m accordance with the provisions of this subsection shall be
considered to be demand transfers from the sigte general fund.

{&) Paymeots from the school district capital outlay state aid fund
shall be distributed to school districts at times determined by the stale
board of education. The state board of education shall centify 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
tregsury 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 find of the scheool district to be used for the purposes
of such fund,

{e3} The provisions of this section shall be part of and supplemental o
the classroom leamning assuring student success act.

(fy The provisions of this section shall expire on June 30, 2017.

New Sec. 4. {a) For school year 2016-2017, the state board of
education shall disburse school district equalization state ald fo each
school district that is eligible to receive such stafe aid. In determining
whether a school district is eligible to receive school district equalization
state aid, the state board shall:

{1} Determine the aggregate amount of supplemental general state aid
and capital outlay state aid such school district is to receive for school year
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2016-2017 under sections 2 and 3, and amendments thereto, respectively;

{2y determing the aggregate amount of supplemental general state aid
and capital outlay state aid such school district received as a portion of
general state aid for school year 2015-2016 under K.8. A, 2015 Supp. 72-
6463, and amendments thereto;

(3} subtract the amount determined under subsection {(a}(1} from the
amount determined under (a)(2). If the resulting difference is a positive
number, then the school district is eligible 1o receive school district
equalization state aid.

(b} The amount of school disirict equalization state aid an eligible
school district 13 to receive shall be eqgual to the amount calculated under
subsection {a}3).

{¢} The state board shall prescribe the dates upon which the
distribution of paymenis of school distriet equalization state aid to school
districts shall be due. Payments of school district equalization 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 treasury payable to the treasurer
of the school district. Upon receipt of the warrant, the treasurer of the
schoaol district shall credit the amount thereof to the general fund of the
school district to be used for the purposes of such fund.

{d}) The provisions of this section shall be part of and supplemental to
the classroom learning assuring student success act.

{e) The provisions of this section shall expire on June 38, 2017.

Sec. 5. K.S.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6463 is hereby amended 1o read as
follows: 72-6463. {(a) The provisions of K.5.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6463
through 72-06481, and sectivns 2 through 4, and amendments thereto, shall
be known and may be cited as the classroom learning assuring student
success gct.

(t) The legislature hereby declares that the intent of this act is to
lessen state interference and involvement in the local management of
school districts and to provide more flexibility and increased local control
for schoot district boards of education and administrators in order {o:

{1} Enhance predictability and certainty in school district funding
sources and amounis;

{2} allow school district boards of education and administrators 1o
best meet their individual school district's financial needs; and

{3y maximize opportunities for more funds to go 1o the classroom.

To meet this legislative inient, state financial support for elementary
and secondary public education will be met by providing a block grant for
school years 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 to each school disirict. Each
school district's block grant will be based in part on, and be at least equal
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to, the total state financial support as determined for school vear 2014-
2015 under the school district finance and quality pertormance act, prior to
its repeal. All school districts will be held harmless from any decreases to
the final school year 2014-2015 amount of total state financial support.

{¢} The lepisiature further declares that the guiding principles for the
development of subsequent legislation for the fivance of elementary and
secondary public education should consist of the following:

(1} Ensuring that students' educational needs are funded;

(2} providing more funding fo classroom instruction;

{3} maximizing flexbility in the use of funding by school district
boards of education and administrators; and

{4} achieving the goal of providing students with those education
capacities established in K5, A, 72-1127, and amendments thereto,

{d) The provisions of this section shall be effective from and after
July 1, 2015, through June 30, 2017,

Sec, 6. K.5.A. 2015 Supp. 72-646S5 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-6465. (a) For school year 2015-2016 aud-schest-vear-2036-
26+%, the state board shall disburse general state aid to each school district
in an amount egual to:

{1} Subject to the provisions of subsections &3 (¢} through (48 (g, the
amount of general state aid such school district received for school year
2014-2015, if any, pursuant to K.8.A. 72-6416, prior to its repeal, as
prorated in accordance with K.S A, 72-6410, prior to its repeal, less:

{A) The amount directly aftributable to the ancillary school facilities
weighting as determined for schoo! year 2014-2015 under K.8.A. 72-6443,
prior to its repeal;

{B) the amount directly attributable to the cost-of-living weighting as
determined for school year 2014-2015 under K.S.A. 2014 Supp. 72-6450,
prior to its repeal;

(C}  the amount directly attributable to declining enrollment state aid
as determined for school year 2014-2015 under K.8.A. 2014 Supp. 72-
6452, prior {0 its repeal; and

(D) the amount dircctly atiributable to virtual school state aid as
determined for school year 2014-2015 under XK.5.A. 20185 Supp. 72-3715,
and amendments thereto, plus;

{2} the amount of sopplernental general state aid such school district
received for school year 2014-2015, if any, pursuant to K.8.A. 72-6434,
prior o its repeal, as prorated in accordance with K.S. A, 72-06434, prior to
its repeal, plus;

{3} the amount of capital ountlay state aid such school district received
for school year 2014-20135, if any, pursuant to K.S.A. 2014 Supp. 72-8814,
prior {0 s repeal, plus:

{4y (A} an amount that is directly attributable to the proceeds of the
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tax levied by the school district pursuant to K.8.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6473,
and amendments thereto, provided: the school district has levied such tax;

{F} an amount that is directly attributable to the proceeds of the tax
levied by the school disirict puwrsuant to X.8.A. 20813 Supp. 72-6474, and
amendments thereto, provided; the school district has levied such tax; and

{C)  an amount that is directly atfributable {o the proceeds of the tax
tevied hy the school district pursuant to K.8. AL 2015 Supp. 72-6475, and
amendments therste, provided; the school district has levied such tax, plus;

{5% the amount of virtual school state aid such school district is to
receive under KLS. AL 2015 Supp. 72-3715, and amendmerds thereto, plus;

{6) an amount certified by the board of trustees of the Kansas public
employees retirement system which is gqual to the participating employer’s
obligation of such school district to the system, less;

(73 an amount equal o 04% of the amount determined under
subsection (a}1).

(5} For school year 2005-2017, the siate board shall disburse
generad state aid to pach school disseict in an amoeunt equad to.

fi} Subject o the provisions of subsecrions {c} Swough {83, the
amount of general sigte aid such school district veceived for school year
Q3342003 3 oy, pursmant 10 K84 7268410, prior io i3 vepeal, as
provated in cegordance with K.SA. 72-6410, prior o §1s repeal, fess:

{di  The amount direcily aitributable to the ancillary scheol facilities
weighfing as determined for school year 2014-2015 under K54, 72-6443,
prior to ifs repeal;

(B)  the amouny direcily aitribytable fo the cost-af-living weighting as
derermined for school year 2014-2015 under K5 A 2014 Supp. 72-6456,
prior to jis repeal;

(0} the amownt directly aivibulahble 1o declining envoliment state aid
ug detersmined fi school year 2014-2015 under K8 A, 2014 Supp. 72~
8452, prier to itz repeal; and

(D} the amount divectly aitributable to virtwal school state aid as
determined for school yveowr 2014-2013 under K84 2015 Supp. 72-3715,
and amendments thereto, pls;

(20 (4} an wmoust that i divectly attributable to the proceeds of the
teee levied by the school distries pursuant fo K8 A 2015 Supp. 72-8473,
and amendments therero, provided the school district has levied such tox;

(B} an wmownt thar is divectly attributably o the proceeds of the tax
levied by the school disivict pwrsuont ¥o K54, 2013 Supp. 72-0474, and
amendments thereto, provided the school disirict has leviegd such tax; and

(C} an amount thot is divectly ativibatable io the procesds of the tax
fevied by the schaol district pursuand to X84 2015 Supp. 726475, and
amendments therels, provided the scheol district has levied sweh lox, plus;

{3} the amouwnt of virtual school state gid such school district iy W
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receive under K.S.A4. 2015 Supp. 72-3715, and amendments thereto, plus;

(4)  an amount certified by the board of ustees of the Kansas public
employees retivement system which is equal io the participating employer's
phligation of suck school district to the svstem, less;

(3) an wnouni eguad fo 04% of the omount determined under
subsection (5)(1).

Y fe} For any school distriet whose school financing sources
exceeded its state financial aid for school year 2014-2015 as calculated
under the school district finance and quality performance act, prior to s
repeal, the amount such school district is entitled to receive under
subsection (a)(1} or (3)(1} shall be the proceeds of the tax levied by the
school district pursuant to K.S.A, 2015 Supp. 72-6470, and amendmenis
thereto, less the difference between such school district's school finapcing
sources and its state financial aid for school year 2014-2015 as calculated
under the school district finance and quality performance act, prior fo s
repaal.

fe3 (d)  For any school distzict formed by consolidation in accordance
with article 87 of chapter 72 of the Kaunsas Statutes Annotated, and
amendments thereto, prior to the effective date of this act, and whose state
financial aid for school vear 2014-2015 was determined under K.8.A.
2014 Supp. 72-6445a, prior to its repeal, the amount of general state aid
for such school district determined under subsection (a)1) or (B)¢{) shall
be determined as if such school district was not subject to K.5 A, 2014
Supp. 72-64435a, prior to is repeal, for school vear 2014-2015.

(5 (7 For any school district that consolidated in accordence with
article 87 of chapter 72 of the Kansas Sfatutes Annotated, and amendments
thereto, and such consolidation becomes effective on or after July 1, 2015,
the amount of general state aid for such school district determined under
subsection (8)1) or ()1} shall be the sum of the general state aid each of
the former school districts would have received under subsection (a)(1) or
CITERN

fe3 (9 {1) For any school district that was entitled to receive school
facilities weighting for schoo!l year 2014-2015 under K.85.A. 2014 Supp.
72-6415b, prior to iis repeal, and which would not have been eligible to
receive such weighling for school vear 2015-2016 under K.S5.A. 2014
Supp. 72-6415b, prior to its repeal, an amount dircctly attributable to the
school facilities weighting as determined for school year 2014-2015 under
K.S.A. 72-6415, prior to its vepeal, for such school district shall be
subtracted from the amount of general state aid for such school district
determined under subsection (a){1) or (b){1).

{2y For any school district which would have been eligible to receive
school facilities weighting for school vear 2015-2016 under K.8.A. 2014
Supp. 72-6415b, prior fo its repeal, but which did not receive such
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weighting for school year 2014-2015, an amount directly attributable to
the school facilities weighting as would have been determined under
K.S.A, 72-6415, prior to its repeal, for school year 2015-2016 shall be
added 1o the amouni of general state aid for such school district
determined under subsection (a1} or (BJ(1).

{33 For any school district which would have been eligible to receive
school facilities weighting for school year 2016-2017 under K.5.A. 2014
Supp. 72-6415b, prior o its repeal, but which did not receive such
weighting for school year 2014-20135, and which would not have been
eligible to receive such weighting for school year 2015-2016 under K.8. AL
2014 Supp. 72-6415%, prior to its repeal, an amount directly atinbutable to
the school facilities weighting as would have been determined under
K.S.A. 72-6415, prior to its repeal, for school year 2016-2017 shall be
added to the amount of general state aid for such school district
determined under subsection @)(1) or (i1},

€ 7g) (1) For any school district that received federal impact aid for
school year 2014-2015, if such school disirict receives federal impact aid
int school year 2015-2016 in an amount that is less than the amount such
school district received in school year 2014-2015, then an amount equal to
the difference between the amount of federal impact aid received by such
school district in such school years shall be added to the amount of general
state aid for such school distriet for school year 2015-2016 as determined
under subsection (aW D or (BJ).

{2} For any school district that received federal impact aid for school
year 2014-2015, if such school district receives federal impact aid in
school year 2016-2017 in an amount that is less than the amount such
school district received in school year 2014-2015, then an amount equal to
the difference between the amount of federal impact aid received by such
school district in such school years shall be added to the amount of general
state aid for such school distriet for school year 2016-2017 as determined
under subsection (3)(1) or (A1)

£83 (b} The general state aid for each school district shall be disbursed
in accordance with appropriation acts. In the event the appropriation for
general state aid exceeds the amount determined under subsection {(a) or
(B} for any school vear, then the siate board shall disburse such excess
amount t0 each school district in proportion to such school district's
enroliment.

& (1 The provisions of this section shall be effective from and after
Julv 1, 2015, through June 30, 2017,

Sec. 7. K.S.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6476 is hereby areuded to read as
follows: 72-6476. (o) Fach schoo! district may submit an application to the
state finance-counedt board of edvcarion for approval of extraordinary need
state aid. Such application shall be submitted in such form and manoer as
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prescribed by the state Hnewee—eouned board, and shall include g
description of the extraordinary need of the school district that is the basis
for the application,

() The state Hnoence—evuretl bogrd shall review all submitted
applications and approve or deny such application based on whether the
applicant school district has demonstrated extracrdinary need. As part of
its review of an application, the state finanes-eeunett board may conduct a
hearing and provide the applicant school district an opportunity to present
testimony as 10 such school district's extraordinary need. In determining
whether a school district has demonsirated extraordinary need, the state
finanee—eounett board shall consider: (1} Any extraordinary increase in
enrollment of the applicant school distriet for the current school year; (2)
any extraordinary decrease in the assessed valuation of the applicant
school district for the curent school year; and-(3) any other unforeseen
acts or circumsiances which substantially impact the applicant school
district's general fund budget for the current school vear,; and (4} in liew of
arty of the foregoing considerations, whether the applicant school districy
has reasonably  equal access to substawtiaolly similar  educational
opportunity through similar tax effort.

( d If the state ﬁﬁ&ﬁ&%ﬁ}mﬁ b(safd appmveb an applia,atmn it 'ihall

ﬁ-ﬁé dez‘er‘mme 1he amoun‘t of extmordmm need statc aid 0 be dlsbursed
to the applicant school district from the school district extraordinary need
fund. In approving any application for extraordinary need state aid, the
state fnancs-eounct board may approve an amount of extraordinary need
state aid that is less than the amount the school district requesied in the
application. If the state finapec-eownett hoard denies an application, then
within 15 days of such denial # the siafe board shall send written notice of
such demal to the bupenmmdmi ﬁf au@h school district. Fhe-deeision-ef

5 SR 5 se-finat Al adminisirative proceedings
pursuﬁm fo this section maﬂ be conducted in accordance with the
provisions of the Kansas adminisirative procedure act. Any action by the
stete board purswant to this section shall be subject io review im
gccordarice with the Kansas Judicial review act,

{dy There is hereby established in the state treasury the school disirict
extraordinary need fund which shall be administersd by the state
department of ecducation. All expenditures from the school district
extraordinary need fund shall be used for the dishursement of
extraordinary need state aid as approved by the state Sinsnec-ceusett board
under this section. All expenditures from the school district extraordinary
need 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 education, or the designee of the
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é-g} The pmvtsmns of this section shall expire on duby—t June 30,
2017.

Sec. §. K.S.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6481 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-6481. (a) The provisions of K.8.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6463
through 72-6481, and sections 2 through 4, and amendments thereto, shall
mat be severable. If any provision of K.8. A. 2015 Supp. 72-6463 through
72-6481, and sections 2 through 4, and amendments thereto, or any
app!rcm:on of such provision fo any person or circumstance is held to be
invalid or unconstifutional by court order, eb—previstons the invalidity
shall not affect other provisions or applications of K.5.A. 2015 Supp. 72-
6463 through 72-6481, and sections 2 through 4, and amendments thereto,
shat-be-mall-and—veoid which can be given effect without the invalid
provision or application,

{b}y The provisions of this section shall be effective from and after
July 1, 2015, through June 30, 2017.

Sec. 5. K.S.A. 2015 Supp. 74-4939a is hereby amended to read as
follows: 74-4939a. On and after the effective date of thus 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 2003, and each ensuing fiscal year thereafter,
by appropriation act of the legislature, in the KPERS — employer
contributions account and all moneys appropriated for the department of
education from the state general fund or any special revenue fund for each
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fiscal year commencing with fiscal year 2005, and each ensuing fiscal year
thercafier, by any such appropriation act in that account or any other
aceount for payvment of employer contributions for school disiricts, shall
be distributed by the department of education to school districts in
accordance with this section. Notwithstanding the provisions of K.5.A. 74-
4939, and amendments thereto, for school year 2015-2016, the department
of education shall disburse {0 each school disfrict that is an eligible
employer as specified in X.S.A. 74-4931(1), and amendments thereio, an
amount in accordance with K.8.A 20135 Supp. 72-6465(a)6), and
amendments thereto, which shall be disbursed pursuant to K.S.A. 2018
Supp. 72-6465, and amendments thereto. Novwwithstanding the provisions
of K.5.A. 74-4939, and amendments thereito, for school year 2016-2017,
the depariment of education shall dishurse to each school district that is
an eligible employer as specified in K.8.A. 74-4931(1), and amendments
thereto, an amount in accordance with K.8.A. 20135 Supp. 72-6465(b)(4),
and amendments thereto, which shall be dishursed pursugnt to K85 A
2015 Supp. 72-64635, and amendments thereto. Upon receipt of each such
disbursement of moneys, the school district shall deposit the entire amount
thereof into a special retirement contributions fund of the school district,
which shall be established by the school district in accordance with such
policies and procedures and which shall be used for the sole purpose of
receiving such disbursements from the department of education and
making the remittances to the sysiem 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 retivement system, an equal amoumnt to the
Kansas public employees retirement system from the special retirement
contributions fund of the school district to satisfy such school district's
obligation as a participating employer. Notwithstanding the provisions of
K.8.A, 74-4939, and amendmenis thereto, each school district that iz an
eligible employer as specified in K.8.A. 74-4931{1), and amendments
thereto, shall show within the budget of such school district all amounts
received from disbursements into the special retiremerd 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 fo approve a remitiance io the system in accordance with this
section and such policies and procedures. All remittances of moneys 1o 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. 10, K.5,A. 2015 Supp. 72-6463, 72-6465, 72-6476, 72-6481 and
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74-4939a are hercby repealed.
Sec. 11.  This act shall take effect and be in force from and after its
publication in the statute book.
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Division of Fiscal and Administrative Services

3 T Kansas State Department of Education 7
j Landon State Office Suilding 07

35} 290-3871
5} 20H-65659 - fa
state department of BE} 206-6552 - fax

300 SW Jackson Street, Suite 354

%ﬁaﬁg&%ﬁ@&g L Topeia, Kansas 66612-1212 wianw. ksde.any
= Tl ./,,/
barch 22, 2016
FROM: Dale M. Dennis, Deputy

Commissioner of Education
SUBIECT:  Proposed Plan
Attached is a computer printout (SF16-133) which summarizes the effects of a proposed plan on
supplernental general {LOB) state aid, capital outlay state aid, and hold harmiess state aid.

Provisions of this bill include the following.

s Capital outlay state aid is the same as provided in House Bill 2731
(see compuier printout SF16-117 for school district detail).

= Supplemental general (LOB) state aid using median assessed valuation per pupil
{sme computer printoui SF16-126 for school district detail)

SUMMARY—5STATE AID

Capital Qutlay State Aid 5 23,489,840
Supplemental General (LOB) State Aid {82,908,792)
Hold Harmiless Sate Aid 61,792,947
Growth 2,000,000

TOTAL 3 4373995
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COMPUTER PRINTOUT SF16-133
March 22, 2014

Column

1 -

COLUMN EXPLANATION

2016-17 Bstimated capital outlay state aid Increase/decrease
{zee computer printout 8F16-117 for school district detail).
2016-17 Estimated supplemental general (LOB) state aid
nerease/decrease

{see computer printout SF16-126 for school disirict detail)

2016-17 Bstimated total increase/decrease
{Columng [ + 2}

2016-17 Bstiipated hold hammless siate aid
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3/22/2018 Coll Col2 Cot 3 Cal 4
Cap Outlay Aid LOE Ajd Estimated Estimated
ing / Dec inc / Dec ing / Dec Payment

USD# {County Name  |USD Name 5F16-117 ol d | SF16-126 Col 4 | {Cols 14243} | Hold Harmless
256 Allen Marmaton Valley 0 -400, 148 400,145 400,146
257 [Allen fola 89,321 -189,238 45,514 33 914
258 Allen Humboldt 88,573 ~485,907 -426,335 426,335
3RS |Andarson Garneit 82,131 -429.918 -347,786 347,788
478 Anderson Crest o -104,821 -104, 8213 104,821
377 Atchison Atchisan Co Comm Schools 4,283 -434 626 -430,337 430,337
408 iAtchison Atchison Public Schools 112,184 -223,243 -111,078 111,678
254 {Barber Barber County North a &) g ]
255 |Barber South Barber 0 O G ¢
355 {Barton Ellinwood Public Schools 45,148 190,623 238,771 0
428 iBarton Great Bend 122,100 -434,133 ~305,033 305,033
431 {Barton Holsington 48 885 168,215 215,100 4]
234 {Bourbon Fart Scott 28,319 -428,872 458,290 458,350
235 Bourbon Lnioniown & ~893.554 53,554 93,554
415 [Brown Hiawatha ] ~197,182 -197 162 197,182
43¢ Brown South 8rown County 32,758 -252,507 ~312,7%2 213,752
208 | Butler Bluestam 57,613 55,881 732 ]
206 |Butler Remington-Whitewater 23,597 -201,860 -178,263 178,263
37% |Butler Circle 72,089 -293,718 ~221,627 223,827
385 |Butler Andover 445,589 -1,224,182 -778,583 778,583
394 |Butler Rose Hill Public Schools 104,538 -179,755 -75,15% 75,159
3386 |Butler Douglass Public Schools 47,544 -52,688 -5,144 5,144
402 |Butler Augusta 183,229 -380,141 ~188,8%2 186,812
430 [Butler El Darado 78,63% -269,181 ~-190,544 180,544
492 |Butler Flinthills 5,625 -170,372 -154,747 184,747
284 Chase Chase County 0 4,647 -4, 64T 4,647
285 {Chaylauqua Cedar Vale 0 -3,358 -3,358 3,358
286 |Chautaugua Chautaugus Co Community £,355 -16,048 -8 853 9,653
404 [Cherokes Riverton 8,458 -132,514 ~128,870 128,570
483 [Cherckea Columbus 34,756 ~387,24% -352,484 352484
499 [Cherpkes Galena 26,348 -102,278 -75,930 75,830
508 |Cherokee Baxter Springs 83,323 43,858 42 465 g
103 [(Cheyenne Cheylin 0 £ 0 g
287 [Cheyenne St Francis Comm Sch 0 -92,022 VY g§3,022
213 iClark Minneola g -84,689 54,689 24,689
220 Clark Ashlangd 0 0 ¥ &
379 (Clay Clay Center -78.661 369,683 ~448,351 448,351
333 [Cloud Congordia 67,847 -262,440 -184 593 184,583
334 [Cloud Southern Cloud bk -119,683 ~-119,683 118,683
243 (Coffey Lebo-Waverly 8,467 -270,078 -281,6809 261,609
244 | Coffey Burlingion 0 g g g
245 |Coffay LeRoy-Gridley 4] 4] Y {
300 Comanche Comanche County 4] 4] 5] 3,
462 |Cowley Ceniral 17,280 -129,589 -112,308 112,308
463 Cowley Lidal] 14,687 ~206,438 ~181,751 191,751
455 [ Cowlay Winfigld 184,636 -571,881 407,258 407,256
470 (Cowley Arkansas City £1,508 -383,843 -332,335% 332,335
A71 |Cowley Dexter 16,970 -31,423 14,4583 14,453
246 [Crawford Northeast 43,287 -144,553 -104,288 101,286
247 |Crawford Charokes 15,588 ~354,680 -353,312 353,812
248 Crawford Girard 30,753 ~170,283 ~138,480 135,490
249 {Crawford Frontenac Public Schools 21,842 -111,824 -&8,582 89,982
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372272016 foll Col 2 Col 3 Cold
Cap Outlay Ald LOB Aid Estimated Estimatad
Inc § Dec ing / Dec ing / Rac Payment
USDH {County Mame  [USD Name SF16-1317 Col 4 | SF16-128Col 4 | {Cols 1+42+3) | Hold Harmless
250 Crawford Fittsburg 130,312 -282.5383 -1532,284 152,264
284 iDecatur Oherlin O 48 926 -48, 826 49 826
383 [Dickinson Solomon 23,574 -145,883 -3123,309 123,309
435 |Dickinson Abilgne 178,373 -134,849 -5,527 §,527
473 |Dickinson Chapman ~17,436 -226,618 -244 053 244,053
431 |Dickinson Rural Vista 4] -141,353 -141,353 141,353
487 |Dickinson Herington G -47,114 -47,114 47,114
111 [Donighan Doniphan West Schools o g 0 4]
114 |Doniphan Riverside 4] 12,411 12,411 {
425 |Deniphan Troy Public Schools 13,545 -136,658 -123,114 123,114
348 |Douglas Baldwin City 120,067 -258,14% -33R,082 138,082
431 |Douglss Eudorg 108,827 -164,877 -55,150 55,150
497 Douglas Lawrence 656,309 -2,377.404 ~1,7231,096 1,721,096
347 Edwards Kinsiey-Offarie 37,583 -111,3%0 ~73,807 73,807
502 |Edwards Lewis ] g G &
282 itk Wast Elk 20,962 ~38,438 -15,474 15,474
283 (Elk Elk valley U -156,178 -158,179 156,173
388 [Eilis Ellis 63,307 91,075 154,386 0
432 {Eilis Wictoria a (i 4] 8
489 |Eilis Hays 0 -317,806& -317.2086 217,806
112 [Ellsworth Central Plains Q o G g
327 (Ellsworth Ellsworth 31,417 -187,355 ~155,837 155,937
383 {Finney Holcamb B O g 0]
457 Finney Garden City 293,038 -585,555 -303,517 302,517
381 {Ford Spearville 13,053 -133,059 ~-120,006 120,006
443 Ford Bodge City 418,403 -788 687 -389,283 365,283
459 Ford Bucklin 4] 8] U 0
287 {Frankiin Waest Franklin 56,631 -147,513 -B,882 30,882
28R {Frankiin Cantral Helghts 38,054 -130,682 -91,628 31,628
289 |Franklin Wellsville 71,810 -206,772 -134,862 134,862
290 (Franklin Ditawa 198,433 -382,488 ~183,065 183,065
475 {Geary Geary County Schools -154 603 -1,363,376] -1,517.8%7 1,517,877
291 (Gove Grinnell Public Schoals ¥ §] ¥ g
292 {Gave Whestland o t] ¢ 0
233 (Gove Guinter Public Schools 36,505 -15,562 13,543 #]
281 Graham Garaham Cournty 4] ¢] 3] 8]
214 (Grant Ulysses Q 4 4] 0
102 (Gray Cimmaron-Ensign 18,267 -285,0631 -266,764 266,764
371 [ Gray Montszuma 8,554 -101,0486 -81.497 91,492
478 (Gray Copeland 6] ] G 0
477 (Gray {ngalls 7,671 24,186 31,858 4]
200 Greeley Gresley County Schoals 3] 4] G o
386 |Greenwood Madison-Virgi 10,3180 -86,857 -76,497 76,487
289 |Greemwood Eureka 10,3156 -183,480 -173,164 173,164
390 | Greenwood Harmilton g -7,136 -7,136 7,138
434 |Hamilton Syracuse 35,806 -15,072 28,734 g
361 iHarper Anthamy-Harper 2 -80,374 -8(3,374 80,374
511 {Harper Attica 11,276 -2,523 8,754 G
368 (Harvey Burrton 403,258 51,513 91,772 &
373 {Harvey Newton 236,161 -5688,770 -453,510 453,610
438 iHarvey Sedgwick Public Schools 12,600 -48 849 -35,84% 35,849
440 |Harvey Halstead 24980 -2331,933 -256,982 166,882
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- 372273016 Coll Cal 2 Col 3 Col 4
Cap Dutlay Ald LOB Ald Estimated Estimated
inc / Dee inc f Dec inc { Dec Faymant

USDE |County Name  [USD Name SFI6-117Col 4 | SP16-126 Cold | [Cols 142+%) | Hold Harmiess

460 |Harvey Hesston 46,318 ~2F0,744 -328,437F 224 427
374 |Haskeli Sublaite 0 0 4] g
507 |Haskel Satanta g 0 O a
237 {Hodgeman Hodgeman County Schoats 0 g 4] 2
335 {lackson North lackson 3,723 -160,826 -157,103 157,103
336 |lackson Holion 85,919 -235,384 -173,465 173,465
337 ackson Roval Valley 41,950 ~245,065 -204,118 204,116
338 |Jefferson Vallay Falls 23,087 -141,638 -118,571 118,571
339 |fefferson lefferson County North 20,071 -138,362 ~119,281 118,291
340 Jefferson lefferson West 63,272 -14%,713 -§2,435 22,439
341 |iefferson Oskalonsa Public Schools G, 280 -111,831 -3102,541 102,541
342 |leffarson Mclouth 22,281 -184,2180 -171,825 171,829
343 |lefferson Perry Public Schools 23,623 -289,101 -265,478 265,478
107 lowell Rock Hills ¥ -21,458 -21,458 21,459
223 llchnson Blue Valley 8] 2,807,372 -2,407,372 2,407,372
230 llohnson Spring Hill 0 -283,948 ~293,248 293,948
231 lchnson Gardner Edgerton 532,373 -705, 254 -173.881 173,881
232 |lshnson De Soto 495,480 -2,032,865% 1,527,485 1,527,485
233 |lohnson Olathe 557,018 5,575,361 -8,018,343 §,018,343
512 iochnson Shawnee Mission Pub Sch & -3,040,285 -3,040,285 3,040,285
215 |Kearny Lakin ] 9 4] 0
218 |Keamny Deerfield g 1] g 4]
331 {Kingman Kingman - Norwich 113,493 35,848 77,551 ¥
332 {Kingman Cunningham ¥ & 0 (3]
422 {Kiowa Kiowa County 4] g g G
474 {Kiowa Haviland 4] g ] O
503 |Labstte Parsans 44,300 -218,717 ~-174,417 174,417
504 [iabsite Oswego 17,712 -88,487 -38,775 38,775
505 iLabetie Cheiops-5t. Paul 24,411 -108,21% -83,808 83,808
508 {Labette Labette County 51,523 -215,501 -123.578 123,578
468 jlane Healy Public Schools 3 g a O
482 iLane Dighton 0 £ a o
207 |Leavenworth [Ft Leavenworth 3,023 9,108 12,132 H
443 |Leavenworth (Easton 28,259 -235,822 -207,523 207,533
453 |Leavenworth  leavenwaorth 236,375 -587,558 -360,684 360,684
458 |Leavernworth {Basshor-Linwood 183,164 -278,044 85,880 95 380
464 |Leavenworth | Tonganoxis -26,49598 -322,0338 -34%8,{035 348,035
469 |lLeavenworth  |Lansing 108,147 -301,853 -152,746 192,745
298 iLincoln Lincoln 30,752 -327,143 -337,805 337,508
239 {Lincoln Sylvan Grove & -72,558 -72,558 72,558
344 ilian PMeasanton 18,628 -192 B?S -174,247 174,287
348 (linn Javhawk -27,233 -560,808 -B8E, 4 SR8,042
362 ilinn Prairie View ] 0 D 0
274 ilogan Oakley 0 o 8] a
275 {Logan Triplains ] 0 & g
251 ilyon MNorth Lyon County o { 0 9
282 ilyon Southern Lyan County 50,257 -133,607 -§3,350 33,350
253 |Lyon Emporia 557,801 -633,808 -76,005 75,005
397 |Marion Cantre 45 106 -8,485 36,621 g
398 |Marion Peabody-Bums G -125,280 -125,290 125,280
408 |Marion Marion-Florence 0 -134,088 -134,068 134,008
410 |Marion Durham-Hillsboro-Lehigh 58,680 -186, 307 -127.627 127,627
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3/22/3016 Cold Col 2 Col3 Cold
Cap Dutlay Ald LOB Ald Estimated Estimated
inc f Dec ing § Dec inc § Dac Payment
USDHE [ County Name  [USD Namae SF16-117 Col 4 | SF16-128 Col 4 | {Cols 142+3) | Hold Harmbess
411 |Marion Goeassel 3,414 -85,801 76,387 76,387
384 |Marshall Marysville 0 -173,754 ~173,754 173,754
380 iMarshall Vermiflion 30,491 ~260,333 -229,841 228,841
498 Marshali Yallay Heights 24,565 -161,729 -136,754 135,764
403 (McPherson Smoky Valley 114,108 -248,238 ~139,135 138,135
418 [McPherson hcPherson 148,145 -B82 078 -540,733 540,733
419 McPherson Canton-Galva 13,823 -188,068 -174,245 174,245
423 {McPherson Moundridge g ~1231,534 -121,5%4 121,534
448 |McPherson Inman 24,032 -223,421 -136,385 196,389
22% |Meade Fowiler 0 -88,000 -§3,000 £3,000
236 Meade heade 0 o 0 0
367 iMismi Osawatomie 78,675 -313%,9320 -235,255 235,255
368 {Miami Paola 231,300 47,738 184,182 ]
416 {Miami Louisburg 148,710 -172,824 -33,125 23,125
272 |Mitchell Waronda Q -197 983 -197,383 197,983
273 {Mitchel Beloit 76,722 ~203,131 -126,40% 128,408
438 {Montgomery  [Caney Valley 22,058 -239,531 -217,473 217,473
445 iMontgomery | Coffeypville 55,251 -389,721 -334,470 334,470
448 {Montgomery  {independence 70,2756 ~5272,034 -556,737 556,737
447 iMontgomery  (Cherryvale 44,627 ~103,57% -58,948 58,548
417 Morris Morris County 86,732 -164,849 -108,118 108,118
217 Morton Rolla i] 0 {1 o
218 Morton Elkhart 151,571 60,515 212,085 ¢}
113 |Nemazha Prairie Rills 72,350 -383,134 -313,184 310,134
115 |Nemaha demaha Cantral 0 -15,619 -15,619 15,618
101 |Neosho Erie-Galeshurg 42,938 -165,559 -3122.621 122,621
4313 [Neosho Chanute Public Schools 202,852 -319,215 -116,353 116,253
106 |Mess Western Plains 4] g 1] 1]
303 [Mess Mess City O O i g
211 [Norign Norton Community Schools 36,424 -253,884 -217,440 217,440
212 |Norton Northern Valley 14,4566 -89,530 -75,064 78,084
420 {Osage Osage City 24,153 -131,008 -106,857 105,857
421 {Osage byndon 29,991 ~1035,089 -75,108 75,108
434 10gage Santa Fe Trail 34,670 -212,642 -177,572 177,972
454 1Osage Burlingame Fublic School ] -68,018 ~58,019 68,018
456 {Ozags Marais Des Cygnss Valley 0 ~155,879 -155,879 155 879
392 {Oshborne Gsherna County 13,440 -150,376 -133,936 130,936
239 |Ditawa dorth Ottawa County -29,753 -223,723 -282,876 252,476
240 |Qttawa Twin Vallay 28,667 -358,276 228,608 223,609
495 |Pawnee Ft Larned -74,248 -388,586 -463,813 463,813
486 |Pawnes Pawnea Heights O -85,280 -85, 280 85,280
110 |Phiflips Thunder Ridge Schoolg 1,237 205,051 -203,813 203,813
325 | Phillips Phillipsburg 22,150 -92,430 60,280 60,280
326 |Phillips Logan O 45,844 -46,844 45,844
330 Pottawalomis |Wamego £1,728 -327,496 -265,708 255,708
321 Pottawatomie |Raw Valley { & g g
322 {Pottawatomile |Onaga-Havensville-Wheaton 31,240 -145,165 -1313,925 113,325
323 iPottawastomie |Rock Creek 4] -154, 452 -164,482 164,492
382 iPratt Pratt 109,265 -373,782 -264,517 264,517
438 {Pratt Skyline Schools 31,108 -181,17% -150,071 150,071
105 {Rawling Rawlins County 5,221 -218,938 ~313,715 213,715
208 {Reno Hutchinson Public Schools 163,146 -762,972 -58%8 826 599,828
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i 13/22/2016 Lail Col 2 Col3 Col 4
Cap Qutlay Ald LOB Aid Estimated Estimatad
inc f Dec ine / Dec inc 7 Dec Payment
USD# |[County Mame  |USD Mame SF16-117 Col 4 | SF16-128 Col 4 | [Cols 1+243) | Hold Harmless
309 [Rens Mickarson 54,188 -273 M1 -218,523 218,523
310 Renn Fairfield G g 0 t
311 {Reng Pretty Prairie 12,863 -164,188 -151,334 151,324
312 |Renoc Haven Pubilic Schools 86,528 -383,753 -317,224 317,224
313 {Reno Buhler 238,318 331,796 93,478 93,478
108 {Republic Republic County 0 -241,848 -243, 846 241,846
426 Republic Pike Valley 8,614 ~152,081 -143,467 143,467
376 |Rice Sterling 49,188 -128,574 ~77,388 77,386
401 |Rice Chase-Havmond O e & g
40% |Rice Lyons 70,841 19,028 83,869 8
444 |Rice Littie River 4] 4] y] g
378 [Riley Riley County 45573 -292,576 -247,003 247,003
383 |Riley Manhattan-Ogden 3] ~1,536,2051 1,536,205 1,536,205
384 |Riley Blue Valley 4] -52 898 -62,896 52,886
259 {Rooks Palco g g 0 $]
270 {Rooks Plainville 0 ] o 0
271 {Rooks Stockton o ~20,629 -80,629 80,625
395 [Rush Lalrosse 7,025 50,382 -83,358 £3,358
403 [Bush tis-Bison 0 g G g
389 [Russeall Paradise g ¢ ¢ o]
407 |Russell Russed County 703,624 257,388 328,012 g
305 [Saline Salina 560,848 1,248,914 -B8R, 066 &BB,088
308 |Saline Southeast Of Saline 4] -255,415% -255,415 255,415
307 |3aline Elf-8aline 33,772 -252,817 -318,044 215,044
466 |Scott Scott County 21,880 -135,092 -113,212 113,212
259 |Sadgwick Wichita 4,508,756 ~5,045 648  -1536,852 1,536,892
260 |Sadpwick Darby 822,104 -735,024 22,080 3
261 |Sedgwick Haysville -24,563 -423.672 -447 335 447,335
262 |Sedgwick Valiey Center Pub 3ch 176,871 -288,711 -122,841 122,841
263 [Sedgwick Mulvane 248,570 -55,372 193,198 0
464 Sedpwick Clearwater 39,233 -194,003 84,764 94,764
265 |Sedgwick Goddard 417,384 -B80,851 263,457 263,457
265 |Sadpwick Maize 629,128 1,165,811 -536,684 536,684
267 Sedgwick Renwick 154,108 -486,381 -332,373 332,273
2568 [Sedgwick Cheney 49,452 -138,423 -B8,971 28,971
480 |Seward Liberal 4] -485,250 435,290 485,290
433 {Seward Kismet-Plaing 1] g ] 0
345 |Shawnes Seaman 354,751 ~714,134 -359,383 359,383
372 |Shawnee Silver Lake 45,831 -157,088 ~113,2585 111,255
437 |Shawnee Auburn Washburn 738,689 -§23,735 153,964 D
450 |Shawnese Shawnee Heights 307,760 ~5496 977 -89 318 288,218
501 |Shawnes Topeka Public Schools 829,524 1,804,835 -375,411 975,411
412 |Sheridan Hoxie Community Schools 8] -64,249 -54,249 64,249
352 |Sherman toodiand -22,702 -568,624 ~581,325 581,325
237 (Smith Smith Center 11,96% -274,626 -262,658 262,658
349 |stafford Siafford 5,337 -145,450 -138,133 139,113
350 |Stafford St John-Hudson g 0 4] 0
351 |stafford Macksvifle 3 Y 0 O
452 |Stanton Stanton County g D g a
208 |Stevens dMoscow Public Schools g g 0 0
210 [Stevens Hugoton Public Schools D 0 0 3]
3583 [Sumner Wellington 184,453 -348,018 -184,565 184,565
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372272018 Col 1 Col2 Col 3 Cof 4
Cap Outlay Aid LOB Aid Estimated Estimated
fnc / Bec inc f Dex inc { Dec Payment

USD# {Caunty Name  [USD Name SF18-117 Col 4 | 5Fi6-126 Col 4 | {Cols 14243} | Hold Harmless
358 {Sumner Conway Springs 49413 -135,100 -85,687 85,687
357 {Sumner Belle Plaine 38,294 ~118,039 -78,145 73,145
358 Sumner Oxford 45,556 67,172 113,128 4]
382 Sumner argonia Public Schools 0 73,925 -73,875 73,825
360 {Sumner Caldwell 10,773 -143,827 -133,054 133,054
508 Sumner South Haven 9,665 44 602 54,267 0
314 [Thomss Brewster { g 4] 3]
315 [Thomas Collyy Public Schools 44 730 -457,878 -413,148 413,148
316 {Thomas Golden Plains 0 -162,331 -162,331 162,331
208 {Trego Wakesney 0 g 0 o
328 Wabaunses Mill Creek Valley 8,206 -290,683 -281,477 281,437
330 Wabsunses Mission Valley 52,513 -136,886 -24,383 84,383
241 |Wallace Wallace County Schools o 0 & G
242 iWallace Weskan g -17.107 -17,107 17,107
108 [Washingion Washington Co. Schools 3,908 -168,153 -162,245 162,248
223 {Washington Barnes ] -175,837 -175,837 175,837
224 [Washington Clifton-Clyde 0 -127,1549 -327,159 137,159
467 |Wichita Lot G -157 878 -157,678 157,678
387 {Wilson Altoona-Midway ] -33,888 -35 888 35,888
4861 Wilson Mecidesha 45,331 ~250,286 -203,855 203,955
AR4 Wilson Fredonia 20,189 -140,475 ~120,285% 134,285
365 (Wondson Waoodsan 3,648 -33,210 -31,152 21,162
302 PWyandotie Turner-Kansas City 218,381 -484,713 ~265,733 285,733
203 [Wyandotte Piner-Kansas City 162,149 -269,147 -108,897 105,597
204 Wyandotte Bonner Springs 281,143 ~427,970 -146,826 146,826
500 ‘Wyandotie Kansas City 1,362,158 -2.502 864 -1,240, 705 1,240,706
TOTALS 23,489,840 -83,908,732| -53,418,952 01,792,947
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FINAL ACTION ON:

SB515 - AMENDMENTS TO THE CLASS ACT
REGARDING SUPPLEMENTAL
GENERAL STATE AID AND
CAPITAL OUTLAY STATE AID

TRANSCRIPT
OF

PROCEEDINGS,
beginning at 1:10 p.m. on the 23rd day of March,
2016, in Room 548S, Kansas State Capitol Building,
Topeka, Kansas, before the Senate Ways and Means
Committee consisting of Senator Masterson,
Chairman; Senator Denning, Senator Kelly, Senator
Fitzgerald, Senator Kerschen, Senator Arpke,
Senator Melcher, Senator Powell, Senator Tyson and

Senator O'Donnell.
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CHATRMAN MASTERSON: We are ready to
start. We will to come to order. We will take up
the business on 515. Given some of the comments
that we've had, both yesterday and today, and on
the record I think there might be a handful - I
have three on my list - of appropriate changes to
make the product a better working product. And
with that, Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I will be bringing three technical type
amendments to Senate Bill 515. And we can start
with Amendment No. 1.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: I think we have that
to hand out. We'll pause and get that handed out
to everybody. And actually, if you want, you can
continue to explain and 1f there is —— I'll pause
when everybody has the material.

Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. What this is, 1is just adding a section
that lays out the legislative intent and the
findings of fact that we have been doing with our
special recording of our hearings on this
particular bill. So 1t's Just agailn legislative

intent and identifying —— i1dentifying findings of
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1 fact.
2 CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: So, committee, for
3 clarification, in the unigque situation we are

4 responding to the Court, this is simply putting in
5 the content of the bill a preamble and a finding

6 of fact, if you will, so that there is no doubt,

7 as we pass this, this is —-— this is why we did it
8 and these are the facts that we used to make our
9 decision. I'll give you a few minutes. It's

10 relatively lengthy. I'll give you Jjust a minute
11 for those of you who have not seen it to read it
12 through in case you have any questions.

13 I have to admit the jeopardy song is my mind

14 right now.

15 Does anybody desire more time? We will

16 continue to wait.

17 I'm pleased to inform the committee the only
18 objection I'm hearing so far is grammar. In the
19 last whereas on page 1, Senator Kelly would like

20 to see some grammatical correction to "provide

21 every Kansas student the opportunity to pursue

22 their chosen desires" to changing that ——

23 actually, Senator Kelly, I'll let you express how
24 you'd like to do that change.

25 Senator Kelly.

374

5
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SENATOR KELLY: Well, it should either be
—— 1t should either read "to provide all Kansas
students the opportunity to pursue their" or
change 1t to "to provide every Kansas student the
opportunity to pursue his or her."

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Does the committee
have a preference as to which way we correct that?
Senator Francisco, I might lean on you for that
one.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: And I would ask the
Revisors. I haven't often seen his or her, so I
think the first proposal that Senator Kelly made,
"to provide all Kansas students the opportunity."”

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: So, committee, I
would like you to consider that as corrected on
this balloon so that we don't have to amend for
that purpose. We will assume the balloon actually
says that and the Revisor is free to make that
change.

With that, qgquestions on the amendment.
Senator Francisco?

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
I did —— and I should have underlined it. In new
Section 2, 1t says that the legislature considered

the best way to meet this standard, and I'm —— T
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heard some testimony that there were some
different ways we could meet the standard, and I'm
wondering i1f we might say an appropriate way to
meet this Constitutional standard. I'm not sure
that we have determined it's the best.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: I would probably be
amenable to using the word "the obvious", as that
came from the Court's opinion. Because I would
agree that it's not necessarily the best, but
according to their opinion we attempted the most
obvious solution.

Senator Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Would you think the
obvious solution might be an appropriate solution?

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Or maybe obviously
appropriate. Meet you in the middle and use them
both. Is 1t a strong enough opinion, Senator
Francisco, you'd like to amend this?

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Mr. Chair, I —— T
don't know that we took the time to —— we looked
at 512 and we looked at 515. We only looked at
some of the evidence, so I'm not ready to say that
this is the legislature's consideration of the
best way. So I would propose we replace "best"

with "considered an appropriate way".
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CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: What line are you
onv?

SENATOR FRANCISCO: It's new Section 2,
the balloon. And maybe I'm reading that —-- again,
I'm not sure we were saying this 1s the best. It
is, actually, more broad than I had first thought
in the initial reading because the legislature was
considering. If you say "shared as the
legislature considered the best way to meet these
standards," 1t might be important to say that we
considered more than one way. "We endeavored to
memorialize the legislative evidence and
deliberations conferees shared as the legislature
considered ways to meet this Constitutional
standard." If you say the best way, 1t assumes we
are only considering one and that someone knew
what the best way was.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Senator Fitzgerald.

SENATOR FITZGERALD: Not to be too picky,
but I think considered in this context means tried
to. The legislature tried to determine the best
way. I think that's the meaning of considered 1in
that context.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Senator Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: I will accept that
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and go on to a second concern.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: All right.

Senator Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: This is on the second
page, part (c) (2) where it says "the prior
equalization formulas used for capital outlay
state aid and supplemental general state aid had
no basis in educational policy, and that 1t 1is
preferable to apply a single equalization formula
to both categories of state aid."”

I understand concern about the prior
equalization formulas, but the action was, as my
understanding, to apply not Jjust a single
equalization formula, but the equalization formula
previously used for capital outlay.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: This was drawn from
the finding of fact that there were several
comments on the record, and in your transcribed
testimony from yesterday, that there was no
educational policy and that it would be preferably
simplified. This would be my impression and that
will be the committee's impression that it would
be preferable to have a single method by which you
equalize. I understand you probably are not of

the same opinion as myself.
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SENATOR FRANCISCO: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
I don't know that —— we may have heard some
testimony, but the committee had no discussion
about that. A single eqgqualization formula will
always skew the results in the same direction.
Having more than one formula might provide some
balance. So again, my comment is just I'm not ——
I'm not sure that —— we may have heard testimony,
but I didn't hear any discussion about why this
formula is better, other than it, perhaps,
requires less local option budget state aid and
frees up the opportunity to provide the hold
harmless aid.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: I don't necessarily
disagree. Obviously, this time 1is for discussion
of these very issues. And I would say that it
would be most appropriate to have the same because
you want them both skewing towards more equal. SO
it would be better to have a unified method by
which you equalize because the whole purpose of
that formula is to draw the poles closer together
for similar taxing effort.

I would also say this is not really a
discussion about what we individually necessarily

think is best. The Court has given us, 1in their
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opinion, the fact that this was a, 1in their
oplnion, a proper way to determine equalization
because they approved that by approving the
capital outlay account. So it would follow that
this would be a Court—approved method by which you
would equalize, i.e., bringing the poles closer
together.
Further question or comment?
Senator Kerschen.

SENATOR KERSCHEN: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I have the same question. It goes back
to 1t has no basis 1in educational policy. We are
deciding that that's what the case 1s, basically?

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: That was the
testimony of the experts from —— it was Tuesday -
my days are bleeding together — when we heard from
the Department, from the Commissioner, second
Commissioner, Association of School Boards. That
was the testimony of the conferees that day.

SENATOR KERSCHEN: That he agreed that it
had no place in the educational policy?

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: That was the
testimony. That's in your transcript.

SENATOR KERSCHEN: Okay. I didn't get

all the way through it. I did have a suggestion
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to make it more preferable. It 1is preferable to
apply a single equalization formula to both
categories of state aid, provided they are held
harmless when they are new additions. We would
have to appropriate a little more money to make
sure that that was going to be ——

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Actually, the hold
harmless in 515 does hold them harmless exactly as
you described, and it does add $2,000,000.

SENATOR KERSCHEN: So 1f the LOB, though,
is lowered, then how do they make that up?

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: The hold harmless
makes that up. Actually, 1t makes up in a way
that creates more flexibility for them because the
way the bill was written, and this was another
point of discussion, 1t's not mandated that they
go into that account. It 1s general aid which
gives them a greater degree of flexibility. It
holds them harmless and gives them greater
flexibility.

SENATOR KERSCHEN: I understand that
part, okay. All right. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Further questions,

comment on the preamble?

Senator Kelly.
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SENATOR KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
I'm on page 2 now. On Subsection B, it says there
that the funding certainty of, essentially, Senate
Bill 7 is critical to the effective operation of
school districts. I did hear some testimony that
suggested that knowing what you had coming was
good news, but I also heard some testimony
suggesting that knowing that you don't have enough
coming 1s the bad news. I think we heard that
from districts who had, you know, higher
enrollment and other issues coming up. So, I
don't know, I don't have a wording suggestion on
that, but I think that the testimony really was
that they appreciated knowing what was coming, but
there were still concerns about what was coming
and the adequacy of that to provide for the
operation of their school districts. I need to
think about —— 1f you would be willing to reword
that, I need to think about how that might also be
done.

I have another question down in No. 4. What
does —— this 1s where we are switching over
responsibility for the emergency funds to go to
the Board of Education, and it says there that

they might be able to more quickly respond and
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address concerns raised by school districts,
including, without limitation, emergency needs or
a demonstrated inability. What does without
limitation mean?

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Other than its face
value? I think you would not be limiting the
department in making that decision; that they
would be without limits on how they decided to
make those distributions on that particular pot of
money.

SENATOR KELLY: So might we say something
about within means the appropriation, rather than
Just without limitation, because the way it 1looks
1s that —-

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: It is limited by
appropriation. There is X amount of dollars. I
don't know that it would be necessary to put some
type of limit that is already stated by dollar.
They'd be without limit to make those decisions on
that front.

SENATOR KELLY: Okay. So it would be a
limited fund then?

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Correct. This would
be referring to what was prior known as the

extraordinary needs limit. We are allowing this
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action to, for equity, to also relieve concern and
give all of that authority without 1limit to the
department.

SENATOR KELLY: Well, in our standard
budget, though, we have no limit funds and then we
have capped funds. This is a capped fund?

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Correct. This 1is an
appropriated amount which they would not be
limited how they distributed it.

SENATOR KELLY: All right. SO ——

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: They could, for
example, they could take the entire thing, 1f they
wanted to apply it to equity, apply 1t to those
districts that are the poorest in its entirety.
They could —— there is some concerns with other
extraordinary needs that we have been made aware
of this year. I think there is a little district
like South Barber that has some local issues that
are truly extraordinary. They could choose to
take care of that first. We wouldn't be telling
them you must do this first or that first, they
would be able to evaluate the system.

I think we've heard sufficient testimony that
they are —— they are more nimble in their ability

and knowledgeable in their ability which need

384
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might have priority.

SENATOR KELLY: Okay. I don't disagree
with that perhaps in this because this really 1is
for the Court and they may not care as much. I'm
sure that some other place we will define 1t for
the State Board of Education what they can and
can't do with that money and how much they've got
to spend.

So 1f we go back up, then, 1is there any
interest in my trying to rewrite the Senate Bill 7
being critical to the effect of the operation of
school districts?

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: There 1s no interest
on my part to redraw that, but i1if you have you are
perfectly within your rights to offer an amendment
and discussion.

Does anyone have any further while she 1is
considering that?

Senator Kerschen.

SENATOR KERSCHEN: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. In the spirit of looking at other
possibilities, my general question would be had we
funded the less than 1 percent difference we were
talking about earlier this morning, voluntarily

added that, is that —-— in your opinion, does that
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help our case or hurt our case?

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: I think the answer
to that would be neither.

SENATOR KERSCHEN: Okay.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Because this case 1is
about equity and the distribution of those funds.

SENATOR KERSCHEN: It might seem more
equitable to me.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: That would go to
adequacy. I'm not saying it wouldn't go to
adequacy.

SENATOR KERSCHEN: All right, thank you.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Further question or
comment?

Senator Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Back on (c) (2) where we talk about prior
equalization formulas, is there an argument that
equalization formulas should have a basis in
educational policy?

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: That would be a
political argument that could be made.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: I mean, I'm assuming
that the policy is that we want to provide equal

funding for all our students or eqgquitable funding
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for all of our students across Kansas. S0, so to
that end, equalization formulas would attempt to
do that.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: I would say on that,
Senator, there is some confusion I hear in the
testimony about what equalization does.
Equalization really addresses the similar taxing
effort. We heard a lot about English as second
language children or special needs children. That
goes more to the general aid which was the
welighting section of things prior to determining
the cost of that. When you equalize, we are
really talking about the disparity between rich
and poor. It doesn't necessarily have a basis in
the educational policy other than it really 1is
based in tax policy.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: I agree with that and
so I'm saying I don't —— I don't think that the
formulas had a basis in educational policy. But
if neither of them had a basis, then choosing one
also leaves you without that basis.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: I would agree that
there is no basis even in this, but this is a
formula that was predetermined to be an acceptable

method of equalization by the Supreme Court.
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SENATOR FRANCISCO: Then I would argue we
might be clearer if we said that the prior
equalization formulas used for capital outlay
state aid and supplemental general state aid both
seemed acceptable to the Court and the legislature
believes it's preferable to apply a single
equalization formula. I think the "had no basis
in educational policy" doesn't apply to them
before, 1t doesn't apply to the one we have chosen
now.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: That amendment is in
order if you have one in mind.

Senator Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: I would like to amend
(c) (2) to say that different equalization formulas
had been used for capital outlay state aid and
supplemental general state aid and it is
preferable to apply a single egqualization formula
to both categories of state aid.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: TI'll take that as a
motion. Is there a second? Second by Senator
Kelly. Discussion on the motion?

Senator Fitzgerald.
SENATOR FITZGERALD: Thank you, Mr.

Chairman. The —-- we are talking about simply
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taking out the part about the finding that there
was no basis in educational policy for these
formulas, and that's the whole thing. I think
that's a significant finding and where else would
you put that if not here? Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.
CHATRMAN MASTERSON: I would agree,
senator.
Further discussion? Seeing none, all those
in favor, say aye. Opposed, no. Motion failed.
Back on the amendment. Senator Francisco.
SENATOR FRANCISCO: I have a second
amendment then to say that the prior equalization
formulas used for capital outlay state aid and
supplemental general state aid had no basis in
educational policy and it is preferable to apply a
single equalization formula to both categories of
state ald that also has no basis 1n educational
policy. I make that motion.
CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: We have a motion.
Is there a second? Senator Kelly.
Discussion? Seeing none, all in favor, say
aye. Opposed, no. Motion fails.
Back on the amendment. Senator Kelly, do you

have a ——
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SENATOR KELLY: I do have it. And it
would read this way —— this 1is Section (b), little
b, at the top, page 2: "The legislature has been
advised that funding disruptions and uncertainty
are counter—-productive to public education and
that funding certainty and adequacy are critical
to the effective operation of school districts.”

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: I have a motion. Is
there a second? Second by Senator Francisco.
Discussion on the motion?

SENATOR KELLY: Mr. Chair, I think that
more accurately reflects what we actually heard.
We did hear that certainty was important, but we
also heard that adequacy was important.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: My comment on that
would be 515 deals with the Court's objection to
equity, and there is no —— there is no addressing
adequacy in this action and this amendment is
addressing the rationale of why we are doing what
we are doing as 1t addresses equity.

Further discussion or questions?
Senator Fitzgerald.

SENATOR FITZGERALD: Thank you, Mr.

Chairman. Going down in the same paragraph, one

reads, "The evidence before the legislature
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confirms that the total amount of school funding
meets or exceeds the Supreme Court's standard for
adequacy." We would be contradicting ourselves
from one sentence to the next. I think 1t would
only add confusion.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Further discussion?
Senator Kelly.

SENATOR KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Chair. 1
disagree with that. I don't think Jjust because we
say that that's the testimony that we heard, that
that means that we are not providing adeqguate
funding, so I don't think that. But I do think
the —— 1t sort of opens the door for including
adequacy as testimony that we heard, given the
fact that we deal with that in the very next
sentence.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Further question or
comment?

Senator Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Do we have a Supreme Court standard for adequacy?

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Not to my knowledge.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Then how do we have
evidence that confirms that the total amount of

school funding meets or exceeds that standard for
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adequacy?

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Is that a gquestion
to me or the carrier?

SENATOR FRANCISCO: That's a gquestion for
the carrier.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Senator Kelly.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: This 1s not —— this
is not the amendment, this is the language.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: If your question is
on the —— not on the amendment, then we'll wait
and hold action on the amendment.

Further gquestions for Senator Kelly on
amending the balloon? Seeing none, all in favor,
say aye. Opposed, no.

Back on the balloon.

Senator Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
I would like to strike the sentence that says,
"Furthermore, the evidence before this legislature
confirms that the total amount of school funding
meets or exceeds the Supreme Court's standard for
adequacy." I make that motion.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: I have a motion.
Second by Senator Kelly. Discussion? Seeilng

none, all those in favor, say eye. Opposed, no.
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Back on the balloon. Further discussion.

Senator Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Then could we include a reference to that standard
for adequacy? The standard for adeqgquacy as
determined by the legislature or —— I mean, 1t's
the Supreme Court's standard for adequacy and I'm
not sure how we determined 1t.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
I think the Court continues to circle back around
to the Rose standards, 1s what I remember from the
testimony. I don't think anything else was
—— was —— I think that is a given.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Senator Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
I understood that there was not an agreement,
necessarily, or an understanding of what the
meaning of that standard was. So again, I'm
wondering how did we confirm that the total amount
of school funding met or exceeded the Supreme
Court's standard for adequacy?

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: We should be getting
the comments from the vice-chairman on Rose. I

certainly heard good information about the results
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our schools are getting, and there is certainly no
compelling evidence they are not meeting the Rose
standards. By default, I assume you are meeting.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: But this talks about
the total amount of school funding meeting or
exceeding the standard, not —— my understanding 1is
the Rose standards were not funding, right? They
were outcomes. So I —— I would argue that we do
have schools that are meeting outcomes, but I'm
confused by the wording about amount of funding.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: How would you
separate outcomes from an adequate result?

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Ry speaking to the
issue of outcomes as opposed to, furthermore, the
evidence before the legislature confirms that
schools are meeting appropriate educational
outcomes.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Isn't another term
for appropriate adeguate?

Senator Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: My suggestion 1s that
we take the sentence out, so I'm not sure that I
can fix it.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: We have a motion to

remove that sentence. Second? It dies for lack
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of a second.

Back on the balloon. Anything further?
Seeing none, Senator Denning, you can make your
motion.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I would move this balloon out favorably
with the amendment to go to the Revisor to make
those technical and grammar corrections.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: The motion is to
amend 515 with this balloon and make the technical
corrections. Second by Senator Melcher.
Discussion? Seeing none. All in favor, say aye.
Opposed, no.

Would you like to be recorded as no on that
amendment?

SENATOR KELLY: Yes.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Very well. Senator
Francisco and Senator Kelly recorded as no.

Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I do have another technical amendment.
Its on the ancillary school facilities tax, and T
can explain this one as 1t gets handed out to you.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Go ahead.

SENATOR DENNING: The ancillary school
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was in the block grant, 1t was in all the
iterations of the school financing bills that
we've been preparing. We left it out of 515 and
we need to put it back in so that's —-- again,
that's the technical correction.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: I have a motion to

amend. Is there a second? Second by Senator
Arpke. Discussion on this one? Seeing none, all
in favor, say aye. Opposed, no. The bill is
amended.

Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. Amendment No. 3 has to do with the
extraordinary need fund. I can explain it once it
gets passed out.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This third
amendment 1s ensuring legislative intent that
would hold all the school districts harmless, be
it general state aid or capital outlay state aid.
And third, if an unforeseen shortfall does arise,
we'll go to the extraordinary need fund first.

And 1f 1t gets exhausted, then we'll go to SGF
second.
CHATRMAN MASTERSON: So for clarification

of the committee, it wasn't in the runs, but on
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the cover sheet provided by the department there
was this line item that said potential growth
$2,000,000. What this would do is if there 1is
growth that is required in the entitlement section
of that, the 4,000,000,000/2,000,000, becomes a
4,000,000/4,000,000, but that money would be first
drawn from that extraordinary needs pot to make
sure the entitlement section 1is fully funded.
Then, therefore, for simple math, 15,000,000
that's set aside for the department to distribute
would become 13.

Any questions on that amendment?

Senator Tyson.

SENATOR TYSON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Is it on a first-come—-first—-serve basis then for
the funding for —-—

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: No, the entitlement
is going to be driven strictly by how the block
and the equalization formulas work and the
department's determination of that entitlement
section of that. This guarantees that would be
fully funded.

Now, as 1t pertains to the remaining 15 to 13
million, the answer is, yes, that 1s discretionary

at the department level without limit.

397
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SENATOR TYSON: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Further qgquestions?

Senator Kelly.

SENATOR KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Just for clarification, all that we are doing here
is a one—-year transition, right? This is not ——
we are not putting this into law?

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Thank you for that
reminder. It's easy to get lost in this
discussion and feel like we are building a brand
new formula.

This 1s simply the stopgap because we do not
want the schools to close. Thank you for that,
Senator Kelly.

Further question? Seeing none, I have a
motion and a second. So all those in favor, say
I. Opposed, no. Bill is amended.

Committee, 1s there anything further on this
bill? Actually, I have a procedural action I'd
like to take.

Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I'd like to make the motion to move the
contents of House Bill 2655 be deleted from the
bill and that the provisions of Senate Bill 515,




3/23/2016 FINAL ACTION 28

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

including any amendments adopted by the committee,
be placed in the gutted House Bill 2655 and that
the Senate substitute for House Bill 2655 be
passed out favorably.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Second by Senator
Arpke.

So everybody understands what we are doing,
because of the time frame and the pressure that we
are under, this would put the contents in the
House bill to where, if it were to pass our floor
tomorrow, the House would be in a position to make
a motion to concur and send 1t to the Governor's
desk. The purpose for that is to maximize the
time frame by which the Court would have to review
and the schools would have to plan. Because 1f we
walt until the veto session and we are in May,
that time frame is extremely short. So we are
trying to create surety for the stopgap measures.

Any questions on that procedure? Seeing none,
there is motion and a second. All those in favor,
say aye? Opposed, no. Would you like to be
recorded? Senator Kelly votes no. The bill
passes out.

If there is nothing further, committee, you

are adjourned.
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Senator Francisco, I'm sorry.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Was 1t a combined
motion to put it into ——

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: He did. It was a
combined motion. I will note it's going to be on
the floor, on GO and there will be opportunities
to amend.

Now seeing nothing further, we are adjourned.

(THEREUPON, the hearing concluded at 1:52




30
CERTIFICATE

STATE OF KANSAS
SS:
COUNTY OF SHAWNEE

I, Lora J. Appino, a Certified Court
Reporter, Commissioned as such by the
Supreme Court of the State of Kansas, and
authorized to take depositions and
administer oaths within said State pursuant
to K.S.A. 60-228, certify that the foregoing
was reported by stenographic means, which
matter was held on the date, and the time
and place set out on the title page hereof
and that the foregoing constitutes a true
and accurate transcript of the same.

I further certify that I am not related
to any of the parties, nor am I an employee
of or related to any of the attorneys
representing the parties, and I have no
financial interest in the outcome of this

matter.

RN L,
W

Given under my

24th day of March,

A pea

] S Bepoetin
§§ Seevice It

distswTeday s mpm Latygttusn

Tochndlegy pe

&}U B Street, \lmte 303 SEYE SW Z1% Sivest £420 W, 959 Street, Suite 101
2 Topeha, KS 86804 Crvertand Park, KE 68212
THE-ZTI-3063 F13-3RA11 3]

www appinobiggs.com 401



D Dt kB L) B e

.

O VU
MDD sk R L n lad

NI
— D

3

fa Lad

L

d

L

26
27
28
29

-~

L
31
32
33
34
35
36

Session af 2016
SENATE BILL Ne. 5158

By Commitics on Ways and Means

3-22

AN ACT concerning education; relating to the financing and instruction
thereof;, making and concerning appropristions for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 2017, for the department of education; relating to the
classroom learning assuring student success act; amending K.8. A, 2815
Supp. 72-6463, 72-8465, 72-6476, T2-648 | and 74-49393 and repealing
the existing sections.

Balloon Amendments for SB 515 #1
Senate Commitice on Ways and Means
Prepared by Jason Long
Office of Revisor of Statutes
March 23, 2016

fe i enacied by the Le
Section 1.

gisloture of the State of Kansas:

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

{ay There is appropriated for the above agency from the state general
fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2017, the following:

Supplemental general State 2id. .o 3367 582,721
Schoel district equalization state ald £61,792,947

(b} There is appropriated for the above agency from the following
specigl revenue fund or funds for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2017, ali
moneys wow or hersafler lawfully credited to and available in such fund or
funds, except that expenditures other than refunds authorized by law and
transfors to other state agencies shall not exceed the following:

School district capital outlay state aid fund.... . Mo Hindt

{c)  On July 1, 2016, of the 32,759,751 285 appropriated for the above
agency for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2017, by section 34{c} of 2016
House Substitute for Senate Bill No. 161 from the state general fund in the
block granis to USDs account (652-00-1000-0500), the sum of
477,802,500 is hereby lapsed.

{dy On July 1, 2016, the expenditure limitation established for the
fiscal year ending June 38, 2017, by section 3{b) of chapter 4 of the 2015
Session Laws of Kansas on the school district extraordinary need fund of
the department of education is hereby decressed from 517,321,425 (o
B15,187.962,

(e}  On July {, 2016, or as soon thereafter as moneys are available, the
director of accounts and reports shall transfer $15,167,962 from the state
general fund to the school district exiraordinary need fund of the
depariment of edugation.

WHEREAS, The people of Kansas, through article 6 § 6{b) of constitution of the state
of Kansas, declared that “the legislaiure shall make suitable provision for finance of the
sducational interests of the state” According to the supreme couri, this provision
eontaing both an adequacy and equity component. On February 11, 20186, the supreme
court ruled that funds provided to the school districts under the existing school finance
tegistation for local option budget equalization and capital outlay equalization were not
equitably distributed among the school districts; and

WHEREAS, The supreme cowt issued an order directing the legislature to fairly
allocate resources among the schond districts by providing “reasonabldy equal access
substantially similsr education opportunity through similar tax effort.” The supreme
court warned that, { no action is taken by June 38, 2016, and because an wnconstitutional
sysiem i3 invalid, ¥ may enterfain a motion to enjoin funding the school system iy the
2016-17 school vear; and

WHEREAS, The legislature is committed to g avoiding any disruption o public
education and desires to meet iis obligation; and

WHEBREAS, Alter hearing evidence conceming varyiog proposals for this body ©
sontinue providing an adequate public education while satisfying the supreme court's
exuity issue, the legislatire is acting on this bill in an expedited manner so that the
schowls will open, as scheduled, for the 2016-17 school year; and

WHEREAS, This siep, while important, is only the first of many, upon enactrent of
this legislation, the legislature will immediately return o the task of finding a Jong-term
seiution, based upon a broad base of stakeholders, that will continue to provide every
Kaosas student the apportunity to pursue their chosen desires through an excellent public
sducation;

MNow, therefpre,

New Sec. 2. {a) The legislature hereby declares that the intent of this act is o
ensure that public school students receive a constitutionally adequate education
through a fair sllocation of resources among the school disiricts and that the
distribution of these funds does not result in ynreasonable wealth-based disparitics
among districts. In particular, the legislaturer (1) Mas been advised of the
constitutional stenderd for equity as set forth in Supreme Cowrt's ruling in Gennon
v. State, Case Mo, 113,267,  Kano _ , 2016 WL 540725 (Feb. 11, 2016},
including preceding school finance decisions; () endeavored to memorialize the
legislative evidence and deliberations conferces shared as the legislature
considered the best way to meet this constitutional standard; and (31} arrived at the
best solution fo discharge its constitutional duty to make suitable provision for
finanee of the educational interests of the state, To this end, this legislation shall be

MNew Sec, 2. (2) For school year 2016-2017, each school district that
has adopted = local option budget is eligible to receive an amount of

jiberally construed 3o as to make cerfain that no funding for public schools will be
srjoinad. 402
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supplemental general state aid. A school district’s eligibility 10 receive
supplemental general state aid shall be determined by the state board as
provided in this subsection. The state board of education shalk

{1} Determing the amount of the assessed valuation per pupil (AVPP)
of each school disirict #n the state and round such amount to the neargst
$1,000. The rounded amount ie the AVPP of a school district for the
purposes of this section;

(2} determine the median AVPP of all school districts;

(3) prepare a schedule of dollar amounts using the amount of the
median 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 including an amount that i equal to the
arnount 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 poini of beginning to and including an amount that is equal to the
amount of the AYPP of the school district with the lowest AVPP of all
school districts;

{4) determine 3 stale aid percentage factor for each school] district by
assigning a state aid computation percemtage to the amount of the mnedian
AVPP shown on the schedule, decreasing the state aid computation
percentsge assigned to the amount of the median AVPP by one percentage
point for each $1,000 interval above the amount of the median AVPE, and
increasing the state aid computation percentage assigned {o the amount of
the median AVPP by one percentage point for each §1,000 interval below
the amount of the median AVPP. The state aid percentage factor of a
schood district is the perceniage assigned to the schedule amount that is
equal to the amouni of the AVPP of the school district, except that the state
akd percentage factor of 8 school district shali not excesd 100%. The state
aid computation percentage is 25%;

{5y determine the amount of the local option budget adopted by each
school district pursnant to K.85.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6471, and amendments
thereto; and

(6) rmultiply the amount computed under subsection (8}(3) by the
applicable state aid percentage factor. The resulting produgt is the amount
of payment the school district is to receive as supplemental general state
aid in the school vear,

(by The siate board shall prescribe the dates upon which the
distribution of payments of supplemental general state ald to schoo}
districts shall be due. Payments of suppismental general state aid shall be
distributed to school districts on the dates prescribed by the state buard.
The state board shall certify to the director of accounts and reports the
amount due each school district, snd the director of accounts and reports
shall draw a warrant on the state {reasury payable to the treasurer of the

{nsert continued from page 1 E

(b} The legislature has besn advised that funding disruptions and uncertainty are
counter-productive o public education and that the funding certainty of the
classroom learning assuring student success act is critical £o the effective operation
of school districts. Furthermore, the evidence before the legislature confirms that
the total amount of school funding meets or exceeds the Supreme Court's standard
for adequacy. As a result, the legislature believes that it has enacted legisiation that
both fairly meets the squity requirements of Anticle § and does not run afoul of the
afready adequate funding as demonstrated by the excellent resulis of the public
education system made knowr 1o the legislatre.

{¢} The legislature hereby finds and declares the following:

{1} That, based on testimony from the siate department of education and other
parties involved in the public education system, a hold harmless fund s necessary
in light of the fact that wmany schoo! budgets are set based upon the provisions of
the classroom learning assuring studerd suceess act;

{2} that the prior equalization fonnulas used for capital cutlay state aid and
supplemental general state aid had no basis in educational policy, and that it &
preferable to apply 2 single equalization forrnula to both categories of state aid;

{3y that this act fully complies with the supreine cowt's order, but that there is an
untenable risk the act may be found to be unconstitutional and, 35 a result, ail
educational funding could be enjoined. The risk of disrupting education in this
regard is unaccepiable to the legislature, and as a result, the provisions of this act
should be considered as severable; and

{4) that, based on testimony from the state department of education, the state
board of education may be able 1o more quickly respond to and address concerns
vaised by the school districts, inchuding, without limitation, emergency needs or a
demonsirated inability to have reasonably equal ascess to substantially similar
educaticnal opportunities through similar tax effort.
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By Commitice on Ways and Moans

3-22

AN ACT concerning education; relating lo the financing and instruction
thereof: maling and conceming sppropriations for the fiscal year
endisg Juse 38, 2017, for the department of education; relating to the
classroom leaming assuring student success act; amending K.3.A. 2015

Supp. 72-6463, 72-6463,72-6476, 726481 and 73-49398 und repealing
the oxisting scctions.

Be i enacted by the Legisiature of the State of Kansas:

Section 1,

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

{8} There is appropriated for the above agency from the stale geneml
fund for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2017, the foiisuing
Supplemental generad state 814 oo e - B367,582,7%
School district equahm’cmn %tatc &sd [RRROTNOTON .- 361,792,947

(b} There is sppropriated for the ‘tbcve .igency fmm ihc following
special revenue fund or funds for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 2017, ali
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 o other state agencies shall not exceed the following:

School district capital outlay state aid fund..oc e ND limit

{c} Onluly i, 2016, of the $2,759,751,285 appropriated for the above
agency for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 2017, by section 54(c) of 2010
House Sohstitnte for Senste Bill No, 181 from the state peasral fund in the
biock grants fo USDs accoumt {652-00-1000-0300), the sum of
5477 8G2,500 is hereby lapsed,

{d) O July 1, 2016, the expenditure Broitation established for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 2017, by section 3(h} of chapler 4 of the 2615
Session Laws of Kansas on the school district extraerdinary need fund of
the department of education is hereby decreased from 317,521,425 to
585,167,962

{e} On luly I, 2016, or as soon thereafter as moneys are available, the
director of accounts and reports shall fransfer $15,167,962 from the state
general fund o the school district extraordinary need fund of the
department of education,

New Sec. 2. {8) For school year 2016-2017, each school district that
has adopted 2 local option budpet is eligible fo receive an amouat of

Balloon Amendments for SB 515 42
Senate Committee on Ways and Means
Prepared by Jason Long
Office of Reviser of Statutes
March 23, 2016
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supplemental general state aid. A schon! district’s eligibility to receive
supplemental general state aid shall be determined by the siate board as
provided i this subsection. The state board of education shall:

{13 Determine the amount of the assessed valuation per pupil (AVPP)
of each school district in the state and round such amcunt to the nearest
$1,000. The rounded amount it the AVEP of a sehool disirict for the
purposes of this section;

{2} determtine the median AVPP of sl schoal ditricts;

(3} prepare a schedule of dollsr amounts using the amount of the
median AYPP of all school districts as the point of beginning. The
schedule of dollar amoungs shall vange upward in equal $1,000 intervals
from the poirt of begianing fo and including an amount that is cgual i the
amount of the AVEP of the school district with the highest AVEP of ali
sehant disteicots and shall range downward in equal 31,000 intervale from
the point of beginning to and including an amount that is equal 10 the
amount of the AVPP of the school district with the lowest AVPP of &l
stchoof districts;

{4y determine a state aid percentage factor for each scheol distriet by
assigning ¢ state aid computating percentags e the swourd of the median
AVPE shown on the scheduls, dececasing the state aid computation
percentage assigned 1o the amount of the median AVPP by pus percentage
point for sach 51,000 interval shove the areount of the median AYPP, and
increasing the stete aid compatation percentage assigned 1o the ampunt of
the reedian AVPPE by one percenisge point for esch $1,000 interval below
the amount of the median AVPE The siate aid percestage factor of 3
sohood district is the percentage sssigned 1o the schedule amount thet s
squal to the smound of the AVPP of the schaol district, except that the state
aid percentage Factor of a schno] district shall not excesd 100%. The state
ald compdation peroordage s 25%;

{53 determine the smount of the lueat option budget adopted by each
schont districs purseant fo K.S.A. 2015 Supp, 72-6471, and amendments
thersto; and

(63 multiply the amount computed under subsection (a)(5) by the
applicable siste aid percentage factor The resulting product is the amount
of payment the school district is 1o receive as supplemental generd state
aid in the schoot yeoar

by ‘the state board shall prescribe the dates upon which the
distribution of payments of supplemental gencral state aid o school
districts shall Se due. Payments of supplemental peneral state sid shall be
distributed to school districts on the dates preseribed by the state board,
The state boand shall certify to the director of accounts and reports the
amount due each sehoof distries, and the director of accounts and repoits
shall deaw & wareant on the state treasury pavible to the treasursr of the
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school district. Upon receipt of the warmnt, the treasuver of the school
district shall credit the smount thereof to the supplemental general fnd of
the school district to be used for the purposes of such fund.

{c} If eny amount of supplemental general state aid thet is doe 1o be
paid during the month of June of 2 schoo! yesr purseant to the other
provisions of this section iz not paid on or before June 30 of such school
yeay, then such payment shall be paid on or aRer the ensuing Huly 1, as
soon as maneys arc avaitable theeefor Any payment of supplemental
general state aid that is due to be paid during the month of June of a schnol
year and ikat is paid to school districts on or afler the ensuing July | shall
be recorded and accounted for by school districts as g receipt for the
school year ending on the preceding June 38

{dy If the amount of appropriations for supplemental geneeal state aid
is less than the amount each school district is 10 receive for the school year,
the stale board shell promate the amount appropristed among the school
districts in proporiion to the amount each school distrint s & receive as
determined under subsection {a).

(e} The provisions of this section shall be part of and supplements! to
the classroom learning assuring student success ach.

{f} The provisions of this section shall expire on June 30, 2017,

Mew Sec. 3. {a) There is herchy established in the state Urensury the
school district capital outlay state aid fund. Such fund shall consist of all
amounts transferred thereto under the provisions of subsection (¢},

(b} For school year 2016-2017, each school district which levies a tax
pursuant o K.5.A. T2-880) et seq., and amendments thercto, shall receive
payment from the school district capital cutlay state aid fund in an arsount
determined by the state board of edusation as provided in this subsection.
The state board of education shall:

{1} {etermine the amount of the assessed valuation per pupil (AVPF)
of each schooi district in the state and round such amounst 1o the nearest
1,008, The rounded amount is the AVPP of a school district for the
purposes of this section;

{2} determine the median AYPP of all school districts;

{3} propare a schedule of dolfar amounts using the amount of the
median AVPP of all school districts as the point of beginning. The
schedule of doller amounts shall range upward in equal 31,000 intervals
from the point of beginning to and including an amoust that is equal to the
amount of the AVPF of the school district with the highest AVPP of all
schonl districts and shell range downward in equal $1.000 intervals from
the point of beginning to and inclwdiog an amoent that i equal o the
amound of the AYPP of the school district with the lowest AVPP of all
schoo! districts;

{4} determine 8 siate aid percentage factor for each school district by
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assigning o siate aid computation percentage to the amount of the median
AVPP shown on the schedule, decreasing the state aid computation
percentage assigned io the smount of the median AVPP by one percentage
pofist for gach $1.008 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 31000 interval below
the amount of the median AVPP. The state aid percentage facior of &
school district is the percentage assigned fo the schedule armount that is
equal to the amount of the AYPP of the school district, except that the state
aid percentage factor of a school district shall not exceed 100%. The state
aid computation percentage i 25%:

{3y determine the amount levied by each schonl district pussuant to
K.5.A, 72-8801 et aeq., and amendments theretn; and

{6} muliiply the amount compuied under subsection (B)(5), but ot to
exceed § mills, by the applicable state aid percentage factor. The resulting
produst is the amonnt of payment the school district is to raceive from the
achouol district capite] ostlay stete aid fund in the school year

{¢} The state board shall cenify to the divector of accounts and reports
the amourt of school district capited cutlay state wid determined under the
provisions of subsection (b), and an amount equal thereto shall he
transferred by the director from the state general fund to the schon] district
capital cutlay state aid fund for distribution w0 school districts. All ransfers
made in accordance with the provisions of this subsection shall be
considersd 1o be domand transfers from the state general fund.

{4y Payments from the school district capital ontlay state aid fund
shall be distributed to school districts at times determined by the state
board of educution. The state bosrd of education shall certify {o the
director of acoounts and reports the amount due cach school district, and
the ditector of accounts and reports shafl draw a warrant on the stafe
treasury payable o the treasurer of the school district. Upon receipt of the
vearerant, the treasurer of the school district shall credit the amount thersof
to the capital outlay Tund of the school district to be used for the purposes
of such fund.

{e) The provisions of this section shall be part of and supplemental {o
the classroom fearning assuring student success aet,

(f) The provisions of this section shall expire on June 36, 2017

New Sec. 4. {8} For school year 2016-2017, the state board of
education shall disburse school district equalization state aid to each
school district that is eligible 1o receive such state aid. In determining
whether @ school district is eligible to receive schoo! district equalization
state aid, the state board shall:

{1} Determine the aggregaie smount of supplemental general state ald
and capital outlay siate aid such schood distriod is to recetve for school year
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2816-2017 ymder sentions 2 and 3, snd amendroents thersto, respectively;

{2} determine the azgregate aminunt of suppleniental general siate aid
sod capital outlay state axd such school distda received 2a 2 portion of
genwral stale aid for school yeur 20135-2016 under K.5.A. 2815 Supp. 72-
6465, and smendments thersto;

(33 subtract the amoum determined under subsection (X1 fom the
amount determined onder {a)}2). If the resdting ditference is 2 positive
nomber, then the school district is eligible th receive schonl districs
equalization state aid,

(b} The amount of school district egualization state wid an stigihle
school disirief is o receive shall be equal to the amount eafenlaied under
subsection {8} 3}

{c} The stale bowd shall presoribe the dades wpon which the
disteibution of payments of schoo! distriet equalization state 4id o school
disteiety shall be due. Paymcats of school district eqpalization stale a2id
shall be distributed to school distints on the dates prescribed by the state
boad. The state board shafl certify to the director of accounts and reporis
the amount due rach school district, and the director of accounts and
seports shall draw 3 warrant on the state treasusy payable o the treasurer
of the schoo! district. Upon receipt of the warrsnt, the treasurer of the
schaol district shall credit the amount thereof to the geners! fund of the
sohool district to be used for the purposes of such fund.

{dy The provisions of this section shall be part of and supplemental 1o
the classraoms learning sssuring stident success act,

{2} The provisions of this section shall explre on Jurs 38, 2617,

Bee, 5, K.S.A. 2015 Supp. 726463 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-6463. {a) The provisions of E.8.A. 3015 Supp. 736463
dwough 726481, and sectiony I dongh 4 and smendroents thereto, shall
be known sad may be cited as the classroom Jearning sssuring student
SHCOEES B8Ot

(b} The legislatur hereby declares that fhe intent of this act is to
fessen stafe interference aml Involvement in the local management of
school districts and 4o provide more flexibitity snd incressed local oontral
for school district boards of education and sdministrators in order to;

{1} Enhance predictability sod certainty in school district funding
soaress and smoanis,

{2} aliow sohool distdet boards of edecation and sdministratony o
best mest their individaat school district's financlal needs; and

{1}  muximvize opporiunities for more funds to go W the classronm.

To meet thiz lexislative intent, state fnencial suppont for slementary
and seeondary public sducation will be et by providing a block grant for
sehool years 20152016 and 20182017 1o each school district. Bach
school district's block grant will be based in part on, and be at least equal
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{0, the fotal state financial suppont ss determined for school year 20¢14-
2013 under the school district finance and quatity performanee act, prior fo
s repeal. All school districts will be held harmiess from any decreases to
the final school year 2014-201 5 amount of totsl state financial sepport.

{¢} The legisiature further declares that the guiding principles for the
development of subsequent legislation for the Nnsnce of elementary and
secondary public education should consist of the folfowing:

(1} Ensuring that students’ educational needs are finded;

(3} providing more funding to classroom instruction;

{3} maximizing Hexibility in the use of funding by school district
baards of education and administrators; and

{4} achieving the geal of providing students with those education
capacities established in K.5.A. 72-1127, and amendments thereto.

{dy The provisions of this section shall be effective from and after
July 1, 2015, through June 34, 2017,

Bec. 6. K.S.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6465 is hereby amended o read as
follows: 72-8485. {a} For school year 2015-2016 snd-scheabyeonr2846-
2847, the state board shall disburse general state ald 1o each school district
in an amount equal to:

() Suebject to the provisions of subsections & (o} through {8 {g), the
amount of general state aid such schoo! district received for school year
2014-2015, if any, pursuant to K.8.A. 72-64186, pricr to its repeal, as
provated in aceordance with K5 A, 72-64 10, prior to is repeal, less:

{A) The amount directly attributable t© the ancillary school facilities
weighting as determined for school vear 2014-2015 under K .5 AL 73-64473,
priot o its repeal;

(B} the amount directly atiribotable (o the cost-of-Hving weighting as
determined for schoof vear 2014-2015 under K.5.A. 2014 Supp. 72-6450,
prior {o s repeal;

() the amount direstly attributable to declining enroliment state aid
as determined for school year 20014-2045 under K.5.A. 2014 Supp. 72-
6452, prior o ifs repeal; and

(D) the amount direcily stiributable to virtusl school state aid as
determined for school year 2014-2015 under K.5.A, 2018 Supp. 72-3715,
and mmendments thereto, plus;

{2} the amount of supplemental general state ald such school district
received for school year 2014-2815, if any, pursusant io K.5.A. 72-6434,
prioy to its repeal, as prorated in accordance with K5 AL 72-6434, prior o
its repeal, plus;

{33 the amount of capital outiay state aid such school district received
for school year 2014-2015, if any, pursuant to K.5.A. 2014 Supp. 72-8814,
prior 1o its repeal, plus;

{1 {A) an amount that is directly attributable to the proceeds of the
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tax levied by the schoel district pursusnt to K.5.4, 3315 Bupp. 72-6473,
and smendmenty thereln, provided; the school disttict hay lovied such fax

{B) an amount thet is divectly attributable to the procecds of the tax
levied by the school district pursuant fo K.8. 4. 2015 Supp. 736474, and
smendments therelo, provided; the school district has levied such tax; and

{C} s arount thai is directly attvibutable to the procesds of the tex
levied by the school district pursuant to BUEA. 2015 Supp. 72-6473, and
amendments thersto, provideds the schuol district has levied such iax, plus;

{3y the amound of vivtual school state aid such school distvict s o
reveive wnder KUS AL 2015 Supp. 723715, and amendments therete, plus;

{6} ap srmount ceriified by the board of trusiees of the Kansas public
employess retirement system which s equal to the participsting employer's
obligation of such school distriot to the gystem, less;

{7} an smount egual o 0.4% of the amcom determined wnder
subsection {afl}

b3 For schoo! year 26182017, e siuie board shall dizsburse
general state aid to each schoal distelet fa aw amount egual 1o:

{8} Subject to the provisions of subsections fo) Uwnugh (&), the
amount of genorel state sid nak sohool district received for sekool yeor
2R14-2015, 1 ony, pwrswand v K.8A T2-8418, prior tu ifs vepead, as
orated in aocordance with K34, 726410, prior to ity reped, Tess:

{4} The amoust directly aitribusalle to the anciflary sehwol faciliiiex
weighting o defermined for school year 3014-20F3 under KS.A. 72-6443,
prive to s repeal;

{8} 1he amount Frectly aifribuioble 1o the cost-afliving weighting @5
determived for school year 201 4-2015 under K.8.4. 2014 Supp. 72-6450,
prior to #s repeal;

fCF the amount divectly attributable to declining enrollment siute aid
ay determined Jor schogl year 2H-2015 under KEA 2014 Supn. 73~
8453, prior b #z repeel; and

(0 the amound directly gitributable to vivtwal sebool siote wid ag
determined for schoof year I014-201 5 under K84, 2015 Supp. 733713,
and amendments thereto, phes;

{23 (43 an amoun that is divectly giteibutalily to the proceeds of the
tax fevied by the school district pursuam 6 K54, 2045 Supp. 726473,
and amerdments theveto, provided the school district hoy levied such iax;

By an amour that Is dircetly stivibutable to the procecds of the fay
favied by the sohoof district pursuast e KA 203 Supp. 73-5474, and
amerdnenss theretn, provided the school district has levied such tax; and

{03 are amonat that s divecsiy atiributable o the prooseds of the fux
fevied &y the schaol disivics purguions to K84 2805 Swpp. 726475, and
amiendwents thorsto, provided the sohoof disivics bas levied sueh tax, plus;

(3} the anrount of viringd wohwol state aid such school district is $o
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receive under K.&.A. 2013 Supp. 72-3715, und umendments thereto, pius;

{4} an ameount certified by the board of trustees of the Kansas public
employees retirement systens which is equal io the participating employer’s
obiigation of such school district 1o the sysiem, less;

(5} am amoust egugl do 0.4% of the amount determined wnder
subseciion (BH1}

3 (e} For any school district whose school financing sources
exceeded #s state finencial aid for school yvear 2084-2015 as calculated
wnder the school district finance and quality performance act, prior to s
repeal, the amount such school disirict is entitled o receive under
suhsection {a}(1} or (i1} shall be the proceeds of the tax levied by the
school district pursuant to K.8.A, 205 Supp. 72-6470, and amendments
thereto, less the difference between such school district's school financing
sources and its state Anancial wid for school year 3514-2013 as caloulated
under the school district finance and quality performance aci, prior to its
repeal.

{2} (d) For any school district formed by consolidation in accordance
with article 87 of chapter 72 of the Kansas Slatuiss Annotsted, and
arnendrents thereto, prior to the effective date of this act, and whose state
financial aid for school year 20142015 was determined under K.S.A,
2014 Supp. 72-64435a, prior to its repeal, the amount of general state ald
for such school disteiot determined under subsection {a}1) or (B3} shall
be determined as if such school district was not subject to K.5.A. 2014
Supp. 72-6445a, prior o its repeal, for school year 20§4-2018.

8 o) For any school districi that consclidated in accordance with
article 87 of chapter 72 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments
thereto, and such consalidation becomes effective on or afler July 1, 2015,
the amount of general stale aid for such school district determined under
subsection {a)(1} or {b}1) shall be the sum of the general state aid each of
the former school districts would have received under subsection (a}1) o
(B}

{83 (1 {1} For auwy school district that was entitled fo receive school
facilities weighting for school year 2014-2015 under X.5.A. 2014 Supp.
T2-6415h, prior to ks repeal, and which would not have been eligible to
recetve such welghting for school year 2015-2016 under X.5.4. 2014
Supp. 72-6415b, prior to its repeal, an amount directly attributable to the
school facilities weighting as determined for school year 2014-2015 under
K54, 72-6415, prior {o iis repesl, for such school districi shall be
subiracted from the amount of general siate aid for such school district
determined under subsection (al{1} or (hifl).

{2} For any school district which would have been sligible to receive
schoot facilities weighting for schoo! year 2015-2016 under K.8.A. 2014
Supp. 72-6415b, prior to s repeal, but which did not recelve such
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weighting for school year 20H4-2015, an amount divectly attributable i
the school fucilities weighting as wonld have been detepmined under
K.B.4&, 72-6415, prior to its repeal, for school year 20G13-2016 shall be
added to the smount of general stale aid for such school distriet
determined under subsection {a}(1) ar (BIf1L

{33 For any school district which would have been sligible to reosive
schood Gwilities welighting for schoal year 2016-2017 under K.5.A. 2014
Supp, 7364155, wrior to Hs vepeal, but which did not sscelve such
weighting for school year 2814-20135, and which would not have been
eligible to receive such weighting for school year 2013-2816 voder KLS.A,
2034 Supp. 72-0:415h, prior 10 its repeal, an amount directly attributable 1o
the school faeilities weighting a5 would have been deteemined gnder
K.BA, 72-8415, prior to its vepeal, for school vear 20062017 shall be
added fo the amount of peneral stale wid for such school district
determined under subsection (a¥{1} or (BifE).

3 (g} {1} For any schaol district that received foderal tmpact sid for
schoot yeur 2014-2015, if such schooi disivict veceives federal impact aid
in school year 201 5-2016 in an amourt that is Jess than the amount such
schond district received in school year 2014-2015, then an amount equal o
the difference between the amount of federal impact aid received by such
schinol district in such school vears shall be added to the amount of general
state and For such school district for school year 2015-3016 as determined
under subssotion (31 or BN

{2y Forany school district that recetved fedecal impact aid for school
yeay 2014-2015, if such school disiriet receives federal impact zid in
school year 2016-2017 in an amount that is less than the amount such
sehoo! disirict recelived in school year 2014-2815, then an amourd equal o
the difference between the amount of federal impact aid received by such
school distriet in such school years shall be added to the amount of general
state atd for such school district for school year 2016-2017 as detenvined
under subsection {a)(1j or (R}({)

o3 (i} The general state aid for each school distdet shall be dishuesed
in accordance with appropriation acts. In the event the sppropriation for
zenecal state aid exceeds the amount determined under subsection (a) or
{6} for any school year, then the state board shall disburse such excess
amount 10 each school distrist In proportive o sxch school districts
enrelment,

84 4 The provisions of this section shail be effective from and affer
Fuly £, 2015, through June 38, 2017,

Bec. 7. KB.A 2015 Supp. 72-6470 15 hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-6476. {3} Bach school district may submit an application to the
stute Soapeesvenett boord of sducarion forapproval of extraordingey need
state sid. Such application shall be submitted o such form and manner s

And by renumbering remaining sections accovdingly
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presoribed by the siate Spswes—eousell bowrd, and shall include s
deseription of the extranrdinary need of the school distriet that is the basis
fur the spplication,

B The «ate Bnavec—cowmedt bowd shall teview all submitted
applications and approve or deny such spplication based on whether the
applicant school district has demonstrated extraordinary need. As part of
s review of an application, the state fnsres-eounel] boord may vonduct a
hearing snd provide the applicant schood disitiet an opportunity to present
testimony s to such school district’s sxiraordinary need. In determining
whether # school disirict has demonstrsted extranrdinary oeed, the state
Suenee-counert board shall consider: (1) Any extrscrdinary increase In
gnrotiment of the applicant sehool distriot for the cwrvent school year; {3)
any extraordingry decresse m the assessed valumtion of the applicent
schioo! district for the Surrent schood veas; ead=(3} any other ynforesesn
aots of sircumstances which substantisily wmpact the applicant schoyl

districts gensral fund budgei for the current school year; sid (4} by Hwae of

any of the foregoing considerations, whether the applicant school district
Fus  reavonably egpal access fo substontially  similar  edusational
opporauty through simitar fax effost.

{ c.) Ef the sime %ﬁ«ﬁ&e«@ﬁﬁﬁ&é bodwrd approves an application # shall

he-stite rthat-sucl-appheation-was-approved
sﬁé d:ermme tht, amound of extmordxnary need state aid o he dishursed
to the applieant schoot district from the school district extraordinary nead
fund. I spproving sny spplioation for extraordinary meed stafe aid, the
siate fnance-counedt board may approve &b smoun of extracrdinary need
state aid that is lese than the amcunt the school distriet reguested in the
application. If the state fnenec-evaned bowd dentes an application, then
within 13 days of such denial # the siafe boand shall send written notice of
such dcma f o the »upermt wdent of such school disteict, The-doctsion-of
the~sint wed A adminisivative provesdings
ourstar o x‘hrs see er' oh’n‘ﬁ by vonduetsd ¥n vccondance with ihe
provisions of e Konsas admisistrative provedure act. Sny action by the
state bawd pursuani o thiy ssction shafl be sulfect to review in
gecordance with the Kovaas judicisl review acf,

{4y There is horehy established in the state wemsury the school distriat
extraordingey need fund which shall be adminisiered by the siste
department of education. Al sxpenditares from the school district
extraordinary nesd fund shall Yo wsed for the dishursement of
axiracrdinary nced state aid ws approved by the state Ferec-ooaset doard
under this seetion. Al expenditures from the school district extracrdinary
need fond shafl be mads in accordance with sppropriation acts upon
warrants of the director of accounts amd reports issusd pursuant 1©
vouchers approved by the state beard of edusation, or the designes of the
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{2y The provisions of this scction shall expire on July—1 June 30,
2017,

Sec. 8. HK.5.A, 2015 Supp. 72-6481 is hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-6481. (a) The provisions of K.8.A. 2015 Supp. 72-5463
through 72-6481, and sections 2 through 4, and amendments thereto, shali
mot be severable, If any provision of K.5.A, 2013 Supp. 72-6463 through
26481, and sections 2 through 4, and amendments thercto, or amy
agplication of such provision to any person or circumstance is held o be
invalid or umconstitutional by court order, eli-previsions the invalidity
shall not affect other provisions or applications of K.S.A. 2015 Supp. 72-
6463 through 72-6481, and sections 2 through 4. and amendmenis thereto,
shst-be-rutt-and-wobd which cam be given effect without the invalid
provision or application.

(b} The provisions of this section shall be effective from and after
Judy £, 2013, through June 30, 2017,

Bec. 9. K.S.A. 2015 Supp. 74-4939a is hereby amended to read as
follows: 74-493%a. On and afler the effective date of this act for each fiscal
year commencing with fiscal year 2005, notwithstending the provisions of
K.5.A. 74-4939, and ameadments thereto, or any other statute, all moneys
appropriated for the depanment of education from the state general fund
commencing with fiscal year 2005, and each ensuing fiscal year thereafier,
by appropeiation act of the logislature, in the KPERS — emplover
contributions account and all moneys appropriated for the depariment of
education from the state general fund or any special revenue fund for each
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fiscul year commencing with fiscal vear 2005, and cach ensuing fiscal year
thereafter, by any such appropristion act in that account or amy other
aceount for payment of employer contributions for schoo! districts, shall
be distributed by the depatment of education fo school districts in
accordance with this section. Notwithstanding the provisions of KL8.A, 7d-
4939, and amendments thereto, for school year 2013-2016, the departiment
of education shall disburse t cach school diswict that &5 an eligitle
employer as specified in K.5.A. 74-4931(1), and amendments thereto, an
st I accordance with K.S5.A, 2015 Sepp. 72-8465{(a}6), and
amendments thereto, which shall be disbursed pursuant to K.8 A, 2015
Supp. 72-6465, and amendments thereto. Nomvithstanding the provisions
of K84, 744939, and amendments therain, for school yeor 2016-2017,
the deportment of education shall disburse to sach school district that is
an efigible emplover ar specified in K.S5A. 74193101} and amendmenty
15 shersio, an amount in aocordance with X.5.4. 2015 Supp. 72-88837h )4}
16 and apendmenis thereto, which shall be dishursed pursnent o KA
17 2013 Supp 72-6485 and amendments thereto. Upon receipt of each such
{8 dishursement of moneys, the schoo] district shall deposit the entive amount
19 thereof into & special retirement contributions fund of the school district,
206 which shall be established by the schoot district in accordance with such
21 policies and procedurss and which shall be used for the sole purpose of
22 receiving such dishursements from the department of sducation and
23 making the remitfances to the system in accordance with this section and
24 such policies and procedures, Upon receipt of cach such disbursement of
25 moneys fromn the department of education, the schoot district shadl remit,
26  in accordance with the provisions of such policies and precedures and in
27 the maaner and on the date or datey prescribed by the board of trustees of
28 the Kansas public emplovees retirement system, an squal amount to the
29  Kansas public employees retivement system from the special retirement
30 contributions fund of the school district to satisfy such schoot district’s
31 oblipation as a participating employer. Notwithslanding the provisions of
32 K.5.A. 74-4939, and amendments theretn, each school district that is an

33 ehigible employer as specitied in K.5.A. 74-4931(1}, and amendments E ]
34 thereio, shall show within the budget of such school district all amounts

35 received from disbursements into the special retivement contributions fund

36 of such school district. Notwithsianding the provisions of any other statute,

37 oo official sction of the school board of such school district shall be

38 required fo approve a remiitance o the system in accordamce with this

39 section and such policies and procedures. All romittances of moneys to the

48 systemn by a school distriet in accordance with this subsection and such

41 policies and procedures shall be deemed to be expenditures of the school

42 distriet, T
43 Sec. 10, K.8.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6463, 72-6465, 72-6476, 72-6481 and -
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I 74-4939a are hereby repealed,
2 Sec. 11, This act shall take effect and be in free from and affer s
3 publication in the statute book.
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Sec. 7. K.8.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6474 is hereby amended to read as follows: 72-6474. (a) The board of any school district to
which the provisions of this subsection apply may levy an ad valorem tax on the taxable tangible property of the school district for
school years 2013-2016 and 2016-2017 in an amoun{ not to exceed the amount authorized by the state court of tax appeals for school
year 2014-2015 pursuant to K.8.A. 72-6441, prior to its repesl, for the purpose sei forth in K.8.A. 72-6441, prior to its repeal. The
provisions of this subsection apply to any school district that imposed a levy pursuant to K.8.A. 72-6441, prior to its repeal, for school
year 2014-20135.

(b} The board of any school distriet which would have been eligible to levy an ad valorern tax pursuant to K.S.A, 72-6441,
prioy to its repeal, for seheetyoer2815-2016-ar-2046-2044 the operation of 8 school facility whose construction was financed by the

roved for issuance at an election held on or before June 30, 2013, ray levy an ad valorem tax on the taxable

issuance of bonds a

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 school district
that are directly attributable o ancillary school facilities. The state board of tax appeals may authorize the school district to make a
levy which 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,

{c) The state board of tax appeals shall certify to the state board of education the amount authorized to be produced by the
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levy of @ tax under subsection (a}. The state board of tax appeals may adopt rules and regulations necessary to effectuste the provisions
of this section, including rules and regulations relating to the evidence required in support of a school distriets claim that the costs
atiributable to cemmmencing aporation of ong or more new school facilitics are in gxcesg of the amount that is financed from any other
source provided by law for such purpose.

{dy The board of any school district that has levied an ad valorem fax on the taxable tangible property of the school distriet
each year for g period of two years under authority of subsection (b} may continue & levy such tax under authority of this subsection
each year for an additional period of time not to excesd six vears in an amount not to exceed the amount computed by the state board
of education as provided in this subscction if the board of education of the school district determines that the costs atiributable to
commenting operstion of one or more new schoof facilities are significantly greater than the costs attributable to the vperation of other
school facilities in the school district. The tax authorized under this subsection may be Jevied at & rate which will produce an smount
that is not greater than the amount computed by the state board of edacation s provided in this sahsection. In computing such amount,
the state hoard shall:

{1} Deleomine the amount produced by the tax levied by the school disteiet under authority of subsection (b} in the second
year for which such tax was levied;

{2} compue 20% of the amount of the sum obtained vnder subsection (d¥(1), which computed amount is the amount the
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school district may levy in the first year of the six-year period for which the sehool district may levy g tax pnder authority of this
subsection;

{3} compute 75% of the amount of the sum obtained under subsection (dX(1), which computed amount is the smount the
school district may levy in the second vear of the six-year pertod for which the school district may levy a tax under authority of this
siihsection;

{4} compute 60% of the amount of the sura obtained under subsection {(d){1), which computed amount iz the amount the
schoat district may levy in the third year of the six-yesr period for which the school district nay levy a fax under authority of this
subsection;

{3y compute 45% of the amount of the stm obtsined under subsection ()1}, which computed amount is the amount the
school district may levy in the fourth year of the sis-year period for which the school district may levy 8 fax under authority of this
subseciion:

(63 compute 30% of the amount of the sum obtained under subsection (d)(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 suthority of this
subsection; and

{7y compuie 15% of the amount of the sum ohtained under subseetion (dX(1), which computed amount is the amount the
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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.

{e} The proceeds from any tax levied by a school district under authority of this section shall be remitted (o 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 and shall credit the same to the state school finance fund. All moneys
remitted to the state treasurer pursuant to this subsection shall be used for paying a portion of the costs of operating and maintaining
public schools in partial fulfillment of the constitutional obligation of the legislature to finance the educational interests of the state.

(fy The provisions of this section shall be effective from and after July 1, 2013, through June 30, 2017.
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Proposed gmendment
March 22, 2318
Erepared by ihe Uhice of daviser of Shatutes

Foe

Sesgion of 2016
SENATE BILL No. 515
$50,780,298
By Committee on Ways and Means Provided, That if the amount of the demand tranafer from the state general fund to the
.22 school district capital outlay state aid fund of the depariment of education pursuant {0
section 3{c), and amendments thereto, exceeds the expenditure Hmitation established
pursuant to this subsection on the school district capital outlay state aid fund, then the
I AN ACT concerning education; relating to the financing and fnstruction  lexponditure Himitation on the school district capital outlay state aid fund is hereby inoreased
2 thereof, making and concerning appropriations for the fiseal yeat  hyy the amount of moneys transforred from the schoo! districs extracrifinary need fund of the
? ending June 30, 2017, for the depantment of education; relating 1 the  Hqonatment of education to the school district capital outlay state aid fund pursuant 1o
4 classroom learning assuring student success act; amending K.5.4, 2015 - subsection (¢}
3 Supp. 72-6463, 72-6485, 72-6476, 72-6481 and 74-4939a and repealing -
6 the existing sections.
7  Provided, however, That if any fransfer of moasys by the director of accounts and reporis
8  Beit enacted by the Legislanre of the State of Kansas: from the school district extraordinary need fued of the deparimaent of education is made
9 Section 1. parsuant to subsection {&), then the expenditure limitation established pursuant o this
18 BEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION subsection on the school district extraordinary need fund is hereby decreased from
i1 {a) There is appropriated for the above agency from the state general 315,167,962 to §$15,167 .96 minus the amount of moneys cerified by the state hoard of
12 fund for the fiscal year ending Jone 30, 2017, the following: education to be transferred pursuant to subsection {&)
13 Supplemental generif state aid.. oo 3387 582,721
14 School district equalization s1508 #id...vve e ivcreeres oo 361,793,947
ig spei?i} rgl:;zei;hﬁp g:%:éidf:f;:: ?‘1;Z{;ii;rgﬁ;?n:?:i?letggf;g(1)’: I:ﬁ : Pr'm{idéd, hawavgr‘ That if sufficient moneys are not availabli: m the supplgmemai general
17 moneys now or hereafter fawfully credited to and available in such fund or] | 51818 aid account of the state general fund to fully fund the provisicns of section 2, and
18 funds, except that expenditures other than refunds authorized by law and amendments thereto, then the stafe board of education shall certify the amount of moneys of
19 wansfers to other staie agencies shall not excesd the following: isuch insufiicient funds to the director of accourss and reports: And provided, That upon
MM receipt of any such certification, the director of acconnis and reports shall ransfer the amount

20 School district capitsl outlay atate aid fund.....vvveis
s (¢} Onluly 1, 2016, of the $2,759,751, 285 appmpriatcd for the above | |of such insufficient funds cectified from the school district extraordinary need fund of the

22 agency for the ﬁqcal year ending June 30, 2017, by section 34{c) of 2016 | {department of education to the supplemental general state aid account of the state general

23 House Substitnie for Senate Bill No. 161 from the state general fund in the | {fund: And provided however, That if the amount of the demand transfer from the state general
24 block grante to USDs account (852-00-1000-0500), the sum of § [fund to the school district capiial outlay stete aid fund of the department of education pursuant
25 3477 802,500 is hersby lapsed. o gection 3{c), and amendments thereto, exceeds $50,780,296, then the state board of

6 (d} On fuly 1, 2018, the expenditure limitation established for the | jeducation shall certify the amount of moneys equal to the difference between 550,780,296 andl
27 fiscal year ending June 30, 2017, by section 3(b} of chapter 4 of the 20151  lthe amount of such demand transfer to the dircctor of acoounts and reposts: dnd provided,

28  Session Laws of Kansas on the school district extraordinary need fund of | {That upon receipt of any such certification, the director of accounts and reports shall fransfer

29 the department of education is hereby decreased from $17.521,425 1)  lthe amount of such difference certified from the school district extraordinary need fund of the
30 gwf]‘_é?v%ir i ) department of education to the schoo} district capital cutlay state aid fund of the depariment of
3L (e} OnJuly 1, 2016, or as soon thereafier as moncys are available, the  odueation: dnd provided further, That, at the same time as the state board of education

3% director ({f accounts and reponts shall transfer $15.167,962 from the stafe Lo nonire cach such certification to the director of accounts and reports, the state board of
33 genersl fund to the school distrist extraordinary need fued of the gducation shall transmit a copy of such certification to the director of legislative research,

34 department of education; , - . -
P oR {f) During the fiscal year ending June 30, 2017, the total arwount of transters from

is New Sec, 2. (3) For school year 2016-2017, each school district that L . \ )
36 has adopted a local option budger is eligible fo receive an amount of the school district extraordinary need fund of the depantment of education pursuant (o this
section shall not exceed $13,167,962 11
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FINAL ACTION ON:

HBZ2740 - AMENDMENTS TO THE CLASS ACT
REGARDING SUPPLEMENTAL
GENERAL STATE AID
AND CAPITAL OUTLAY STATE AID

TRANSCRIPT

OF PROCEEDINGS,
beginning at 2:10 p.m. on the 23rd day of March,
2016, in Room 112N, Kansas State Capitol Building,
Topeka, Kansas, before the House Appropriations
Committee consisting of Rep. Ryckman, Chairman;
Rep. Schwartz, Rep. Henry, Rep. Ballard, Rep.
Barker, Rep. Carlin, Rep. Carpenter, Rep. Claeys,
Rep. Finney, Rep. Grosserode, Rep. Hawkins, Rep.
Highland, Rep. Hoffman, Rep. Hutton, Rep. Kahrs,
Rep. Kleeb, Rep. Lunn, Rep. Macheers, Rep. Proehl,
Rep. Rhoades, Rep. Suellentrop, Rep. Waymaster and
Rep. Wolfe Moore.
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CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Is there objection to
working HB2740 today? If not, I call for a
motion. Representative Barker.

REP. BARKER: Motion to suspend the rules
and work —— not the rules, the roll and work the
bill today.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Second by
Representative Claeys. Any discussion? All in
favor, say aye. Opposed? The bill is suspended.

At this point I call for any discussion oOr
amendments to HB2740.
Representative Lunn.

REP. LUNN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
do have an amendment, a technical amendment. If
Jason could explain it, I'd appreciate it.

MR. LONG: Mr. Chairman, the amendment
that was Jjust passed out labeled Balloon
Amendments for House Bill 2740, No. 2, would add a
section of law to the bill to amend K.S.A. 72—
©474. This 1is a statute authorizing the school
districts to levy a local property tax to cover
the cost of operation of new school facilities.

The amendment is in the insert on page 1.
You can see the change in Subsection B of the

statute. This is to clarify that school districts
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will be able to go to the Board of Tax Appeals
next school year to seek authorization to levy a
property tax for the operation of those new school
facilities whose construction was financed by the
issuance of bonds approved for issuance at
election held on or before June 30th of 2015.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Do we have a second?
Second by Representative Grosserode. Any further
discussion, questions?

Representative Schwartz.

REP. SCHWARTZ: Thank you, Mr. Chair. My
question 1s, does this —— I read the amendment,
but you mentioned that it was for new school
facilities and the amendment does not read that
way. 1t 1s for any? Or am I missing something?

MR. LONG: This 1s based on the
authorization under the prior school formula to
cover the cost related to ancillary school
facilities, the cost of operating those new
facilities once they have opened.

REP. SCHWARTZ: So it has to be a new
facility?

MR. LONG: So it 1s a new facility, yes.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Any other discussion?

Representative Lunn?

424
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REP. LUNN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
close.

CHAIRMAN RYCKMAN: All in favor, say Aye.
Opposed? Amendment carries.

Representative Barker.

REP. BARKER: I have an amendment. Have
they handed it out? Jason, did you hand it out.

MR. LONG: I'm not sure which amendment
you are offering.

REP. BARKER: Well, you prepared it. It
was as to the balloon. It was on 515 and had the
preamble. I think we are handing 1t out now.

And, Mr. Chair, the reason we are doing it 1is
the Court has said build a record, build a record,
build a record, build a record, and that's what
this preamble attempts to do. Other than that,
I'11l let Jason explain.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Thank you. Mr. Long.

MR. LONG: Yes, Mr. Chairman. The
balloon that's being passed out now would first
add a preamble following line 7 of the bill,
making statements as to the —— the bill, and then
it would also add a new Section 2 following line
34 on page 1. That balloon continues on to the

back page that's being distributed to you, and
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that new Section 2 is what expressed legislative
intent with this bill and findings of fact based
on the hearings that were conducted by this
committee during this week.

CHATRMAN RYCKMAN: We'll pause and allow
everyone to read the amendment.

REP. BARKER: Mr. Chairman, while they
are reading 1t, findings of facts are very
important in case law. Before a judge makes a
decision, he makes his findings of fact and he
reaches his conclusions of law. What I'm trying
to assist the Court in being able to —— they will
know what our findings of facts are, and I think
that would assist them in their deliberations.
And that was the purpose of this amendment. Thank
you, sir.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Do we have a second?
Seconded by Representative Kleeb.

Representative Rallard.

REP. BALLARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I've finished reading it. And Jjust to clarify
some of this for me, may I ask you, please, 1in
terms of new Section 1, just tell me what is that
really addressing? It's talking about the intent

of this in my book. Can you say it —— may I ask
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him in plain language?

REP. BARKER: In plain language, this 1is
the preamble which i1s before the enactment.
Basically, what we are doing is a —— these are our
—— this 1s our statement of facts because courts
often look and say what 1s the legislative intent
here? And they go back and look at legislative
intent. I think this amendment is clarifying our
legislative intent so it will assist them. And
that's the other reason. The other reason we are
making a record of a transcript with the court
reporter —— I'm not sure she qualifies —— but I'm
trying to assist the Court, and I'm not trying to
do anything other than that, to assist them in
letting them understand what our legislative
intent 1s. And that's the reason we have that
preamble. Thank you. I hope it was helpful.

REP. BALLARD: Yes, thank you very much,
it was. And I'm so sorry because I stopped here
and I didn't turn to the back. So I apologize,
but that clarified because I finished reading it
and I still would have had that gquestion. So
thank you very much.

CHATRMAN RYCKMAN: Has everyone had a

chance to read the back page, as well?
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Representative Henry.

REP. HENRY: Representative Barker, I'm
going to the back page, Item 3, where you talk
about severability. Can you talk about the ——
what your amendment talks about here? Is this —-—
or 1s this bill —-

REP. BARKER: Could you give me the page?

REP. HENRY: Back page.

REP. BARKER: Very last page?

REP. HENRY: Of your balloon.

REP. BARKER: All right, of the balloon.
Your question, sir?

REP. HENRY: ©No. 3, and it's almost to
the last sentence in No. 3, severability.

REP. BARKER: Right.

REP. HENRY: Severability.

REP. BARKER: I'm going to turn to Jason
on that. He was the —-— go ahead, Jason.

MR. LONG: In that balloon, Subsection
(c) (3) is a statement, a finding of fact by the
legislature. The final sentence would be the
finding that the risk of disrupting education is
unacceptable to the legislature, and as a result,
provisions of this act should be considered as

severability.
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If the committee recalls, I believe there was
testimony yesterday on the severability provision.
I believe Representative Barker inquired as to
what a severability provision does in an Act, and
so this is a finding of fact by the legislature
supporting the policy change to
—— 1n the bill to make the Act severable.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: And again, to fully
clarify, our intent here i1s to do everything we
can to make sure the schools are open. If there
are sections the Supreme Court wants to revisit,
this gives them flexibility because we are
considering over $4,000,000,000 in funds and we
want to make sure our schools can be open.

REP. BARKER: And also, 1f they should
find part of it unconstitutional, they could
proceed with —— we could proceed with the rest of
the statute until we got Court clarification and
the schools would remailin open.

CHATRMAN RYCKMAN: Any other discussion
of the preamble? Representative Wolfe Moore.

REP. WOLFE MOORE: I just have a
question, Mr. Chair. So on the back side on B, it
talks about adequacy also: "Furthermore, the

evidence before the legislature confirms the total
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amount of school funding meets or exceeds the
Supreme Court's standard for adequacy." We
haven't really —— we haven't really talked about
adequacy, yet. Why is that in there?

REP. BARKER: Well, we have until the
Court tells us what adeqgquacy 1s. That's pending.
SO we are saying 1it's adequate now, but the Court
took that matter under advisement. They are going
to render a decision at some point 1in time and I
want them to understand that that's —-— our
position is that we —— we are adequate until they
tell us what we need to do, 1f they choose to do
it.

CHAIRMAN RYCKMAN: Also, I'd like to add
that we heard testimony agailn 1in our Joint
Committee that demonstrated the funding to produce
excellent results of public education, and that's
the final sentence in Section B.

Representative Rallard.

REP. BALLARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Just a question. If we said or exceeds the
Supreme Court's standard for adequacy, 1s that
comparable to what we say 1n the Constitution as

suitable or are they totally different things?

CHAIRMAN RYCKMAN: I believe the Supreme
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Court defined it as two different things. They
took suitability and split 1t between adequacy and
equity.

REP. BALLARD: Adequacy and what?

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Equity.

REP. BALLARD: Oh, equity. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN RYCKMAN: Not seeing any further
questions, Representative, do you close?

REP. BARKER: I close.

CHAIRMAN RYCKMAN: All in favor of the
Barker amendment say aye? Opposed? Amendment
carries.

Any other discussion, amendments? I'm not
seeing any.

Committee, we will turn our attention to
Senate Bill 59. This bill was heard in
Appropriations on March 1bth. I'1ll ask our
Revisor Daniel to confirm 1f the bill's contents
were passed into the bill and 2015 needs to be HB
2111.

MR. YOZA: That's correct. The contents
of this bill have already been passed into law.
CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Representative

Schwartz.

REP. SCHWARTZ: I move to remove the
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contents of Senate Bill 59 and place the contents
of House Bill 2740 as amended into Senate Bill 59.
The House substitute for Senate Bill 59 we
recommend it favorably for passage.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Second by
Representative Carpenter. Discussion? I'm not
seeing any. Representative, you may close.

REP. SCHWARTZ: I close.

CHAIRMAN RYCKMAN: All in favor ——
Representative Henry.

REP. HENRY: Mr. Chairman, I just was
trying to ascertain if the motion from
Representative Schwartz was to put it into 59, but
I was going to ask her, is this the double motion?
And once we agree to this, then all discussion is
over and we've voted the bill out of committee and
no longer discussion 1s not available?

REP. SCHWARTZ: I did have a motion, yes.
I made a motion to remove the contents of Senate
Bill 59 and place the contents of House Bill 2740
as 1t was amended into Senate Bill 59. And then
the double motion, the next part of i1t was that
House substitute for Senate Bill 59 be recommended

favorably for passage. Is that clear? Okay.

REP. HENRY: May I have discussion, Mr.
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Chairman?

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Representative Henry.

REP. HENRY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I'1ll be voting no on the substitute for Senate
Bill 59. And to explain, I believe that became
pretty evident in our hearings that we had numbers
—— we'll have some school districts that —— and
I'm now hearing a number of school districts that
have a lot of concern about the motion of passing
Senate Bill 59 in the way of are we adequately
addressing equity in our schools. I guess it's no
more evident than we had a Bill 2731 that required
the state to put some additional funding 1into
school finance to take care of the equity issue.

I believe there are also a number of school
districts out there that are —-— that have
experienced enrollment increases, they have
experienced cost increases. They've also —— we've
had a number of issues on property tax valuations
that have dropped dramatically. That all tends to
work on equity, and that's exactly why the Supreme
Court put those issues 1in there on equity 1is
because no two school years are the same for all
school districts and some have tremendous amounts

of variations in pupils, at—-risk pupils and the

5
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cost of providing schools.

So for us to say that our answer to equity 1s
to just give the same amount of money, I believe
the courts may have some issues to discuss on
that. So I will be voting no. And I really
wanted to make a statement, since we are now
putting into Court proceedings into the record, I
believe that I want it to reflect that we did have
a number of gquestions on whether this is truly an
equity solution for schools and I hope that the
schools will look at it.

As you know, I requested and hoped that the
state school board, the Department of Education
keeps very good track of how schools are going to
react to this bill, if it is passed, and if it is
enacted by the Governor. Will the property
taxpayer, the people that pay property taxes in
this state, some that were probably going to be
due some property tax reductions because of the
equity issue now will not receive it. I think we
are going to see some property taxes increased
because of this bill because there will be some
school districts that will have to go find
additional operating expenditures and so there

will be escalation of property taxes because of
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the inaction of the legislature.

So, Mr. Chairman, that's my explanation for
my no vote. Thank you for the time.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Any other discussion?

Representative Rhoades.

REP. RHOADES: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I'm
convinced, 1in 10 years of being here, that it
doesn't matter what we do. Unless we put more
money 1in each year, you know, somebody is going to
be upset.

You know, I think it was evident by the fact
that we had four neutrals on a bill that basically
met the Court's requirements to the letter,
winners and losers, and everybody was neutral. T
don't buy this idea that, well, we didn't have
time to get up here. Well, no, I think they
purposely said let's just stay —— you know, let's
Just stay gquiet on this issue.

I think this is the better way to go. But as
I said in our discussions on that first bill, I
believe 1it's the legislature's job to provide an
amount of money and that's where it stops.

And suitable, adequate, one of the
superintendents of a large district told us he

believes that we are doing an adequate job. I
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agree with him.

So, and to the point of this not meeting the
equity 1issue, I think one of the proponents we had
has had 27 years in the legislature, has been an
attorney for all those times, went through Montoy,
went through Gannon, has gone through all these.
As he said, he slept with it under his pillow. I
think he well and objectively knows that this
addresses the Court's opinion on every letter.

And so for that reason, I will be supporting this
bill. I don't think it solves our problem, but it
does for one year and I look forward to the debate
on the next part. Thank you.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Thank you.

Representative Grosserode.

REP. GROSSERODE: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
I will be supporting this bill. And going back to
what has been the discussion for now the last
couple weeks in regards to the equity formula and
—— and the information that we have found out in
the creation of these formulas that —-—
specifically with the LOB formula, that the
percentage line of equalization or no equalization
was based not on anything of fact, but on a pot of

money that was available at that time. That isn't
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a scientific reality, that's Jjust what money do we
have, let's create it.

There is nothing that says that the equity
formulas should not be the same. I would suggest
that the way we fund equity one way we, should
fund it the other way. So this brings it together
so that they are funded the same.

In addition, with what we had seen in
previous bills, districts were going to be harmed.
Some are goling to be helped. Some of —— qguite a
bit of that money 1n previous bills was not going
to reach the classroom. So, yes, there may have
been taxpayers that would have received a —— that
the benefit would have been to the taxpayers, not
to the district classrooms. And in this bill we
do not see that. We see all districts being held
harmless. There are no winners or losers.

In addition, I think everyone in this room
could agree that we want our schools to open up
next fall. We want to take that threat that our
schools will not open off the table. We want to
gquliet the fear that was raised by the Court
decision that the issue that the schools may not

open 1s not the case.

So thank you, Mr. Chair, I will be voting
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yes.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Representative Wolfe
Moore.

REP. WOLFE MOORE: I will be voting no on
this bill. I don't know how we can say we are

holding people harmless when the districts are
harmed, and so we didn't fix the deficiencies in
Senate Bill 7. So I think all we've done 1s sort
of we changed the formula. We haven't added any
new money to this or we have very little new money
to this. And so I don't know that this will
satisfy the courts. I too want the schools to
open, but I will not be supporting this bill.
Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Representative Kleeb.

MR. KLEEB: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Just recently we had House Bill 2731 which would
have created these disparities and would have
created winners and losers. And despite millions
golng to some winners, none of them showed up.
And I think what we have seen here is that the
stakeholders want to be involved in the
deliberative process to actually define what
equity might mean. And we have a district or two

or a number of them actually closing schools, and
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we find that that's not part of equity. And we
find that a good education and equal work means 1in
some districts that because they are declared
wealthy they have to shut schools down. That
doesn't seem right.

So I think we need to buy this time. I think
this is a good option. We've heard that this hold
harmless is definitely a process that's been done
in the past. If we have this winner/loser
situation, we are goling to be taking money out of
the classroom, out of school operations from one
school and transferring it to another. How is
that equity? How 1s that positive for the
children?

And with that, this is an answer that we have
here with 2740 that will get us through the next
year sO we can actually have a sensible
deliberative process with the stakeholders at the
table. Thank you.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Representative
Ballard.

REP. BALLARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I will be voting no on this, and my comment would
be we heard testimony this morning that reflects,

at least for me, the dilemma we find ourselves 1in
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today. We heard from a superintendent from one of
the wealthiest districts as a proponent because,
you know, his comment was fix it. And yet, we
heard from another superintendent with a growing
population in their district that also indicated
they were one of the poorest districts in the
district. And that, to me, is what our dilemma
is, between those people that have and those
people that do not have.

2740 will not fix that because of just
holding them harmless and they'll get what they
had before. So maybe it's the best we can do, but
it's not good enough for me to vote yes. Thank
you very much.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Representative Lunn.

REP. LUNN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
appreciate all the discussion and I know this is
something that's been going on way too long. We
had, going back, I think one of the previous
speakers has been here gquite a while and talked
about it. This started way, way back when
basically a consultant came in and did a report
and said here's what you need to do. And out of
that report, they excluded a very key important
part that I still believe 1s something that we
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need to address at some polint 1in the future. We
are not going to do it this year, obviously, but
it has to do with efficiency.

I'd remind the body, or this committee, that
we had this block grant program that we started
that was in response to —— let's just look at the
last 10-year snapshot where we had only growth of
about 3 percent over the last 10 years of
students, up to 461,000 students in the State of
Kansas in K through 12. However, we funded
through full-time equivalent funding. Over that
same period of time, 1t grew 24 percent to over
800,000 FTE. I think it's been reported that we
are currently spending close to $4,000,000,000. I
think the last three or four years, the Chairman
reported the other day, it was something over
400,000 in the last. There is no end.

To Representative Rhoades' remark, I don't
think you can get enough money. And until we
figure out a way to focus on the classroom and
getting the money in the classroom and not worry
about funding the institution on all sorts of
welightings that may or may not be reliable in
terms of determining what we really need to get

into the classroom, I —— I would accept this and

441



3/23/2016 FINAL ACTION 21

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

encourage the committee to vote for this as a
stopgap, allow us to get back to the business of
trying to fix the formula on a permanent basis.
Until we do that, I think we are going to continue
this continued cycle of paying with the courts.

I think let's get this one behind us. They
kind of interrupted our process of trying to
accomplish that. The threat of closing our
schools is not something that we can go into the
summer with allowing our kids and parents to be
worried about. So I think this will be a terrific
fix for the short term and let's get back to the
business of trying to do something about it over
the long term. Thank you.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Representative Henry.

REP. HENRY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My
remarks or questions are more for procedures here.
Since we now have these proceedings not only
recorded for minutes but also for the Court, will
our votes, if we —— 1if we request a no vote, will
those be shown up in the Court proceedings that we
do have some individuals on the committee that did
vote no?

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Yes. If they are

asked to be recorded, they will be recorded.
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REP. HENRY: My next question: When we
hear this bill, and I guess since we now put 1t
into a Senate bill, I guess —— I know you probably
can't answer this because this is beyond your
capabilities because you're not —— the Speaker
will do this. Will the whole body, all 125
members, get a chance to discuss this bill on the
House floor?

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: I think you answered
your own question. Everything in this committee
will be prepared to go to the floor for a full
debate, or at least discussion on.

REP. HENRY: Will either floor, either
body, when they do discuss this, will those —-
will that debate and discussion be part of the
Court proceedings? Will there be a court reporter
on the floor of the Senate or the floor of the
House?

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: That 1s to be
determined, but i1f i1t's something you find
beneficial, we can have that discussion.

REP. HENRY: I'm not running this ship.
I'm just asking if that is going to be part of the

record for this bill?

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Again, that's probably
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not a question for me. The committee that I'm
chairing, we did provide the transcriptionist to
aid in the record. You bring up a good topic and
we can ask those who make that decision to make
the determination.

REP. HENRY: I'm just speaking for the
people and for the conferees who so eloguently
salid that this is a great process that we have
Court proceedings, to get a lot of the recording.
Hopefully, they won't shortchange that process by
limiting debate on the floor —— 1n the full body
so that all members could have the opportunity to
make their —— make their issues known about the
school funding and the equity part of this issue.

So thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just trying to
get questions answered as to the process and the
proceedings.

CHATIRMAN RYCKMAN: Thank you. You know,

many of us in here, we wonder —— sometimes we want
to do the same —— do things the same way and
expect that result. And if we were to continue

with the formula, we go back to the additional
equalization money that went in in HB2Z2506 in 2014.
We heard today testimony that a district received

over $11,000,000, but as a result they dropped
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their mills to 14. The money did not get to the
schools. This bill does not do that. That same
district has a mill right now of 49. That's one
of the ones that showed up and opposed this bill.
The other district that signed up in opposition
was at 56. I believe one of the districts that
showed up today and testified in favor, their mill
rate 1s at 68.

It's very difficult to find equity with a
math—-1like formula. Our schools are different, our
kids are different, our evaluations fluctuate.

But this is certainty that we will allow our
schools to be open and that we've done our best to
find a situation that's satisfied what the Court
has asked us to do.

With that, you've heard the motion for the
House substitute for Senate Bill 59 be recommended
favorable passage. All in favor, say aye.
Opposed?

Division has been requested. All in favor,
raise your right hand. All opposed.

Representative Henry would like his no vote
recorded. Representative Carlin would like her no
voted recorded. Representative Ballard would like

her no vote recorded. Representative Wolfe Moore
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would like her no vote recorded. And not to be
left out, Representative Finney would like her no
vote recorded, as well. Final tally, 17 to b.
The motion carries.

Any other work for —— we do not have any
other work for today. Tomorrow we are on call to
the Chair. I'm not sure we'll rise, but right now
nothing is scheduled. Thank you. We are

adjourned.

(THEREUPON, the hearing concluded at 2:45
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HOUSE BILL Neo. 2740

By Commitice on Appropriations

3-22

AN ACT concerning education: relating to the financing and nstruction
thereof, making and concerning appropristions for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 2017, for the department of education; relating to the
classroom learning assuring student success act; ainending K.5 A, 2013
Supp. 72-8463, 72-6463, 72-6476, 72-6481 and 74-4939a and repealing
ihe existing sections.

Balioon Amendments for HB 2740 #1
Senate Commiliee on Appropriattons
Prepared by Jason Long
Office of Revisor of Statutes
March 23, 20148

WHEREAS, The people of Kansas, through article & § 6(b} of constitution of the state
of Kansas, declared that “the legislature shall make suitable provision for finance of the
educational interssts of the oate” According 1o the supreme court, this provision
contains both an adequacy and equity component, On February 11, 2010, the supreme
court ruled that funds provided to the school districts under the existing school finance
legislation for tocal option budget equalization and capital outlay equalization were not
equitably distributed among the school districts; and

WHEREAS, The supreme court isseed an order dirscting the legislature to fairly
allocate resonrces among the school districts by providing “reasonably equal access {o
substantially similar eduocation opportunity through similar tay effori” The supreme
court warned that, if no action is taken by June 30, 2018, and because an unconstitutionsl
avstem s invalid, # may entertain 3 motion 1o enjoin funding the school systewn for the

Be it encected by the Legisiotire of the State of Kansas:

Section 1,

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

{a) There is appropriated for the above agency from the state peneral
fund for the Oscal vear ending June 30, 2017, the ollowing:

Supplemental general state ald. $367,582,721
School district equalization state aid. i $61,792,947

(by There is appropriated for the above apency from the
following special revenue fund or funds for the liscal year ending June 30,
2017, all moneys now or hereafter lawiully cradited 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:
Schoot district capital cutlay state sid fund Mo limit

(¢} OnJuly 1, 2018, of the $2,759,751,285 appropriated for the above
agency for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2017, by section 54{c) of 2016
House Substitute for Senate Bill No. {61 from the state general fund in the
block granis to USDs account (652-00-1000-0300%, the swn of
$477,802,500 i3 hereby Iapsed,

(Y On July 1, 2016, the expenditure limitation established for the
fiscal vear ending June 30, 2017, by section 3(b) of chapier 4 of the 2015
Session Laws of Kansas on the school district extraordinary need fund of
the department of edusation is hereby decreased from §17.521,425 10
315,167,962,

{e) Onluly 1, 2016, or as soon thereafter as mooeys are available, the
divecter of accounts and reports shall ransfer $15,167,962 from the state
seneral fund to the school district extraordinary need fund of the
department of education.

2016~17 school vear; and

WHEREAS, The legisiature is committed {o a avoiding any disruption {o public
education and desires to meet its obligation; and

WHEREAS, After hearing evidence concerning varying proposals for this body ta
continue providing an adequate public education while satisfving the supreme court's
equity issue, the legisiature is acting on this bill in an expedited manner so that the
schools will open, as schedulad, For the 2016-17 schood year; and

WHEREAS, This step, while important, is only the first of many, upon enactment of
this legislation, the legislature will immediately return 1o the task of finding a long-term
sedution, based upon a broad base of stakeholders, that will continue to provide every
Kansas siudent the opportunity to pursue their chosen desives Hwough an excellent public
edocation;

Mow, therefore,

Mew Sec. 2. {a) The legislature hereby declares that the intent of this act is to
ensure that public school students receive a constilutionally adequate education
through a fair allocation of resources among the school districts and that the
distribution of these funds does not resuli in unreasonable wealth-based disparities
among districts. In particular, the legislature: {1} Has been advised of the
constitutional standard for equity as set forth in Supreme Covrt's ruling in Gamon
v Sigfe, Case No. 113,267,  Kan. _, 2016 WL 540725 (Feb. 1, 2016},
including preceding school finance decisions; (31} endeavored to memorialize the
lagisiative evidence and deliberations conferces shared as the legislature
considered the best way to mest this constitutional standard; and {3ii) snived at the
best sclution to discharpe its constitutional duty to make suitable provision for
finance of the educational interests of the state. To this end, this legistation shall be

New Hec, 4. iar For school year 2006-2077, each school distniet that
has adopted u local option budget is eligible to receive an amount of

fiberatly constreed 30 as to make certain that no funding for public schools will be
enjoined.

LS

Inseri contirmed on page 2
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supplemental gereral state aid. A schond districts oligibdlity o recuive
mlpp?nmcr tal general state ald shall be determined by the state board us
prorvidded in this subsection, The state board of education shall:

{1} Deterniine the smowit of the asensed vidisation per gapif (AVPP}
of sach sehool district in the state and round such amiownt to the nearest
$1,000. The rounded amount is the AVPP of o schoo! distrior for the
purposes of this section;

{2} determine the median AY PP of ail schond districs;

{3y prepore 3 schedule of dollnr amounts using the amount of the
m?diaﬁ AVPE of all schonl disfrivis as the poli cf beginning. The

chedule of dollar wnourds shall range upward i equal 3L000 intervals
E"run: the polnt of beginuing o and including an mnount that 5 el to the
amoust of the AVPP of the sehoof district with the fiighest AVPP of ali
sehool districts wnd shall range downwird i equad 31L00D intervals from

the point of beginning to and including an amount that iy equal to the
gmount of the AVPP of the school district with the lowest AVPR of al}
sofnol distrivts;

{4} determine 8 state aid poreentage factoy for eack sehool distriot by
assigning 2 state aid computation peroentage to the amount of the median
AVPP shown on the schedule, decreasing the stale aid computation
pereeniage a%ss;.,nc.d {o the amount of the median AVPE by one perceniage
point for each $1,000 interval above the ameunt of the median AVPP, and
mcreasing the sme aid computation porosntage assigned o the smoint of
e rogdian AVPT by ont percentage point for each FEOGD interval balow
the amount of the median AVPPR The siate aid poreentage facior of =
schoot distriet is the percontage assigned to the schedule amount that s
egual to the amount of the AVPP of the schoo! distrier, excep that the siske
aid pereentage factor of a schonl district shali pot sxcend 100%. The aute
aid compotation percontags Is 28%;

{5} determing the smount of the loval option budget adopied by sach
sehool distrivt porseant 10 K54, 2013 Supp. 72-6471, and amendmenis
therets; and

{61 muitiply the amount computed under subsection {aX3) by the
apphicable state ald percentage factor. The resulting product is the amaunt
of payment the schonl distriet is to receive a5 supplomental geners! siafe
aid 111 the school yean

{ty The siste board shell prosevibe the dates upon which the
distribution of payments of supplemental peneral sitate sid & schogl
dintvicts shall be due. Payments of supplemental genoral stats aid shall be
diatributed to school distrists on the dates prescribed by the slate bowrd,
The state board shall certify to the director of accounis and roponts the
arnount due sach school disiricl, and the dirsctor of accounts and reports
sholl draw’ 2 warrard on the sisis treasury payable so the tressurer of the

fnsert comtinnsd fran puge 1

{b) The legislature has been advised thet funding distuptions and weertainty are
counter-productive 3o public education and that the funding cevininty of the
classroony learning assuving student success aot is oritical 1o the effective operation
of shool distirivts, Furthermore, the evidence before the legisiature confinns that
the total amount of schoo! Bmding meels or exceeds the Supreme Cowrt's siandard
for adequacy. As & result, the legislature beligves that § has ensoied legisiation that
botl falrly meels the equity roquirements of Axticle 6 and does not p afoud ofithe
already adequale funding as demorsyrated by the excellent results of the public
sducation systern inade known to the legisisture,

(¢} The legislature hereby finds and declares the following:

{1} That, based on testimony ftem the state department of education and atfwe
partiss jnvelved in the public education systeny, a hold hanmless fund is necesspry
in light of the fact that many school budgets e set based upon the provisions of
the clasgroom learning assuring student suecess ach;

{2y that the prior eguglization formudas used for capital onthyy state aig and
supplemanial gonoral sigle aid had o basis & educational policy, ad that i I
preferatde to apply 2 single squalization formale 1o both categories of state aid;

{33 that this act firlly complies with the supreme court's crdee, but that there s an)
satenable rigk the da may be found to be ungonstitutional andd, 1s » recult, all

educational funding could be enjoined. The dsk of disropting cducation in s

regard Is unaccepiable to the legislature, aod as a result, the provigions of this act]
shiottd be considered as severable; and
(i) that, based on testiracny from the sdate departoent of schcaticr, the stale

{board of edusation may be able lo more guickly respond o and address concerns

raised by the school districts, inoluding, without Himitation, smergency neads oF a
dernonstraled nability to have reasonably squal aocesy to substantially similar
echivational opportunites through similar tax effort.
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HOUSE BILL No, 2740

By Committes on Appropriations

~22

L)

AN ACT concerning education; relating to the financing and instruction
thereof, making and concerning appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 2017, for the department of education; relating to the
classroom learning assuring student success act; amending K.S.A. 2015

Supp. 72-6463, 72-6465 '72-6476, 72-6481 and 74-4930a and repealing
the existing sections.

RBe it enacted by the Legisiange 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, 2017, the following:

Supplemental general state ald. oo 367,582,721
School district equalization state ald. .o 861,792 947
{ty There 5 appropristed for the above agency from the
following special revenue fund or funds for the fiscal vear ending Jfune 30,
2017, all moneys now or hereatter lawlully credited to and available in
such fund or funds, except that expenditures other than refurdds authorized
by law and transfers to other state agencies shall not exceed the following:
School district capital cutlay state aid fund. o Wo Hmit

{oy O hady 1, 2016, of the 52,759,751 285 appropriated for the abave
agency for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2017, by section 34(c) of 2016
House Substitute for Senate Bill No. 161 from the state peneral fund in the
block grants to USDs  account {852-00-1000-0300% the sum of
$477,802,500 {s hereby lapsed.

(dy On Juby 1, 2016, the expendituve Hmitation established for the
fiscal vear ending June 3G, 2017, by section 3{b} of chapter 4 of the 2015
Session Laws of Kansas on the school district extraordinary need fund of
the depariment of education is hereby decreased from $17,521,425 o
315,167,962,

{e)} On July [, 20186, or as soon thereafter as moneys are available, the
director of accounts and reperts shall transfer $15,167,962 from the state
general fund to the school district extraordinary need fund of the
department of education,

Mew Sec. 2. {a} For schoo! year 2016-2017, each schond district that
has adopted a local option budget is eligible o receive an amount of

Balloon Amendments for HB 2740 #2
Senate Commitiee on Appropriations
Prepared by Jason Long
Office of Revisor of Statutes
March 23, 2016
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HB 2740 9

weighting for school year 2014-20135, an amwount directly attributable to
the school facilities weighting as would have been determined umder
K.S.A. 72-0415, prior to its repeal, for school year 203152016 shalt be
added to the amount of general state aid for such school district
determined under subsection {a)} 1} or (B)7).

(33 For any school district which would have been eligible to receive
school facifities weighting for school year 2616-2017 under K 5.4, 204
Supp. T2-6415b, pricr to its repeal, but which did pot receive such
waighting for school year 2014-2015, and which would not have been
eligihle to receive such weighting for school year 2015-2016 under K5 A
2014 Supp. 72-6415b, prior to its repeal, an amount direcily attributable to
the school facilities weighting as would have been detennined under
K.S.A, 72-6413, prior to its vepeal, for school year 2018-2017 shall be
added to the amount of general state aid for such school district
determined under subsection {a} 1) or (BJ{TL

& e (1) For any school district that received federal impact aid for
schoot year 2014-2013, if such schoel district receives federal impact aid
in school year 2615-2016 in an amourd that is less than the amount such
school district received in school year 2014-2015, thern an amourt equal to
the difference tetween the amount of federal irapact aid received by such
school district in such school years shall be added to the amount of general
state aid for such school district for school year 2015-2016 as determined
under subsection {a)(1} or (il

(2} For any school district that received federal impact aid for school
vear 2014-2015, if such school district receives federal impact aid in
school year 2018-2017 in an amount that is less than the amount such
school district received in school year 2014-2015, then an amount equal io
the difference between the amount of federal impact aid received by such
school district in such school vears shall be added to the amount of general
state aid for such school district for school year 2016-2017 as determined
under subsection {a)(1) or (S}

&3 () The general state mid for each school district shall be disbursed
in accordance with appropriation acts. In the event the appropriation for
general state gid excesds the amount determined under subsection (3) o7
() for any school year, then the state board shall disburse such excess
amount 1o each school distict i proportion to such school district's
enroeliment.

thy 7it  The provisions of thiz section shall be effective from and alter
Juby 1, 2015 through June 30, 2017,

Sec. 7. K.5.A. 2015 Supp. 72-8476 i3 hereby amended to read as
follows: 72-6476. {a) Each school district may submil an application to the
state finanec-cownett bowd of education for approval of extraordinary need
state aid. Such application shall be submitted in such form and manner as

See attached insert {

And by renumbering remaining sections accordingly
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HB 2740 12

fiscal year commencing with fiscal year 2005, and each ensuing fiscal year
thereafier, by any such appropriation acl in thal account or any other
account for payment of emplover contributions for schol districts, shall
be distributed by the department of education fo scheol districts in
accordance with this section. Motwithstanding the provisions of K.5. A, 74-
4939, and mmendments theveto, for school year 2015-2818, the department
of education shall disburse to each school district that (s an eligible
emplover as specified in K.S.A. 74-4931(1), and amendments thereto, an
amonnt it accordance with K.8.A, 2015 Sepp. 72-6465{a}o), and
amendroents tharetd, which shall be disbursed pursuant o K.8.A. 2015
Bupp. 72-6465, and amendments thereto, Morwithsianding the provisions
of K854, 74-4939, and amendments thereio, for schoof year 2018-20F7,
the department of education shall disburse 10 each school district that is
an eligible employer a5 specified in R.5A. 74-4931(1), and amendments
thereto, an wnount in accordonce with K54, 2015 Supp. 72-6485¢5)(4),
and amendments therato, which shall be disbursed pursuant fo XS54,
2015 Supp. T2-0483, and amendmernis thereio, Upon receipt of gach such
disbursement of moneys, the school district shall deposit the entire amount
thereof into a special retirvement contributions fund of the school district,
which shall be established by the school district in accordance with such
policies and procedures and which shall be used for the sole pupose of
receiving such disbursements from the department of education and
making the remitlances 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 trustass of
the Kansas public employees retirvernent system, an equal amount to the
Kansas public employees retirement system from the special retivement
contributions fund of the school district to satisfy such school district's
obligation as a participating employer. Notwithstanding the provisions of
K.8.A, 74-4938, and amendments thereto, each school district that is an
elipible employer ag 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. Nobwithstanding the provisions of any other statitte,
no official action of the school board of such school district shall be
required 1o approve a remitlance to the system in accordance with this
section and such policies and procedures. All remittances of moneys to the
systein by a school district 1o sccordance with this subsection and such
policies and procedures shall be decned to be expenditures of the schodl
distrier.

Sec. 1. K.5.A. 2015 Supp. T2-6463, 126465, T2-6476, T2-6481 and

72-6474,
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Sec. 7. K.S.A. 2015 Supp. 72-6474 is hereby amended to read as follows: 72-6474. (@) The board of any school districi to
which the provisions of this subsection apply may levy an ad valorem tax on the {axable tangible property of the school district for
school years 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 in an amount not to exceed the amount autharized by the state court of tax appeals for school
vear 2014-2013 pursuant to K.S. A, 72-6441, prior to its repeal, for the purpose set forth in K.5.A. 72-6441, prior 1o 1ts repeal. The
provisions of this subsection apply 10 any schoo} district that imposed a levy pursuant 1o K.S.A. 72-6441, prior to its repeal, for school
year 2014-2015,

{by The board of any schoot district which would have been eligible to levy an ad valorem tax pursuant to K.S. A, 72-6441,

prior to its repeal, for sehoel-yoar-2035-2016-0r-2046-2047 the operation of a school facility whose construction was financed by the

, may levy an ad valorem tax on the taxable

issuance of bonds anproved for issuance at an election held on or before June 30, 20158

tangible property of the school distriet each vear for a period of time not 1o exceed two years in an amount not {0 exceed the amount
authorized by the state board of tax appeals under this subsection for the pupose of financing the costs incurred by the school district
that are directly attributable to ancillary school facilities. The state board of tax appeals may authorize the school district to make a
levy which 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.

(¢} 'The state board of tax appeals shall certify to the siate board of education the amount authorized 10 be produced by the
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levy of a tax under subsection (a). The state board of tax appeals may adopt rules and regulations necessary 1o effectuate the provisions
of this section, including rules and regulations relating to the evidence required in support of & school district’s claim that the cosis
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.

{dy The board of any school district that has levied an ad valorem tax on the taxable tangible property of the school district
each vear for a period of two years under authority of subsection (b} may continue 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 o exceed the amount computed by the state board
of education as provided in this subsection if the board of education of the school district determines that the costs atiributable to
commencing operation of one or more new school facilities are significantly greater than the costs atiributable to the operation of other
school facilities in the school disirict. The tax authorized under this subsection may be levied af a rate which will produce an amount
that is not greater than the amount computed by the state board of education as provided in this subsection. In computing such amount,
the state board shall:

{1) Detarmine the amount produced by the tax levied by the school district under authority of subsection {b) in the second
vear for which such tax was levied;

{2) compute 90% of the amount of the sum obtained under subsection (d}1), which computed amount is the amount the
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3.
school district may levy in the first vear 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 subsection {d)(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 subsection (d}(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} compuie 45% of the amount of the sum obtained under subsection (d}{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;

{6y compute 30% of the amount of the sum obtained under subsection {d)(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 distriet mway levy a tax under guthority of this
subsection; and

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

{ey The proceeds from any tax levied by a school district under authority of this section shall be remitted o the state treasurer
m 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 and shall credit the same to the state school finance fund, All moneys
rernitted to the state treasurer pursuant to this subsection shall be used for paying a portion of the costs of operaling and maintaining
public schoaols in partial fulfillment of the constitutional obligation of the legislature to finance the educational interests of the state,

{fy The provisions of this section shall be effective from and after July 1, 20135, through June 30, 2017,
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SB515 - AMENDMENTS TO THE CLASS ACT
REGARDING SUPPLEMENTAL
GENERAL STATE AID
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Committee consisting of Senator Masterson,
Chairman; Senator Denning, Senator Kelly, Senator
Fitzgerald, Senator Kerschen, Senator Arpke,
Senator Melcher, Senator Powell, Senator Tyson and

Senator O'Donnell.
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CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: The committee will
come to order. As you all are aware, this is a
continuation of a hearing we opened up yesterday
on 515. I believe we are ready for Mr. Penner.

If you are ready, Eddie?

MR. PENNER: Yes.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: He's going to walk
us through some of the data as to what the bill
would do.

MR. PENNER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
members of the committee. I direct your
attention, I believe three pages have been handed
out with the Kansas Legislative Research
Department on top. The first page is a bar graph,
the second page is a set of numbers that are
titled mills regquired to generate non—state
portion of 25 percent adopted LOB, and then the
third page 1s three pie charts.

The first page 1is a bar graph that is made
based upon the data in the second page. So I'm
going to kind of go over both of those at the same
time because it 1is essentially the same
information.

What this is, is if every school district had

adopted a 25 percent local option budget, how many
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mills would it have required those school

2 districts to have funded their local portion,

3 essentially the entire portion that is not

4 provided by state aid.

5 And then what I did was I broke those school
6 districts into the wealthiest 20 percent, the next
7 20 percent, the middle 20 percent, the next 20

8 percent and then the least wealthy 20 percent.

9 And then I've displayed four years there. 2013

10 and '14 is the actuals that happened prior to the

11 enactment of 2506 in the 2014 legislative session.
12 2014 is the first year of the —— of the
13 formula that was enacted via House —— wvia Senate

14 Bill 7 last year. 2015-16 is the current year,

15 and then 2016-17 is what they would be if Senate
16 Bill 515 were to pass. And so as you can see, the
17 wealthiest 20 percent of school districts, that's
18 by and large the districts that historically have
19 not received any local option budget state aid.

20 Obviously, about 1.2 percent of that 20 percent

21 certainly have received that aid would have had to
22 have levied 14.66 mills in 2013-14 in order to

23 have funded an LOB, if they elected to adopt a 25
24 percent LOB.

25 A lot —— there is, obviously, you see a

459



3/23/2016 CONTINUATION HEARING

=

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

wealth of mill levy disparity when you look simply
at the total mill levy, much of that disparity 1is
due to the fact the different school districts
adopted different LOBs. BRBut so what this does is
it removes that wealth disparity.

And you can see that that number, ir remains
relatively flat across the years, but it is 15.51
under the estimated effects of Senate Bill 515.
The —— I would also —— the next three groups, I'm
Just kind of moving along steadily, so then I draw
your attention to the poorest 20 percent which
prior to the enactment of 2506 would have had to
have levied 30.51 mills in order to fund a 25
percent adopted LOB.

And moving on along the —— along the data,
that number has declined to 18.66 mills in the 1lo6-
17 school year for this current plan.

And then the number at the bottom of that
chart is the disparity between the wealthiest 20
percent and the poorest 20 percent in terms of how
many mills they would have had to have levied if
they had adopted the same percentage LOR, in this
case it being a 25 percent LOR. So you can see
that that was 15.855 mills difference in 13-14,
4,25 mills difference in 14-15, 5.456 mills
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1 difference in 15-10. And if this bill were to
2 pass, that would be 3.148 mills difference in 16—

3 17. And —— and then that i1s graphically
4 represented on the chart that I believe was
5 actually the top page that was —— the bar graph

6 that was at the top page that was provided to you.
I In that bar graph I did omit school year 14-15.

8 That was Jjust because the bar graph got a little

9 bit cumbersome if you include that, but the data
10 for school year 14-15 1is present in the numbers on
11 the second page for your review.

12 And at this point I would stand for gquestions
13 for this, unless the Chairman would like me go to

14 straight to ——

15 SENATOR MASTERSON: We'll take it as they
16 come. Committee, questions on this graph?

17 Eddie, this is graphically trying to

18 represent what the courts were trying to hone in

19 on as 1t pertained to a relatively similar taxing

20 effort. Am I correct?

21 MR. PENNER: What this 1is, is i1f each
22 school district adopted the same local option

23 budget. So I guess, in essence, that would be a
24 kind of a proxy for similar educational

25 opportunity. And so what we have done 1s set the
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educational opportunity, the percent LOB adopted,
equal to each other across all school districts
and then this chart represents the disparity in
tax effort, the number of mills they would have to
levee in order to have that same so—called
educational opportunity.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: I think that's what
I'm trying to understand. You see a great
reduction in disparity 14 to 15, but then a slight
increase again in 15-16. So the stage —— can you
talk to me about what caused that?

MR. PENNER: Yeah, so the —— that the
cost between 14-15 and 15-16, the difference there
or even that increase because, as you recall, the
amount of supplemental general state aid for those
two years was the exact same based upon the block
grant. And so that disparity 1is a result of ——
that increase in disparity from 14-15 to 15-16, is
essentially a result of the weighted assess
evaluation and enrollment in schools have changed
and nothing else. Because 1t isn't the result at
all of the amount of state aid that was provided
to those districts.

So 1t Just so happened that between 14-15 and
15-16, the wealthiest 20 percent of school
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1 districts in the state got, relatively speaking, a
2 little wealthier and the poorest 20 percent of

3 school districts in the state, got relatively,

4 speaking a little poorer than they were the prior
5 year and that caused that disparity to extend.

6 If that had happened kind of the other way,

7 so to speak, where the wealthiest 20 percent

8 worked their way back towards the middle on

9 average or the poorest 20 percent worked their way
10 back towards the middle on average, that disparity
11 would have shrunk from 14-15 to 15-16 without any
12 effects of the state law itself, Jjust by the

13 effects of the economy.

14 CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Senator Kelly.

15 SENATOR KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

16 Can you explain then from 13-14 to 14-15 the two
17 lowest, the 20 percent and the poorest 20 percent
18 have a significant shift. What's that about?

19 MR. PENNER: That was essentially the

20 effects of House ——- House Bill 2506 that was

21 passed 1n 14-15. That moved the state away from
22 the old proration that had been in place prior to
23 2506. And so that is the —— the old proration

24 system resulted in the large disparity that you

25 see 1n 13-14 and moving away from that
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substantially less in that disparity.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: That was the
130,000,000, 140,000,000 that was added that year
for equalization purposes.

MR. PENNER: And so when that's described
as property tax relief, that property tax relief
is that 30 mills going to 19 mills.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I want to make sure I understood what
you Jjust told the committee. I think you are
referring to the second page where we have our
columns.

MR. PENNER: Yes.

SENATOR DENNING: And in '14 it was
15.855 and then it significantly reduces to 4.225,
and that was the result of the block grant?

MR. PENNER: No, that was the result of
2506.

SENATOR DENNING: 2506. So we narrowed
the difference significantly.

MR. PENNER: Yes.

SENATOR DENNING: And then when we come
to 15-16, we Jump back up to 5.4567

MR. PENNER: Yes.
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SENATOR DENNING: And is that the result
of local effort or is something else driving that?

MR. PENNER: What the driver behind that
was that we were continuing to use the assessed
valuation per pupills from —— from the previous
year. As you recall, the supplemental general
state aid for all school years under the block
grant was calculated based upon the assessed
valuation per pupils of the first year of the
block program.

And since we were continuing to use old
AVPPs, but in reality the AVPPs of those districts
did change over time. That is what resulted in
that change.

SENATOR DENNING: And then the 16-17
estimate, 1is that based on the bill we are
discussing right now?

MR. PENNER: Yes. This 1s what that
disparity would loock like if this bill were to
become law.

SENATOR DENNING: So we, again, narrowed
again down to 3.148 if this bill should go
forward?

MR. PENNER: Yes.

SENATOR DENNING: And would any —— could
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anything spike that on a local level?

MR. PENNER: I'm hesitant to conclusively
say that nothing could spike that, but off the top
of my head I don't know what would.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Senator Fitzgerald.

SENATOR FITZGERALD: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. Eddie, I appreciate the chart and the
breakout. In understanding this, I assume that a
smaller number has more goodness than a larger
number?

MR. PENNER: I don't want to opine on
goodness, but I just would like the committee to
understand that a smaller number 1is a smaller
disparity 1n the property taxing effort reqgquired
to get to the same adopted percentage of LOB.

SENATOR FITZGERALD: And, therefore, a
better equalization?

MR. PENNER: It is a more, more equitable
equalization, I guess.

SENATOR FITZGERALD: The —— Mr. Chairman,
if I might, the 2506, the effort that the
legislature made of 130,000,000, I think it was,

that resulted in, as Senator Denning says, a
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significant improvement 1in that number,
equalization. Did the Court have an opinion upon
that?

MR. PENNER: I believe the Court said
that 2506 —— 1f the estimates of 2506 as —— as 1t
were 1n place, the Court did initially dismiss the
equity portion of that, but later re—-entered it
when it became apparent that the estimates were
not accurate.

SENATOR FITZGERALD: Mr. Chairman, Jjust
to conclude, then we would think that a 4.225
disparity satisfied equalization requirements, at
least as far as the Court was concerned at that
time?

MR. PENNER: The caveat I would add there
is that when the estimates were in place, 1t is
possible that that disparity may have looked
smaller than 4.225 when it was still Jjust
estimates. I don't know what this would have
looked 1like based purely on the estimates. This
is what the actuals were in 2014-15.

SENATOR FITZGERALD: Thank you. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Committee, I might

note gquickly we again have a transcriptionist with
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us today. I want everybody to be aware of that.
So we are taking record for the Court's case and T
wanted to make sure that was noted.

I have one gquick question on —— in this bill,
what used to be described as the extraordinary
needs account transitions from the State Finance
Council to the Department of Education. It also
allows equity concerns to be addressed with that.
What would happen to this disparity if they were
to choose to use that? For example, just drain
the entire account with those poorest groups.

MR. PENNER: That 3.148 would shrink
because the 18.658 that is in the bottom line
there would become a smaller number, as well. I
was actually trying to —— trying to do the math on
getting an estimate of what that might shrink to.
If T had been a later conferee, I might have been
able to have that for the committee.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: On that note,
committee, untraditional, Jjust like a
transcriptionist, once I have come through the
conferees, I'm actually going to allow any of them
that may want to readdress us to come back or if
you have any questions for any of them, 1it's not

typical, but neither is the situation we are 1in so
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I'm going to allow as much conversation as we can
have.

Further gquestions for Eddie? Senator
Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Again, I understand these numbers are based on the
proposal in Senate Bill 5157

MR. PENNER: Yes.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Do we have similar
numbers for the proposal from 5127

MR. PENNER: I —— I could do that for
you. I don't have those in front of me right now,
but I could do that.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Mr. Chair, we are
making a choice. We've had another bill before us
and 1t might be interesting to see, although T
don't know how much math time goes into this.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: On that note, Eddie,
can you tell, without running exact numbers, would
the other positions narrow or widen?

MR. PENNER: I would imagine that it
could be narrower, but I —— without having the
numbers in front of me, I wouldn't be able to

speculate.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Any further
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questions for Eddie? Senator Denning?

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. Eddie, while you're here, could you
Just refresh my memory on the total spend on
education between SGF and local effort and
equalization and so forth?

MR. PENNER: Actually, if you'll turn to
the —— turn to the third page, that 1s three pie
charts representing the total amount of state
funds that go into K-12 education. The first is
FY 16 current law. The second one is, which is
off to the right, is FY 17 current law. And then
the bottom one is FY 17 proposed law. And so as
you can see, the total amount on FY 17 under
current law 1s going to be, doing the addition in
my head quickly, it looks like it will be about
4,000,000,000 and $4,000,000, of which 477.8
million 1s eqgqualization.

SENATOR DENNING: So that would be —— so
that would be about 25 percent?

MR. PENNER: I think that is —— that's
lower than 25 percent. I think that's closer to
about 12 percent. Once again, that's just doing
the math in my head. 477 —— 478 of about
4,000,000,000 is going to be a little over ——
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SENATOR DENNING: Close to 25, isn't 1it?

MR. PENNER: No, because 1if it was
400,000,000 out of 4,000,000,000, that would be
exactly 10 percent and so ——

SENATOR DENNING: Gotcha. Gotcha.

MR. PENNER: And so it's 480, which would
come out to be about 12 percent.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: And to follow up on
that just so everybody understands really what we
are looking at as far as change, for example, even
in 512, which we believe to be the cleanest
obvious answer to the Court, it transferred about
37,000,000, I believe, was the fiscal number on
that. So even 1f this entire pot of equalization
gets distributed, we are talking about the
difference 1in how that was distributed. So we are
really having a conversation over less than 1
percent of the pie.

MR. PENNER: My recollection 1is that the
equalization amount proposed in 512 was about
515,000,000 total dollars and the egualization
amount proposed 1n this bill 1s about

$495,000,000. And so that's a $20,000,000
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difference between those two, which $20,000,000 of
that 4,000,000,000 would be about half of a
percent.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Okay. So I wanted
to be clear, that our primary concern is the
closing of the schools and we are having this

conversation over less than 1 percent of the

distribution, so I just need that to be clear. So
we need —— and I would also note this i1is a one-—
year solution to finish the block grant. We

really have a much larger and pressing issue to
get to, which is the new formula.

Further gquestions for Eddie? Seeing none,
thank you, Eddie.

MR. PENNER: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: And again,
committee, he will be available.

First up on my proponent list i1s Todd White.
Welcome to the committee and congratulations on
your new position.

MR. WHITE: Thank you very much.
Chairman Masterson and members of the committee,
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you
today as a proponent for Senate Rill 515.

We are mindful of the challenge that you are
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facing as you seek an appropriate and short—-term,
as was Jjust mentioned, solution that will allow us
to continue our goal of providing the quality
education for the students that we serve. We
thank you for your hard work and the very long
hours that you have spent on this legislation. We
also want to thank you for listening to the
concerns that were brought before this committee
previously, which 1s clearly demonstrated by
providing that all districts will be held harmless
and will not lose funding from their general
operating budgets.

Further, we are grateful that you have
honored the spirit of the class act which was to
provide budget certainty for school districts in
the two-year time period so that we might work on
a new finance formula and develop it for all
children throughout this state.

Blue Valley 1s a district that remains
committed to providing a gquality education for our
students and being good stewards of our taxpayer
dollars. To that end, we want to work with you to
develop a solid school finance formula that
provides stability and appropriately accounts for

the very needs of the students throughout our
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state.

We do appreciate your challenges you are
facing and we continue to want to work with you to
solve those K-12 challenges and promote the best
outcomes for all the students that we serve 1n the
State of Kansas.

We are happy to stand for any gquestions at an
appropriate time.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Committee, gquestions
for Mr. White? Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. White, from conversations we had with
your predecessor, now your testimony today, it
appears that you're conditionally supporting 515
on the grounds that, again, we are trying to honor
the block grant fixed funding for two years to
give you some stability in your budgeting process
in our unstable budget time. Would that be
correct?

MR. WHITE: That 1is absolutely correct.

SENATOR DENNING: And then the hold
harmless, the way 515 is structured, 1t brings
back the funding source to almost identically to

what it was in the block grant and has no effect
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on your operating budget, that is to say we are
not forcing you to go out and raise mill levels.
We are actually keeping your operating budget
stable 1n 515. So I didn't know if you knew that
or not, but that is the way the bill was
structured. We are not going to force any school
district to go out and raise property taxes, we
are going to hold harmless the operating budget
itself based on the clear intent of Senate Bill 7,
which was to give two years of budget stability.

I just want to make that clear in case you weren't
aware of that.

MR. WHITE: Thank you for the
clarification. That 1s our understanding, but I'd
also say that's the appreciation that we hold for
this body and the work that you are doing. It is
budget certainty for the school districts, but
also time for us to communicate and to work
together on developing a long—-term formula of
this.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: SO your —— your
testimony 1s in line with what we heard in the

findings of fact in earlier days that hold
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harmless is called, or hold harmless aid, all the
Kansas Association of School Boards, the
Commissioner of Education, the Deputy, all
consider hold harmless an appropriate action to
take. And I think from what I'm hearing from you,
you consider a critical action to take.

MR. WHITE: Not only critical, but the
best available option that we have, given the
circumstances that the Court has mandated.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Further guestions
for the superintendent? Seeing none, thank you
for coming in. Again, I appreciate you being
available later if someone would have guestions.

MR. WHITE: Certainly.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Mike O'Neal.

MR. O'NEAL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
members of the committee. On behalf of the Kansas
Chamber, we rise in support of your efforts in
Senate Bill 515.

Just —— and Jjust a little bit of a review 1in

terms of the uniqgque circumstances that you find

yourself in. You —— you have worked on a number
of equity types of —— of arrangements with school
finance. You have learned from the Court that the

latest iteration of that 1s not acceptable. So
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there is one wrong answer, but the Court has said
that there are any number of right answers. And
so we applaud the efforts of the committee in ——
in the circumstances that you're in in trying to
make a good faith response to your understanding
of what the Court is going to find acceptable.
And what I hope to be able to do in the brief time
I have today is point out from the Court's own
language 1in Gannon how Senate Bill 515 does meet
that expectation and with some degree of
predictability that the Court would find this to
be acceptable.

I appreciated the Chairman pointing out the
uniqueness of this is that we are literally under
threat of school closure, albeit over an amount of
money that seems tTo represent 1 percent, maybe a
tiny bit over 1 percent of the entire budget. It
also 1s 1nvolving school districts that are not
involved in the litigation, nor were they affected
one way or another with a particular equalization
infirmity that the Court found. Yet, those
children who do not have any really stake in this,
so to speak, may indeed be denied a Constitutional
right to a public education if we don't get this
right. And so I appreciate all the time that the

477



3/23/2016 CONTINUATION HEARING 22

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Chairman and the committee have taken to try to
get 1t right.

One of the things that we would also applaud
is the fact that what we have found in the course
of school finance litigation is the courts do
things differently than the legislature does. You
spend a great deal of time taking testimony,
looking at data and doing all sorts of analysis,
and yet that does not translate very well into a
Court record. And what we found is not so much
the Court having a fundamental difference of
opilinion with you over eqgqualization, 1s that
technically the finding in Gannon was that the
state had failed to meet its burden of showing
that what you had done was equitable. And so it's
really a burden, and a lack of information in the
record. Not that you didn't have the information,
not that you didn't do all the right analysis,
it's that it didn't get into a Court record such
that the Court had it available to it to make an
informed decision.

So in terms of the process that you have
devised this session on the equity phase, and T
assume 1t would carry over when the Court gets to

the adequacy phase, is that you are making an
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extra effort to make sure that everything does get
in the record in a way that the Court is used to
—— used to seeing 1it.

The other thing that's a little bit awkward.
And then I'1l1l talk about the bill, is that equity
is not a math equation. It is a concept by which
you want a reasonable educational opportunity and
access to educational opportunities. So it's not
a math equation. Yet, the Court has decided, and
I don't have any particular problem with 1it, but
it does present a challenge for the legislature in
that most would look at this as you get —— you get
to the adequacy question first. And once you get
to that question, then the distribution of an
adequate amount of funding is done in an equitable
manner. Unfortunately because of the timing and
how this was bifurcated, you are having to deal
with equity before we get to the issue of
adequacy, and to a certain extent that's getting
the cart before the horse. Nevertheless, that's
the posture that the case is in and this is what
you're faced with, and so you need to —— the time,
the deadline is on the equity phase.

SO we applaud the efforts of you to protect

and take time to devise an equity formula that's
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going to protect schools beyond June 30th, and T
think that you have done that.

Despite the fact that in Gannon the Court did
suggest a preference, and I'll talk about that in
a second. It's key to point out that the Court
said, quote, the equalization infirmity, quote,
can be cured in a variety of ways at the choice of
the legislature. And I do take the Court at its
word on that; that there isn't Jjust one way to
solve this, 1t 1s uniquely a legislative qgquestion
and it 1s inherently a political gquestion. You're
golng to have to find something that at least 63
and 21 will voluntarily agree to vote for. And so
it's —— the Court has given the legislature the
deference that its due in that you can solve this
in a variety of ways.

In terms of the preferred way, the Court has
said, quote, one obvious way the legislature could
comply with Article 6 would be to revive the
relevant portions of the previous school funding
system and fully fund them within the current
block grant system, end quote. That's important
because there had been a little bit of a
misinformation when the Court decision came out

that somehow the block grants had been overturned
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or ruled unconstitutional. Nothing could be
further from the truth.

The equity part that the Court found an
infirmity with that the state had failed to meet
its burden of proof on the equity part can be
solved by resurrecting one or more of the equity
provisions 1in the prior law and funding 1t within
the current block grant system, which is what
Senate Bill 515 1s doing.

There have been questions and there may be
questions raised as to whether or not the Court
would require new or additional funding in this
equity phase. And again, I would repeat equity 1is
not a math equation. It does not in and of itself
require additional funds, but the Court did speak
to that as well. The Court stated, gquote, school
districts must have reasonably equal access to a
substantially similar educational opportunity
through similar tax effort, end quote. The Court
did not define what that meant other than to say
that that formula, if you will, that definition of
that came from the State of Texas, and there may
be further clarification of what that means i1f we
research Texas. But the equity definition is in

the statute.
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As the Chairman 1s aware when we had the
Jjoint informational hearing, no witness who
testified Monday before the Joint Committee, in
response to questioning by legal counsel, was able
to articulate or knew of a metric for determining
how this test is satisfied. And this really comes
as no surprise. That's not a shocker because the
Court itself, when looking at that very issue
said, quote, we acknowledge there was no
testimonial evidence that would have allowed the
panel to assess relative educational opportunities
statewide, end quote. In other words, as you sit
here today, there is not a single bit of evidence
that we don't have equal opportunity statewide in
Kansas as we speak.

The problem has been that the legislature has
devised certain methods of allocating funds to
equalize, and in the last iteration failed to meet
the Court's burden of proof on whether that is
truly equitable, not that there is a single
student who 1s not getting an equal educational
opportunity.

I was —— I found comforting what Dale Dennis
said the other day about his wife's study. We've

got smaller school districts in the state that
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actually have maybe less resources, less
curriculum, maybe less overall opportunities, and
yet the findings are, and I'm living proof of
this, I felt like my educational opportunities in
a 3A school exceeded the educational opportunities
my children got at a 6A school. All great
opportunities, but they are just different.

And in terms of whether or not there is a
significant difference in achievement once you get
to the post high school, post secondary phase, T
don't think there is a study that says, at least
in Kansas, that there is not equal educational
opportunity.

The Court did speak to the issue of funding,
as I indicated. First, the Court acknowledged
that, quote, equity does not require the
legislature to provide equal funding for each
student or school district, end qguote. The Court
went on to say that the test of the funding scheme
becomes a consideration of, quote, whether it
sufficiently reduces the unreasonable wealth-based
disparity so the disparity then becomes
Constitutionally acceptable, not whether the cure
necessarily restores funding to the prior levels,

end quote. The Court went on to say that, qguote,
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equity i1s not a needs-based determination, rather,
equity 1s triggered when the legislature bestows
revenue—-ralsing authority on school districts
through a source whose value varies widely from
district to district, such as with the local
option mill levy on property, end quote. So it's
not a matter of needs, it's just a matter of the
function of having disparity with your tax —— with
your tax authority.

So given the Court's own language, it would
have been perfectly acceptable for you to pass
Senate Bill 512, by the way, because what you have
done 1s you have taken equity 1n its purest form.
You've resurrected those equalization formulas and
then you just —— you've redistributed, creating,
if you will, in districts that by virtue of that
would get more money and districts —— some
districts would get left. It's the purest form of
equity. It's the example of you're pouring one
can of pop for your two kids and you're pouring 1t
and 1t's not exactly equal. Nobody's first
thought is to go back to the refrigerator and get
another can of pop and keep pouring. You take ——
you take some from the larger cup and you pour it

into the smaller cup until they are equal, and
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that's essentially what Senate Rill 512 did.

Well, as can be predicted, it was a little
bit surprising that districts that gained didn't
come 1in and say they liked it, but it was
predictable, of course, that you would —— you
would have school districts that are ringing theilr
hands and gnashing their teeth over the prospect
of having winners and losers, even though that
would have satisfied the Court's —-— the Court's
test. And this is where we get to, I think, a
nice good faith effort in a step-wise fashion to
get to where we are today and that's Senate Rill
515.

Given the Court's own language again,
reallocation of funds utilizing an approved method
of calculating equalization, in this case using
capital outlay, 1s proposed, no distinct —— no
district is losing any funds. That's the hold
harmless part.

There is a slice of language in Gannon that
says that you need to fix the equity, but keep in
mind —— keep 1in mind adequacy. You could have
possibly had some adequacy ——- adequacy arguments
from districts who ended up being losers because

of getting less. You've solved that with hold
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harmless. Hold harmless, as the Chairman has
pointed out from the witnesses who have testified
previously, 1s a known and acceptable method of
dealing with school finance issues 1n an
inherently political process. As Assistant
Commissioner Dennis testified on Monday, 1n his
experience hold harmless is necessary to get votes
sometimes. But it's also important from the
standpoint of what you just heard. It provides
predictability. The beauty of the block grant
system 1s that you provided budget stability. You
preserve and protect that budget stability by
doing what you did with Senate Bill 515.

With regard to the provisions where you're
now sending money from —— under the purview of the
Finance Council for the Kansas State Department of
Education, as I mentioned previously, you're a
part-time legislature, your time 1is very valuable
and 1it's very difficult to get your arms around
these i1ssues from time to time. Invariably when
you have a question, you pick up the phone and you
call the Kansas State Department of Education to
do the calculations and do the runs. It makes
perfect sense that you would have an amount of

funds, 1n this case the extraordinary needs, being
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handled by Kansas State Department of Education
which has the expertise, not only of this, but
also other aspects of school finance as you —— as
you move forward to do a plan.

And lastly, and I think I mentioned this, 1is
the overall stability that you provide in 515 to
the districts that desperately look forward to
that stability and the reason why many supported
the block grant in the first place.

I would be happy to stand for questions at
the appropriate time.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Thank you, Mike.
Real quickly, committee, you should have at your
position we have actually printed out the
transcript from earlier so you guys have time to
review the comments from the department and
association. I Just want to make sure everybody
is aware you have an actual printed copy of the
transcript.

Questions, Senator Melcher.

SENATOR MELCHER: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. And thank you, Mr. O'Neal, for being
here. I appreciate your perspective.

In the earlier part of your testimony, you

referred to the Court's speaking that we should
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have similar educational opportunity for I think
it was similar local tax effort, and I think this
may have come from a Texas case. Could you repeat
that because I had a gquestion about it, but I
couldn't write as fast as you were talking.

MR. O'NEAL: And this particular court
reporter has admonished me on prior occasions, we
go back a ways, and she's had to stop me a time or
two in my past history, so I apologize.

Quote, school districts must have reasonably
equal access to substantially similar educational
opportunity through similar tax effort.

SENATOR MELCHER: So when you say through
similar tax effort, could you help me understand
that?

MR. O'NEAL: That's an excellent
question. I believe Jason was asked that guestion
the other day. I don't have any better answer
than what Jason had. The courts, and I don't know
whether —— that's why I mentioned Texas, but may
need a little bit more of a flushing out of what
they meant in the records in Texas.

The concept, I think, goes back to the
overall requirement that the legislature make

suitable provision for the finance of the
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education interests of the state. Although the
Court has interpreted that to include adequacy,
it's essentially the legislature's responsibility
to create a funding mechanism. And your mechanism
is a combination of state and general fund dollars
and property tax dollars. You provided the
ability for local districts to raise taxes, and
you've done it in a way that is —— has uniform
application, but 1t has districts being able to
make choices at the local level as to whether they
ralse property taxes or not. And as they do and
if they do, that then creates the equity issues
that you need to address and equalize.

And so it is —— I think it's saying that you
need to have similar tax effort. And when you
have that similar tax effort, you then measure
that under the rubric of —— and as a result of
that, do you end up with reasonable —— reasonably
equal educational opportunity district by
district.

Senator, that's the best I can do because the
Court did not —— did not give further i1llumination
to what they mean by that.

SENATOR MELCHER: Okay. So 1f we are

talking about similar tax effort, and we have the
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21 1/2 mill as a state portion of property tax, 20
mills of that goes to education, and that would be
thought to be similar across the board, but then
we have statutorily decided to treat agricultural
property valuation much differently to where we
statutorily undervalue that. So wouldn't we need
to have some sort of an adjustment upward for any
of those properties that are intentionally
undervalued to be able to give the similar tax
burden across the board? Because without that,
don't we have an inequity in similar tax burden
that exists?

MR. O'NEAL: If, if that were an
essential component of the school finance formula,
I might tend to agree. I think what you're
getting at is the 20 mills or even the local
option budgets based upon a correct wvaluation of
the property that is —— as established by the 20
mills in the LOB. 1Is that what your —— is that
your question?

SENATOR MELCHER: We treat all property,
we value all property similarly, 1t's fair market
value, with the exception of agriculture, which is
a very large —— most of the property in the state.

So when you have agricultural areas which would
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have a low valuation per pupil, 1t actually makes
them look poorer because we have statutorily
undervalued that land so they are really not as
poor as they look on paper. Doesn't that really
skew that formula to provide equalization to a
seemingly poor area when they are really not as
poor as they look?

MR. O'NEAL: Keep in mind that the key
component of the rule on equity is educational
opportunity, not equal, not equal taxation.

SENATOR MELCHER: I was Jjust speaking to
the portion you said about the similar taxation
plece because I wasn't aware that the courts had
stated that, and then I kind of thought back to
some discussions we had had about valuation and 1t
appears that that inequity would then produce a
school funding inequity.

MR. O'NEAL: That would be subject to
Court interpretation. Again, 1it's —— the key 1is
whether or not at the end of the day, through
whatever mechanism you have devised, you end up in
a position where children, whether they are in
Johnson City or Johnson County, have an equal
educational opportunity. I don't know it's so

much about the amount. The Court has said it's
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not about eqgqual funding, it's about equal
educational opportunity. So again, I don't —— 1T
can't predict how a Court would look at that.
SENATOR MELCHER: Thank you.
CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Committee, further
gquestions? Seeing none, thank you, Mike.
Dr. Hinson, welcome back to the committee.
DR. HINSON: Thank you. Good morning,
Chairman Masterson, members of the committee.

Jim Hinson, Superintendent of Shawnee Mission

School District. I'm here as a proponent of this
bill. 1TI've also been chastised for talking too
fast, so I will slow down. I saw that look.

We are a proponent of this bill for several
reasons. This bill holds all school districts
harmless. You've heard about that this morning.
It doesn't create a system of winners and losers.
One of the runs we saw, there would be about 79
school districts in the state that would actually
be losers. This bill allows all districts to be
held harmless. It also truly allows this money to
go to classrooms, not just property tax relief.

We believe this bill benefits school
districts in relation to capital outlay

equalization. Shawnee Mission School District
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does not benefit from capital outlay equalization,
but we do support this provision in the bill.

This 1s a short-term solution that allows schools
to stay open and allows all of us to work on a
long—-term solution.

We also believe this bill allows for
stability during very uncertain financial times.

In conclusion, it's March 23rd, and this bill
is by far, in our opinion, the best bill to
address the issue that's before us for a one—-year
solution. I'll pause right there. You have my
written testimony. I'll be happy to stand for
questions.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Thank you.
Committee, qgquestions for Dr. Hinson?

Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Dr. Hinson, how far along are you in
preliminary planning for your second year of
budget based on Senate Bill 77

DR. HINSON: Normally, we would be
finished, except for negotiations as reqgquired for
our employees, but all the other budgetary

components of our budget would be finished.
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SENATOR DENNING: So if we can get 515
out of here intact, then you're —— all of your
work on the budget would be preserved and
worthwhile to this point?

DR. HINSON: Currently what we are going
through in the Shawnee Mission School District, we
have all kinds of different budget scenarios. In
those budget scenarios there i1s a wide range
depending on what might happen.

A part of our budget scenario includes will
we have the same number of employees starting July
1 or not that we currently have, depending on
certainly what occurs here. So the timing for us
is really crucial. We would absolutely love for
this bill, if it could, to get through this week
because for a school district, the budgetary time
frame, we are already behind in trying to prepare.

We are certainly also looking at the, I'm
going to call uncertainty in a different way, the
uncertainty of what might happen in relation to
potential allotments in May and June. So from a
school district perspective, our financial
uncertainty 1s extremely high. The quicker we can
know what's going on here, 1t's very important for

us and it's very i1mportant in working with our
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employees on whether they are going to have
employment from July 1 on.

SENATOR DENNING: And Dr. Hinson, I'm
probably going to put you on the spot here, with
the Senate Bill 7, will you, and the steady
funding, were you planning any staff reductions
because of your current level of funding? Were
you able to keep your current level?

DR. HINSON: With Senate Rill 7, two
answers to your question. One of the things that
we appreciate 1s being able to have a two-year
budget that would be predictable, even though it
was not additional money for us. That was very
beneficial.

The other component is we've continued to
make reductions 1n the Shawnee Mission School
District even during this process because as all
of my costs continue to go up, we've had to cut
other expenditures just to address the issue
that's before us today.

SENATOR DENNING: When you say cut, you
are talking about non teacher salaries? You Jjust
found some efficiencies, I think you mentioned in

your printing area at one point in time.

DR. HINSON: We've been working on
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efficiencies. We've cut administrative costs.
Certainly for us we totally changed what we are
doing in relation to printing costs, out-sourced a
lot of the printing costs, as well. We are
reducing administrative space, currently square
footage in facilities from 500,000 square feet to
70,000 sgquare feet. So we are in the process of
those efficiencies.

This last year we rolled out an early
separation incentive plan, called an early
retirement package, if you will, to save us money
in the school district as well. Because 1in the
Shawnee Mission School District there are a lot of
long-term employees, beneficial to them, but
beneficial for us financially. So we have been
trying to find every way we possibly can to cut
costs during this process, as well.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you,

DR. HINSON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Senator Melcher.

SENATOR MELCHER: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. Thank you, Dr. Hinson, for being here.

So you talked about many of the things that
you changed about some changing some printing

costs, consolidating of administration buildings.
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Are those all good policy to do regardless of
funding levels?

DR. HINSON: Yes, sir.

SENATOR MELCHER: Okay. So those were
done just as a matter of good, efficient use of
dollars, not necessarily related to funding.

DR. HINSON: They are good, efficient use
of taxpayer dollars, but at the same time with I'm
goling to call it flat funding, my costs continue
to increase. We 1ncreased 1n student enrollment.
We did not request from the extraordinary needs
fund. My energy costs are increasing rapidly. My
transportation costs, which we contract for, are

increasing rapidly.

So really two things: One, those are best
practices. The other component i1s to continue to
move The teacher salary schedule. That's not a

raise, but you work another year Jjust to move the
salary schedule. We had to make adjustments in
how we are spending our dollars. We call that
reallocation of resources.

SENATOR MELCHER: So, transportation
costs, I would think with the dramatic falling
prices 1n fuel, that you would be able to recover

some savings in transportation. But the —— any of




3/23/2016 CONTINUATION HEARING 42

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

those reductions that you make that create any
excess, 1s that money then that can be allocated
to be used within the classroom?

DR. HINSON: Yes, sir.

SENATOR MELCHER: Okay. And, T
appreciate that work that you've done. Thank you.

DR. HINSON: Thank you.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Senator Kerschen.

SENATOR KERSCHEN: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I think you answered my question. T
was goling to ask you do you have an increase 1in
enrollment from the previous year, and you said
you did, but you didn't have any extraordinary
needs. If that continues next year, is that an
issue for you or how do you address that?

DR. HINSON: TI'll try to make the answer
make sense. So, for us in the Shawnee Mission
School District, we have about 1,900 teachers.
so, 1,900 classrooms, if you will. So, if I
picked up 190 students, 380 students, you take the
1,900 teachers, 1f they were distributed equally
across the district, they're usually not, but if
they were distributed equally, 1in most cases with
those numbers I would not need to hire new

teachers because of the number of classrooms we
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have and we can just absorb those students into
the pupil/teacher ratio that we already have in
place.

SENATOR KERSCHEN: Thank you.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Actually, my
understanding is you have gquite good outcomes, as
well. Do you, off the top of your head, know your
percentage of students that meet or achieve all
state assessments?

DR. DENNING: We have good outcomes now.
We're looking for great outcomes. We have work
yet to do; we need to do better.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Fair enough.
Further questions? Seeing none, thank you.

Committee, you are further proponent witness
testimony. That's the end of the oral conferees.
I would open with the opponents.

Dr. Lane, welcome to the committee.

DR. LANE: Thank you very much. Good
morning, everyone. It's great to be here and we
appreciate the opportunity to share a little bit
different perspective on Senate Bill 515, but let
me Jjust say we too appreciate the efforts of this
committee to be thoughtful and to put forth a

reliable formula that holds districts harmless,
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all districts. That's always been important to us
to make sure not only students in Kansas City,
Kansas public schools receive quality education,
but it's important that the entire state does, as
well.

But, let me speak to the hold harmless piece
first, 1f I may. Hold harmless has been a very
important strategy over time, as the legislative
body has worked on school finance formulas. What
is different with this hold harmless portion is
that it is holding us harmless to levels of
funding that, frankly, have been deemed not
equitable. So, in past times, you've held
harmless after you corrected the deficiencies in
the formula. So, we want to celebrate the hold
harmless piece, we think that's critically
important so there aren't consistent winners and
losers 1n the process, but we encourage you to do
so after correcting the challenges.

So, but let me speak to the other pieces of
the Senate bill. And we heard from Mr. O'Neal
it's not a math problem, but I'm going to take you
back to algebra class, i1f you will, and talk with
you about the transitive property. You may

remember that, that we were taught that A is equal
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to B. And if A is equal to B and we add C, that

A and B are equal, therefore, C is equal. So, how
does that apply to this particular deal? Well, if
you think of A as the equity portion of Senate
Bill 7, if it is equal to B, which has been termed
or deemed by the Court to be unconstitutional, the
equity portion of Senate Bill 7 unconstitutional
as equal to B, and if Senate Rill 515 is a
redistribution of funding that has already been
deemed inequitable, C, then, therefore, this does
not resolve the equity issue. From our
perspective, it redistributes the same amount of
funding that was determined to not to be
equitable. So, we encourage you to truly think
about that.

We are held harmless in KCK. We appreciate
the reliability, the predictability, is the word
that's been used. However, this funding level
still does not resolve the equity issue, does not
allow us to provide equal education opportunities
with similar tax benefit.

So, those are the two main points, that we
want to share with you today. We appreciate the
effort. Frankly, we want to support you and

encourage you to continue. We must resolve this
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issue. As Einstein reminded us, nothing changes
until something moves, and we see that you all are
trying to move the dial and resolve the issue.
Appreciate that, but we feel 1like 1f it's Just a
redistribution of the same level of funding that
is in the block grant, it does not resolve the
issue. So, I'll pause there for guestions.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Thank you for coming
again, by the way. Actually, in that math
problem, every bill that has come before us, A
plus B has equaled C. And I think that has been
some of the difficulty in all because some out
there believe B should be a different number. The
fact remains that A plus B equals C in every
proposition.

DR. LANE: So, without additional
enhancements to that number in B, we still remain
at the level of unconstitutional funding. That's
our point, Senator.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: I think, then, I
think, that's the —— if you read the actual
opinion —— at this point we are now having an
opinion of an opinion. Because 1f you read the
actual opinion, the excerpts thereof, that is not

what the Court decided and it was about the
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distribution between A and B. And equity by
definition, equalization by definition, has givers
and takers, or givers and receivers might be a
better term. That is, by definition, what equity
does, it redistributes a pot.

DR. LANE: What it does for us 1is 1t
allows us to provide those opportunities that
every child in Kansas deserves. And, so, if I can
talk specifically about our level of state aid on
the local option budget, our total budget
expenditure is around 49,000,000. 38,000,000 of
that comes from equalization state aid. It's
critically important to us. Without that, our
community would not be able to provide the kinds
of education that you all are demanding and
expecting and that we want for our children.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: So, the hold
harmless would be critical and that's your
oplinion —-—

DR. LANE: It is critical, but holding
harmless at a level that allows for that
opportunity to occur.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Do you believe your
students then —— trying to go with the Court's

opinion, do you believe your students do not have
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reasonable access or do not have a similar
opportunity to other schools?

DR. LANE: I believe that we're very
challenged to ensure that, when 40 percent of our
students speak languages other than English, when
90 percent of our children come from poverty
backgrounds, they require additional resources and
we are not always able to provide that, and that
is evident. We celebrated Shawnee Mission's
performance, and I appreciate Dr. Hinson said we
need to get better; we all do. Certainly in KCK
we've 1mproved, but not nearly at the level that
we need to to ensure that our students graduate
diploma plus, they exit with a college experience
and technical credentials so they can immediately
contribute to our economy. For me, this is about
our kids —-

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: I might need you to
slow down and make sure —-—

DR. LANE: Thank you. Superintendents
like to talk fast. I apologize.

But, this is about our kids, but it's also
about adding wvalue to the economy. So, I do
believe that we are very challenged to meet the

needs of our individual students.
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CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: So, do you have a
metric for us for reasonably similar access and
opportunity?

DR. LANE: We believe that the prior
process was as fair and equal as 1t could get
under the —— the, and, so, you're going back to
that mechanism that's helpful, but the amount of
funding that is available within that needs to be
increased. That's our point.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: So, it's a dollar
value for you, the reasonable access and
reasonable opportunity 1is solely a dollar value?

DR. LANE: Not solely, but without
additional resources, redistribution does not help
us get to that level of expectation.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Committee, further
questions for Dr. Lane?

Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. Dr. Lane, on Monday we had depositions
in this room for about six hours, and we had
revisors, research and all experts in deposition
fashion discuss the equity portion of the Court
ruling, and it was clear in my mind that the Court

simply didn't like our quintile approach to
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supplemental state aid and they merely recommended
that we either go with capital or that the old
81.2 ruler method. So, they weren't asking us to
do anything other than that, according to —-— and,
I think, it's 200 pages, and I'm sure we can give
you a copy. But the way the testimony sorted out
in my mind was the Courts didn't care for the
quintile approach, even though I personally think
it was very thoughtful and had a lot of algebra in
it. So, 1t made a lot of sense to me, but Senate
Bill 515, we just come back down to the capital
outlay approach and it is coming up with the same
number, but it appears that they —— and maybe they
were Just more comfortable with that because it's
simpler in, you know, sorting high/low and moving
your ruler up to the medium. Pretty simple, not
much algebra in that, but, it doesn't - I think,
what 515 does 1s satisfy the Court's thinking of
what they think is the best formula at this point
in time. I think that's what 515 does.

And then the hold harmless, to a person that
testified, that was —— you know, it's routine in
this process and very necessary. So, I think, we
have satisfied the Court's request to us based on

all of the testimony we sat through for almost six
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hours.

DR. LANE: You know, Senator, I
appreciate that. I learned over time never to try
to determine what the Court meant; that they need
to speak to that. But using the capital outlay
equalization 1s a much lower level of support and
funding than using the LOB level that had been in
previous formulas. So 1t does make a difference
in terms of the amount of resources available for
districts to do their work.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Would you agree that
if 515 narrows the poles, if you will, lessens the
disparity and creates a more similar taxing
effort, that it would be taking steps towards what
the Court had asked us to do?

DR. LANE: You know, Senator, again, I
will leave the Courts to reflect on whether it
meets the test or not. But from our perspective,
Just redistribution of the current amount of
funding that is in the formula of the block grant
does not resolve the issue.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: It doesn't appear to

me you leave the question of adequacy, though, to
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the Court.

DR. LANE: The interpretation —-

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: I'm asking about the
equity piece. 1If we are narrowing the poles,

would you believe that complies with what the
Court is asking us to do on equity then?

DR. LANE: I don't know that. The Court
will have to review 1t and decide. I really
hesitate to speak for the Court, but from our
lens, until additional resources are added to this
pool, the equity issue will continue to be
problematic for all districts in Kansas.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Thank you. Further
questions? Senator Melcher.

SENATOR MELCHER: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman, and thank you, Dr. Lane, for being here.

It appears that through the testimony we are
doing our best to try to achieve the goals the
Court has outlined for us, which may not result in
the increased monies that you would desire. Do
you have —— have you thought of going through a
similar exercise that Dr. Hinson described in
finding those efficiencies so that you can
redirect some of those savings in the classroom to

benefit the students?
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DR. LANE: A couple of points I'd like to
remind the panel and also, Senator Melcher,
specifically to your question, in terms of the
amount of funding in the classroom, we have
analyzed the actual funding in KCK's classroom
using more broad definitions than the one that's
in the accounting handbook that limits it to,
frankly, teachers and a few other things.

When you look at all of the kinds of support
needed to actually function in the classroom,
we're over 82 percent of our resources now
directly expended in that arena and the board
wants to improve that more. So, I —— one of the
things I always ask us to do i1s really think about
what do we need, how do we clearly define
expenditures into the classroom. So, we have
analyzed that.

The other piece is that you may recall that I
volunteered our school district for the first
legislative post audit that occurred three years
ago. We want to be transparent. We opened
ourselves up to say what are we missing? Are
there strategies we might put into place?

Some of what you heard Dr. Hinson talk about

is similar in terms of what we have done. There
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were some recommendations that we implemented from
that process, but there were others that just
didn't meet what we wanted to do locally. For an
example, at that time we —— 1t was suggested that
we close one of our eight middle schools because
it appeared as 1f we were under capacity. Well,
we're a growing school district. We've grown 500
students a year on average for the last five
years. And, if we had done ——- chosen to
implement that efficiency strategy, today I would
have 600 students without a school.

So, yes, we are looking at efficiencies and
trying to ensure that we are running our operation
the best as we can, ensuring that our classrooms
are fully supported. But sometimes things that
are deemed efficient also are not helpful in terms
of meeting our bottom line, which is educating
kids.

Our class sizes are enormously high in KCK
right now. The average is 28 students per
teacher, and that is really unacceptable at the
elementary level. So, there is more that we need
to do in terms of resolving those issues.

SENATOR MELCHER: Well, those class sizes

are really hard for me to comprehend since your
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funding per student is so much higher than many of
the other schools that have such dramatically
lower class sizes. So how do you —— how do you
square that?

DR. LANE: Our funding per student is
high because we have high numbers of kids with
special needs, high numbers of students who speak
languages other than English, a high numbers of
kids from poverty. And, so, we have resources
that come from many sources to try to help us
resolve that.

We use that funding to provide tutoring. In
some cases we try to lower class sizes with that,
but there is a lot intensity that goes around
trying to get students up to grade level when they
come in significantly behind. 34 percent of our
children enter kindergarten kindergarten ready.
So, from the get—go almost 70 percent of our kids
require additional support.

So that —— you know, 1f you look only at
numbers, that's a great question, but when you
look at the needs of my kids, there are —— they're
significant.

SENATOR MELCHER: You talked about you

were the one that raised the class size number,
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but then you talked about this litany of classroom
resources that you have. So, I'm still having a
difficult time understanding how the class sizes
could be so high with all of that enormous amount
of resources.

DR. LANE: Those resources don't
necessarily go in to reduce the numbers of pupils
that are assigned to a teacher.

SENATOR MELCHER: So you have chosen to
have the large classrooms 1n lieu of having
smaller classrooms with less of those people in
it?

DR. LANE: The choice is based on a
cumulative cut 1n state aid and increased costs
that were mentioned earlier that districts adjust
to. For Kansas City, Kansas, over the last six
years, we have had a decrease of $55,000,000 in
state funding and increases 1in costs. So,
$55,000,000 less to operate today than we had six
years ago, leaves us with difficult choices about
how to supports our young people and one of those
choices has been that our class sizes had to grow.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Dr. Lane, that
confuses me because that number 1s not anywhere in

the paperwork that I've seen as it pertains to
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your district. Are you telling me you received
$55,000, 000 less now than you received dollar for
dollar two or three years ago?

DR. LANE: That number 1s less state aid
plus increased costs since 2009-10 school year.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: SO, you have had a
subsequent year in the last few years that you
have received less dollar for dollar state aid
than you did the prior year? That's also runs
counter to the data that I have been provided on
your district.

DR. LANE: We will be glad to break that
out for you and the committee 1f that's helpful.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: So, the question,
have you received less dollars —-—

DR. LANE: Absolutely less.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: —-- in a seqgquential
year?

DR. LANE: Well, not necessarily
sequential, sir, but since 2009-10 less state aid,
increased costs, yes.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: So, that would have
happened after the crash of 08-09, so that would
have been a single incident that 08-09. Have you

received more since then?
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DR. LANE: 08-09 we had an $11,000,000
cut and we've had cumulative cuts since then.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: That would again fly
in the face —-— against the face of the information
the department has provided me regarding your
district.

DR. LANE: We can look at that and be
glad to provide follow—up for you.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Thank you. One
final question. Assuming your position on 515
prevails and this bill fails and the legislature,
since 1t is a body of consensus, fails to reach a
conclusion then, do you think it's an appropriate
action to close the schools over a disagreement of
how 1 percent of our funding is distributed.

DR. LANE: It would be catastrophic for
our students and our communities in the state to
close public schools. So, no, we don't think
that's appropriate and we stand ready to support
you 1in any way that we can 1in order to make sure
that doesn't happen.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Thank you. Thank
you for your time. Sorry, I think we had one more

question. Senator Francisco.

SENATOR FRANCISCO: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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I'm looking at the way that the estimated payments
are made for the hold harmless dollars. So, it
takes in consideration the capital outlay aid and
then an increase or decrease in LOB aid and then
adds those together. So, my understanding is that
your district would receive capital outlay aid,
and, then, that would be subtracted from the hold
harmless payment you would otherwise get to make
up your LOB aid. So, how do those, the different
—— and you have been given different or more
capital outlay, but you will get less tax help for
LOB, how does putting it in those two different
pots affect your ability to educate children?

DR. LANE: You know, I tell my staff a
story about my Aunt Thelma who was a small
business owner 1n Southeast Kansas. And, she
loved to carry a big pocketbook and fregquently you
would see her moving her money from one side of
her purse to the other side of her purse, but
never in that did I hear her say she had more
money. And, so, to respond, Senator, 1s that we
are flat. It doesn't matter what pool that comes
into, 1t doesn't provide any additional resources

that we can utilize to educate our kids.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: A follow—up then.
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We did, through the block, tear down some of the
silo walls, 1f you will, so did that or did that
not give you some flexibility with your
operations?

DR. LANE: It gave us flexibility in
conversation, but not in decision making because
we have buildings that average 60 years or more,
significant maintenance issues, and so we do not
cross—mingle that. In fact, we Just had a study
completed that identified 80 —— $800,0000,000
worth of maintenance that will need to occur in
our district over the next decade in order to keep
those buildings moving. So, we appreciate the
flexibility, but we did not utilize 1it.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Thank you. Mr.
Freeman?

DR. LANE: Thank you very much.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Welcome to the
committee.

MR. FREEMAN: Thank you. Chairman
Masterson, members of the committee, thank you
very much for allowing me the opportunity to be
here today.

And again, I want to reiterate what you've

been hearing. We really do appreciate the efforts
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being made to try and resolve an issue that could
be catastrophic to our students in terms of
closing down schools. So, again, it's one of
those where, you know, we've got to come to some
sort of resolution to this so we can move forward,
at least, on the —— until we get a new school
finance formula bill and move into some other
area.

But, that being said, I stand here and
respectfully believe that this plan does not meet
the needs that we have. And, Dr. Lane mentioned a
couple of them, and I would Jjust reiterate that
the equity portion of it, the redistribution of
funds that she was talking about, we don't really
see that as a viable means. And I understand the
definition of egquity and that sort of thing, but I
have to go back to what we see in our district
with regard to the funding levels that we've seen
from the previous year, this year and projected
out to the next year. And, so, the equity part of
it for us is not a single year item, it's a multi-
year item. And, so, that's the other piece of it
for us 1s that we believe that —-— that addressing
only fiscal year '1l7 does not really answer all of

the gquestion.
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Now, I realize the challenges that the
legislature has. We have the same sort of
challenges in school districts in terms of
balancing the budget and that sort of thing. So,
I appreciate the efforts that you have to go
through to try and get to a good resolution.
However, I, you know, I think —— I'm not sure that
this will pass muster, 1is, quite frankly, what I
think we may be seeing.

Now, that doesn't mean that it isn't ——
doesn't have some benefits to us, but at the same
time there are certainly some drawbacks for us in
terms of us planning and building a budget. Our
budgets are flat budgets, and increasing costs
makes 1t more difficult for us to move into a new
fiscal year knowing that we're going to have to
reduce, reallocate within our budget because we
are not having any additional funds coming to us.
So, 1t makes it a challenge for us.

And, I look back at the prorations and things
that we've had over the last several years and
have to think about where we would be if that
hadn't happened, 1f we had the revenue streams

coming 1n that we really need.

But anyway, my general calculations, 1f we're
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looking at the prorations, the LOB prorations and
capital outlay aid that we've kind of lost through
equalization changes is about $26,000,000
projected out to fiscal year 17. And those are
dollars that we have had to find within our budget

to be able to maintain the levels that we tried to

do. And we've done a lot of work on efficiencies.
You've heard others talk about that, but —— and
we've done similar measures there. And, we're in

the process now of trying to build next year's
budget and having to look at those reallocations
as we move forward.

So the hold harmless piece of it is, you know
—— again, we appreciate that and we'wve talked,
I've had a lot of discussions in a lot of areas
about moving to new formulas and that sort of
thing. There 1s always going to be some hold
harmless provisions. I think the difference 1is
that what I'm used to seeing 1in years past when
they've done this 1s you've set the formula, built
that and then loocked to see who was winners and
losers on that. And the losers you try to hold
harmless, but with additional dollars, and I think
that's the one piece of it that's a little bit

different for me in terms of looking at that. I
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understand the concept of how you're looking at
the equalization formula, so I don't — I don't ——
I just disagree that we're doing the best job that
we can in terms of funding the formula as it is.
The one thing that I would indicate that
hasn't been really talked about, too, and, you
know, Senator Francisco kind of brought this up.
When you look at Wichita, we're going to get some
additional state aid for capital outlay. We're
losing state aid from the LOB side, again, because
the formula changed and the capital outlay which
dropped us about $9,000,000, something like that.
But, then, we are held harmless. Okay, so we're
flat. But, 1t 1is going to require us to put that
capital outlay state aid some way into the LOB,
along with the hold harmless, to keep my LOB
budget high enough so that I don't have to raise
property taxes. So, I'm still working the
mechanics of that, still trying to flush through
how all of that works. Recause my first look at
it, when I looked at that and saw that LOB drop
and I thought, well, 1f I'm going to keep my LOB
where I need it to be at our 30 percent, I'm
either going to have to raise property taxes or

put all of the capital outlay money and the —— and
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the hold harmless into the LOB in some way to keep
that level up.

The other thing, too, that I don't —-— whether
people have thought about, is when your LOB legal
max budget drops, your state aid drops because
it's a calculation there. So unless I keep that
up high enough, then I'm going to lose even a
little bit more perhaps. Like I said, I haven't
worked all the mechanics on that and what that's
golng to actually look like when we get down to
the end of 1it.

Pardon me, I have a cold. And just, you've
got the written testimony that is here, but —— and
again, I'd like to say thank you for spending the
time to try and find a solution to this problem.
We —— we are —— we are —— with everybody else, we
want to work together with the legislature to find
the best way to make all of this happen. Perhaps
this is it, perhaps not, but as we read it, as we
look at this, we don't think this will be a viable
way for us to do this.

But again, I appreciate this. I understand
the legislative process 1s a process and we are
working through that and I appreciate your

efforts. I stand for guestions.
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CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Thank you for coming
in, especially consideration you're not feeling
100 percent. Questions for Mr. Freeman?

Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

When we passed out Senate BRill 7 and we had
consistent funding for two years, did you start
working on basically a two-year budget ——

MR. FREEMAN: Yes.

SENATOR DENNING: —— back then.

MR. FREEMAN: Yes.

SENATOR DENNING: Were you contemplating
any teacher layoffs because of that steady funding
a year ago?

MR. FREEMAN: Not in the first year. In
this year of it I think we are going to be looking
at teacher layoffs. And what we did last year,
because of when it came out, how late it was
coming out, we really didn't have time to respond
on the staffing side of 1t, so we used contingency
reserve funds to fill a hole and we did some other
things within the budget, which i1s kind of normal
practice, but we used about $3,000,000 of our

contingency reserve to balance the budget. And I
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told the board at that time that we weren't going
to be able to do that again next year; we would
probably have to look at staffing reductions in
some fashion.

And as everybody else, every other school
district in the state, we are always looking for
efficiencies and that sort of thing. So we 1look
within our budget to see what we can reduce to
minimize that staffing reduction. But it 1looks
like this year we're not going to make it without
having to reduce some sort of staff.

SENATOR DENNING: So your peer schools
appear to be able to accomplish that without any
staff reductions, but you're planning on actual
staff reductions?

MR. FREEMAN: Well, we're looking at
those options right now. As a matter of fact, I
met with the board this Monday, and we have a 1lot
of options out on the table and we have a lot of
reductions in the budget that are non-personnel.
We have some personnel items too, 1t Just depends
on the direction the board wants us to go.

SENATOR DENNING: And, then, Mr. Freeman,
were you involved in the school district when we

passed the original formula that we sunset last
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year, the one that was in place? Were you around
at that point in time?

MR. FREEMAN: I was —— this i1s my third
year in Wichita public schools, but I have been in
the Kansas schools since the nineties, so ——

SENATOR DENNING: So you remember when
this body passed the original formula?

MR. FREEMAN: Uh—-huh.

SENATOR DENNING: So during testimony
this summer on the special K-12 Committee, the
reason why that formula was funded in the first
place is that they put a .1 percent cap on KPERS.
So, that was to only fund KPERS at a maximum of
$4,000,000 over the prior year. So the formula
never would have even gotten launched without that
maneuver. So, to put it into perspective, we fund
KPERS 10 times the amount trying to catch up from
the damage that was done from that maneuver, and
we have a long ways to go. But, you're well aware
of the budget situation and I think you're asking
this body to come up with additional funding and
there 1s —— the state that we're in right now,
there is no additional funding available unless we
would do the similar maneuver, that is to say put

a cap on KPERS, fund it at one—-tenth of what it
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should be, which was the prior approach. Is that
something that you would support?

MR. FREEMAN: Well, no, I don't think so,
because that just serves to move us backwards.
And that's why I said, I appreciate the dilemma
that you have, but I guess I have to characterize
it this way: When I look at my budget, I have a
set revenue amount. Okay? I have no way to
adjust that revenue amount. So I build my budget
based on revenue to start with. So whatever the
legislature decides they can appropriate for me is
what I use. When you're balancing the state
budget, you have the revenue side of it to work
with, too, and I'm not going to go anywhere down
the path of suggesting anything there, but I don't
have the ability to adjust my revenue side, where
the legislature does to some extent.

Now, I know your limitations and I understand
all of that, but I —— it is a dilemma. I Jjust
don't believe that 512 addresses everything that
we need for 1t to address. That doesn't mean that
it's unusable, but it just doesn't address qgquite

what we need to arrive at this.

SENATOR DENNING: And Mr. Chairman, one

more.
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CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: I have one break
announcement. The House had scheduled a hearing
at 9:30. For those that are concerned about
conflict and maybe conferring, they are going to
open on a different hearing first. So, we should
have about 20 to 30 minutes and we'll try to get
that accomplished so there i1s no conflict. We'd
like you all to be present for both.

Senator Denning.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. This will be my last comment.

I have been working with the school districts
on healthcare costs because of the A&M study.
Obviously, they're all over the place and I think
there was a slide that was presented at some
meeting that shows yours as being a big outlier
and we sorted that out yesterday. The bottom line
is, because you pay for almost 100 percent of the
healthcare costs of your employees, that is to say
the employee, the family and the spouse, that your
costs are about $2,000 per employee higher than
your peer, which is about 25 percent. So, 1f you
take that 25 percent and just lay it on top of
your total spend, it's about $15,000,000 higher.

Would there be something that you could do there
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to help your budget issue?

MR. FREEMAN: As a matter of fact, we ——
that is one of the —— one of the things we are
looking at. And we knew several years ago that we
were headed towards having to change our plan and
make some changes in that. But years ago the
teachers preferred that we keep money going 1into
the health plan rather than their salaries. So
that $15,000,000 that you are talking about, and I
don't have a calculator so I'll just use your
number, had it not been in the health insurance
plan probably would have been in the teacher
salaries. That was a choice that they made
through negotiations.

So, but to answer your question directly, one
of our big cost drivers for next year that we have
to address 1s that health care issue and we will
be changing that plan and looking at different
things and perhaps starting to charge for
premiums. I don't know at this point, they'll
have to go through negotiations, but it's
something we are looking at.

SENATOR DENNING: Mr. Chairman, I guess I
didn't tell you the truth. I have one more

question that just popped in my head.
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But if the Cadillac tax stays intact in any
fashion, you'll have to address that because you
are right in the cross—hairs of that.

MR. FREEMAN: Right, Exactly. Well, one
of the things about our plan, too, that's a little
bit different. When you look at our plan, the
dental insurance is all included in that, as well.
So one of the first things we are going to do 1is
carve out the dental side of it. So that will
bring the actual health care plan down and give us
a few more years on that before we hit that
Cadillac tax. That's another plan we are looking
at.

SENATOR DENNING: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: There was a recent
article about some of the proposals the district
had on deficiencies and cuts. I didn't see that
in the 1list, what Senator Denning mentioned,
changing what was somewhat an extraordinary
lucrative benefit down to what would Jjust be a
normal benefit. That wasn't listed. It seemed to
me the things listed in the paper were much more

painful options.

MR. FREEMAN: And, well, part of that is




3/23/2016 CONTINUATION HEARING 73

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

because what you saw most recently —— I was just
talking about the cuts. A couple of board
meetings before that we talked about the health
insurance plan and some of the options that we had
at that time. We got those over on the cost
increase side and are trying to address those. So
we have been talking about it, but we have some
negotiation issues that go along with that. So we
don't have resolution of that yet, but we have a
couple of different options that that will take a
look at that. So it is being addressed.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Another comment that
struck me is your comment that you had no control
on your revenue side at the local level. Are you
30 or 33 percent?

MR. FREEMAN: 30.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: So you could move to
33 percent?

MR. FREEMAN: Yeah.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: So there 1s some —-—

MR. FREEMAN: There would be, yes.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: Also, it struck me,
in information provided by the Kansas Association
of School Boards, that Kansas actually 1s a high

contributor compared to the states —— state
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contribution to schools, the Federal IS
comparative was very low. Do you have a similar
effort going at the federal level? Have you taken
any legal action with the Federal government or
done anything to draw down the portion of that pie
that appears to believe lacking?

MR. FREEMAN: We would not be taking any
legal action. We —— since we house our own
special ed department, we actually draw federal
money directly, Title VI (B) money directly, and
we have done things within our budget to maximize
that draw—-down there. But, but other than that,
we haven't taken any other action.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Have you seen the
data from KASR on that proportion that goes to our
educational system which is local, state and
federal? They broke i1t down 1in comparative states
and the state is comparatively high. Locals was
similar and I think a little lower than our
competitive states or comparison states, and the
Federal significantly lower, but it strikes me
that we are focusing on that entity which 1is
already the largest giver to expand.

MR. FREEMAN: I think I have seen that

data, but I haven't really researched it. I don't
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have any detail on it.

CHATIRMAN MASTERSON: It seems to me the
concerns from the opponents, yourself and Kansas
City, are adequacy 1issues more than equity issues.
Your concern 1s we need more money, 1s I think the
theme I'm hearing.

MR. FREEMAN: Well, I think the two are
certainly tied together, but —— and that's why I
said from the onset I understand what you're doing
to balance the equity, and —— but our position is
that rather than equalizing down, we need to
equalize up.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Further qgquestions?
Senator Melcher.

SENATOR MELCHER: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

I'm actually astounded to learn that anybody
would be funding health benefits near 100 percent
for individual and family. I don't know how one
could ever agree to some terms like that, but
that's kind of an aside the point of my question,
which i1s there was reference was made to laying
off teachers. Does that include layoff of
administrative staff and what's the —— what would

be the ratio of teacher layoffs compared to




3/23/2016 CONTINUATION HEARING 76

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

administrative layoffs?

MR. FREEMAN: Well, first of all, we
haven't made any decisions yet at all. We've just
laid out some options to the board about what that
might look like. Yes, it does include
administrative staff, as well as teaching staff.
But most of the things that are on the list are
support staff that have teacher contracts that are
support staff, those types of things. There is
very little classroom teacher options in here.

And we've got a pretty good size of hole to fill.
We are going to do a big chunk of i1t through the
non-personnel side, but we think there probably
will have to be some staff layoffs. And the
position the board has always taken in the past is
to try and keep those cuts as far away from the
classroom as they can, and I'm sure they will
continue to do that. I can't really give you a
number because we are just looking at some options
and proposals. I don't have any solid numbers on
what our recommendations will be yet.

SENATOR MELCHER: It sounds maybe some
layoffs are in the future for your district, but
would you be inclined to skew more of those

layoffs on the administrative side or the side
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that goes into the classrooms?

MR. FREEMAN: Well, we have to look at
still being able to do the work. Since 2008-9,
we've —— we've dropped our central administration,
this would be the district level staff,
administrative staff has dropped by about 20
percent, while our teachers over that same time
period has actually come up about 6 percent. So
we have already been pulling back on that
administrative side through over the last five
years. So we don't have a lot of room to go in
that, but there are some administrator staff in
there.

But in terms of FTE that we might be
dropping, I can't tell you what that might be at
this point because there will probably about some
administrators involved 1in there.

SENATOR MELCHER: Because I looked at
your per pupil funding. It was high, similar to
Kansas City, and actually I think yours may be
higher. It sounds 1like you probably have quite a
bit of room to go.

MR. FREEMAN: Well again, we have some of
the same issues that Kansas City does in terms of

demographics of students that we have. We are 70,
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75 percent free and reduced, we have 34 percent
Hispanic/English second language people. We have
90 languages 1n our district. So we have a lot of
special needs, I guess, special academic needs.
So the funding level provides support. We've got
classroom —— our class sizes aren't near as high
as Kansas City 1is, fortunately, but we do provide
a lot of additional support in the buildings and
in the classrooms, either through instruction
support, people we put in there, paras or just
extra staff that helps with those various
programs. We have a pretty good sized bilingual
programmed. It's staffed and supports all of
those classes that need that support. So that's
generally why some of those expenses get a little
bit higher that way is because of the needs that
are actually in the classrooms.

SENATOR MELCHER: I would think with such
a high Hispanic population, I think you said, one
would think you would achieve some level of
economies of scale because you have so many that
you would be able to achieve those, where maybe a
district that has a much smaller component would
have to have probably more people on a per capita

basis Jjust because they aren't able to achieve
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those economies. So I think that doesn't
necessarily work against you, but thank you for
your comments.

MR. FREEMAN: Certainly.

CHAIRMAN MASTERSON: Actually, a final
question. Assuming 515 were to fail and no
conclusion would come, do you think it's an
appropriate action to close the schools over a
disagreement of less than 1 percent of the
distribution.

MR. FREEMAN: No, sir, I don't. I really
don't.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Thank you. Thank
you, Jim. I only had the two listed opponents. I
don't have any written opposition. I do have one
final neutral conferee, and then I will ask if
there 1s anyone else present wishing to speak.

My neutral i1s Mr. Trabert.

MR. TRABERT: Good morning, Mr. Chairman,
members of the committee. For the record, my name
is Dave Trabert. I'm President of the Kansas
Policy Institute.

I want to also thank the committee for the
hard work on this bill and other bills. There has

been an, obviously, a very strong effort to try to
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resolve this issue and avoid the unnecessarily
closure of schools over a half a percent of
funding, which, frankly, I think is absurd.

But let me start by saying that we generally
concur with certainly concur —— with everything
that you heard from Mr. O'Neal —— excuse me, from
Mr. O'Neal, from Dr. Hinson, from Dr. White. I
won't bother reiterating a lot of that.

We are neutral on this bill for one reason:
It's not the only good way to resolve equity
without spending more money. That's clearly what
the Court said can be done. I won't reiterate the
reasons that Mr. O'Neal explained, but it is an
option. 1It's one of many options. You had a good
option last week. You had a good option last
year, frankly, in Senate bill 71. That's the only
reason that we are neutral. I want to also touch
on the fact, because adequacy has been raised here
several times by two of the opponents, that there
should be a concern about whether this would
create an adequacy issue, for several reasons.
First of all, the Supreme Court said adequacy 1is
first determined by whether or not schools are
meeting or exceeding the Rose capacities. Now, we

have school districts and the Department of

80

536



3/23/2016 CONTINUATION HEARING 81

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Education and the Kansas Association of School
Boards all on record as saying that they don't
know how to define or measure the Rose capacities.
So 1t begs credulity to say that they don't know
basically where home is but they don't have enough
money to get there.

Further, their own records show that they
have not spent all of the money that has been
provided over the last 10 years. My testimony
shows that $385,000,000 of aid that was provided
between 2005 and 2015 to run schools has been used
to increase cash reserves, clearly indicating that
they didn't need that money to operate schools
and, therefore, another reason it shouldn't create
an adeqguacy 1ssue.

They are also on record testifying that they
choose to operate 1nefficiently and be organized
inefficiently. In fact, there —— Jjust this
legislative session school districts have and
unions have opposed every single legislative
effort to try to reduce the costs for school
districts, whether it be for procurement or other
reasons, that would allow more money to be used in
classrooms. So we think there is ample reason to

not be concerned about the adequacy issue.
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There is one new thing in my testimony that I
wanted to point out from last time, and that's in
response to a —— and this 1s Jjust a very partial,
it's not a full response to a school district ——
Kansas Association of School District claim that
no state spends more —— oOr spends less and gets
more. I just went through the, you know, the
Cadillac gold standard of student achievement, the
National Assessment of Educational Progress. If
you look at page 4 of your testimony, there is a
table there that shows the fourth grade and eighth
grade reading and math scores for low income kids
and not low income kids. And what you see is that
of those 16 measures —— I'm sorry, of the eight
measures, Florida —— we're comparing Kansas, Texas
and Florida. And I think Texas and Florida
because they spend significantly less per pupil
than Kansas does. Kansas —— and this 1is 2013
census spending. It's on a head count basis, so
it's not going to be the same per pupil number you
would see in KSDE's numbers because they use an
FTE. But in 2013 census data, Kansas spent
$11,496 per pupil. Texas spent $10,313 per pupil.
Florida spent $9,420 per pupil. Now, if you go
down through the scores, you see that of the eight
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scores here, Florida wins on four of them, Texas
wins on three of them, Kansas wins on one. If you
do a composite of all eight scores, you find that
Florida would be, of these three states, would be
in first place, Texas would be in second place and
Kansas would be in third place.

Completely the opposite of what the school
board association would like to have you hear.
Because this —— there is ample evidence, and we
can spend all day on this, frankly, demonstrating
that just spending more does not do anything to
change achievements. Money matters, certainly,
but it's how many is spent that matters, not how
much money is spent.

Now, I'd like to also address a couple of the
comments that were made here by the opponents.

You know, I'm a —— as you probably know, a bit of
a math geek. My —— I think my favorite high
school teacher in a public school, by the way, was
Miss Clara Siedler (spelled phonetically). She
was a strict by—-the—-book teacher, no nonsense.

And that was back in the days when you could make
your feelings clear known to students as a
teacher. She held no truck with nonsense, with

someone trying to pull her leg on something.
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So, for example, Miss Siedler, when you ——
the question was asked to clarify by Dr. Lane, did
you get less money? Now, she tried not to answer
the question. She eventually said no, we got less
money, but Miss Siedler would call foul on that.
Let me read you the state aid from the Kansas ——
or Kansas Department of Education. This is the
state dollar aid in 2009. It was —— I will Jjust
round it, 168,000,000. Now, in 2010, because of
the recession, the state aid did go down to
149,000, 000. What she didn't tell you is that it
was almost all replaced by federal dollars. You
had money from the feds that you could use to
backfill. That was the whole purpose. So while
you saw a $19,000,000 decline in state aid, you
also saw a $13,000,000 increase in federal aid.
So it was almost held harmless. The next year
state aid went from 149 to 156 million, and then
it went to 167 million - we are 1in 2012 now. Then
it went to 169 million, then it went to 178
million, and last year it was 205 million. So
Miss Siedler would call foul on the claim that the
Kansas City School District got less money.

Now, they have their own way of trying to get

to that, and it's more of a matter of we didn't
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get as much as we want and so we are going to call
that a cut. That's not a cut. It's getting ——
they actually got more money. I'd also point to
part of the testimony from Dr. Lane, Miss Siedler
would say the transitive property doesn't apply
here. And what she would actually say i1s what Dr.
Lane implied, the policy that she 1s using here 1is
called logical fallacy. The transitive poverty
had nothing to do. She's trying to make a case
that was clearly outlined here. It was outlined
here on Monday. It was outlined here again
earlier by Mr. O'Neal. The Court did not say that
equity was a matter of not enough money, 1t was
that it was not distributed the way 1t should be.
She's trying to turn that into an adequacy issue
by applying the policy of logical fallacy. It
does not apply.

Now, let's also take a look at where she was
saying that there was basically a lack of
adequacy, that it's not enough money. So I would
direct you to another report. This is —— this is
on the Kansas opengov website and I would be happy
—— I will send you each a copy of this when we get
out of here. It's an online report.

Just for the record, according to the
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financial statements for the Kansas City School
District, over the last 10 years, keep in mind
inflation was 21 percent, according to the
Consumer Price Index for a Midwest urban city, and
that's on a fiscal year basis. So we've matched
inflation up to the school years. With 21 percent
inflation, the Kansas City School District has
increased their spending per pupil by 58 percent
over that period. The Kansas City School District
has seen a 60 percent increase 1n total aid per
pupil. Their carryover cash —— remember we talked
about some districts not even spending all of the
money they receive. Their carryover cash in their
operating funds, not capital, not debt, just their
operating funds went up 136 percent. They took
roughly $35,000,000 of the money they were given
to operate schools and put it in the bank.

They talk about not having enough teachers
and aides and so forth, but amazingly the Kansas
City School District, over a 1l0-year period, which
had a 7 percent increase, not even a 1 percent
galn 1in enrollment each year, a 7 percent increase
in enrollment over 10 years, they increased their
staff by 24 percent, three times the amount of

enrollment.
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They have a very large administrative
footprint. They have 125 students ——- in 2015, 125
students per manager. Now, manager includes
superintendents, assistant superintendents,
anybody with a director title, a principal, an
assistant principal, an assistant superintendent,
anybody who i1s a curriculum specialist or
instruction coordinator, they have 125 students
per manager.

You heard from Doctor Hinson this morning who

has made some real efforts to try to make his

district more efficient. Last year he had 215
students per manager. Now, I know everybody says
my district is different. And when I was running

private sector companies, every time I would go in
I heard the same thing: Well, we are different.
There might be some differences, some nuances, but
the basic management structures and administrative
principles still apply. And 1n every single case
you can find things where we are different turns
out to be an excuse for and translated to we don't
want to change. That's what I found in every
case.

I'd also address some of the comments made by

the other opponent from Wichita. The —— they
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presented you with a lot of false choices.
Everything tends to be laid out in terms of, well,
if this happens, then that must happen. Or if you
do this, then we must do that; you're forcing us
to do those things. Those are false choices. The
list of changes that they outlined at their school
board meeting on Monday night, quite frankly, put
kids and teachers at the top of the target 1list.
That's —— and that's pretty common. That's,
obviously, what gets communities outraged. That's
what gets teachers outraged and puts pressure on
citizens to put pressure on you to tax somebody
else more so they don't have to change.

Administrative, he, Mr. Freeman said that
they've cut their district staff by 20 percent.
That's like saying I have 20 percent fewer nickels
in my pocket, but I'm not going to tell you that T
have a lot more dimes and quarters in that same
pocket because district staff is only one tiny
component of the administrative footprint for a
school district. In fact, they have increased the
number of managers that they've had. They had —-
and in this past year, the current year, 20160,
they added 37 more managers. They have more

managers than they have in history. They —— they
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maybe did —— they maybe did take a couple of
nickels out of this pocket, but they have put them
in the other pocket. They certainly have a lot
more coins and dollars, so ——

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Mr. Trabert, I'm
running on time here and I think we are getting
somewhat off topic. I think the opponents, as
well. We are shifting to an adequacy deal. This
hearing is intended to be on 515.

MR. TRABERT: All right. I —— T would —-
I'1ll just close there and be happy to stand for
questions at any point.

CHATRMAN MASTERSON: Questions for Mr.
Trabert? Seeing none, thank you.

Is there anyone else present wishing to speak
to this bill, proponent, opponent or neutral? T
will note you would not be required to submit
written testimony because we are transcribing
every word.

Seeing none, I'm going to close the hearing
on 515. And I would note to those that are
interested, the House recessed their committee to,
I think, 9:55. That will let everybody get
postured, 1f you will, down there and ready to go.

So with nothing further, committee, we are
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adjourned.

9:53a.m.)
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(THEREUPON,

the hearing concluded at
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