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Appendix 1:
Excerpt from Kansas’ Consolidated
State Plan Regarding 2016
Performance Levels

This Chart is an excerpt from the State of Kansas’ Consolidated State Plan (attached as
Appendix 2). (Plaintiffs added the red text demonstrating the failure rates.) Kansas is required to
submit a plan pursuant to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (“ESEA”), as
amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (“ESSA”). Kansas submitted a Plan signed by both
Commissioner of Education Randy Watson and former Governor Brownback.

That plan IS publicly available at:
http://www.ksde.org/Portals/0/ECSETS/ESEA/KSconsolidatedstateplan01182018 Approved.pdf. It
is appropriate for this Court to take judicial notice of the Consolidated State Plan, and Plaintiffs
respectfully request that this Court do so. K.S.A. 60-409(b)(4); K.S.A. 60-412(c).
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Kansas Performance Levels

The Kansas Assessment Program (KAP) results are reported in four
performance levels. Level 1 indicates that the student has demonstrated limited
ability to understand and use the skills and knowledge necessary for college and
career readiness. Level 2 indicates that the student has demonstrated a basic
ability to understand and use the skills and knowledge necessary for college and
career readiness. Level 3 indicates that the student has demonstrated an
effective ability to understand and use the skills and knowledge needed for
college and career readiness. Level 4 indicates that the student has
demonstrated an excellent ability to understand and use the skills and
knowledge necessary for college and career readiness. Levels 1 and 2 are
categorized as not proficient. Levels 3 and 4 are proficient.

(i) Baseline data. The following table shows the state 2016 baseline data for all
students and subgroups of students:

Subgroups Reading/ Percentage | Reading/ Math: Baseline Percentage | Math: Long-term
Language Arts: Not Language Arts: Data Not Goal
Baseline Data Proficient Long-term Goal Proficient
(% scoring in (% not (% scoring in (% scoring in (% not (% scoring in
Level 3 & Level 4) | scoring in Level 3 & Level 4) @ Level 3 & Level 4)| scoring in Level 3 & Level 4)
Level 3 & Level 3 &
2016 Level 4) 2030 2016 Level 4) 2030
All students 42.0 58.0% 75.0 33.0 67.0% 75.0
Economically 27.7 72.3% 75.0 19.8 80.2% 75.0
disadvantaged
students
Children with 15.4 84.6% 75.0 10.9 89.1% 75.0
disabilities
English 19.7 80.3% 75.0 154 84.6% 75.0
learners
African- 21.0 79.0% 75.0 13.2 86.8% 75.0
American
students
Hispanic 26.1 73.9% 75.0 18.7 81.3% 75.0
students
White students | 48.4 51.6% 75.0 38.7 61.3% 75.0
Asian students | 55.7 443% | 75.0 54.6 45.4% 75.0
American 315 68.5% 75.0 21.8 78.2% 75.0
Indian or
Alaska Native
students

Excerpt (with added columns calculating Percentage Not Proficient) from page 14-15 of the Kansas Consolidated State Plan as

approved by the U.S. Department of Education found at

http://www.ksde.org/Portals/0/ECSETS/ESEA/KSconsolidatedstateplan01182018 Approved.pdf 91411c
SFFF001125




Appendix 2:
Kansas’ Consolidated State Plan

Kansas’ Plan, signed by both Commissioner of Education Randy Watson and former
Governor Brownback, IS publicly available
at:http://www.ksde.org/Portals/0/ECSETS/ESEA/KSconsolidatedstateplan01182018 Approved.pdf.
It is appropriate for this Court to take judicial notice of the Consolidated State Plan, and Plaintiffs
respectfully request that this Court do so. K.S.A. 60-409(b)(4); K.S.A. 60-412(c).

4849-7887-1909.1



Revised State Template for the
Consolidated State Plan
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as
amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act

U.S. Department of Education
Issued: March 2017

OMB Number: 1810-0576
Expiration Date: September 30, 2017
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Introduction

Section 8302 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA),” requires the Secretary to establish procedures and criteria under which,
after consultation with the Governor, a State educational agency (SEA) may submit a consolidated State
plan designed to simplify the application requirements and reduce burden for SEAs. ESEA section 8302
also requires the Secretary to establish the descriptions, information, assurances, and other material
required to be included in a consolidated State plan. Even though an SEA submits only the required
information in its consolidated State plan, an SEA must still meet all ESEA requirements for each
included program. In its consolidated State plan, each SEA may, but is not required to, include
supplemental information such as its overall vision for improving outcomes for all students and its efforts
to consult with and engage stakeholders when developing its consolidated State plan.

Completing and Submitting a Consolidated State Plan

Each SEA must address all of the requirements identified below for the programs that it chooses to
include in its consolidated State plan. An SEA must use this template or a format that includes the
required elements and that the State has developed working with the Council of Chief State School
Officers (CCSSO).

Each SEA must submit to the U.S. Department of Education (Department) its consolidated State plan by
one of the following two deadlines of the SEA’s choice:

o April 3,2017; or
e September 18, 2017.

Any plan that is received after April 3, but on or before September 18, 2017, will be considered to be
submitted on September 18, 2017. In order to ensure transparency consistent with ESEA section
1111(a)(5), the Department intends to post each State plan on the Department’s website.

Alternative Template
If an SEA does not use this template, it must:
1) Include the information on the Cover Sheet;
2) Include a table of contents or guide that clearly indicates where the SEA has addressed each
requirement in its consolidated State plan;
3) Indicate that the SEA worked through CCSSO in developing its own template; and
4) Include the required information regarding equitable access to, and participation in, the programs
included in its consolidated State plan as required by section 427 of the General Education
Provisions Act. See Appendix B.

Individual Program State Plan

An SEA may submit an individual program State plan that meets all applicable statutory and regulatory
requirements for any program that it chooses not to include in a consolidated State plan. 1f an SEA
intends to submit an individual program plan for any program, the SEA must submit the individual
program plan by one of the dates above, in concert with its consolidated State plan, if applicable.

Consultation

Under ESEA section 8540, each SEA must consult in a timely and meaningful manner with the Governor,
or appropriate officials from the Governor’s office, including during the development and prior to
submission of its consolidated State plan to the Department. A Governor shall have 30 days prior to the
SEA submitting the consolidated State plan to the Secretary to sign the consolidated State plan. If the

1 Unless otherwise indicated, citations to the ESEA refer to the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA.
2
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Governor has not signed the plan within 30 days of delivery by the SEA, the SEA shall submit the plan to
the Department without such signature.

Assurances

In order to receive fiscal year (FY) 2017 ESEA funds on July 1, 2017, for the programs that may be
included in a consolidated State plan, and consistent with ESEA section 8302, each SEA must also submit
a comprehensive set of assurances to the Department at a date and time established by the Secretary. In
the near future, the Department will publish an information collection request that details these
assurances.

For Further Information: If you have any questions, please contact your Program Officer at
OSS.[State]@ed.gov (e.g., OSS.Alabama@ed.gov).

Kansas State Department of Education January 8, 2018
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Cover Page
Contact Information and Signatures

SEA Contact Colleen Riley, Director Telephone: (785) 296-4949

Mailing Address: Email Address: criley@ksde.org
Kansas State Department of Education
Landon State Office Building

900 SW. Jackson St., Suite 620
Topeka, KS 66612

By signing this document, | assure that:

To the best of my knowledge and belief, all information and data included in this plan are true and
correct.

The SEA will submit a comprehensive set of assurances at a date and time established by the Secretary,
including the assurances in ESEA section 8304.

Consistent with ESEA section 8302(b)(3), the SEA will meet the requirements of ESEA sections 1117
and 8501 regarding the participation of private school children and teachers.

Authorized SEA Representative (Printed Name) Telephone: (785) 296-3202
Randy Watson

Signature of Authorized SEA Representative Date:

Governor (Printed Name) Date SEA provided plan to the

Governor under ESEA section 8540:
Sam Brownback

Signature of Governor Date:
4
Kansas State Department of Education January 8, 2018
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Programs Included in the Consolidated State Plan

Instructions: Indicate below by checking the appropriate box(es) which programs the SEA included in its
consolidated State plan. If an SEA elected not to include one or more of the programs below in its
consolidated State plan, but is eligible and wishes to receive funds under the program(s), it must submit
individual program plans for those programs that meet all statutory and regulatory requirements with its
consolidated State plan in a single submission.

Check this box if the SEA has included all of the following programs in its consolidated State plan.
or

If all programs are not included, check each program listed below that the SEA includes in its
consolidated State plan:

OTitle 1, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies
OTitle I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children

CTitle 1, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected,
Delinquent, or At-Risk

OTitle I1, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction
OTitle 111, Part A: English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement

OTitle IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants

OTitle 1V, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers

OTitle V, Part B, Subpart 2: Rural and Low-Income School Program

OTitle VI, Subpart B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for Homeless
Children and Youth Program (McKinney-Vento Act)

Instructions

Each SEA must provide descriptions and other information that address each requirement listed below
for the programs included in its consolidated State plan. Consistent with ESEA section 8302, the
Secretary has determined that the following requirements are absolutely necessary for consideration of a
consolidated State plan. An SEA may add descriptions or other information, but may not omit any of the
required descriptions or information for each included program.

Kansas State Department of Education January 8, 2018
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Kansas Introduction

In October 2015, after nearly a year of development, the Kansas State Board of Education announced a
new vision for education in Kansas:

Kansas leads the world in the success of each student.

This vision calls for a more student-focused system that provides support and resources for individual
success. While this vision was developed, “Kansans Can” became the unifying call to action.

With the Kansans Can vision in hand, Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) leaders and state
board members conducted more than 20 community visits across the state with parents, educators and
business leaders. During these visits, Kansans shared their thoughts on education; what they believe
defines a successful 24-year-old; important characteristics and skills for an employee; and more. The
feedback was compiled into data, which was then taken back into communities across the state to make
sure KSDE heard the voices of Kansans. From there, board members and KSDE staff members updated
the KSDE mission statement, defined a successful Kansas high school graduate, and identified five
outcomes to help measure the progress toward achieving the new vision.

Mission:

To prepare Kansas students for lifelong success through rigorous, quality academic instruction, career
training, and character development according to each student's gifts and talents.

Definition of a Successful Kansas High School Graduate:
A successful Kansas high school graduate has the academic preparation, cognitive preparation, technical
skills, employability skills and civic engagement to be successful in postsecondary education, in the

attainment of an industry-recognized certification or in the workforce, without the need for remediation.

Outcomes for Measuring Progress:

. Kindergarten readiness

. Individual Plan of Study focused on career interest
. High school graduation rates

. Postsecondary completion/attendance

. Social/emotional growth measured locally

A wide representation of Kansans are at the table as the Kansans Can vision for Kansas students is
implemented. In the following Kansas Consolidated Plan for meeting the requirements of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), the KSDE
consulted with a large group of stakeholders. Key to this consultation was the KSDE Elementary and
Secondary Education Act Advisory Council whose membership contained representatives of the
following: superintendents, principals, teachers at all levels and various subjects, counselors, nurses,
paraprofessionals, parents, students with disabilities, native Americans, racial and ethnic groups, higher
education, community members, and others. The Kansas Assessment Advisory Council, Kansas
Technical Advisory Council, Kansas Association of School Boards, Kansas Association of Special
Education Administrators, Kansas Special Education Advisory Council, Kansas Parent Information
Resource Center and Families Together and the Kansas State Board of Education provided input.

Kansas State Department of Education January 8, 2018
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Further, the KSDE has sought technical assistance from, among others, the National Center for
Educational Outcomes, the National Center for Systemic Improvement, the Council of Chief State School
Officers, and the Central Comprehensive Center.

A. Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational
Agencies (LEAS)

1. Challenging State Academic Standards and Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(1) and (2) and
34 CFR 8§ 200.1-200.8.)

Standards

Legislative regulation® requires that the Kansas State Board of Education (SBOE) establish
curriculum standards that reflect high academic standards for the core academic areas of
mathematics, science, reading, writing and social studies. Additionally, the standards are to
be reviewed at least every seven years. Although legislative regulation requires the
establishment of curriculum standards, it also indicates that the standards shall not, in any
manner, impinge upon any district's authority to determine its own curriculum; thus, Kansas
falls in the category of a “local control” state.

The Kansas State Department of Education’s process for curriculum standards review
requires identifying educators who represent the student population. The KSDE must ensure
that the committees are diverse in terms of gender, ethnicity/race, educational levels, and
educator type, and that it has representation of our 10 State Board districts. Consequently,
from its inception, standards committees have ensured the inclusion of educators from both
the special education and English as a Second Language area. Kansas is committed to
delivering high quality instruction for learning to all students; therefore, affording the
opportunity to speak with one voice, and emphasizing the focus and belief in high
expectations of each and every student.

As stated in the introduction, Kansas defines a successful Kansas high school graduate as
having the academic preparation, cognitive preparation, technical skills, employability
skills and civic engagement to be successful in postsecondary education, in the attainment
of an industry-recognized certification or in the workforce, without the need for remediation.

The KSDE desires that all students succeed in post-secondary education, in the attainment
of an industry-recognized certification, and in the workforce. The KSDE recognizes that the
attainment of a high school diploma, by itself, no longer opens the door to a successful
livelihood and career. Therefore, Kansas increased expectations for achievement across
domains.

2 The Secretary anticipates collecting relevant information consistent with the assessment peer review process in 34 CFR §
200.2(d). An SEA need not submit any information regarding challenging State academic standards and assessments at this time.
3 Kansas 2014 Legislative Session, 72-6439,
http://kslegislature.org/li_2014/b2013_14/statute/072_000_0000_chapter/072_064_0000_article/072_064_0039_section/072_064

_0039_k/
7
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The Kansas standards for English language arts, mathematics and science will ensure that
all Kansas students have equal opportunity to master the skills and knowledge for success
beyond high school. Effective implementation of the Kansas standards requires support on
multiple fronts, including strengthening teacher content knowledge, pedagogical skills, and
contextualized tasks for students that effectively engage the 21% Century learner.

Kansas regulation 72-6439 requires the review of curricular standards at least every seven
years. During the 2016-2017 school year, the Kansas Standards in English language arts
and mathematics have been reviewed and revised. The KSDE has developed an online
interactive tool, which allows constituents to provide feedback on the current Kansas
College and Career Ready Standards in English language arts and mathematics. The
standards review committee will consider this feedback. The Kansas State Board of
Education will review the revised standards in the 2017-2018 school year. Pending KSBE
approval, the revised standards will be implemented July 1, 2018.

Assessments

The Kansas State Department of Education administers the following assessments within the
Kansas Assessment Program (KAP) to meet the requirements of ESEA section 1111(b) (2).

Assessment Type Content Area Grade Level
General Assessment | Kansas State Assessment — English Language Arts | Grades 3-8 and HS
Alternate Dynamic Learning Maps — English Language Arts | Grades 3-8 and HS
General Assessment | Kansas State Assessment - Mathematics Grades 3-8 and HS
Alternate Dynamic Learning Maps - Mathematics Grades 3-8 and HS
General Assessment | Kansas State Assessment -Science Grades 5, 8, and HS
Alternate Dynamic Learning Maps- Science Grades 5, 8, and HS
ELP English Language Proficiency Grades K-12
Alternate ELP KS will provide a comparable assessment Grades K-12

Kansas continues its analysis of the learning and accommodation factors necessary to
ensure that all students, including students with disabilities and English learners, have the

8
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opportunity to demonstrate achievement of the Kansas Standards. The KSDE continues to
guarantee that all activities related to the state assessments such as dissemination, outreach,
and professional learning, address the needs of all students.

2. Eighth Grade Math Exception (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C) and 34 CFR § 200.5(b)(4)):
i. Does the State administer an end-of-course mathematics assessment to meet the
requirements under section 1111(b) (2) (B) (v)(1)(bb) of the ESEA?

O Yes
X No

ii.  Ifa State responds “yes” to question 2(i), does the State wish to exempt an eighth-grade
student who takes the high school mathematics course associated with the end-of-course
assessment from the mathematics assessment typically administered in eighth grade under
section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(l)(aa) of the ESEA and ensure that:

a. The student instead takes the end-of-course mathematics assessment the State
administers to high school students under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the
ESEA;

b. The student’s performance on the high school assessment is used in the year in
which the student takes the assessment for purposes of measuring academic
achievement under section 1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the ESEA and participation in
assessments under section 1111(c)(4)(E) of the ESEA;

c. Inhigh school:

1.The student takes a State-administered end-of-course assessment or
nationally recognized high school academic assessment as defined in 34
CFR § 200.3(d) in mathematics that is more advanced than the assessment
the State administers under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(1)(bb) of the ESEA;

2.The State provides for appropriate accommodations consistent with 34 CFR
§ 200.6(b) and (f); and

3.The student’s performance on the more advanced mathematics assessment
is used for purposes of measuring academic achievement under section
1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the ESEA and participation in assessments under section
1111(c)(4)(E) of the ESEA.
O Yes
X No

iii.  Ifa State responds “yes” to question 2(ii), consistent with 34 CFR § 200.5(b)(4), describe,
with regard to this exception, its strategies to provide all students in the State the opportunity
to be prepared for and to take advanced mathematics coursework in middle school.

Not Applicable

3. Native Language Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(F) and 34 CFR 8 200.6(f)(2)(ii) and
(H)(4):
i.  Provide its definition for “languages other than English that are present to a significant
extent in the participating student population,” and identify the specific languages that meet
that definition.

The KSDE defines “languages other than English that are present to a significant extent in the
participating student population” as any one language where more than five percent of the
participating student population statewide speaks the identified language, receives instruction in
the native languages and services in the English learners program. The KSDE reviewed factors
such as English learners that are migratory, English learners not born in the United States and

9
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English learners who are Native Americans across grade levels in determining the five most
populous languages. This review included all Local Education Agencies (LEA) in Kansas.
Spanish is the most populous language and meets the definition, as shown by the following table
of the most populous languages other than English in Kansas Schools, 2016:

5 Most Populous Languages Other Than English in Kansas Schools, 2016

Viet-
Spanish namese Chinese Arabic Lao

Total ALL N with N with N with N with N with

Students Services % Services % Services % Services % Services %
Grade 3 40316 4104 10 124 3 78 .1 71 1 39 .1
Grade 4 39370 3815 10 108 2 72 1 51 i 47 1
Grade 5 38656 3766 10 118 3 43 1 41 i 34 1
Grade 6 38455 3518 9 82 .2 33 .1 46 .1 48 .1
Grade 7 38376 3429 9 121 3 44 .1 35 0 40 .1
Grade 8 37865 3262 9 83 2 32 1 39 i 44 1
Grade 10 37971 2616 7 78 2 27 1 33 0 18 1
Total 271009 24510 9 714 .2 329 .1 316 .1 270 .1

Kansas State Department of Education

Identify any existing assessments in languages other than English, and specify for which

grades and content areas those assessments are available.

The KAP has key word translation available in Spanish for the Kansas math and science state
assessments to grades 3-8 and once in high school. If the student is identified as an English
learner and Spanish is the student’s primary language, a mouse-over tool is available. With this
tool, during the assessment, a student may hover over any academic word and a Spanish
translation of the word appears. Additionally, Kansas provides American Sign Language videos
of assessment content in math and science for grades 3-8 and once in high school.

Indicate the languages identified in question 3(i) for which yearly student academic
assessments are not available and are needed.

None. There are no other languages identified in question 3(i) for which assessments are not
available and needed.

Describe how it will make every effort to develop assessments, at a minimum, in languages
other than English that are present to a significant extent in the participating student

population including by providing
The State’s plan and timeline for developing such assessments, including a
description of how it met the requirements of 34 CFR § 200.6(f)(4);

a.

Currently, Kansas does not have a need to develop other assessments. Kansas will
continue to monitor languages other than English and will develop assessments as
necessary.

10
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b. A description of the process the State used to gather meaningful input on the need for
assessments in languages other than English, collect and respond to public comment,
and consult with educators; parents and families of English learners; students, as
appropriate; and other stakeholders; and

The KSDE continues to consult with and gather meaningful input from various
constituency groups, including the Kansas Assessment Advisory Council, Kansas
Technical Advisory Council, Kansas Association of School Boards, Kansas
Association of Special Education Administrators, Kansas Special Education Advisory
Council, Kansas State Board of Education and the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act Advisory Council, consisting of general education teachers, special
education teachers, English Learner teachers, principals, directors of special
education, other school leaders, paraprofessionals, specialized instructional support
personnel, students, community partners, parents and, families, in the development of
the KAP and any enhancements needed based on state demographics. The Kansas
ESEA Advisory Council includes a broad base group of stakeholders representing
students with disabilities and English learners. Kansas families are represented by
the Kansas Parent Information Resource Center and Families Together.

c. Asapplicable, an explanation of the reasons the State has not been able to complete
the development of such assessments despite making every effort.

Currently, Kansas does not have a need to develop other assessments. Kansas will
continue to monitor languages other than English and will develop assessments as
necessary.

4, Statewide Accountability System and School Support and Improvement Activities (ESEA
section 1111(c) and (d)):
i.  Subgroups (ESEA section 1111(c)(2)):
a. List each major racial and ethnic group the State includes as a subgroup of students,
consistent with ESEA section 1111(c)(2)(B).

Kansas includes the following major racial and ethnic groups as a subgroup:
= Economically disadvantaged students measured by free or reduced price lunch

eligibility

Children with disabilities

English learners

African-American students

Hispanic students

White students

Asian students

American Indian or Alaska Native students

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander students

Multi-Racial students

b. If applicable, describe any additional subgroups of students other than the statutorily
required subgroups (i.e., economically disadvantaged students, students from major
racial and ethnic groups, children with disabilities, and English learners) used in the
Statewide accountability system.

No other subgroups are used in the statewide accountability as specified in ESEA
sections 1111(c) and (d).

11
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c. Does the State intend to include in the English learner subgroup the results of
students previously identified as English learners on the State assessments required
under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I) for purposes of State accountability (ESEA
section 1111(b)(3)(B))? Note that a student’s results may be included in the English
learner subgroup for not more than four years after the student ceases to be identified
as an English learner.

L] Yes
X No

d. If applicable, choose one of the following options for recently arrived English
learners in the State:
Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i); or
L] Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii); or
1 Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i) or under ESEA
section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii). If this option is selected, describe how the State will
choose which exception applies to a recently arrived English learner.

ii.  Minimum N-Size (ESEA section 1111(c)(3)(A)):

a. Provide the minimum number of students that the State determines are necessary to
be included to carry out the requirements of any provisions under Title I, Part A of
the ESEA that require disaggregation of information by each subgroup of students for
accountability purposes.

Kansas will use a minimum N size of 30 for inclusion in the accountability calculations under
section 1111(c) for all students and each subgroup of students.

b. Describe how the minimum number of students is statistically sound.

During No Child Left Behind (NCLB) implementation, the KSDE convened a group of the
KSDE staff and technical advisors including the State’s assessment contractor, the
Center for Educational Testing and Evaluation (CETE). CETE recommended a minimum
subgroup size of 30. Anything smaller than 30 would lead to large numbers of subgroups
being misidentified as high or low performers simply due to chance, not performance. As
subgroup size diminishes, the variance of the subgroup’s test measure increases, making
any pronouncement about the subgroup’s performance less and less reliable. At sizes
below 30, the KSDE would be identifying some subgroups as high performing, and some
as low performing, but many, maybe most, would be the result of chance, not
performance. The ongoing process of consulting with technical advisors, as well as
reviewing longitudinal data, provide the KSDE with confidence that 30 is a valid and
reliable n-size for identifying under- performing subgroups for accountability.

Subgroups for accountability include economically disadvantaged students from each
major racial and ethnic group, students with disabilities and English Learners.

c. Describe how the minimum number of students was determined by the State,
including how the State collaborated with teachers, principals, other school leaders,
parents, and other stakeholders when determining such minimum number.

The KSDE consulted with various constituency groups, including the Kansas Assessment
Advisory Council, Kansas Technical Advisory Council, CETE, and the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act Advisory Council, consisting of educators, students, parents

12
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and, families, including representation from the Kansas Parent Information Center and
Families Together. This broad group of technical experts and the KSDE leadership
agreed that the subgroup size of 30 was the appropriate n-size for Kansas.

The ongoing process of consulting with technical advisors and stakeholders, as well as
reviewing longitudinal data, provide the KSDE with confidence that 30 is a valid and
reliable n-size for identifying underperforming subgroups for accountability.

d. Describe how the State ensures that the minimum number is sufficient to not reveal
any personally identifiable information.

Kansas follows Federal Educational Rights and Privacy Act guidelines, the General
Education Provisions Act guidelines and Kansas State Statute 72-6215, Student Data
Privacy Act. Kansas’ threshold for reporting student data is 10, which is 1/3 the size of
its minimum subgroup size for determining subgroup performance for accountability. To
protect the identities of students, publicly displayed student-level data with cell size of
less than 10 is not reported.

e. Ifthe State’s minimum number of students for purposes of reporting is lower than the
minimum number of students for accountability purposes, provide the State’s
minimum number of students for purposes of reporting.

Kansas will use a minimum N size of 10 for inclusion in public reporting under section
1111(h) for all students and each subgroup of students. The minimum number of students
respects privacy and is statistically reliable.

iii.  Establishment of Long-Term Goals (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)):

a. Academic Achievement.

1. Describe the long-term goals for improved academic achievement, as measured
by proficiency on the annual statewide reading/language arts and mathematics
assessments, for all students and for each subgroup of students, including: (i)
baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which the
term must be the same multi-year length of time for all students and for each
subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious.

The KSDE will use an academic measurement of proficiency to summarize state,
district, and subgroup performance across all performance categories, as stated
by ESEA subsection (b)(2)(B)(V)(1): “...annually measure, for all students and
separately for each subgroup of students, the following indicators:

(i) For all public schools in the State, based on the long-term goals established
under subparagraph (A), academic achievement — (I) as measured by proficiency
on the annual assessment required under subsection (b)(2)(B)(v)(l)... ” The KSDE
will report on district dashboards at state, district, and school levels the percent of
students scoring in each performance category by assessment subject, grade level,
and subgroup.
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Academic Measure of Proficiency Long-term Goal for All students:

At the state, district, school and subgroup level, 75 percent of students score in
performance levels 3 and 4 combined on the Kansas state assessments in English
language arts and mathematics by 2030.

The same long-term goal of 75 percent proficiency will be applied to each
subgroup and, as a result, those groups with the greatest percent at Kansas
performance levels 1 and 2 (not proficient) will require interim measures of
progress that are greater than other subgroups in order to make significant gain
and close gaps. This rigorous goal was chosen through a collaborative process
that included reviewing assessment studies and cut scores. Kansas established a
baseline and timeline for its ambitious long-term goal and annual measures of
interim progress.

Kansas Performance Levels

The Kansas Assessment Program (KAP) results are reported in four performance
levels. Level 1 indicates that the student has demonstrated limited ability to
understand and use the skills and knowledge necessary for college and career
readiness. Level 2 indicates that the student has demonstrated a basic ability to
understand and use the skills and knowledge necessary for college and career
readiness. Level 3 indicates that the student has demonstrated an effective ability
to understand and use the skills and knowledge needed for college and career
readiness. Level 4 indicates that the student has demonstrated an excellent ability
to understand and use the skills and knowledge necessary for college and career
readiness. Levels 1 and 2 are categorized as not proficient. Levels 3 and 4 are

proficient.
14
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(i) Baseline data. The following table shows the state 2016 baseline data for all
students and subgroups of students:

Subgroups Reading/ Reading/ Math: Baseline Math: Long-term
Language Arts: Language Arts: Data Goal
Baseline Data Long-term Goal
(% scoring in (% scoring in (% scoring in (% scoring in
Level 3 & Level4) | Level3& Level4) B Level 3& Level 4) | Level 3 & Level 4)
2016 2030 2016 2030
All students 42.0 75.0 33.0 75.0
Economically 27.7 75.0 19.8 75.0
disadvantaged
students
Children with 154 75.0 10.9 75.0
disabilities
English 19.7 75.0 154 75.0
learners
African- 21.0 75.0 13.2 75.0
American
students
Hispanic 26.1 75.0 18.7 75.0
students
White students | 48.4 75.0 38.7 75.0
Asian students | 55.7 75.0 54.6 75.0
American 31.5 75.0 21.8 75.0
Indian or
Alaska Native
students
15
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(i) Timeline for meeting the long-term goal. The long-term goal chosen by
Kansans requires 75 percent of all students and all subgroups to meet
performance levels 3 and 4 on state assessments in English language arts and
mathematics by the year 2030. The timeline equates to a cohort of students
entering kindergarten in the year 2017, matriculating through the educational
system, and on track to graduate college and/or career ready without need for
remediation, as demonstrated by the following timeline graphic:

Spring 2018 ) (" Spring 2019 _ ) " Spring 2030 and )
through Spring Beyond
2030 * Administer Math
and ELA
* Administer Math * Administer Math Assessments,
and ELA and ELA * Report on
Assessments, Assessments, attainment of
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of Progress for all
students and all
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Achievement Long-
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Interim Measures
of Progress for all

Long-Term Goal

* Based on Data,
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Goal and Interim
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Progress for all

Gubgroups. y

students and all students and all

b .
| subgroups

y \ subgroups. y \ subgroups. y

(iii) How long-term goals are ambitious. Kansans vision for education is to lead
the world in the success of each student. Kansans are demanding higher
standards in academic skills as well as employability and citizenship skills for
each graduating student. The rigor of the Kansas state assessments and the
ambitious expectations established by the long-term goal demonstrate Kansas’
commitment to its vision for all students. The long-term ambitious goal is an
essential component of achieving the Kansas Can vision adopted by the elected
members of the Kansas State Board of Education (KSBE) in collaboration with
constituents from across Kansas.

Findings from the Georgetown Public Policy Institute, Center on Education and
the Workforce served as the catalyst for the development of the long-term goal.
According to the 2013 report, “Recovery: Job Growth and Education
Requirements Through 2020 ” by Carnevale, Smith and Strohl, workers with a
high school diploma or less must earn postsecondary credentials in order to
compete effectively in growing high skill fields. The Great Recession decimated
low-skill blue collar and clerical jobs. The recovery added primarily high-skill,
managerial and professional jobs. For the first time, workers with a Bachelor’s
degree of higher make up a larger share of the workforce (36 percent) than those
with a high school diploma or less (34 percent). Specifically, the study states that
71 peircent of Kansas jobs will require a postsecondary certificate or degree by
2020%.

4 Carnevale, A. & Smith N. (2013) Recovery: Job Growth and Education Reform through 2020. Georgetown Policy Institute: Center on

Education and the Workforce.
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Additionally, the alignment of the Kansas assessment cut scores to the ACT
informed the KSBE. According to ACT, the test measures students’ high school
achievement and determines academic readiness for college. Students achieve
scores from 1 to 36 in each subject and an overall composite score. ACT sets
College Readiness Benchmark scores for each subject area that indicate
potential success in postsecondary education® the KSDE worked with the Center
of Educational Testing and Evaluation (CETE) to align the ACT with the Kansas
Assessment Program (KAP) measures for the ELA and math assessments in 10"
grade. The purpose of the alignment is to predict whether a student taking the
Kansas assessment in grade 10 is on track for successfully scoring a
postsecondary entrance score in grade 12 on the ACT and entering
postsecondary education without the need of remediation.

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-term
goals for academic achievement in Appendix A.

See Appendix A, Academic Achievement, for interim measures.

3. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress toward
the long-term goals for academic achievement take into account the improvement
necessary to make significant progress in closing statewide proficiency gaps.

All students and all subgroups have a common end goal. A set of interim
measures toward meeting the long-term goal will be calculated for each district,
school, and subgroup. These interim measures of progress are differentiated for
each subgroup, thereby, narrowing proficiency gaps. The following chart shows
how subgroups will have differentiated interim measures of progress based on
each group’s 2017 baseline data point:

Long-Term Academic Achievement

N 75
2_ 70
23
23 60
S5 o
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© & 50
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c £ 40
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2 £ 20
q) —
o
3 10
e 2017 2021 2025 2030

e SUbgroup 1 e Subgroup 2 Subgroup 3

5 ACT (2017) College and Career Readiness Standards. http://www.act.org/content/act/en/education-and-career-planning/college-and-career-
readiness-standards.html
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The long-term goal for the Academic Achievement Indicator is 75 percent of all
students and each subgroup performing at levels 3 and 4 (proficient) by 2030 in
both ELA and math. The baseline for establishing interim measures of progress
is 2017 with 2018 being the first year for reporting on the outcomes. Academic
Achievement outcomes will be reported annually. Every three years Kansas will
calculate the preceding three years’ worth of results and compare the total
percent at levels 3 and 4 to the expected outcomes for that point-in-time
necessary to reach the long-term goal. The results of the three-year totals will be
evaluated and categorized to determine if below, meets, or exceeds.

Example:
If, 2017 = 36 percent at levels 3 & 4 (long-term goal is 75 — 36 = 39. Interim
measure of progress is 39/13 = 3)
Then, Expected rate of gain necessary to reach long-term goal:
2018 = 39 percent at levels 3 & 4
2019 = 42 percent at levels 3 & 4
2020 = 45 percent at levels 3 & 4
2020 actual percent at levels 3 & 4 will be compared to the expected rate
to determine if below, meets, or exceeds. Subsequent determinations will
happen in 2023, 2026, 2029 and lastly in 2030.

b. Graduation Rate. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(1)(bb))

1. Describe the long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate
for all students and for each subgroup of students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii)
the timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the
same multi-year length of time for all students and for each subgroup of students
in the State; and (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious.

Graduation Long-Term Goal for All Students:

In order to lead the world in the success of each student, Kansans aim for a long-
term graduation goal of 95 percent by 2030 for all districts, schools and subgroups.

The long-term goal of 95 percent in the four-year graduation adjusted cohort
will be applied to each subgroup and, as a result will require interim measures of
progress that are greater than other subgroups in order to make significant gain
and close gaps. Annually, using the long-term graduation goal of 95 percent by
2030 for all districts, schools, and subgroups, the KSDE will set interim measure
of progress, which will be an improvement of 1/13" of the gap between the
subgroups’ starting position and the long-term goal. This measurement will be
unique to each individual subgroup, some subgroups will be accountable for a
higher annual percentage of improvement in order to close the gap. The long-
term goal and interim measures will be reported at the school, district, and state
level for all students and all subgroups.
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(i) Baseline. The following table shows the state 2016 baseline data for all
students and subgroups of students:

Four-Year Adjusted Cohort
Subgroup Starting Point (2016) Long Term Goal (2030)

All students 86.1 95
Economically disadvantaged o 95
Children with disabilities 77.4 95
English learners o 95
African American 77.1 95
American Indian or Alaska 72.5 95
Asian 93.1 95
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 82.6 95
Hispanic or Latino 79.9 95
White 88.8 95
Multi-Racial 81.9 95

4 N\ 4 )
Spring 2017 Spring 2018

* Using 2016 * Report Progress
graduation data, toward Graduation
calculate . Rate Long-Term
Graduation Rate Goal using Interim
Interim Measures Measures of
of Progress for all Progress for all
students and all students and all
subgroups. subgroups.

. J . J

(i1) Timeline. The long-term goal chosen by Kansans requires graduating 95
percent of all students and all subgroups in the four-year adjusted cohort by
the year 2030, as shown in the following timeline graphic:.

7

Spring 2019
through Spring
2030

* Report Progress
toward Academic
Achievement Long-
Term Goal using
Interim Measures
of Progress for all
students and all
subgroups.

\.

\

J

( )
Spring 2030 and
Beyond

* Report on
attainment of Long-
Term Goal

* Based on Data,
set new Long-Term
Goal and Interim
Measures of
Progress for all
students and all
Cubgroups.

(iii) Ambitious. Kansans vision for education is to lead the world in the success
of each student. Kansans are demanding higher standards in academic skills as
well as employability and citizenship skills for each graduating student. To give
Kansas students a better chance of entering postsecondary education and getting
middle-class jobs, the Kansas Board of Education has moved the graduation goal up
15 points, from 80 percent to 95 percent. A 95 percent graduation rate would put
Kansas among the countries currently leading the world in secondary graduation

rates.®

5 OECD (2014), Education at a Glance 2014: OECD Indicators, OECD Publishing, p. 43. http://dx.doi.orq/10.1787/eag-2014-en
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Georgetown University reports, between 1989 and 2012, job openings that
require a high school degree, or less, dropped by 14 percent. Jobs that
require some college or associate’s degree grew by 41 percent and those jobs
that require a bachelor’s degree or better grew by 82 percents.

The rigor of the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and the ambitious
expectations established by the long-term goal demonstrate Kansas’
commitment to its vision for all students. The long-term ambitious goal is an
essential component of achieving the Kansas Can vision adopted by the
elected members of the Kansas State Board of Education (KSBE) in
collaboration with constituents from across Kansas.

2. If applicable, describe the long-term goals for each extended-year adjusted cohort
graduation rate, including (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-
term goals, for which the term must be the same multi-year length of time for all
students and for each subgroup of students in the State; (iii) how the long-term
goals are ambitious; and (iv) how the long-term goals are more rigorous than the
long-term goal set for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate.

Not applicable. Kansas will not use the extended-cohort for this measure.

3. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goals for the
four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort
graduation rate in Appendix A.

See Appendix A, Graduation, for interim measure of progress.

4. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress for the
four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort
graduation rate take into account the improvement necessary to make significant
progress in closing statewide graduation rate gaps.

The following chart shows how three subgroups with different baseline
graduation rates in 2016 will have differentiated graduation interim measures,
but by 2030, targets are the same, 95 percent:

Long-Term Graduation Measures

100
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95

Graduatting
in a Given Subgroup

Percent of Students

2016 2020 2025 2030

e SUbgroup A e Sybgroup B Subgroup C
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Graduation rates will be rep wted annually. Every three years Kansas will
calculate the preceding three years’ worth of results and compare the
graduation rate to the expected outcomes for that point-in-time necessary to
reach the long-term goal. The results of th > three-year totals will be evaluated
and categorized to determine if below, meets, or exceeds expectations.

Example:

1f, 2017 = 60 percent four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for students
with disabilitie ' subgroup, (long-term goal is 95 — 60 = 35 Interim measure
of progress is 35/13 = 2.5)

Then, Expected rate of gain necessary to reach long-term goal:

2018 = 62.5 percent four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for
students with disabilities subgroup,

2019 = 65 percent four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for
students with disabilities subgroup, 2020 = 45 percent at levels 3 & 4
2020 actual percent four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for
students with disabilities subgroup will be compared to the expected
rate to determine if below, meets, or exceeds. Subsequent
determinations will happen in 2023, 2026, 2029 and lastly in 2030.

c. English Language Proficiency. (ES 4 section 1111(:)(4)(4)(ii))
1. Describe the long-term goals for English learners for increases in the percentage

of such students making progress in achieving English languag : proficiency, as
measured by the statewide English language proficiency assessment including:
(i) baseline data; ( i) the State-determined timeline for such students to achieve
English language proficiency; and (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious.

The procedure to establish the long-term goal and measurements of interim progress
begins with the identification of Kansas’ English learners.

Step : in the E . program: Id 'ntification t irough Exiting:

l‘l.l.l.l.
-
Y

Speed to Prof ciency
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English Language Speed to Proficiency Long Term Goal for All English Learners:

Beginning in 2021, the KSDE will use speed to proficiency to measure the
progress of English learners and to set long-term goal and interim measures of

progress. The KSDE will use the statistical procedure of regression to identify
the mean amount of time it takes for Kansas English learners to move to
proficiency as measured by the Kansas English Language Proficiency
Assessment (KELPA2). The regression procedure will describe the speed-to-
proficiency distribution of all Kansas schools with KELPA2 data.

Certain factors beyond the control of the school will be used as independent
predictors in the regression procedure. Language learning is generally faster for
younger children so some measure of each child’s age or grade will be included
as an independent predictor. The differences in growth trajectories for different
ages may also require setting different goals for elementary, middle, and high
schools. English learners also enter school with different levels of English
proficiency so the proficiency level of each student’s first KELPA2 will also be
included as an independent variable.” Other factors may also be included, if, by
adding them, they provide a more accurate measure of each school’s
contribution to English learners’ speed to proficiency.

Initial ELP Years Identified as an English Learner
Level (Year
2 3 4 5 6 7
1)
Level 1 Level 1 Level 1 Level 2 Level 2 Level 3 Proficient
Level 2 Level 2 Level 2 Level 3 Proficient
Level 3 Level 3 Proficient
Proficient

English Learners’ Progress Toward Proficiency Transitional Goal for All
English Learners:

By 2030, 95 percent of students, enrolled for at least one year in a
school/district, will show progress toward proficiency by an increase in the
percent of students that move at least one performance index level on the
Kansas English Language Proficiency Assessment 2.

The KSDE will use Progress Toward Proficiency in 2018 through 2021 as a
transitional goal. Based on 2017 KELPA2 scores, the KSDE will set a baseline
for Progress Toward Proficiency. The KSDE will report students in three
proficiency levels. English language proficiency level 1 indicates a student does
not yet have the ability to produce grade-level academic content in the English

7 Goldschmidt, P. & Hakuta, K. (2017). Incorporating English Learner Progress into State Accountability Systems. Washington
DC: Council of Chief State School Officers.
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language. English language proficiency level 2 indicates a student is
approaching the ability to produce grade-level academic content in the English
language with support. English language proficiency level 3 indicates a student
can produce grade-level academic content in the English language.

In order to calculate Progress Toward Proficiency, the three proficiency levels
on the KELPA2 will be divided into six English language proficiency assessment
performance index levels or, the ELP API levels. EL proficiency level 1 will be
ELP API levels 1 and 2, EL proficiency level 2 will be ELP API levels 3 and 4,
and EL proficiency level 3 will be ELP API levels 5 and 6.

Progress toward proficiency will be reported annually as a percent of students
that have moved at least one ELP API level since the last KELPA2
administration.

Example:

Student ELP API Level ELP API Level ELP API Level

Name 2017 2018 Increase
Pat
Mark
Jill
Joe
Todd
Beth
Mary
Bill
Tammy
Doug 1 2

Total Number of Students Making Progress Toward Proficiency / Total Number of Students

NWWhAEPNMNPA®W
NN OTE WWN oW
<ZZ2<zZ2<X<zZ2<Z

5+ 10 = .5 or 50% of Students Making Progress Toward Proficiency

Annually, using the long-term English Language proficiency goal that 95% of
students show progress toward proficiency by 2030, the KSDE will set interim
measures of progress, which will be an improvement of 1/12" of the gap between
the starting position and the long-term goal, for all subgroups, buildings, and
districts.

(i) Baseline.
The baseline year for determining progress on the KELPA2 will be 2017.
Progress will be reported and measured beginning 2018.
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(i) Timeline.

a N d N . N f A f . A 4 N
Spring 2017 Spring 2017 Spring 2018 Spring 2019 Spring 2022 Spring 2030
* Administ *Administer & Spring through * Admini

minister * Administer CELon 2020 Spring 2030 Administer
KELPA2 KELPA2 o KELPA2
* Administer Administer
KELPA2 KELPA2
* Report on
. attainment
Report of Long-
Progress Term Goal
o 5 B o | | o
. N * Report Speed to Based on
Collect * Report Report Progress Proficiency Data, set
data and Progress Progress Toward Long-Term new Long-
calculate API Toward Toward Proficiency Goal using Term Goal
for Progress Proficiency Proficiency . Interim and Interim
Toward i * Collect Set Speed Measures of Measures of
Proficiency Collect data for to Progress for Progress for
and Speed data for Speed to Proficiency all students all students
to Speed to - Long-Term and all
Profici Proficiency and all
Proficiency roficiency. Goal subgroups. subgroups.
s J " J \, J " 4 " 4 \ J

(iii) Ambitious. Kansans vision for education is to lead the world in the success
of each student. Kansans are demanding higher standards in academic skills as
well as employability and citizenship skills for each graduating student.

Kansas will accumulate five years of data, beginning with the 2017 KELPA2,
before using speed-to-proficiency measure to set interim and long-term

goals. After the 2020-2021 school year, Kansas will have five consecutive years
of data and will be able to identify higher-performing schools that have
demonstrated what speed-to-proficiency are possible and use this information to

set ambitious but achievable goal.

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goal for increases in the
percentage of English learners making progress in achieving English language proficiency in

Appendix A.

The KSDE will use “Progress Toward Proficiency” as the interim measure of progress and

will report annually. See Appendix A.

Annually, using the interim measures of progress found in Appendix C, the KSDE will report
progress on English Language Proficiency for each subgroup, building, and district.

iv.  Indicators (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(B))

The Kansas State Department of Education will report indicator progress toward
achieving State determined long-term goals on state, district, and school

dashboards.
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1. Academic Achievement Indicator. Describe the Academic Achievement indicator,
including a description of how the indicator (i) is based on the long-term goals; (ii) is
measured by proficiency on the annual Statewide reading/language arts and mathematics
assessments; (iii) annually measures academic achievement for all students and
separately for each subgroup of students; and (iv) at the State’s discretion, for each public
high school in the State, includes a measure of student growth, as measured by the annual
Statewide reading/language arts and mathematics assessments.

(i) Academic Achievement Indicator, Based on Long-Term Goal and is Measured by
Proficiency. Peer reviewers have determined that the KAP is valid and reliable. The
KSDE uses the same indicator for all schools in all districts across Kansas. The same
calculation is consistently applied in English language arts and math respectively. The
academic achievement indicator is the long-term academic goal and is disaggregated by
subgroup. Kansas expects all students enrolled on the day the testing window opens to
participate in the Kansas State Assessments. ESEA section 1111(c)(4)E(ii) requires a
State to calculate the Academic Achievement indicator by including in the denominator
the greater of 95% of all students (or 95% of all students in a subgroup) or the number of
students participating in the assessments. Kansas will comply with this requirement.
Historically, Kansas exceeds the 95 percent participation rate across the state. The
KSDE continues to monitor participation rates and provides ongoing technical assistance
to districts.

(i) Kansas Measurement of Proficiency. The Kansas Assessment Program (KAP)
results are reported in four performance levels. Level 1 indicates that the student has
demonstrated limited ability to understand and use the skills and knowledge necessary
for college and career readiness. Level 2 indicates that the student has demonstrated a
basic ability to understand and use the skills and knowledge necessary for college and
career readiness. Level 3 indicates that the student has demonstrated an effective ability
to understand and use the skills and knowledge needed for college and career readiness.
Level 4 indicates that the student has demonstrated an excellent ability to understand and
use the skills and knowledge necessary for college and career readiness. Levels 1 and 2
are categorized as not proficient. Levels 3 and 4 are proficient.

The Kansas Academic Achievement Indicator is a measure of proficiency based on the
performance levels on the annual statewide ELA and math assessments as described in
the long-term goals of academic achievement. The proficiency, as required by ESSA, is
level 3.

Long-Term Goal for Academic Achievement Indicator:

> 75 percent of all students scoring in levels 3 & 4 combined on the Kansas
Assessment in math/English language arts.

(iii) Annual Measurement that Includes all Student Groups and Subgroups.

Precondition: Any subgroup, building, or district not meeting the greater of 95% of all students or the
number of students tested will be identified as below.

Using the percent proficient in math and English Language Arts, the KSDE will rank, lowest to highest,
all Title and non-Title subgroups, buildings, and districts based on performance. The KSDE will
determine the state median. Those below 1.5 standard deviations from the median will be identified as
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below. Those between -1.5 and -1.0 standard deviations will be identified as approaching. Those between
-1.0 and +1.0 will be identified as meeting. Those above 1.0 standard deviations will be identified as
exceeding.

2. Indicator for Public Elementary and Secondary Schools that are Not High Schools (Other
Academic Indicator). Describe the Other Academic indicator, including how it annually
measures the performance for all students and separately for each subgroup of students.
If the Other Academic indicator is not a measure of student growth, the description must
include a demonstration that the indicator is a valid and reliable statewide academic
indicator that allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance.

The intentions of ESEA include preserving equal educational opportunity, particularly for the
disadvantaged. In support of this goal, Kansas has chosen to use an academic gap measure for its other
academic indicator. Gaps will be measured in all elementary, middle, and junior high schools with
English language arts and math state assessments. Peer reviewers have determined that the KAP is valid
and reliable. The gap measure will be derived from the Assessment Performance Index (API). The API
divides each of the four performance levels in half, thereby creating eight levels. This provides a greater
recognition for student and building growth.

The API produces a single, numeric value for each subgroup, building, and district. That API value is
used to rank subgroup, building, and districts from lowest to highest. The API is a weighted mean. The
eight weights, or points per level, go up in equal increments at each level. The API assigns zero points
for the lowest performance level. However, for each student who moves at least a half step upwards in
performance on the state assessment, the school, district, or subgroup is awarded additional points. In
order to avoid the distorting incentives of uneven rewards, additional points are awarded in equal
increments of 100. Thus, districts and schools have incentives to move each student to the highest
possible level, and keep them there.
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The table below shows the single-subject API calculation for a school with 261 tested

students.
State
Assessment . .
- API Level points per test # of tests total points
Performance
level
4 8 700 10 7000
7 600 15 9000
3 6 500 40 20,000
5 400 72 28,800
2 4 300 84 25,200
3 200 20 4000
1 2 100 16 1600
1 0 4 0
totals 261 95,600
Assessment Performance Index = 95,600+261 = 366

The KSDE will develop the gap measure in the following way:

» Using the 2017 state assessment results, the KSDE will calculate the API consistently
for all subgroups at the school, district, and state levels.

ELA and math APIs will be calculated separately.

Precondition: Any subgroup, building, or district not meeting the
greater of 95% of all students or the number of students tested will be
identified as below.

The building and district subgroup gaps will be calculated using the
state mean API score. The mean API score will exclude the subgroup
population in the denominator.

For calculating a building average, each subgroup will be weighted as
a percent of the total subgroup population.

A summary calculation of each building’s subgroup performance will
be used to rank all school buildings in the state from lowest to highest.
To calculate the summary, the KSDE will aggregate all subgroup data
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and divide by the number of subgroups. This summary data provides
the KSDE a comparable scale to rank buildings.

» 1.5 standard deviations from those below the mean will be identified as
below. Those between -1.5 and -1.0 standard deviations will be identified as
approaching. Those between -1.0 and +1.0 will be identified as meeting.
Those above 1.0 standard deviations will be identified as exceeding.

The chart below is an example of how the API is used to measure academic gaps between
each student group in a school and its contrasting, complementary benchmark group:

In the example above, a school-level student group, the free and reduced lunch group, is compared to a
state-level contrasting group, the family-paid lunch group. For each school or district-level student group
of 30, the mean API of the appropriate state-level contrasting group, composed of the State’s students not
in the student group, will set the benchmark of comparison for local groups.
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For the traditional student groups, these contrasting state-level groups will be:

school or district student group (n > or = 30) contrasting state-level benchmark group

All students at the school level All Students at the state level
Free & Reduced Non-Free & Reduced
Students with Disabilities (SwDs) Students without Disabilities
English learners non-English Learners
African-Americans non-African-Americans
Hispanics non-Hispanics
Whites non-Whites
Asians non-Asians
American Indians non-American Indians
Pacific Islanders non-Pacific Islanders
Multi-ethnic non-Multi-ethnic

The academic gaps of some additional groups—for example, English learners with disabilities—will be
reported on the report card with the other student groups that have at least 30 students in a school or
district.

How will the gap-reduction goals be calculated? In the example above, the state-level, non-free and
reduced lunch group has a mean English language arts API of 334. At the school level, Prairie Pine
Elementary’s free and reduced lunch group has a mean ELA API of 215.

Annual Meaningful Differentiation using the Academic Gap Measure

Precondition: Any subgroup, building, or district not meeting the greater of 95% of all students or the
number of students tested will be identified as below.

The building and district subgroup gaps will be calculated using the state mean API score. The mean API
score will exclude the subgroup population in the denominator. A summary calculation of each building’s
subgroup performance will be used to rank all school buildings in the state from lowest to highest.

For calculating a building average, each subgroup will be weighted as a percent of the total subgroup

population.
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1.5 standard deviations from those below the mean will be identified as below. Those between -1.5 and -
1.0 standard deviations will be identified as approaching. Those between -1.0 and +1.0 will be identified
as meeting. Those above 1.0 standard deviations will be identified as exceeding.

3. Graduation Rate. Describe the Graduation Rate indicator, including a description of (i)
how the indicator is based on the long-term goals; (ii) how the indicator annually
measures graduation rate for all students and separately for each subgroup of students;
(iii) how the indicator is based on the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate; (iv) if the
State,-at its discretion, also includes one or more extended-year adjusted cohort
graduation rates, how the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate is combined with that
rate or rates within the indicator; and (v) if applicable, how the State includes in its four-
year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation
rates students with the most significant cognitive disabilities assessed using an alternate
assessment aligned to alternate academic achievement standards under ESEA section
1111(b)(2)(D) and awarded a State-defined alternate diploma under ESEA section
8101(23) and (25).

(i —iii) Graduation Rate Indicator, Based on Long-Term Goal and is Measured using
4-year Adjusted Cohort. The graduation rate indicator is the long-term goal and is
disaggregated by subgroup. The KSDE uses the same indicator for all subgroups, schools
in all districts across Kansas. The four year adjusted cohort graduation rate calculation
is consistently applied in all districts and is valid and reliable based on longitudinal data.
The KSDE continues to monitor graduation rates and provides ongoing technical
assistance to districts. Kansas does not have an alternate diploma.

Graduation rates will be reported annually. Kansas does not permit averaging
graduation rate data over three years for small schools in order to create N size of 30 or
greater.

The graduation rate will be calculated using the 4-year adjusted cohort rate for all subgroups, high
schools, and districts. All high schools will be ranked lowest to highest based on the four-year adjusted
graduation rate. Those below 67% will be identified as below. Those between 67% and the state average
will be identified as approaching. Those above the state average and 95% will be identified as meeting.
Those above 95% will be identified as exceeding.

4. Progress in Achieving English Language Proficiency (ELP) Indicator. Describe the
Progress in Achieving ELP indicator, including the State’s definition of ELP, as
measured by the State ELP assessment.

The Kansas definition of English Language Proficiency (ELP) is when students attain a
level of English Language Skill necessary to independently produce, interpret,
collaborate on, and succeed in grade level content related academic tasks in English as
measured by the KELPA2. Kansas will submit the KELPA2 for peer review based on US
Department of Education guidance.

Beginning in 2021, the KSDE will use speed-to-proficiency to measure the progress of
English learners and to set long-term goal and interim measures of progress.
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Kansas will accumulate five years of data, beginning with the 2017 KELPA2, before
using speed-to-proficiency measure to set interim and long-term goals. After the 2020-
2021 school year, Kansas will have five consecutive years of data and be able to identify
higher-performing schools that have demonstrated what speed-to-proficiency are
possible and use this information to set ambitious but achievable goals.

After the long-term goal for speed to proficiency is set in 2021, and every year thereafter,
Kansas will calculate the results and compare the total percent to determine whether the
speed to proficiency measure has been met. The results will become the English
Language Proficiency Indicator and will have a value of one-quarter (1/4) in the system
of meaningful differentiation and will be reported on the building report card.

The KSDE uses the same indicator for all schools in all districts across Kansas. The ELP
calculation is consistently applied. The ELP indicator is the long-term goal and is
disaggregated within the EL subgroup.

The KSDE will use, based on the long-term goal, “progress toward proficiency” as the
transitional measure of progress. Progress toward proficiency will be reported annually,
beginning in 2018 through 2021.

Transitional Goal: English Learners’ Progress Toward Proficiency:

Students enrolled for at least one year in a school/district, will show progress toward proficiency.
Progress toward proficiency:

Individual student progress towards proficiency will be calculated by the student making positive growth
in performance as compared to prior year’s performance to current year on the KELPA2. Student
progress is defined as demonstrating progress in a minimum of two of the four domains. There are four
domains on an individual assessment. Each domain has five performance levels. For a student to
demonstrate progress from one year to the next, the student must improve performance on at least two of
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the four domains. A negative performance on one domain will negate positive progress in another domain
when calculating overall student progress. The building growth for annual meaningful differentiation
will be calculated as a percent of the assessed students that showed progress in domain-level
performance. All school buildings will be ranked lowest to highest using the percentage of students
showing progress toward proficiency.

An example of the decision table is shown below. Domains are across. Performance levels down.

Year Domain 1 Domain 2 Domain 3 Domain 4 Progress Decision
2017(baseline) | 2 3 2 2

2018 3 3 3 2 +2 Yes
2018 2 2 3 3 +1 No

2018 1 2 4 4 0 No

2018 1 3 3 3 +1 No

2018 1 2 2 1 -3 No

2018 3 2 3 3 +2 Yes

To determine Annual Meaningful Differentiation at the building level, the KSDE will rank the percent of
students making progress in each building lowest to highest and determine the state median. Those below
1.5 standard deviations from the median will be identified as below. Those between -1.5 and -1.0
standard deviations will be identified as approaching. Those between -1.0 and +1.0 will be identified as
meeting. Those above 1.0 standard deviations will be identified as exceeding.

5. School Quality or Student Success Indicator(s). Describe each School Quality or Student
Success Indicator, including, for each such indicator: (i) how it allows for meaningful
differentiation in school performance; (ii) that it is valid, reliable, comparable, and
statewide (for the grade span(s) to which it applies); and (iii) of how each such indicator
annually measures performance for all students and separately for each subgroup of
students. For any School Quality or Student Success indicator that does not apply to all
grade spans, the description must include the grade spans to which it does apply.

(i —iii) Student Success Long-Term Goal: Decreasing the Percent of Students Scoring
in API Levels 1 and 2.
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The focus of the Student Success Indicator will be on the percent of students scoring at state performance
level 1. The desired outcome is an increase in student achievement as represented by fewer students
performing at the lowest level. The Student Success Indicator will apply to all assessed grades, 3 — 8 and
10, in both ELA and math. Precondition: Any subgroup, building, or district not meeting the greater of
95% of all students or the number of students tested will be identified as below.

Using the percent of students scoring at performance level 1 in math and English Language Arts, the
KSDE will rank, lowest to highest, all Title and non-Title subgroups, buildings, and districts based on
performance. The KSDE will determine the state median. Those below 1.5 standard deviations from the
median will be identified as below. Those between -1.5 and -1.0 standard deviations will be identified as
approaching. Those between -1.0 and +1.0 will be identified as meeting. Those above 1.0 standard
deviations will be identified as exceeding.

The student success indicator of decreasing the percent of students at state performance
level 1 is disaggregated by subgroups. The KSDE uses the same student success indicator
for all subgroups, schools in all districts across Kansas. Annual Meaningful
Differentiation (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(C))

a. Describe the State’s system of annual meaningful differentiation of all public schools in
the State, consistent with the requirements of section 1111(c)(4)(C) of the ESEA,
including a description of (i) how the system is based on all indicators in the State’s
accountability system, (ii) for all students and for each subgroup of students. Note that
each state must comply with the requirements in 1111(c)(5) of the ESEA with respect to
accountability for charter schools.

The Kansas State Department of Education, as required, will meaningfully differentiate
all public schools in the State, consistent with the requirements of 1111(c)(4)(C) of
ESEA.

(i) To calculate the annual meaningful differentiation for subgroups, buildings, and
districts, the KSDE will consider each of the five indicators in the Kansas Consolidated
Plan, and report for each subgroup, building, and district differentiation using four
levels: exceeds expectations, meets expectations, approaching expectations, and below
expectations.

Indicators applicable to Elementary and Secondary Schools that are not High Schools

Academic Proficiency
Gap

EL Proficiency
Student Success

Indicators applicable to High Schools

Academic Proficiency
Graduation

EL Proficiency
Student Success

English Language Arts and mathematics will be combined.
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Using the ratings that are calculated for each indicator and weighted equally the KSDE will average the
numerical rankings for each building. The overall rating for each building will be ranked lowest to
highest to determine the state median. Those below 1.5 standard deviations from the median will be
identified as below. Those between -1.5 and -1.0 standard deviations will be identified as approaching.
Those between -1.0 and +1.0 will be identified as meeting. Those above 1.0 standard deviations will be
identified as exceeding.

Other conditions might also apply for the additional identification of CSI & TSI
buildings.

(ii) All public schools within the State, Title | and non-Title I, will be reported on the
building report card and receive an annual meaningful differentiation designation. This
includes virtual and alternative stand-alone schools.

b. Describe the weighting of each indicator in the State’s system of annual meaningful
differentiation, including how the Academic Achievement, Other Academic, Graduation
Rate, and Progress in ELP indicators each receive substantial weight individually and, in
the aggregate, much greater weight than the School Quality or Student Success
indicator(s), in the aggregate.

Using the ratings that are calculated for each indicator and weighted equally the KSDE
will average the numerical rankings for each building. The overall rating for each building will
be ranked lowest to highest to determine the state median. Those below 1.5 standard deviations
from the median will be identified as below. Those between -1.5 and -1.0 standard deviations will
be identified as approaching. Those between -1.0 and +1.0 will be identified as meeting. Those
above 1.0 standard deviations will be identified as exceeding.

c. If the States uses a different methodology or methodologies for annual meaningful
differentiation than the one described in 4.v.a. above for schools for which an
accountability determination cannot be made (e.g., P-2 schools), describe the different
methodology or methodologies, indicating the type(s) of schools to which it applies.

Not applicable.

v. ldentification of Schools (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D))
a. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the State’s methodology
for identifying not less than the lowest-performing five percent of all schools receiving
Title I, Part A funds in the State for comprehensive support and improvement, including
the year in which the State will first identify such schools.

Every three years the KSDE will combine three years of annual meaningful
differentiation data (combined ELA & Math + 4 indicators) and rank subgroups,
buildings, and districts. The lowest 5 % of Title 1 buildings will be identified for
Comprehensive Support and Improvement based on the overall three-year ranking.

Beginning fall 2018, CSI schools will be identified every third year.

The KSDE will continue to provide technical assistance through the spring 2021. Using
the 2018, 2019 and 2020 state assessment scores, the second cohort of CSI schools will
be identified for technical assistance beginning fall 2021 through spring 2023.
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b. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the State’s methodology
for identifying all public high schools in the State failing to graduate one third or more
of their students for comprehensive support and improvement, including the year in
which the State will first identify such schools.

Annually, the KSDE will identify any schools graduating less than 67 percent of all
students or any subgroup in the four-year adjusted cohort, which will be reported on the
KSDE dashboard beginning in 2018.

At the state-level, Kansas is on track to meet the 95 percent graduation goal by 2030.
However, the district and school-level subgroup data illustrates areas in need of
improvement. Kansas will be implementing a differentiated approach of technical
assistance in order to support districts and schools.in reaching the long-term
graduation goal, as seen below:

1. Below Expectations - is not making the necessary progress in order to meet
the long-term graduation rate goal by 2030.

2. Approaching Expectations — more than 67 percent of students are graduating
but rate is below the state average graduation rate

3. Meets Expectations - is making the necessary progress in order to meet the
long-term 95 percent graduation rate goal by 2030.

4. Exceeds Expectations — more than 95 percent of students are graduating
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2016 State of Kansas Graduation Rates

Subgroups Graduation Graduation: Interim | Graduation: Long-
(Interim Measures of term Goal
Measure of Progress. (End Measure of
Progress) (Yearly rate of gain | Progress)

to reach Goal)
2016 2030
2017-2030

All students 86.1 0.68 95.0

Economically |77.7 1.33 95.0

disadvantaged

students

Children with |77.4 1.35 95.0

disabilities

English 7.7 1.33 95.0

learners

African- 77.1 1.38 95.0

American

students

Native 82.6 0.95 95.0

Hawaiian/Pacif

ic Islander

Hispanic 79.9 1.16 95.0

students

White students |88.8 0.48 95.0

Asian students [93.1 0.15 95.0

American 72.5 1.73 95.0

Indian or

Alaska Native

students

Multi-Racial 81.9 1.01 95.0

As indicated in the table above, at the state aggregate level, Kansas is on track to meet
the 95 percent goal by 2030. However, the district and school-level subgroup data
illustrates areas in need of improvement. Kansas will be implementing a differentiated
approach of technical assistance in order to support districts and schools in reaching the
long-term graduation goal.

TA 3 - Any schools graduating less than 67 percent of all students or any subgroup in the
four-year adjusted cohort will be reported on the KSDE dashboard as “below
expectations” and will be eligible for differentiated comprehensive support and
improvement, or CSI. Districts in which these schools are located will begin working
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with the Kansas Learning Network, the Kansas T 'chni al Assistance System Network, the
Kansas education service centers, and the Kansas State Department of Education, in
order to implement evidence-based strategies to improve outcomes for students.

TA 2 - Schools that have greater than or equal to 67 percent graduation rate and less
than or equal to 86 percent graduation rate of all students or any subgroup graduation
rate in the four-year adjusted cohort will be reported on the dashboard as “approaching
expectations” T e districts in which these schools are located will be encouraged to
participate in targeted technical assistance and pro ‘essional learning provid 'd by the
Kansas T 'chni :al Assistance System Network, the Kansas educational service centers,
and the Kansas State Department of Education.

TA I - Those schools that have a four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate above the 86
percent state average graduation rate in the four-year adjusted cohort but less than 95
percent will be rep wted on the dashboard as “meets expectations”. The di tricts in

whi :h tese schools are lo *ated will have available, upon request, access to the Kansas
Technical Assistance System Network, the Kansas education service centers, and the
Kansas State Department of Education.

s « ct N
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c. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the methodology by which
the State identifies public schools in the State receiving Title I, Part A funds that have
received additional targeted support under ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C) (based on
identification as a school in which any subgroup of students, on its own, would lead to
identification under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(I) using the State’s methodology
under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)) and that have not satisfied the statewide exit criteria
for such schools within a State-determined number of years, including the year in which
the State will first identify such schools.

Any school identified for comprehensive support and improvement that fails to meet the exit criteria after
three years will be provided with additional technical assistance from the Kansas Learning Network and
the KSDE consultant assigned to the district. The additional technical assistance will include conducting
and analyzing a comprehensive needs assessment, required professional development for district and
school teams based on results of comprehensive needs assessment, and support from the KLN coaching
network will be aligned to the indicators identified through the comprehensive needs assessment.

Technical assistance will be provided at the district level and focused on system changes supports, but
specific to the identified schools comprehensive needs assessment results. Agreed upon next steps may
include, but are not limited to, required assistance from Kansas MTSS, TASN, and regional education
service centers. Additionally, the KSDE identifies schools receiving Title I, Part A funds that have
received additional targeted support under ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C) (based on identification as a
school in which any subgroup of students, on its own, would lead to identification under ESEA section
1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(I) using the KSDE s methodology under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)) and that have not
satisfied the statewide exit criteria for such schools within three years, including the year in which the
KSDE will first identify such schools.

The chart below describes the technical assistance provided by the Kansas Learning Network (KLN).
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d. Frequency of Identification. Provide, for each type of school identified for
comprehensive support and improvement, the frequency with which the State will,
thereafter, identify such schools. Note that these schools must be identified at least once
every three years.

The KSDE will report annually, on state, district and school report cards, progress
toward long-term goals for all students and all subgroups of students. Identification of
schools eligible for Comprehensive Support and Improvement, through low performing
five percent, graduation and schools that fail to exit CSI, will be calculated every three
years.

Title I schools in the lowest 5% will be identified for CSI beginning in 2018-19, and
every three years thereafter; 2021-22, 2024-25 etc.

All high schools with a graduation rate of less than 67% will be identified for CSI
beginning in 2018-19, and every three years thereafter; 2021-22, 2024-25 etc.

Those Title | schools failing to exit CSI status will be identified for additional support
(1S1) beginning in 2021-22.
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Cohort 1
schools
identified for
CSI begin
working with
KLN

Cohort 1
schools
identified-for
CSI continue
working with
KLN

Schools
identified may
apply to exit
CSl status and
CSlI Schools
may continue
work with the
KLN identified
schools may
apply to exit
CSI status

Cohort 2
schools
identified using
2018 — 2020
state assessment
data

Cohort 1
schools no
longer in the LP
5% may apply
to be exited
from CSI status

Cohort 1
schools that
remain in the LP
5% of schools
based on the
2018 — 2020
state assessment
data are
identified as ISI
and ramp up
work with the
KLN support
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Cohort 1
schools
identified due
to graduation
rates less than
67% for schools
or subgroups are
identified, and
begin work with
KLN

Schools
identified due
to graduation
rates begin work
with the KLN

Cohort 1
schools with
identified for
graduation rate
continue work
Cohort 1
schools
identified-due to
graduation rate
may apply to
exit CSI status

Cohort 2
schools eligible
for CSI due to
graduation rates
are identified
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Schools
identified for
TSI due to
consistently
underperformin
g subgroup-and
begin work with
KLN support

Schools
identified for
TSI begin work
with KLN
support

Schools
identified for
TSI begin work
with KLN
support

Schools
identified for
three
consecutive
years that fail to
exit move to
CSI status

Schools
identified for
TSI begin work
with KLN
support

Schools
identified due to
individual
underperformin
g subgroup and
will begin work
with KLN.

Schools
identified due to
individual
underperformin
g subgroup and
will begin work
with KLN.
Schools
identified due to
individual
underperformin
g subgroup and
will begin work
with KLN.

Schools
identified due to
individual
underperformin
g subgroup and
will begin work
with KLN.

Schools
identified for
three
consecutive
years that fail to
exit move to
CSI status
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Cohort 2 Cohort 1 Schools Schools
continues work  continues ISl Cohort 1 identified for identified due to
with the KLN work with KLN  schools no three individual
longer in the 5%  consecutive underperformin
of Title | years that fail to g subgroup and
schools with the  exit move to will begin work
lowest CSI status with KLN.
graduation rates
may apply to be  Schools Schools
exited from CSI identified for identified for
status TSI begin work  three
with KLN consecutive
support years that fail to
exit move to
CSI status
Cohort 2 Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Schools Schools
schools are schools are schools work identified for identified due to
identified may identified may with KLN to three individual
apply to exit apply to exit increase consecutive underperformin
CSl status (LP CSl status (LP graduation rates  years that fail to g subgroup and
5%) 5%) exit move to will begin work
CSI status with KLN.
Schools Schools
identified for identified for
TSI begin work  three
with KLN consecutive
support years that fail to
exit move to
CSl status

e. Targeted Support and Improvement. Describe the State’s methodology for annually
identifying any school with one or more “consistently underperforming” subgroups of
students, based on all indicators in the statewide system of annual meaningful
differentiation, including the definition used by the State to determine consistent
underperformance. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(C)(iii))

Using the most current three years of indicator data, the KSDE will annually calculate a
summary score for each subgroup based on an equal weighting of each indicator. The overall
rating for each subgroup will be ranked lowest to highest to determine the state median. Those
below 1.5 standard deviations from the median will be identified for targeted support from the
KLN. Kansas will comply with the requirements of ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(C)(iii).

Indicators applicable to Elementary and Secondary Schools that are not High Schools

Academic Proficiency
Gap

EL Proficiency
Student Success
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Indicators applicable to High Schools

Academic Proficiency
Graduation

EL Proficiency
Student Success

English Language Arts and mathematics will be combined.

f.Additional Targeted Support. Describe the State’s methodology, for identifying schools in
which any subgroup of students, on its own, would lead to identification under ESEA
section 1111(c)(4)(D)(1)(I) using the State’s methodology under ESEA section
1111(c)(4)(D), including the year in which the State will first identify such schools and the
frequency with which the State will, thereafter, identify such schools. (ESEA section
1111(d)(2)(C)-(D))

Annually, using three years of state assessment data the KSDE will identify schools in
which any subgroups of students on its own would lead to identification. and will
provide support from the Kansas Learning Network (KLN). Kansas will comply with the
requirements of ESEA 1111(d)(2)(C)-(D).

Annually, using three years of annual meaningful differentiation data (combined ELA
and Math plus four indicators) the KSDE will rank subgroups. Any subgroup, on its
own, that performs as low as any CSI building will be identified for additional targeted
support.

Technical assistance from the KLN will include conducting and analyzing a
comprehensive needs assessment, required professional development for district and
school teams based on results of comprehensive needs assessment, and support from the
KLN coaching network will be aligned to the indicators identified through the
comprehensive needs assessment. Technical assistance will be provided at the district
level and focused on system changes supports, but specific to the identified schools
comprehensive needs assessment results. Agreed upon next steps may include, but are
not limited to, required assistance from Kansas MTSS, TASN, and regional education
service centers.

g. Additional Statewide Categories of Schools. If the State chooses, at its discretion, to
include additional statewide categories of schools, describe those categories.

The KSDE will not identify any additional categories of schools.

vi.  Annual Measurement of Achievement (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(E)(iii)): Describe how the
State factors the requirement for 95 percent student participation in statewide mathematics
and reading/language arts assessments into the statewide accountability system.

The expectation in Kansas is that ALL students enrolled on the day the testing window opens in
the grades with state assessments will participate in those assessments.
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If a district, school, or subgroup misses the 95percent participation rate target, the Kansas
Integrated Accountability System (KIAS) will flag the district, which is the statewide
accountability system for state and federal programs. The KIAS looks at many qualitative and
quantitative risk factors around compliance and performance. The KIAS process holds buildings
and districts accountable for each of these risk factors. Each risk factor is assigned a weight.
The number of findings and the weight of such findings informs the corrective action process.
Missing the 95% participation rate would trigger the implementation of a corrective action plan
supported by the KSDE, the Technical Assistance Support Network, Kansas Education Service
Centers, and other technical assistant partners. The KSDE will provide ongoing technical
assistance to the district and the building in support of reaching the 95 percent participation
rate.

vii.  Continued Support for School and LEA Improvement (ESEA section 1111(d)(3)(A))

a. Exit Criteria for Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the
statewide exit criteria, established by the State, for schools identified for comprehensive
support and improvement, including the number of years (not to exceed four) over
which schools are expected to meet such criteria.

Schools identified as eligible for CSI using the A+ methodology, or by moving into CSI
status after being a Targeted Support and Improvement (TSI) school may be eligible to
apply to exit CSI status after two years of working with the Kansas Learning Network.

In order to be granted exit status, schools must meet the following criteria:

e Schools and the district maintain a school improvement plan within the KSDE
online system for school improvement referred to as KansaStar that is aligned to the
needs assessment and root cause analysis. KansaStar will provide documentation of
implementation verified by the Kansas Learning Network.

e Schools and the district provide evidence that 1003 school improvement funds
awarded have been utilized for evidence-based interventions that align to the needs
assessment.

e Provide evidence that schools are improving in the risk factor data. Of the risk
factors described in the A+ methodology described above, it is reasonable to expect
schools to make improvements in the rate of suspensions and expulsions, and
chronic absences.

e Provide evidence that progress is being made in the areas of English language arts
and math proficiency. This data may include state assessment data and/or other
valid and reliable assessment sources.

e The KSDE identifies CSI and TSI every three years. Schools that have met the
requirements for exiting may be re-identified if data indicates the need for
additional technical assistance.

Exit applications and supporting documentation will be reviewed by the Kansas
Integrated Accountability System (KIAS) team whose purpose is to provide general
supervision in Kansas, the Director of the Kansas Learning Network, and other
members of the KSDE Early Childhood, Special Education and Title Services team to
determine eligibility to exit.
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Schools who are identified as eligible for CSI by way of high school graduation rate
may be eligible to apply to exit CSI status after two years. In order to be granted exit
status, these schools must meet the following exit criteria:

e Schools and the district maintain their school improvement plan within KansaStar
that is aligned to the needs assessment and addresses the underlying issues that
contribute to low graduation rates.

e Schools and the district provide evidence that the 1003 school improvement funds
awarded have been utilized for interventions that align with the needs assessment.

o Data shows that schools are making progress in the area of graduation rates.

e The KSDE identifies CSI and TSI every three years. Schools that have met the
requirements for exiting may be re-identified if data indicates the need for
additional technical assistance.

Exit applications will be reviewed for exit eligibility status by the Kansas Integrated
Accountability System (KIAS) team. This team includes members of the KSDE Early
Childhood, Special Education and Title Services department.

b. Exit Criteria for Schools Receiving Additional Targeted Support. Describe the
statewide exit criteria, established by the State, for schools receiving additional targeted
support under ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C), including the number of years over which
schools are expected to meet such criteria.

Schools identified for TSI based on low-performing subgroups of students will remain in
TSI status for three years, but may be eligible to apply for exit after two years.

In order to be eligible for exit status, schools and district must meet the following
criteria:

e Schools and the district maintain school improvement plan within the KSDE online
system, KansaStar, which is aligned to the needs assessment and addresses the
underlying issues that contribute to low-performing subgroups.

o Schools and the district provide evidence that utilization of technical assistance
opportunities provided by the KSDE through the KSDE sponsored conferences,
symposiums, institutes, trainings and the TASN have been targeted.

o Data shows that schools are making progress in closing the gaps for the low-
performing subgroups of students for which they were identified.

e The KSDE identifies CSI and TSI every three years. Schools that have met the
requirements for exiting may be re-identified if data indicates the need for
additional technical assistance.

c. More Rigorous Interventions. Describe the more rigorous interventions required for
schools identified for comprehensive support and improvement that fail to meet the
State’s exit criteria within a State-determined number of years consistent with section
1111(d)(3)(A)(i)(I) of the ESEA.

Any school identified for comprehensive support and improvement that fails to meet the
exit criteria after three years will be provided with additional technical assistance from
the Kansas Learning Network and the KSDE consultant assigned to the district. The
additional technical assistance will include conducting and analyzing a comprehensive
needs assessment, required professional development for district and school teams
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based on results of comprehensive needs assessment, and support from the KLN
coaching network will be aligned to the indicators identified through the comprehensive
needs assessment. Technical assistance will be provided at the district level and focused
on system changes supports, but specific to the identified schools comprehensive needs
assessment results. Agreed upon next steps may include, but are not limited to, required
assistance from Kansas MTSS, TASN, and regional education service centers.

d. Resource Allocation Review. Describe how the State will periodically review resource
allocation to support school improvement in each LEA in the State serving a significant
number or percentage of schools identified for comprehensive or targeted support and
improvement.

The KSDE will conduct a resource review during the three year timeframe in which
schools eligible for comprehensive or targeted support are implementing interventions.
This review process will be integrated within the ongoing monitoring process
implemented by the Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) for identifying
districts in need of additional fiscal and accountability support. The KSDE has fiscal
processes in place to monitor on an ongoing basis allocations made to every LEA in the
state. The KLN is part of the Kansas Technical Assistance System Network (TASN) and
contains a comprehensive evaluation of all resources provided within the TASN. The
TASN Evaluation focuses on the effectiveness, implementation and sustainability of
school improvement efforts. More information can be located on the KSDE school
finance webpage and www.ksdetasn.org

e. Technical Assistance. Describe the technical assistance the State will provide to each
LEA in the State serving a significant number or percentage of schools identified for
comprehensive or targeted support and improvement.

Kansas State Department of Education has developed a coordinated system of technical
assistance for schools identified for comprehensive or targeted support and
improvement. The technical assistance will look different in every school or district. The
KSDE, along with our partners, help districts develop individualized plans for support
and improvement that may include, but is not restricted to, the list of providers outlined
later in this section.

All of the KSDE technical assistance providers have been chosen through an extensive
vetting process that began with the implementation of the KSDE ESEA Flexibility
Waiver. Through an RFP process, the KSDE chose providers that would offer technical
assistance programs and services to Kansas districts and buildings that consist of
evidence-based best practices. The KSDE continues to carefully vet any new partners
through the RFP process.

Effective and meaningful implementation of the districts plans are achieved through an
assessment of risk, as described above. Districts are supported by the KSDE
coordinated technical assistance. Follow up is provided to the district by a KSDE team
through on-site visits and/or development of Targeted Technical Assistance plan in
coordination with existing plans. Subsequent follow up is provided in the mutually
agreed identified area(s) needing further technical assistance.
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The KSDE has coordinated effective technical assistance resources in the state of
Kansas through the Kansas Technical Assistance System Network (TASN). Districts
have access to any of the TASN partners by visiting one website. TASN partners include:

Families Together, Inc. - Families Together, Inc. is the Parent Training and Information
Center (PTI) for Kansas. PTI provides support to families of children with disabilities.
This support includes programs designed to build and sustain strong, healthy, informed,
and actively involved family members who can work together to improve the lifelong
outcomes for their child or sibling with a disability.

General Supervision, Timely and Accurate Data - The General Supervision, Timely and
Accurate Data (GSTAD) project provides data management for the State Performance
Plan and Annual Performance Report, including reporting district performance and
supporting the Kansas Integrated Accountability System.

Infinitec - The Kansas Infinitec project provides educators in Kansas with access to
resources, information, and training on state of the art assistive technology (AT) and
Universal Design for Learning (UDL).

Kansas CHAMPS & DSC Training Cadre - The Kansas CHAMPS and Discipline in the
Secondary Classroom (DSC) Training Cadre is a group of educators from across the
state of Kansas who have received training and ongoing professional learning in order
to provide the deep knowledge and use of positive behavior supports in classroom
management, on an as needed basis, to educators and districts statewide.

KansaStar - Schools and the district in which they reside maintain their school
improvement plan within the KSDE online system for school improvement referred to as
KansasStar that is aligned to the needs assessment and root cause analysis. KansaStar
will provide documentation of implementation verified by the Kansas Learning Network.

Kansas College & Career Competency Framework - The College and Career
Competency (CCC) Framework supports middle and high school educators in
systematically embedding intrapersonal, interpersonal, and cognitive competencies into
course content. Free resources are available at www.cccframework.org.

Kansas Learning Network - The Kansas Learning Network (KLN) project provides
targeted intensive support and ongoing coaching to districts and schools identified by
the KSDE through an accountability systems.

Kansas LETRS Training Cadre - The Kansas LETRS Training Cadre is a group of
educators from across the state of Kansas who have received training and ongoing
professional development to be able to provide the deep knowledge contained with the
LETRS professional development modules on an as needed basis to educators and
districts statewide.

Kansas MTSS - The Kansas Multi-Tier System of Supports (MTSS) project provides
resource development, training, and support for district wide implementation of the
Kansas MTSS framework. This includes implementation preschool through high school
and includes support for reading, math, behavior, early childhood, and secondary

transition.
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Kansas Parent Information Resource Center - The Kansas Parent Information Resource
Center (KPIRC) project provides information, training and support to educators and
families in developing and implementing effective parent engagement practices.

Kansas Recruitment & Retention - The Kansas Recruitment and Retention project
provides support to Kansas districts, schools and educators through the Kansas
Education Employment Board (KEEB) and to early career special education staff
through the Kansas e-Mentoring for Student Success (eMSS) effort.

Kansas Enrichment Network - The Kansas Enrichment Network provides technical
assistance, coaching, training and support for the 21** Century Community Learning
Centers, and after school, before school and summer learning programs across the
state.

TASN Coordination - The TASN Coordination project assists educators and families in
connecting to resources and supports available through TASN and partners. In addition,
they work closely with the KSDE ECSETS Leadership in ensuring that TASN is meeting
statewide needs.

TASN Co-Teaching - The Kansas Co-Teaching project and training cadre provides
training, coaching and support to districts and educators state wide to effectively use
co-teaching practices within classrooms at all levels.

TASN Evaluation - The TASN Evaluation project assists the entire TASN system in
designing and implementing an evaluation system that focuses on measuring the
effectiveness, implementation, and sustainability of efforts.

f. Additional Optional Action. If applicable, describe the action the-State will take to
initiate additional improvement in any LEA with a significant number or percentage of
schools that are consistently identified by the State for comprehensive support and
improvement and are not meeting exit criteria established by the State or in any LEA
with a significant number or percentage of schools implementing targeted support and
improvement plans:

Not applicable.

5. Disproportionate Rates of Access to Educators (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B)): Describe
how low-income and minority children enrolled in schools assisted under Title I, Part A
are not served at disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced
teachers, and the measures the SEA will use to evaluate and publicly report the progress
of the SEA with respect to such description.?

The KSDE will ensure that students taught in Title | Schools are not taught at a higher
rate by , inexperienced, ineffective or out-of-field teachers than their non-Title | peers.
Kansans believe that all children in Kansas deserve an equal opportunity to a quality
education. Kansas children, regardless of race, income or disability, deserve access to a
safe and healthy place to learn, rigorous expectations, and excellent educators in every

8 Consistent with ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B), this description should not be construed as requiring a State to develop or
implement a teacher, principal or other school leader evaluation system.
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classroom. The KSDE will focus on ensuring that every Kansas child has the opportunity
to learn from quality teachers.

Definitions
Key Term Statewide Definition (or Statewide Guidelines)
Never licensed or an expired license. The staff member is

Ineffective teacher not licensed or has an expired license.

Out-of-field teacher The staff member holds a standard or “non-standard” license
but does not hold the correct subject and/or grade level
endorsement for the listed assignment.

Inexperienced teacher A classroom teacher with a valid Kansas teaching license
(Initial, Temporary [one year renewable], or Exchange [out-
of-state]) that has taught for less than three years in a Kansas
public school classroom.

Low-income student Student qualifies for free and reduced price lunches.

Minority student A student any race other than “white”, as designated by
parent/guardian.

Questions considered by the KSDE:

Do Title 1 Schools with high poverty have a greater percentage of teachers
with less than three years of experience compared to low poverty districts’
percentage of teachers with less than three years of experience?

Do Title 1 Schools with high poverty have a greater percentage of teachers
teaching out-of-field compared to low poverty districts’ percentage of
teachers teaching out-of-field?

Do Title 1 Schools with high poverty have a greater percentage of ineffective
teachers compared to low poverty districts’ percentage of ineffective
teachers?

Are Title 1 Schools with a high percentage of minority students taught by
inexperienced teachers at a greater rate compared to the average number of
inexperienced teachers in the lowest percent minority districts?

Are Title 1 Schools with a high percentage of minority students taught by
out-of-field teachers at a greater rate compared to the average number of
out-of-field teachers in the lowest percent minority districts?

Are Title 1 Schools with a high percentage of minority students taught by
ineffective teachers at a greater rate compared to the average number of
ineffective teachers in the lowest percent minority districts?

Ineffective

Data from the 2017 Licensed Personnel Report (LPR) showed 89 teachers teaching with

49

Kansas State Department of Education January 8, 2018

http://www ksde.org/Portals/0/ECSETS/ESEA/KSconsolidatedstateplan01182018 Approved.pdf

KSBE002536

991411b



an expired license and 92 teachers were never licensed in Kansas. Further analysis
determined that 43% of these teachers were in Title 1 Schools. This analysis will be
conducted annually.

The KSDE has defined ineffective teachers as a teacher employed full time in a building
who has never been licensed or is teaching on an expired license. The KSDE collects
teacher employment data annually by building and is able to accurately report teachers
practicing without a valid teaching license. Never licensed teachers have not
demonstrated either content or pedagogy training. Teachers must have a minimum of a
bachelorette degree and training in both content area and pedagogy to be licensed in
Kansas. A teacher with an expired license is someone who has not completed the
required professional learning to renew a license. In both cases, the KSDE believes
never licensed or expired license teachers put students at a significant disadvantage. The
scatter plots below depict a representation of the ineffective teacher data for low-income
and minority children.

50
Kansas State Department of Education January 8, 2018

http://www ksde.org/Portals/0/ECSETS/ESEA/KSconsolidatedstateplan01182018 Approved.pdf 991411b
KSBE002537



51
Kansas State Department of Education January 8, 2018

http://www ksde.org/Portals/0/ECSETS/ESEA/KSconsolidatedstateplan01182018 Approved.pdf 991411b
KSBE002538



Inexperienced

Scatterplot Representations of Data. In the following scatter plots, the KSDE has chosen
to use the five percent of schools, including Title 1 Schools and districts at both
extremes of the scatter plot to accentuate and calculate gaps in data around access to
excellent educators in Kansas. Kansas also looked at the gaps between the upper and
lower 10 percent and 25 percent of schools, including Title 1 Schools and districts.
When the larger numbers of schools and/or districts were included, the gaps between
teachers with less than three years of experience and percent poverty or percent
minority was diminished. Districts are provided data for the upper and lower 10 percent
and 25% to determine any discrepancies within their schools, including Title 1 Schools.

Kansas recognizes the research that supports the change in effectiveness between a first
and second year teacher, however, when the KSDE analyzed data between the
distribution of first and second year teachers in high poverty and high minority districts,
no gap was found. Kansas chose to use the “less than three year” definition for an
inexperienced teacher.
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Percent Poverty Effect on Access to Excellent Educators in Title 1 Schools

Figure 1

Figure 1 compares the 5 percent of schools, including Title 1 Schools, with the highest percent of poverty and
the 5 percent with the lowest percent of poverty to the percent of teachers in a school with less than three years
of experience. In the scatterplot above, teachers with less than three years of experience are more often seen in
schools with higher poverty rates.

Gap Calculation:

Average percent of teachers with less than 3 years of experience in the 5% of schools 27.3
including Title 1 Schools with the highest percent of free and reduced price lunches
Average percent of teachers with less than 3 years of experience in the 5% of schools 11.24
including Title 1 Schools with the lowest percent of free and reduced price lunches
Inexperienced Teacher and Free and Reduced Gap, Schools(difference between Row 1 and 16.06
Row 2)
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Figure 2

Figure 2 compares the 5 percent of districts with the highest percent of poverty and the 5 percent with the lowest
percent of poverty to the percent of teachers in a district with less than three years of experience. The data shows a
gap in distribution of experience. Teachers in districts with high poverty are more likely to employee teachers with
less than three years of experience.

Gap Calculation:

Average percent of teachers with less than three years of experience in the 5 percent of 16.71
districts with the highest percent of free and reduced price lunches
Average percent of teachers with less than three years of experience in the 5 percent of 10.93
districts with the lowest percent of free and reduced price lunches
Inexperienced Teacher and Free and Reduced Gap, District (difference between Row 1 and 5.78
Row 2)
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Figure 4

Figure 4 compares the 5 percent of districts with the highest percent minority population and the 5 percent with the
lowest percent minority population to the percent of teachers in a district with less than three years of experience.
The data shows a gap in distribution of experience. Teachers in districts with high minority populations are more
likely to employee teachers with less than three years of experience.

Gap Calculation:
Average percent of teachers with less than three years of experience in the 5 percent of 17.56
districts with the highest percent minority students
Average percent of teachers with less than three years of experience in the 5 percent of 12
districts with the lowest percent of minority students
Inexperienced Teachers and Minority Gap, District (difference between Row 1 and Row 2) 5.56
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Out-of-Field

The table below illustrates the current reality in Kansas concerning out-of-field
teachers. The KSDE studied out-of-field teachers, those teachers with a valid
Kansas teaching license but without proper subject/area endorsements, and
found that little to no gap existed. The KSDE understands that, even though no
gap is apparent at the state level, there may be gaps at the individual district
level. Each district has access to the specifics of their district data provided by
the KSDE in order to make comparisons among schools, including Title 1
Schools.

% Out-of — % Out-of- % Out-of- % Out-of- % Out-of — % Out-of- % Out-of- % Out-of-

Field at Field at Field at Field at Field at Field at Field at Field at

Building Building District District Building Building District | District Level

Level in Level in Level in | Level in High Level in Level in Level in in High %

Low % F&R High % F&R Low % F&R % F&R Low % High % Low % Minority

Buildings Buildings Districts Districts Minority Minority Minority Districts
Buildings Buildings Districts

Ave 0.0295573 0.0664964 Ave 0.0765979 0.089657 Ave 0.0835582 0.0630853 Ave 0.1870795 0.1085507
Gap 0.04% Gap 0.01% Gap No Gap Gap No Gap
Conclusions

Data from the Kansas Educator Data Collection System, which is Kansas’s
system for collecting, analyzing, and reporting data on public school teachers,
administrators and other staff, indicates that:

e Gap 1: Students in Title 1 Schools with high concentrations of low-income
students are taught at higher rates by inexperienced teachers than students
in Non-Title 1 Schools with low concentrations of low-income students.

e Gap 2: Students in districts with high concentrations of low-income students
are taught at higher rates by inexperienced teachers than students in
districts with low concentrations of low-income students.

e Gap 3: Students in Title 1 Schools with high concentrations of minority
students are taught at higher rates by inexperienced teachers than students
in Non-Title 1 Schools with low concentrations of minority students.

e Gap 4: Students in districts with high concentrations of minority students are
taught at higher rates by inexperienced teachers than students in districts
with low concentrations of minority students.

Likely Causes of Most Significant Differences

Root Cause Analysis. The root cause analysis consisted of two steps: (1) using
available data to brainstorm a complete list of root causes behind the equity gaps
and (2) categorizing these root causes by themes.
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Because equity work happens at the state and district levels, the KSDE chose to
combine Gaps 1 and 2, and Gaps 3 and 4. The KSDE created diagrams to
illustrate the root causes believed to hinder student access to excellent teaching
in Kansas in regard to these two gaps. Continuous root cause analysis of gaps
appearing in current data, as well as future data, will be examined using a root
cause analysis, and appropriate strategies will be implemented in order to ensure
an excellent educator in every classroom.

The following two diagrams represent the process used for root cause analysis.
The KSDE has analyzed data using:

Kansas maps for geographical comparisons,
Teacher attrition rates,

Teacher average salaries, and

Input from various stakeholder groups.

Root Cause Analysis, Equitable Access Gap to Excellent Educators
e Gap 1: Students in Title 1 schools with high concentrations of low-income

students are taught at higher rates by inexperienced teachers than students
in non-Title 1 Schools with low concentrations of low-income students.

Population density in
western Kansas

Geographic Location

schools/districts
with low
concentrations of

low-income skill Gap <

SChOO./S/dI.SlTICtS Frontier, Rural, Semi-Urban,
with high Urban
students are taught Teacher Turnover
Inadequate preparation
teachers than
Lack of allgned professional

concentrations of
low-income Inadequate professional
< learning opportunities
at higher rates by
inexperienced
students in Non-
Title 1 Teacher Salaries
learning opportunities
Inconsistent induction and
mentoring opportunities
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Root Cause Analysis, Equitable Access Gap to Excellent Educators

e Gap 2: Students in Title 1 Schools/districts with higher concentrations of
minority students are taught at higher rates by inexperienced teachers than
students in Non-Title 1 Schools/districts with low concentrations of minority
students.

Urban v. Suburban and Rural
Location of Minority
. Populations
with higher

concentrations Of Inadequate professional

minority students learning opportunities
are taught at higher Teacher Turnover

Inadequate preparation

rates by
inexperienced
<

teachers than
students in non-

Lack of allgned professional
Iearnlng opportunities

Title 1
Inconsistent induction and
mentoring opportunities

Students in Title 1

Teacher Salaries

schools/districts
with low

concentrations of
minority students. Skill Gap

Kansans believe: If a comprehensive approach to ensuring all students have
access to excellent educators is implemented and monitored over time,

Then Kansas school districts will be better able to recruit, retain, and develop
excellent educators so that all students have equitable access to excellent
teaching and learning to help students achieve their highest potential in school.

Core Principles as Seen in Theory of Action

e Consistent with regulatory language, the KSDE will focus on students who
are from Title 1 Schools with larger populations of low-income students and
schools with larger populations of minority students and students with
disabilities. However, the KSDE recognizes that there may be other features
in Kansas that would prevent students from gaining equitable access to
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excellent teachers, e.g. rural schools, advanced degrees, English language
learners.

e The KSDE has relied on multiple sources of data, using the Kansas Multi-
Tier System of Supports’ self-correcting feedback loop to analyze the data
and identify gaps. Once gaps were discovered, additional data has been
gathered for root cause analysis. Working with stakeholder groups, differing
perspectives have improved the KSDE'’s ability to analyze the data and gain
a better understanding of the root causes of lack of access to excellent
teachers by all students, especially students from low-income families and
minority students.

e The KSDE will provide supports for experienced teachers, novice teachers
and teacher candidates. As an initial proxy measure, the KSDE will report
the percentage of teachers in a Title 1 School who have three years of
experience or less as well as those teachers with an initial license (generally,
one year) and a professional license. Therefore, the KSDE will continue to
support both the experienced and novice teachers with the equitable access
strategies.

e The KSDE has developed a structure to solicit feedback from stakeholders,
including the Kansas ESEA Advisory Council to ensure that the KSDE
receives the input and information necessary to continuously improve the
theory of action and improve equitable access.

Four Key Strategies

To achieve Kansas’s educator equity objectives, the KSDE intends to initially
pursue four key strategies that correspond to the root causes behind the gaps:

1. Ongoing professional learning;

2. Ongoing development, training and access to a secure system for

educators to access data around the elements of the Equitable

Access ;

Teacher/Leader Preparation;

4. A system of teacher evaluation to include ratings that will inform
individual professional learning needs.

w

These strategies were identified through root cause analysis with the input of key
stakeholders. The KSDE provides professional learning opportunities in data
analysis and root cause analysis to district staff, school staff, instructional
coaches and education service centers. The KSDE will collect and report
teacher experience, and licensing data at the district and school levels on the
state, district, and school level report cards.

6. School Conditions (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(C)): Describe how the SEA agency will
support LEASs receiving assistance under Title I, Part A to improve school conditions for
student learning, including through reducing: (i) incidences of bullying and harassment;
(ii) the overuse of discipline practices that remove students from the classroom; and (iii)
the use of aversive behavioral interventions that compromise student health and safety.
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The Kansas State Department of Education understands the importance of improving
school conditions and providing a safe learning environment for all kids in Kansas. As
discussed in the Introduction, Social Emotional Character Development is one of the five
board outcomes of the Kansas State Board of Education. The KSDE will provide supports
to meet the outcome at the systems level, working with districts across Kansas that have
self-identified the need for Universal Support and Improvement in the area of social
emotional character development.

Creating positive learning environments is a responsibility of teachers while improving
behaviors is a responsibility of schools®. The KSDE has a responsibility to establish
policies and procedures to support schools in improving behaviors so that teachers may
create positive learning environments.

The KSDE will seek out expertise in social and emotional character development,
including the Kansas Technical Assistance System Network (TASN) providers and
Kansas MTSS™. Kansas has a history of implementing the CHAMPS program for
increasing positive behaviors, interventions, and supports? and environments focused on
instruction.

The KSDE makes available funds from Title I, Part A, or other included programs, to
support efforts on prevention of bullying and harassment. These efforts include, but are
not limited to, providing resources to district staff and families on bullying prevention,
the promotion of Anti-Bullying Awareness Week, providing technical assistance on
positive behavior supports, and de-escalation techniques. Resources are available
through TASN and Kansas Safe Schools Resource Center. The Kansas Safe Schools
Hotline is available to educators and families. The KSDE collects and analyzes data on
incidents of bullying and harassment, seclusion and restraint in order to make informed
decisions about supports to school districts.

The KSDE makes available funds from Title I, Part A, or other included programs, to
continue the efforts on prevention of the overuse of discipline practices that remove
students from the classroom that the KSDE has ongoing. These efforts include, but are
not limited to, the analysis of all in-school suspension, out-of-school suspension, and
expulsion data for inclusion in the data analysis used to provide targeted technical
assistance to school districts. If a district’s data indicates that district staff may be
overusing discipline practices that remove students from the classroom, the KSDE would
work with the district to try to determine the cause of this practice. The KSDE would then
point district staff to resources that will help provide staff with additional tools to keep
students in the classroom and not overuse exclusionary discipline.

The KSDE make available funds from Title I, Part A, or other included programs, to
continue the efforts on prevention of the use of aversive behavioral interventions that
compromise student health and safety. These efforts include, but are not limited to,
providing resources to district staff and families to help them understand the Kansas laws
on the use of aversive behavioral interventions; training for district staff in prevention
techniques, de-escalation techniques and positive behavioral intervention strategies; data

9 www.osepideasthatwork.org
10 www.ksdetasn.org

1 www.kansasmtss.org

12 www.pbis.org
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analysis of the use of seclusion and physical restraint; and targeted technical assistance
for those schools reporting high numbers of seclusion and physical restraint duration and
incidents.

The KSDE makes available funds from Title I, Part A, or other included programs, to
partner with 21 CCLC after school programs, sharing transportation costs and
expanding what current takes place.

The KSDE provides support to districts through Kansas Multi-Tier System of Supports
(MTSS) training, a coherent continuum of evidence based, system-wide practices to
support a rapid response to academic and behavioral needs, with frequent data-based
monitoring for instructional decision-making. Through MTSS, the Kansas IDEA (IDEA)
State Performance Plan, State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), Indicator 17 coherent
improvement strategy results in a realigned, reallocated, collaborative professional
learning infrastructure, which increases the capacity of districts to implement evidence-
based instruction and interventions for each student. The IDEA SSIP Short-term,
medium, and long-term outcomes, informed by stakeholder involvement, directly align
with the Kansas ESEA state plan. District adoption of the Kansas MTSS Integrated
Framework includes a proactive approach to improving academic performance, positive
behavioral supports and interventions that promote student health and safety, improved
social and emotional competency, and decreased removals from the classroom.

7. School Transitions (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(D)): Describe how the State will support
LEAs receiving assistance under Title I, Part A in meeting the needs of students at all
levels of schooling (particularly students in the middle grades and high school), including
how the State will work with such LEASs to provide effective transitions of students to
middle grades and high school to decrease the risk of students dropping out.

Within the KSDE TASN network, there is a focus on decreasing dropout rates, increasing
graduation rates, and improving the preparedness of middle school students for
transitioning high school and staying on-track for graduation. Within the Kansas MTSS
framework, participating districts analyze early warning systems data in conjunction
with the social, emotional, and behavioral content they develop and implement.

The term Early Warning Systems comes from the tool created by the National High
School Center, which was based on Chicago Schools Research that indicated that the
combination of attendance and failing at least one course in ninth grade had a significant
impact on whether students stayed on-track to graduate in four years*2.

Kansas MTSS takes the early warning indicators a step further in implementation by
working with districts to set up sustainable systems to connect at-risk students to targeted
interventions at a rapid response rate to reduce the impact these risk factors pose. This
rapid response system is in place for elementary, middle, and high school students to
improve successful transitions between schools, as well as decrease the impact the risk
factors can have on a student’s preparedness and success in high school coursework.

13 Stuit, D., 0’Cummings, M., Norbury, H., Heppen, J., Lindsay, J., & Shu, B. (2016). Identifying Early Warning Indicators in Three Ohio School
Districts. |ES Report retrieved from http://www.earlywarningsystems.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/REL 2016118.pdf.
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Additionally, the state of Kansas has established five State Board of Education outcomes
that are associated directly with positive and productive transitions between middle and
high school as well as transition to post-secondary education and careers. A focus on
career awareness, graduation rates, post-secondary attendance and completion, social
emotional growth and individual plans of study provide the school districts across the
state with guidance and fundamental activities to conduct to affect the positive transitions
of all students.

Individual Plans of Study is a board objective for the Kansas State Board of Education.
Kansas has implemented a plan that would ensure that every middle school and high
school student in Kansas would have an individual plan of study (IPS). The IPS helps
prepare students for the transition from high school to post-secondary aspirations.

The scope of projects as well as content devoted to increasing graduation rates and
preparing students for high school and beyond is widespread in the state of Kansas.
Kansas MTSS as a TASN project is dedicated to ensuring that middle and high schools
implementing MTSS increase student engagement and improve the opportunities for
college and career readiness for all students. Kansas MTSS addresses all KSBE board
outcomes to include the kindergarten readiness outcome as well as the more secondary
and career focused outcomes mentioned earlier. The TASN Research Collaboration
group, as well as the TASN Autism Tertiary Behavior Supports group, also contribute
significantly to the awareness and connection to college and career readiness across the
state.

With the board outcomes and the various opportunities for content and trainings within
TASN, an emphasis on smooth transitions from middle to high school and high school to
adulthood is well represented.
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B. Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children

1. Supporting Needs of Migratory Children (ESEA section 1304(b)(1)): Describe how, in
planning, implementing, and evaluating programs and projects assisted under Title I, Part C,
the State and its local operating agencies will ensure that the unique educational needs of
migratory children, including preschool migratory children and migratory children who have
dropped out of school, are identified and addressed through:

i.  The full range of services that are available for migratory children from appropriate

local, State, and Federal educational programs;

ii.  Joint planning among local, State, and Federal educational programs serving
migratory children, including language instruction educational programs under Title
I, Part A;

iii.  The integration of services available under Title I, Part C with services provided by
those other programs; and

iv.  Measurable program objectives and outcomes.

The Kansas statewide recruiting system provides year-round Identification and Recruitment
(ID&R) coverage for the entire state with a focus on all aspects of the migrant population. It
supports services required by the unique demands of the migrant lifestyle and blends local
and statewide perspectives into a substantial and resourceful system of migrant support. In
all regions of the state, recruiters and liaisons work together to ensure collaboration,
coordination, and a statewide perspective to ensure all eligible migrant students have the
opportunity to meet the same academic and content standards as non-migratory students. The
responsibilities of the statewide recruitment specialists are as follows:

e Review of time and effort logs of all recruiters

o Directing the identification and recruitment efforts for the State of Kansas
e Coordination of activities of Tier Il recruiters

o Identification of training/mentor needs of individual recruiters

e Collaboration with the Staff Development Specialist

o Review of Qualifying Activities

e Evaluation of the quality of recruiter performance, and

e Evaluation of the effective use of staff development

One of the strategies used to increase the effectiveness of the ID&R efforts is creating
networks by coordinating with organizations and agencies that provide services to migrant
workers and families. The recruiter prioritizes the resources that migrant students, youth or
workers may need during home visit to determine if the family may qualify as migrant under
the statute.

The state of Kansas uses the continuous improvement cycle as outlined by the Office of
Migrant Education. A Comprehensive Needs Assessment (CNA) is conducted to identify
concerns and determine the needs of migrant children ages 3-21. A committee of stakeholders
convenes to review the results of the CNA and develop recommendations to address those
needs. The Needs Assessment Committee (NAC) is made up of members representing the state
and districts at both the district and school level, recruiters, service centers, state and local
parent advisory committee members, technical assistance providers and quality control
personnel. The NAC meets to review the CNA, study current data, and identify and establish
Concern Statements regarding the unique educational factors influencing migrant student
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achievement for preschool children, students grades K-12, and out-of-school youth. This
information is then passed on to the Service Delivery Plan committee for development of
strategies to address these needs.

The results of the CNA are included in the Kansas Migrant Education Service Delivery Plan
(SDP), which targets student needs and provides recommendations and strategies to meet
those needs. Each year, districts receiving migrant funds, as part of their Local Consolidated
Plan, submit details as to how to address the needs identified in the SDP.

To ensure unique needs of preschool migratory children and migratory children who have

dropped out of school are identified and addressed, the KSDE:

e Generates a monthly list of newly turned three year olds and sends to recruiters to verify
residence in the state and offer services in the program, and

e  Utilizes the statewide Out-of-School Youth (OSY) project, which tracks Kansas dropouts,
to contact all out-of-school youth for residence verification and to provide services.

e Advocates for the OSY project counseled dropouts to return to school to receive a high
school diploma, or encouraged them to complete a GED through online or alternative
school coursework. Advocates work with local homeless liaison’s to determine if
dropouts are eligible for McKinney-Vento services.

e The KSDE has developed partnerships with the Department of Children and Families
and the Kansas Department of Health and Environment as well as their federal
counterparts to ensure that all migrant students, including preschool and those that have
dropped out, receive services from all community, state and federal programs for which
they may be eligible.

The Kansas MEP implements a variety of instructional and support programs designed to meet the needs
of migrant students including supplemental instructional services during the regular school year, summer
school programs, secondary credit accrual opportunities, parent involvement activities and Parent
Advisory Committee meetings, and professional development designed to increase staff ability to provide
high quality instruction. In addition, Kansas conducts intensive statewide identification and recruitment
across the state that is verified by processes and procedures for data quality control.

External evaluators are contracted to assist KSDE to 1) ensure objectivity in evaluating the Kansas MEP,
2) examine the implementation and effectiveness of services, and 3) make recommendations to help the
State improve the quality of the services provided to its migrant students. The external evaluators work
collaboratively with MEP staff to:

e develop and update data collection tools (e.g., surveys, observation protocols);

e conduct evaluation interviews, structured observations, and focus groups;

e review student achievement data and other outcomes such as graduation rates and courses
completed toward graduation;

« observe the operation of the local MEPS through a structured observation and summarize field
notes about project implementation, including the coordination of other state and federal
programs (Title I, Part A, Title 1l and state ESOL, etc.) with Title I, Part C to meet the needs of
migratory children.

e analyze data and prepare an evaluation report containing information about the extent to which
program processes such as professional development, parent involvement, and other activities
described in the Kansas SDP are implemented as planned to achieve the State’s measurable
objectives.
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The implementation of services are examined for effectiveness through onsite visits from MEP staff to
observe instructional strategies, conduct interviews and surveys, and examine data available on students
served and the types of activities provided. Onsite observations conducted by SEA staff use the Quality of
Strategy Implementation rubric (QSI). The QSI is used to rate the implementation of each strategy
identified in the SDP using a five-point rating scale. A rating of four (4) indicates sufficient
implementation of the strategy.

In addition, The Kansas State Department of Education structure places most of the federal program
personnel on the Early Childhood, Special Education, and Title Services team. This structure allows for
coordination and communication between program personnel to ensure the needs of all students are
being met through all applicable programs.

2. Promote Coordination of Services (ESEA section 1304(b)(3)): Describe how the State will
use Title I, Part C funds received under this part to promote interstate and intrastate
coordination of services for migratory children, including how the State will provide for
educational continuity through the timely transfer of pertinent school records, including
information on health, when children move from one school to another, whether or not such
move occurs during the regular school year.

Coordination of services in Kansas is supported through an ID&R Staff Development
Coordinator responsible for the staff development statewide to ensure the quality of ID&R
services. This Coordinator develops and presents fall and spring ID&R meetings in the
regions; provides staff development sessions at a Summer State Migrant Education Program
(MEP) workshop; develops and provides training for all new recruiters and seasoned
recruiters for the State; implements individual ID&R staff development plans addressing the
specific training needs of the recruiter; and provides one-day onsite visitations with each
recruiter to review the staff development plans and the progress toward meeting its
objectives.

Currently, the KSDE participates in two Consortium Incentive Grants (CIG’s): the
Graduation and Outcomes for Success for Out-of-School Youth (GOSOSY) CIG, and the
Identification and Recruitment Rapid Response Consortium (IRRC) CIG.

Kansas serves as the lead state for the GOSOSY CIG, which partners with 16 other states.

The goal of GOSOSY is to:

e design, develop, and disseminate a system to identify, recruit, assess, and develop/deliver
services to migrant out-of-school youth,

e provide professional development to support these activities, and

e institutionalize GOSOSY services into State plans to elevate the quantity and quality of
services to this large, underserved population.

Kansas is also an active member in the Identification and Recruitment Rapid Response

Consortium IRRC CIG, which includes 13 other states. The goal of the IRRC is to:

o Design and develop systems, materials, strategies, and resources for the consistent and
reliable ID&R of eligible migrant children and youth that are adaptable to small and
large states, summer and regular year programs, and diverse state and local contexts.

o  Expand states’ capacity through the sharing of resources, mentoring, and the deployment
of a rapid response team of veteran ID&R specialists; and

o Disseminate effective evidence-based ID&R practices throughout the MEP community.
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The Kansas MEP is responsible for promoting inter- and intra-state coordination of services
for migrant children, including providing for educational continuity through the timely
transfer of pertinent school records. To assist with this task, the Kansas migrant data system
houses Certificates of Eligibility (COE), as well as information on student enroliment, PFS,
courses, and services/referrals for migrant-eligible children in Kansas.

The Kansas Migrant System interfaces with the U.S. Department of Education’s Migrant
Student Information Exchange (MSIX) to allow the State to complete inter- and intra-state
student reports and support the linkage of migrant student record systems across the country.
The KSDE uses the MSIX to ensure appropriate enrollment, placement and accrual of credits
for Kansas migrant students. The KSDE uses the Kansas Migrant System to provide student
data, as required, for the State Comprehensive State Performance Report (CSPR) and to meet
other Federal and State data requirements.

Based on the state of Kansas’ most recent Migrant Comprehensive Needs Assessment, the
following Needs/Concerns were identified:

1. The KSDE is concerned that, as a result of migrancy, migrant children ages
three through five are not prepared for school.

2. The KSDE is concerned that, as a result of migrancy and mobility, fewer migrant
students* score proficient or above on the Kansas English language arts and
math assessments than non-migrant students

3. The KSDE is concerned that, as a result of migrancy, migrant students* are not
accruing adequate credits to graduate on time.

4. The KSDE is concerned that, as a result of migrancy, only a small percentage of
migrant OSY that are served are engaged in activities that lead to school re-
engagement, GED prep, or other educational offerings (i.e., reading/math
instruction).

3. Use of Funds (ESEA section 1304(b)3)): Describe the State’s priorities for the use of Title I,
Part C funds, and how such priorities relate to the State’s assessment of needs for services in
the State.

The current measurable program objectives and outcomes for Title I, Part C, and the
strategies the SEA will pursue on a statewide basis to achieve such objectives and outcomes,
are consistent with section 1304(b)(1)(D) of the ESEA.

MPO 1: School Readiness

1a) By the end of the 2014-15 school year and each year thereafter, 70 percent of 4 year old
preschool students that have attended a migrant-funded family literacy or preschool program
for at least one school year will score kindergarten ready on an appropriate assessment.

1b) By the end of the 2014-15 school year and each year thereafter, 80 percent of migrant
parents surveyed who attend at least two migrant-funded parent involvement events will
assign a rating of four or five (on a five-point scale) indicating that the events helped them
learn ways to help their children become ready for school.
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Strategies:

1.1 Provide supplemental school readiness instruction during the regular year
and summer programs to migrant three-year-old children that are not yet in
school.

1.2 Coordinate with existing community programs and social services agencies
addressing the needs of migrant children from birth to school age.

1.3 Distribute information to migrant families about early childhood school
readiness programs available to enroll migrant infants and toddlers as well
as three and four year old migrant children, as appropriate.

1.4 Provide parent education events, family literacy events, book distributions,
literature/ educational materials, and strategies for parents to promote
school readiness for their children.

1.5 Provide access to pre-school services for a greater number of migrant
students.

MPO 2: Proficiency in English Language Arts and Mathematics

2a) By the end of the 2014-15 year and each year thereafter, the percentage gap between
migrant* and non-migrant elementary/middle school-aged students meeting state standards
on the district/state approved English language arts assessment will decrease by two
percent.

2b) By the end of the 2014-15 year and each year there-after, 75 percent of migrant
students* participating in a migrant-funded summer program for at least 3 weeks will
demonstrate a five percent gain on a local assessment in English language arts administered
at the beginning and end of the summer program.

2¢) By the end of the 2014-15 year and each year thereafter, the percentage gap between
migrant* and non-migrant elementary/middle school-aged students meeting state standards
on the district/state approved math assessment will decrease by two percent.

2d) By the end of the 2014-15 year and each year thereafter, 75 percent of migrant
students* participating in a migrant-funded summer program for at least 3 weeks will
demonstrate a 5 percent gain on a local assessment in math administered at the beginning
and end of the summer program.

2¢) By the end of the 2014-15 school year and each year thereafter, 35 percent of migrant
students* who enter 11th grade will have received full credit for Algebra or another high
math course.

2f) By the end of the 2014-15 year and each year thereafter, the percentage gap between
migrant* and non-migrant students meeting state standards on the district/state approved
English language proficiency assessment will decrease by 2 percent.

29) By the end of the 2014-15 school year and each year thereafter, there will be a quality
implementation rating of four or five (on a five-point Fidelity of Implementation Index scale)
for 90 percent of the academic and support services offered to migrant students in non-
project areas.
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2h) By the end of the 2014-15 school year and each year thereafter, there will be a 2 percent
decrease in non-proficient migrant students* on the State-approved English language arts
assessment.

2i) By the end of the 2014-15 school year and each year thereafter, there will be a 2 percent
decrease in non-proficient migrant students* on the State-approved math assessment.

Strategies:

2.1 Provide supplemental needs-based, research-based reading instruction with
appropriate progress monitoring and instructional adjustments for migrant
students during the regular term and summer term.

2.2 Provide supplemental needs-based, research-based mathematics instruction
with appropriate progress monitoring and instructional adjustments for migrant
students during the regular term and summer term.

2.3 Provide supplemental needs-based, research-based English language
instruction with appropriate progress monitoring and instructional adjustments
for migrant students during the regular term and summer term.

2.4 Provide academic and support services to non-project areas through the
northwest and southwest Kansas service centers.

MPOQO 3: Graduation from High School and Services to OSY
3a) By the end of the program year, the percent of migrant students dropping out of high
school will decrease by .1 percent.

3b) By the end of the program year, 80 percent of migrant secondary students enrolled in
credit accrual opportunities (e.g., PASS, summer academies, and district opportunities) will
earn % credit toward high school graduation.

3c) By the end of the program year, 90 percent of migrant OSY enrolled in instructional and
supportive services will be on track in an OSY Learning Plan based on an OSY Profile [as
indicated on the Quality of Strategy Implementation tool (QSI]

Strategies:
3.1 During the regular term and summer term, offer supplemental credit accrual
options and supplemental instruction leading to graduation.

3.2 During the regular term and summer term, provide educational opportunities
to help middle school and high school-aged migrant students plan for
postsecondary education and a career.

3.3 During the regular term and summer term, provide supplemental education
for OSY appropriate for academic needs through a statewide OSY project.

3.4 During the regular term and summer term, promote academies and
workshops focused on credit accrual.
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3.5 Participate in interstate projects to support student achievement and
outcomes such as migrant Consortium Incentive Grants, PASS programing, and
other appropriate interstate collaboration efforts.

MPO 4: Non-Instructional Support Services

4a) By the end of the program year, 50 percent of migrant parents will participate in two
family involvement activities (e.g., parent literacy night, parent workshops, etc.) focusing
on increasing the ability to support the child’s academics.

4b) By the end of the program year, 50 percent of migrant parents of students in grades
7-12 will report on a parent survey the participation in the development of the child’s
IPS.

4c) By the end of the program year, 80 percent of migrant parents will report an
increased awareness of available resources and support.

Strategies:

4.1 Provide activities and resources to facilitate parent involvement and parent
education in the schools including family literacy nights (e.g., transportation,
childcare, alternate meeting times, meals).

4.2 Involve migrant parents and staff in the development and communication of
the importance of migrant students’ IPS.

4.3 During the regular term and summer term, collaborate with other funding
sources and agencies to include migrant students in supportive programs based
on student needs (e.g., general health, nutrition, medical services).

In order to receive MEP funds, a local school district must implement programs,
activities, and procedures that effectively involve migrant parents. The Kansas
MEP requires that a local school district receiving MEP funds consult with a
Migrant Parent Advisory Council (MPAC) in an organized, ongoing, and timely
way, in the planning, review, and improvement of the local MEP.

Parent involvement in the planning of the program enables parents to understand
the program and have informed conversations with MEP and school staff about
the student’s education. Kansas offers information for parents to learn about the
MEP, to understand the ID&R process to determine qualification for the
program, and ideas on ensuring the child’s success in school. Each local MEP
sponsors parent development, family events for sharing information and
resources, and culminating activities to which parents are invited to participate
and bring their families. The Kansas MEP and local projects consult with the
MPAC about CNA and the design of the comprehensive SDP by participation of
MPAC representatives on the Kansas MEP CNA and SDP committees. The
Kansas MEP Policy Guidance governs the MPAC.
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The State MPAC goals and objectives are to:

e have an active MPAC at every MEP project in the State of Kansas;

e train local MPAC representatives to become advocates and leaders of their
communities;

e create a strong MPAC network throughout the State; and

e empower parents as primary educators of the children.

Local MPACs are supported by the State MEP, but have autonomy to make decisions

about parent involvement at the local and State levels. They must:

e be comprised of a representative sample of parents or guardians of eligible migrant
children and individuals who represent the interests of such parents;

e meet once per month during the regular school year;

e be provided by districts with a meeting location. With the assistance of the district,
the MPAC:s plan the time, and agenda well in advance;

o schedule meetings convenient for parents to accommodate their work schedules;

e provide meeting agendas, minutes, and other materials in a language and format that
parents understand; and

e establish meeting rules that support open discussion.

The following criteria are used to determine Priority for Service:

e Interruption of education during the regular school year including: a move during
the previous performance period, a move during the current performance period,
absent for two or more weeks and then returns due to migrant lifestyle, withdraws for
two weeks and re-enrolls due to migrant lifestyle, or is an Out-of-School Youth.

e AtRisk of Failing.

e Scored level 1 on Kansas English language arts or math assessment, scored level 1
or 2 on Kansas Science Assessment, Scored below proficient on another states
assessment, scored below the 50" percentile on norm referenced math or English
language arts test, is below grade level on K-3 English language arts diagnostic, is
behind in accruing credits for graduation, in a class that is not age appropriate,
grades indicating below average performance in any grade level, classified as non-
English or limited English proficient, and has repeated a grade level or course.

Districts, including school districts and service centers, that receive migrant

allocations are responsible for making PFS determinations as soon as students enroll. A
technical assistance provider visits each district at least twice per performance period to
verify that PFS is being recorded.

OR

Every Kansas MEP is required to maintain a list of eligible migrant students as well as a
listing of the students actually receiving migrant services. The eligibility list indicates
whether a student is determined to have PFS. The Priority for Services Form is intended
to serve as documentation for audit purposes and to assist the MEP in determining which
migrant students should receive services as a priority. Completed forms are kept on file
at the district and readily available upon request.

Whether or not an eligible migrant student meets the PFS criteria, it is important that
every MEP enter into the Migrant System the student’s “at-risk information” as it
provides documentation if the student moves to another district or state. Further, the at-
risk designation is data that is used in determining a district’s MEP allocation. The
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Priority for Services form is one method for collecting the information that is then
entered into the migrant database.

All Kansas Migrant Education Programs (MEP) are to have the documentation below.

List of eligible migrant students

List of students identified as Priority for Services students
List of services available

List of students receiving migrant services
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C. Title I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and
Youth who are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk

1. Transitions Between Correctional Facilities and Local Programs (ESEA section
1414(a)(1)(B)): Provide a plan for assisting in the transition of children and youth between
correctional facilities and locally operated programs.

The Kansas State Board of Education, along with local education agencies and the Kansas
Department of Corrections, strongly supports all students in the educational journey and
communicates with all stakeholders to ensure a successful transition between programs
and/or facilities. The Kansas State Board of Education will provide the following services
and supports for children and youth entering, exiting, and transferring between correctional
facilities and/or locally operated programs:

e Assignment of a Kansas Individual Data on Students (KIDS) identifier for each
neglected, delinquent and/or at risk youth. The KIDS system assigns a unique, randomly
generated state identification number for every student attending accredited public or
private schools in Kansas. This ID number follows the student throughout his/her preK-
12 education in Kansas schools. The KIDS identifier follows students between
correctional facilities and locally operated programs as well; the KIDS identifier is
essential in tracking records and data for students.

o Adoption of graduation expectations that meet or exceed state standards.

e Implementation of an Individual Plan of Study for all students in grades 8 through 12 and
modification of the plans as often as needed as new student data becomes available. The
Kansas State Board of Education strongly recommends that educational entities
implement Individual Plans of Study (IPS) for every student. As students navigate
through high school and into career and college, it is imperative that students set
educational goals and create a roadmap for success in high school and beyond. This
roadmap, or IPS, includes development of a flexible career focus and an education plan
that improves the career and technical skills of the student. The IPS is clearly defined,
rigorous, and relevant to assure a successful and efficient transition to postsecondary
education and/or the workforce. In addition, the IPS will help develop areas of career
interest, exploration of career pathways, and search for technical schools, colleges, and
training related to areas of interest for each student.

o Transfer and data share of student records, including student assessment data, between
facilities/programs, including local education agencies to correctional facilities and/or
locally operated programs, and from correctional facilities or locally operated programs
to local education agencies, to ensure continuity between programs and facilities using
student information systems.

¢ Allowance for students to continue working on credits after exiting a correctional facility
through a Kansas education service center or a local education agency.

e Conducting individual student progress meetings as needed between facilities, to include
social workers, counselors, transition mentors, and caseworkers, to evaluate student
progress using student records, assessment data, and observations of social/emotional
skills.

2. Program Objectives and Outcomes (ESEA section 1414(a)(2)(A)): Describe the program
objectives and outcomes established by the State that will be used to assess the effectiveness
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of the Title I, Part D program in improving the academic, career, and technical skills of
children in the program.

Kansas has established the following objectives and outcomes to assess the effectiveness of
the Title I, Part D program in improving the academic, career, and technical skills of
children in the program:

Obijective 1: Title I, Part D programs will provide for individualization of instructional
experience beginning with an intake process that includes an identification of each student’s
academic strengths and weaknesses in English language arts and math.

Outcome: Each Title I, Part D program will provide educational services for children
and youth who are neglected or delinquent to ensure that they have the opportunity to
meet challenging State academic content and achievement standards as well as accrue
school credits that meet state requirements for grade promotion or secondary school
graduation.

Obijective 2: Title I, Part D programs will ensure that all neglected and delinquent students
have the opportunity to transition to a regular community school or other education program
operated by a district, complete secondary school, and/or obtain employment after leaving
the facility.

Outcome: Title I, Part D programs will annually report on the types of transitional
services and the number of students that have transitioned from the facilities to the
regular community schools or other education programs, completed secondary school,
and/or obtained employment after leaving the facility.

Obijective 3: Title I, Part D programs will ensure (when applicable) that neglected and
delinquent students have the opportunity to participate in postsecondary education and job
training programs.

Outcome: The Kansas State Board of Education strongly recommends that educational
entities implement Individual Plans of Study (IPS) for students in grades 8 through 12. As
students navigate through high school and into career and college, it is imperative that
students set educational goals and create a roadmap for success in high school and
beyond. This roadmap, or IPS, includes development of a flexible career focus and an
education plan that improves the career and technical skills of the student. The IPS is
clearly defined, rigorous, and relevant to assure a successful and efficient transition to
postsecondary education and/or the workforce. To assess the effectiveness of the IPS,
Title I, Part D programs will annually report on the number of neglected and delinquent
students who participate in postsecondary education, job-training programs, receive a
recognized certification, or are successfully employed.
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D. Title Il, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction

1. Use of Funds (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(A) and (D)): Describe how the State educational
agency will use Title Il, Part A funds received under Title 11, Part A for State-level activities
described in section 2101(c), including how the activities are expected to improve student
achievement.

The KSDE will use Title Il Part A funds to support the following activities that are evidence-
based and shown to improve and support student achievement for all schools, including
comprehensive support and improvement schools:

e School leader evaluation and support systems, including induction and mentoring;

e Teacher evaluation and support systems, including induction and mentoring;

e Recruiting and retaining teachers and leaders;

e Teacher and principal professional learning opportunities, including technology in
the classroom;

e KansaStar evidence-based indicators of effective practices as the school
improvement system;

e Training regarding how to recognize and prevent child abuse; and

e Other supporting activities that meet the purpose of Title lIA.

2. Use of Funds to Improve Equitable Access to Teachers in Title I, Part A Schools (ESEA
section 2101(d)(2)(E)): If an SEA plans to use Title Il, Part A funds to improve equitable
access to effective teachers, consistent with ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B), describe how such
funds will be used for this purpose.

Not applicable. Kansas does not intend to use Title Il Part A funds to improve equitable
access to effective teachers.

3. System of Certification and Licensing (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(B)): Describe the State’s
system of certification and licensing of teachers, principals, or other school leaders

The KSDE works closely with public and private institutes of higher education in order to
graduate teacher and leader candidates who are prepared for a career in teaching and
leading. The KSDE has a licensing system that involves multiple types of licenses and
endorsements. Licenses include: Initial, Professional, Accomplished, Transitional, and
Provisional. The KSDE has implemented alternative routes to the classroom including hard-
to-fill positions in science, technology, engineering and math, for those that have a degree in
the subject area but do not have a teaching degree, and those that have work and/or skill
experience but do not have a teaching degree. This system of certification and licensing is
outlined in the “Routes to the Classroom” tables and graphic to follow.
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Routes to the Classroom

nonrenewable (TN)

Background Credential Requirements Examples or notes
of Applicant Option(s)
e Complete Praxis content test o Middle, secondary or all-level teaching subject
with passing score endorsements can be added to any existing elementary,
Add needed e Submit Form 22 application early childhood, middle level or secondary license
teaching e CANNOT add early childhood, elementary, SPED based
endorsement by only on testing
testing Examples: Elementary education adding middle level math;
Biology adding physics; Speech/theatre adding all level
music...
Already - - - - —
licensed e Enrolled in coursework on plan e Elementary education not available as a waiver/provisional
teacher of study for completing an e Leadership licenses not available as a waiver/provisional
Plan of study: approved program
waiver/provisional | e Waiver/provisional pathway
sequence as allows teaching full-time while
complete completing program
coursework on requirements
plan e Maximum 3 years on waiver to
move to provisional.
Provisional=2 years, renewable
e Degree; Teacher preparation e Kansas program completers
Initial license program completed To access annual summary data choose the LPR Board
Traditionally e Testing (TN if testing not presentation and/or LPR Summary document located at
One-year .
prepared temporary complete) www.ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=812
teacher e Recency means having teaching

experience or credit hours in the
last six years.

Teacher with

Submit application to request
Valid for current school year
Allows full-time teaching

e Can complete the school year teaching full-time without
meeting any requirements

e Available for teaching, school specialist, leadership expired
licenses

e Provides time for the educator to complete professional
development to renew their expired license if they wish to
continue to teach

Examples: retired district administrator serving a school year
while district conducts search; retired Family and

e.:xp|red Transitional license Consumer Sciences (FACS) teacher returning for a
license . .
semester/supervising student teacher who will then be
hired by district
e Retired educators only need to e Retiree could teach for a school year under a transitional
complete 50% of the professional license while earning the reduced professional
development points in order to development requirement to renew the professional
renew expired license license if desired
e 60 with advanced degree; 80
with bachelor's
Holds a e Degree o |Ifindividual does not have the required years of
degree in the o Life, Physical or Earth Space professional experience, they will qualify for a restricted
needed Science teaching license, which does not require the experience.
subject o Mathematics
(First o Engineering
language o Computer Technology
speakers (i.e. STEM license o Finance or Accounting
Spanish, e Five years of professional work
French, experience in the same subject
German...) for e Employed and assigned by a
restricted district to teach only the subject
license in the specified based on the degree
language) and experience
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Teaching License
Transition to
Teaching program)

Background Credential Requirements Examples or notes
of Applicant Option(s)
e Pass appropriate content test e Available for any middle level, secondary or all level
Restricted e Teach full-time while completing teaching subject endorsement

pedagogy coursework during 1st
two years

e Collaborative effort between IHE,
district, mentor

Out-of-State
Licensed
Teacher

Traditionally
Prepared:

Initial license;
Professional
license;
Accomplished
license; TN;
Exchange license,
or Transitional
license

e Type and level of license
determined by the amount of
experience or comparable
testing, and if recency is met

To access annual summary data choose the LPR Board
presentation and/or LPR Summary document located at
www.ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=812

Alternative Route
prepared:
Professional
license

OR

Licensure Review
Process (LRC)

Professional License

e Five or more years of accredited
experience, three of which are
consecutive in the same district

LRC process

e Interim alternative license issues-
allows full-time teaching while
going through LRC process

o LRC reviews file/in person
appearance before LRC follows

o Definition of Alternative route: teacher preparation

Secondary teacher
Issued Kansas
license for same
subject(s) 8-12

e Valid out-of-state license at the
secondary level

o Offer for hire by a Kansas district

e Preparation program not
required to be verified

e Type of license determined by
testing history and/or
exemptions from testing based
on experience

delivered through a means other than a university
program (such as a company or school district) and/or
university program does not address both content and
pedagogy (such as an online university program that only
delivers pedagogy.

New out-of-state regulations were implemented summer
of 2014 for alternative route completers and for secondary
licensed teachers.

Occupational
experience
and
skill/expertise
in the needed
subject field

Full-time assignment

o Five years of experience plus
industry recognized credential

.5 Full-time Equivalent (FTE) or less

Requested by hiring district

Three years, renewable upon request

Grades 8-12

Teachers licensed in academic subject area can apply for a

Career and . e ~at ! -
Technical assignment CTE Specialized by verifying their occupational
Education (CTE) Verify occupatlonal competency via competency
- one of multiple ways:
Specialized .
o two years of experience
Certificate OR
(employment in License
CTE path
pathways) OR
trade competency
OR
industry credential
e Restricted issued based on Grades 8-12

CTE Restricted/Full
Certificate
(employment in
CTE pathways)

verifying occupational
experience/competency

e Teach full-time while competing
pedagogy

o Parallel to restricted license but
based on occupational skills
rather than educational
background

Restricted=two years, renewable. Full certificate is for five
years.

This certificate has been available for many years
Updated to align with pathways language and to increase
the number of pathways where a technical certificate is
appropriate

Can add additional subject by trade competency only
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Background Credential Requirements Examples or notes
of Applicant Option(s)
Individual Must meet 2 of the following e Average of 5-7 per year
with criteria: e Examples
distinction in e Advanced degree in the subject o Law and Public Safety
their field o Significant related occupational o Foundations of Medicine/Medical Simulator
through a . experience o Business and Global Marketing
o Visiting Scholar . - .
combination License e Qutstanding talent or distinction o Arabic
of: in the field o Japanese
e experience o Symphonic band
e advanced
studies
e talent
o Individual has completed teacher | e Intensive, collaborative interview process between the
preparation and is credentialed Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) and
in their country. (International sponsoring program
Credential Evaluation Report is e Districts pay KSDE $2000 fee per teacher (for a stay of 1-3
required as part of application) years)
Visiting e MOU exists between the State o KSDE/sponsoring program provide support, training,
International Foreign Exchange Board and the Education inservice prior to start of school and during the year
Teachers License authority in participating country including work VISA issuance
Program (VIT) e Districts place teacher in
assignment teaching the
language (Spanish or Chinese) OR
the subject area they were
prepared to teach (elementary,
math, etc.)
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4. Improving Skills of Educators (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(J)): Describe how the SEA will
improve the skills of teachers, principals, or other school leaders in order to enable them to
identify students with specific learning needs, particularly children with disabilities, English
learners, students who are gifted and talented, and students with low literacy levels, and
provide instruction based on the needs of such students.

Every beginning administrator in Kansas must complete an induction and mentoring
program as a condition of moving from the leadership license to the professional level
leadership license. The KSDE partners with the Kansas Educational Leadership Institute
(KELI) housed at Kansas State University, to operate a mentoring and induction support
program for new superintendents and principals. The program matches mentors to mentees
and provides ongoing supports on a monthly basis. Support includes face-to-face dialogues,
ongoing telecommunication, cluster workshops, and other professional learning
opportunities. Hallmarks of the program include mentor work focusing on the Professional
Standards for Educational Leaders (formerly called ISSLC) and targeted to meet the
individual needs of the mentee. The mentoring must minimally be a two-year program, with
support continuing beyond as needed.

Further, the Kansas Multi-Tier System of Supports (MTSS) framework is a system-level
coherent continuum of evidence based, system-wide practices to support a rapid response to
academic, behavioral, and social skill needs. The Kansas MTSS framework intentionally
focuses on leadership, professional development, and an empowering culture. This focus
builds the specific skills of teachers, principals and other school leaders to recognize and
address the needs of students with specific learning needs, particularly children with
disabilities, English learners, students who are gifted and talented, and students with low
literacy levels.

In addition to induction and mentoring programs and the Kansas MTSS, the KSDE offers
professional learning opportunities to build the capacity of teachers and administrators
across the state to affect change of systems in regard to proper identification and
interventions of all students. Additional opportunities include:

e Kansas Summer Leadership Conference (Special Education and Title Services)
e Kansas Impact Institutes

e Kansas MTSS Symposium

e KSDE Annual Conference

5. Data and Consultation (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(K)): Describe how the State will use data
and ongoing consultation as described in ESEA section 2101(d)(3) to continually update and
improve the activities supported under Title Il, Part A.

The KSDE will evaluate data around equitable access to excellent educators, student
assessments, teacher retention, teacher evaluation and other KSDE data sources to inform
decisions in order to improve activities supported under Title Il, Part A.

The KSDE will continue to seek ongoing consultation with its advising partners, including
but not limited to, the ESEA Advisory Council, the Kansas Assessment Advisory Council,
Kansas Technical Advisory Council, Kansas Association of School Boards, Kansas
Association of Special Education Administrators, the Kansas Special Education Advisory
Council, the Kansas Professional Learning Team, Kansas Educational Systems Accreditation

79
Kansas State Department of Education January 8, 2018

http://www.ksde.org/Portals/0/ECSETS/ESEA/KSconsolidatedstateplan01182018 Approved.pdf 991411b
KSBE002566



Advisory Council, the advisory team for Kansas Teacher and Leader Evaluation, the Kansas
Parent Information Resource Center and Families Together. These councils consist of
general education teachers, special education teachers, English Learner teachers, principals,
directors of special education, other school leaders, paraprofessionals, specialized
instructional support personnel such as private and charter school representatives, students,
community partners and parents.

6. Teacher Preparation (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(M)): Describe the actions the State may take to
improve preparation programs and strengthen support for teachers, principals, or other school
leaders based on the needs of the State, as identified by the SEA.

The Kansas State Board of Education has adopted a set of educator program standards.
These standards provide guidance to institutes of higher education as well as providing
standards for professional learning at the state and district levels. The standards cover a
wide range of topics, including learner development, learning differences, learning
environment, content knowledge, application of content, assessment, planning for instruction,
instructional strategies, professional learning, ethical practices, leadership and
collaboration.

Kansas Educator Preparation Program Standards for Professional Education

Definitions:

Learner(s) is defined as children including those with disabilities or exceptionalities, who are
gifted, and students who represent diversity based on ethnicity, race, socioeconomic status,
gender, language (single and/or multi), religion, and geographic origin.

Learning environments are defined as the diverse physical locations, face-to-face and virtual
environments, contexts, and cultures in which students learn.

Standard 1: Learner Development. The teacher understands how learners grow and develop,
recognizing that patterns of learning and development vary individually within and across
the cognitive, linguistic, social, emotional, and physical areas, and designs and implements
developmentally appropriate, relevant, and rigorous learning experiences.

Standard 2: Learning Differences. The teacher uses understanding of differences in
individuals, languages, cultures, and communities to ensure inclusive learning environments
that enable each learner to meet rigorous standards.

Standard 3: Learning Environment. The teacher works with others to create learning
environments that support individual and collaborative learning, includes teacher and
student use of technology, and encourages positive social interaction, active engagement in
learning, and self-motivation.

Standard 4: Content Knowledge. The teacher understands the central concepts, tools of
inquiry, and structures of the discipline(s) he or she teaches and creates content-specific
learning and literacy experiences that make the discipline accessible and relevant to assure
mastery of the content.

Standard 5: Application of Content. The teacher understands how to engage learners through
interdisciplinary lessons that utilize concept based teaching and authentic learning
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experiences to engage students in effective communication and collaboration, and in critical
and creative thinking.

Standard 6: Assessment. The teacher understands how to use multiple measures to monitor
and assess individual student learning, engage learners in self-assessment, and use data to
make decisions.

Standard 7: Planning for Instruction. The teacher plans instruction that supports every
student in meeting rigorous learning goals by drawing upon knowledge of content areas,
technology, curriculum, cross-disciplinary skills, and pedagogy, as well as knowledge of
learners and the community context.

Standard 8: Instructional Strategies. The teacher understands and uses a variety of
appropriate instructional strategies and resources to encourage learners to develop deep
understanding of content areas and their connections, and to build skills to apply knowledge
in relevant ways.

Standard 9: Professional Learning and Ethical Practice. The teacher engages in ongoing
professional learning and uses evidence to continually evaluate his/her practice, particularly
the effects of his/her choices and actions on others (learners, families, other professionals,
and the community), and adapts practice to meet the needs of each learner.

Standard 10: Leadership and Collaboration. The teacher seeks appropriate leadership roles
and opportunities to take responsibility for student learning, to collaborate with learners,
families, colleagues, other school professionals, support staff, and community members to
ensure learner growth, and to advance the profession.
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E. Title I1l, Part A, Subpart 1: English Language Acquisition and Language

Enhancement
1. Entrance and Exit Procedures (ESEA section 3113(b)(2)): Describe how the SEA will
establish and implement, with timely and meaningful consultation with LEAS representing
the geographic diversity of the State, standardized, statewide entrance and exit procedures,
including an assurance that all students who may be English learners are assessed for such
status within 30 days of enrollment in a school in the State.

The KSDE has worked with its partners, including all EL program directors, the ESEA
Advisory Council, and federal program directors, to establish entrance and exit procedures
for English learners. The KSDE requires LEAs to assess and identify English learners within
30 days of enrollment in a school in Kansas.

Students are identified as English learners based on the home language survey and the score
on a state-approved English language proficiency screener. Currently, Kansas has a list of
approved screeners that will be replaced with the KELPA?2 screener when it is available in
2018. No other measures are used to determine eligibility.

The KSDE will transition to the Kansas English Language Proficiency screener in the 2017-
18 school year with full implementation in the 2018-19 school year. Fluent English scores for
Kansas’s English Language Proficiency screener will be available after piloting in spring
2018.

English learners are tested annually on the state-approved English language proficiency
assessments, KELPA2. The KELPA? is based on the state English language proficiency
standards and addresses the language demands needed to reach college and career
readiness. KELPA?2 assesses the language domains of reading, writing, listening, and
speaking. The student’s results on the annual assessment is the single criterion used to
measure a student’s proficiency in English and exit the student from English language
development services.

Kansas will be using Former English learners as an additional subgroup for reporting purposes.
Former English learners are those students that have scored an overall “proficient” score on the
Kansas English Language Proficiency Assessment 2 (KELPA2) and is no longer receiving direct
EL services. The student’s assessment scores on the Kansas English language arts and
mathematics assessments will be reported for four years following exiting the EL program.

2. SEA Support for English Learner Progress (ESEA section 3113(b)(6)): Describe how the

SEA will assist eligible entities in meeting:

i. The State-designed long-term goals established under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(ii),
including measurements of interim progress toward meeting such goals, based on the
State’s English language proficiency assessments under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(G); and

ii. The challenging State academic standards.

Kansas has established long-term goals and measurements of interim progress under Title I,
Part A. The long-term goal for ELs is based on “speed-to-proficiency. ” The KSDE will collect
data and conduct analyses to set the long-term goal in 2021 and measures of interim progress

to 2030.
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In the interim, Kansas will use a long-term goal and measures of interim progress around
“progress toward proficiency.” The progress toward proficiency goals and interim measures
will be set using 2017 KELPAs data, and measured and reported following the 2018 -2021
KELPA2 administration.

The KSDE will support English learners by providing schools and districts technical
assistance and professional learning, including face-to-face trainings, webinars, and
individual communications to meet the long-term goal and measurements of interim progress
and challenging State academic standards.

3. Monitoring and Technical Assistance (ESEA section 3113(b)(8)): Describe:
i. How the SEA will monitor the progress of each eligible entity receiving a Title 111, Part A
subgrant in helping English learners achieve English proficiency; and

The KSDE monitors all districts’ that receive Title 11l funds through the Kansas Integrated
Accountability System (KIAS). The KIAS is the statewide accountability system for state and
federal programs. The KIAS looks at many qualitative and quantitative risk factors around
compliance and performance. The KIAS process holds buildings and districts accountable for
each of these risk factors. Each risk factor is assigned a weight. The number of findings and
the weight of such findings informs the corrective action process. Not meeting Title 111
program requirements would trigger the implementation of a corrective action plan supported
by the KSDE, the Technical Assistance Support Network, Kansas Education Service Centers,
and other technical assistant partners. The KSDE will provide ongoing technical assistance to
the district and the building in support of meeting all Title Il program requirements.

The KIAS includes monitoring districts’ Local Consolidated Plans (LCP) to ensure that Title
111 funds are spent on allowable activities under Title Il1.

Additionally, the KIAS, analyzes data and risk factors for all districts receiving Title 111 funds
to determine if additional support and professional learning is needed. The KSDE and
partners will provide differentiated technical assistance to ensure progress toward proficiency
for all language learners in Kansas.

ii. The steps the SEA will take to further assist eligible entities if the strategies funded under
Title 111, Part A are not effective, such as providing technical assistance and modifying such
strategies.

Districts will be identified for further technical assistance based on needs and achievement
outcomes. Multiple indicators are used to establish English Learner language acquisition
and academic progress. Additionally, the identification process looks at the needs the
districts have for professional learning, including instructional materials, increasing parent
engagement and district communication with parents, student academic support, and
potentially coaches provided to districts. Individualized support is available to districts based
upon district root cause analysis and needs assessment.
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F. Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants

1. Use of Funds (ESEA section 4103(c)(2)(A)): Describe how the SEA will use funds received
under Title 1V, Part A, Subpart 1 for State-level activities.

The Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) has been working with stakeholders
groups including the Kansas ESEA Advisory Council to determine the best use of Title IV
funds at the state level. The goal is to discuss and recommend promising evidenced-based
practices for Kansas districts to consider.

The KSDE also has a Technical Assistance System Network (TASN) providing many of the
evidence-based professional learning opportunities authorized under Title IV, Part A of the
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). The KSDE hopes to be able to expand the work that is
being done by TASN as well as be able to involve more local districts in the evidence-based
activities that are already in place. One example of the programs that are already in place
under TASN that work very well under Title 1V, Part A includes, but is not limited to, the
School Mental Health Initiative. This initiative includes evidenced based interventions
around mindfulness and self-care, restorative practices, resiliency, mental health disorders of
childhood and adolescence, and trauma informed schools.

Based on feedback from school districts, schools, businesses, communities, and other state
agencies in ways in which the Title IV, Part A funds, may be used, the KSDE will use state
activity funds to help support districts, schools and students access college and career
competency activities.

2. Awarding Subgrants (ESEA section 4103(c)(2)(B)): Describe how the SEA will ensure that
awards made to LEAs under Title IV, Part A, Subpart 1 are in amounts that are consistent
with ESEA section 4105(a)(2).

The KSDE will distribute Title 1V, Part A, Subpart 1 allocations using a formula grant. The
KSDE will ensure that allocations are used for activities consistent with Title 1V.

The KSDE will not award grants of less than $10,000. The KSDE will comply with the
ratable reduction requirement 4015(b).

Districts and consortiums with over $10,000 will apply for the funding through our Local
Consolidated Application (LCP), which will require a budget and how the funds are expected
to be used by the districts based on the needs assessments that have been done at the local
level. The use of the funding will be divided into the three appropriate sections (Well-
Rounded Education {Section 4107}, Safe and Healthy Students {Section 4108}, and
Supporting the Effective Use of Technology {Section 4109}. The Early Childhood, Special
Education and Title Services (ECSETS) financial team is working with the Information
Technology team to update the LCP to be in line with ESEA section 4105(a)(2). Districts that
are retaining the funds to transfer to another allowable program under Title 1V, Part A will
be able to do this through the LCP application process as well.
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G. Title IV, Part B: 21° Century Community Learning Centers

1. Use of Funds (ESEA section 4203(a)(2)): Describe how the SEA will use funds received
under the 21* Century Community Learning Centers program, including funds reserved for
State-level activities.

The Kansas 21* Century Community Learning Centers program supplements, during non-
school hours, instruction that took place during the regular school day. The purpose of the
grant program is to provide academic enrichment opportunities for children, particularly in
grades Pre-K — 12, who attend high poverty and low-performing schools, to meet state and
local academic standards in core subjects.

The Kansas 21% CCLC program collaborates with other state and federal programs and
grants to provide services and activities to support the whole child regardless of status
and/or background. Collaborations between 21% CCLC and other programs include:

«  Partnering with Title I after school programs, sharing transportation costs and
expanding what currently takes place;

* Providing services to families of students who attend the program to help them support
students (i.e. language classes, literacy classes, translation, etc.);

» The program ensures that all eligible students are served no matter the financial status
(foster, homeless, free and reduce priced meals, etc.);

* Migrant funding provides staffing and/or transportation for migrant students
participating in the 21 CCLC program;

* The program does not prohibit any student from attending. If accommodations are
needed, the 21 CCLC program works with the school to determine the best supports for
the student; Homeless funds provide transportation for students in a homeless situation to
attend out of school programming;

*  Program partners with the USDA snack program;

« Kansas Reading Roadmap partners with the 21° CCLC program providing academic,
physical activity and family engagement curriculum for K-3 students; and

+ Transportation allowance is available for programs serving students that attend a
program in a district eligible for REAP (Rural Education Achievement Program). This
allowance provides the opportunity for students in small rural communities to attend the
out of school program.

In addition to funds that are awarded directly to sub-grantees, 21 CCLC funds reserved for State-level
activities are used to contract with an external organization to provide capacity building, training and
technical assistant to sub-grantees. The contracted organization holds two state conferences for 21%
CCLC sub-grantees during each grant year. Regional meetings are held throughout the state to address
programming and provide professional development to better equip program directors and staff to
provide quality services and activities to students being served with 21% CCLC grant funds. Two site visits
are conducted per year for each sub-grantee. Site visits or specific requests indicate the need for
technical assistance, which is provided on an as-needed basis. In addition, KSDE contracts with an
external organization to conduct a State-level evaluation to determine success of the Kansas 21 CCLC
program, as well as identify areas where improvement is needed.
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e KSDE requests external organizations interested in partnering with or providing services to 21%
CCLC grant programs, to complete a provider registration form. Completed provider
registrations are included on the KSDE website.

2. Awarding Subgrants (ESEA section 4203(a)(4)): Describe the procedures and criteria the
SEA will use for reviewing applications and awarding 21 Century Community Learning
Centers funds to eligible entities on a competitive basis, which shall include procedures and
criteria that take into consideration the likelihood that a proposed community learning center
will help participating students meet the challenging State academic standards and any local
academic standards.

The KSDE utilizes a competitive grant award process to award 21% Century Community
Learning Center Funds, starting with an RFA for the 21* CCLC Grant that follows the U. S.
Department of Education format and includes:

Statement of need — Needs to be presented include academic achievement status; poverty,
drug and alcohol use; violence; Title | status, demographics, including free- and reduced-
lunch percentages; and others.

Quality of proposed program design — Applicants will be required not only to show need but
also to provide evidence that the proposed program will address and meet the documented
needs. Successful applications will explain how the program offers high quality, evidence-
based academic content using appropriate methods of teaching and learning. Furthermore,
applicants must describe how the programs will attract and attain the students that the
program targets. The collaboration among the school, community partners, and local
advisory board needs to be shown to be genuine, with responsibilities of each clearly defined.
Transportation issues must be clearly explained. This section should include a description of
specific goals, objectives, and measurable outcomes.

Adequacy of resources — Evidence must include committed support from the school board,
superintendent, principal(s), teachers, and appropriate leaders of the community-based
organization or faith-based parner. Such “committed support” will include formal
assurances of collaboration in the areas of curriculum planning and delivery, objectives, and
data gathering. The applications should explain the space to be used and assure its
accessibility. This section will explain the availability and collaborative use of various funds,
the role of the advisory board in securing these and additional funds, and how the 21 CCLC
funds fit into the overall project. Applications must assure that the applicant partners have
the fiscal capacity to carry out the program.

Management plan — In the experience of Kansas 21 CCLC programs, it has been found that
the most successful programs have been developed and led by Project Directors with school
and management experience. While the Kansas program will not require such experience,
teacher or administrator certification is preferred. In any case, the applications need to
explain how the experience of the project director and other leaders of the program will
support the program. Charts and timetables are particularly helpful in describing the
program’s structure, especially with regard to teachers, tutors, volunteers, and students

served.
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Evaluation design — The applications will explain the extent to which the methods of
evaluation include the use of performance targets and measures that are clearly related to
the intended outcomes of the project and will produce quantitative and qualitative data to the
extent possible. The evaluation will show how participating students meet the challenging
State academic standards and any local academic standards. The evaluation should
reference every Performance Goal, Indicator, and Target included in the project design and
describe how those components will be measured.

Sustainability plan — This section will include a clearly explained, proposed plan for
sustaining the program.

Budget — Budgets for each grant year should appear in chart format, following the federal
design, which will be included in the RFA. A budget narrative may be included as well.

In order to ensure the quality of the application, Kansas developed an RFA with precise
instructions, as described briefly above. The RFA includes guidelines for Principles of
Effectiveness and uses the Sixteen Characteristics that Lead to Comprehensive Program
Planning for the Integration of 21st CCLC with Regular-Day Programs and Community
Partners. Those principles include: climate for inclusion; community partnerships;
coordination with regular school-day learning program; culturally sensitive climate;
evaluation design; facilities management; family literacy; focus on at-risk students; funding;
leadership and governance; linkages between out of school and regular school personnel;
family engagement; engaging the public; recreational programming; safe and healthy
environment; staffing, staff qualifications and training; and volunteers.

Applications are reviewed by a judging panel. Regardless of the size of the grant proposed,
applicants must convince the judging panel that costs are reasonable and necessary to carry
out the program’s purposes and objectives. The KSDE then makes awards for selected
programs for a period of not less than three years and not more than five years. Local
applicants are required to submit a plan describing how the program will continue after
funding ends.
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H. Title V, Part B, Subpart 2: Rural and Low-Income School Program

1. Outcomes and Objectives (ESEA section 5223(b)(1)): Provide information on program
objectives and outcomes for activities under Title V, Part B, Subpart 2, including how the
SEA will use funds to help all students meet the challenging State academic standards.

By 2029-2030 75 percent of students will reach college and career ready benchmarks in
English language arts and math.

By 2029-2030 95 percent of students in the four-year adjusted cohort will graduate high
school. This includes all subgroups.

All English learners will be proficient in English and reach high academic standards, at a
minimum showing growth to reach proficiency or better in English language arts and math.

The Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) has been working with stakeholders
groups and the Kansas ESEA Advisory Council to determine the best use of Title V funds for
the large amount of rural schools across the state. The KSDE plans to receive feedback from
school districts, schools, businesses, communities, and other state agencies in ways in which
the Title V funds can be most helpful in helping the children of Kansas become more
successful. Once final allocations are determined and the KSDE has a final amount of how
much funding will be available, the KSDE will work with these groups to determine the best
use of these funds. Some possible examples of how the use of funds may be used include, but
are not limited to, programs for English Learners, well-rounded education, safe and healthy
students, professional development in technology, expanding broadband access, increase
educator access to evidence-based professional development.

2. Technical Assistance (ESEA section 5223(b)(3)): Describe how the SEA will provide
technical assistance to eligible LEAs to help such agencies implement the activities described
in ESEA section 5222.

The Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) provides technical assistance to Kansas
school districts in a variety of ways. The Early Childhood, Special Education, and Title
Services (ECSETS) team has consultants that work with each district on how the district
plans to use federal funding to develop and implement programs at the local level. These
consultants are part of the Kansas Integrated Accountability System (KIAS) which is the
statewide accountability system for state and federal programs. The KIAS looks at many
qualitative and quantitative risk factors around compliance and performance. The KIAS process
holds buildings and districts accountable for each of these risk factors. Each risk factor is
assigned a weight. The number of findings and the weight of those findings inform the corrective
action process. Not meeting the program requirements of Title V would trigger the
implementation of a corrective action plan supported by the KSDE, the Technical Assistance
Support Network, Kansas Education Service Centers, and other technical assistant partners. The
KSDE will provide ongoing technical assistance to the district and the building in support of
meeting all Title V program requirements.
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process for districts to apply for Small Rural Schools Achievement (SRSA) grants This team also has a
program specialist and a finance specialist that work directly with districts and as liaisons to the USDoE
on the programs such as these. Both specialists attend the same webinars provided by the USDoE that
districts are expected to attend, including the webinars on the new application.

I. Education for Homeless Children and Youth program, McKinney-Vento
Homeless Assistance Act, Title VII, Subtitle B

1. Student Identification (722(g)(1)(B) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe the procedures the
SEA will use to identify homeless children and youth in the State and to assess their needs.

The Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) has a state coordinator who is responsible
for ensuring that districts identify a homeless liaison as required by federal law. The state
coordinator will inform the district’s homeless liaisons of duties, including the identification
of homeless children and youth, as described in the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance
Act. The state coordinator will also direct the liaisons to briefs and the Local Homeless
Education Liaison toolkit provided by the National Center for Homeless Education (NCHE).

The state coordinator will require identification of the numbers of homeless children within
each district to be included on the End of Year Accountability (EOYA) report through the
Kansas Individual Data on Students (KIDS) report. The state coordinator will continue to
require McKinney-Vento sub grantees to provide an annual evaluation that includes the
number of children and youth identified and served and a district specific identification of the
needs and services provided, or required, including barriers to the education of homeless
children and youth.

School districts are able to individually identify the homeless students, and during the
interview/verification process the needs of the student are assessed and the families with whom
they are working. Many districts have started to add a needs assessment to the residency
questionnaire, others wait until the formal verification has been confirmed to assess the needs of
the student and family.

2. Dispute Resolution (722(g)(1)(C) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe procedures for the
prompt resolution of disputes regarding the educational placement of homeless children and
youth.

Disagreements and disputes are to be settled as close to the point of conflict as possible.
Each local homeless education liaison shall assist the family and school to ensure
compliance with federal and state legislation and policy governing the education of children
and youth experiencing homelessness. The liaison shall work with the appropriate school
division representatives to address any policies or procedures that are identified as barriers
in the access to and success within a free appropriate public education.

The Office of the State Coordinator of Homeless Education may be consulted at any time for
technical assistance. Disagreements and disputes are to be settled as close to the point of
conflict as possible. Each local homeless education liaison shall assist the family and school
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to ensure compliance with federal and state legislation and policy governing the education of
children and youth experiencing homelessness. The liaison shall work with the appropriate
school division representatives to address any policies or procedures that are identified as
barriers in the access to and success within a free appropriate public education.

If a school chooses to send a child or youth to a school other than the school of origin or the school of
residency selected by the family or unaccompanied youth, the school shall consult with the local homeless
liaison prior to making a final placement determination.

If the school’s denial of enrollment is supported by a review of feasibility and best interest, the school
shall provide the parent or guardian of the child or youth with a written explanation of the school’s
decision regarding school selection or enrollment, including the rights to the parent, guardian, or
unaccompanied youth to appeal the decision. The local homeless education liaison shall maintain a copy
of such written notification. If an appeal is requested either in writing or verbally, the school shall:
immediately admit the student to the school in which enrollment is sought and provide all services for
which the student is eligible, pending resolution of the dispute; and, refer the child, unaccompanied
youth, parent, or guardian to the designated local homeless education liaison who should carry out the
dispute resolution process as expeditiously as possible after receiving notice of the dispute.

When the liaison is notified of an enroliment dispute by the State Coordinator, a school
district staff member, a family, or unaccompanied youth experiencing homelessness, or
another entity, the liaison shall:

¢ Initiate the documentation on the Enrollment Dispute Resolution form;

e Ensure the child or unaccompanied youth is immediately admitted to the school in which
enrollment is sought and provided with all services for which the student is eligible,
pending resolution of the dispute. Transportation must be arranged while the dispute is
being resolved;

e Review feasibility and best interest guidance documents with the school and appropriate
district office personnel.

e Contact any associated district’s local homeless education liaison to participate in the
decision making process if another school district is involved;

e Consult with the State Coordinator for additional technical assistance, as needed; and

e Provide the family or unaccompanied youth with a written determination of the district’s
placement decision, including the ability to appeal the decision at the state level by
contacting the Kansas State Homeless Coordinator within 10 business days.

A parent, guardian, or unaccompanied youth appeal of a school district’s decision must be

submitted to The Kansas State Homeless Coordinator within 10 business days of receiving

the school district’s notice. When an appeal is made to the state level, the State Coordinator

or designee shall:

e Review school district records and information provided by the appealing family or
unaccompanied youth to ensure proper procedures were followed; and

e Forward a recommendation to the Director of Early Childhood Special Education and
Title Services (ECSETS) regarding the appropriate placement for the student within five
working days of receiving the appeal based on the review of school district records, any
supplemental information provided when appropriate.

The Director of ECSETS or designee will make the final determination. The family or
unaccompanied youth and the school district(s) will be informed of the final disposition
within 10 business days of receiving the case and recommendation from the State
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Coordinator for Homeless Education. Upon notification by the Director of ECSETS, or

designee, the State Coordinator will:

e Provide technical assistance to the school district, as needed, to comply with the final
determination.

e Contact the school district within 30 business days from the final disposition by the
Director of ECSETS, or designee, to determine the status of the child or youth’s
enrollment.

3. Support for School Personnel (722(g)(1)(D) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe programs
for school personnel (including the LEA liaisons for homeless children and youth, principals
and other school leaders, attendance officers, teachers, enrollment personnel, and specialized
instructional support personnel) to heighten the awareness of such school personnel of the
specific needs of homeless children and youth, including runaway and homeless children and
youth.

The state coordinator will provide on the Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE)
Education of Homeless Children and Youth (EHCY) website to allow for access to program
information and links to other resources for districts. The state coordinator will develop and
disseminate, via the KSDE homeless website, a database of contact information for all local
school districts " homeless liaisons that includes the district name and number, liaison’s
name, position, addresses, phone numbers, and e-mail addresses. This will be updated
annually and as necessary during the school year as changes occur.

The state coordinator will provide assistance to school personnel to address the needs of
runaway and homeless children and youth through phone calls, e-mails, and in-person
trainings to educational staff across the state of Kansas. These trainings include in-person
trainings, live webinars, and archived webinars. Currently, the webinars provided are from
the National Center for Homeless Education (NCHE) and the National Association for the
Education of Homeless Children and Youth (NAEHCY). The KSDE will be providing
webinars produced by the Kansas State Coordinator starting with the 2017-2018 school year.
All trainings are open to all district level staff and community agency personnel.

The KSDE strongly encourages liaisons to do specific trainings for staff to provide
awareness for school leaders, attendance officers/registrars, attendance/truancy officers,
teachers, paraprofessionals, custodial staff, transportation staff including bus drivers, and
nutrition services staff. Some districts choose to bring these support staff with them to local
and national trainings as well as having them participate in state and national level
webinars.

4. Access to Services (722(g)(1)(F) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe procedures that
ensure that:
i. Homeless children have access to public preschool programs, administered
by the SEA or LEA, as provided to other children in the State;
ii. Homeless youth and youth separated from public schools are identified and
accorded equal access to appropriate secondary education and support
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services, including by identifying and removing barriers that prevent youth
described in this clause from receiving appropriate credit for full or partial
coursework satisfactorily completed while attending a prior school, in
accordance with State, local, and school policies; and

iii. Homeless children and youth who meet the relevant eligibility criteria do
not face barriers to accessing academic and extracurricular activities,
including magnet school, summer school, career and technical education,
advanced placement, online learning, and charter school programs, if such
programs are available at the State and local levels.

The state coordinator, who is part of the Early Childhood, Special Education, and Title
Services team, will coordinate with early childhood programs through the KSDE, Kansas
Department of Health and Environment (KDHE), and the Kansas Department of
Children and Families (DCF) to ensure that homeless preschool students have access to
relevant programs to meet the needs of the preschool students. The KSDE works with
these organizations and district staff to ensure that children of preschool age have access
to and are prioritized for placement in public preschool programs. Districts are expected
to work with private providers if there are no preschool openings available for homeless
students when identified.

The state coordinator will work with the Kansas State High School Athletics Association
(KSHSAA), local homeless liaisons, and local activities and athletics directors to provide
information to make sure that all homeless students have the same access to
extracurricular activities as non-homeless students. The state coordinator will routinely
work with the KSDE Nutrition and Wellness staff and local nutrition staff to make sure
that all homeless students immediately qualify for the free breakfast, lunch, and snack
programs that are available.

The KSDE works with local districts and the Kansas Association of School Boards
(KASB) to help districts develop locally driven policies and procedures to identify
homeless youths separated from public schools and support children and youth
experiencing homelessness and ensure that barriers are removed that may prevent the
homeless children from receiving appropriate credit for full and partial coursework
satisfactorily completed while attending a prior school. The KSDE is working with local
liaisons to develop more formal processes for students to receive the credit they have
earned, either partial or full credit. The KSDE is using successful plans from other states
and local school districts in order to make sure credit is received for all successful
coursework that is completed. The KSDE also encourages students to apply to their
district for graduation when they have met the 21 credit state requirement for graduation.

Trainings provided for liaisons include best practices on how athletic directors and
coaches work with homeless children and youth while respecting their privacy. The
professional learning trainings also address how homeless children and youth should
have the same access as non-homeless students to career and technical education
programs, summer school, Advanced Placement classes, International Baccalaureate
classes, online learning/virtual learning opportunities and the removal of all barriers
that will allow homeless children and youth access to these programs. In Kansas, magnet
schools and charter schools fall directly under the authority of the school districts.
Therefore, homeless children and youth have the same access to these programs as non-
homeless children and youth.
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5. Strategies to Address Other Problems (722(g)(1)(H) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Provide
strategies to address other problems with respect to the education of homeless children and
youth, including problems resulting from enrollment delays that are caused by—

i. requirements of immunization and other required health records;
ii. residency requirements;
iii. lack of birth certificates, school records, or other documentation;
iv. guardianship issues; or

\2 uniform or dress code requirements.

The state coordinator has reviewed with the KSDE attorney current laws, regulations,
practices and policies that may act as barriers to the enroliment, attendance and academic
success of homeless children and youth. The state coordinator has consulted with appropriate
KSDE staff to identify potential revisions to the state’s enrollment dispute resolution process
to align with the McKinney- Vento Act. The state coordinator has worked with local school
districts to ensure that homeless children and youth are not stigmatized or isolated from
peers. Homeless students and families will have at least 30 to 90 days to work with local
liaisons to retrieve records and or receive the required immunizations. Students are to be
allowed to attend class during this timeframe unless there is an outbreak. Districts may not
keep students out of class for lack of any other medical records, a lack of birth certificates,
school records, guardianship issues/clarifications or any other documentation required for
enrollment and attendance. These records need to be obtained by the district and family
working together to retrieve the records or attending doctors’ appointments where new
records may be obtained. Local residency requirements may not be a barrier to the
enrollment and attendance of homeless students. If there is a cost that the family cannot
afford, these activities should be paid by the district.

If a family is determined to be homeless, they automatically qualify as a resident of the
district based on Kansas state statute. If a district or school requires a uniform for school
attendance or specific classes, the uniforms need to be provided for any homeless student.

6. Policies to Remove Barriers (722(g)(1)(1) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Demonstrate that the
SEA and LEAs in the State have developed, and shall review and revise, policies to remove
barriers to the identification of homeless children and youth, and the enrollment and retention
of homeless children and youth in schools in the State, including barriers to enrollment and
retention due to outstanding fees or fines, or absences.

The state coordinator has reviewed with the KSDE attorney current laws, regulations,
practices and policies that may act as barriers to the identification, enrollment, attendance
and academic success of homeless children and youth and will revise as necessary. The state
coordinator has consulted with appropriate KSDE staff to identify potential revisions to the
state’s enrollment dispute resolution process to align with the McKinney- Vento Act. The
state coordinator will work with local educational agencies to ensure that homeless children
and youth are not stigmatized or isolated from their peers. Outstanding fees and fines for
homeless families/students must be removed and not be a barrier to the education of these
students. Student absences should not cause any barriers to the enrollment or attendance in
school.

All districts in Kansas are required to have in place a homeless children education policy.
The policy is monitored for compliance through the Kansas Integrated Accountability System.
The Kansas Association of School Boards (KASB) provides support to districts in developing
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these policies. The KSDE and KASB work with local education agencies (LEA) and their
homeless liaisons to review current laws, regulations, practices and policies that may act as
barriers to the identification, enrollment, attendance and academic success of homeless
children and youth and the LEAs will revise as necessary.

7._Assistance from Counselors (722(g)(1)(K)): A description of how youths described in section
725(2) will receive assistance from counselors to advise such youths, and prepare and improve
the readiness of such youths for college.

Counselors in Kansas will provide resources and will advise homeless youth in preparation
for going to post-secondary institutions. Counselors will provide resources from the
American School Counselor Association (ASCA), the National Center on Homeless
Education (NCHE), the National Association for the Education of Homeless Children and
Youth (NAEHCY), the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA), along with other
local resources such as specific contacts in financial aid and registrar offices at post-
secondary institutions. Counselors will also make sure the students continue to work and
update Individual Plans of Study (IPS) that provides a suitable vision for the student’s path
toward college and career readiness. This is the student’s individualized plan to assist and
guide the student to prepare for success after high school graduation.
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Appendix A: Measurements of interim progress

Instructions: Each SEA must include the measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-term
goals for academic achievement, graduation rates, and English language proficiency, set forth in the
State’s response to Title I, Part A question 4.iii, for all students and separately for each subgroup of
students, including those listed in response to question 4.i.a. of this document. For academic achievement
and graduation rates, the State’s measurements of interim progress must take into account the
improvement necessary on such measures to make significant progress in closing statewide proficiency
and graduation rate gaps.

A. Academic Achievement — Academic achievement long-term goal and interim measures of progress
will be provided and reported for each district and school in Kansas.

State-Level Data

Subgroups Reading/ Reading/Language |Reading/ Math: Math: Math:
Language Arts: | Arts: Interim Language Baseline Interim Long-term Goal
Baseline Data Measures of Arts: Long- |Data Measures of
(% scoring in Progress. term Goal (% scoring | Progress. (% scoring in Level 3
Level 3 & Level |(Yearly rate of gain | (% scoring |in Level 3 |(Yearly rate of |& Level 4)
4) to reach Goal) in Level 3& |& Level 4) |gain to reach
Level 4) Goal)
2017 2017-2030 2030 2017 2017-2030 2030
All students 42.0 2.53 75.0 33.0 3.23 75.0
Economically |27.7 3.63 75.0 19.8 4.24 75.0
disadvantaged
students
Children with |15.4 4.58 75.0 10.9 493 75.0
disabilities
English 19.7 4.25 75.0 154 4.58 75.0
learners
African- 21.0 4.15 75.0 13.2 4.75 75.0
American
students
Hispanic 26.1 3.76 75.0 18.7 4.33 75.0
students
White students [48.4 2.04 75.0 38.7 2.79 75.0
Asian students |55.7 1.48 75.0 54.6 1.56 75.0
American 315 3.34 75.0 21.8 4.09 75.0
Indian or
Alaska Native
students
95
Kansas State Department of Education January 8, 2018
http://www.ksde.org/Portals/0/ECSETS/ESEA/KSconsolidatedstateplan01182018_Approved.pdf 991411b

KSBE002582



B. Graduation Rate — Graduation rate long-term goal and interim measures of progress will be provided
and reported for each district and school in Kansas.

State-Level Data

Subgroups Graduation Graduation: Interim Graduation: Long-term Goal
(Interim Measure of Measures of Progress. (End Measure of Progress)
Progress) (Yearly rate of gain to reach
Goal)
2016 2017-2030 2030
All students 86.1 0.68 95.0
Economically
disadvantaged 7.7 1.33 95.0
students
Children with
disabilities 4 135 9.0
English learners 7.7 1.33 95.0
African-American 771 138 95.0
students
Native
Hawaiian/Pacific 82.6 0.95 95.0
Islander
Hispanic students 79.9 1.16 95.0
White students 88.8 0.48 95.0
Asian students 93.1 0.15 95.0
American Indian or
Alaska Native 725 1.73 95.0
students
Multi-Racial 819 1.01 95.0
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Appendix C. Progress Toward English Language Proficiency — English language proficiency long-
term goal and interim measures of progress will be provided and reported for each district and school in

Kansas.

State/District/ Baseline Data Interim Measures of Long-term Goal
School (% of students making Progress. (Yearly rate of | (% of students making
progress toward gain to reach Goal) progress)
proficiency)
2018-2030
2017 2030
English
Learners State |27.5% 3.45% 95
of Kansas
English
Learners 15.0% 6.33% 95
District A
English
Learners 9.8% 9.69% 95
School A
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Appendix D: General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) Section 427

All applicants for new awards must include information in their applications to address GEPA, Section
427 in order to receive funding under this program. GEPA 427 requires a description of the steps the
applicant proposes to take to ensure equitable access to, and participation in, its federally-assisted
programs for students, teachers, and other program beneficiaries with special needs. For a State-
formula grant program, a State needs to provide this description only for projects or activities that it
carries out with funds reserved for State-level uses. In addition, local school districts or other eligible
applicants that apply to the State for funding need to provide this description in their applications to
the State for funding. The State would be responsible for ensuring that the school district or other local
entity has submitted a sufficient section 427 to the State.

The Kansas State Department of Education takes numerous steps to ensure equitable access to, and
participation in, its federally assisted programs for students, teachers, and other beneficiaries with
students with disabilities and English learners. The first step is to include the requirement that an EEO
statement must be on all applications. As KSDE staff review applications, provide technical assistance,
and monitor programs, consideration is given to equitable access to federal programs. In addition, KSDE
has a complaint procedure an individual uses when a complaint regarding discrimination is made. On
occasion, KSDE staff are included in Office of Civil Rights (OCR) visits as a result of a complaint.

The KSDE arranges for special accommodations upon request for any participant with special needs. For
example, interpreters are available for signing to the deaf participants at workshops and meetings.

KSDE requires all LEAs and education service centers who receive federal funds to update GEPA
information. This information is kept on file at KSDE.
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Appendix 3:
2016-2017 Annual Report

The Annual Report is publicly available at
http://www.kslegislature.org/li/b2017_18/committees/ctte h k12 education_budget 1/documents/te
stimony/20180118 02.pdf. It was provided to the Legislature on January 18, 2018. It is appropriate
for this Court to take judicial notice of the Report, which is publicly available and Plaintiffs
respectfully request that this Court do so. K.S.A. 60-409(b)(4); K.S.A. 60-412(c).

4849-7887-1909.1
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Two years ago, we started with a vision of
leading the world in the success of each student.
We have likened this journey to President John
F. Kennedy's moonshot of putting a man on
the moon.

While we haven't set foot on the moon, yet,
our work is moving us closer every day.

The past 12 months can best be described as
nothing short of a whirlwind, punctuated by
the implementation of several major initiatives
and legislative actions not only at the Kansas
State Department of Education (KSDE), but
across the state and the nation.

The implementation process for the Kansas
Education Systems Accreditation (KESA) model,
marking a major shift in the state’s accreditation
process, started in 2016-2017, and the Kansas
State Board of Education will begin accrediting
districts under the new model in the summer
of 2018.

In June 2017, the Kansas Legislature approved
a new school funding formula, and it took
effect on July 1.

During the August 2017 State Board of Education
meeting, KSDE announced its Kansans Can
School Redesign Project. The agency received
29 applications for the project, and on Aug.
8, 2017, the seven selected districts, each
representing one of the Mercury 7 astronauts,
were announced.

The districts had to designate one elementary
school and one secondary school that will
be redesigned around the five outcomes
established by the State Board of Education.

Those outcomes are Social-Emotional Growth,
Kindergarten Readiness, Individual Plan of Study,
High School Graduation and Postsecondary
Success. The new school designs are slated for
launch in the 2018-2019 school year.

Nationally, states began submitting their plans
to comply with the Every Student Succeeds
Act (ESSA). ESSA, which was signed into law in
December 2015, reauthorized the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA).
KSDE submitted its Kansas Consolidated State
Plan to the U.S. Department of Education in
September 2017.

Randy Watson Testimony to House K-12 Education Budget Committee January 18, 2018
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There are so many other exciting things
happening within the agency, and we hope
this Annual Report gives you a glimpse into
many of them.

kb Justlike Kennedy's
moonshot of putting
a man on the moon,

our vision
for education

in this great state

will take
perseverance,
dedication and
hard work,

but together,

Kansans Can!77?

Dr. Randy Watson
Kansas Commissioner of Education

Kansas State Department of Education — www.ksde.org 3
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YEAR

IN REVIEW
QUARTE

N
R ONE

2016
| OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER
| KANSANS CAN ANNIVERSARY | NATIONALTITLE | DISTINGUISHED SCHOOLS | ANNUAL REPORT

October marks the first anniversary of the official
announcement launching the Kansans Can vision
for Kansas education.

KANSAS MILKEN AWARD WINNER
ANNOUNCED

Stephanie Conklin, principal at Brougham
Elementary School in Olathe USD 233, received
the 2016 Milken Educator Award.

NATIONAL PTA SCHOOLS OF EXCELLENCE

The State Board of Education recognized Shawnee
Mission North High School and Shawnee Mission
North High PTA (USD 512), and Wyandotte High
School and Wyandotte High School PTSA (USD
500) for being named 2016-2018 National PTA
Schools of Excellence.

"YOU ARE NOT ALONE" CAMPAIGN
LAUNCHED

Anti-bullying Awareness Week was observed Oct.
3-9. KSDE launched the video campaign "You are
Not Alone. You Can Talk to Me."

COMMISSIONER VISITS
Completed 23 district visits.

Sterling Grade School, USD 376, and West Elk
School, USD 282, were recognized as National
Title | Distinguished Schools for their work to
close the achievement gap and for continuous
high achievement.

SUICIDE AWARENESS AND PREVENTION
TRAINING

The State Board of Education approved a change
to K.A.R. 91-31-32, requiring for all accredited
schools to provide suicide awareness and
prevention training to all staff.

NATIONAL STUDENT CLEARINGHOUSE

KSDE contracted with National Student
Clearinghouse to provide core postsecondary
data to Kansas schools.

EDUCATIONSUPERHIGHWAY

Entered into an agreement with
EducationSuperHighway, Department of
Administration and the governor’s office to
develop and implement a statewide plan to
upgrade school districts to affordable high-speed
broadband access.

2017 TEACHER OF THE YEAR ANNOUNCED

Jason Sickel, a vocal music teacher at Blue Valley
North High School (USD 229), named 2017 Kansas
Teacher of the Year. Team members include Crystal
May, a fourth-grade teacher at Pray-Woodman
Elementary in Maize (USD 266); Jonathan Ferrell,
a sixth-grade teacher at Briarwood Elementary
in Overland Park (USD 512); Lori Stratton, an
English teacher at Wamego High School (USD
320); Brent Wolf, a sixth-grade teacher at Derby
North Middle School (USD 260); Maret Schrader,
a language arts teacher at Seaman High School
(USD 345); Kristi Bruce, a fourth-grade teacher
at Auburn Elementary School (USD 437); and
Jennifer Farr, a fifth-grade teacher at
Lincoln Elementary in Junction City
(USD 475).

COMMISSIONER VISITS
Completed 22 district visits.

COMMISSIONER VISITS

The 2015-16 KSDE Annual Report was released.

KSDE PURPOSE STATEMENT REDEFINED

As part of its work to develop a new agency-wide
strategic plan, KSDE unveiled its new agency
purpose statement: We are an agency of Kansans
serving Kansans by inspiring, coaching and leading
to create the conditions for each student’s success.

IPS IMPLEMENTATION

Nearly 75 percent of all school districts report
having implemented an Individual Plan of Study
process within their schools.

NATIONAL SCHOOLS OF CHARACTER

Three Kansas schools were honored as National
Schools of Character for 2016 by the National
Forum on Character Education and Character.
org: Lincoln Elementary (Clay Center USD 379);
Valley Center Intermediate (Valley Center USD
262); and Kiowa County Elementary and Junior
High School (Greensburg USD 422).

ASSESSMENT ENHANCEMENT

The Center for Educational Testing and Evaluation
conducted a study designed to correlate a
student’s performance on math and English
language arts state assessments with a likely
range of ACT scores. This predictive range will
be included on student assessment performance
results starting with the 2016-2017 assessment.

DATA CENTRAL DEBUT

KSDE debuted its new Data Central system on
its public website. The system includes directory
information, the Kansas Building Report Card,
Kansas K-12 Reports, Nutrition Reports, Special
Education Reports, GIS information and more.

QUARTER ONE
IIATD
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QUARTER TWO

2017
|JANUARY |FEBRUARY | MARCH |
| GTATE BOARD ELECTIONS ' COALITION OF INNOVATIVE SCHOOL ' EDUCATOR PREPARATION PROGRAM |

Ann Mah was elected to the Kansas State Board
of Education. Deena Horst (District 6), Kathy
Busch (District 8), Jim McNiece (District 10) and
Steve Roberts (District 2) each won re-election.

Jim Porter was selected board chairman and Kathy
Busch was selected board vice chair.

KANSAS CURRICULAR STANDARDS FOR
LIBRARY/INFORMATION AND TECHNOLOGY
EDUCATION

State Board of Education approved revised
curricular standards for Library/Information and
Technology Education.

2016 KANSAS BLUE RIBBON SCHOOLS

Four schools were named 2016 Kansas Blue
Ribbon Schools: Challenger Intermediate School,
USD 265 Goddard; Chanute Elementary, USD 413
Chanute; McKinley Intermediate Elementary, USD
435 Abilene; and Wheatridge Middle School, USD
231 Gardner Edgerton.

EDUCATORS RISING
Educators Rising was announced as the newest
Career Tech Student Organization.

COMMISSIONER VISITS
Completed seven district visits.

DISTRICTS

The State Board of Education approved five
Specialized Certificates for Coalition of Innovative
School Districts member Kansas City, Kansas,
UsSD 500.

STATE BOARD WORK SESSION CONVENED
The State Board of Education conducted a one-
day work session to review current work being
done to advance the Individual Plan of Study
outcome.

EDUCATOR PREPARATION PROGRAM
STANDARDS: ELEMENTARY EDUCATION

The State Board of Education approved the new
educator preparation program standards for
Elementary Education Unified K-6, which serve
as a direct-entry special education program for
teacher candidates.

HARD-TO-FILL POSITIONS IDENTIFIED

The State Board of Education approved the
following positions as hard-to-fill for the 2016-
17 school year: elementary classroom teacher,
mathematics (5-12), life and physical sciences
(5-12), English language arts (5-12), and fine and
performing arts (prek-12).

SECURITY BENEFIT RECOGNIZED

Security Benefit, Topeka, was recognized by
the State Board of Education for its longtime
partnership with KSDE ‘s Kansas Teacher of the
Year program.

DISTRICTS IMPLEMENT CAREER CRUISING

As of February, 180 school districts were using
the state’s preferred vendor Career Cruising to
develop Individual Plans of Study for students

COMMISSIONER VISIT
Completed eight district visits.

STANDARDS: CHEMISTRY, PHYSICS, FOREIGN
LANGUAGE

The State Board of Education approved new
educator preparation program standards for
chemistry (6-12), physics (6-12), and foreign
language (Prek-12).

SCHOOLS ACCREDITED

The State Board of Education voted to retain each
school’s accreditation rating until that status is
superseded by the first system-level status granted
under KESA to the education system to which the
school belongs or to the school itself in the case
of an independent private school and unless that
status is changed by official action of the board.

NEW TEACHER MENTORING GUIDELINES AND
REQUIREMENTS PILOTED

The State Board of Education voted to authorize
implementation of proposed mentoring guidelines
and requirements for new teachers as a pilot
program for the 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 school
years. The mentoring program was developed
by the Teacher Vacancy and Supply Committee.

COMMISSIONER VISITS
Completed 15 district visits.

Randy Watson Testimony to House K-12 Education Budget Committee January 18, 2018
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QUARTER THREE

| APRIL

| MAY

|JUNE |

‘ KANSAS CTE SCHOLAR PROGRAM LAUNCHED
The Kansas CTE Scholar program was launched.
The program focuses on students’ technical skills
attainment, coursework, demonstrated leadership,
work experience and career vision summary
statements. More than 50 students were named
CTE Scholars.

“KANSANS CAN, AND | AM" VIDEO
CAMPAIGN ANNOUNCED

KSDE started seeking submissions for the
“Kansans Can, and | Am" video campaign
honoring Class of 2017 high school graduates.
Schools submitted short videos of graduates
discussing their postsecondary plans. The
videos were shared via social media.

KANSAS CURRICULAR STANDARDS FOR
DANCE AND CREATIVE MOVEMENT

The State Board of Education approved revisions
to Kansas Curricular Standards for Dance and
Creative Movement.

EDUCATOR PREPARATION PROGRAM
STANDARDS: ESOL

The State Board of Education approved new
educator preparation program standards for
English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL)
K-6, 5-8, 6-12, PreK-12.

EARLY LEARNING ROAD SHOWS

Six Early Learning Road Shows were conducted to
help school districts work through questions about
early learning opportunities in their communities.
These meetings focused on the Board's goal of
Kindergarten Readiness.

EDUCATE KANSAS TEACHER RECRUITMENT
CAMPAIGN ANNOUNCED

KSDE, in partnership with the Professional
Standards Board and the Teacher Vacancy
and Supply Committee, announced the launch
of the Educate Kansas teacher recruitment
campaign. The campaign includes the creation
of a new website, www.educatekansas.org.

KANSAS SENATE YOUTH PROGRAM
DELEGATES

Tel Wittmer, of Holton High School, USD 336, and
Jack Campbell, of Mill Valley High School, USD
232, named 2017 Kansas Senate Youth Program
delegates.

COMMISSIONER VISITS
Completed 18 district visits.

‘ "KANSANS CAN, AND | AM" VIDEO
CAMPAIGN LAUNCHED
Launched "Kansans Can, And | Am" social media
campaign recognizing Class of 2017 high school
graduates across the state.

EMERGENCY SAFETY INTERVENTION
REGULATION AMENDMENTS

The State Board of Education voted to adopt
proposed amendments to Emergency Safety
Intervention regulations K.A.R. 91-42-1, 91-42-2,
91-42-4 and 91-42-7; School Bus Safety regulations
K.AR.91-38-1,91-38-2, 91-38-3, 91-38-4, 91-38-5,
91-38-6, 91-38-7 and 91-38-8; and amendments
to Higher Education Accreditation regulations 91~
1-70a, 91-1-208, 91-1-221 and 91-1-235.

COMMISSIONER VISITS
Completed two district visits.
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| KANSAS STATE SCHOOLS FOR THE DEAF AND |

BLIND SUPERINTENDENT SEARCH

Kansas State Schools for the Deaf and Blind
Superintendent Madeleine Burkindine retired on
June 30. Jon Harding, of the Kansas State School
for the Blind, and Luanne Barron, of the Kansas
State School for the Deaf, were named interim
superintendents.

KANSAS SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
HONORED

Sue Givens, superintendent at El Dorado USD 490,
was named the 2017 Kansas Superintendent of
the Year by the Kansas School Superintendents
Association; Britton Hart, principal of Emporia
High School (Emporia USD 253), was named the
2016-2017 Kansas High School Principal of the Year
by the Kansas Association of Secondary School
Principals; Terrell Davis, principal of Truesdell
Middle School (Wichita USD 259) and Tony
Helfrich, principal of Liberty Middle School (Pratt
USD 382) were named the 2016-2017 Kansas
Middle School Principals of the Year by the Kansas
Association of Middle School Administrators; and
Dana Sprinkle, principal of Ell-Saline Elementary
School (Ell-Saline USD 307), was named the 2017
National Distinguished Principal of the Year by
the Kansas Association of Elementary School
Principals.

SPECIALIZED CERTIFICATES APPROVED

The State Board of Education approved 16
applications for Specialized Certificates for Kansas
City, Kansas, USD 500.

STATE ASSESSMENT CONTRACT APPROVED
The State Board of Education voted to approve a
2017-18 assessment contract with the Center for
Educational Testing and Evaluation for an amount
not to exceed $6 million.

STATE BOARD WORK SESSION CONVENED

The State Board of Education conducted a one-day
work session to review current work being done to
advance the Social-Emotional Growth outcome.
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YEAR IN REVIEW

QUARTER FOUR

| AUGUST |SEPTEMBER |
" KANSAS EDUCATION SYSTEMS |

ULy
" NEW SCHOOL FUNDING FORMULA

VISION VIDEO TRAINING SERIES RELEASED |

The Kansas Legislature’s newly developed school
funding formula took effect on July 1.

KSDE HIRES SCHOOL REDESIGN SPECIALISTS

KSDE announced the hiring of one elementary
and one secondary redesign specialist to lead
the Kansans Can School Redesign Project.

CURRICULAR STANDARDS AND EDUCATOR
PREPARATION PROGRAM STANDARDS

The State Board of Education approved the Kansas
Curricular Standards for World Language and
new educator preparation program standards
for Elementary Education K-6.

KANSAS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

SCHOOL MENTAL HEALTH ADVISORY COUNCIL
KSDE established the State Board of Education
School Mental Health Advisory Council to inform
the board of current issues and unmet needs
regarding school mental health. Board member
Kathy Busch was appointed to head up this council.

KANSAS SCHOOLS RECEIVE POSTSECONDARY
PROGRESS REPORTS

Through KSDE's agreement with National
Student Clearinghouse, Kansas schools began
receiving postsecondary progress reports tracking
students in postsecondary programs. The data,
related to the accreditation model and the
Rose Capacities, will help measure if enough
students are gaining postsecondary education
to meet predicted needs of the Kansas workforce.

ESSA PLAN
Kansas Consolidated State Plan posted for 30-day
public comment period.

COMMISSIONER VISITS
Completed one district visit.

ACCREDITATION

Kansas school districts officially transitioned to
the Kansas Education Systems Accreditation
(KESA) model.

KANSANS CAN SCHOOL REDESIGN PROJECT
ANNOUNCED

KSDE announced the seven Kansas school
districts selected to participate in the Kansans
Can School Redesign Project, called Mercury 7.
Twenty-nine Kansas school districts applied to
take part in the project. Twenty-one districts
agreed to participate in a modified version of
the redesign project, called the Gemini Project.

CIVIC ADVOCACY NETWORK PILOT PROGRAM
LAUNCHED

KSDE launched its Civic Advocacy Network
(CAN) pilot program. The program is designed
to promote civic engagement and award schools
that intentionally create civic engagement learning
opportunities for their students.

SCIENCE ASSESSMENT PERFORMANCE LEVELS
APPROVED

The State Board of Education approved the
performance levels and cut scores for the Kansas
College and Career Ready and Dynamic Learning
Maps assessments in Science.

KANSAS CURRICULAR STANDARDS FOR
MATHEMATICS

The State Board of Education approved the Kansas
Curricular Standards for Mathematics.

KSDE CHILD NUTRITION AND WELLNESS
KANSANS CAN BEST PRACTICE AWARDS
KSDE Child Nutrition and Wellness team
announced the recipients of its newly created
Kansans CAN Best Practice Awards, recognizing
outstanding practices in food service programs
that support the Kansans Can vision. Recipients
were Shawnee Mission USD 512 and Blue Valley
USD 229 (Innovative Meal Pattern Strategies);
Kansas City, Kansas, USD 500, and Seaman USD
345 (Increased Participation); Rose Hill USD 394
(Managing Finances); lola USD 257 and Quality
Care Services in El Dorado (Customer Service); and
Labette Health in Parsons (Impacting

Wellness).

COMMISSIONER VISITS
Completed six district visits.
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KSDE released a seven-module video training
series to help Kansas school districts facilitate staff
discussions around Kansas' vision for education.

KANSAS ESSA PLAN SUBMITTED

KSDE submitted the Kansas Consolidated State
Plan to meet the requirements for the Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
COMMISSIONER VISITS

Completed 29 district visits.
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KANSANS CAN
SCHOOL REDESIGN PROJECT

Seven Kansas school districts — each
representing one of the Mercury 7
astronauts — were announced in
August as taking part in a project that
will help shape what education will look
like in the future.

The Kansans Can School Redesign project launched Aug. 8, 2017, when the
following districts and schools, along with the astronaut they represent,
were introduced to the State Board of Education as participants in the
project:

Coffeyville USD 445 — John Glenn
« Community Elementary School
« Field Kindley Memorial High
(with Roosevelt Middle School staff involved)

Liberal USD 480 — Alan Shepard

« Meadowlark Elementary School
« Liberal High School

McPherson USD 418 — Wally Schirra

« Eisenhower Elementary School
« McPherson Middle School

Olathe USD 233 — Gordon Cooper

« Westview Elementary School
« Santa Fe Trail Middle School

Stockton USD 271 — Deke Slayton

« Stockton Grade School
« Stockton High School

Twin Valley USD 240 — Gus Grissom

« Tescott Elementary School
+ Bennington Junior-Senior High School

Wellington USD 353 — Scott Carpenter

« Kennedy Elementary School
« Wellington High School

Randy Watson Testimony to House K-12 Education Budget Committee January 18, 2018 991499
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Twenty-nine school districts applied for the
project. Out of those applications, seven were
selected. Each of the seven districts had to
designate one elementary and one secondary
school to be redesigned around the five outcomes
established by the State Board of Education, the
five elements identified as defining a success high
school graduate, and what Kansans said they
want schools to provide students.

When applying for the project, districts also had
to have approval by their local school board with
a public vote, faculty support with a vote of 80
percent, and support from the Kansas National
Education Association (KNEA) or other professional
organization.

Applications for the project were due by Aug.
1, and Kansas State Department of Education
(KSDE) staff members and representatives from
the Kansas Association of School Boards and the
United School Administrators of Kansas served
on the selection committee. Two KSDE staff
members were named to lead the project. Jay
Scott is leading the secondary school redesign,
and Tammy Mitchell is leading the elementary
school redesign. The two are traveling across the
state throughout the 2017-2018 school year to
work with the districts and schools.

Twenty-one of the districts that applied for the
Kansans Can School Redesign project accepted
the challenge of becoming a Gemini district.

While the Gemini districts aren't receiving onsite
coaching from KSDE staff members like the
Mercury 7 districts, they are participating in
video Professional Learning Community (PLC)
sessions together and video meetings with Scott
and Mitchell. Like the Mercury 7 districts, the 21
districts had to select one elementary and one
secondary school to redesign. These districts also
had to develop and share a project timeline with
KSDE staff members and set a project launch
date that occurs no later than the spring of 2020.

Representatives from agencies partnering with
KSDE and the State Board of Education, along with
interim Kansas Commerce Secretary Nick Jordan,
attended the Mercury 7 August announcement.
A news conference took place, and each super-
intendent from the seven districts was allowed to
share their thoughts about the project.

The districts have to launch a new school
redesign in the 2018-2019 school year and serve
as demonstration sites for the remaining 279
school districts.

k& What we are saying s that each child is
important Each child is critical
to the success of our state and it
Individual Plans of Study and with redesigns, I think we
have the opportunity to make sure we meet the needs of
each student. We can't afford to miss a student. 77

- Jim Porter, Chairman of the Kansas State Board of Education

Randy Watson Testimony to House K-12 Education Budget Committee January 18, 2018
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VISION

Kansas leads the world in the success of
each student.

MISSION

To prepare Kansas students for lifelong
success through rigorous, quality academic
instruction, career training and character
development according to each student's
gifts and talents.

MOTTO
Kansans CAN.

SUCCESSFUL KANSAS HIGH
SCHOOL GRADUATE

A successful Kansas high school graduate
has the

+ Academic preparation,

» Cognitive preparation,

« Technical skills,

» Employability skills and

« Civic engagement
to be successful in postsecondary education,
in the attainment of an industry recognized

certification or in the workforce, without the
need for remediation.

OUTCOMES FOR MEASURING
PROGRESS
« Social-Emotional Growth, measured
locally
+ Kindergarten Readiness

Individual Plan of Study, focused on
career interest

+ High School Graduation
» Postsecondary Success

www.ksde.org
991499

KSDE 142054

9



KESA

The Kansas State Department of
Education in 2016 announced a new
accreditation model for the state, and
the 2016-2017 school year served as
"Zero Year” of the Kansas Education
Systems Accreditation (KESA) process.

KESA aligns with the Kansas State Board
of Education’s vision for education in
Kansas, which is Kansas leads the world
in the success of each student.

k& 'mtremendously excited about what
we have the opportunlty to do? 7

- Fred Van Ranken, Superintendent, Twin Valley USD 240,
speaking about the Kansans Can School Redesign Project

10
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KESA

This new five-year model accredits systems,
such as school districts. The old system, Quality
Performance Accreditation (QPA), accredited
buildings. The systems approach to accreditation
began with the 2017-2018 school year.

The five-year cycle of improvement efforts uses an
educational framework called "The Five Rs.” Those
5 Rs are Relationships, Relevance, Responsive
Culture, Rigor and Results.

Under the KESA model, each school within a
district starts the process by conducting a needs
assessment to identify key areas they think
should be a focus of their work. The district then
collects and analyzes those needs assessments
and identifies the two biggest areas — or Rs
— that need work. The district then develops
strategies to strengthen those areas. In the final
phase, the district and others review data to see
if improvements were made.

KSDE staff members conducted 10 regional
professional learning activities in each of the four
quarters of the year. These activities informed

attendees about the process, the KESA rubrics
and various expectations for systems as they
move closer to the time they will apply for
accreditation status.

During the 2016-2017 school year, the 38-member
Accreditation Council met and provided input on
the development of KESA. Council members also
provided feedback on KESA that they received
from colleagues and others throughout the state.

Each system seeking accreditation is required to
have an Outside Visitation Team (OVT) in place
to assist with the accreditation process. OVTs
are groups of educational professionals charged
with coaching, mentoring and supporting the
system they are serving for the duration of the
five-year cycle.

KSDE staff members spent many hours developing
a comprehensive OVT Workbook, which is a
primary information resource for all systems and
OVT members.
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OVT training, as well as training for visitation
team chairs, was provided multiple times at each
of the educational service centers throughout
the state. Potential OVT members and chairs
are required to attend these KSDE facilitated
trainings prior to serving on teams. The Kansas
Educational Leadership Institute provides the
training to team chairs.

Also during the past several months, new
accreditation regulations were written to replace
the old version that supported QPA, and an
Accreditation Review Council (ARC) met for the
first time in September to begin the journey
of accrediting systems. ARC is the group that
will review work submitted by systems seeking
accreditation and make a final accreditation level
recommendation to the Kansas State Board of
Education. There are three levels — accredited,
accredited-conditional and not accredited.

The State Board of Education could begin
accrediting schools as early as the summer of 2018.
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SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL

GROWTH

The Kansas State Department of Education has
developed several key initiatives and collaborated
on others to achieve meaningful results toward
the goal of each student developing the social,
emotional and character competencies that
promote learning and success in life.

Social-Emotional learning
is the process through
which students and adults
acquire the knowledge,
attitudes and skills
necessary to understand
and manage emotions,
set and achieve positive
goals, feel and show
empathy for others and
establish and maintain
positive relationships.

Kansas in 2012 became the first state to implement
Social-Emotional Character Development (SECD)
standards. Every seven years, KSDE reviews
and revises the standards. That process will
begin in 2017-2018. A critical consideration
for the revision of the standards will be how
to best incorporate prevention measures into
the standards framework.

12

Throughout the 2016-2017 school year, KSDE
and its partners supplied the following items
to the field:

« Measuring SECD Toolkit: This toolkit includes
an overview of what SECD is; common
outcomes measures for SECD; a document
that is a primer for collecting and using
data; articles; examples of surveys; curricular
examples; an overview of the College and
Career Competencies (CCC) framework; CCC
formative questionnaires; fact sheets; and
other professional resources.

« SECD and Kansas Education Systems
Accreditation (KESA) crosswalk: This tool
provides ideas and examples of how to
align the SECD standards with the KESA
accreditation 5Rs, which are Results,
Relationships, Responsive Culture, Relevance
and Rigor. KESA is Kansas' new model for
accrediting systems (districts).

« Kansas School Mental Health Resource
Guide: This guide, developed by the Kansas
Technical Assistance System Network (TASN)
helps school communities in building and
strengthening school mental health systems,
supports, services and practices.

KSDE and TASN worked together to develop a
school mental health framework to promote and
ensure interconnected systems of care across
school, business and community services. This
framework outlines a tiered-sytem approach to
supporting mental health in Kansas schools.

Randy Watson Testimony to House K-12 Education Budget Committee January 18, 2018
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The State Board of Education then authorized
initiation of a new advisory group — the Kansas
School Mental Health Advisory Council. The
council, chaired by the State Board of Education
member Kathy Busch, first met in August 2017.
The council is tasked with improving services and
support policies that will enhance and ensure
adequate interconnected school mental health
services across the state.

Throughout the 2016-2017 school year, KSDE
integrated SECD into content standards and
curriculum and made them available to schools.
As standards are brought up for review, SECD
is being integrated into them.

Agency staff members also completed a
six-month long study of Adverse Childhood
Experiences (ACES) and trauma-informed
schools. The staff members produced a 25-page
report of recommendations for the Kansas
Commissioner of Education and the State Board
of Education. Several of the recommendations
were implemented or are in the process of
being implemented.

KSDE launched a pilot of the Kansans Can
Competencies Framework. The College and
Career Competency Framework, which was
developed by the Research Collaboration
team at the University of Kansas, outlines
teachable intrapersonal, interpersonal and
cognitive competencies. For example, educators
learn how to teach perseverance, goal setting,
self-regulation and self-efficacy under the
intrapersonal domain.
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KSDE142057



SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL GROWTH

In March 2017, eight high schools and four
middle schools across seven Kansas school
districts participated in intrapersonal competency
training and provided instruction in self-regulation
embedded into academic course content.

In June 2017, seven high schools and three middle
schools analyzed the impact of the intrapersonal
competency instruction on student success. All
schools identified positive impacts on motivation,
academic performance and personal responsibility.
That same month, teams from Abilene High School
(Abilene USD 435) and Emporia High School
(Emporia USD 253) presented to the State Board
of Education on the implementation and impact
of their intrapersonal competency instruction.

KSDE also:

+ Provided technical assistance, resources, a
theme-based video and reproducible posters
for the Anti-Bullying Awareness week, which
takes place the first week in October.

Partnered with other state agencies in the
implementation of the Juvenile Justice
Reform Act, which changes juvenile justice
to a community corrections model. The act
requires that all Unified School Districts submit
aMemorandum of Understanding between the
district and community partners, such as law
enforcement, courts and county attorneys, to
KSDE. It also requires that each superintendent

or designee of the district attend a juvenile
corrections training set up by the Kansas Law
Enforcement Center.

Partnered with Character.org to facilitate
the Kansas School of Character Recognition
Program. At an annual event, selected schools
are recognized as Kansas Schools of Character.
In 2017, McClure Elementary School (Topeka
USD 501) was named a National School of
Character.

Continued to provide resources and increased
knowledge of the importance of effective social-
emotional learning and school mental health
at statewide events, such as Summer Impact
Institutes, symposiums and other conferences.

kk theres nO more important work

than the work we're doing in this project.”

- Gordon Mohn, Superintendent, McPherson USD 418,
speaking about the Kansans Can School Redesign Project

Randy Watson Testimony to House K-12 Education Budget Committee January 18, 2018
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KINDERGARTEN
READINESS

The success of each
student begins with
high-quality, early
childhood care and
education, and a
snapshot tool called
Ages and Stages
Questionnaires (ASQ)
will help teachers know
where each student

is academically and
socially upon entering
kindergarten.

A workgroup comprised of representatives
from the Children’s Cabinet and Trust
Fund, Head Start Collaboration Office,
Department for Children and Families,
Parents as Teachers, Kansas Multi-Tier
System of Supports (MTSS), KSDE, Kansas
City, Kansas, USD 500, Canton-Galva
USD 419 and educational service centers
collaborated to find a tool that could
measure Kindergarten Readiness.

14
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KINDERGARTEN READINESS

The group came up with three key ideas for
Kindergarten Readiness:

Measuring Kindergarten Readiness should
provide a snapshot of where children are upon
entry to kindergarten.

Screening should include communication,
language and literacy, problem-solving, motor
and social emotional areas of development.

Families and caregivers should be engaged
in gathering information about their child's
development and early childhood experiences
prior to kindergarten.

After these key ideas were established, the group
decided to pilot ASQ: 3 and ASQ: Social Emotional
(ASQ: SE-2) to get feedback from the field.

From September through December 2016, KSDE
piloted the ASQ tools at 37 Kansas school districts.
There were 189 teachers in 89 schools who took
part, and 2,222 questionnaires were completed.
More than 2,600 caregivers/parents participated
in the pilot.

The feedback from the pilot was favorable, and
in September 2017, KSDE announced it signed a
contract to officially offer ASQ as the snapshot tool.

The ASQ: 3 measures communication skills,
gross and fine motor skills, problem-solving and
personal-social skills. The ASQ: SE-2 measures
social-emotional skills, how a child regulates
emotions and how a child interacts positively
with others.

Data collection for 37,000 children will begin in
the fall of 2018.

The Kansas Full-Day Kindergarten Guide is another
initiative created by KSDE and kindergarten
teachers, instructional coaches and elementary
administrators from across the state with
support from the Washington State Office of
the Superintendent of Public Instruction.

The guide outlines evidence-based practices
regarding child development; learning
environment; classroom management; curriculum
and instruction; and instructional practices
to ensure a positive and engaging learning
environment.

KSDE also sponsored Early Learning Roadshows
in March, April and May 2017. These roadshows
supported districts with Kindergarten Readiness
efforts. KSDE's Early Childhood, Special Education
and Title Services team led this effort with help
from other KSDE teams and partners from
the Department for Children and Families, the
Children’s Cabinet, Head Start, TASN, MTSS,
Kansas Parent Information Resource Center,
school districts and service centers.

The roadshows had 144 districts participating and
more than 550 participants in eight locations across
the state. Those locations were Oakley, Girard,
Hutchinson (twice), Eudora, Topeka, Garden City
and Clearwater. At each roadshow, a district was
showcased for their early learning work and time
was given for district-led collaborative planning.

bk Tre staff is really committing to a

dream and a little bit of a process not knowing

what's really behind it. And they stepped up to do
it because | think they know we have tO look
differently at education a we

move forward. 77

- John Allison, Superintendent, Olathe USD 233,
speaking about the Kansans Can School Redesign Project
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INDIVIDUAL
PLAN OF STUDY

KSDE has been collaborating with other An IPS can help a student explore their future plans as

organizations to help support districts as they

implement Individual Plans of Study processes early as middle school. Helping more students complete
starting in midde school. a postsecondary credential is crucial because jobs in

For;xam_p‘el KSDE worked Wijhsefvice centers Kansas are increasingly requiring higher educational
to offer nine training sessions. e sessions were . . . . .
open to middle ol high school staff members levels. Kansas students, beginning in middle school, will
:hhoafé leading the‘Ps "lmp‘dememation process. develop an IPS based on their career interests. Each

e training sessions helped participants map a . . .
framework, create a plan and navigate resources. Kansas middle school and high school is expected to
The trainings, which started Sept. 8, 2017, in Salina, have an IPS process in p|ace by the Sprmg of 2018.

reached more than 500 people.

16
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INDIVIDUAL PLAN OF STUDY

An external IPS work group was created with
representation from 17 districts and one service
center. The group, comprised of middle and high
school counselors and administrators, met three
times and created an IPS Implementation Rubric
to help schools with the implementation process.

A one-page rubric offers a brief overview of
the IPS implementation process, and a detailed
version provides a deep review of the process.

The detailed version is useful for reflection on

practices and can help districts designate areas
that need improvement. The rubric is intended
to be used to self-evaluate progress during the
implementation process.

KSDE surveyed districts and discovered that
most schools are still in the early stages of
implementation. While some are still working
out what the process will be, most have defined
the product they plan to use.

The deadline to subscribe to Career Cruising,
which was identified as the state-preferred IPS

Randy Watson Testimony to House K-12 Education Budget Committee January 18, 2018
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vendor, was extended from Sept. 1, 2017, to
Oct. 1, 2017.

Kansas State University recently began offering
an IPS Advisor Micro-Credential to all counselors
and teachers. A micro-credential is a certificate
in a specific content area.

The course kicked off at the June 2017 School
Counseling Camp. The credential will prepare
educators to become career advisors who can
effectively create CCR Individual Plans of Study
for students in grades eight to 12.

“ For us, it means

individualized
education for
every student. 77

- Renae Hickert, Superintendent, Liberal
USD 480, speaking about the Kansans
Can School Redesign Project
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HIGH SCHOOL
GRADUATION

From the first time

a student enters
kindergarten, every
educator, kindergarten
through grade 12, shares
in the responsibility of
preparing that student for
success.

18

While Kansas has always enjoyed a robust high
school graduation rate, it's critical to enhance
focus on ensuring that every student not only
graduates, but graduates with the skills needed
to be successful in postsecondary programs or
the workforce.

KSDE is focusing on several initiatives, such as
kindergarten readiness, family engagement, civic
engagement and social-emotional growth, to help
improve graduation rates in the state.

The Kansas State Board of Education defines a
successful high school graduate as someone
who has the academic preparation, cognitive

preparation, technical skills, employability
skills and civic engagement to be successful in
postsecondary education, in the attainment of
an industry recognized certification or in the
workforce, without the need for remeditation.

For example, KSDE has placed a special focus on
chronic absenteeism. The agency is encouraging
districts to support students with attendance
issues.

The agency also is putting an emphasis on
personalized learning to help retain students so
they will become successful graduates.

k& The Oopportunity « reach
out and step iNnto the great
beyond, into the unknown, and
do something that is rooted in
our traditions but ot limited by
boundaries i incredibly exciting for

us. Educators are phenomenal creatures. We
love passionately everything we do. We love
passionately those kids who walk through our

classrooms. 77

- Shelly Swayne, Superintendent, Stockton USD 271,
speaking about the Kansans Can School Redesign Project
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HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION
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POSTSECONDARY
SUCCESS

By 2020, at least 70 percent of all Kansas students must attain some level of
postsecondary education in order to meet the state’s predicted workforce education
demands, according to a study produced by the Georgetown University Center on
Education and the Workforce.

In order to measure progress toward this
Kansas Class of 2010 Postsecondary Enroliment and Progress goal, KSDE contracted with National Student
Clearinghouse (NSC) to provide all districts with
data that tracks the postsecondary movement of
high school graduates. Using this data, schools
are able to determine if students are pursuing
and succeeding in postsecondary education.

The data includes a complete NSC student report,
NSC building-level aggregate reports, as well as
a postsecondary progress report for buildings
and districts.

KSDE uses the NSC data, along with graduation
data, to determine postsecondary success and
effectiveness for each district.

There also is a chart that provides districts with
a five-year average of their graduation rates,
postsecondary success rates, postsecondary
effective rates and a predicted effectiveness rate.

The state goal for postsecondary success is 70
to 75 percent.

20
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POSTSECONDARY SUCCESS

bk tach program will look a little difference
because | think our community is going to drive

The graduation rate is the four-year adjusted this. Our parents, our students. We are going to

cohort, which is the number of students who be talking extensively with our students about
graduated in four years with a regular high h d I 2

school diploma divided by the number of ow do yOU earn:¢

students who entered high school as a ninth- 2
grade student four years earlier. It adjusts for What do you Want to Iearn°

transfers in and out.

Because if we're going to design a system

The postsecondary success rate is the percent . ,
of high school graduates who have met one of around the kids, we'd better talk to the
the following outcomes within two years after H . . . .,
high school graduation: kids instead of us just telling them how it's
_ _ - going to be. I think OUF communlty,

« Earned an industry-recognized certification .

while in high school. our bUSIneSS |eaderS, our
+ Earned a postsecondary certification. H .

arents and our kids are going to

« Earned a postsecondary degree. p . geing
« Oris enrolled in a postsecondary program help us des'gn this. ”

in both the first and second year following

high school graduation. - Dr. Mark Whitener, Superintendent, Wellington USD 353,

speaking about the Kansans Can School Redesign Project

The postsecondary effective rate is the calculated
graduation rate multiplied by the calculated
success rate. The effective rate factors in all
students — those who did and didn't graduate
high school — whereas the success rate only
factors in students who graduated high school.

Kansas Postsecondary Progress

Kansans Can Lead the
World!

Graduation: 95%
Effective Rate: 70-75%

Five -Year Graduation Average

85%

Five -Year Success Average

52%

The numerator and denominator
in the Five -Year Averages
contain total student counts over
five years (2011-2015)

Graduation Rate:  The four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate is the number of students who graduate in four years with a regular high school
diploma divided by the number of students who entered high schoolas  ninth graders four years earlier (adjusting for transfers in and out).
Success Rate: A student must meet one of the four following outcomes within two years of  high school graduation.

1. Student earned an industry recognized certification while in high school .

2. Student eamed a postsecondary certification

3. Student earned a postsecondary degree

4. Student enrolled in postsecondary in both the first and second year following high school graduation

Effective Rate:  The calculated graduation rate multiplied by the calculated success rate.
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CIVIC ENGAGEMENT

KSDE created the Civic Advocacy Network (CAN)
and has implemented an awards program that
recognizes schools that actively involve students
in civic engagement activities.

It is important that schools initiate engagement
for students and provide adequate support to
sustain that engagement over time.

Civic engagement is
necessary so that students
can become active
members of vibrant
communities. Students
can't be civically engaged
by learning lessons in the
classroom about civic
engagement, they must
themselves be civically
engaged.

22
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CIVIC ENGAGEMENT

®|VIC
DVOCACY
ETWORK

CAN was created with the purpose of recognizing
schools that actively involve students in civic
engagement activities. However, it also provides
exemplary practices from these schools to share
with schools across the state. The ultimate goal
is to promote civic engagement as part of all
preK-12 students’ experiences.

The CAN awards program, which kicked off in the
fall of 2017, is determined by student engagement
around the “Six Proven Practices for Effective Civic
Learning.” The six practices are:

1. Instruction in government, history, law and
democracy.

2. Incorporation of discussion of current local,
national and international issues and events in
the classroom, particularly those that young
people view as important to their lives.

3. Design and implement programs that provide
students with opportunities to apply what
they learn through performing community
service that is linked to the formal curriculum
and classroom instruction.

4. Offer extracurricular activities that provide
opportunities for young people to get involved
in their schools or communities.

5. Encourage student participation in school
governance.

6. Encourage students’ participation in
simulations of democratic processes and
procedures.

Schools will be evaluated on evidence they provide
that one or more of the following takes place
around each of the six practices: professional
learning; implementation of a curriculum;
school participation in national, regional, state
or corporate competitions and/or programs
that address civic engagement or a particular
practice; student performance and recognition;
and school recognition.

The application process will begin in the spring
of 2018, with a June 1, 2018, application deadline.
The winners will be notified in the fall of 2018 and
will be invited to attend a celebration in Topeka.

kk one way that Coffeyville
is working on that is by
involving the
community in
all aspects of our
education. We're
growing our
site councils. We are
creating advisory

panels to bring the
community in and

find out what

our local business and
industry leaders need
out of our students. 77

- Dr. Craig Correll,
Superintendent,
Coffeyville USD 445, speaking
about the Kansans Can
School Redesign Project
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20177 ACADEMIC AND
COGNITIVE PREPARATION

Student performance was scored using four levels.

Level 1;

Astudent at Level Tshows a limited
ability to understand and use the

Level 2:

A student at Level 2 shows a basic
ability to understand and use the

skills and knowledge needed for
college and career readiness.

ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS
BY GRADE

skills and knowledge needed for
college and career readiness.

BY SUBGROUP

24
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Level 3:

A student at Level 3 shows an
effective ability to understand and
use the skills and knowledge needed
for college and career readiness.
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W [evel 4:

A student at Level 4 shows an
excellent ability to understand and
use the skills and knowledge needed
for college and career readiness.
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2017 ACADEMIC AND COGNITIVE PREPARATION

MATHEMATICS
BY GRADE

BY SUBGROUP
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EDUCATION SUMMARY

Other 6.92% African-American Public School Characteristics

Number enrolled* 489,795
Number of Title 1 Schools 667

*Headcount enrollment

64.57% School District Characteristics

Number of School Districts 286
Number of Schools 1,307

Student
Characteristics

Public schools
data only

Teachers

Hispanic
Average Age 43

Average Years of Experience 13

Number of Full-Time Equivalent
(FTE) Teachers 31,476.1

Teachers’ Average Salary** $ 54,120.50
Teacher/Pupil Ratio 14.9

** Includes supplemental and summer school salaries and
fringe benefits

Student Population Subgroups Graduation Rates

* All students in public and private schools in Kansas.

26
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District Fiscal Summary
EXPENDITURES

2.93%

School Administration Other

. 2.42%

Central
Administration

69.77% Instructional

(includes student and staff support services)

Operations/Maintenance Transportation/Food Service

Total Operating Expenditures $ 5,033,646,123
Total Operating Expenditures Per Pupil ¥ $ 10,951
Total Nonoperating Expenditures § $ 1,040,447,963
Total Expenditures $ 6,074,094,086
Total Expenditures Per Pupil $ 13,215

¥ Based on FTE of 459,650.1
$ Bond, Interest, Capital Outlay

REVENUE

Federal $497,144,072

|
8.2%

Local $1,571,563,982

e

State $4,005,386,032
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Appendix 4:
Constitutional Protest of Sen.
Hensley

S. Journal, 2018 Sess., at 1990-2006 (Kan. daily ed. Apr. 5, 2018) (statement of Sen.
Hensley). The constitutional protest is publicly available at:
http://www.kslegislature.org/li/b2017_18/chamber/documents/daily journal_senate 2018040517114
0.pdf. Itis appropriate for this Court to take judicial notice of the testimony, all of which is publicly
available and part of the legislative history of S.B. 423, and Plaintiffs respectfully request that this
Court do so. K.S.A. 60-409(b)(4); K.S.A. 60-412(c).

4849-7887-1909.1



AprriL 5, 2018 1981

Journal of the Senate

FIFTY-NINTH DAY

SENATE CHAMBER, ToPEKA, KANSAS

Thursday, April 5, 2018, 10:00 a.m.

The Senate was called to order by President Susan Wagle.
The roll was called with 40 senators present.
Invocation by Reverend Cecil T. Washington:

Heavenly Father, 1 thank You for daily inspiration. I thank You for giving us
direction. You’ve given us these positions...extremely responsible positions. Along with
the power of the position, give us the inner power to achieve.

Earlier today, Lord, You inspired a 19 year old young man to text me with the
question, “Do you have to read the Bible every morning to have spiritual power?” Lord,
I decided to let You answer that for him. And You’ve led me to also let You answer that
for those of us in these chambers.

As Joshua was given the charge...the responsibility of leading Your people, You told
him in chapter 1, verse 8, that the key to being successful and prospering in all his
endeavors was directly connected to gaining wisdom from Your Word every day and
every night.

You reaffirmed that in the very first Psalm, letting us know that consistent diligent
time in Your Word empowers us to consistently and successfully be wise leaders.

So, Lord, give us a hunger and a thirst for the wisdom that comes from You. Like a
thirsty plant that thrives when it’s watered, water us with the wisdom that pours from
Your Word. In Jesus' Name, I pray, Amen.

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by President Wagle.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS
The following bill was introduced and read by title:

SB 459, AN ACT concerning taxation; establishing the property and sales tax review
study commission; providing for membership and duties, by Committee on Assessment
and Taxation.

INTRODUCTION OF ORIGINAL MOTIONS AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS

Senator V. Schmidt introduced the following Senate resolution, which was read:

SENATE RESOLUTION No. SR 1786—

LEG006616
www.kslegislature.org/1i/b2017 18/chamber/documents/daily journal senate 20180405171140.pdf



1982 JOURNAL OF THE SENATE

A RESOLUTION congratulating and commending Harold N. Godwin
for his lifetime commitment to excellence in pharmacy,
for his career of leadership in pharmacy in Kansas, and for his
recent recognition as the winner of the
2018 Remington Honor Medal in pharmacy.

WHEREAS, Harold N. Godwin, BSPharm, MS, RPh, FASHF, FAPhA, of Overland
Park, Kansas, was selected as the recipient of the 2018 Remington Honor Medal, the
highest honor bestowed by the American Pharmacy Association (APhA) for his nearly

half-century-long pharmacy career; and

WHEREAS, Godwin has led and advocated for the pharmacy profession on the
national, state and local levels. He serves as professor emeritus at the University of
Kansas School of Pharmacy and recently retired from his previous role as professor of
pharmacy practice and associate dean for clinical and medical center affairs at the
University of Kansas Health Systems. He also served as director of pharmacy at the

University of Kansas Hospital from 1969 to 2004; and

WHEREAS, Godwin has presented more than 800 times, nationally and
internationally, on aspects of health system pharmacy practice to pharmacists and other
health care professionals, and many of his publications, abstracts and posters were

developed based on his work in the health system pharmacy practice arena; and

WHEREAS, The Remington Honor Medal, named for eminent community
pharmacist, manufacturer and educator Joseph P. Remington, was established in 1918 to
recognize distinguished service on behalf of American pharmacy during the preceding
years culminating in the past year or during a long period of outstanding activity or
fruitful achievement. Godwin will be officially recognized during the APhA Annual
Meeting and Exposition in Nashville, Tennessee, from March 16 to 19, 2019, as part of
the awards and honors program that is the most comprehensive recognition program in

the profession of pharmacy; and

WHEREAS, One nominator referred to Godwin as a "Diplomat for Pharmacy," and
noted that his passion for pharmacy has led him through nearly every aspect of
pharmacy and he "commonly connects people in different arenas, because he can see
the possibility of synergy, is encouraging them to grow, or because he thinks they might

just become great friends"; and

WHEREAS, Godwin's leadership, through his volunteer roles and residency training
programs, has developed many pharmacy leaders. For his efforts, the Harold N. Godwin
Leadership Legacy Award was established in 2004 by alumni and friends of the
residency training programs he started to recognize outstanding leadership and

contributions to the profession of pharmacy; and

WHEREAS, Godwin has served as a leader and a member of numerous medical
boards for national, state and local organizations including two terms on the Board of
Directors for the Board of Pharmacy Specialties, where he served as chair in 2017.
Godwin has also served as a board member on the Kansas Pharmacists Association,
Kansas Pharmacy Foundation, Society of Hospital Pharmacists of Greater Kansas City,
Central Ohio Society of Hospital Pharmacists and Ohio Society of Hospital

Pharmacists; and

WHEREAS, Godwin has also been recognized as a Fellow of APhA in 2010 and the
American Pharmacists Association Academy of Pharmacy Practice and Management
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Distinguished Achievement Award winner in Hospital and Institutional Practice. In
1991 he also received the highest honor from the American Society of Health-System
Pharmacists, the Harvey A.K. Whitney Award, and was named the Pharmacist of the
Year in 1982 and 2010 by the Kansas Pharmacists Association. Godwin received his
pharmacy degree from the University of Kansas and his Master of Science in Hospital
Pharmacy degree from the Ohio State University: Now, therefore,

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of Kansas: That we congratulate and
commend Harold N. Godwin for his lifetime commitment to excellence in pharmacy,
for his career of leadership in pharmacy in Kansas, and for his recent recognition as the
winner of the 2018 Remington Honor Medal in pharmacy; and

Be it further resolved: That the Secretary of the Senate shall send five enrolled copies
of this resolution to Senator Schmidt and one enrolled copy to Harold N. Godwin.

On emergency motion of Senator V. Schmidt SR 1786 was adopted unanimously.

Senator Hilderbrand introduced the following Senate resolution, which was read:
SENATE RESOLUTION No. 1787—

A RESOLUTION congratulating and commending
the Pittsburg State University men's indoor track and field team
on their 2018 NCAA Division II national championship.

WHEREAS, The Pittsburg State University captured the 2018 NCAA Division II
men's indoor track and field championship on March 10, 2018, at the Robert W. Plaster
Center in Pittsburg, Kansas, the program's first ever Division II national title; and

WHEREAS, The team also captured the 2018 MIAA men's indoor track and field
championship on February 25, 2018; and

WHEREAS, Twelve Pittsburg State Gorillas earned all-MIAA honors and seven
earned NCAA Division II All-American recognition, including a national champion in
senior Bo Farrow, for shot put, and three national runners-up in senior Justice Burks, for
60m hurdles, senior lan Duncan, for high jump and senior Tanner McNutt, for the
heptathlon; and

WHEREAS, Assistant coach Kyle Rutledge was selected as the NCAA Division II
Assistant Coach of the Year; and

WHEREAS, Head coach Russ Jewett was selected as the MIAA, Central Region and
NCAA Division II Coach of the Year: Now, therefore,

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of Kansas: That we congratulate and
commend the Pittsburg State University men's indoor track and field team for their 2018
NCAA Division II national championship and also recognize head coach Russ Jewett,
assistant coach Kyle Rutledge, athletic director Jim Johnson, Pittsburg State president
Steve Scott and every athlete and member of the team for a successful 2018 season; and

Be it further resolved: That the Secretary of the Senate shall send five enrolled copies
of this resolution to Senator Hilderbrand.

On emergency motion of Senator Hilderbrand SR 1787 was adopted unanimously.

Senators Pettey, Alley, Baumgardner, Berger, Billinger, Bollier, Bowers, Denning,
Doll, Estes, Faust-Goudeau, Fitzgerald, Francisco, Givens, Goddard, Haley, Hardy,
Hawk, Hensley, Hilderbrand, Holland, Kelly, Kerschen, Longbine, Lynn, Masterson,
McGinn, Petersen, Pilcher-Cook, Rogers, V. Schmidt, Skubal, Suellentrop, Sykes,
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Taylor, Tyson, Wagle and Wilborn introduced the following Senate resolution, which

was read:
SENATE RESOLUTION No. 1788—

A RESOLUTION recognizing the month of April
as Child Abuse Prevention Month.

WHEREAS, Children are key to the state's future success, prosperity and quality of
life and, while children are our most valuable resource, they are also our most

vulnerable; and

WHEREAS, Children have a right to be safe and to be provided an opportunity to

thrive, learn and grow; and

WHEREAS, Child abuse and neglect can be prevented by supporting and
strengthening Kansas' families, which can help provide children the opportunity to
develop healthy, trusting family bonds, and, consequently, prevent the far-reaching

effects of maltreatment and build the foundations of communities; and

WHEREAS, Since it is our duty as a community to extend a helping hand to children
and families in need, we must come together as partners to make the voices of our

children heard by all; and

WHEREAS, By providing safe, stable and nurturing relationships for our children,
free of violence, abuse and neglect, we can ensure that Kansas' children will grow to
their full potential as the next generation of leaders, and thus help to secure the future of

this state and nation: Now, therefore,

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of Kansas: That we recognize the month of

April as Child Abuse Prevention Month; and

Be it further resolved: That the Secretary of the Senate shall send five enrolled copies

of this resolution to Senator Pettey.
On emergency motion of Senator Pettey SR 1788 was adopted unanimously.
Introduced was Dona Booe, CEO of the Kansas Childrens' Service League.
The senate honored Dona with a standing ovation.

MESSAGES FROM THE GOVERNOR
SB 311 approved on April 04, 2018

On motion of Senator Denning, the Senate recessed until the sound of the gavel.

The Senate met pursuant to recess with President Wagle in the chair.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

The House adopts the Conference Committee report on HB 2606.
The House adopts the Conference Committee report on Sub SB 272.

The House not adopts the Conference Committee report on SB 375, requests a
conference and appoints Representatives Proehl, Francis and Lusker as second

conferees on the part of the House.

The House not adopts the Conference Committee report on HB 2470, requests a
conference and appoints Representatives Barker, Highland and Ruiz as second

conferees on the part of the House.
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The House concurs in Senate amendments to HB 2145, and requests return of the
bill.

The House concurs in Senate amendments to HB 2454, and requests return of the
bill.

ORIGINAL MOTION

On motion of Senator Petersen, the Senate acceded to the request of the House for a
conference on SB 375.

The President appointed Senators Petersen, Goddard and Pettey as second conferees
on the part of the Senate.

On motion of Senator Estes, the Senate acceded to the request of the House for a
conference on HB 2470.

The President appointed Senators Estes, Olson and Faust-Goudeau as second
conferees on the part of the Senate.

REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES

Committee on Federal and State Affairs recommends HB 2438 be passed.

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

On motion of Senator Denning, the Senate resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole, for consideration of a bill on the calendar under the heading of General Orders
with Senator Petersen in the chair.

On motion of Senator Petersen the following report was adopted:

The committee report on SB 423 recommending Sub SB 423 be adopted..

Sub SB 423 be amended by motion of Senator Baumgardner; on page 3, in line 4, by
striking "Non-tiered course credit hour grant" and inserting "Concurrent enrollment
pilot program"; in line 5, by striking "non-"; in line 6, by striking all before "account”
and inserting "concurrent enrollment pilot program"

Sub SB 423 be further amended by motion of Senator Francisco; on page 9, in line 7,
by striking "and" and inserting "or",

And and Sub SB 423 be passed as amended.

FINAL ACTION ON BILLS AND CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS

On motion of Senator Denning an emergency was declared by a 2/3 constitutional
majority, and Sub SB 423 was advanced to Final Action and roll call.

Sub SB 423, AN ACT concerning education; relating to the instruction and financing
thereof; Kansas school equity and enhancement act; BASE aid amount; enrollment
weighting; preschool-aged at-risk students; consolidated school district total foundation
aid; local option budget alternative calculation; funding reports; performance audits;
bond authority; making and concerning appropriations for the fiscal years ending June
30, 2019, June 30, 2020, and June 30, 2021, for the department of education; making
and concerning appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2019, for the state
board of regents; amending K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 72-5132, 72-5141, 72-5144, 72-5149,
72-5155, 72-5171, 72-5173 and 72-5461 and repealing the existing sections.

Upon the showing of five hands a Call of the Senate was requested.
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On roll call, the vote was: Yeas 21; Nays 18; Present and Passing 0; Absent or Not
Voting 1.

Yeas: Alley, Baumgardner, Billinger, Bollier, Bowers, Denning, Estes, Fitzgerald,
Givens, Goddard, Hardy, Hilderbrand, Kerschen, Longbine, Lynn, Masterson, McGinn,
Petersen, Suellentrop, Wagle, Wilborn.

Nays: Berger, Doll, Faust-Goudeau, Francisco, Haley, Hawk, Hensley, Holland,
Kelly, Pettey, Pilcher-Cook, Pyle, Rogers, V. Schmidt, Skubal, Sykes, Taylor, Tyson.

Absent or Not Voting: Olson.

The Call of the Senate was lifted.

The substitute bill passed, as amended.

EXPLANATION OF VOTE

Madam President: I vote “YES” on SB 423. For over 30 years Senate District 7 has
asked to change the school funding formula. Last year we had the opportunity to make
changes, but the political will was not there. When the Supreme Court found SB 19 to
be unconstitutional, they asked for the legislature to both perform a new study and to
understand that a resolution would not be reached with just adding in money. The
Senate Education Committee along with the Senate Education Funding Special
Committee, both of which I am a member of, has worked diligently to bring forward
policy that targets money to address those students who are underperforming. Using Dr.
Lori Taylor’s graduated funding plan over five years with graduation rates of 91% and
significantly raising ELA and Math assessment performance numbers, a total additional
$280 million was added above the approximately $95 million increase this past year.
Now we will enter Conference Committee with an expectation of increasing the amount
of funding to close the gap with the House position on Education funding. While no bill
is perfect, and not everything that I wanted is in the bill, it is a good start.—BArBARA
BoLLiEr

Madam President: I vote “NO” on Substitute for Senate Bill 423. I understand that
investing in early education is one of the best things we can do to give students a good
start in school and in life. The earlier we provide such opportunities, the better for those
students. This bill does expand opportunities for at-risk three-year-old children to
participate in early education, but only if they do not take the place of a four-year-old
student and only if they would be filling an available opening. The legislature should be
providing suitable opportunities for all the three and four-year-old children who qualify.
The limitations on the participation of three-year-olds should not be necessary and only
serves to demonstrate that the funding in this bill is woefully inadequate to provide a
suitable education for Kansas students.—Marct Francisco

Madam President: As we move the process forward to deal with addressing the
courts, I would like to submit the summary table below to reflect the amount of money
that is spent in the budget and not counted by the courts. These dollars are spent on
wraparound programs that help to address the needs of the at-risk students that the court
has ordered the legislature to focus additional resources on. Every one of these
programs are integrated with our schools to help improve student outcomes.—CAROLYN
McGinn
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PROTEST
Prorest oF SENATOR HENSLEY AGAINST SuB SB 423
Apri 5, 2018

Madam President: I hereby exercise my right under Article 2, Section 10, of the
Kansas Constitution to protest Substitute for Senate Bill 423 (“Sub SB 423”).

Article 6, Section 6, subsection (b) of the Kansas Constitution requires the
Legislature to “make suitable provision for the finance of the educational interest of the
state.” The Kansas Supreme Court reaffirmed in Gannon I that Article 6 requires the
Legislature’s suitable provision for K-12 finance to be both equitable and adequate.
This means any school finance plan passed by the Legislature must be “reasonably
calculated to have all Kansas public education students meet or exceed the [Rose
standards]” and ensure that school districts “have reasonably equal access to
substantially similar educational opportunity through similar tax effort.”

The Legislative Coordinating Council (“LCC”) commissioned a cost-function study
by Dr. Lori Taylor to be completed and delivered by March 15, 2018. Dr. Taylor states
in her findings that “a one percentage point increase in academic performance is
associated with a S-percent increase in cost.” See Taylor Cost Function Approach, pg.
61. Additionally, Dr. Taylor found that “a one percentage point increase in the
graduation rate is associated with a 1.2-percent increase in cost at lower grades and a
1.9-percent increase in cost at the high school level. d.

Her finding mirrors the finding of the 2006 Legislative Post Audit (“LPA”) that found
“a strong association between he amounts districts spend and the outcomes they
achieve. In the cost function results, a 1.0% increase in district performance outcomes
was associated with a 0.83% increase in spending — almost a one-to-one relationship.
This means that, all other things being equal, districts that spend more had better
student performance. The results were statistically significant beyond the 0.01 level,
which means we can be more than 99% confident there is a relationship between
spending and outcomes.” See 2006 LPA Study, pg. 40.

Money matters in a statistically significant way. This, of course, means that the lack of
money has also made a difference. The link between educational spending and
performance has been extensively researched by Professor Emily Rauscher of Kansas
University. Her research confirms that the prior cuts to schools have negatively affected
student performance. Professor Rauscher’s research ultimately determined that more
funding is associated with both higher achievement — as measured by various
assessments — and higher graduation rates. This research provides a strong indication
that providing a suitable education is vital to the success of all Kansas students and key
to reducing the disparate impact among students of color and impoverished students.
Attached to this protest is a PowerPoint presentation prepared by Professor Rauscher
regarding her research.

Sub for SB 423 fails to satisfy both the adequacy and equity requirements of the Kansas
Constitution in several significant ways.

1. Adequate funding. Sub for SB 423 is woefully inadequate when it comes to
additional funding for K-12 education. First, and foremost, while there is being an
argument made that the state foundation aid is adequate, it is inflated due to the taking
of $68 million from high and low enrollment and shifting it into foundation state aid.
This is not new money for schools. It simply takes from small rural schools — creating
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an equity violation — and shifts that money into state foundation aid. Second, Sub for
SB 423 provides only an additional $275 million to attempt to meet constitutional
compliance. Under this plan, we would not surpass our high-water mark from Montoy
of $4,400 per student until fiscal year 2021. This amount of funding is no where near
sufficient to meet constitutional adequacy. Especially when phased in over five years.

2. High and Low Enrollment Weighting. The elimination of the high enrollment
weighting and renaming the low enrollment weighting “enrollment weighting” creates
an equity violation. Small school districts get more enrollment weighting because of
size, not wealth. Large schools get less because of size, not wealth. Taking the money
from these districts and shifting it into state foundation aid to inflate the state
foundation aid without putting in any new funding does not achieve adequacy and
reverses course on ensuring school districts of different sizes and wealth have
reasonably equal access to substantially similar educational opportunity through similar
tax efforts.

3. Local Option Budget. Regardless of what changes are made to the local option
budget, as long as the districts that are not already at 33% are subject to protest
petitions, there will be an equity violation. The districts subject to the protest petition
will have a much more difficult time utilizing the local option budget changes due to
this provision. This is an equity violation. Especially in light of the changes to high
and low enrollment weightings.

4. ABC Pilot Program. The Kansas Supreme Court has declared that “[t]he
adoption by the people of this state of the 1966 amendment to [Al]rticle 6 of the Kansas
Constitution vested broad powers of supervision in the state board of education.” State,
ex rel., v. Board of Education, 212 Kan. 482, Syl. § 1, 511 P.2d 705 (1973). The Court
further held that the portion of Article 6, Section 2, subsection (a), which granted “the
state board of education authority to exercise general supervision of the public schools,
educational institutions and educational interests of the state, is self-executing in
effect.” Id at 6. “Where a constitutional provision is self-executing, the legislature
may enact legislation to facilitate or assist in its operation, but whatever legislation is
adopted must be in harmony with and not in derogation of the provisions of the
constitution.” /d at § 7. The ABC Pilot Program does not belong in a school finance
bill. It should be taken to the Kansas Department of Education for consideration and
adoption. To do otherwise is to legislate in discord with the Kansas Constitution.

For those reasons, it is clear that Sub for SB 423 does not meet the constitutional
requirements of the Gannon decision. This is in no way constitutional or acceptable for
the school children of Kansas.—ANTHONY HENSLEY

Senators Hawk, Holland, Kelly, Pettey and Rogers request the record to show they
concur with the “Protest” offered by Senator Hensley on Substitute SB 423.
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On motion of Senator Denning, the Senate adjourned until 10:00 a.m., Friday, April
6,2018.

CHARLENE BAILEY, CINDY SHEPARD, Journal Clerks.
COREY CARNAHAN, Secretary of the Senate.

O
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Appendix 5:
Contract Between WestEd and
L_egislative Coordinating Council

Appendix 5 is the Contract entered into between WestEd and LCC to commission the 2018
Kansas Cost study performed by WestEd and LCC. It is appropriate for this Court to take judicial
notice of the Contract and Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court do so. K.S.A. 60-409(b)(4);
K.S.A. 60-412(c).

4849-7887-1909.1
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Appendix 6:
“Estimating the Costs Associated
with Reaching Student Achievement
Expectations for Kansas Public
Education Students,” Prepared by
WestEd, dated March 15, 2018

The WestEd Report IS publicly available
at:https://www.dropbox.com/sh/v24n392eg9ikgiu/AAAIISMNJIwzWIESUK9K Y-
gLa?dI=0&preview=Kansas_Adequacy+Study Cost+Function+Approach 20180315+FINAL.pdf.*
It is appropriate for this Court to take judicial notice of the testimony, all of which is publicly
available and part of the legislative history of S.B. 423, and Plaintiffs respectfully request that this
Court do so. K.S.A. 60-409(b)(4); K.S.A. 60-412(c).

L All dropbox links are provided by the Kansas Legislature Select Committee on Education and
provide Committee Documents presented to the committee.

4849-7887-1909.1
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Over the past five decades, the Kansas Legislature has made efforts to address concerns of inadequacy and
inequity of the state’s school finance system. The Kansas Supreme Court has ruled the current finance system
to be unconstitutional, prompting the Legislature to investigate options for education finance reform. This
chapter provides background on the relevant legislation that has shaped the landscape of Kansas’s public
education finance system and sets the stage for this study.

The 1970s: The School District Equalization Act

The current context of school finance in Kansas can be traced to the early 1970s, when the Johnson County
District Court ruled in Caldwell v. State that the School Foundation Act of 1965 violated the Equal Protection
Clause. Having identified at least three major deficiencies with the state’s school finance formula, the court
determined that the formula made “the educational system of the child essentially the function of, and
dependent on, the wealth of the district in which the child resides.”” The court ruled that by requiring school
districts to rely heavily on local tax revenue, this financing system led to inequity.

To address this, the Kansas Legislature adopted the first iteration of the School District Equalization Act (SDEA)
in 1973. However, Mock v. State, filed in 1990 in Shawnee County, challenged the SDEA formula. As presiding
judge Terry Bullock wrote, “In addition to equality of educational opportunity, there is another constitutional
requirement and that relates to the duty of the legislature to furnish enough total dollars so that the educational
opportunities afforded every child are also suitable.” Bullock refers to Section 6, Article 6(b) of the Kansas state
constitution, an amendment added by voters in 1966, which states: “the Legislature shall make suitable
provision for finance of the educational interests of the state.” Bullock thus highlights the constitutional
requirement not only for equity, but for adequacy, in the state’s school funding levels.

The 1990s: The School District Finance and Quality
Performance Act (SDFQPA)

These two requirements, equity and adequacy, became the recurring crux of litigation challenging the
constitutionality of Kansas’s funding formulas. In 1992, the Legislature replaced SDEA with a new school finance
formula, the School District Finance and Quality Performance Act (SDFQPA). SDFQPA aimed to ensure equal
spending power for school districts, regardless of local tax capacity, and shifted more of the school funding
responsibility to the state level.™

The SDFQPA was challenged on constitutional grounds, but the Kansas Supreme Court upheld it as constitutional
in 1994.V After this decision, however, the Legislature amended SDFQPA several times, leading to a new legal
challenge filed in 1999 in Shawnee County District Court. The district court dismissed the lawsuit, but upon
appeal, the Kansas Supreme Court determined that the plaintiffs brought valid claims. The Court noted that “the
issue of suitability is not stagnant,” and school finance requires monitoring and re-evaluation to determine
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whether or not it remains adequate.” The district court revisited the matter and concluded that SDFQPA did not
provide suitable funding, noting demographic shifts among public school students, higher admission standards
at postsecondary institutions, and modifications to SDFQPA that had occurred since the 1994 decision."

In May 2004, the court issued an injunction to block expenditures to public schools, thereby closing the school
system, until the defects in the funding system were corrected.""
and the Kansas Supreme Court issued its second decision in January 2005 (Montoy Il). The Court affirmed that

SDFQPA was neither equitable not adequate, particularly for “middle- and large-sized districts with a high

The district’s order was stayed pending appeal,

proportion of minority and/or at-risk and special education students.”* Addressing adequacy, it ruled that “the
financing formula was not based upon actual costs to educate children but was instead based on former
spending levels and political compromise,” and that “[t]he equity with which the funds are distributed and the
actual costs of education... are critical factors for the legislature to consider in achieving a suitable formula for
financing education.”*

The court set a deadline of April 12, 2005 to correct the school finance formula, and the Legislature responded
with House Bill No. 2247 (HB 2247) and Senate Bill No. 43 (SB 43), which provided an increase of approximately
$142 million for the 2005-2006 school year and modified several components of the formula.” The Legislature
also ordered a cost study to be performed by the Division of Legislative Post Audit (LPA). In June 2005, the Court
held that this was not sufficient (Montoy Ill), prompting the Legislature to hold a special July session and pass SB
3, providing an additional funding increase of $147 million. Once the Legislature received the results of the LPA
cost study, it passed 2006 SB 549, which significantly changed the school finance formula. The changes included
a three-year plan that would provide a total of $466 million in additional funding.

The 2000s: Gannon v. State

The SDFQPA and its finance formula held until the recession, when fiscal year 2010 saw a reduction in the base
state aid per pupil (BSAPP), capital outlay state aid, and supplemental general state aid. In Gannon v. State
(Gannon 1), first filed in November 2010, various plaintiffs again argued that the State violated Section 6, Article
6(b) by failing to provide a suitable education to all Kansas students. The Kansas Supreme Court issued its ruling
in March 2014 and reaffirmed that Article 6 contains both an equity and an adequacy component.*"

The Court defined that the adequacy component is met “when the public education financing system provided
by the Legislature for grades K—12 — through structure and implementation — is reasonably calculated to have
all Kansas public education students meet or exceed the [Rose standards].”* The Rose standards consist of
seven educational goals which will be discussed in-depth in Chapter 3 of this report. Explaining its selection of
the Rose standards, the Court cited the decision of courts in several other states, including Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, North Carolina, and South Carolina, to adopt this same “adequacy rationale and definition.”" The
Court also noted the district court’s observation that the Rose definition of adequacy “bear[s] striking
resemblance to the 10 statements or goals enunciated by the Kansas legislature in defining the outcomes for
Kansas schools, which includes the goal of preparing learners to live, learn and work in a global society. K.S.A.
72-6439."%
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In Gannon I, the Court provided a definition for the equity component as well. For the equity component to be
met, “School districts must have reasonably equal access to substantially similar educational opportunity
through similar tax effort.” The Court noted an analogous issue faced by the Texas Supreme Court in Edgewood
Indep. School Dis. v. Kirby (Edgewood 1), in which it found that “The lower expenditures [per each student] in the
property-poor districts are not the result of lack of tax effort. Generally, the property rich districts can tax low
and spend high, while the property poor districts must tax high merely to spend low. 777 S.W. 2d at 393.”% The
Court found that under this equity test, both the capital outlay state aid and supplemental general state aid
levels were unconstitutional. The case was then passed back to the Shawnee District Court panel.

The panel found the SDFQPA to be unconstitutional under the new test for adequacy.® The Legislature
responded by repealing the SDFQPA and replacing it with a new finance formula, the Classroom Learning
Assuring Student Success Act (CLASS Act). The CLASS Act was established as a two-year block grant of state aid
for school districts, based on the amounts of state aid from SDFQPA but with some modifications.*™ But in 2015,
the panel found that the CLASS Act’s funding was inadequate and, through its supplemental general state aid
and capital outlay state aid equalization formulas, inequitable.® The Panel’s decisions were appealed to the
Kansas Supreme Court, which determined that the equity and adequacy components were at different stages of
resolution and expressed a need for “an expedited decision on the equity portion of the case.”™ The Court
bifurcated the issues of equity and adequacy, with Gannon Il and Gannon Ill ruling on equity and Gannon IV
ruling on adequacy.

In February 2016 with Gannon II, the Court held that the State failed to show that it had rectified the
constitutional inequities described in Gannon 1" The Court gave the Legislature until June 30, 2016 to solve
these inequities, or else it would block all expenditures by the school finance system for fiscal year 2017,
similar to the potential consequences named in Montoy |.

The Legislature responded by enacting 2016 Senate Substitute for House Bill No. 2655 (HB 2655). In Gannon i,
the Court held that HB 2655 rectified the wealth-based disparities of the capital outlay state aid, but not those
of the supplemental general state aid.*" The Legislature then passed Substitute for House Bill 2001 (HB 2001).
In June 2016, the Court found that HB 2001 rectified the supplemental general state aid inequities, solving the
equity portion of the case ™

In March 2017 with Gannon IV, the Court ruled on the adequacy component of the case. It concluded that the
CLASS Act failed to meet both the structure and implementation requirements of the adequacy test.*" With
respect to structure, the Court noted that the CLASS Act’s block grants are merely a “funding stopgap” rather
than a finance formula, and that its funding levels remains static from fiscal year 2015 through 2017, rather than
responding to changing conditions such as increased enrollment.*¥" With respect to implementation, the Court
examined the inputs to the K-12 educational system (the costs and funding sources of providing an adequate
system) and the outputs (student achievement measures), and concluded that the funding levels and outcomes
were both inadequate. It noted, for example, that the State was failing to provide nearly one-fourth of all public
school students with basic skills in both reading and math, and that achievement gaps existed between student
subgroups. The ruling relied heavily on the Rose standards, referring to it sixty-eight times.

The Court stayed all orders to give the Legislature the opportunity to enact a new, improved finance system by
June 30, 2017, when the CLASS Act was set to expire.® " On June 5, 2017, the Legislature passed Senate Bill 19
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(SB 19), which included the establishment of a new finance formula, the Kansas School Equity and Enhancement.
Act (KSEEA). The Rose standards played a central partin its accountability measure, as KSEEA required the Kansas
State Board of Education to design and adopt a school district accreditation system based on meeting or
exceeding those standards.”™ The base funding per pupil was set to increase annually, and formula provided
weightings for additional funds based on at-risk populations, special education, low enrollment, and other areas
of concern. Furthermore, to address Gannon IV's concern about stagnant funding failing to meet the needs of a
dynamic environment with ever-shifting populations, KSEEA required LPA to perform regular audits to monitor
whether the funding and weightings remain adequate.

Gannon V and Directed Court Action

In October 2017, the Kansas Supreme Court issued its fifth ruling on the Gannon case (Gannon V). The Court
acknowledged that SB 19 “arguably makes positive strides” but ultimately concluded that KSEEA failed to satisfy
both the equity and the adequacy requirements of Section 6, Article 6. The ruling repeatedly noted that as
mentioned in previous Gannon rulings, “the party asserting compliance with court decision ordering remedial
action bears burden of establishing that compliance.” That is, the State still carries the responsibility of clearly
demonstrating how its remedial legislation brings the finance formula into constitutional compliance.

With regard to equity, the Court concluded that SB 19 included four major equity violations: (1) expanding the
uses of capital outlay, (2) reinstating a procedure for districts to increase their Local Option Budget (LOB) funds,
subject to protest-petition, (3) basing LOB equalization state aid on the preceding school year, and (4) setting a
10% floor for at-risk funding.

The use of capital outlay funds had previously been limited to certain property-related expenses, but SB 19 had
expanded that to include property and casualty insurance, as well as utility expenses* Previously, a district
would have had to pay these expenses from its general fund, LOB fund, or both. Because the use of these latter
funds is generally unrestricted, this provided increased flexibility for school spending decisions. However,
wealthier districts had a greater ability to shift these expenses to their capital outlay fund, and thus could benefit
more from this flexibility than other districts.**" Additionally, the Legislature’s equalization point for the capital
outlay fund is lower than for the LOB fund, due to the former” historically limited uses, so if districts relied more
on the capital outlay fund, the State would not have to provide as much equalization aid.

As for the new procedure to raise local taxes for LOB funds, the Court noted that “a correlation exists between
a district’s wealth and its ability to gain voter approval of a board resolution that is certain to raise mill levies,”
and so wealthier districts would more likely succeed in increasing their tax effort to generate higher LOB
revenue.”V SB 19’s third equity violation, basing LOB equalization state aid, is tied to the issue of increasing LOB
funds as well. If a district qualifies for LOB equalization aid and does manage to raise its LOB level, its equalization
aid would still be based on the previous year’s aid, rather than on the new LOB level " Finally, the Court’s fourth
identified equity violation dealt not with local funds, but with state aid for at-risk students. Under SB 19, if fewer
than 10% of a district’s students qualify for free meals (i.e., the at-risk measure), the district would nevertheless
receive the at-risk weighting as if 10% of its students qualified. According to projections, this would benefit only
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two districts, and the Court felt that the Legislature did not provide justification for determining this 10%
cutoff. v

When considering the adequacy component under KSEEA, the Court again discussed both its structure and its
implementation. The plaintiffs argued that both structure and implementation were inadequate, but the Court
held that the structure was adequate, as the plaintiffs’ claims “involve too many contingencies and require us to
make too many assumptions.”*! However, the Court determined that the funding’s implementation was
inadequate. To demonstrate adequacy, the State primarily used a “successful schools” model based on an
analysis by the Kansas Legislative Research Department (KLRD). The analysis identified forty-one Kansas school
districts that exceeded KLRD’s performance expectations and calculating the average of their per weighted pupil
base amounts. However, the Court sided with the plaintiffs, who argued that while these districts
“outperform[ed] expectations,” they did not meet constitutional standards for student performance outcomes,
and many had high rates of students not performing at grade level for either reading or math.* |n other words,
they argued that the chosen districts “are perhaps merely the best, or the most efficient, of the constitutionally
inadequate.”™* The Court affirmed that the State’s model was deeply flawed in defining success as exceeding
expectations, rather than high test performance.

Furthermore, the Court determined that not only were the chosen schools’ performance below constitutional
adequacy, but the State’s methodology of proving compliance was dubious. Deficiencies identified by the Court
included “KLRD's virtually undisclosed review of the school districts,” as well as “the brevity of its resultant memo
and attachments” and “the timeliness of the presentation of those materials to a legislative body.”” The Court
contrasted KLRD’s quick, four-page report to previous, more comprehensive cost studies, particularly the LPA
cost study, whose report and attachments totaled 344 pages. The Court also doubted the State’s choice to
employ a successful schools model, given that the LPA cost study had specifically rejected this model in favor of
the more sophisticated cost function approach, and given that the State’s own expert witness had previously
testified that the successful schools model was “not reliable.”

The Court chose to continue what it identified in Gannon IV as its “general practice” to retain jurisdiction and
stay its mandate, providing the Legislature with an opportunity to remedy the constitutional deficiencies in its
school finance formula. The Court justified this practice by citing the Legislature’s previous success in remedying
these deficiencies, namely in Montoy 1V, as well as the equity component following Gannon 111X However, the
Courtemphasized the need for urgency, stating that “the education financing system has been judicially declared
to be inadequately funded for at least 12 of the last 15 years.” The Court would stay its mandate until June 30,
2018,V but stated that after that, “the demands of the Constitution cannot be further postponed.”*"

Study Orientation

The Kansas Supreme Court’s October 2, 2018 ruling (Gannon V) provides the Legislature until June 30, 2018, to
bring the KSEEA into constitutional compliance. The Court has set a briefing schedule for arguing the merits of
any school finance legislation passed in the 2018 legislative session that is enacted to rectify any constitutional
infirmities with the KSEEA that begins on April 30, 2018." In responding to the Court’s mandate, the Kansas
Legislature retained this research team to conduct an adequacy cost study that is designed to “estimate the
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minimum spending required to produce a given outcome within a given educational environment.” In doing so,
the research team investigated the following dimensions of the Kansas public education system:

1. Investigate the linkage between the Rose standards and implications for Kansas K-12 spending, which is
discussed further in Chapter 3.

2. Explain why the option or options set forth by the study “produce an education system reasonably cal-
culated to achieving those Rose standards,” which is discussed in Chapters 2, 4, and 5.

3. Focus on the structure of the Kansas school finance formula as well as overall K-12 spending levels in-
cluding forms of funding (local, state, and federal) available to Kansas K-12 schools, which is discussed
in Chapter 5.

Importantly, this analysis is framed in large part by the extent to which educational data would be available to
conduct such analyses. This, and other contributing factors for the analysis, are described in detail in Chapter 4.

Estimating the Costs Associated with Reaching Student Achievement Expectations for Kansas Students
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

In conducting an adequacy cost study, itis important to review the research and evidence base supporting
methodologies for these types of school finance investigations. As such, this section of the report
investigates several of these topics, including: (1) explaining spending differences across school districts,
(2) costing out study methods, (3) costing out study method suitability to Kansas, (4) improvements over
previous Kansas costing out studies, (5) school district consolidation, and (6) ensuring the effective and
efficient use of resources.

Spending Differences Across School Districts

The cost of education in Kansas varies by district for reasons outside of school district control. Put simply,
some districts must spend more to provide similar educational services. There are three factors that
account for this variation:

e Differences in the resource levels required to provide educational services to different student
populations (“needs”) will drive differences in educational costs. For example, disadvantaged,
gifted, or vocational students may require additional services or resources relative to other stu-
dents, and thus costs for districts with large numbers of these students will likely be higher.

e Differencesinthe prices districts must pay for educational resources, the most important of which
is labor (“prices”) will drive differences in educational costs. For example, districts operating in
locations where the cost of living is high must naturally pay more to hire the same quality of
teachers available to districts in other locations at lower cost.

o Differences in economies of scale will drive differences in educational costs. Small districts and
schools may be unable to take advantage of the economies of scale available to larger ones, and
therefore will likely need to spend more per-pupil than larger districts and schools to achieve
similar results.

These three cost factors frame this study and provide an opportunity to explain why some school systems
in Kansas must spend more in order to achieve similar student outcomes. In other words, addressing
adequacy of the Kansas system of funding requires attention to both the level of funding and structure
whereby it is allocated to individual districts.

Difference in Needs

While the precise amounts depend on numerous factors, it has been well established that different
student populations require additional resources in order to achieve the same educational outcomes. In
particular, policies at the state and federal levels acknowledge that additional resources are required to
serve students who are (1) from low-income backgrounds, as indicated through qualification for free lunch
through the National School Lunch Program, (2) English Language Learners, and (3) those receiving special
education services.
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There is near consensus that it costs more to educate students from low-income backgrounds to support
equitable achievement of outcomes. Prompted by the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the federal government
released a comprehensive national study on this issue in 1966, paving the way for federal policy
supporting low-income students. Titled “Equality of Educational Opportunity” but often known as simply
“The Coleman Report” after its principal author, the national study identified poverty and its related
problems, including unstable housing, poor nutrition, and lack of healthcare, as causes for lower student
outcomes. However, a wide variety of factors impact the cost of educating low-income students. For
instance, one must consider that the federal poverty level of income is the same in New York City as in
Salina, Kansas, or any other United States city. But these cities have very different costs of living levels, so
being identified as economically disadvantaged has a different meaning in each context. The LPA’s 2005
Kansas adequacy cost study calculated the poverty weighting as 0.70 in the median district, but it ranged
from 0.65 in rural districts to 1.15 in urban districts (Duncombe, W., & Yinger, J. (2005). A more recent
survey of the literature by Golebiewski (2011) found widely divergent estimates of the extent to which
being economically disadvantaged contributed to the cost of education. As a general rule, the highest
estimates of the differential costs associated with student poverty came from analyses of New York and
the lowest cost estimates came from analyses of more rural states such as Arkansas, Arizona, Kansas and
Texas.

Educating English Language Learner (ELL) students also requires additional funding, though research has
shown that these costs vary by context as well. Factors influencing ELL’'s learning outcomes include
socioeconomic status, parent education level, age entering the United States, and level of formal
schooling obtained in the student’s country of origin (Capps, et al., 2005). These additional challenges
require additional supports, and thus, additional costs. Another cost factor is the number and proportion
of ELL students who share a common language. Districts where most ELL students share a common
language may have a cost advantage, as they can leverage the same materials, instructors, and other
supports for many of their ELL students. Meanwhile, districts that lack this economy of scale will tend to
have greater costs. Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA)’s 2005 statewide adequacy cost study for
Pennsylvania calculated an ELL weighting ranging from 1.48 to 2.43, with smaller districts having the
highest weights. Recent reviews of the literature — including Jimenez-Castellanos and Topper (2012),
Golebiewski (2011) and Rumberger and Gandara (2008) — all found that the estimated range of costs is
even wider for ELL students than for economically disadvantage students. For example, Duncombe and
Yinger (2005) estimated that the cost of serving an ELL student in Kansas was a statistically significant, but
tiny, 0.14 percent higher than the cost of serving a student who was not ELL. At the other end of the
spectrum, Duncombe and Yinger (1997) estimated that the cost of serving an ELL student in New York was
four times the cost of serving a student who was not ELL.

Similarly, there is no consensus on how much additional funding special education requires, as this too
varies widely by context. Data from the nationwide Special Education Expenditure Project (SEEP) indicate
that on average, in 1999-2000, the spending ratio for a student with special needs compared to a student
with no special needs was 1.90. The data also indicate lower weights for larger districts, again presumably
due to economies of scale. However, a comparison of several special education adequacy studies across
the country highlighted additional major factors in cost variation: differing categories of student
disabilities (e.g., deafness, visual impairment, autism, emotional disturbance, etc.), severity of disability,
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and districts’ varying approaches to assigning students to categories and severity levels. Diagnoses of
disability can vary widely across physical, emotional, and behavioral bounds, each of which requires
different combinations of resources to support the student.

Difference in Prices

Variation in the price of labor is a particularly significant driver of educational cost differentials in Kansas
because salaries and benefits make up such a large share (approximately 81%) of elementary and
secondary education expenditures in Kansas.! While there are other educational inputs with prices that
also vary across the state (such as casualty insurance or electricity), these costs each make up a relatively
small proportion of current operating expenditures, so incorporating those additional sources of price
variation would likely have a very modest impact on the overall cost.

The costs of education investigate how districts are able to hire the same quality of teachers,
administrators, and support staff despite regional differences in the prices they must pay for them (i.e.,
differences in the wage level). Districts of all sizes and with varying student populations must offer wages
sufficient to staff their schools with qualified teachers, and districts in high-labor-cost locations must pay
more than other school districts just to be able to hire comparable personnel.

As described in Taylor (2011), there are three basic reasons why public school teacher wages differ across
individuals: the person, the job, and the location.

e Person. All else equal, people with stronger qualifications are paid higher wages. For teachers in
Florida, as in most of the country, the key qualifications are experience and higher educational
attainment. However, other qualifications may also be relevant such as verbal communication
skills, certification to teach English learners or special education students, possessing a multi-
subject teaching credential, or classroom effectiveness.

e Job. Differences in working conditions can also impact wages. A position with less desirable
characteristics may need to offer a higher wage to compensate workers for this, or will be forced
to hire less qualified individuals — or both.

e Location. Finally, differences in location can impact wages substantially. The same individual
applying for comparable jobs in Kansas City compared to Topeka demand a very different salary
for these positions. Moreover, many of the factors that influence these differences are outside of
the control of districts (e.g., housing costs, local economy, crime rate, etc.).

The first two reasons are largely within school district control. A school district can choose the
qualifications of the teachers it hires and can influence working conditions within the district. In contrast,
the characteristics of the location are largely outside of school district control. As discussed in Taylor
(2015), “only factors outside of school district control represent cost differences that should be accounted
for in funding formulas and equity calculations.”

1 Calculation based on the ratio of salaries and benefits to total current expenditures. Data is from the National Public Education
Financial Survey for the 2013-2014 school year at: https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/stfis.asp
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There are generally two reasons why wages vary by location, all else being equal. The first of these is
simply the cost of living. The prices for the same goods and services vary across the state, and thus one
district must pay teachers more than another for the teacher to have the same “standard of living.” In
sum, the higher the cost of living, the more a district must pay teachers. The second is the relative
attractiveness of a community. While attractiveness may be harder to measure precisely, it is no less
significant than variation in the price of goods and services in determining wage levels. A location that has
a high crime rate, little or no infrastructure (e.g., public transportation, reliable public services, etc.), and
is isolated from recreational activities (e.g., movie theaters, beaches, restaurants, etc.) will be relatively
less attractive than one with these amenities. As a consequence, districts in such locations would have to
pay teachers more to recruit and retain them. In other words, the less attractive the community, the more
a district must pay teachers.

As is evident from the description above, locational variation in teacher salaries is largely outside of district
control. If this variation is not accounted for in a state’s funding mechanism, those more expensive and/or
less attractive districts would not be able to pay for a similarly high-quality workforce compared with less
expensive or more attractive neighbors.

Economies of Scale

Economies of Scale is the third factor that explains the differences in costs across public schools and school
districts. That is, some school systems like any other organization can provide a large volume of service —
defined as instruction in the classroom, transporting students, feeding students, etc. — for a lower
marginal cost. This cost of education has been well-documented and observed. For example, the per-pupil
cost of operating a small district and/or school is much higher than the per-pupil cost of operating a larger
one (Taylor, Gronberg, & Jansen 2017). Yet, in public education researchers have observed a U-shaped
curve to economies of scale meaning that once the school district gets significantly larger we can observe
some diseconomies of scale (Robertson 2007). There are a variety of explanations for school systems
experiencing a diseconomies of scale. Relative to the circumstances of Kansas, research on economies of
scale in education have found that geography forces the education system to have smaller school districts
and schools which naturally creates some diseconomies of scale. Kansas has had various experiences in
attempting to address such diseconomies of scale including various school district consolidation studies
(Augenblick, Myers, & Silverstein, 2001; Augenblick, Myers, Silverstein, & Barkis, 2002; Legislative Divison
of the Post Audit, 1992). Yet, recent research has shown that most cost savings through such
consolidations are achieved at the school-level (Gronberg, Jansen, Karakaplan, & Taylor, 2015).

Costing Out Study Methods

Adequacy or costing out studies have been performed in at least 30 states as a method to estimate the
cost associated with ensuring that all students have the opportunity to reach a particular level of
performance based on standards set out by the state. There are two common approaches for these
costing out studies, the input-based and output-based approach.
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Estimating the Costs Associated with Reaching Student Achievement Expectations
for Kansas Public Education Students: A Cost Function Approach

Table 1. Various methodologies for costing out studies

Input-based (resource-oriented) methods Output-based (performance-oriented) methods

Professional judgement: Successful schools:
Based on current spending by a set of high- Based on current spending by a set of high-
performing schools performing schools
Evidence-based: Education cost function:
Based on calculations linking performance Based on calculations linking performance outcomes
outcomes with spending and other variables with spending and other variables

Each of these methods are explored in further detail below including a description of each method and
then the strengths and weaknesses.

Input-based Method

Both of the approaches that are classified as bottom-up approaches rely on orienting their analysis from
the lowest level of the system, e.g., classroom or school, to identify the necessary resources. There are
two approaches. The first is the professional judgment method, and the second is the evidence-based
method.

Professional Judgment approach

The professional judgment method involves convening focus groups of local educators and policymakers
to design prototype schools that meet performance goals. Designing these prototype schools includes
determining the resources (staff, equipment, etc.) required. Researchers then calculate cost estimates for
these prototype schools in various settings, such as urban, suburban, rural, low-need, and high-need
communities. Augenblick & Myers used this method as one of two approaches that it published in a study
on costing out an adequate education in Kansas for 2000-2001 (Augenblick, Myers, Silverstein, & Barkis,
2002).

Evidence-Based

In the evidence-based method, a team of consultants’ design prototype schools that meet performance
goals. The consultants draw upon a wide body of education practices and strategies that have proven
effective. While the professional judgment approach draws primarily upon practitioners’ experience, the
evidence-based approach relies more heavily on research.
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Advantages and Disadvantages

A major advantage of both types of bottom-up approaches is that their methodology and results are
relatively simple, transparent, and easily understood. Their practices are grounded in on-the-ground
expertise from active practitioners, and they present not only how much should be spent, but how it
should be spent. Furthermore, these approaches don’t require that an “adequate” level of performance
be defined or measured; both of these approaches are resource-oriented, rather than performance-
oriented. While the practitioners and researchers keep a goal performance level in mind when
determining resources, these methods typically do not estimate specific outcomes from prototyes.

This simplicity can be an advantage when conducting the cost study, but when evaluating the cost study,
this tends to be a major limitation. For instance, the outcomes that an evidence-based model’s strategies
are “proven” to achieve may be different than the outcome goals set by policymakers. Another
disadvantage is that neither method focuses on the cost-effectiveness of their recommended resource
allocation. In evidence-based studies, cost estimates tend be based on the averages among districts, and
while they do address the need for additional resources for certain demographics, they still may not
accurately estimate the costs for actual districts that differ from the “typical” prototype, especially when
multiple regional variables are at play. Professional judgment analyses carry this same weakness and may
be vulnerable to blind spots and biases of individual experts on the panel. Crucially, this method produce

specific recommendations that realistically reflect the needs of only a handful of prototypical districts.

Output-based Approach

While bottom-up approaches are resource-oriented, top-down approaches are performance-oriented.
Such analyses are based on observed relationships between (a) school spending, (b) student performance,
and (c) other school characteristics. There are two main approaches in this category — the successful
schools method and cost function method.

Successful Schools

The successful schools method begins by identifying a set of schools with high performance outcomes in
relation to the state’s performance goals. Estimates of providing a quality education are then based on
the lowest level of per-student spending among these actual, high-performing schools. Augenblick &
Myers used this method as one of two approaches that it published in a 2002 study on costing out an
adequate education in Kansas (Augenblick, Myers, Silverstein, & Barkis, 2002).

Education Cost Function

In the cost function method, cost and performance data are used to estimate the relationship between
expenditures and other dependent and independent variables, including: school outcomes, resource
prices, student needs, district size, and other relevant characteristics of districts. Once cost estimates for
these relationships have been calculated, analysts can use these calculations to predict the cost of
achieving a designated set of outcomes, taking into account the aforementioned factors. Duncombe &
Yinger (2005) used this approach for the costing out study conducted in 2005 and subsequently published
with complementary material from the Kansas Legislative Post Audit (LPA) division in 2006. The cost
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function methodology has been refined over several decades of empirical application, and cost function
studies have been undertaken for New York (Duncombe and Yinger, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2005; Duncombe,
Lukemeyer, and Yinger, 2003), Arizona (Downes and Pogue, 1994), lllinois (Imazeki, 2001), Texas (Imazeki
and Reschovsky, 2004a, 2004b; Gronberg, et al., 2004), and Wisconsin (Reschovsky and Imazeki, 1998).

Since that time, additional education cost function analyses have been conducted in California (Duncombe
& Yinger, 2011b; Imazeki, 2008), Indiana (Zimmer, DeBoer, & Hirth 2009), Kansas (Chakraborty & Poggio,
2008; Duncombe, Lukemeyer, and Yinger, 2008), Kentucky and Maine (Lee, 2010), Massachusetts
(Nguyen-Hoan & Yinger, 2014), Missouri (Baker, 2011; Duncombe et al., 2008; Duncombe & Yinger,
2011a), New York (Duncombe & Yinger, 2005); and Texas (Gronberg, Jansen, Karakaplan and Taylor, 2015;
Gronberg, Jansen, & Taylor, 2011, 2017; Imazeki & Reschovsky, 2006).

Advantages and Disadvantages

A major advantage of top-down approaches is their grounding in a demonstrated standard of student
achievement and actual per-pupil costs. Estimates are based on the actual experiences of students in the
region, and cost function analyses can provide a strong empirical foundation for their estimates of cost
differentials. The direct link between education costs and desired outcomes is particularly valuable from
a policymaking perspective, as one can use these methods to estimate costs tied to a specific performance
goal.

One disadvantage of the successful schools method, compared with other methods, is that while it directly
links costs to outcomes, it generally does not describe in detail how funds ought to be used. Another
disadvantage is that because its estimates are based upon only a sampling of schools, as with estimates
based on prototypes, other variables may prevent these estimates from accurately reflecting the needs
of schools in other contexts. While the successful schools method adds additional funding for certain
student populations, such as those with special needs, limited English proficiency, and low-income
backgrounds, it focuses primarily on identifying the “base cost” for per-pupil spending in a general
education context.

The cost function approach avoids many of these disadvantages. Because it establishes a cost relationship
with a wide variety of variables that could potentially affect student outcomes, drawing from a larger set
of schools — potentially the entire state’s — it can more easily control for variables within different school
contexts. However, the estimates of cost function studies still have limitations. By design, statistical
models describe relationships between current data, so extrapolating to performance standards outside
current experience is problematic. For example, resources may provide diminishing returns at a certain
level of high performance, and so if unprecedented goals are set, the projected estimates for required
resources may still be inadequate.

Because cost function studies are grounded in data, another potential disadvantage is that they require
high quality measures of current performance and expenditures. Similarly, for a cost function study to
inform policy, policymakers must set goals based around measurable performance outcomes. With its
higher level of complexity and economic modeling techniques, a cost function study tends to be more
difficult to explain in non-academic settings. Statistical models are not readily transparent, and they
require analysts to make judgment calls that inevitably affect the results.
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Estimating the Costs Associated with Reaching Student Achievement Expectations
for Kansas Public Education Students: A Cost Function Approach

Cost Study Method Suitability to Kansas

The education cost function approach is, among the four methods, the best suited to the circumstances
of Kansas. This is not only because the approach is the most precise, but because it controls for the
presence of certain circumstances and contexts. Augenblick & Myers (2002) explained this in the first cost
study conducted for Kansas, when they said:

“The statistical approach [the education cost function approach]
is based on understanding those factors that statistically explain
differences in spending across school districts while ‘controlling’
for performance. In some sense, the statistical approach is the
most powerful of the alternatives and is subject to the least
manipulation. However, it has proven difficult to explain how the
approach works in situations other than academic forums. The
approach requires the availability of lots of data, much of which
needs to be at the school or student level in order to be most
useful.”

In other words, the education cost function approach can be the most robust method to estimate the
costs associated with providing an adequate education. In the circumstance of Kansas, there are several
supporting points to this fact, including: (a) ability to consider the entire student and school population,
(b) presence of strong student- and school-level data enabling better estimation and alignment to the
Rose standards and (c) improved statistical techniques over 12 years after the Duncombe & Yinger (2005)
analysis was conducted.

Ability to Consider the Entire Student and School Population

The first major advantage of the education cost function approach is that it accounts for the wide diversity
across Kansas’s 286 public school districts and over 1200 schools. Enrollment ranges from 57 students in
Healy Public Schools to 50,416 students in Wichita Public Schools. Some districts serve ELL students from
a wide variety of backgrounds, with 119 languages represented in Wichita,> while other districts, like
Labette County, Osawatomie, and Kaw Valley school districts have no ELL students at all.

2 Wichita Public Schools. 2017-2018 District Snapshot. Retrieved from https://www.usd259.org/domain/954
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Estimating the Costs Associated with Reaching Student Achievement Expectations
for Kansas Public Education Students: A Cost Function Approach

Augenblick & Myers (2002) attempted to simplify school districts’ diversity by grouping them into four
size categories (quartiles), so that each quartile contained an equal number of school districts and an
equal number of students. When the quartiles reflected an equal number of districts, the districts in the
largest quartile of districts enrolled 75.3 percent of all students, with about 4,429 students per district and
10.2 schools per district. Meanwhile, districts in the smallest quartile enrolled 3.5 percent of all students,
with about 208 students per district and 2.3 schools per district. Then the quartiles reflected an equal
number of students, there were four districts in the largest quartile and 230 schools in the smallest. The
researchers used this information to construct four prototype districts representing each size category,
which they then used for their cost estimates. The characteristics of these four prototype districts are
shown in the table below.

Table 2. Characteristics of Prototypes Used in Professional Judgment Model (Augenblick &

Myers, 2002)
st v | ot | |
Range in Enrollment #324 325-555 556-3,600 #3,600
Size of Prototype District 200 430 1,300 11,200
Size of Prototype School
Elementary 140 150 200 430
Middle - - 300 430
High School 60 130 400 1,150

Number of Prototype School

Elementary 1 2 3 12

Middle - - 1 6

High School 1 1 1 3

Proportion of Students in Special Education (%) 14 14 13 14

Proportion of Students Eligible Free/Reduced Lunch (%) 35 35 29 36

Proportion of Bilingual Students (%) 2 2 3 4
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By contrast, our current study considers the variations associated with the entire range of schools and
school districts in Kansas. A comparison with the chart below illustrates the more expansive view afforded
by this methodology.

Figure 1. Percentage of English Learners by Free Lunch Schools, Identified A&M Prototypes

Figure 1 shows the number of schools (observations) that compared to the four prototype school used in
the professional judgment method used by Augenblick & Myers in the 2001 cost study. We can observe
that the cost function method will enable the observation of significantly more variation and types of
schools as compared to the professional judgment model used in the Augenblick & Myers study.

Presence of Strong Student- and School-level Data

The comprehensive data calculations used in an education cost function study are not feasible to generate
in every circumstance, as one needs to have data available for this broad range of factors. Fortunately, in
the case of Kansas for our current study, this was not a problem. Kansas has been nationally recognized
for the quality of its education data collection, use, and reporting. In the 2014 report by the Data Quality
Campaign, an education data survey in which 46 states and the District of Columbia participated, Kansas
was recognized among the top states. A key component of the survey is the Data Quality Campaign’s “10
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State Actions to Ensure Effective Data Use,” and Kansas was one of only ten states implementing nine or
more of the recommended actions.

Kansas’s diligent data collection allowed for our current analysis to incorporate considerably more factors
than most previous cost studies. Most studies concentrate on district-level data and basic measures of
student performance, such as standardized assessments. Duncombe & Yinger (2005) and Augenblick &
Myers (2002) both acknowledged this as limitations of their own studies. However, the availability of
student-level and teacher-level data, as well as postsecondary data and regional characteristics, allows
our analysis to incorporate many more factors at work. This also enables us to view variables’ relationships
in greater detail; for example, the ability to assign costs of educating students to the building level allows
us to create a stronger relationship between costs and outcomes for students.

Additionally, now that significant efforts have been made to align the Kansas public education system to
the Rose standards, this analysis can more accurately assess the costs of an “adequate” education, as
defined by achievement of the Rose standards, than had previously been possible. As we discuss in
Chapter 3, Kansas’s state education agencies have oriented their Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS),
school district accreditation standards, and the Kansas College and Career Ready Standards toward
achievement of the Rose standards. School districts have configured their resources accordingly, and so
by using data that reflects the current landscape of Kansas’s public education system, we can get closer
to calculating the cost of achieving the Rose standards statewide than had ever been possible before.

Ensuring the Effective and Efficient Use of Resources

To encourage districts to use resources efficiently — that is, cost-effectively — federal and state agencies
have implemented a number of accountability systems over the decades. Some accountability systems,
like the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB), have been criticized for pressuring schools to focus their
curriculum toward standardized test achievement or for the counterproductivity of their sanctions
(Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2005). However, the concept of an accountability system still holds tremendous
value, particularly in advancing educational equity. Both through rewards and sanctions and through the
public reporting of school progress, accountability systems can be a powerful tool in focusing resource
allocation toward improving outcomes for disadvantaged students. Furthermore, after years of
practitioners’ vocal dissatisfaction with previous accountability measures, the landscape of federal and
many states’ policy has been shifting toward more flexible accountability systems. For example, many
states have reformed their accountability systems to measure success indicators beyond standardized
test scores, such as graduation rates and other college and career indicators, and to offer comprehensive
support systems to low-performing schools, rather than merely rewards and sanctions (Center for
American Progress and the Council of Chief State School Officers, 2014).

It is important to keep in mind that while adequate funding is necessary for achieving desired student
outcomes, funding alone is not sufficient; the funds must also be put to effective use. After all, schools
with similar student populations, receiving similar funding, can have vastly different student outcomes
due to differences in local policies and practices (Williams, Kirst, Haertel, et al., 2005). Thus, if one fails to
consider how well resources are used, then increasing how much resources are provided may have a
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limited effect on student outcomes. This section will discuss evidence-based strategies and practices for
maximizing the effect of provided resources.

Effectiveness vs. Efficiency

First, we must clarify the distinction between effectiveness and efficiency. Effective is defined as
“producing or capable of producing a desired result.”® In an education context, effectiveness is then
measured by program evaluation: i.e., whether a program produces desired student outcomes.
Meanwhile, efficiency refers to cost-effectiveness: achieving the desired outcomes while minimizing
resources used. While attempts to improve efficiency sometimes lead to cost-cutting, it is crucial to
remember that efficiency still requires the achievement of desired outcomes. Consequently, minimizing
resources at the expense of desired outcomes does not improve efficiency, but simply reduces
effectiveness.

Effective Decision-Making

The power to affect how effectively and efficiently resources are used fundamentally rests with the
decision-makers — i.e., local education leaders at the district and school level — who direct how available
funds will be spent. Organizational behavior research suggests that while institutions may be tempted to
try to hire individuals who possess an inherent “effective decision-making” capability, attempts to do so
have limited success, as this skill is not strongly correlated with intelligence or experience (Dalal &
Bolunmez, 2016). Indeed, intelligence can lead decision-makers to rely on cognitive shortcuts rather than
engaging in a deeper analytical process (Stanovich, 2009), and experience can lead decision-makers to be
overconfident and fail to weigh all possibilities (Russo & Schoemaker, 1992) Rather, research indicates
that effective decision-making is a skill that can be developed and which strongly benefits from utilizing
proven strategies.

Three such strategies include: (1) “consider the opposite,” (2) taking an outside view, and (3) constructing
a linear decision model. Each of these can be routinized in an organization, helping build leaders’ decision-
making capacities and limiting the likelihood that a decision-maker will default to common biases.

In the “consider the opposite” strategy, decision-makers are tasked with generating reasons why their
initial decision may be the wrong choice (Larrick, 2004). This approach prompts decision-makers to
consider information that they otherwise may not have thought about and prompts them to plan for a
greater range of possible scenarios. Numerous studies have shown that the “consider the opposite”
strategy increases decision-makers’ accuracy when estimating the probability of a given result occurring
(Lord, Lepper, & Preston, 1984; Hoch, 1985; Soll & Klayman, 2004). When making decisions, the ability to
make the best choice largely hinges upon the ability to accurately gauge the likelihood of various
outcomes. By improving this gauge — specifically by reducing overconfidence and expanding the
information base — this strategy can thus lead to better and more well-informed decision-making.

3 effective. Retrieved March 9, 2018, from https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/effective.
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One possible limitation of the above strategy is if the decision-maker’s biases hinder his or her ability to
think of the true “opposite.” For example, research has shown that when tasked with thinking of a worst-
case scenario that could result from a decision, a decision-maker often thinks of only a mildly undesirable
scenario, rather than the true worst case (Kahneman & Lovallo, 1993). Bringing in outside parties can help
this, such as in the “Devil’s Advocate” form of this strategy, in which another person is enlisted to argue
against the decision-maker’s initial choice. However, a more effective way to combat this limitation may
be through the addition of the next strategy: taking an outside view.

In the “outside view” strategy, a decision-maker must research several previous decisions, made by
others, that share similarities with the current favored decision. The decision-maker can then examine
these similar decisions through the lens of an outsider. In order to reduce an optimistic bias, these
examples must include some similar decisions that could be seen as failures. Some researchers suggest
that the decision-maker should seek out at least six similar decisions for comparison (Lovallo & Sibony,
2010). The decision-maker can then study the various properties of these previous decisions and use this
data to inform the current one. For example, this might inform the decision-maker’s estimates as to: how
likely the decision is to produce the desired outcome(s), how long it will take to implement the decision,
and possible pitfalls.

As decision-makers begin to carefully examine data, this leads to the third, and more advanced, strategy:

|II

constructing a linear decision model. Also known as a “weighted additive” model or an “actuarial” model,
this decision-making process requires the decision-maker to: (1) determine the available options, (2)
determine the factors involved in each option, (3) assign importance ratings or “weights” to each factor,
(4) rate each option on each factor, (5) use these cumulative ratings to calculate the overall “score” for
each option, and (6) choose the option with the highest score. This model is frequently used, for example,
when admissions committees consider various applicants. To reduce admissions committee members’
biases and more accurately compare applicants on all of their respective assets, the committee might
assign a weighted value to applicants’ essays, test scores, etc. Once each of these factors is graded, the
applicant can receive a total score, which can more easily be judged against other applicants’ scores.
Linear models have been shown to consistently improve decision-making in terms of both accuracy and
transparency (Rolf, 2005).

Realistically, however, it would likely not be feasible to construct a linear decision model for every decision
that one must make throughout the workday. In some cases, decisions must be made more quickly and
with less effort. Stanovich and West (2000) coined these two categories of decision-making as System 1
and System 2. The System 1 thought process is fast, automatic, and effortless, while System 2 is slower,
more deliberate, and effortful. All three of the aforementioned strategies, with their careful consideration
of non-intuitive information, fall into System 2.

Recognizing that System 2 strategies are not appropriate for every context, institutions can instead put
policies in place that encourage the best possible results from System 1 decision-making. For example,
research has established the existence of a “status quo” bias, meaning that decision-makers are more
inclined to stay with the current or default option than to opt for a change (Ritov & Baron, 1992). This
known bias can then be leveraged to encourage positive outcomes. For instance, research has shown that
by making enrollment in a retirement savings account (Benartzi & Thaler, 2007) or an organ donation
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program (Davidai, Gilovich, & Ross, 2012) the default status, rather than an “opt in” choice, a much higher
proportion of people will participate. Another strategy to improve System 1 decision-making is to ensure
that multiple options are considered, rather than just the status quo and one alternative. An analysis of
businesses, nonprofits, and government entities showed that 70 percent of the time, when leadership
teams are faced with important strategic decisions, they only consider the status quo and one alternative.
Yet adding multiple options has been shown to improve the quality of the decision (Lovallo & Sibony,
2013). Thus, even when time and resource constraints may limit opportunities to engage in a deep,
analytical decision-making process, policymakers at any level can routinize policies that encourage more
effective decision-making.

Data-driven Decision-Making

Whenever possible, leaders and practitioners should approach decision-making with an analytical, data-
driven process. Effective data use enables decision-makers to learn more about the educational system’s
processes and outcomes, identify successes and challenges, discover specific areas of improvement, and
evaluate the effectiveness of programs and practices (Mason, 2002). Many studies also suggest that data-
driven decision-making carries strong potential to improve student performance (Alwin, 2002; Doyle,
2003; Johnson 1999; Johnson, 2000; Lafee, 2002; Mclntire, 2002).

However, to institutionalize data-driven decision-making across the system, leaders must clarify
expectations, define a structure, and provide guidance on effective data use. Conceptions of what
constitutes valid evidence and effective evidence use varies across school and district staff roles. For
instance, research suggests that top-level district administrators may have more faith in research as a
guide to policy and practice, compared with principals and teachers, and they may have stronger
conceptions of what constitutes high-quality research. Meanwhile, bringing a student-level, on-the-
ground perspective, teachers may strongly value evidence that reveals insight into student thinking and
reasoning (Coburn & Talbert, 2006). A consistent finding is that many school administrators and teachers
lack formal training or experience in analyzing data or using assessment results to inform instruction or
program improvement (Lachat & Smith, 2005).

Schools systems that have successfully implemented data-driven school improvement processes show
many similarities, so these may provide a helpful framework (Halverson, Grigg, Pritchett, & Thomas,
2007). First, the typical school improvement cycle begins with collecting, organizing, and storing data. This
includes inputs, such as student demographics, budget information, and master schedules, as well as
outputs, i.e., student outcomes. Second, school leaders provide time to collaboratively reflect on local
data. This includes breaking down state assessment data to the student level. Teachers then have the
opportunity to connect student performance to social and behavioral data, providing deeper context for
the results. Third, school leaders and educators consider program alignment. Together, they examine
current programs, compare outcome data to collective goals, and identify gaps in meetings the needs of
students. Fourth, the group works on program design, keeping the focus on perceived instructional needs.
Curricula, pedagogies, and student service programs may be created, adapted, or removed. Fifth,
educators study student progress through “formative feedback”: local, continuous, two-way
communication between teacher and student that reflects student learning. Examples might include
student questions, quiz results, and teacher comments on student work. Finally, when incorporating
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standardized test preparation into the school curriculum, these data-driven schools make efforts to
authentically integrate the content and test-taking skills into the regular curriculum, rather than diverting
students toward temporary, test-focused lessons and drills. Together, these steps form a cycle, and
through consistent iterations of this cycle, school leaders can collaboratively make careful, gradual
improvements to the system.

Before implementing strategies for data-driven decision-making, school systems find the most success
when they lay the necessary foundation. This includes (1) establishing specific, measurable goals at the
system, school, classroom, and student levels, along with an aligned curriculum; (2) setting norms and
expectations for data use, to be reinforced throughout the process; (3) investing in a user-friendly data
management system with appropriate access for staff at varying levels; (4) determining which types of
data will be collected; and (5) build staff capacity to utilize data (Datnow & Park, 2010). This last, but highly
critical piece, may include professional development, modeling of data use, time for teacher
collaboration, and opportunities to connect and share strategies with educators at other schools.

While much of the conversation around supporting effective data use focuses on the school level, central
district offices also play a critical role in this improvement process. At the vision-setting stage, district
offices can influence the goals and expectations around data use (Honig & Venkateswaran, 2012). In terms
of capacity-building, districts can be a main provider of professional development and external resources
(Park & Datnow, 2009). Perhaps the most unique role of district staff in this process is in the collecting,
sifting through, and distribution of important information to school staff. For example, district staff may
guide school staff in improvement efforts by selectively providing information on evidence-based
programs that seem relevant to the particular school’s context, and they frequently serve as schools’ main
source for district-wide and state-wide assessment data (Honig & Venkateswaran, 2012). Even for school-
level and classroom-level decisions, district offices thus serve as a key partner in promoting and supporting
the use of data-driven decision-making.

Use of Networks to Improve at Scale

While some schools and districts have uncovered effective practices for improving student outcomes, this
poses the question of how to transfer this knowledge to others and, when possible, how to scale it to
other school systems. One concept to keep in mind is that effective programs and practices do not exist
on their own; they rely on full integration with the larger system. If a program is adopted blindly, without
a complementary framework supporting it, the program may collapse or fail to achieve its intended
outcomes.

One study examined 60 years of school-community partnership programs at troubled, urban high school
in Boston. Among these programs was a wildly successful small learning community (SLC) piloted by the
school during the 1988 recession (Leonard, 2011). The SLC consisted of a public service-oriented academic
track for 90 students, with teachers and a community partner working closely together to promote
student development and keep students motivated toward the goal of attending college. This partnership
included the involvement of a career specialist who would speak with parents about potential conflicts
between students’ school and work schedules, with teachers about students’ academic priorities, and
with employers about matching students’ interests with job requirements. Within four years, 95 percent
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of this program’s students were enrolling in college, and the program sustained its success through 2003.
By comparison, the school’s overall high school graduation rate ranged from 27 percent in the 1980s to
41 percent in the late 1990s.

Yet in this same school, the study found a similar example of a community partnership that failed to
integrate itself with the rest of the school site’s system, and consequently failed to achieve similar
outcomes. This second partnership, launched in 1999, had a similar goal: to support and motivate a cohort
of 60 students to graduate and attend college. Two full-time tutors were placed inside the school to
implement this program, and students enjoyed the services provided. However, in contrast with the
earlier SLC program’s instructors, these tutors operated independently and did not communicate with
parents, teachers, administrators, or other adults in the students’ support network. As a result, the
program came into conflict with the school’s regular operations, students received mixed messages, and
the program was unable to create a focused, cohesive culture of achievement like that seen in the
previous SLC. The dropout rate for students in this program resembled that of the school at large, and so
the program was quickly discontinued.

One way to examine the structures in place, and the crucial interaction between them, is to use the
ecological theory developed by child psychologist Urie Bronfenbrenner. Bronfenbrenner introduces the
idea that a developing child is surrounded by several layers of relationships (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The
inner layer, or microsystem, consists of the environment in which the child has a direct, personal
relationships, such as with parents, teachers, or friends. Beyond this is the exosystem, an outer circle of
people who indirectly influence the child’s development; in an education context, this could include
central school administrators, school committee members, state policymakers, foundations, and
community partners. Finally, the largest circle, or macrosystem, consists of the cultural or economic
conditions in the child’s society at large, e.g., racism, poverty, and cultural expectations. To have a positive
effect on a child’s development, one should be mindful of the different systems at play and should aim
for changes in the microsystem and exosystem to work harmoniously together. Creating a system for
effective change thus requires communication and collaboration between, for example, those in the
exosystem who decide policy and launch initiatives, and those on the ground who interact every day with
students.

Once there is a shared understanding between all parties involved in the change effort, an attempt can
be made to scale education best practices across larger systems. To maximize chances of successful
implementation within new environments, it is important to consider the conditions in which these best
practices were initially implemented, and be open to adjusting implementation as necessary to fit the new
circumstances (Klinger, Boardman, & McMaster, 2013). One of the most widely-scaled best practices is
Schoolwide Positive Behavior Supports (SWPBS), with over 14,000 public schools having adopted the
practice (Debnam, Pas, & Bradshaw, 2012). SWPBS aims to both reduce student behavioral problems and
promote a positive school climate. Researchers have examined what led to successful, sustainable
adoption of this practice, as well as less successful attempts. Four components identified were identified
as significant in ensuring sustainability: (1) priority, (2) effectiveness, (3) efficiency, and (4) continuous
regeneration (Mclntosh, Horner, & Sugai, 2009). First, the change effort must be supported as a priority
at all levels, including through sufficient funding. Second, the change should be evidence-based, so that
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school personnel will recognize its proven potential for positive outcomes, and it should be implemented
with as much fidelity as possible for the given context, in order to maximize effectiveness. Third, leaders
should pay attention to local capacity and do what they can to assist with the efficiency of implementing
the new practice, e.g., through professional development. Finally, through continuous regeneration, data
should be used to monitor, adjust, and improve implementation, based upon outcomes and issues
observed within the current system.

A recurring thread throughout much of the research is that authentic educator buy-in and engagement,
along with sufficient supports for educators, are critical for the success and sustainability of change
efforts. A leading strategy to actively involve educators, develop their capacity, and create a supportive
peer group has been the establishment of Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) within schools and
districts. PLCs aim to empower teachers as active agents of change, rather than passive recipients of new
practices that they’re instructed to implement. For example, in 2013, eight school districts in Rhode Island
formed the East Bay Professional Learning Community (PLC), a three-year project focusing on rethinking
effective student assessment practices (Dillon, Erkens, Sanna, & Savastano, 2015). Each participating
district formed a handful of small teacher teams, with teachers representing all subject areas and grade
levels. Teams then launched research action plans, guided by an external consultant, to build more
balanced, comprehensive assessment systems focused on rigor, relevance, and relationships. The
consultant provided inspiration through evidence-based ideas, as well as personalized coaching, feedback,
and guidance regarding system integration. However, the teachers took ownership of the decision-
making, research, data collection, and implementation of their action plans. Furthermore, teachers who
participated in the three-year project were then responsible for carrying on the work and coaching other
teachers in the future.

The PLC model thus emphasizes district-level, school-level, and teacher-level ownership, as well as
authentic learning from and collaboration with colleagues. All of this leads to genuine educator capacity-
building and sustained engagement in the improvement process. An analysis of ten empirical studies of
PLCsin the U.S. and one multisite study in England found that in all eleven studies, PLCs had demonstrably
shifted each school’s professional culture toward one more focused on collaboration and improvement
(Vescio, Ross, & Adams, 2008). Evidence of these shifts included new collaborative structures such as
sharing lesson plans, observing in one another’s classrooms, and participating in “critical friends” peer
evaluation groups. While many PLC studies focus on educator outcomes, some studies have also
demonstrated a positive relationship between PLCs and improved student outcomes, including classroom
grades, performance on state achievement tests, and graduation rates (Lomos, Hofman, & Bosker, 2011;
Jackl & Lougée, 2012).

Yet the value of a PLC rests not only in its ability to build educator capacity, but also in its grounding in
improvement science. Improvement science is a disciplined approach to educational innovation,
integrating problem analysis, research, solution development, measurement of processes and outcomes,
and refinement of the change idea through repeated testing. Not all PLCs have an improvement science
basis, but as the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (2015) reports, a growing number
of education professionals are recognizing that by leveraging these analytic thinking and systematic
testing methods developed by the scientific community, they can achieve better outcomes more reliably
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(Bryk, 2015). To do so, improvement science-based networks, also known as networked improvement
communities (NICs), draw on the expertise of practitioners, researchers, designers, technologists, and
others.

An external consultant typically provides guidance and coaching in improvement science methodology,
while the education professionals participating in the network apply the methodology to their school or
district’s problem of practice. Once they’ve developed a solution, practitioners apply the change idea to
their system and participate in plan-do-study-act (PDSA) cycles, akin to mini experiments, in which they
rapidly refine and retest the change idea (Park, Hironaka, Carver, & Nordstrum, 2013). The improvement
science methods utilized by NICs are valuable for scaling change for several reasons. First, this
methodology requires that practitioners examine the school or district system that’s already in place, and
examine the many factors at play, before developing solutions. As a result, they can strategically craft
solutions customized for their particular system. By developing measures of processes and outcomes,
practitioners can more reliably measure the results of their testing. By refining and retesting the change
idea, practitioners can further increase the likelihood of finding a solution that achieves the desired
outcomes within their system. Finally, by developing this knowledge and expertise in improvement
science — particularly with a cohort of colleagues from the same school or district — practitioners can
apply these same principles to other problems within their system and, ideally, shift their institution’s
professional culture toward one of continuous improvement.

The shift toward data-driven decision-making, as well as empowering local leaders and educations to
actively participate in driving system-wide improvement, offers unprecedented potential for effective
resource allocation in public education systems nationwide. By leveraging practitioners’ on-the-ground
experience and local knowledge along with evidence-based, systematic improvement processes, decision-
makers can optimize targeted alignment between resource allocation and student educational needs.

Assessing Resource Allocation

When assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of resource allocation, viewing the full timeline of
resource flow can provide a fuller picture. In 2013, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) issued its Review of Policies to Improve the Effectiveness of Resource Use in Schools,
which provides a helpful map of how resources flow and are implemented across all levels (primarily from
district level to student level.) The OECD framework conceptualizes this resource flow into four stages:
resource governance, resource distribution, resource utilization, and resource management. At each level
within the system, the processes involved in each of these four stages can be assessed for effectiveness
and efficiency.

Resource governance is where the resource flow originates, and this extends beyond the district level.
Governance decisions include: the level of funding that will be available for education, the sources of
revenue, the distribution of decision-making power across the school system, the definition of priorities
and targets, and the implementation of policies. Naturally, much of this responsibility rests at the state
level, with reverberating impacts throughout other levels.

Resource distribution occurs next. These decisions include: the distribution of school facilities and physical
resources across the region; the distribution of resources among school levels (e.g., primary, secondary);
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the distribution of teachers, administrators, leaders, and professional development programs between
various schools; and the distribution of resources targeted toward specific student groups (e.g., special
education, ELL.)

Resource utilization then refers to the organization and specific application of resources to meet the
identified needs. This includes the allocation of teacher resources (e.g., class size, use of teacher time),
the structuring of school schedules, and selection of programs to meet student needs.

Finally, resource management involves the ongoing monitoring of resource use, auditing systems, staff
management, reporting requirements, and program evaluation.

Each of these stages supports the next, and so deficiencies in any stage, or between levels, can hinder the
effectiveness or efficiency of those parts of the system that depend on it. For example, if resource
governance provides too little decision-making power in the hands of local school leaders, this may restrict
schools’ ability to distribute resources in a way that effectively targets their specific student populations’
needs. If resource distribution provides too few instructors for high-need schools, then when it comes to
program utilization, classroom instruction will suffer. Thus, resource allocation requires coordination and
communication between each stage and between each level. Moreover, resource allocation decisions can
be assessed for effectiveness within each stage and level.

When it comes to assessing the effectiveness of resource allocation, there are several methods to utilize.
If evaluating for both effectiveness and efficiency, it is important to consider both inputs, i.e., resources,
and outputs, i.e., educational outcomes. Three methods that consider both inputs and outputs include
cost-effectiveness analysis, cost benefit analysis, and cost-utility analysis (Hollands & Levin, 2017).

Cost-effectiveness directly compares the investment cost with its impact on outcomes. For example, if a
supplementary reading program costs $4,000 per student and leads to an average increase of 5 points in
ELA scores, the program’s cost would be $800/point per student. This can be useful when comparing
potential options with different costs and outcomes. For example, another reading program might cost
$6,000 but leads to an increase of 10 points in ELA scores (5S600/point per student.) The second program
has a higher cost but is more cost-effective, and so if the district can afford both, the second program may
be the more worthwhile investment.

A cost-benefit analysis is similar, although cost-benefit analyses assign a monetary value to the outcome
measure. For example, if the $4,000 supplementary reading program raises student performance to grade
level, it might avoid the necessity of providing an $8,000 intensive reading intervention for each student
later on. From a purely financial standpoint, the cost-benefit analysis then determines that the program
is worth the investment.

A cost-utility analysis resembles a cost-effectiveness analysis, except that the cost-utility analysis
considers external factors which may not be quantifiable. For instance, along with assessing costs and
student outcomes, this analysis might consider teacher concerns, parent preferences, and compatibility
with the current curriculum. If a more cost-effective program presents major conflicts in these areas, then
decision-makers may opt for a less cost-effective, but overall more compatible choice.
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Bringing it All Together: A Framework for States

For school and district leaders to make effective spending decisions, the state must lead the way. We
propose a four-part framework outlining how state leadership can enable districts to maximize
effectiveness and efficiency throughout their school systems.

e Flexibility: For resource allocation to become more effective, changes to investment decisions must
be possible at various levels of the system, including local levels. For example, California’s
accountability system, the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF), allows substantial flexibility for
districts to determine how best to allocate resources in order to meet the needs of underperforming
student groups (California Department of Education, 2018).

e Accountability: Effective and efficient spending requires clear, system-wide expectations. While
accountability systems should allow some flexibility, they should also set expectations that the inputs,
outcomes, and processes are aligned with the state’s standards for achievement and equity. For
example, while inputs, i.e., funding, and outcomes, i.e., student performance goals, may already be
outlined by the state, an optimal accountability system would also require evidence that districts are
engaging in strategic, equity-focused continuous improvement processes.

e Support: Research strongly suggests that effective decision-making is a skill that must be developed
and improved. It indicates, too, that local capacity to use data for school improvement efforts is still
lacking. Support is needed at every level to guide schools and districts in planning strategically,
utilizing data, participating in continuous improvement cycles, and focusing their financial flexibility
where it will be most effective.

e Transparency: Public education spending affects a variety of stakeholders, and ultimately, decision-
makers are responsible for allocating resources to effectively serve the educational needs of students
in their community. It is therefore critical that these decisions be made transparent to key
stakeholders. However, state-mandated transparency measures, such as required data collection and
financial reporting, should focus on data that meaningfully informs strategic decision-making and
resource use. Otherwise, districts may waste time and effort capturing specific data purely for
compliance reasons, distracting them from the important work of strategic improvement.

Estimating the Costs Associated with Reaching Student Achievement Expectations for Kansas Students

http://www kslegislature.org/li/documents/kansas_adequacy_study_corrected_cost_function_approach_20180315_final.pdf 991444 Ver 2
LEG006471



Chapter 3: Translate Rose Standards to Measurable
Outcomes in Kansas

One of the central themes present throughout the court documents in the Gannon v. Kansas adequacy
case are references to the Rose standards. This section of the report aims to deconstruct the Rose
standards to understand their alignment to the current state of the Kansas K-12 public education system
including accompanying measures and thresholds of performance. In order to do this, this section
recounts a brief history, summarizes actions by various Kansas state governmental bodies to respond to
the court’s references to the standards, reviews other states’ experiences with the Rose standards,
articulates a potential pathway from the standards to measurable outcomes, and discusses the
importance of the proportion or cut points associated with these measurable outcomes.

History of the Rose Standards

The Rose standards were originally evoked in the 1989 Kentucky state supreme court ruling in Rose v.
Council of Better Education. Among legal scholars, this was noted as one of several landmark cases that
signaled a shift away from a focus on the inputs to education, e.g., resources, teachers, etc., and rather a
focus on the outputs of education, e.g., students achieving a desired outcome. The lawsuit claimed, and
the state supreme court agreed, that the standard upon which funding for schools should be determined
is on the basis of students meeting minimum standards (adequacy theory and outcome-based) rather
than students receiving just an amount of funding based on their need (equity argument and input-based)
(Clinger & Hail, 2013).

Since then, various states, including Alabama, Arkansas, ldaho, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, North

xlvii

Carolina, South Carolina, and Texas,*"" alongside Kansas, have referenced the Rose standards (referred to
as Rose capacities in Kansas) as a means to set the benchmark for the outcomes of the state’s public
education students. In the Kansas Supreme Court’s ruling on Gannon v. Kansas (Gannon ), the court
specifically cited the Rose standards as a necessary element in determining the cost associated with
funding the education system in Kansas. Specifically, the court wrote in their March 2014 decision: “More
specifically the adequacy requirement is met when the public education financing system provided by the
legislature for grades K-12 — through structure and implementation — is reasonably calculated to have

»xlviii

all Kansas public education students meet or exceed the standards set out in Rose.

The Rose standards are a list of skills that were cited as necessary to allow all students in Kentucky to
achieve an adequate education. These skills include:

e Sufficient oral and written communication skills to enable them to function in a complex and rapidly
changing civilization.

e Sufficient knowledge of economic, social and political systems to enable them to make informed
choices.
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o Sufficient understanding of governmental processes to enable them to understand the issues that
affect their community, state and nation.

e Sufficient self-knowledge and knowledge of their own mental and physical wellness.

o Sufficient grounding in the arts to enable them to appreciate their cultural and historical heritage.

e Sufficient training or preparation for advanced training in academic or vocational fields, to enable
them to choose and pursue life work intelligently.

o Sufficient academic or vocational skills to enable them to compete favorably with their counterparts
in surrounding states, in academics or in the job market.

Breaking down the Rose standards further, it is important to understand a bit more about the elements
of the statements. The standards contain references to:

e content, e.g., economic, social and political systems
o skill(s), e.g., oral and written communications, and
e aspiration of a standard.

In the table below, each of the standards are broken out into these various elements to discern a bit more
about their aims:

Table 3. Rose Standards by Skill, Content, and Aspiration

[ ]
0

1 Oral and written To enable them to function in a complex and
communication skills rapidly changing civilization
2 Knowledge of economic, social and To enable them to make informed choices

political systems

3 Understanding of governmental To enable them to understand the issues that
processes affect their community, state, and nation
4 Self-knowledge and their own mental and
knowledge of physical wellness
5 Grounding in the arts To enable them to appreciate their cultural and

historical heritage

6 Training or for advanced training To enable them to choose and pursue life work
preparation in academic or intelligently
vocational fields,
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nm

Academic or To enable them to compete favorably with their
vocational skills counterparts in surrounding states, in academics or
in the job market

The meaningfulness of understanding the elements that are content, skill, or aspiration is to understand
how the Kansas K-12 education system can be structured and resourced to support those outcomes for
students. Interestingly, the term of “enable” is present in six of the seven Rose standards. Merriam
Webster’s first listed definition of “enable” is: “to provide with the means or opportunity.”* Most
commonly, one encounters these words — “means” and “opportunity” — in the context of economic self-
sufficiency. Meanwhile, the Cambridge dictionary’s definition of enable is “to make someone or
something able to do something by providing whatever is necessary to achieve that aim.” In either
instance, the word “enable” has two components: one party providing, and the other party, consequently,
going on to achieve. One may interpret the Rose standards’ language as thus alluding to public school
funding as an investment, with upfront costs paying dividends in the form of productive citizens.

Other States’ Experiences with the Rose Standards

Kentucky

The Rose standards originated from Kentucky’s 1989 case, Rose v. Council for Better Education, which led
to a full overhaul of Kentucky’s school finance system, curriculum, and assessment procedures. The state
had maintained a long history of keeping property taxes low, resulting in low levels of school funding (Day
& Ewalt, 2013). By the 1980s, Kentucky’s education outcomes were among the lowest in the United States
and included: the highest percentage of illiterate citizens, lowest percentage of adults with a high school
diploma, and ranking of forty-ninth in the nation for college attainment.*

In 1985, a veteran school administrator who had previously worked for the Kentucky Department of
Education, Arnold Guess, organized a group of superintendents under the name Council for Better
Education, and the council lobbied the General Assembly for increased funding and education reform.
Alongside inadequate funding, the council identified major inequity across the state’s school system. For
example, the Kentucky Office of Education Accountability (OEA) reported 1989-90 disparities that
included per-pupil expenditures for instruction ranging from $1,499 to $3,709, and the number of
classroom teachers per 1,000 students ranging from 49.5 to 84.7 (Adams, 1993). The council then sued
Governor Martha Layne Collins and the legislature in Council for Better Education, et al. v. Martha Layne
Collins, Governor, et al. (Civil Action No. 85-CI-1759). In May 1988, Judge Raymond Corns of the Franklin

4 enable. Retrieved February 26, 2018, from https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/enable.
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County Circuit declared the state's school funding system unconstitutional. The defendants then appealed
and brought it to the Kentucky Supreme Court as Rose v. Council for Better Education.

In 1989, the Kentucky Supreme Court, led by Justice Robert F. Stephens, issued its ruling, which affirmed
and expanded the lower court's opinion. While the lower court’s ruling focused specifically on school
finance and equity issues, the 1989 Rose ruling broadened its scope to include the school system’s
organization and curricula as well. The ruling drew upon Section 183 of the state constitution, which
simply declares that the General Assembly shall "provide for an efficient system of common schools
throughout the State.”' The Court affirmed Judge Corns’ definition of an “efficient” system as a “tax
supported, coordinated organization, which provides a free, adequate education to all students

»li

throughout the state, regardless of geographical location or local fiscal resources.

The Court added that an efficient school system is one “with no waste, no duplication, no
mismanagement, and with no political influence” and must be continuously monitored.” The Court
emphasized that an “efficient” system also requires equal educational opportunities, and it determined
that this is a “fundamental right” under the state constitution. The Court noted wide-ranging disparities
between poorer and wealthier districts, including in student test scores, student-teacher ratios, and

»liii

curricula offered, “particularly in the areas of foreign language, science, mathematics, music and art.

The Court cited a similar case, Pauley v. Kelly (1979) of West Virginia, in which the West Virginia Supreme
Court not only addressed the plaintiffs’ concerns about inadequate school funding, but also took the
opportunity to outline the management, resources, and wide-ranging curricular goals for an adequate
education system. Pauley’s eight curricular goals included government knowledge, self-knowledge,
creative pursuits, and academic or vocational skills." The Kentucky Supreme Court then listed their own
seven curricular goals, now known as the Rose standards. While some of these goals mirror those listed
in Pauley, the Kentucky Supreme Court added detail to its standards, including justification for six out of
the seven — that is, what each standard will “enable” its student citizenry to do.

In its conclusion, the Court reiterated that it found the “entire system of common schools is
unconstitutional,” with this decision applying to “the entire sweep of the system — all its parts and
»nlv

parcels.
common schools” that would meet the financial, organizational, and educational requirements outlined

It declared that this required the General Assembly “to re-create, re-establish a new system of

in the ruling.V

In response, the General Assembly passed HB 940, the Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA), in 1990.
As required by the Court, KERA reformed not only the state’s school finance system, but also its
curriculum, assessment and accountability, district employment, and school governance (Day & Ewalt,
2013). With regard to finance, KERA implemented a new funding formula, the Support Education
Excellence in Kentucky (SEEK) fund, which set out to equalize per-pupil expenditures. It set a base level of
per-pupil funding and included additional funding for at-risk students, students with disabilities, and
districts with higher transportation costs. While districts could raise additional funds through local tax
effort, the state offered extra financial incentives for poorer districts to participate. The state also
provided a guaranteed annual minimum increase in state funds (Hoyt, Jepsen, & Troske, 2008).
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With regard to the Rose standards, KERA launched a major curricular reform, coupled with a high-stakes
school accountability system. KERA translated the seven Rose standards into six “learning goals,” which
the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) and Kentucky Board of Education (KBE) then elaborated
upon, creating seventy-five “valued outcomes” that served as the state’s educational standards. A few
years later, KBE reduced these to fifty-seven outcomes, condensing some and determining that others,
such as self-sufficiency, were too difficult to assess (Whitford & Jones, 2000). KERA and its learning goals
emphasized new instructional approaches that focused on problem-solving, critical reasoning, and
communication skills. Recognizing that this required many educators to radically revise their teaching
methods, the state provided additional funding and school requirements for professional development
programs.

Naturally, assessment of these outcomes required a more “performance based” form of testing. The state
convened a committee with strong teacher representation, and the committee designed a new
assessment system consisting of less conventional assessment methods, including group problem-solving
tasks, open-response questions, and student portfolios showcasing writing and mathematics work. "

As required by the Court, the new assessment system, the Kentucky Instructional Results Information
System (KIRIS), also included a strong accountability component. Assessment results were combined with
noncognitive outcomes (e.g. attendance and graduation rates) to produce an accountability index for each
school and district. The state defined the expected rate of improvement by prescribing a target or
“threshold” score for each school, based on a two-year cycle. Every two years, the school would either be
rewarded for meeting its threshold score or sanctioned for failing to do so. Rewards came in the form of
financial bonuses for full-time, certified staff. Sanctions included state-mandated improvement plans and
the assignment of a “distinguished educator” to coach or help manage the school, or, if the school
continued to struggle, sanctions could include dismissal of tenured teachers and state takeover of the
school (Hopkins, 2008).

While KERA has undeniably reshaped the state’s education system, various components have been more
well-received than others. The accountability system, in particular, received immediate criticism from
practitioners, with educators citing a more stressful climate due to the fear of sanctions and noting that
extrinsic rewards are not major motivators within their profession (Kannapel, Coe, Aagaard, & Moore,
1996). Teachers also felt that the time required to put together portfolios detracted from time to teach
basic skills, which were not emphasized in the assessments." There were also concerns, including among
state officials and external evaluators, about the reliability and validity of the assessment, given the non-
traditional format of the portfolios and group tasks (Kannapel, Aagaard, Coe, & Reeves, 2000).

In response, the General Assembly passed HB 53 in 1998, replacing KIRIS with the new Commonwealth
Accountability Testing System (CATS), which continued to undergo periodic revisions. While still
substantially similar to KIRIS, the new accountability system addressed many of the aforementioned
concerns. The performance-based tasks and portfolios were de-emphasized, for example, and the new
reward structure acknowledges schools that made progress, even if they fell short of their threshold
goals.” Outside of the accountability system, in 1996, the state also adopted the nationally normed
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS), so Kentucky students’ scores could be compared to those in
other states, though these scores were not used for accountability purposes.”*
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Regardless of the criticism, studies consistently showed that a majority of education stakeholders believed
that KERA improved the state’s education system. A statewide survey for the Kentucky Institute on
Education Research (KIER) in 1996 found that the majority of school board members, school
administrators, teachers, and parents who have served on school councils agreed that schools have
changed for the better as a result of KERA, and fewer than 20% wanted to return to pre-KERA assessment
practices (Wilkerson & Associates, Ltd., 1997). In another 1996 study, many principals, teachers, and
parents praised the assessment system's strong emphasis on writing, and educators reported that KERA
prompted improvement in instructional practice as well as students’ writing, creative thinking, and critical
reasoning skills (Kannapel, Aagaard, & Coe, 1997).

Within the first five years, KERA’s new school finance system also resulted in both higher and more
equitable school funding. According to the state's Office of Education Accountability, average per-pupil
revenue from state and local sources increased from $3,049 in 1989-1990 to $4,628 in 1994-1995.
Furthermore, the difference in average per-pupil revenue between school districts in the lowest wealth
quintile compared to the highest quintile decreased from $1,380 in 1989-1990 to $764 in 1993-1994
(Office of Education Accountability, 1996).

KERA and then its successor, CATS, remained in place until 2009, when the General Assembly passed SB
1, implementing its new accountability system, called Unbridled Learning, in the 2011-12 school year. But
in the two decades following the passage of KERA, national rankings already reflected tremendous
improvement in Kentucky’s educational outcomes. In October 2007, the Kentucky Long-Term Policy
Research Center found that based on its interpretation of various national rankings, Kentucky's overall
national ranking rose from 43™in 1992 to 34%™ in 2005 (Watts, 2007). Similarly, Education Week's Quality
Counts 2007 Achievement Index ranked Kentucky 34" (Education Week Research Center, 2007) and a
2011 study by the University of Kentucky’s Center for Business and Economic Research found that the
state’s ranking on the Index of Educational Progress moved up to 33™ from 48™ in 1990 (Prichard
Committee for Academic Excellence, 2016). The index included the percentage of Kentucky residents with
high school diplomas or college degrees, ACT scores, high school dropout rates, AP scores, and national
scores in reading, math, and science. According to this index, Kentucky’s ranking rose more than nearly
any other state during these two decades.

Arkansas

While the Rose standards officially came to Arkansas in 2002 with the ruling of Lake View School District
No. 25 v. Huckabee (Lake View lll), an important precedent was set in 1983 with the Arkansas Supreme
Court’s ruling of DuPree v. Alma School District No. 30. In the Dupree case, the Court concluded that the
inequality in funding among school districts violated the equal protection clause of the Arkansas
Constitution and that the State failed in its constitutional duty to provide a “general, suitable, and efficient
education.”™ In doing so, the Court indicated a constitutional requirement for both equity and adequacy.
At that time, it did not outline a specific definition for what a “suitable” or “adequate” education involved,
though it did provide the opportunity for then-Governor Bill Clinton to push a wave of education reforms,

Ixii

including higher taxes, though the Arkansas General Assembly and State Board of Education.
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The Lake View case began in 1992 in trial court and eventually rose to the Arkansas Supreme Court in
2000, arguing that the state’s school system was again neither adequate nor equitable. The State
contended that the school funding system should not fall under the judicial branch’s purview, but the
Court disagreed, citing the precedent set by DuPree and adding that the Arkansas Constitution specifically
charges the entire state government, not just the General Assembly, with maintaining a suitable and
efficient school system.” The State also argued that “adequacy is impossible to define.” The Court
responded by noting that the Equitable School Finance System Act of 1995, one of the bills passed in
response to Lake View’s initial trial court case, had directed the State Board of Education to review
minimum standards and “seek public guidance in defining an adequate education,” but the Board of
Education had failed to do so.*

The Court then took it upon itself to define an adequate or “efficient” education. The Lake View trial courts
had cited the Rose standards as a definition, and the Arkansas Supreme Court affirmed this definition. The
Court noted that these standards were already “adopted by our General Assembly with Act 1108 and Act
1307 in 1997.”™ Act 1108 indeed included an adaptation of the Rose standards, including requirements
for language arts, mathematics, science, social studies, practical and vocational skills, physical education
and health, and visual and performing arts.™"i

The Court stayed its order until January 1, 2004, pending legislation to resolve the adequacy and equity
issues.™i The General Assembly first passed Act 1467 of 2003, the Quality Education Act or “Omnibus
Act,” which established accreditation standards and authorized the State to monitor, audit, and sanction
districts that failed to maintain its standards. However, this legislation focused primarily on the district
level and on implementing the federal requirements of No Child Left Behind. To focus specifically on the
Lake View concerns, the General Assembly convened a special session starting December 8, 2003
(McKenzie & Ritter, 2005).

The key issues discussed during the Special Session included school consolidation, student assessment
and accountability, teacher salaries, the revised school funding formula, and plans to generate the
revenue required for the adopted education reforms. A new school funding formula came out of the
Special Session, guaranteeing $5,400 in per-pupil base funding from the state for the 2004-05 fiscal year,
with additional funding for at-risk students, students with disabilities, and English Language Learners, as
well as professional development and various other programs.**

To address Lake View’'s adequacy requirements, the General Assembly passed Act 35, Arkansas Student
Assessment and Educational Accountability Act. The legislation required the State Board of Education to
establish specific academic content standards and include “periodic review and revision” by various public
stakeholders including outside content standard experts, higher education and workforce education
professionals, community members, and teacher committees.” The legislation also required the
establishment of a five-level school rating system based on student assessment scores, and any school
failing to meet acceptable levels of performance would have to participate in a school improvement plan.
The improvement plan must specifically examine whether achievement gaps exist between student
groups, and if so, how to address them. Additionally, the legislation enacted requirements for student-
level accountability, as any student failing to achieve acceptable levels of individual performance would
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be required to participate in an academic improvement plan developed by the student’s parents and
teachers.

Furthermore, while the General Assembly ordered an adequacy study in 2003, the legislature also
acknowledged that the requirements for an adequate and equitable education may shift over time.* To
address this, it passed Act 57 of 2004, the Continuing Education Adequacy Evaluation Act. This act set up
a system to evaluate and monitor “the entire spectrum of public education” and provide an annual report
assessing whether it offered an adequate and equitable education. This included reviewing and evaluating
teacher salaries, adequacy costs, per-pupil expenditures, the effectiveness of individual programs, and
“what constitutes an adequate education.”™ Mirroring the Kansas courts’ concerns about stagnation in
both the Montoy and Gannon IV cases, the Arkansas General Assembly recognized that demographics,
student needs, and requirements to succeed in a twenty-first century workforce are subject to change,
and so the education system must adapt accordingly.

Efforts by Kansas to Incorporate the Rose Standards

Following the March 2014 ruling by the Kansas Supreme Court, the Legislature passed HB 2506, adopting
the Rose standards into law.™ Specifically, the legislation directed the State Board of Education to
“design subjects and areas of instruction to achieve the goal established by” each of the Rose standards.

The Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) and Kansas State Board of Education (KSBE) sought to
link this new law to the practical elements that construct the sequence of learning for students by grade
and subject. The primary vehicle is the set of Common Core-aligned standards adopted by KSBE, known
as the Kansas College and Career Ready Standards (Common Core in Kansas, 2013). According to KSBE,
“College and Career Ready means an individual has the academic preparation, cognitive preparation,
technical skills, and employability skills to be successful in postsecondary education, in the attainment of
an industry recognized certification or in the workforce, without the need for remediation.” Such a
definition mirrors many of the skills referenced in the Rose standards. As the Kansas Association of School
Boards noted, the Rose standards “broaden student expectations in the areas of citizenship, the arts, and
health” compared with Kansas’s previous requirements.

For example, in addition to typical academic standards, the Kansas College and Career Ready Standards
include curricular standards in non-assessed areas, including Counseling; Social, Emotional, and Character
Development; Health; Physical Education; Library, Media, and Technology; and the Arts. These standards
directly address Rose standards 4 (physical and mental health), 1 (communication for a rapidly changing
civilization), 5 (academic/vocational training), 6 (academic/vocational skills), and 4 (arts and cultural
appreciation).

Some of these curricular areas closely resemble those implemented by Kentucky in its wide-sweeping
curricular reform through KERA. For example, Kansas’s Social, Emotional, and Character Development
standards provide a detailed framework for schools to "learn, practice and model essential personal life
habits that contribute to academic, vocational, and personal success,” including problem-solving, healthy
decision-making, empathy, and interpersonal skills (Kansas State Board of Education, 2012). Similarly,
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KSDE developed a detailed framework for Civic Engagement education, coupled with a Civic Advocacy
Network. The Civic Advocacy Network was launched after KSDE hosted over 287 focus groups in twenty
communities across the states, asking, “What are the characteristics, qualities, abilities and skills of a
successful 24-year old Kansans?” Results indicated that among education professionals and non-
education professionals alike, soft skills — i.e., interpersonal skills, like teamwork, and intrapersonal skills,
like perseverance — were overwhelmingly listed as the top priorities. The Civic Advocacy Network aims
to promote civic engagement opportunities for Kansas students in all grades, particularly through sharing
exemplary practices from schools across the state (Kansas State Department of Education, 2017).

This curricular emphasis on interpersonal communication, teamwork skills, and applied problem-solving
mirrors Kentucky’s curricular reform’s focus on soft skills and critical reasoning, which had been praised
by educators, the public, and the courts alike. Furthermore, Kansas has arguably learned from Kentucky’s
mistakes, as Kansas has chosen to forgo the controversial, non-traditional assessment methods initially
instituted by KERA. For skills that are not already evaluated by standardized assessments, Kansas has
included the relevant subjects as graduation requirements, rather instituting additional annual

assessments.

Along with requiring the incorporation of the Rose standards into the state’s education system goals, HB
2506 issued several other important directives to state and local education agencies. These largely
focused on specific efforts to support the implementation of the new and existing academic standards, as
well as to support educational equity.

First, the legislation directed that, “every accredited school in the state of Kansas shall teach the subjects
and areas of instruction adopted by the state board of education,” including these new areas. In practice,
the implementation of such curricula requires hiring and placing appropriately credentialed and able
teachers in each Kansas classroom. Indeed, research has shown that teacher quality is the most important
in-school factor influencing student achievement. In particular, teacher characteristics shown to have a
positive effect on student learning include: content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, verbal ability, at
least a few years of teaching experience, and degrees in science or mathematics (when teaching those
subjects) (Rice, 2003). Further research has revealed that the effectiveness of a teacher, as defined by his
or her previous students’ performance, is a strong indicator of the academic outcomes for the teacher’s
future students (Sanders & Rivers, 1996). Longitudinal evidence also indicates that having either a very
high-performing or low-performing teacher for one year can affect a student’s performance for several
years afterward (Jordan, Mendro, & Weerasinghe, 1997). Thus, effective teachers are undoubtedly a
crucial resource for all Kansas classrooms to fulfill this requirement.

Second, the legislation directed that “every accredited high school in the state of Kansas also shall teach
the subjects and areas of instruction necessary to meet the graduation requirements adopted by the state
board of education.” This requirement assumes that each Kansas high school will develop a master
schedule that both allows students to complete a course of study that fulfills graduation requirements
and also offers the necessary support to students who need additional assistance. Third and finally, the
Legislature noted that, “nothing in this section shall be construed as relieving the state or school districts
from other duties and requirements imposed by state or federal law including, but not limited to, at-risk
programs for pupils needing intervention, programs concerning special education and related services
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and bilingual education.”™" In particular, this ensures that local education agencies should ensure that
there is an expressed and clear need to continue to serve students from disadvantaged backgrounds that
require additional time, attention, and resources in order to succeed in the Kansas school system.

Responding to these latter two directives, KSDE has fully aligned their Multi-Tier System of Support (MTSS)
toward achievement of the Kansas College and Career Ready Standards. The Kansas MTSS provides a
framework for how to implement research-based curricula to help Kansas students achieve each of the
standards, including for students who require supplementary (Tier 2) or intensive (Tier 3) support. The
MTSS recommends this additional support take the form of small group instruction in addition to the core
classroom instruction. Interventions are based on individual students’ needs, as determined by diagnostic
assessment, and are designed to complement and reinforce core classroom instruction (Kansas State
Department of Education, Division of Learning Services, 2013). KSDE has outlined required components
for a school’s Tiered System of Supports, including family engagement; a master schedule providing for
assessment, core, intervention, and collaborative team time; and regular evaluation of the system (Kansas
State Department of Education, 2016).

Finally, SB 19 was notable for its requirement that the state continue to monitor its education finance
system for adequacy and equity throughout years to come. Specifically, the legislation requires the
Division of Legislative Post Audit to perform several statewide performance audits from 2019 through
2026. This includes evaluations every three years to determine the current costs required for meeting
KSDE’s student performance outcomes, with additional cost studies focusing on at-risk education,
bilingual education, transportation, and best practices of successful schools.”™ This mirrors Arkansas’s
passing of the Continuing Education Adequacy Evaluation Act, a significant effort to ensure not only that
the state’s public education system will meet the needs of today’s students, but that it will continue to
meet the needs of students in years to come.

Rose Standards Crosswalk to Measures of Student
Outcomes

The following is a crosswalk, created by the Kansas State Department of Education, matching the seven
Rose standards to the corresponding curricular standards and measures that Kansas has in place to
address them. These include the Kansas College and Career Ready Employability Skills (though these have
recently been replaced with the very similar Kansas College and Career Ready Standards), as well as the
statewide, standardized measures of student outcomes. There have been several other published
documents that attempt to convey this alignment in policy, regulation, and implementation of the Kansas
public education system with the Rose standards.”

This crosswalk goes further in identifying the applicable measures of standard, statewide measures of
student outcomes to each of the Rose standards. Of note, those listed measures are just those that were
used in this study. The researchers recognize that other standard, statewide measures of student
outcomes are available and aligned to the Rose standards. However, for either methodological or other
reasons they were not included in the study. For a further discussion on this please see Chapter 4.
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Table 4. Rose Standards Crosswalk to Standard, Statewide Measures of Student Outcomes

Rose Standards

Applicable Kansas College and Career
Ready Employability Skills (KCCRES)™il
and the 21° Century Accreditation (Ac-

creditation)™ili

Communication and Basic Skills

Standard 1: Sufficient
oral and written commu-
nication skills to enable
them to function ina
complex and rapidly
changing civilization.

KCCRES: These basic skills encompass reading,
listening, speaking, and performing math
computations.

Accreditation: The Relevance Rubric defines
the criteria for Technology in a school district.
Those criteria include having a vision for 21st
Century learning and being able to apply digital
learning through the use of technology.
Districts much have the infrastructure
necessary to support technology needs in the
district, provide the professional learning
essential to addressing the needs of learners,
use technology for systemic improvement, plan
strategically for the district’s needs and gather
data through the use of surveys to all
stakeholders about technology and its use.

Civic and Social Engagement

Applicable Minimum Standards for
Schools to Teach or Graduation Require-
ments

Elementary schools must teach:* reading,
writing, spelling, English grammar and
composition, arithmetic (and) such other
subjects as the state board may determine.

Elementary and secondary schools must
provide: language arts; library services;
computer literacy; counseling services;
mathematics; science; services for students
with special learning needs.

For graduation:"x English language arts (4
units), including reading, writing, literature,
communication, and grammar; Science (3
units), including physical, biological, and earth
and space science concepts and at least 1 unit
as a lab course; and Math (3 units) including
algebraic and geometric concepts.

Applicable Measures of Standard,
Statewide Measures of Student Outcomes

State assessments (as required by the federal
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)
reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary
Act of 1965) 5%

English Language Arts and Mathematics (and
alternate)

Grades: 3-8, 11
Science (and alternate)
Grades: 4, 7, 11 (to 2015)

Grades: 5, 8, 11 (2016 on)

> TARGETS: At the state, district, school and subgroup level, 75% of students score in performance levels 3 and 4 combined on the Kansas state
assessments in English language arts and math by 2030.
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Standard 2: Sufficient
knowledge of economic,
social and political sys-
tems to enable them to
make informed choices.

KCCRES: Subset of Critical Thinking Skills,
Interpersonal Qualities and Career Interest
Development. These sets of skills address
critical thinking through development of
decision-making skills; thinking creatively
about ideas and solutions, making decisions
and using a problem-solving process;
developing interpersonal qualities such as
social and self-awareness; and, exploring and
planning for career interest.

Accreditation: The Relevance Rubric defines
the criteria for Curriculum and Instruction in a
school district. Criteria include implementing
the Kansas College and Career Ready Stand-
ards, using resources that reflect the culture
and community of the district and providing
professional learning about curriculum and in-
struction. Content area knowledge of teachers
is evaluated in an ongoing manner in order to
provide authentic learning experiences and
personalized instruction for all students.

Elementary schools must teach:** geography, ~ State assessments
history of the United States and of the state of

Kansas, civil government and the duties of

citizenship, and instruction concerning the

original intent, meaning, and importance of the

declaration of independence and the United

States constitution, including the bill of rights.

High schools must teach: a course of
instruction concerning the government and
institutions of the United States, and
particularly of the constitution of the United
States.

For graduation:™ History and government: 3
units, including world history; U.S. history; U.S.
government, including the Constitution of the
United States; concepts of economics and
geography and, a course of instruction in
Kansas history and government.

Standard 3: Sufficient un- KCCRES: Subset of Interpersonal Qualities. The See above. State assessments
derstanding of govern- Interpersonal Qualities addresses being self-
mental processesto ena- .3 re through communication with others in a
ble them to understand . . ) ;
. variety of settings, working well with others
the issues that affect . . .
. . including those from diverse backgrounds and
their community, state
and nation. exercising leadership. Being aware of civics at
many levels can promote success in post-
secondary choices.
Accreditation: The Relationships Rubric defines
the criteria for students in a school district.
Criteria include implementing policies and
Estimating the Costs Associated with Reaching Student Achievement Expectations for Kansas Students 38

http://www kslegislature.org/li/documents/kansas_adequacy_study_corrected cost function_approach 20180315_final.pdf

991444 Ver 2
LEG006483



Estimating the Costs Associated with Reaching Student Achievement Expectations

for Kansas Public Education Students: A Cost Function Approach

practices that encourage and empower
students as well as demonstrating student
involvement with community.

Physical and Mental Health

Standard 4: Sufficient
self-knowledge and
knowledge of their own
mental and physical well-
ness.

KCCRES: Subset of Interpersonal Qualities. Skill
specifically addresses students’ abilities to self-
manage their own thoughts, feelings and
behaviors and promotes self-awareness to
develop positive self-worth and self-
confidence.

Accreditation: Criteria include the Social,
Emotional and Character Development Model
Standards. Student survey target self-efficacy
for empowerment and involvement and their
relationships with peers, teachers, families and
community. The Responsive Culture Rubric
defines criteria for District Climate. Criteria
include surveying stakeholders about the
physical and emotional well-being of students,
evaluating academic and social engagement
and providing a safe and supportive
environment for students, families and
community.

Arts and Cultural Preparation

Elementary schools must teach:"™" health,
hygiene

Elementary and secondary schools must
teach: physical education, shall include
instruction in health and human sexuality.

For graduation:™ Physical education: 1 unit,
including health and which may include safety,
first aid, or physiology. (May be waived for
health or religious reasons.)

High school graduation®hvi

€ Targets: Long-term goal of 95% in the four-year adjusted cohort will be applied to each subgroup and, as a result, will require interim measures of progress.
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Standard 5: Sufficient
grounding in the arts
to enable them to ap-
preciate their cultural
and historical herit-
age.

Estimating the Costs Associated with Reaching Student Achievement Expectations
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KCCRES: Subset of Critical Thinking Skills,
specifically asking students to engage in
creative thinking and being able to generate
new ideas and find solutions to problems.
Subset of Interpersonal Qualities also expect
students will work with others from diverse
backgrounds and experiences allowing for
appreciation of their own in process.

Accreditation: Students, Families, and
Community include developing positive
relationships w/ students and families,
fostering systemic family engagement within
the district and the school and investing in
community partnerships. Relevance Rubric
defines the criteria for Content Area
Knowledge ensuring that teachers are able to
advance student learning, creativity and
innovation.

Elementary and secondary schools must
teach: fine arts.

For graduation:™"!: Fine arts: 1 unit, which
may include art, music, dance, theatre,
forensics, and other similar studies selected by
a local board of education.

High school graduation

Ixxxviii

Postsecondary and Career Preparation

Standard 6: Sufficient
training or preparation
for advanced training
in academic or voca-
tional fields, to enable
them to choose and
pursue life work intel-
ligently.

KCCRES: Subset of Interpersonal Qualities and
Career Interest Development. Through access
to information and building relationships,
students explore and plan for their interests
and career preferences in order to be
successful in post-secondary settings.

Accreditation: Criteria include integrating
career and technical education with academics
throughout the curriculum, forming
partnerships with stakeholders for the purpose
of career exploration and preparation and an
established curriculum focused on careers. In

Secondary schools must teach: business;
family and consumer science; foreign language;
and industrial and technical education

For graduation:"

1. English: 4 units of approved courses in-
cluding reading, writing, and literature.
Mathematics: 3 units completed*®

Natural science: 3 units*“'
xcii

Social science: 3 units

State assessments

ACT College Readiness Test

High school graduation
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addition, an Individual Plan of Study is
advocated for every student.

5. 6 units of elective courses for a total mini-
mum of 21 units of credit.

Standard 7: Sufficient KCCRES: College and career ready advocates See above. State assessments
a.cademlf: or voca- for acader'n.lc ant'i cognitive prep, technical and ACT College Readiness Test
tional skills to enable employability skills so that all Kansas students
them to compete fa- are well rounded and prepared for pathways to High school graduation
vorably with their post-secondary education or careers.
counterparts in sur-
rounding states, in ac- Accreditation: CTE and Technology in a school
ademics or in the job district. Criteria include long-term planning
market. through the collection, analysis and use of data
focused on economic and work force trends
state-wide and nationally. Addressing students’
individual academic and career goals while
addressing education priorities with
community state and national workforce needs
is a priority.
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Thresholds for Identified Measures Relative to the Rose
Standards

One of the important considerations for each of the identified student assessments and graduation
requirements aligned to the Rose standards above is the threshold — for both individual students and
populations of students — by which a determination of having achieved the skill or knowledge is reached.
The following section discusses each of the student outcome measures used in the cost function analysis
and sets a determinate adequacy threshold by individual student and in aggregate for the student
population. The following measures are discussed below: annual, statewide assessments in English
language arts (ELA) and math; and high school graduation rates. Other student performance measures
that were identified but not used are discussed in Chapter 4.

In setting thresholds for performance, it was important to consider several factors. First, the measures
should capture the experience of existing schools within the system in their current state. To achieve these
ends, the study team reviewed recent ELA and math assessment data, along with graduation rates, to
identify current performance thresholds for those school districts at the 90" percentile.

Second, it was also important to capture the desired aspirations of the public education system. While it
is important to consider the current, observable levels of performance in the system, it is also important
to consider the motivation and aspiration of the state and its education system. The study team relies
primarily on the state’s approved plan under the federal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) by the U.S.
Department of Education. ! This plan provides both the identification and commitment of the state to
ensure students reach a defined level of performance. It outlines the performance goals for the Kansas
Assessment Program (KAP) in ELA and math as well as graduation rates. This serves as the aspiration and
a trajectory of growth in performance that the study team can match with the two other factors.

The third and final factor was to consider past performance of the state’s education system and conditions
under which that performance occurred. Most significantly, there was a period in which the courts had
ruled that the state had met their constitutional obligation to adequately fund the education system.
Observing the growth in student performance over that time period also contributed to setting the
performance thresholds.

Annual, Statewide Assessments in ELA and Math

In assessing a threshold of performance on the annual, statewide assessments in ELA and math, it was
important to acknowledge the evolution of the standards and assessments used throughout Kansas and
most importantly, the significant shift that occurred starting in the 2010-11 school year with the move to
more rigorous standards, followed by the rollout of aligned assessments beginning in the 2014-15 school
year. The new assessments, included under the Kansas Assessment Program (KAP) administered the first
statewide assessment that was publicly reported in the 2014-15 school year starting with English and
math, followed closely by science.* In order to ensure that the student assessments were equated to
the more rigorous academic standards, the assessment changed not only the content of the exam to test
the new standards but also establishes scale scores that imply that certain higher levels of achievement
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signal that the student is on track to be college ready. The new assessments administered in Kansas are
validated not only through the construction of the test* but also by equating levels of performance to
the ACT, a nationally administered standardized exam that is used by many colleges and universities for
admission to a post-secondary institution.*"!

When making these changes in the standard, assessment, and accountability system some states have
cautioned against the comparison of individual, building, and school district level results as it would be
inappropriate to equate scores from one assessment to another because they are fundamentally testing
different knowledge and skills for students. However, it is important in this study to translate historically
how Kansas has referenced the threshold of student performance as a measure of adequacy discussed in
trial proceedings to the current standards and assessment system. As such, the study team considered
the similarities and differences between these two standards and assessment systems to identify a
threshold of performance under the new standards and assessment system that could be set to estimate
the cost to achieve an adequate level of funding.

Under the previous standard and assessment system there were five, defined performance levels ranging
from academic warning to exemplary. Under the KAP, there are now four performance levels. The table
below offers some basic descriptions between these assessment systems.

Table 5. Description of performance levels for the assessment system under NCLB and KAP

State assessment system under Kansas Assessment Program (KAP) and new

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Law College and Career Ready Assessment

Exemplary: student is performance beyond Level 4: indicates that the student is performing
grade-level expectations. above expectations for that grade level and is on

Exceeds Standard: student is performing el v sl ellianm ey

above grade-level expectations. Level 3: indicates that the student is performing

Meets Standard: student is performing at at :c.ademlc el)((pec;a.tlons flrr s g;ade 2
grade-level and is considered proficient. and s on track to being college ready.

e e S s s Level 2: indicates that the student is doing

approaching the standard for grade-level grade-level work found in the standards but not

performance at the depth or level of rigor to be considered

on-track for college readiness.
Academic Warning: student is in need of

intervention to support getting back to Level 1: indicates that a student is not

grade level performing at grade level standards, and

additional supports are needed.
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The language used under the respective assessment systems alone point to measurement of a different
level of standard for students with designations of college ready in the KAP. Also of noticeable difference
is the minimum thresholds set out by the assessment systems. The table below offers a picture of this
which was presented by KSDE to the Legislature in 2015 during testimony on assessment changes in
Kansas.

Table 6. Identified, minimum level for proficient students for the assessment system under
NCLB and KAP

It can be observed that under the old state assessment those students scoring in the meets, exceeds, or
exemplary performance level were considered proficient. The new college and career ready assessment
considers level 3 and 4 to be proficient or college ready which increases both the rigor of the standards,
that is the content and skill demonstration by students. The new college and career ready assessment
would reasonably be better aligned to the Rose standards in helping to gauge the progress and
performance of students particularly for Rose standards six and seven (the two Rose standards addressing
postsecondary and career preparation.) In order to bridge the change in the standards and assessment
system as a measure of performance the cost estimates will include a threshold of performance equivalent
to the old assessment system as well as the definition of proficiency under the current standards and
assessment system.

Method for Threshold Identification

When considering how to set benchmark thresholds, the research team considered the overall threshold
of achievable performance as well as the year-over-year anticipated growth. The importance of
recognizing absolute performance as well as growth in performance reflects the necessity to hold the
education system to a high standard of performance while acknowledging the practicalities of schools and
school districts to make the appropriate investments to reach those levels of performance over time. That
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is, it is not practical to make a one-time, significant investment in a statewide public education system
and expect at the end of that school year to see dramatic movement from current performance to the
aspiration targets. Alternatively, making ongoing investments in the system with established targets may
be more realistic.

In this regard, the study team used various reference points to establish the overall threshold of
performance and annual targets, included: (1) previous court documents discussing the overall threshold
of performance, (2) the state’s ESSA plan submission to the U.S. Department of Education, (3) previous
performance of the Kansas school system during years in which the court regarded the system to have
been fully funded (2006-07 to 2008-09), and (4) observed, actual performance of students currently in the
system.

Overall Threshold of Performance

The study team looked at several sources in identifying the overall threshold of performance. The Kansas
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) approved state plan submission captures the state’s commitment to
the federal government for how it will hold itself accountable to achieve some set of student outcomes.
Specifically, the plan cites the desired outcome for its students in English and math to ensure 75% of all
students are proficient by the year 2030 based on the current assessments used in the KAP. Is itimportant
to note that this definition of proficient references the summation of levels 3 and 4 of the English and
math assessment.

Another reference point is to consider the discussion that occurred during the trial for Gannon v. State in
which equivalent to the old assessment the absolute threshold for performance was 87%. This would be
equivalent in the new assessment system to performance levels 3, 4, and a large proportion of 2. For the
purposes of cost estimates, the thresholds of performance in levels 2, 3, and 4 were used for English and
math. When looking at the total percentage of students proficient this would equate to approximately
90% of all students having met either levels 2, 3, or 4 under the new assessment.

Annual Targets of Performance

As was mentioned, achieving those absolute thresholds of performance over a one-year period is not
possible and further acknowledged by the state in its ESSA plan as it sets out various targets between its
baseline year, 2016-17 and its target year in 2030. As such, the research team used various other reference
points to derive average annual growth that would be achieved on an annual basis. Specifically, the
research team looked at three sources: (1) the average annual growth identified in the state’s approved
ESSA plan, (2) previous observable growth during the years in which the court regarded the Kansas
education system to be adequately funded, and (3) current, observable performance in Kansas school
districts. The research team chose a 5-year time period in which to estimate costs.

The approved ESSA state plan for the KAP assessment in ELA identifies a baseline of 42% of all Kansas
students in the 2016-17 school year and in Appendix A identifies its projected measure of interim progress
to be 2.53 percentage points growth annually until 2030 in which all students in Kansas would achieve a
proficiency rate of 75%.*“" The approved ESSA state plan for the KAP assessment in math identifies a
baseline of 33% of all Kansas students in the 2016-17 school year and in Appendix A identifies its projected
measure of interim progress to be 3.23 percentage points growth annually until 2030 in which all students
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in Kansas would achieve a proficiency rate of 75%.“ Since the time period in which this cost study is

looking out is 5 years, calculating the annual growth from a base of 42% would result in a proficiency rate
in ELA of 54.65% and 49.15% for math by 2021-22.

Table 7. Proficiency targets by school year for ELA math; All students identified in ESSA state
plan

.
School Year Proficiency Target for Proficiency Target for

ELA, All Students (%) Math, All Students (%)

2016-2017 (baseline) 42.00 33.00
2017-2018 44.53 36.23
2018-2019 47.06 39.46
2019-2020 49.56 42.69
2020-2021 52.12 45.92
2021-2022 54.65 49.15

The study team also considered previous growth in the states ELA and math assessments. In particular,
the team looked at student academic growth during school years in which the court regarded the system
to have been adequately funded. The table below identifies the growth in ELA and math assessments for
all students in Kansas. The 2005-06 school year is used as a baseline and the 2006-07 school year was the
first of three years in which the Legislature had fundamentally reformed the school funding formula
following a ruling by the court in July 2005 that the state had met its obligation under the constitution.
Table 8 presents the outcome results from the years between 2005-06 and 2008-09.

Table 8. Percent proficient by school year for ELA and math; All students (old state
assessment)

School ELA Percent Change in ELA Math Percent Change in Math
Year Proficient (%) | Percent Proficient Proficient (%) Percent Proficient
2005-2006 78.0 72.5
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School ELA Percent Change in ELA Math Percent Change in Math
Year Proficient (%) | Percent Proficient ] Proficient (%) Percent Proficient
2006—-2007 82.5 +4.5 80.1 +7.6
2007-2008 84.1 +1.6 81.0 +0.9
2008-2009 85.7 +1.6 82.8 +1.8
Total +8.3 + 2.6 / annually +9.4 + 3.4 / annually

Finally, the study team investigated the actual levels of student performance across school districts in
Kansas. Among those higher performing school districts (performing at the 90" percentile) that they were
achieving proficiency rates for all students in their system of 58.32% in ELA and 58.05% in math. These
proficiency rates use the same scale score cut-offs as established under KAP.¢

Annual Targets of Performance Under Different Thresholds

The study team decided to look at performance thresholds under a scenario of achieving college ready
(levels 3 and 4) as well as under a scenario of levels 2, 3, and 4. Under the scenario of achieve college
ready (levels 3 and 4) a target of 60% performance was set to be achieved at the end of the 2021-22 school
year which would keep Kansas on track to hit the 75% performance threshold for ELA and math identified
in the ESSA state plan. This means that students across all tested grades are achieving the threshold if
they are reaching a scale score of at least 300 on the ELA and/or math assessments. This translates into
applying a 3.6 percentage point growth trajectory for ELA and a 6.0 percentage point growth trajectory
for math over that five-year period. Using the 2016-17 school year are the base year the resulting growth
is reflected in the table below.

Table 9. Proficiency targets by school year for ELA, math; All students identified for cost study

. ]
School Year Proficiency Target for Proficiency Target for

ELA, All Students (%) Math, All Students (%)

2016-2017 (baseline) 42.0 33.0

2017-2018 45.2 38.0

2018-2019 48.4 43.0
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School Year Proficiency Target for Proficiency Target for

ELA, All Students (%) Math, All Students (%)

2019-2020 51.6 48.0
2020-2021 54.8 53.0
2021-2022 60.0 60.0

Under the scenario of achieve levels 2, 3, and 4 a target of 90% performance was set to be achieved at
the end of the 2021-22 school year. This means that students across tested grades are achieving the
threshold if they are at or above a scale score of between 265 and 277 on the ELA assessment and at or
above a scale score of between 266 and 276 on the math assessment depending on their grade level. For
a list of scale score cut scores by grade see the Cut Scores for KAP Summative Assessments document.©
This translates into applying a 3.5 percentage point growth trajectory for ELA and a 6.0 percentage point
growth trajectory for math over that five-year period. Using the 2016-17 school year are the base year
the resulting growth is reflected in the table below.

Table 10. Proficiency targets by school year for ELA, math; All students identified for cost
study

.
School Year Proficiency Target for Proficiency Target for

ELA, All Students (%) Math, All Students (%)

2016-2017 (baseline) 72.6 72.4
2017-2018 76.1 75.9
2018-2019 79.6 79.4
2019-2020 83.1 82.9
2020-2021 86.6 86.4
2021-2022 90.0 90.0
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High School Graduation

The study team took a similar approach in looking at high school graduation rates — another student
outcome measures used in the cost analysis. The approved ESSA state plan for graduation rates identifies
a baseline of 86.1% of all Kansas students in the 2016-17 school year and in Appendix A identifies its
projected measure of interim progress to be 0.68 percentage points growth annually until 2030 in which
all students in Kansas would achieve a high school graduation rate of 95%. Since the time period in which
this cost study is looking out is 5 years, calculating the annual growth from a base of 86.1% would result
in a graduation rate of 89.5% by 2021-22.

Table 11. High school graduation targets by school year, All students in Kansas ESSA state

plan
School Year High School
Graduation Rate, All
Students (%)
2016-2017 (baseline) 86.10
2017-2018 86.78
2018-2019 87.46
2019-2020 88.14
2020-2021 88.82
2021-2022 89.50

Finally, the study team investigated the actual levels of student performance across school districts in
Kansas. Higher performing school districts, performing at the 90" percentile, have a graduation rate of
91%.

The study team set a target of 95% performance to be achieved at the end of the 2021-22 school year,
which is consistent with the state goal to reach the 95% performance threshold for high school graduation
identified in the ESSA state plan. Using the 2016-17 school year are the base year the resulting growth is
reflected in the table below. Note that a 95% graduation rate for the state as a whole is a much easier
standard to meet than a 95% graduation rate for each district. The research team evaluated the cost of
meeting a 95% graduation rate in each district, recognizing that such an achievement would lead to a
statewide graduation rate well in excess of 95%.
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Chapter 4: Education Cost Function Variables and
Methods

This section of the report provides a simple explanation of the education cost function method, the
primary statistical technique used by the study team to conduct the costing out study for the state of
Kansas. It also summarizes the variables, data and measures used in the education cost function analysis,
and a discussion of measures that could not be incorporated into the analysis.

As discussed in prior sections, there are three reasons why spending differs across school districts
including outcome, cost, and economies of scale. This study addresses those differences in cost along all
three of these dimensions to advance an estimated cost to adequately fund Kansas public schools.

Education Cost Function Method

This analysis follows Taylor et al. (2017) and uses stochastic frontier analysis (SFA) to estimate an
educational cost function for Kansas. A cost function specifies the minimum cost necessary to achieve
certain outcomes with specified inputs and specified environmental factors. In the SFA, this cost function
is regarded as a frontier, a minimum cost of attaining given outputs with given inputs including
environmental factors. Spending may then deviate from this cost frontier, exceeding this minimum cost.
Thus, the SFA starts with a basic cost function and adds the assumption that spending exceeds the cost
frontier due to random errors or inefficiency. This approach accounts for the idea that schools or districts
can at best be on the cost frontier, if they are fully efficient, and if they are inefficient this is captured in
the model.

The per-pupil SFA is more commonly applied in education than a total cost function (e.g., Andrews,
Duncombe and Yinger, 2002; Gronberg, Jansen, Karakaplan, & Taylor, 2015). The cost frontier estimates
indicate the cost of achieving certain educational outcomes after controlling for cost and other
environmental factors. The educational outcomes include a quantity dimension—the number of students
served—and a quality dimension. The quality dimensions considered here are conditional normal curve
equivalent scores (a measure of growth) and graduation rates.

An important feature of the decision-making environment facing school officials is the competitiveness of
the district’s relevant education market. Indeed, the literature finds that competition is one factor that
can influence a school district’s cost inefficiency.” The argument is that competition serves to discipline
the tendency of districts to engage in excessive spending. This implies a negative relationship between
the competitiveness of a district’s education market and the magnitude of that district’s cost inefficiency.

" For example, see Belfield & Levin (2002); Dee (1998); Gronberg et al. (2015); Grosskopf, Hayes, Taylor & Weber
(2001); Kang & Greene (2002); or Millimet & Collier (2008).
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The literature also suggests that voter monitoring can lead to increased school district efficiency
(Grosskopf et al. 2001). Factors that influence the motivation or ability of citizens to monitor their local
school district—such as the educational attainment of the population, the share of homeowners or the
fraction of the population that is elderly—have also been linked to school district efficiency (Duncombe
& Yinger 2005). The stochastic cost frontier framework can accommodate models of how these factors
impact spending inefficiency.

For a more detailed description of the SFA used in this study see Appendix A.

Variables, Measures, and Data Sources

The data for this analysis come from administrative files and public records of the Kansas State
Department of Education (KSDE), the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics (BLS), the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the U.S Census
Bureau. The analysis covers the two-year period from 2015-16 through 2016-17.

The study team requested data sets from Kansas that were important to include in the analysis in
constructing cost variables and estimates. What follows is an explanation of the data that was
incorporated into the analysis. These include the several components to the educational cost function
analysis; the unit of analysis, expenditures, student outcomes, input prices, and environmental factors.
These key components are summarized in Table 11 and described in the following sections. See Appendix
A for a technical description of the cost function analysis.

Table 12. Key components of the educational cost function

All standard buildings in traditional public school districts in the State of

Units of Analysis
Kansas
Two most recent school years (2015-2016 through 2016-2017)
Expenditures School-level operating expenditures excluding food, transportation, capital
outlay for construction, community service, debt service, fund transfers and
adult education.
Average conditional NCE score on state assessments (ELA and mathematics)
Outcomes
School- and district-level graduation rates
. Teacher Salary Index
Input Prices LR SElER] e
Rural Indicator
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. Number of students enrolled at the district level
Environmental Factors

Building Percentage of Economically Disadvantaged Students
Building Percentage of English Language Learner Students
Building Percentage of Special Education Students

Building Type

Population Density

Controls for Stochastic Frontier Analysis Methodology

Inefficiency Efficiency factors:

Educational competition
Percent college educated
Percent owner occupied housing

Percent elderly households

The decision to use only the most recent data was made primarily due to the change in state assessments
implemented after the 2013-14 school year. Representatives from the KSDE and other state governing
bodies expressed strong reservations about the quality of the test data prior to this change, suggesting
that the results of the analysis would be viewed as less accurate and reliable if these data were used.
Given these concerns, the study team chose to use only test scores data after the 2013-14 school year.

The unit of analysis is the traditional public school building. Alternative schools, charter schools, virtual
schools and special schools have been excluded because they may have different cost structures than
other buildings. Buildings that lack reliable data on student performance (such as elementary schools that
serve no students in tested grades, or very small schools) have also been excluded. A complete list of the
included districts is provided in Appendix D.

Table 14 provides means and standard deviations for the variables use in this analysis. Enrollment, the
teacher salary index, and population density enter the stochastic frontier regression in logs, while
variables already in percentages and the indicator variables are not logged before entering the stochastic
frontier regression.

Table 13. Descriptive statistics for buildings in Kansas, 2015-16 and 2016-17

Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum

Per-pupil operating expenditure $9,696 $1,961 $5,137 $20,844
Average Conditional NCE 0.50 0.05 0.30 0.76
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Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum

Graduation rate 0.89 0.07 0.60 1.00
Teacher salary index 141 0.11 1.00 1.59
Rural county indicator 0.27 0.45 0.00 1.00
District enrollment 7.70 1.58 4.26 9.90
% Economically disadvantaged 0.41 0.21 0.00 0.96
% English Language Learners 0.10 0.16 0.00 0.82
% Special education 0.15 0.06 0.00 0.63
Elementary grade indicator 0.75 0.44 0.00 1.00
High school grade indicator 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00
Herfindahl Index 0.38 0.25 0.13 1.00
Share of spending unallocated 0.34 0.09 0.00 0.91
Potential employers in building zip code 327 388 0.00 1,646
County unemployment rate 4.26 0.97 2.00 7.50

Note: Virtual schools, alternative schools, charter schools, and special schools have been excluded, as have all
buildings with fewer than 10 students for whom conditional normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores could not be
calculated.

The Dependent Variable (Per-pupil expenditures)

For each district, the researchers identified total operating expenditures for food, student transportation
and all other operating functions. As described in Appendix C, operating expenditures include the day-to-
day expenses of school districts, such as salaries, benefits, purchased services, and supplies and materials.
Debt service, construction expenditures and fund transfers are not considered operating expenditures. In
turn, the category of all other operating functions includes the normal functions of school districts:
instruction, student support services, administration, and the operation and maintenance of the district’s
facilities.

A complicating factor is that Kansas school districts regularly rely on special education co-operatives or
inter-local agreements to provide special education services. With a special education co-operative, one
district collects contributions from the other members of the co-operative, and hires teachers or
purchases supplies on their collective behalf. To account for those expenditures, the researchers used the
Kansas Education Directory to identify the members of each co-operative, and shared out the spending of
each cooperative (i.e. the spending from fund 78) to the member districts according to each district’s
share of the special education students served by the co-operative. Payments to the inter-local (from
funds 564 and 565) were the best available measure of spending by the members of an interlocal.
However, we note that special education cooperatives and inter-locals can also receive revenues from
other sources (such as the federal government); such revenues are accounted for in the expenditures of
districts that do not participate in an inter-local agreement or special education cooperatives, and in the
expenditures from fund 78 by special education cooperatives, but cannot be accounted for with the
available data for the districts participating in inter-local agreements.
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Figure 3 displays the distribution of 2016-17 average per-pupil district-level expenditures from the
estimation sample. As can be seen below average per-pupil spending ranged from $5,935 to $17,083 in
2016-17.

Figure 2. Distribution of per pupil spending in Kansas by district size, 2016-17

The study team then followed five steps to distribute the district-level current operating expenditures to
the building level:

1. Using data on certified personnel assignments and earnings, calculate total assigned salaries for
each building each year.

2. Calculate total payroll (salaries and benefits) for each building by adjusting the building-level salaries
by the district-specific benefits ratio.

3. Assign the remaining payroll expenditures for the district to the buildings on a per-pupil basis.

4. Assign all non-payroll expenditures—excepting special education funds—for the district to the build-
ing on a per-pupil basis.

5. Assign all non-payroll special education expenditures for the districts to the building on a per-special
education-student basis.
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Figure 3. Distribution of per pupil spending in Kansas by school size, 2016-17

Outputs (Student Outcomes)

As noted above, the analysis uses two measures of quality—levels and growth. The levels measure is the
ultimate, summative evaluation of high school achievement—graduation rates. We were provided with
school-level graduation rates which represent the percentage of each longitudinal cohort that graduated
within four years. We also received the variables used to calculate these rates including total number of
graduates and the total number of students in the four-year cohort.

To calculate district-level graduation rates, we divided the sum of total graduates in a given year and
district by the sum of students in the corresponding cohort. In some cases, the graduation rate data were
suppressed due to concerns about student privacy. For buildings in which all or some of their graduation
data was suppressed, we imputed values using school averages across years of available data or imputed
district rates at the school-level. For a detailed description of our imputation method see Appendix A. As
can be seenin Figure 4 below, in 2016-17 the average graduation rate in the estimation sample was 0.89,
ranging from 0.59 to 1.00.
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Figure 4. Distribution of school graduation rates in the estimation sample, 2016-17

The growth measure is a normalized gain score indicator of student performance on the Kansas
Assessment Program (KAP) summative evaluations in reading and mathematics in grades 3—8. Although
schools clearly produce unmeasured outcomes that may be uncorrelated with mathematics and reading
test scores, and standardized tests may not measure the acquisition of all important higher-order skills,
these are performance measures for which districts are held accountable by the state, and the most
common measures of school district output in the literature (e.g., Duncombe and Yinger, 2005; Gronberg,
Jansen & Taylor, 2011a, 2011b, 2017 or Imazeki & Reschovsky, 2006). Therefore, they are reasonable
output measures for cost analysis.

KAP scores can be difficult to compare across years, grade levels and test subjects. Therefore, this analysis
relies on normalized (or equivalently, standardized) test scores. The normalization follows Reback (2008)
and measures the extent to which individual students perform better (or worse) than would have been
expected given their prior test scores. For ease of exposition and estimation, the normalized score were
further transformed into Conditional Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) scores (which are defined as
50+21.06*z-score). A student who performs exactly as expected — i.e., exhibits normal growth from one
year to the next — would have a Conditional NCE score of 0.50; a student who performs one standard
deviation above expectations would have a Conditional NCE score of 0.7106; and a student who performs
one standard deviation below expectations would have a Conditional NCE score of 0.2894. The
Conditional NCE scores can also be interpreted as percentile ranks, with an NCE of 0.50 representing the
50t percentile.

Conditional NCE scores are calculated at the student level in ELA and math. (Similar growth scores cannot
be calculated for science because the test is not administered in consecutive grades, so annual growth in
science cannot be calculated.) Averaging those Conditional NCE scores at the building or district level
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yields the measures of performance used in this analysis. Figure 5 displays the distribution of average
Conditional NCE scores for ELA and mathematics in 2016-17. The average Conditional NCE score had a
mean of 0.50 with a minimum of 0.30 and a maximum of 0.76. As seen in the figure, the distribution for
both subjects is bell-curved with most schools seeing average scores of between 0.40 and 0.60.

Figure 5. Distribution of Conditional NCE scores, 2016-17

Input Prices

The most important education inputs are teachers, and the cost function model includes the required
teacher wage variable. Public schools take differing approaches to hiring teachers. If there were a
teacher type hired by all unified school districts — for example, a teacher with a bachelor’s degree from
a selective university and two years of experience — then arguably the model should use the wages paid
to those teachers as the labor price measures. However, it is not possible to identify a teacher type that
is hired by all the school districts under analysis, and any observed average wage — such as the average
salary for beginning teachers — reflects school and district choices about the mix of teachers to hire and
the salaries offered to teachers in the hiring process.

This issue can be dealt with using a wage index that is independent of school and district choices. Such an
index is constructed here by estimating a hedonic wage model for teacher salaries and using that model
to predict the wages each school would have to pay to hire a teacher with constant characteristics (see
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Appendix B). The resulting teacher price index, which reflects the systematic variation in teacher salary
that is related to cost factors outside of school district control, ranges from 1.00 to 1.59 and indicates that
the cost of hiring teachers is more than 50% higher in some of parts of Kansas than it is in others.

Figure 6. Map of Kansas Teacher Salary Index, 2016-17

In an ideal situation, the estimated cost function would include direct measures of local prices for
instructional equipment and classroom materials. Such data are, unfortunately, not available to
researchers. However, prices for pencils, paper, computers, and other instructional materials are largely
set in a competitive market (and therefore unlikely to vary across schools), and prices for nonprofessional
labor or building rents are largely a function of school location. Therefore, the cost analysis includes an
indicator for whether or not the district is located in a rural county. A rural county is one that is not part
of either a metropolitan area or a micropolitan area as designated by the U.S. Office of Management and
Budget.®

Other Environmental Factors

The cost model includes indicators for a variety of environmental factors that influence district cost but
which are not purchased inputs. A major environmental factor in this study is district enroliment. In
general, there are typically three ways to measure student enrollment. The first of these is simply a count
of students enrolled on a particular day during the school year. The second is average daily membership
(ADM), which is typically measured over the course of the school year. The third measure is average daily

8 Miles to the center of the metropolitan area for each building was calculated as-the-crow-flies using latitude and
longitude information. The latitude and longitude of metro centers come from the U.S. Census Bureau. Where
available, latitude and longitude information for buildinges are taken from the NCES’ Common Core Database. The
remaining buildinges are assigned latitudes and longitudes according to the zip codes at their street address.

Estimating the Costs Associated with Reaching Student Achievement Expectations for Kansas Students

http://www kslegislature.org/li/documents/kansas_adequacy_study_corrected_cost_function_approach_20180315_final.pdf 991444 Ver 2
LEG006503



attendance (ADA) which is based on actual attendance rates, rather than number enrolled. These
measures could also be used as head counts or represent a measure of full-time equivalence (i.e. half-
time students would be counted as .5). For this study, we used state head count student enrollment taken
on a single day at the start of the school year. This measure was used primarily because the assessment
data required the use of head counts, and thus it was only measure consistently available. These data
were provided by the Kansas State Department of Education. In the estimation sample district enroliment
averaged 1,851 students, with a minimum of 110 and a maximum of 50,566.

Another key environmental factor is population density, measured as the population per square mile.
School buildings are likely to be smaller (all else equal) in districts with larger geographic footprints, where
the time costs of transporting students to scale-efficient buildings could be prohibitive.

To capture variations in costs that derive from variations in student needs, the cost function includes the
percentages of students in each district who were identified as English Language Learners, special
education, and economically disadvantaged. The English Language Learner and economically
disadvantaged data were suppressed requiring imputation and a detailed description of the imputation
methods used can be found in Appendix A.

To allow for the possibility that the education technology differs according to the grade level of the school,
the cost model includes indicators for whether or not the school serves elementary grades (i.e., grades
PK-6), and whether or not the school serves high school grades (i.e. grades 9-12).

Finally, fixed effects for year control for inflation and other time trends in Kansas education.

Efficiency Factors

Stochastic frontier analyses allow for the possibility that some schools spend their available resources
more efficiently than others. School spending is therefore thought to depend on more than educational
costs, but also on a number of factors that theory suggests may explain differences in school efficiency.
Prior research has demonstrated that competition can reduce inefficiency in public education (e.g.,
Belfield & Levin, 2002; Millimet & Collier, 2008; Gronberg et al. 2015), and so can ease of voter monitoring
(Grosskopf et al. 2001). Therefore, analysis includes a combination of five factors that might influence
spending efficiency—the degree of educational competition in the metropolitan area or county; an
indicator for whether or not the district is located in a metropolitan area that spans state lines (because
the level of competition is imperfectly measured in those education markets using only Kansas data); the
percentage of household that are owner-occupants, the percentage of the population with at least a
bachelor’s degree and the percentage of households wherein no residents are over 60 years of age. We
note that the latter three variable were also treated as efficiency factors in Duncombe and Yinger (2005).°
Asis common in the literature, the degree of educational competition is measured with a Herfindahl index

9 By assumption, the one-sided error term has a half-normal distribution. Jenson (2005) finds that specifying a half-
normal distribution for the inefficiency term generates more reliable estimates of technical efficiency than other
assumptions about the distribution of inefficiency.
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of enrollment concentration. A detailed description of this measure, and how it was used in this analysis
can be found in Appendix A.

Data Observed but Not Included

ACT College Readiness Assessment

Scores on the ACT college readiness assessment were considered as a possible student outcome measure.
These scores are a reasonable proxy for college readiness, and thus may have served as an appropriate
measure of student performance.

However, there was a concern among the study team, and evidence in the literature, that access to the
ACT itself is not universal (citation). That in fact, scores may reflect the extent to which a student has
access to the test rather than their performance due to this variation in access.

Advanced Placement Exam Results

Another measure of student performance considered were advanced placement (AP) exam results.
However, it is even more likely that these results reflect access more than actual performance. Simply
put, not all students even have access to the curriculum which would prepare them to take the test, let
alone the ability to take the test through their school. For this reason, the study team decided not to
include this measure.

Participation and Successful Completion of Post-secondary Degree and/or
Certification

Postsecondary data was also made available at the district level including success rates and effective rates
and their component parts. These data are aligned to the sixth and seventh Rose capacity and were thus
considered as student outcome measures. However, ultimately these data could not be included for two
reasons. First, during the initial years of data collection, data reported did not include students attending
community colleges and thus under-reports those students that Kansas school districts successfully sent
on to post-secondary pursuits. Second, the most current year of these data available, 2014-15, lags two
school years behind 2016-17, the most current year available in other key data sources such as the
enroliment data and assessment data. In order to conduct the analysis there needs to be parallel datasets
(i.e., assessment scores and post-secondary rates in the same year). Moreover, the study team does not
have a statistically reliable method to forecast these data two years forward (i.e. 2015-16 and 2016-17)
that would have made it possible to include such data in the analysis.

Attendance Rate

Finally, the study team considered including attendance rates, as thisisincluded in the state accountability
system, and thus a relevant as a measure of school performance. However, as noted in Duncombe and
Yinger (2005), attendance rate data have very little variation making it difficult to detect a relationship
between these rates and school spending. Therefore, attendance rates were not included in the analysis.
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Chapter 5: Education Cost Function Variables and

Methods

This chapter reviews the results of the cost function analysis for Kansas that includes the coefficient

estimates that inform the pupil weights and estimated, additional costs for Kansas to adequately fund its

public education system.

Cost Function Estimates

Table 17 presents coefficient estimates and standard errors from the cost function analysis. As the table

illustrates, the analysis finds a strong, positive relationship between educational outcomes and

educational costs, once differences in scale, need and price are taken into account. Consider first the
Conditional NCE scores. The estimation indicates that a one percentage point increase in academic

performance is associated with a 5 percent increase in cost. Similarly, a one percentage point increase in
the graduation rate is associated with an 1.2 percent increase in cost at lower grades and a 1.9 percent

increase in cost at the high school level.

Table 14. Cost Model Coefficient Estimates

LABELS Baseline
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Normal Curve Equivalent 5.295%**
(-0.607)
Graduation Rate 1.244%**
(-0.262)
Graduation Rate * High School 0.696***
(-0.0995)
District Enrollment -1.444%**
(-0.0568)
District Enrollment squared 0.0991***
(-0.00378)
Salary index (log) 1.373***
(-0.279)
Rural indicator 0.0505***
(-0.0112)
% Economically Disadvantaged 0.886***
(-0.078)
% English Language Learner 0.226***
(-0.0667)
% Special Education 2.157***
(-0.226)
Population Density 0.166***
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LABELS Baseline

(-0.018)
Elementary grades served -0.129***
(-0.016)
High school grades served -0.508%**
(-0.0909)
% English Language Learner, sq -0.623***
(-0.109)
% Special Education, sq -6.135***
(-0.674)
Population density* Salary Index -0.510%**
(-0.0414)
AYP Schoolyear = 2016 -0.0364***
(-0.00591)
First stage Residuals, NCE -5.102%**
(-0.609)
First stage residuals, Graduation -1.454%**
(-0.271)
Herfindahl Index, log 0.797***
(-0.249)
Border metro 2.320***
(-0.372)
% Owner occupied 7.293%**
(-1.321)
% Over 60 -2.316
(-1.496)
% College -12.06***
(-1.542)
Constant 9.644***
(-0.357)
Usigma -7.214%**
(-0.958)
Vsigma -4,095***
(-0.0418)
Observations 2,310

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*%% nc0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

The remaining coeffiicents in the cost model align with reasonable expectations about the relationships

among inputs, outcomes and environmental factors in education. Costs fall with district size, but only up
to a point. Costs rise with district size for school districts with more than xx students. Costs rise as

population density rises and as teacher salaries increase, but the interaction between wage levels and

population density is negative, suggesting that the higher costs associated with sparsity trump the lower

wage costs in sparsely populated areas. Rural schools have higher costs than otherwise equivalent
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nonrural scools. Costs rise with student need, but the effects are generally non-linear, suggesting for
example, that the additional cost associated with increasing the share of ELL students becomes smaller as
the student population reaches a critical mass.®

Finding #1: Efficiency Results

An important part of this study was the estimation of cost efficiency, or inefficiency. Figure A8 graphs
the distribution of cost efficiency for the baseline model.!* In Model 1, the average cost efficiency score
was 0.956, indicating that buildings were producing nearly 96% of their potential output, on average.

Figure 7. Distribution, cost efficiency for the cost model

Given that inefficiency in this context means unexplained expenditures, not necessarily waste, and that
many buildings may have been producing outcomes that were not reflected in test scores, the average
efficiency level was quite high. However, the minimum efficiency scores were below 50%, suggesting that
some buildings spend much more than could be explained by measured outcomes, input prices or student
need. The analysis demonstrates that enhancing school efficiency also enhance factors that enhance the
ability of voters to monitor school and school district behavior. Inefficiency rises as the Herfindahl Index
increases as the percent over 60+ college grads increase efficiency. The amount of unexplained spending

10 Researchers examined a model in which the relationship between the percentage of free lunch students and cost
was quadratic, but such a specification was rejected at any reasonable level of statistical significance. See Technical
Appendix A.

11 Cost efficiency was estimated following Battese and Coelli (1995).
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Estimating the Costs Associated with Reaching Student Achievement Expectations
for Kansas Public Education Students: A Cost Function Approach

rises as the percent owner occupied suggests that unexplained cost may represent unobservable
outcomes.

Finding #2: Estimating the Base and Compensatory Cost
Per Pupil

Using the coefficient estimates the study team can now predict the level of necessary spending for
individual school district and the state overall will need to achieve the performance thresholds identified
in Chapter 3 of this study. As a brief review, the table below recalls the performance thresholds across the
ELA and math assessments as well as graduation rates for school districts under the “approaching on track
for college readiness” and “on track for college readiness.”

Table 15. Percentage of students meeting performance thresholds under two different

scenarios
Math ELA Math .
ELA Assessment Graduation
Assessment Assessment Assessment
(Level 2+) Rate
(Level 2+) (Level 3+) (Level 3+)
Scenario A: Approaching on track 90% 90% 95%
Scenario B: On track 60% 60% 95%

Scenario A is approximately equivalent to the threshold of performance used in the former assessment
under the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) law. Scenario B has re-benchmarked student readiness to identify
those on-track for college and career readiness. This scenario reflects the updated Kansas standards and
a more difficult performance threshold for students to achieve, hence the overall lower total percentage
of students achieving that level or better. For further discussion of this rationale, see Chapter 3.

Estimated Cost to Reach Performance Thresholds

For each district in Kansas, the research team generated an estimate of the base costs associated with
meeting the designated performance goals, plus appropriate adjustments for student demographics,
regional differences in cost and economies of scale. The graphic below illustrates simply the cumulative
nature of these calculations. For the purposes of this graph, the values listed below are for an example
school district in Kansas.
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Figure 8. lllustrative example to calculate cost estimates for maintenance funding
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Attaining these thresholds of performance requires three initial calculations. The first calculation is
generating a cost estimate for a Conditional NCE score of 0.50 (l.e. normal academic progress) and a
graduation rate of 95% growth, assuming that the school had the least costly combination of regional cost,
student demographics and scale. Consider this “base support” to ensure school districts and the students
they serve continue to make progress year after year. This base support differs according to the grade
configuration of the school, with the lowest base cost ($3,395) associated with elementary schools and
the highest base cost (54,500) associated with high schools. The estimated base cost for any given district
is a pupil-weighted average of the base costs for the district’s existing mix of school buildings.

The second calculation estimates the adjustments for demographics, regional costs and economies of
scale. Each of these calculations yields an index describing the increasing cost associated with each of
these cost factors.

The final calculation estimates the amount of necessary, additional resources for school districts and the
state overall to close the gap between current and desired performance. Notably, this requires that school
districts currently achieving at lower levels than others accelerate student growth at a faster pace
(consider this “compensatory support”). Districts that are currently outperforming the thresholds and
those growing faster than necessary to reach the targets within five years are held harmless in this
calculation, so that the compensatory support estimate includes the funds required to at least maintain
current levels of annual progress in all districts.

Finding #3: Student Need Weights

One of the advantages of the cost function method for costing out studies, as discussed earlier, is the
ability to estimate the marginal costs (i.e., additional spending associated with factors such as student
characteristics or school characteristics) for the school system. This can be particularly useful in the
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context of state funding formulas. Kansas, like many other states, assign funding that goes above and
beyond the based spending to certain student groups either implicitly (e.g., double counting for more
needy student populations or explicitly, creation of a categorical program which assigns a certain amount
of funding directed to support a specific student population). In either case, Kansas has created a ‘weight’
or an additional amount of money that is directed to certain student populations. A simple illustration of
this is, if the base allocation per pupil is $1,000 and the weight for a low-income student is 0.80 this would
apply an additional 80% in allocation, or $1,800 for this student.

The utility to this study is that Kansas can compare its current allocation of resources to these other
student populations in comparison to the estimated weights generated through the cost function. The
cost function generates as one of its outputs coefficients. Coefficients are particularly useful in isolating
variables and determining their impact on the dependent variable (spending) while holding all other
factors constant. That is, the coefficients generated for student groups such as low-income, English
learners, and students with disabilities are effectively the weights necessary to support those student
groups to achieve the defined performance threshold. Kansas most recently modified their weights for

several of these student need categories, including low-income students and English learner students.c'

The student need weights are calculated using several steps. First, an estimated base cost for the general
education student is selected as described in the table above. This estimated base cost is then multiplied
by the aggregate weight for student need characteristics incorporating students that are low-income,
English learners or special education. The weighting values range from 1.0 to 1.91 in which lower values
represent an overall lower student need in that school district versus those with higher values reflect
higher overall student need in the school district.

For each school district, the average student need weights vary dependent on the concentration of the
student population served. The figure below illustrates this point where we see a much larger variation in
the low-income weight as compared to the English learner or special education weight.

Figure 9. Distribution of student need weights by district enroliment
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These student need weights are used in helping to generate the final cost estimates for Kansas by
individually applying these weights to the base cost for each district multiplied by the number of
students in each of those need categories.

The first of three student need weights are the most straight forward. The poverty weight is 0.89 which
is a substantial increase from the current weight of 0.48. It is not quadradic in any way and increases
with concentrations of poverty.

The second of three weights are for English learners. We can observe a substantial weight at the outset
at 0.2 but will drop as the concentration of these students increases. This is logical because for those
schools or school district with a small number of English learner students the associated cost is related
as much to the cost as it is for economies of scale. The study team also identified that the weight for
English learners is highly collinear with poverty. It is also worth noting that Duncombe & Yinger (2005)
produced essentially a weighting of 0.00 for English learner students.

The third of three weights are for special education. In this case we see a negative weight. Thatis a
decrease in cost associated with an increase in the proportion of the population at the school district.
The study team believes the reason for this may be an interaction with interlocal special education co-
operatives. That is, the model incorporates spending of special education but is unable to incorporate a
substantial amount of resources made available to the interlocal thereby creating a potential effect of
when school districts have larger proportions of special education students they access more interlocal
services and those spending on behalf of those students were not captured in the analysis.

Finding #4: Regional Cost Index

Analysis from the study also showed the wide variation in prices associated with the cost of education.
The factors that primarily drive this index include measures of sparsity such as population density and the
rural indicator as well as the teacher cost index. As described in chapter 4 there are substantial differences
in regional cost, some of which are quite significant over even a smaller geographic area. The regional cost
index is composed of three variables which include the teacher salary index, and measures of sparsity
including population density and the rural indicator. The index value, ranging from 1.05 to 1.94 identifies
the amount that the base per pupil amount needs to be adjusted in order to account for the differences
in prices and the costs associated with sparsity across communities in Kansas.

Finding #5: Economies of Scale Index

The impact of economies of scale is quite large on Kansas in large part due to the sparsity of its population
across a larger geographic area compared to other states in the country. This implies that a larger amount
of money is necessary for some schools and school districts at the tails of the distribution of enrollment.
The figure below offers an example of this in which we can observe a U-shaped curve across the
distribution implying much higher costs per pupil for smaller districts and a gradual increase as school
district get significantly larger (i.e., larger than 10,000 students).
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Figure 10. 2016-17 school district per pupil spending by enroliment

When comparing the actual 2016-17 spending per pupil as compared to the generated cost estimates we
see a U-shape for the cost estimates the mimics a shape in which the tails of the U have a steeper slope
than that of the actual 2016-17 spending. This can be observed in the figure below. This implies that the
actual 2016-17 spending per pupil does not account as well for economies of scale as the generated cost
estimates from this study.

Figure 11. 2016-17 school district per pupil spend by enrollment compared to cost estimates
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Estimating the Costs Associated with Reaching Student Achievement Expectations
for Kansas Public Education Students: A Cost Function Approach

The economies of scale index functions similarly to the previous index in how it is applied to adjust the
base per pupil amount. Specifically, this index ranges from 1.0 to 2.75 and the index values recognize
the higher or lower associated costs with the total overall enrollment of the school district.

The result is the total per pupil estimate to ensure maintenance of continuing to attain the thresholds of
performance mentioned earlier in this section. In addition to these associated costs, the researchers also
calculated the amount necessary to close the gaps on the ELA and math assessments in addition to
maintaining one year’s approximately growth, referred to as compensatory cost estimates. This amount
is expressed as a per pupil allocation that would be added to the total per pupil estimate.

Based on data provided for this study, Kansas spent approximately $4.652 billion on its education system
in the 2016-17 fiscal year serving 489,795 students (based upon headcount enrollment) or $9,313 in actual
expenditures per student. The total spending figure was calculated according to the inclusion and
exclusion criteria detailed in Appendix D. Of those students, the table below offers some descriptive
statistics on the proportion of those students in various need categories.

Table 16. Kansas overall student and student need enroliment and percentages, 2016-17

_ Enrollment Counts Percentage of Total Enroliment

Total Enroliment 489.795 n/a

Low-income* 190.158 38.8%
English Learners 56.759 11.5%
Spoecial Education 69,013 14.1%

* This count is reflective of the number of students eligible for free lunch under the National School Lunch Program.

Table 17. Overall investment for base and compensatory support under two scenarios

Cost Estimate ($) | Percent Increase Per Pupil

Over Current Cost Estimate ($)

Current K-12 Spending $4.652 billion n/a $9,313
No compensatory support $5.103 billion 9.7% $10,419
Compensatorv subport for Scenario A $6.438 billion 38.4% $13.144
Compensatory support for Scenario B $6.719 billion 44.4% $13,717
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The cost estimates in the second column above are the investments each year, in total, for the K-12
education system for the next five years that would close the gap between current performance and the
established thresholds of performance.

Finding #6: Phase-in funding increases over time with
targets

The cost estimates noted above are also important to put in the context of how the education system is
able to appropriately use those investments over time. That is, it is not practical to make a one-time,
significant investment in a statewide public education system and expect at the end of that school year
to see dramatic movement from current performance to the aspiration targets. Alternatively, making
ongoing and incrementally larger investments in the system over time with established targets may be
more practical for practitioners to plan and determine the appropriate ways to invest the funding.

One consideration is to consider these investments over a 5-year period of time.

Finding #7: Consider “how well” alongside “how much”

It is important to keep in mind that while adequate funding is necessary for achieving desired student
outcomes, funding alone is not sufficient; the funds must also be put to effective use. After all, schools
with similar student populations, receiving similar funding, can have vastly different student outcomes
due to differences in local policies and practices (Williams, Kirst, Haertel, et al., 2005). Thus, if one fails to
consider how well resources are used, then increasing how much resources are provided may have a
limited effect on student outcomes.

As noted earlier in Chapter 2 there are various avenues in which a state education system and associated
school district organizations can design, build and implement structures that encourage such
investigations at the individual, team and even organization level. Yet, we must recognize that the
complexity and scale increase exponentially moving along a continuum from an individual to an
organization wide attempt to markedly improve ‘how well’ resources are being used to improve student
outcomes.

This consideration is done in a manner that considers holistically the findings identified in this study that
would bring together the additional, necessary resources along with the transformative structural changes
in the school system that would allow for the most effective use of those additional dollars invested in
public education.
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Finding #8: Increase the transparency and availability of
data

Kansas, among all states in the country, is recognized as a leading state in its data systems and availability
as recognized by the Data Quality Campaign. And, the state can continue to improve and learn from how
other states have continued to evolve educational data available to professionals and the general public
at large. In particular, the availability of data can help to facilitate the investigation and improvement of
the system on a wide variety of topics from increasing the efficiency of transportation routes to improving
instruction in the classroom with a diverse group of learners.

The state hosts most of its publicly available data through a web portal named Data Central
(http://datacentral.ksde.org). The portal offers a wide variety of reports and data including building report
card information, school finance reports, educational directory reports, special education reports, and
child nutrition information. Some of the data posted on the public portal is available in static formats such
as Microsoft Word or PDF. Other datasets through the Kansas K-12 Reports offer more flexible datasets
in formats such as Microsoft Excel that also draw from the entire school and school district population.
And, some of the reports lack context necessary for education professionals or the general public to
understand the context of the information or the source of information.

Data is a critical component to any improvement effort and provided with the right data to, at the least,
ignite a conversation for change can be powerful. One example that Kansas may look to is Texas. The
Texas Smart Schools project (http://txsmartschools.org) provides school and school district leaders the
ability to benchmark themselves against similar matched peers that provide initial insight into how others
are doing. Such a data system facilitates easier access to information that removes a significant barrier for
practitioners to access information.

Finding #9: Pair support strategies with accountability
measures

As discussed in Chapter 2, the state framework for increasing effective resource use relies on numerous
tenants that are in tension with one another, e.g., accountability and support for example. To encourage
districts to use resources efficiently — that is, cost-effectively — federal and state agencies have
implemented a number of accountability systems over the decades. The concept of an accountability
system still holds tremendous value, particularly in advancing educational equity. Both through rewards
and sanctions and through the public reporting of school progress, accountability systems can be a
powerful tool in focusing resource allocation toward improving outcomes for disadvantaged students.
Furthermore, after years of practitioners’ vocal dissatisfaction with previous accountability measures, the
landscape of federal and many states’ policy has been shifting toward more flexible accountability
systems. For example, many states have reformed their accountability systems to measure success
indicators beyond standardized test scores, such as graduation rates and other college and career
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indicators, and to offer comprehensive support systems to low-performing schools, rather than merely
rewards and sanctions (Center for American Progress and the Council of Chief State School Officers, 2014).

It is the consideration of these current shifts in the national landscape that afford a tremendous
opportunity for Kansas to re-evaluate its orientation and function in relation to school districts. One
potential point of leverage is the efficiency reviews authorized by the Legislature. The reports,
comprehensive in their approach, develop a rich set of information that is valuable not only to the school
district going through the review but also potential to other school districts based on what insights are
surfaced. This value can be identified in a few key ways:

e The analytical and comparative techniques used by staff in the Legislative Post Audit have applica-
bility in other environments and forums;

e The insights reached — although mostly oriented towards compliance with the law — surface mat-
ters of process, culture and performance important for any organization to consider; and

e The school district’s response represents one way in which to engage in an exchange with an
independent outside observer that may offer perspective valuable to the organization.

Further, that state may create an opportunity for support to the school district to either work with the
state or their peers to identify pathways to implementing the recommendations outlined in the review.
This is discussed in Chapter 2 with the development and implementation of networks. The orientation of
the networks can shift around the topic, but their rigor and attentiveness to the learning of the
professionals is paramount and can contribute to the school system experiencing even greater degree of
effectiveness in the future.

Finding #10: Consider streamlining various funding
programs

Kansas, like many other states, has developed school finance formulas over time in which elements have
been added but not necessarily considered as a whole. Even as the school finance formula has been
reformed throughout the school finance litigation history in Kansas, there remain numerous and
complicated calculations to generate the funding amount for school districts. Two observations underlie
this point. First, in calculating the amount of state aid, there exist at least fifteen enrollment and weighting
categories. Second, there exist over thirty different funds — each with their own governing rules and
regulations for how to spend those dollars. While the intention in developing any one of these programs
was positive, seeking to best serve the purpose or students it aimed to impact, the cumulative effect for
the school systems that have to manage these various funding streams is difficult.

Further, the ability to engage in effective and productive decision-making is limited by the boundaries that
outline these various programs. This may prevent more thoughtful consideration of how resources can be
used in combination and coordination with one another to target and positively impact the most
vulnerable and underserved student populations. As was discussed in Chapter 2, effective decision-
making is a skill that can be developed, and which strongly benefits from utilizing proven strategies. While
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several of these strategies were discussed in earlier findings, the non-linear nature of the Kansas school
finance formula can create a barrier for education professionals and the general public to understand the
motivation and intent of the state and where it places its priorities for the public education system.
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Technical Appendix A: Cost Model Methodology

This analysis follows Taylor et al. (2017) and uses stochastic frontier analysis (SFA) to estimate an
educational cost function for Kansas. A cost function — a cost frontier — specifies the minimum cost
necessary to achieve certain outcomes with specified inputs and specified environmental factors. A
standard empirical cost function can be written as:

C=C(Z|p) -exp(e) (1)

where Cis cost, C(Z | B) is the cost function or cost frontier, Z = {wy, ..., Wy; 2y, ..., Zm; Y} is a vector of
variables affecting the frontier level of cost, where, w; are input prices, z; are quasi-fixed inputs
including environmental factors, y is a vector of outcomes, f§ is the cost parameter vector to be
estimated, and € is a random noise component representing exogenous random shocks (e.g., a rainy
testing day). The error term, ¢, indicates random deviations from the cost frontier due to measurement
error and unforeseen random changes in cost due to factors not modeled in the cost function, C(Z | B).

In the stochastic frontier approach, the cost function in (1) is regarded as a frontier, a minimum cost of
attaining given outputs with given inputs including environmental factors. Spending may then deviate
from this cost frontier, exceeding the minimum cost specified in the cost frontier. Thus the stochastic
frontier approach starts with (1) and adds the assumption that spending exceeds the cost frontier due to
random errors or inefficiency. The stochastic frontier approach basically takes equation (1) and assumes
that the random error, €, consists of two parts, a standard two-sided random error that can be positive or
negative and on average is zero, and a one-sided error that is always positive (or at least not negative).
The one-sided error captures the idea that schools or districts can at best be on the cost frontier, if they
are fully efficient, and if they are inefficient this is captured or modelled by the one-sided error. The larger
the one-sided error, the further a school/district is from the frontier, and hence the more inefficient it is.

To model this, equation (1) is altered to specify the error term, €, as consisting of two components, v plus
u. The two-sided error is v, and the one-sided error is u. Because inefficiency increases cost above the
frontier (i.e., above the minimum possible cost), u; = 0, where i is the specific decision-making unit.

The stochastic frontier cost function is given as:
E=C(Z|P) -exp(v +uw), ()

where E is actual or observed spending and C(Z | B) is the cost frontier as described above. Here v is a
random noise component representing an exogenous random shock (e.g., a rainy testing day) and u is a
one-sided error term that captures cost inefficiency. Cost efficiency defined as CE; = exp(—u;) < 1.

The per-pupil stochastic frontier model is more commonly estimated in education than a total cost
function (e.g., Andrews, Duncombe and Yinger, 2002 or Gronberg, Jansen, Karakaplan and Taylor 2015).
It can be expressed as:
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E  C(Wyq, . , Wi Zq, e, 2 SN | B) -exp(v + )
Er=—= (3)
N N
Taking natural logarithms of equation (3) gives
InE*=InC(:)—InN+v+u (4)

The cost frontier estimates indicate the cost of achieving certain educational outcomes after controlling
for cost and other environmental factors. The educational outcomes include a quantity dimension—the
number of students served—and a quality dimension. The quality dimensions considered here are
conditional normal curve equivalent scores (a measure of growth) and graduation rates.

An important feature of the decision-making environment facing school officials is the competitiveness
of the district’s relevant education market. Indeed, the literature finds that competition is one factor
that can influence a school district’s cost inefficiency.'? The argument is that competition serves to
discipline the tendency of districts to engage in excessive spending. This implies a negative relationship
between the compet