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THE LEGISLATIVE POST Audit Committee and
its audit agency, the Legislative Division of Post
Audit, are the audit arm of Kansas government.
The programs and activities of State government
now cost about $13 billion a year. As legislators
and administrators try increasingly to allocate tax
dollars effectively and make government work more
efficiently, they need information to evaluate the
work of governmental agencies. The audit work
performed by Legislative Post Audit helps provide
that information.

We conduct our audit work in accordance
with applicable government auditing standards
set forth by the U.S. Government Accountability
Office. These standards pertain to the auditor’s
professional qualifications, the quality of the audit
work, and the characteristics of professional and
meaningful reports. The standards also have been
endorsed by the American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants and adopted by the Legislative
Post Audit Committee.

The Legislative Post Audit Committee is a
bipartisan committee comprising five senators and
five representatives. Of the Senate members, three
are appointed by the President of the Senate and
two are appointed by the Senate Minority Leader.
Of the Representatives, three are appointed by the
Speaker of the House and two are appointed by the
Minority Leader.

Audits are performed at the direction of
the Legislative Post Audit Committee. Legislators

or committees should make their requests for
performance audits through the Chairman or any
other member of the Committee. Copies of all
completed performance audits are available from
the Division’s office.
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DO YOU HAVE AN IDEA FOR
IMPROVED GOVERNMENT EFFICIENCY OR COST SAVINGS?

The Legislative Post Audit Committee and the Legislative Division of Post Audit have launched an

initiative to identify ways to help make State government more efficient. If you have an idea to share

with us, send it to ideas@lpa.ks.gov, or write to us at the address above.

You won't receive an individual response, but all ideas will be reviewed, and Legislative Post Audit will

&pass along the best ones to the Legislative Post Audit Committee.
N

W

The Legislative Division of Post Audit supports full access to the services of State government for all

citizens. Upon request, Legislative Post Audit can provide its audit reports in large print, audio, or other
appropriate alternative format to accommodate persons with visual impairments. Persons with hearing

or speech disabilities may reach us through the Kansas Relay Center at 1-800-766-3777. Our office
hours are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.
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February 3, 2010

To: Members, Legislative Post Audit Committee

Senator Terry Bruce, Chair Representative John Grange, Vice-Chair
Senator Anthony Hensley Representative Tom Burroughs

Senator Derek Schmidt Representative Ann Mah

Senator Chris Steineger Representative Peggy Mast

Senator Dwayne Umbarger Representative Virgil Peck Jr.

This report contains the findings, conclusions, and recommendations from
our completed performance audit, K-12 Education: Reviewing the Potential for
Cost Savings from Reorganization of Kansas School Districts.

The report contains a number of appendices showing district-level
expenditures and funding information. Additional district-level data including
staffing, buildings, and students transported is available on our website or by
request. The appendices also include an in-depth description of the methodology
we used to make our estimates.

The report includes a couple of recommendations for the Legislature. We
would be happy to discuss this recommendation or any other items in the report
with any legislative committees, individual legislators, or other State officials.

Barbara J. Hinton
Legislative Post Auditor
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Audit Highlights

The highlights sheet,
inserted in each report,
provides an overview of the
audit’s key findings

“At-a-Glance Box”

Used to describe key aspects
of the audited agency;
generally appears in the first
few pages of the main report

Conclusions and
Recommendations

Located at the end of the
audit questions, or at the
end of the report

Side Headings

Point out key issues and
findings

Agency Response

Included as the last
Appendix in the report

Charts, Tables,
and Graphs

Visually help tell the story
of what we found

Table of Contents,
and lists of figures
and appendices
-

Lets the reader quickly
locate key parts of the report

Narrative Text Boxes

J

-

Highlight interesting
information or provide
detailed examples

J

This audit was conducted by Dan Bryan, Nathan Ensz, and Heidi Zimmerman. Scott Frank was the
audit manager. If you need any additional information about the audit’s findings, please contact Dan
Bryan at the Division’s offices.

Legislative Division of Post Audit
800 SW Jackson Street, Suite 1200
Topeka, Kansas 66612

(785) 296-3792
E-mail: LPA@Ipa.ks.gov
Web: www.kslegislature.org/postaudit
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Barbara |. Hinton D E @ E " % [Q B
Legislative Post Audit [ 11
800 Southwest Jackson Street -ﬂ
Suite 1200 FEB -1 2010
Topeka, Kansas 66612-2212
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION
Dear Ms. Hinton; 0 POST NIDE

I'm writing this letter to you in responsc to the findings of the Consolidation Study
conducted by the Legislative Post Audit team in relation to USD 382 Pratt and USD
438 Skyline,

I do believe there are inaccuracies in this study. In order to try and be organized in
my representation of USD 438 I'll put these inaccuracies into three main points,

1. The first inaccuracy is located in Figurc I'-2 under the heading Key
Consolidation Concerns. Under this heading it states “Skyline doesn’t feel it
would have adequate representation on the school board of a reorganized
district”. Skyline fecls this way because during the 1964 consolidated
movement Skyline was told by the USD 382 Board of Education they would
only have one seat on a new consolidated board. This was USD 382’s attitude
then and there hasn’t been any indication from them that it would change in
this new LPA study consolidation plan.

2. The second inaccuracy is located in Figure F-2 under the heading Other
Things to Note, Under this heading it states “Skylinc recruits out-of district
students to come to Skylinc”, Not only is this statement inaccurate but it's
also biased toward USD 382, Neither group discussed recruitment during
the USD 438's onsite LPA visit,

(1)
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Since neither group discussed it then I'm under the assumption that USD 382
is accusing USD 438 of recruiting out-of-district students to their district,
Since USD 438 spends no money on recruiting students in USD 382, and for
that matter any other surrounding school district, then it’s simply untrue and
should be taken out of this study.

3. The third inaccuracy is located in Figure F-2 under the heading Expenditures,
Resources, and Funding. Before and After Consolidation. Under this heading
your study states that it would be a “Local Savings” of Expenditures in this
new Consolidated district of $625,617. Local Savings should be changed to
State Savings. The loss of $625,617 expenses to a county isn't a savings it's a
loss to the businesses and cconomy of Pratt County. This proposed study
might save the state money but in doing so it will have a dramatic impact on
the economy of our county.

As stated earlier I'm requesting that the accusation of Skyline’s out-of-district
recruitment be taken out and that the heading Local Savings be changed to State
Savings. I'm also requesting that you include the following statement be included in
your report,

“On behalf of USD 438 Board of Education, Parents, Patrons, and Students our
district is opposed to any legislation that would force consolidation. We believe that
consolidation should be left in the hands of local school boards. At this present time
we don’t favor consolidation with USD 382 Pratt. We like the smaller rural school
setting. We would like to remain this way not only for our current students but also
for any future students that thrive in this setting, We want to be available for those
parents and students that choose to be part of the Skyline family!”

On behalf of everyone whom was present during the on-site visit I would like to
thank you for allowing us an epportunity to review and offer our comments within
the report.

Sincerely,
“ﬂ&kM.
Mike Sanders

Superintendent
Skyline Public Schools

(2)
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