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Madam Chairwoman, Members of the Committee:

The Kansas Association of School Boards supports SB 44 because we believe it offers a real chance to
finally resolve the current school finance litigation and to restore Kansas school funding to levels
necessary for more students be successful in K-12, in postsecondary education and the workforce, and
help Kansas compete with other states. We believe addressing this final step should be the top priority of
the 2019 Legislature.

1. Helps settle the Gannon school finance case by restoring funding to constitutional levels.

The Kansas Supreme Court accepted the plan passed by the 2018 Legislature as constitutionally suitable
funding — using the Legislature’s own methodology — but said it needed to be adjusted for inflation during
the phase-in period.

SB 44 includes an inflation adjustment proposed by the Kansas State Board of Education and
conditionally endorsed by the plaintiffs, with an on-going, annual cost of approximately $100 million per
year. Compared to total K-12 state aid of over $5 billion already approved for 2021, this final step
amounts to about 2 percent to hopefully settle the Gannon lawsuit and restore school funding to
constitutional levels.

The Legislature has already approved hundreds of millions of dollars of increased school funding last
year, this year and for the next four years. But by many measures, these funds really attempt to restore
school funding to previous levels.

As the following chart shows, funding for major state aid programs — foundation aid, special education
aid and local option budget state aid — would need to be an estimated $1 billion dollars higher in 2023
than in 2009 to have the same purchasing power when adjusted for inflation. (The Consumer Price Index
is expected to increase nearly 30 percent between 2009 and 2023, which means $3.5 billion in 2009
equals about $4.5 billion in 2023.) Under SB 44, as recommended by the Governor, these aid programs
get close to that amount.
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Maijor School Finance Programs

Current Law and Governor's Proposed Inflation Adjustment
(2009 total adjusted by actual consumer price index 2009 to 2018, Consensus Revenue
Estimate for 2019to 2021 and 2.0% for 2022 and 2023)

(Dollars in Thousands)
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This chart looks at major school finance STATE AID programs only. Another way to look at funding
compared to inflation is to compare state foundation aid (school district general fund), special education
state aid and Local Option BUDGETS, not just state aid.



The following chart shows these three elements of school funding, not adjusted for inflation.

School District General Fund, Special Ed Aid and Local Option Budgets
Actual 2002 to 2018, Governor's Recommendation 2019-2023
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This is a substantial increase in school funding. But the next chart adjusts that funding for inflation.

School District General Fund, Special Ed Aid and Local Option Budgets
Actual 2002 to 2018, Governor's Recommendation 2019-2023
Adjusted for inflation, 2018 Consumer Price Index, assumes Consensus Revenue Estimate
CPI rate from 2019 to 2021,2% 2022 and 2023
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Once again, it is clear that increased funding beginning in 2018, which will add an estimated $1 billion in
spending through 2023, will still only be approaching the constitutionally approved, inflation-adjusted
2009 level. (Note these are total dollars. They do not take into account increased enrollment and the
growing number of high-needs, more expensive students, such as low income and students with
disabilities.)

That is why we believe SB 44 is an appropriate, but modest and minimal, plan to restore funding to 2009
levels, which the state, the plaintiffs and the court have agreed to be a constitutional benchmark.



2. Helps restore Kansas school funding compared to other states.

As the chart below shows, from 2009 to 2016, Kansas total funding per pupil dropped compared to the
average of all states, the states with the most successful student outcomes, and the highest achieving states
bordering Kansas or in the Plains region (North Dakota, Minnesota, Nebraska, lowa and Missouri). It was
dropping toward the lowest achieving states (South Dakota, Colorado and Oklahoma).

Since 2008, the beginning of the Great Recession, Kansas has slipped from 24" in total per pupil funding
from all sources to 30™in 2016.

To be clear — the highest performing states in the nation provide more total funding than Kansas, the
higher performing states in the region spend more than Kansas, and the lowest performing states in the
region spend less than Kansas.

Assuming all states will increase funding by 2.5 percent from 2016 to 2021 (slightly more than projected
inflation) and using KASB estimates of total school funding in Kansas under the Governor’s plan —
including KPERS, bond and interest and capital outlay costs, and federal and other local aid — Kansas
would move back about to the 2009 average for all states and high-performing regional states, but still be
slightly lower.

Total Revenue Per K-12 Student

Actual all states 2009 to 2016, estimated 2.5% increase 2017 to 2021
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Comparing Kansas to other states is important because Kansas competes in terms of teacher salaries and
programs offered to help students be successful. The seventh “Rose Capacity” adopted by the Kansas
Supreme Court as a test of suitable funding and the Legislature as an education goal concerns preparing
Kansas students to compete with other states academically and in the job market.



3. School funding would remain low compared to total state personal income.

As the chart below shows, using the Consensus Revenue Estimate projections for Kansas personal income
growth from 2019 to 2021, both total school district expenditures and school district general fund, special
education state aid and local option budgets will still be a lower share of Kansas personal income than any
year from 2002 to 2011.

This means Kansans are investing a lower share of their income on K-12 funding as educational needs
continue to rise.

School Expenditures as Percent of Kansas Personal Income
2018 to 2021 estimated based on November 2018 consensus revenue estimates for
KS Personal Income and KASB projections based on Governor's budget.
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4. School districts will use additional funding increase student success.

As we saw last year when school districts received the first significant increase in state aid in almost a
decade, funding the current school finance plan and inflation will allow the following:

e Improving salaries to be more competitive, after falling behind other state and other employers.

e Improving programs for students with special challenges due to poverty disability and other
factors, such as early childhood, special education and at-risk programs.

e Strengthening student health and safety.

e Increase student readiness for postsecondary education and the workplace.



5. We know increased funding improves education, and we know why.

We know increased funding improves student outcomes from five sources.

High School Graduate or Any Postsecondary  Four Years College or More

State and U.S. history: most years schools received “real” increases (more than inflation) and
education levels have risen to an all-time high.

Educational attainment has been rising steadily at least since U.S. Census records began in the
1940s, and Kansas funding data available since the 1970s shows that until 2009, on average
school funding increased 1-2 percent more than inflation annually. Far from “spending more and
getting the same results,” Kansas has been spending more and getting more people completing
higher levels of education than ever, as the following charts show:
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Much additional funding has been targeted at higher achievement: special education, early
childhood, at-risk, alternative schools; or social concerns like safety, nutrition and technology.

A significant amount of additional funding was used for specific purposes to raise outcomes. For
example, special education requirement began in the 1970s. Districts went from no requirements
for kindergarten to universal half-day kindergarten to all day programs and added preschool. To
reduce the number of students failing to complete high school, districts added summer school, at-
risk programs, alternative schools and drop-out recovery. The Legislature mandated breakfast
programs in the 1990s, doubling meals served, and the federal government increased food service
requirements. In the computer age, schools moved from chalkboard to whiteboard to one-to-one
computers for students. Responding to tornados and mass shootings increased building costs.

Three Kansas Legislative cost studies based on higher outcomes, as well as national studies.

Since 2000, the Legislature commissioned three independent educational cost studies and a peer
review. Each of those studies reported it would cost more to achieve significantly higher
academic results as measured by tests scores and graduation rates. National studies have shown
the same results. Rutgers University professor and school finance expert Bruce Baker has
published a paper last year through the Learning Policy Network entitled “How Money Matters
for Schools.” His conclusion: “Recent studies have invariably found a positive, statistically
significant relationship between student achievement gains and financial inputs.”

Comparison with other states.

The highest achieving states in student outcomes tend to spend more than the lowest achieving
states. All states that exceed Kansas based on an average of 15 indicators spend more than
Kansas. The same is true regionally. The highest achieving states in the Plains region or


http://www.shankerinstitute.org/resource/does-money-matter-second-edition

bordering Kansas (Nebraska, lowa, North Dakota and Minnesota) provide more funding per pupil
than Kansas. The lowest achieving states (Colorado, Oklahoma and South Dakota) spent less.
Missouri has slightly lower results and spent slightly less Kansas.

Cost of proven programs that could be expanded.

Finally, there is Kansas-specific data available about certain programs that boost student
achievement, such as Jobs for America’s Graduates-Kansas (JAG-K) and the Reading Roadmap.
These programs have a proven record of higher success rates but are limited in funding.
Expanding to more students who need extra assistance would cost additional funding.

Why does increased funding matter?

Society expects more: higher graduation rates, more students successful in college and the
workforce, more services, solving social issues.

Achievement isn’t random: students with issues OUTSIDE the school’s control (such as poverty,
disability and mental illness) have lower achievement.

Overcoming those challenges usually takes more resources to make up for resources those
students lack, or at minimum re-training staff.

The biggest part of school budgets, employment costs (75 percent of spending) and construction
costs (about 13 percent of spending), usually rise faster than inflation.

SB 44 could be the final step in resolving the current school finance lawsuit by restoring constitutionally
suitable funding and help students achieve the Rose capacities, specifically the final two:

Sufficient training or preparation for advanced training in either academic or vocational fields so
as to enable each child to choose and pursue life work intelligently; and

Sufficient levels of academic or vocational skills to enable public school students to compete
favorably with their counterparts in surrounding states, in academics or in the job market."

Thank you.



State student performance outcomes, total funding and peer states.

18-24-Year-Olds Adjusted Cohort | National Assessment of Education | ACT & SAT | Funding Kansas
Education Graduation Rate, 2015 % at Basic %at Proficient Adjusted Peer States
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Kansas 9 875 588 103 857 775|77.4|775|76.4 64.1 86.7 38.2 22.9 513 22 6 $ 12245 30
All States 255 870 552 103 840 766 645 648/ 731 614 850 360 222 499 254 255 $ 13894 255
Top 9 States 45 90.0 605 1.7 886 789 689 711 782 643 873 407 245 535 21 106 $ 17826 11
Adjacent to Kansas @ 220 86.9 553 96 847 770 606 698 741 629 862 367 223 505 1BBO 208 $ nN577 345
Overall Peers 238 871 56.7 101 829 736 647 644 737 613 858 363 225 508 231 183 $ 13083 263
Student Peers 201 876 569 n7 842 757 643 670 735 609 857 355 223 514 189 01 $ 1B227 B2
Adult Peers 24.2 87.1 565 107 840 748 651 643 738 608 854 365 221 508 219 219 $ 13837 235
Distribution Peers 25.7 869 561 97 829 730 66.0 657 738 620 853 362 224 489 244 210 $ 12200 311
Massachusetts 1 89.1 62 176 875 784 641 718 805 690 891 435 279 602 1 5 $ 18,826 8 X
New Jersey 2 88.6 60 163 901 827 747 788 811 654 896 473 254 596 X 31 $ 21189 4
New Hampshire 3 896 579 1BS5 882 764 720 730 781 656 874 366 253 531 4 7 $ 16976 1
lowa 4 888 615 108 913 839 810 700 775 616 869 403 225 503 23 3 $ 1080 24 X X X
Connecticut 5 90.6 61 155 874 767 670 652 763 591 86.7 407 209 525 3 8 $ 22364 2 X
Vermont 6 90.6 59 ne 877 80 680 720 774 652 857 406 258 524 20 2 $ 20,342 5
Nebraska 7 89.6 60.9 101 893 822 550 700 780 654 885 399 254 547 10 $ 13690 22 X X X X
North Dakota 8 930 617 1222 875 71 690 680 766 630 845 369 227 454 T 9 $ BMKO M X
Kansas &) 875 588 103 857 775 774, 775 764 641 867 382 229 513 22 6 $ 12245 30
Wisconsin 10 89.3 57.6 115 882 774 660 685 728 586 856 321 208 499 8 2 $ 13204 23 X X X X
Minnesota n 881 609 134 822 682 632 608 785 622 890 393 238 564 2 1 $ 4838 T X X X
Missouri » 86.6 55.8 9.8 89 821 680 775 712 621 855 308 217 495 I 4 $ 12121 33 X X X
Virginia i) 893 587 1229 867 781 454 539 799 646 874 443 229 550 1B B $ 122448 28
Maine 4 884 563 109 87 78 780 720 718 628 842 301 243 487 35 20 $ 5392 B
Tennessee 15 884 528 99 885 855 760 718 722 601 806 357 199 444 27 16 $ 9566 45
lllinois 16 880 591 18 855 767 719 705 728 590 845 370 203 506 5 48 $ 155841 5 X X
Rhode Island 7 88.9 59 136 828 748 740 590 731 574 857 389 197 517 25 22 $ 17,760 9 X
Kentucky B 86.6 53 87 886 856 680 719 732 627 855 374 241 500 21 n $ 1283 37 X
Pennsylvania 9 879 543 122 86.1 78 627 741 751 628 877 384 240 560 26 26 $ 18851 6 X X
Maryland 20 883 589 142 876 792 480 669/ 730 566 842 394 195 531 24 29 $ 138 1B
Montana 21 889 534 84 856 764 590 780 764 671 856 362 263 481 B 24 $ 12243 31
Indiana 22 841 534 98 868 85 710 720 776 687 880 393 279 547 34 27 $ 2477 27
Utah 23 878 57.2 66 852 756 660 702 750 631 856 369 256 503 I 5 $ 8525 49 X
New York 24 883 621 163 804 728 378 526 694 603 827 290 227 473 9 36 $ 25,730 1
Colorado 25 87.3 55.2 16 789 678 614 572 76.0 613 86.8 403 215 539 7 i) $ 1427 36
West Virginia 26 875 52.6 81 898 855 930 770 710 654 817 375 262 446 46 49 $ 12204 32
California 27 88.3 584 10 83 79 720 660 667 553 832 309 IS5 511 37 44 $ B923 1
Michigan 28 86.6 574 98 79.7 671 721 554 727 553 832 416 81 459 1 B $ BB8B 20 X X
South Dakota 29 858 56.8 9.8 839 67 570 600 746 629 860 338 231 480 6 21 $ 10835 40 X X
North Carolina 30 860 542 103 859 806 570 689 728 614 838 371 227 506 28 37 $ 9198 46
Arkansas 31 844 513 7.6 87 838 860 843 678 592 829 295 209 450 30 28 $ 1236 38 X
Texas 32 849 52.6 89 891 86 737 779 713 616 84.0 327 209 495 49 47 $ 1498 35
Ohio 33 86.3 525 101 835 72 500 696 759 609 891 380 221 558 1 41 $ 14348 B
Hawaii 34 92.7 515 98 827 779/ 690/ 590 709 588 797 342 203 421 38 32 $ 16652 1
Wyoming 35 841 517 6.7 80 69.1 700 650 804 705 873 427 288 508 19 7 $ 21606 3
Washington 36 848 544 2 797 702 578 587 750 624 861 397 234 544 41 25 $ B703 21 X X X X
South Carolina 37 864 535 9 826 877 760 521 678 565 827 322 186 462 36 42 $ 122309 29 X
Delaware 38 83.2 485 95 855 76 730 670 706 598 770 332 205 411 29 23 $ 16502 1 X
Idaho 39 88.0 519 61 797 719 730 600 742 659 854 340 258 486 39 30 $ 8244 50 X X
Alabama 40 86.3 54.2 71 871 809 640 541 646 542 835 278 182 453 30 40 $ 10205 41
Mississippi 41 848 543 54 823 788 650 347 688 588 873 361 183 511 42 1“ $ 9756 44
Florida 42 845 54 9 807 744 620 616 710 689 875 323 272 540 43 35 $ 10126 43
Oregon 43 873 56.5 10 748 681 530 555 699 610 860 29.7 233 520 44 34 $ 12838 25 X X X X
Oklahoma 44 840 492 6.7 816 759 580 744 711 627 840 359 207 438 30 50 $ 9070 47 X
Georgia 45 83.8 51 92 794 753 565 566 721 611 88.0 33.7 211 550 40 38 $ 1233 39 X
Arizona 46 845 515 77 795 767 320 690 698 591 843 321 199 475 48 39 $ 8985 48
Louisiana a7 825 471 74 786 729 430 466 640 539 821 291 1.6 427 30 33 $ 12696 26
New Mexico 48 829 529 6.2 71 669 674 619 655 556 801 356 179 436 50 46 $ 1771 34 X X
Alaska 49 860 4638 74 761 684 550 540/ 657 519 785 288 169 400 47 45 $ 18831 7 X X
Nevada 50 83.0 464 54 736 667 426 293 689 578 828 350 19 462 45 43 $ 10,47 42




