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I am in favor of Senate Bill 260. This bill repeals the amendment made to special education
funding in 2010 which set limitations on school districts and cooperatives regarding the amount
of state aid a district or cooperative would receive based on its percent of excess costs.

Elimination of the verbiage in the 2010 amendment is necessary primarily because the
amendment was founded on a faulty assumption. The amendment was based on the assumption
that the prevalence of students with disabilities is uniform throughout the state. This is the
position adopted by proponents of census-based funding. In Kansas we know that populations of
students with disabilities are not randomly or evenly distributed. One only need view the KSDE
website to find the prevalence of students with disabilities and how they are distributed
throughout the state. This faulty assumption makes financial winners and losers out of districts
and cooperatives and unfairly penalizes or rewards districts based on an arbitrary number
selected to represent allowable percentages of excess costs. Below, some inequities created by
the 2010 amendment are noted by looking at the financial winners and losers if the 2010
amendment is allowed to stand.

Number | County USD Name Penalty/Reward | Prevalence of Disabilities
244 Coffey Burlington Coop -$47,472 - 18.61 %
282 Elk West Elk Coop -$161,893 19.10 %
619 Sumner Sumner Cnty Coop -$133,969 18.54 %
636 Phillips North Central KS Coop -$21,807 . 17.45 %
330 Wabaunsee | Wabaunsee East -$57,679 18.82%
611 Grant High Plains Ed Coop +$462,370 9.29 %
230 Johnson Spring Hill +$306,840 8.41 %
232 Johnson DeSoto +$311,885 6.56 %
234 Bourbon Ft. Scott + $110,401 8.57 %
480 Seward Liberal +$417,408 7.58 %
Total +81,185,754

e All five of the special education entities that would lose money have a high prevalence of
students with disabilities.

» All five of the entities that would gain money have a low prevalence of students with
disabilities.

Tt appears that districts with a high prevalence of students with disabilities would be singled out
by the 2010 amendment and financially punished. How would these cooperatives be able to
afford to hire the staff to provide the services their students require when money is taken from
them and given to districts with low rates of students with disabilities? This seems likean
oxymoron. Access to an appropriate education in Kansas should not be based on where a student
lives, and census-based funding is not the silver bullet for funding special education in Kansas.
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