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Introduction

As the Kansas Legislature returns for the wrap up session to work on school finance, KASB believes the
future of our children and the state of Kansas is linked to improving our public schools. The following
document has been prepared to help legislators as they consider a new school finance formula and the
funding to support it.

Kansans must attain higher education levels to compete with other states and nations, raise their income
levels and boost the state’s economy. An adequate level of funding is critical to provide Kansas students
what they need to be successful.

During years when school funding has increased to fund better educational programs, Kansas students
ranked high in the nation. In recent years, however, Kansas funding has fallen behind other states, and
subsequently Kansas student outcomes have become stagnant, especially for lower performing students.

Increasing the performance of all students, but especially those at risk of falling behind, will require
substantial investments in pre-kindergarten, counselors, reading programs and other remediation
strategies. It also means maintaining support for students already doing well.

The House K-12 Education Committee has developed the components of a constitutional funding plan.
The amount of funding is in line with what the evidence has shown is needed, however, the time line of
funding should be accelerated in order to offset years of austerity budgeting.

For parents, legislators and all Kansans, the bill fortifies accountability by requiring school districts under
the authority of the State Board of Education to adhere to five outcomes that will both guarantee success
and are what Kansans say they want in their students. These are kindergarten readiness, individual career
plans, social and emotional cognizance, higher graduation rates and higher postsecondary participation.

Generations of Kansans have sacrificed to make the necessary investments that have made Kansas public
schools a point of pride. We believe Kansans now want to get school funding, perhaps the most
important issue before state legislators, back on the correct track. Local education leaders are ready and
willing to be partners with the Legislature in a Kansas public school resurgence. The work of this wrap up
session will determine if we begin that job.

Please contact us with any questions, for discussion or presentation of this material.

Mark Tallman, Associate Executive Director for Advocacy mtallman@kasb.org

Leah Fliter, Advocacy and Outreach Specialist  [fliter@kasb.org

Rob Gilligan, Governmental Relations Specialist rgilligan@kasb.org
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Kansas’ educational attainment is at an all-time high, but it must
continue to improve.

A. The Kansas constitution mandates a system of public schools for educational
improvement, and the state is responsible for the finance of that system.

Article Six of the Kansas Constitution, amended by the people in 1966, states in Section 1: “The

legislature shall provide for intellectual, educational, vocational and scientific improvement by

establishing and maintaining public schools, educational institutions and related activities which may be
organized and changed in such manner as may be provided by law.” Section 6 directs that “The

legislature shall make suitable provision for finance of the educational interests of the state.”

B. Overall Kansas educational attainment has been steadily improving for decades.

Long term education trends. The U.S. Census Bureau has tracked completion of high school and a four-
year college degree by state since 1940. Kansas has improved educational attainment each decade, and
further improved in the five years since the 2010 census.
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Details for adults 25 and older since 1990. Kansas has decreased the percent of the population not
completing high school by half (from 19.7 to 9.7 percent. The percentage of high school graduates with
any college experience, including a technical certificate or associated degree, increased from 27.3 to
32.0 percent. The percent with a four-year degree increased from 14.4 to 20.4 percent, and with an
advanced degree increased from 7.0 to 11.4 percent.

Details for Kansans age 18-24 since 2000. For the age group most recently in elementary and secondary
schools, the percentage of young adults who have not completed high school declined from 21.7 to 12.5
percent. The percentage completing high school increased from 78.3 to 87.5 percent. The percentage
with any college less than a four year degree increased from 43.9 to 48.9 percent, and completing a
four-year degree has increased 7.6 to 8.9 percent. (The most recent data is from 2015, so 18-24-year-
olds includes students in classes graduating from about 2009 through 2015.)

C. Despite improved educational levels, more Kansans will need higher levels of
education to meet workforce demands and provide individual economic security.

The Georgetown Center for Education and the Workforce has estimated that about 99 percent of jobs
created since the Great Recession require more than a high school diploma. Kansas is expected to be in
the top ten states in the percentage of jobs that will require a postsecondary credential. These are the
higher paying jobs with benefits that allow a chance for middle-class life. These are the goals of the
State Board of Education’s Kansans Can vision and outcomes, based on input from thousands of Kansans
in community and business leader meetings.

If Kansas is going to thrive, it will take more than tax policy alone. It will take a workforce with the
educational skills to fill and succeed in the kinds of jobs being created. Fortunately, Kansas is well poised
to succeed. Among adults age 25 and older, Kansas ranks 17th in high school completion, 15th in some
postsecondary completion, including technical certificates and two-year degrees, and 17th in
completion of four year degrees or higher. However, to add jobs and raise income levels, Kansas will
continue to improve education levels. The evidence says that will require continuing to raise education
funding.

Il.  Evidence demonstrates that funding is critical to student success.

The Kansas supreme Court agreed that money is related to educational performance. Multiple reasons
support this.

A. Until recently, Kansas educational improvement was supported by increasing
funding more than inflation and targeting more funding at special needs students.

The steady increase in educational attainment in Kansas has been matched by funding increases
that exceed inflation. However, since 2009, total funding has fallen behind inflation.
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As part of higher overall funding, much more funding has been added to address special student needs.
Between 2000 and 2015, total state funding for general operating funds, special education state aid and
local option budgets increased about $1.4 billion. Over 44 percent of that increase was for “restricted”
purposes such as special education or at-risk services (including expansion of all day kindergarten
programs, bilingual services and transportation).

In addition, federal funding for targeted programs such as special education and Title | programs for
disadvantaged students increased from $130 million to $325 million, and federal aid for student meal
programs doubled from $90 million to $180 million between 2000 and 2015.

Together, these programs helped school districts graduate more students and prepare more students
for postsecondary education and careers.

Kansas School District Operating Funds (General, Local Option, Special Education Aid)

1999-00 2014-15 Change
"Adjusted" FTE Enrollment 4477773 460,0816 12,3043
"Base" $3,770 $3,852 $82

$84,113,902
($31,365,269)

$1,688,120,421 $1,772,234,323
$333,388,263 $302,022,994

Unweighted "Base" Total

"Unrestricted" Weightings

"Restricted" Weightings

Special Education $228,759,000 $420,476,221 $191717,221
At Risk $36,395,580 $339,449,411 $303,053,831
High At Risk $0 $50,938,077 $50,938,077
At Risk 4 Year olds $3,129,100 $13,597,560 $10,468,460
Bilingual $6,379,217 $39,917,506 $33,538,289
Vocational $23514,621 $30,956,598 $7,441977
Transportation $69,641325 $101561447 $31920,122
FHSU M ath and Science Academy $0 $119,412 $119,412
"Restricted" Weightings $367,818,843 $997,016,232 $629,197,389

"General Fund" Subtotal $2,389,327,527 $3,071,273,549 $681,946,022

Local Option Budget $322,786,882 $1056,637,742 $733,850,860
Total General Fund Plus LOB $2,712,114,409 $4,127,911,291 $1,415,796,882
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B. States with higher overall student achievement than Kansas in areas related to the
“Rose” capacities provide more total funding.

Last August, KASB ranked all states on a weighted average of 15 indicators closely aligned to the
Legislature’s state education goals and the State Board’s Kansans Can outcomes.

The indicators are: percent of young adults completing high school, some college or a four-year
degree by age 24; graduation rates for all students, low income, disabled, English Language
Learners, percent of all students, low income and non-low income students at both the basic
and proficient levels of the National Assessment of Education Progress, and performance on the
ACT and SAT tests, adjusted for percent of students participating.

Here are more details the research found:

e The nine states with higher overall average achievement (New Hampshire, Massachusetts, New
Jersey, lowa, Nebraska, Vermont, lllinois, North Dakota and Connecticut) provided about $4,800
more per pupil than Kansas, and about $3,000 if adjusted for cost of living differences. (2014
data).

e The 10 lowest performing states (Alabama, Oregon, Florida, Mississippi, Georgia, Arizona,
Louisiana, New Mexico, Alaska and Nevada) provided an average of $500 less per pupil than
Kansas, and over $1,000 less if adjusted for cost of living.

Although Kansas remains a high achieving state, on most of the 15 educational measures used,
the national average improved more than Kansas. In other words, Kansas has been lagging in
both funding and educational improvement.

Public Education Funding, 2014

Actual Dollars State Cost of Living Adjusted (RPP)
Total Current Spending Total Current Spending
Total Revenue Current Spending Spending on Total Revenue Current Spending Spending on
Revenue Per per Pupil Spending = Per Pupil on Instruction Revenue per Pupil Spending Per Pupil on Instruction

Pupil Rank  Per Pupil Rank Instruction Rank Per Pupil  Rank  Per Pupil Rank Instruction Rank
United States $12,774 $11,009 $6,654
Top 9 Achieving States $16,514 111 $14,432 111 $8,803 10.1 $16,232 109 $14,189 10.6 $8,663 9.9
Kansas (10th in Achievement) $11,702 29 $9,972 28 $6,112 26 $12,901 25 $10,995 26 $6,739 24
Bottom Ten State in Achievement $11,226 349 $10,003 34.2 $5,704 352 $11,741 349 $10,455 34.1 $5,961 349
C. Past Kansas studies have shown the importance of funding levels and targeted

funding.

Following the Montoy decision by the Kansas Supreme Court, the Legislature commissioned the
Legislative Post Audit Division to conduct a comprehensive study of the cost of K-12 in terms of both
required inputs and desired outcomes. The results included three major findings.

First, the study found a nearly one-to-one correlation between increased funding and student outcomes
measured by standardized tests.
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Second, the study developed the basis for the major weightings set by the Legislature and approved by
the Kansas Supreme Court under the previous school finance system, and which are recommended by
the House K-12 Budget Committee in HB 2410.

Third, adjusted for inflation, the base or foundational amount found to be required to meet standards in
2006 would be significantly higher today.

IIl.  After decades of increasing funding to support educational
improvement, Kansas policy has changed.

For nearly 35 years, Kansas consistently increased school funding more than inflation, which funded
improvement resulting in higher educational levels. Since 2009, that has reversed.

A. Overall Kansas school funding has fallen behind inflation since 2009, and state and
local operating funding has fallen even further behind.

Although overall dollars are higher, when adjusted for inflation, total Kansas school funding is lower
than 2009 and at the same level as 2007, and general operating budgets (general funding, local option
budgets and special education state aid) is at 2006 levels — meaning no “real”
in approximately ten years.

(above inflation) increase

This ten-year effective funding freeze has occurred when enrollments have increased, especially for
special needs students, and expectations for student achievement have risen.

Expenditures for Kansas School Disricts
Inflation Adjusted to 2016 dollars
(Dollars in thousands)

$7,000,000
$6,000,000
$5,000,000
$4,000,000

$3,000,000

$2,000,000

$1,000,000 I|||||||
S

1975 1977 1979 1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015

o

s Gen, LOB, SPED ====Total

KASB Legislative Statement on School Finance 7



B. Kansas funding has fallen behind other states, especially the highest achieving
states.

Between 2008 and 2014, Kansas per pupil funding increased just 1.7 percent, less than one third of the
national average of 6.2 percent. Thirty-seven states increased per funding more than Kansas.

Change in Public Education Funding, 2008-2014
Average
Total Rank of Percent Rankin
Funding Per Average Changein Funding

Pupil Funding Funding Change
United States $12,353 6.2
Top 9 Achieving States 515,215 123 18.9 8.4
Kansas (10th in Achievement) $11,619 27 1.7 38
Botton Ten States in Achievement $11,005 346 -0.2 37.7

Over that period, the highest achieving states increased per pupil funding by 18.9 percent, while the
lowest achieving 10 states cut funding by 0.3 percent.

C. State and national tests of basic skills, which are “early indicators” of student
success, show signs of decline or stagnation, especially for students with special
needs.

The State of Kansas argued in the Gannon case that the high and rising level of educational attainment
in Kansas was evidence of funding as constitutionally suitable and adequate. The Supreme Court
rejected that view for three reasons.

1. Recent educational indicators suggest that educational improvement is slowing and
perhaps reversing.

The Supreme Court relied heavily on two types of assessments: state tests given to almost all Kansas
students, but which were significantly changed in between 2013 and 2015, and the National
Assessments of Educational Progress, which is given to small sample of students in Kansas and all other
states.

State assessments

On the Kansas assessments since 2007, the percent of students scoring at the “proficient” level under
the No Child Left Behind act rose steadily for all students and low income students until 2012.

However, performance levels dropped noticeably in 2013, the last year of the previous round of
assessments. A new testing system was to begin in 2014, but because of technical issues no results were
provided. Results for the new test, which used a benchmark called “grade level” comparable to the
previous “proficient” began in 2015 and scores further declined in 2016.
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2007
81.0%
78.3%
70.4%
68.4%

National assessments

2008
84.3%
82.0%
74.0%
72.0%

2009
85.8%
83.5%
76.5%
74.3%

2010
86.3%
83.6%
77.7%
75.0%

2011
87.8%
85.4%
80.5%
77.8%

New
test
\
e Al Students - Reading
All Students - Math
Low Income - Reading
Low Income - Math
2015 2016
2012 2013 2014 2015
87.7% 85.7% 79.3%
86.1% 79.5% 77.3%
80.0% 77.2% 68.9%
78.4% 69.3% 67.8%

2016
76.7%
73.7%
65.2%
62.5%

Kansas, like all other states since 2003, participates in the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), which tests a sample of students in reading and math at fourth and eighth grade in odd-
numbered years. The “basic” level of NEAP is comparable the “grade level” benchmark on the new state
assessments.

Beginning in the early 2000’s, Kansas NAEP performance increased through 2007, remained fairly level
through 2011, and declined in 2013 and 2015. (Although NAEP allows comparison with other states and
provides a longer timeframe than state assessments, which tend to change every few years, it has the

limitation of being a much smaller sample size and only two grade levels.)

National Assessment of Education Progress: Percent of All KS Students At Basic or Above
2000/02 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015
Fourth Grade Math 76 85 88 89 89 90 89 83
Eighth Grade Math 76 76 77 81 79 80 79 76
Fourth Grade Reading 68 66 66 72 72 71 71 68
Eighth Grade Reading 81 77 78 81 80 79 78 79
Average 75.25 76 77.25 80.75 80 80 79.25 76.5
KASB Legislative Statement on School Finance 9




Other indicators

Although state and national standardized tests have shown a decline in recent years, other indicators
are more mixed. As noted above, educational attainment by young adults has continued to improve. The
state’s “on time” graduation rate has also improved, and the percentage of students scoring “college
ready” in all subjects on the ACT exam for prospective college students has increased. The concern is
that declining performance at lower grades measured by state tests and the NAEP will begin to impact
performance of older students as they prepare for graduation and college.

2. Too many Kansas students are not meeting expected educational outcomes, especially
among certain groups.

The Supreme Court included the following table in the recent Gannon decision.

KSDE 8th Grade ELA 2011-2012 2012-2013 2014-2015 2015-2016 NAEP 8th Grade Reading 2009 2015
All Students 11.8% 13.3% 20.5% 23.4% All Students 20% 21%
African Americans 27.2% 28.0% 40.2% 44.1% African Americans 43% 43%
Hispanic 21.1% 24.2% 32.0% 34.0% Hispanic 39% 34%
ELL 29.7% 33.5% 39.3% 41.2% ELL 61% 39%
KSDE 8th Grade Math NAEP 8th Grade Math

All Students 15.2% 22.2% 36.8% 40.1% All Students 21% 24%
African Americans 32.8% 41.3% 60.4% 66.5% African Americans 48% 46%
Hispanic 24.8% 35.7% 52.1% 55.7% Hispanic 35% 35%
ELL 30.0% 44.0% 57.0% 61.9% ELL 52% 45%
KSDE 4th Grade ELA 2011-2012 2012-2013 2014-2015 2015-2016 NAEP 4th Grade Reading 2009 2015
All Students 11.6% 14.3% 11.0% 13.8% All Students 28% 32%
African Americans 26.6% 31.2% 24.7% 31.5% African Americans 44% 56%
Hispanic 18.9% 26.2% 17.8% 22.9% Hispanic 45% 46%
ELL 22.4% 30.7% 20.2% 27.2% ELL 53% 55%
KSDE 4th Grade Math NAEP 4th Grade Math

All Students 11.0% 17.5% 13.8% 16.5% All Students 11% 17%
African Americans 26.7% 35.9% 30.1% 38.4% African Americans 34% 43%
Hispanic 16.3% 28.9% 21.7% 26.4% Hispanic 19% 29%
ELL 17.8% 32.5% 24.0% 30.0% ELL 20% 34%

|ll

The chart shows the percentage of students NOT scoring at the “proficient” or “grade level” benchmarks
on state assessments and the percent of students NOT scoring at basic on the NAEP in the overlapping
grades and subjects. Note these percentages in the most recent years range from around 17 to 24
percent for ALL students, but are significantly higher for African Americans, Hispanics and English
Language Learners.

These “achievement gaps” are consistent with other KASB reports showing that low income students,
students with disabilities and other groups have lower graduation rates and NAEP scores.
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3. These students are not randomly distributed across schools and districts; they are
disproportionately students with circumstances that affect their success in school.

Most students who lag behind their peer and are “at risk” of failing to graduate are affected by
circumstances outside of the school’s direct control, such as poverty, disability, illness, family issues, etc.
(It is hard to do homework if you are homeless.) These factors are not evenly distributed.

IV.  The structure of the House K-12 Committee plan is constitutionally
sound, supported by evidence and addresses public concerns.

After two years of research, statewide input from school leaders and collaboration with other
organizations, KASB adopted a set of school finance recommendations called Putting Students First. The
proposed House committee plan meets most of those goals.

A. The plan includes three key component of school finance: per pupil funding,
adjustments for different costs and equalized local flexibility.

It would return Kansas to a modified foundation formula used by all nine higher achieving states; and
sets a higher foundational amount per student, although phased in over five years.

It restores weighting factors previously acceptable to Kansas Supreme Court, based on previous cost
studies.

It authorizes local options for funding operating and building costs equalized at levels previously found
acceptable by the court. The increases in base state aid will allow increased use of the proposed Local
Foundation Budget.

B. The plan directs significant additional funding to lower performing students and to
help more students reach higher levels.

Approximately 30 percent weighted enrollment under the plan would be for bilingual, at-risk and
vocational weightings, so 30 percent “foundation” increases would go to those programs. In addition,
the bill would expand funding for at-risk preschool by $2 million per year for five years.

The bill would fund students in all day kindergarten programs as full-time students, which many districts
currently fund through at-risk weighting; which would allow funding to be directed at additional at-risk
programs.

Foundation funding increases would allow schools to provide low class size, which is critical for helping
at-risk students; restore or add teachers in high need area; and provide compensation to attract and
retain quality staff, after Kansas teacher salaries have lagged behind inflation and declined in national
ranking since 2008.

The plan would restore funding for two critical programs to improve instruction and promote innovative
practices: teacher professional development and new teacher mentoring.

KASB Legislative Statement on School Finance 11



C The plan bases accountability on meaningful measures of student success.

The bill provides accountability through the new accreditation system being implemented by the State
Board of Education under the Kansans Can initiative. The effort is based on two years of public hearings,
employer and higher education input and development by education leaders.

The new system has five outcomes: kindergarten readiness, individual career-based plans of study,
social and emotional factors measured locally, higher graduation rates and higher postsecondary
participation. The system will track student participation in technology and academic programs for two
years after high school.

V.  The amount of funding in the plan is justified by evidence, but this
would be eroded the longer it takes to be fully implemented.

The Kansas Supreme Court did not order a specific total amount of funding; however, there are a
number of indicators to suggest a range of funding levels required to provide “suitable” finance for
educational improvement and student success.

A. Inflation since the funding was found constitutional under the Montoy decision
and Legislative remedy.

The Kansas Supreme Court approved a three-year plan to provide suitable funding by 2009. Total school
district funding in 2016 was about $525 million below 2009 levels when adjusted for inflation, and
general operating funds (general fund, local option budget and special education aid) are over $600
million below. The House Committee plan provides a total of over $750 million, but would not be fully
implemented for five years.

B. Previous rates of Kansas funding associated with educational improvement.

Rate of growth. Since 1990, school funding increased an average of approximately two percent more
than inflation, over which time Kansas educational outcomes improved significantly. It would require an
additional $162 million in general fund, LOB and special education to provide this rate of increase over
the next two years. The House Committee plan would provide annual increases of approximately $150
million in general funding and special education aid per year for five years, plus additional authority for
the local option budget as the foundation level increases.

Percentage of personal income. From 1975 to 2010, total school district funding in Kansas averaged
4.54 percent of state personal income. Based on the Kansas Consensus Revenue Estimate of state
income growth, Kansas personal income will be $146.6 billion in 2017 and $152.3 billion in 2018.
Providing total K-12 funding of 4.45 percent would equal $6.61 billion for 2017 and $6.914 for 2018,
compared to $6.021 in 2016; or an increase of $590 million for 2017 and a further $300 million for 2018
— a two-year total of about $900 million. The House Committee plan would provide $750 million over
five years.
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C States that have higher levels of overall student success.

After adjusting for regional cost differences, states that perform better than Kansas on 15 educational
measures spent $2,855 more per pupil than Kansas in 2014, equal to over $1.3 billion more. The
Midwestern states that outrank Kansas spend $1,407 more per pupil than Kansas, equal to $650.9
million more than Kansas. If Kansas funding had increased at the same rate as higher achieving states
since 2008, total funding would be $1,385, or $640.7 million, higher.

D. Recommendations of the State Board of Education.

The State Board of Education, which seeks to implement the Kansans Can vision of preparing each
student for success consistent with the Rose Capacities, has proposed a total increase of $893.5 million.
Most of this money would increase the previous base state aid per pupil. It would also fund special
education aid at the statutory level, and fund teacher mentoring and professional development.

VI.  There are specific strategies districts can implement with
additional resources to improve student success.

Although each district’s needs and circumstances will be different, the general uses of new funding is
clear, based on conversations KASB held with school leaders this year and how districts used additional
resources after Montoy decision. Targets for new funding would likely include:

Add/restore positions to keep low class size and improve services

Restore certified (mostly teacher) positions reduced since 2009;
1,000 times average teacher salary of $55,454 $55.6 million

Restore non-certified positions (aide, para, etc.) reduced since 2009;
1,000 FTE positions times estimated salary of $35,000 $35.0 million

Expand preschool to meet State Board goal of kindergarten readiness

Double pre-K teachers to double preschool enroliment;
580 positions times average teacher salary of $55,454 $32.2 million

Increase services to meet career planning and social/emotional needs

Increase school counselor and social worker positions (currently approximately 1,500)
by 50 percent; 750 positions times average teacher salary of $55,454 $41.6 million

Add services for students not meeting standards

Provide intensive services to students below grade level in reading or math
(such as Reading Roadmap) at average cost of $1,000 per student
to all students below grade level (25% x 462,595 = 115,649) $115.7 million

Provide intensive services to students below college ready at average cost
of $1,000 per student (38% x 462,595 = $175.8) $175.8 million
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Provide Jobs for America’s Graduates services (or similar) at average cost of $1,230
for 40 percent of students grades 9-12 based on risk factors (56,000) $68.8 million

Restore salary levels to keep Kansas school positions competitive

Inflationary adjustment for teacher salaries 2009 to 2016
Average teacher salary in 2009: $52,712 times inflation increase of 11.9%

Equals $58,985 minus 2016 actual of $55,454 ($3,531) x 35,882 teachers $127 million
Comparable increase for all other district staff members $127 million
Total funding increase: $778.7 million

Other benefits of increased funding:

With higher salaries, increase school year for students, which has been reduced by approximately one
week as districts negotiated fewer days under limited salary increases.

Reduce student fees, which have increased significantly in some districts for activities, early childhood
and transportation.

Reduce property tax reliance, which has increased as districts used more local option budget funding
with frozen base state aid.

VII. There is strong evidence that Kansas schools are organized and
operated efficiently to produce high student outcomes.

Rather than increase funding, some policy-makers and advocates suggest that districts could cut
administrative overhead and redirect funding to achieve better results. Evidence indicates that Kansas is
already following best practices for staffing and organization.

A. Kansas school district spending on superintendent salaries and “back office” costs
are minimal.

Total Kansas superintendent salaries were $31 million last year, or 0.5 percent of total expenditures.
Expenditures for all central office and districts administration function — including “back office”
functions like payroll, human resources, etc. — are $266 million, or 4.4 percent of expenditures. Even a
significant reduction in those areas would not result in major changes in other areas.

B. High achieving states have more teachers, more support staff, more
administration, smaller schools and smaller districts. Low achieving states are the
opposite.

Federal data from the Digest of Education Statistics indicate that not only do the highest achieving states
spend more pupil, they have many more employees per 1,000 students, including administrative staff.
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The highest achieving states have 160.7 staff positions per 1,000 student, and 6.3 are in district
administration. Kansas has 143 staff per 1,000 students, but just 3.8 are in district administration — less

than the national average.

The highest achieving states have more teaching positions than Kansas, but Kansas provides about the
same percentage of these positions, and has more instructional positions than the national average or
the lowest achieving states. Kansas also has more principals and student/teacher support positions
(such as librarians, counselors, nurses, etc.) than the national average and lowest achieving states.

Principals, All other
Total Staff District Teachers, Studentand
i Percent of R Percent of Percent of support Percent of
Per 1,000 Admin. Staff Paras, Aides Teacher
Total Total Total staff per Total
Students per 1,000 per 1,000 Support,
1000 1,000

United States average 125 5.1 4.1% 77.6 62.0% 19.9 15.9% 22.4 17.9%
Top Nine Achivement States 160.7 6.3 4.0% 105.8 65.8% 26.3 16.4% 22.2 13.8%
Kansas (10th Achieving State) 143 3.8 2.7% 94.3 65.8% 23.6 16.5% 21.6 15.1%
Bottom 10 Achievement States 117.2 4.5 3.8% 72.5 61.8% 19.3 16.5% 21.6 18.5%

In addition, national data shows that the highest achieving states have smaller school district size and
smaller average school size than the national average and lowest achieving states.

KASB research on Kansas assessments confirms national studies that smaller school size has a positive
correlation with student outcomes.

VIIl. There is no evidence Kansas could achieve higher student success
through expanded school choice.

Using data from the Cato Institute and the Friedman Foundation, KASB identified eight states that have
had tax credit programs similar to the Kansas program since at least 2008, to give some time for the
programs to have an impact that could be measured on national reports. The following charts compare
Kansas outcomes on the 15 indicators used in KASB’s state education report card with the average
performance of these states.

18-24-Year-Old Educational Attainment Status Detail

High school Bachelor's > Y

Some college = 2

graduateand or hicher 2014 degree or @ 3

higher 2014 & higher 2014 & =

o s

hel ) hel —+ 8

o 3 o - oD 3 B @

(e} (e} (e} S

$ 3 & 3 & 3 5 8
Kansas 87.3 18 60.1 7 10.3 19 14.7 17
Tax Credit States 853 304 543 301 9.2 260 28.8 305
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High School Graduation Status Detail

Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rates 2014 >
=
Economically Limited English Students with 2 2,
All Students . . L o) >
Disadvantaged Proficiency Disabilites p s
o =
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= = = = o)
Q Q Q Q al
o o o o o 5
= el o] X = x o] el Q
o S B 5 2 5 2 5 = =
0] =~ 0] =~ [0 =~ 0] =~ © 2
Kansas 85.7 21 76.9 22 75.0 6 76.7 4 133 13
Tax Credit States 814 283 744 245 595 26.3 64.1 225 254 255
National Assessment of Educational Progress Status
Percent at Basic or Higher, 2015 Percent at Proficient or Higher, 2015 = n;?
NSLP Ineligible 3 A
NSLP Eligible (Not Low NSLP Eligible  NSLP Ineligible % >
All Students (Low Income) Income) All Students  (Low Income) (NotLow Income) o g
b ®
el o o el o o Q
2 2 2 P g X e o] e ] 2 - ?r 5
(o] (o] (a) (2] (2] w =)
Kansas 76 20 65 17 88 10 36 22 22 18 51 20 17.8 19
Tax Credit States 754 229 65.0 194 87.1 18.1 359 245 224 203 51.1 19.8 208 231

ACT and SAT College Tests Status Detail

ACT 2015 SAT 2015
Percent Mpe;'c en;\n Mean
M e;cenAH Percent of eeF 'ng Mean Percentof  Score-
ei 'ng Graduates 5 sur K Score- Graduates Combined
our Tested enc. marks Combined  Tested Rank
Benchmarks Adjusted .
Adjusted
Rank
Kansas 32 74 12 1748 5 16
Tax Credit States 30.0 52.8 33.6 1539.3 51.0 304

In almost every case, Kansas performs equal to or higher than states with established tax credits. These
states spent, on average, $300 more per pupil than Kansas in FY 2014, equal to nearly $150 million. The
few states that rank above Kansas on multiple, but not all, measures (Indiana and lowa) ranked higher in

spending per pupil, as well.

IX.  Spending more on education would strengthen the state’s

economy.

There are concerns that additional funding for K-12 education requiring additional taxes would harm the

Kansas economy. Evidence suggests the opposite is true.
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A. In the short-term, school spending creates more jobs and returns money to the
local and state economy.

An objection to raising more tax revenue is that it takes money from individual taxpayers and business
to give to “government.” But at least in the case of school funding, the money would be immediately
returned to the Kansas economy in three ways. First, school districts would hire more people, from
teachers and classroom aides to cooks and custodians, improving Kansas employment. Second, funding
used for employee salaries is almost entirely spent on Kansas business and services. Third, school
districts will purchase more goods and services from vendors, most of whom are in Kansas and in local
communities, increasing business activity in the state.

B. In the long-term, higher educational attainment results in higher incomes and less
poverty, much more so than lower taxes.

KASB compared each state’s average household income and per capita income with its educational
attainment levels and found a very strong positive correlation, between 0.5 and 0.8. An even stronger
“negative” correlation was between state poverty and educational attainment.

In other words, states with a higher percentage of high school graduation and people with at least some
college are much more likely to have higher incomes. States with lower educational attainment are
much more likely to have high poverty.

KASB then compared state income with state and local tax burden, calculated by the Tax Foundation.
We found the opposite of what is usually suggested. The highest income states are more likely to have a
higher tax, although the correlation is not as strong as with education levels. Low tax states do NOT have
higher economic prosperity. (Data on Table 1.)

Actually, this is not surprising, because as noted, higher achieving states spent more than lower
achieving, and education funding comes from taxes.

C Educational improvement since 1990 has had a clear positive impact on the state’s
economy.

KASB calculated the impact of improving educational levels on the state’s economy by comparing

average earnings at each level in 2015 with what earnings might have been if educational levels had not

changed since 1990. The difference is over $5.7 billion per year in salaries and wages alone, not counting
other income such as investments.

The increase in total K-12 funding since 1990, adjusted for inflation, is $2.3 billion, so the “return on
investment” in higher personal income was more than twice the additional funding.
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Table |

2014 25-year-olds and older 2014 Income State-Local Tax
2014 Median Below Poverty
Household ?015 Per Some College = Bachelors or Graduate Level in the Burden As
Capital Income ) X degree or Percent of State
Income or Higher higher higher Past12 Income
Months

8 o cO: = g o g = g o g = g o
Alabama $ 42,278 48 $38,030 47| 53.3% 41 23.0 44 8.5 41 19.3 46 8.7 39
Alaska $ 67,629 5 $56,147 5| 64.3% 7 29.1 22 10.4 24 11.2 5 6.5 50
Arizona $ 49,254 37 $39,156 42| 61.7% 19 274 31 10.1 28 18.2 40 8.8 36
Arkansas $ 44,922 44 $38,252 46| 49.9% 47 214 48 7.3 48 18.9 44 10.1 17
California $ 60,487 14 $53,741 10| 61.0% 21 317 13 11.8 14 16.4 33 11 6
Colorado $ 60,940 11 $50,899 13| 68.9% 1 38.0 3 13.9 8 12.0 12 8.9 35
Connecticut $ 70,161 4 $68,704 1| 62.5% 16 379 4 16.7 3 10.8 3 12.6 2
Delaware $ 57,522 20 $47,633 22| 57.2% 33 30.3 18 12.4 11 12.5 16 10.2 16
Florida S 46,140 42 $44,429 28| 57.4% 32 274 33 9.9 30 16.5 34 8.9 34
Georgia $ 49,555 36 $40,306 40| 57.0% 35 29.0 23 10.9 21 18.3 41 9.1 32
Hawaii $ 71,223 3 $48,288 20| 63.2% 12 316 14 10.7 22 11.4 6 10.2 14
Idaho $ 53,438 29 $38,392 44| 62.0% 17 25.2 41 8.2 43 14.8 25 9.3 26
Illinois $ 54916 25 $50,295 15| 61.1% 20 33.0 12 12.8 10 14.4 24 11 5
Indiana $ 48,060 38 $41,940 36| 53.2% 42 248 42 9.0 39 15.2 26 9.5 22
lowa $ 57,810 19 $45902 26| 59.3% 25 27.9 29 9.4 37 12.2 13 9.2 31
Kansas $ 53,444 28 $47,161 23| 63.2% 12 315 15 115 17 13.6 19 9.5 23
Kentucky $ 42,786 46 $38588 43| 50.6% 46 22.7 47 9.4 36 19.1 45 9.5 24
Louisiana $ 42,406 47 $42,947 31| 49.4% 48 229 46 7.8 45 19.8 47 7.6 45
Maine $ 51,710 32 $42,799 33| 58.4% 30 29.7 21 10.2 26 14.1 21 10.2 13
Maryland $ 76,165 1 $55972 7| 63.8% 9 38.2 2 17.3 2 10.1 2 10.9 7
Massachusetts | $ 63,151 10 $62,603 2| 64.4% 6 41.4 1 18.0 1 116 9 10.3 12
Michigan $ 52,005 31 $42,812 32| 59.7% 23 274 32 11.0 20 16.2 32 9.4 25
Minnesota $ 67,244 6 $50,871 14| 66.3% 4 34.0 10 11.6 15 115 7 10.8 8
Mississippi $ 35521 50 $34,771 50| 52.0% 45 20.9 49 8.0 44 215 49 8.6 41
Missouri $ 56,630 22 $42,300 34| 57.1% 34 27.5 30 10.5 23 15.5 29 9.3 29
Montana $ 51,102 33 $41,809 38| 62.7% 15 28.1 27 9.6 34 15.4 28 8.7 38
Nebraska $ 56,870 21 $48,544 19| 63.1% 14 30.2 19 9.5 35 12.4 15 9.2 30
Nevada $ 49,875 34 $41,889 37| 56.9% 36 229 45 7.8 46 15.2 26 8.1 43
New Hampshire| $ 73,397 2 $55,905 9| 63.4% 11 353 8 13.2 9 9.2 1 7.9 44
New Jersey $ 65,243 8 $59,949 3| 60.0% 22 37.2 5 14.2 7 11.1 4 12.2 3
New Mexico S 46,686 41 $37,938 48| 57.7% 31 26.6 34 11.2 19 213 48 8.7 37
New York $ 54,310 26 $58,670 4] 58.9% 28 347 9 15.0 5 15.9 31 12.4 1
North Carolina | $ 46,784 40 $40,759 39| 59.1% 26 28.7 25 10.1 27 17.2 37 9.8 20
North Dakota $ 60,730 12 $55,950 8| 64.3% 8 25.7 39 6.7 50 115 7 9 33
Ohio $ 49,644 35 $43566 30| 55.0% 40 26.5 35 9.9 29 15.8 30 9.8 19
Oklahoma $ 47,199 39 $45573 27| 55.2% 39 241 43 85 42 16.6 35 8.6 40
Oregon $ 58,875 16 $43,783 29| 65.5% 5 30.6 17 11.5 16 16.6 35 13 10
Pennsylvania $ 55,173 24 $49,745 17| 52.8% 43 28.8 24 11.3 18 13.6 19 10.2 15
Rhode Island $ 58,633 17 $50,018 16| 58.9% 28 30.2 20 12.2 12 14.3 23 10.8 9
South Carolina | $ 44,929 43 $38,302 45| 55.7% 38 26.2 37 9.7 32 18.0 39 8.4 42
South Dakota $ 53,053 30 $47,881 21| 59.6% 24 26.5 36 6.7 49 14.2 22 7.1 49
Tennessee $ 43,716 45 $42,094 35| 52.5% 44 254 40 9.1 38 18.3 41 7.3 47
Texas $ 53,875 27 $46,947 24| 56.8% 37 27.9 28 9.7 33 17.2 37 7.6 46
Utah $ 63,383 9 $39,308 41| 68.2% 2 31.2 16 10.4 25 11.7 10 9.6 21
Vermont $ 60,708 13 $48587 18| 61.8% 18 36.2 7 14.2 6 12.2 13 103 11
Virginia $ 66,155 7 $52,052 11| 63.6% 10 36.6 6 16.1 4 11.8 11 9.3 27
Washington $ 59,068 15 $51,898 12| 67.3% 3 33.2 11 12.0 13 13.2 17 9.3 28
West Virginia $ 39,552 49 $36,758 49| 44.2% 49 193 50 7.6 47 18.3 41 9.8 18
Wisconsin $ 58,080 18 $45914 25| 59.0% 27 28.5 26 9.7 31 13.2 17 11 4
Wyoming $ 55,690 23 $56,081 6| 62.9% 15 25.9 38 9.0 40 11.2 5 7.1 48
Correlation with Household Income 0.75913 0.806 0.657 -0.89 0.2074
Correlation with Per Capita Income 0.53036 0.755 0.676 -0.74 0.3175
Correlation with Poverty -0.7017 -0.702 -0.5 -0.242
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