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

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

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

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

or committees should make their requests for
performance audits through the Chairman or any
other member of the Committee. Copies of all
completed performance audits are available from
the Division’s office.
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800 SW Jackson
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E-mail: LPA@Ipa.ks.gov

Website: http://kslegislature.org/postaudit
Barbara J. Hinton, Legislative Post Auditor

DO YOU HAVE AN IDEA FOR
IMPROVED GOVERNMENT EFFICIENCY OR COST SAVINGS?

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

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

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

You won't receive an individual response, but all ideas will be reviewed, and Legislative Post Audit will
&pass along the best ones to the Legislative Post Audit Committee.
N

W

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

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

or speech disabilities may reach us through the Kansas Relay Center at 1-800-766-3777. Our office
hours are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.
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June 25, 2009

To:  Members, Legislative Post Audit Committee

Representative Virgil Peck Jr., Chair  Senator Terry Bruce, Vice-Chair

Representative Tom Burroughs Senator Anthony Hensley
Representative John Grange Senator Derek Schmidt
Representative Peggy Mast Senator Chris Steineger
Representative Tom Sawyer Senator Dwayne Umbarger

This report contains the findings, conclusions, and recommendations from
our completed performance audit, K-12 Education: School District Efficiency
Audits.

The report also contains an appendix showing detailed information on
school districts’ non-instructional operating costs for the 121 districts included in
our review.

The report includes several recommendations for the Legislature and
the State Department of Education. We would be happy to discuss these
recommendations or any other items in the report with any legislative committees,
individual legislators, or other State officials.

We would be happy to discuss the findings presented in this report with
any legislative committees, individual legislators, or other State officials. These
findings are supported by a wealth of data, not all of which could be included in
this report because of space considerations. These data may allow us to answer
additional questions about the audit findings or to further clarify the issues raised

in the report.

Barbara J. Hinton
Legislative Post Auditor
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S GUIDE

The Big Picture

The Details

~

Executive Summary

Provides an overview of the
questions we asked and the
answers we found

“At-a-Glance Box”

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

Conclusions and
Recommendations

Located at the end of the
report sections, and
referenced in the
Executive Summary

Side Headings

Point out key issues and
findings

Agency Response

Included as the last
Appendix in the report

Charts, Tables,
and Graphs

Visually help tell the story
of what we found

List of Figures

-

Lists all figures
used in the report and their
location (as shown at the end
of the Executive Summary) /

Narrative Text Boxes

-

Highlight interesting
information or provide
detailed examples
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This audit was conducted by Laurel Murdie, Alex Gard, Brenda Heafey, and Lindsey Rousseau.
Scott Frank was the audit manager. If you need any additional information about the audit’'s
findings, please contact Laurel Murdie at the Division’s offices.

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

(785) 296-3792
E-mail: LPA@Ipa.ks.gov
Web: www.kslegislature.org/postaudit
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K-12

Education: School District Efficiency Audits

House Bill 2247, which was passed by the 2005 Legislature,
increased State funding for school districts by more than $145 million
for the 2005-06 school year. In order to ensure greater accountability
on the part of school districts for the use of State funds, the bill also
established the school district audit team within the Legislative
Division of Post Audit to conduct performance audits and “monitor
school district funding and other oversight issues through audit work
as directed by the 2010 Commission.”

According to the bill, the topics for the school district performance
audits could include:

the accuracy of school expenditures, reports or other information;
how school districts use the funding received from the state;
the relationship between school funding levels and costs;

the weights of various education program components or the level of
equity achieved by the funding system;

® whether funding levels for education programs or students are keeping
up with the actual costs school districts report;

the basis for changes in school district costs;

@ the reasonableness of the amount and type of actual or budgeted
expenditures compared with historical costs or with costs of other
districts;

@® options for modifying the school funding formula;
® other finance issues identified as needing further study;

® whether a school district has adequate operating or administrative
procedures and fiscal controls and whether it is efficiently managed;

@ Dbest practices or innovative procedures, practices or controls operating
within any school districts that could present opportunities for other
school districts to operate more efficiently; and

® any other topic as directed by the 2010 Commission

Many of the potential topics listed in the bill related to how efficiently
or effectively school districts use their State funding. The following
questions were approved as part of the scope for this audit:

1. Do the districts manage their personnel, facilities, and other
resources in an efficient and economical manner?

2. Do the districts follow best practices for financial management
to ensure that their financial resources are protected?
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The original scope of this audit, which can be found in Appendix A,
had two phases. The first phase called for analyzing district staffing
and expenditure data to identify areas where spending for districts
appeared to be out-of-line compared with their peers. The second
phase called for following up on a sample of districts to evaluate their
processes in the areas that appeared to be out-of-line to determine if
there were ways they could reduce costs.

During its April 2009 meeting, several members of the 2010
Commission indicated they had received complaints from school
superintendents about having an efficiency audit conducted at a

time when they were trying to address funding cuts from the State.
Indicating it wasn’t their intention to create stress among school
districts, Commission members agreed by consensus to suspend

the second phase of the audit, and directed us to continue to review
available school district data to determine whether it showed any
trends or patterns that could shed light on districts’ efficiency. In
addition, at its May 2009 meeting, the 2010 Commission directed the
Division to contact all school districts and ask whether they would
be interested in having audit staff help them identify ways to operate
more efficiently.

To address the Commission’s change in the scope of the audit,
we changed the audit question and limited our work to reviewing
available expenditure, staffing, and output data. This audit now
answers the following question:

How do school districts compare on various measures of
efficiency?

To answer this question, we grouped all school districts into peer
groups with similar demographic characteristics, such as enrollment,
poverty, property values, geographic size, and student density. For
our review we chose five of those peer groups and calculated a variety
of efficiency measures—such as cost per student—for each of the
selected districts. Finally, we compared the districts within each peer
group based on those efficiency measures to identify similar districts
with higher or lower costs per student, which may be indicative of
districts that are operating more or less efficiently than their peers.

Our work focused on non-instructional, operational expenditures

at school districts, including expenditures for district and school
level administration, instruction and student support, operations and
maintenance, student transportation, and food services. We didn’t
evaluate the efficiency of districts’ instructional programs, because to
make such an analysis meaningful, it has to take into account student
performance.

In several instances, we contacted district officials to help determine
why some of the largest differences we saw existed, and to better
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understand districts’ particular situations. However, the reader should
be aware that other differences in the data presented in this report also
could be caused by expenditures districts made that were specific or
unique to their situations, or by differences in how districts recorded
and reported those data.

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards, except that we didn’t fully
assess the reliability of the school district data, for example the
expenditure and staffing data, used in this audit. As a standard part of
our preliminary review of those data, we visually reviewed the data
for reasonableness, which included looking for missing or duplicate
records, data that weren’t consistent with other related datasets,

and for other outliers that couldn’t be explained. In addition, we
interviewed Department staff to obtain a high-level understanding

of the controls they have in place to ensure the data are accurate.
That preliminary testing didn’t disclose any systematic problems

that would make the data grossly inaccurate, although there were
some significant outliers. These are discussed in our findings on data
reliability on page 17.

The standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings
and conclusions based on our audit objectives. Our findings begin on
page 5.
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Question 1: How Do School Districts Compare on Various
Measures of Efficiency?

Answer in Brief:

Our review of districts’ non-instructional spending showed that there’s
a lot of variation in spending per student among similar-sized districts.
When districts spent more per student than their peers in various
categories—such as district-level or school-level administration, or
instructional support, it tended to be in the area of staffing costs. In
addition, we found that school districts didn’t always report certain
types of data consistently, making meaningful comparisons difficult.
These and other findings are described in more detail in the sections
that follow.

By Comparing
Themselves To Their
Peers, School
Districts Can ldentify

Although most evaluations of school districts tend to focus on how
well the districts educate students, oversight bodies and citizens
increasingly are becoming more interested in how efficiently districts
are operating—uparticularly in light of the budget shortfalls that are

Areas Where They Could facing governments at all levels.

Become More Efficient

School efficiency audits focus on ways in which districts can change
the way they currently operate to essentially accomplish the same
outcomes using fewer resources, or to allow their existing resources
to become more productive. If fewer resources are needed, districts
can use the savings either to reduce costs or to redirect those
resources to other more important activities.

For any entity, one of the first steps toward becoming more efficient is
to identify areas where costs appear out-of-line compared with certain
benchmarks or comparison groups. An important way districts can
accomplish this is to compare their costs to those of similar districts.

To make meaningful efficiency comparisons, school districts need
comparable expenditure and staffing data for themselves and
their peers. Measures of efficiency are calculated ratios that capture
the relationship between inputs (the resources used) and outputs (the
things done or produced).

The kinds of input data needed for school districts to measure their
efficiency include such things as expenditures and staffing levels.
The kinds of output data they need include such things as average
class sizes, the number of students transported, the number of meals
served, and the square footage of building space maintained. Using
these types of data, good efficiency measures can be calculated such
as spending per student, spending per meal served, and staff per 500
students taught.
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Districts can then use these kinds of measures to compare themselves
to their peers. With good data and calculated efficiency measures,
districts can:

® Identify the functional areas of the district where costs may be
out-of-line—Functional areas represent the major activities of a district,
and include such areas as administration, operations and maintenance,
transportation, and food service. A simple set of efficiency measures
can be calculated by dividing total spending in each area by the
enroliment of the district. Districts can then compare their per-student
expenditures to their peers to identify where their costs appear to be low
or high.

® Identify the types of spending that account for significant
differences—This can be done by comparing costs on a per-student
basis at a more detailed level, such as looking at spending for specific
object codes such as salaries, benefits, purchased services, and
supplies.

® Use the datato help them understand why costs might be
different—For example, more spending per student for salaries could
mean that a district has more employees on average or that it pays its
employees more on average, or that it contracts out for some services
that other districts carry out in-house with district staff. More spending
per student on benefits may mean the district offers a more lucrative
benefits package than other districts. In order to really understand
these differences, a district would want to follow up with its peers to find
out what they actually do differently.

Although Spending Per
Student Primarily Was
Driven by Enrollment,
We Saw Significant
Differences Among
Similar-Sized Districts

As noted in the introduction to this report, the original scope of

this audit had two phases—a data phase where we would analyze
efficiency measures, and a fieldwork phase where we would visit
districts to follow up on areas where spending appeared to be out-of-
line to determine if there were ways districts could reduce costs.

To allow districts to focus on making budget cuts, the 2010
Commission suspended the fieldwork phase of the audit and directed
us to continue to review available school district data to determine
whether it showed any trends or patterns that could shed light on
districts’ efficiency. As a result, we limited our work to reviewing
available expenditure, staffing, and output data. Here’s what we did:

® We grouped all school districts into peer groups with similar
demographic characteristics, such as enrollment, poverty, property
values, geographic size, and student density. We chose five of those
peer groups, which included 121 of the 296 districts that existed
in 2006-07 and 2007-08. We specifically excluded districts that
consolidated in recent years, because the State has given these
districts financial incentives that, by default, allow them to operate less
efficiently for a period of time. These five peer groups include districts
of varying sizes, but should allow most districts to identify at least four to
five school districts that are very similar to them in terms of enrollment
levels and the other factors mentioned above.
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® We calculated a variety of efficiency measures for each of the selected
districts in the following operational areas: district-level and school-
level administration, instruction and student support, operations and
maintenance, student transportation, and food services. Our measures
covered the 2006-07 and 2007-08 school years, and for most areas,
cost per student was the most appropriate efficiency measure. These
measures, with a few exceptions, are an average of expenditures for the
two years. We used an average to minimize the effect of large, one-time
expenditures. In the few instances where expenditure data were missing
for one year (see our findings related to data reliability on page 17) we
used the remaining year’s data to calculate our measures.

® For student transportation and food services, we used different measures
of efficiency. Because districts don’t necessarily provide transportation to
all of their students, cost per student isn’t a particularly good measure of
efficiency. Instead, we used cost per rider as our efficiency measure. Also,
because transportation costs per rider are driven by several factors (e.g.,
the number of riders, the geographic size of the district, and how close the
riders live to school), we used statistical regression analysis to determine
an expected cost per rider for each district. In evaluating the efficiency
of a district's transportation services, if a district’'s actual cost per rider is
less than its expected cost per rider, the district likely provides efficient
transportation services. If the actual costs per rider are more than the
district’s expected costs, the district likely provides inefficient transportation
services.

For food services, cost per meal (rather than per student) would seem

like the most logical way to measure efficiency. However, because the
food costs reported to the Department include not only the cost of serving
meals, but also include sales of a la carte items, and sales to adults, we
couldn’t calculate a good cost per meal served. Also, Department officials
told us the most efficiently run food services programs are self-sufficient,
and don't have to be subsidized with transfers from a district's general fund
or local option budget. Therefore, we looked at the amount of transfers
per student that districts made to subsidize their food service programs

as our measure of efficiency. As with transportation, we used statistical
regression analysis to come up with an expected amount of transfers per
student, based on factors that drive the need for transfers (e.g., meal price,
number of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunches). Districts that
transfer less per student than expected are more efficient; districts that
transfer more per student are less efficient.

We didn’t evaluate the efficiency of districts’ instructional programs,
because to make such an analysis meaningful, it has to take into
account student performance, which is much more complex. We also
excluded expenditures related to special education because cooperative
arrangements between districts create distortions in the efficiency
measures. In addition, we excluded property and equipment purchases
because they can be very uneven from year-to-year.

We compared the districts within each peer group based on each
efficiency measure. We did this to identify the factors that are primarily
responsible for costs in each functional area, as well as to identify the
characteristics of districts that spend more than their peers. We also
developed a list of possible actions districts could take to reduce costs in
each functional area without hurting their ability to educate students.
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Figure 1-2
DISTRICT-LEVEL ADMINISTRATION
( R . S . . )
Staff and activities related to running the school district, including the board of education staff,
superintendent, superintendent’s staff, assistant superintendents, and area directors. y
( . ) . N
Things to Note About Examples of Things Districts Could Do To
District-Level Administration Reduce District-Level Administration Costs
Most spending on district administration is for: Partner with other organizations:
e Compensation (salaries and benefits) — 69% of total e partner with other districts for administrative tasks
spending e share staff with other districts
e Purchased Services — 22% of total spending e enter into joint purchasing agreements with other
districts or other organizations
The primary driver of spending per student on e make use of State contracts when purchasing
district administration is: equipment or supplies
e Enrollment — The more students there are in a e join the State health plan to reduce health insurance
district, the less it will tend to spend per student on costs
district administration. Reduce staffing costs:
Districts that spent more per student on district * outsource some administrative functions
administration compared with their peers tended to: * reduce the number of administrative staff
e have more administrative staff per student * (Tak? sure administrator pay is in line with peer
o spend more per student on property and liability Istricts _
insurance o don't allow overtime work for hourly employees
o pay more in compensation e minimize workers’ compensation costs by counting
only actual days worked (not contracted days)
¢ reduce staff leave costs by limiting amount of leave
time that can be accrued
Other strategies:
e automate some administrative tasks to reduce
processing and record storage costs
\_ . e make sure insurance rates are in line with peer
districts
(" District-Level Administration ) ¢ close huildings to reduce insurance costs
Spending Per Student vs. Enrollment \_ )
For 121 Selected Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a) e — — - ~N
$1.200 District-Level Administration
’ Spending Per Student by Object
For 121 Selected Districts
$1,000 2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
é $800 Average Expenditures
% Spending Object Per % of
5 $600 Student Total
o Salaries $272 58%
$400 Employee Benefits $51 11%
Purchased Services
$200 Vi $104 22%
Supplies $18 4%
$0 Other $23 5%
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000
’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ Total $469 100%
Enroliment
\_ /L J

(a) Spending amounts and enrollments are based on a two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for the 121 school districts we selected.
Sources: LPA analysis of selected districts' enrollment, staffing, and expenditures; LPA literature review.
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Figure 1-3

SCHOOL-LEVEL ADMINISTRATION

Staff and activities related to running a specific school, including the principal, assistant principals, and staff
located at the school buildings.
\_ J
4 . ) . N
Things to Note About Examples of Things Districts Could Do To
School-Level Administration Reduce School-Level Administration Costs
Most spending on school administration is for: Reduce staffing costs:
e Compensation (salaries and benefits) — 93% of total e reduce the number of school buildings
spending e outsource some administrative functions
The primary driver of spending per student on * reduce the number of administrative staff
school administration is: * make sure administrator pay is in line with peer
e Enrollment — The more students there are in a districts )
district, the less it will tend to spend per student on ¢ discontinue overtime for hourly employees
school administration. e share clencal_ staff, rather than hiring a secretary for
each professional staff person
Districts that spent more per student on school * :i?‘;jgiﬁasttizgebilzggstdby limiting amount of leave
administration compared with their peers tended to: u
¢ have more administrative staff per student Other strategies:
i i . . .
¢ an more in _p—ccr:m Iebns_lfat'lon e automate some administrative tasks to reduce
school buildings i
R processing and record storage costs
e jointly purchase goods and services (supplies) with
other schools
\_ J
( School-Level Administration )
Spending Per Student vs. Enrollment \_ Y,
For 121 Selected Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a) e ~N
School-Level Administration
$1,000 Spending Per Student by Object
For 121 Selected Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
- $800
é Average Expenditures
& $600 Spending Object Per % of
5 Student Total
by $400 Salaries $472 82%
Employee Benefits $66 11%
$200 Purchased Services $21 4%
o Supplies $10 2%
0 2,000 4,000 6,000 Other $4 1%
Total $574 100%
\_ Enroliment ) Y,

(a) Spending amounts and enroliments are based on a two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for the 121 school districts we selected.
Sources: LPA analysis of selected districts' enrollment, staffing, and expenditures; LPA literature review.

10

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit
08PA11 JULY 2009




\_

Figure 1-4
INSTRUCTION SUPPORT
(Staff and activities associated with helping the teachers with course content and providing learning )
experiences for students. Includes curriculum coordinators, training staff, library staff, and audio-visual
\ staff. Yy,
( )

Things to Note About
Instruction Support

Most spending on instruction support is for:
e Compensation (salaries and benefits) — 72% of total
spending
e Purchased Services — 13% of total spending
e Supplies — 12% of total spending

The primary driver of spending per student on
instruction support is:

e Enrollment — For districts with less than 2,100
students, the more students there are in a district,
the more it will tend to spend per student on
instruction support. For districts with more than
2,100 students, the more students there are, the less
it will tend to spend.

Districts that spent more per student on instruction
support compared with their peers tended to:

Examples of Things Districts Could Do To
Reduce Instruction Support Costs

Partner with other organizations:
o share staff like librarians, curriculum specialists, and
instructional coaches with other districts

Reduce staffing costs:
e contract with a service center for support services
e make sure the number of support staff is in line with
peer districts
o make sure staff pay is in line with peer districts
e regularly renegotiate any contracts for instruction
support services, to ensure competitive costs

Other strategies:

e eliminate out-of-state travel for professional
development

¢ jointly purchase good and services (computers,
library books, software licenses) with other districts

e spend more per student on compensation
¢ spend more per student on supplies
e spend more per student on purchased services
e miscode some of their expenditures between
instruction and student support
\_ J
(" Instruction Support )
Spending Per Student vs. Enrollment \_ )
For 121 Selected Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a) e - ~N
Instruction Support
$1,000 Spending Per Student by Object
For 121 Selected Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
- $800
_GE Average Expenditures
% $600 Spending Object Per % of
S Student Total
[oX
@0 $400 Salaries $191 63%
Employee Benefits $28 9%
$200 Purchased Services $40 13%
s Supplies $38 12%
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 Other $4 1%
Total $302 100%
Enroliment
\_ O\ J

(a) Spending amounts and enrollments are based on a two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for the 121 school districts we selected.
Sources: LPA analysis of selected districts' enroliment, staffing, and expenditures; LPA literature review.
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Figure 1-5

STUDENT SUPPORT

(. o . . .
Staff and activities designed to assess and improve the well-being of students and to supplement the
\teaching process. Includes such staff as social workers, counselors, nurses, and speech therapists.

( )

Things to Note About
Student Support

Most spending on student support is for:
e Compensation (salaries and benefits) — 89% of total
spending

The primary driver of spending per student on
student support is:
¢ Enrollment — For districts with less than 2.000

students, the more students there are in a district,
the more it will tend to spend per student on student
support. For districts with more than 2,000 students,
the more students there are, the less it will tend to
spend.

Districts that spent more per student on student
support compared with their peers tended to:

¢ spend more per student in all areas

e have more support staff per student

¢ miscode some of their expenditures between
instruction and student support

Examples of Things Districts Could Do To
Reduce Student Support Costs

Partner with other organizations:

e share staff like nurses, counselors, and social
workers with other districts or organizations

Reduce staffing costs:
e contract with a service center for support services
e contract the local health department for nursing
services
e make sure the number of support staff is in line with
peer districts
e make sure staff pay is in line with peer districts

Increase revenues:
o hill all eligible services to Medicaid

Other strategies:

e automate some administrative tasks to reduce
processing and record storage costs

\_ J
( Student Support )
Spending Per Student vs. Enrollment \_ )
For 121 Selected Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a) e ~N
Student Support
$1,000 Spending Per Student by Object
For 121 Selected Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
- $800
é Average Expenditures
& $600 Spending Object Per % of
5 Student Total
55: $400 Salaries $190 78%
Employee Benefits $27 11%
$200 / — Purchased Services $16 7%
Supplies $8 3%
$0
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 Other $2 1%
Total $242 100%
Enroliment
\_ /L J

(a) Spending amounts and enrollments are based on the two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for the 121 school districts we selected.

Sources: LPA analysis of selected districts' enrollment, staffing, and expenditures; LPA literature review.
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Figure 1-6

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

( )
Staff and activities related to keeping the buildings open, comfortable, and safe, and equipment in effective
working condition.

J
4 . N [ . _
Things to Note About Examples of Things Districts Could Do To
Operations and Maintenance Reduce Operations and Maintenance Costs
Most spending on operations and maintenance is Reduce staffing costs:
for: ¢ share maintenance staff with other departments,
e Compensation (salaries and benefits) — 43% of total such as transportation
spgp_ding _ ¢ make sure the number of maintenance staff is in line
o Utilities — 29% of total spending with peer districts, based on number of buildings,

age of buildings, and total square footage
¢ make sure staff pay is in line with peer districts
¢ discontinue overtime for hourly employees

The primary drivers of spending per student on
operations and maintenance are:

e Enrollment — The more students there are in a

district, the less it will tend to spend per student on Reduce utility costs:
operations and maintenance. ¢ develop a district energy management plan

o Number of Buildings — The more buildings in the
district, the more it will tend to spend per student. purchase utilities through an energy consortium

e Age and Size of Buildings — The older or larger a update mechanical systems, such as boilers and air
districts buildings are, the more it will tend to spend conditioning units, with energy-efficient units
per student. automate temperature controls and lighting

install hand blowers and automatically flushing toilets

use energy-efficient light bulbs

contract for an energy usage audit

Districts that spent more per student on operations
and maintenance compared with their peers tended install energy-efficient doors and windows
to: promote energy conservation among students and
e spend more per student on compensation staff
e spend more per student on utilities

Reduce repair costs:
¢ perform repairs and maintenance in-house rather
than contracting
¢ develop a facility maintenance plan

-
\_

perations and Maintenance e use preventive maintenance techniques
(" o) i d Mai ) p t t techniq
Spending Per Student vs. Enroliment \_ Y,
For 121 Selected Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a) e - - ~N
$1.600 Operations and Maintenance
’ Spending Per Student by Object
$1,400 For 121 Selected Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
= $1,200
9] Average Expenditures
=) . .
2 $1,000 Spending Object Per % of
5 $800 Student Total
o
Salaries 0
@ $600 $366 36%
Employee Benefits $70 7%
$400 -
Purchased Services $222 2204
$200 Supplies $345 34%
$0 Other $8 1%
0 2,000 4,000 6,000 Total $1.010 100%
Enroliment _
\ /L v

(a) Spending amounts and enroliments are based on a two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for the 121 school districts we selected.
Sources: LPA analysis of selected districts' enrollment, staffing, and expenditures; LPA literature review.
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Figure 1-7

STUDENT TRANSPORTATION

activities.

( L ) . .
Staff and activities related to transporting students to and from school, class trips, and extracurricular

\_

Things to Note About
Student Transportation

Most spending on transportation is for:
e Compensation (salaries and benefits) — 48% of total
spending
e Purchased Services — 27% of total spending
e Supplies — 22% of total spending

The primary drivers of spending per rider on
transportation are:

e # of Riders — The more riders there are in a district,
the less it will tend to spend per rider on student
transportation.

e Geographic Area — The larger the district, the more it
will tend to spend per rider.

e Mix of Riders — The more riders who live less than
2.5 miles from school there are, the less the district
will spend per rider.

Districts that spent more per rider on transportation
compared with their peers tended to:

e contract for bus services
e spend more per rider on compensation
o have more staff per rider

Note: We measured transportation efficiency by looking
at the amount of spending per rider (not total students).

( )

Reduce miles driven or students transported:

Partner with other organizations:

Reduce staffing costs:

Reduce other costs:

Examples of Things Districts Could Do To
Reduce Student Transportation Costs

¢ consolidate or eliminate routes

e use bus routing software to optimize bus routes

¢ reimburse parents for driving their kids to school

¢ only provide transportation to students who live more
than 2.5 miles from school (increases cost per rider,
but decreases total costs)

¢ reduce the number of activity trips and reduce the
number of buses that go on each trip

e partner with other districts or organizations to jointly
purchase fuel

¢ make sure drivers and maintenance staff wages are
in line with peer districts

e pay drivers by the trip, instead of by the hour

¢ discontinue overtime for hourly employees

e delay purchases of buses

¢ purchase used buses

e when possible, use cars or vans that don’t require a
bus driver

¢ perform maintenance in-house instead of contracting
it out

( Student Transportation )
Spending Per Rider vs. Number of Riders \_ )
For 121 Selected Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a) e - ~N
Student Transportation
$3,000 Spending Per Rider by Object
For 121 Selected Districts
$2,500 2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
g $2,000 Average Expenditures
@ Spending Object Per % of
e $1,500 Rider Total
A Salaries $379 41%
$1,000
Employee Benefits $65 7%
$500 Purchased Services $247 27%
%0 Supplies $202 22%
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 Other $24 3%
Total 0
Number of Riders eI 100%
\_ /L v

(a) Spending amounts and rider data are based on a two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for the 121 school districts we selected.
Sources: LPA analysis of selected districts' enrollment, staffing, and expenditures; LPA literature review.
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Figure 1-8

FOOD SERVICE

s

\_

Staff and activities related to providing food to students and staff.

( , N
Things to Note About

Food Service

Note: We measured food service efficiency by looking
at the amount of funding transferred to subsidize food
services divided by the enrollment of the district -

transfers per student.

Most spending on food service is for:

e Supplies — 54% of total spending

e Compensation (salaries and benefits) — 43% of total
spending

The primary drivers of food service transfers are:

o # of Lunches Served — The more meals served by a
district, the less it will tend to transfer per student.

¢ Lunch Prices — The more a district charges for
meals, the less it will tend to transfer.

e Adult and a la carte sales — The more adult meals
and a la carte items (e.qg., slices of pizza, salad bars)
the district sells, the less it will tend to transfer.

e % Free-Lunch Students — The more students there
are who qualify for free lunches, the more the district
will tend to transfer.

Districts that transfer more per student compared
with their peers tended to:
¢ spend more per student on compensation

Examples of Things Districts Could Do To
Reduce Food Service Transfers

Reduce food costs:
e enter into joint purchasing agreements with other
districts or organizations
e join a food purchasing consortium
¢ use federal commodities as much as possible
e control portion sizes to reduce waste

Reduce staffing costs:
e contract for food services

¢ share food service with other districts or other
organizations

e reduce food service staff

o make sure staff pay is in line with peer districts

¢ discontinue overtime for hourly employees

Increase revenues:
e improve the marketing of food service to increase
student participation
* improve meal quality, affordability, and nutritious
quality of meals to increase student participation
e raise meal prices to cover costs
e serve an attractive a la carte menu

\_ J
( Food Service )
Revenue Transfers Per Student vs. Enroliment \_
For 121 Selected Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a) e
Food Service
% $400 Spending Per Student by Object
= For 121 Selected Districts
&3 2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
®  $300 -
o Average Expenditures
& Spending Object Per % of
2]
% $200 Student Total
g Salaries $174 36%
: Employee Benefits $34 7%
] $100 -
S Purchased Services $7 204
>
2 Supplies $256 54%
$0 Other $6 1%
0 2,000 4,000 6,000
Total $478 100%
Enroliment
\_ O\
(a) Data are based on a two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for the 121 school districts we selected.
Sources: LPA analysis of selected districts' enrollment, staffing, and expenditures; LPA literature review.
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Our overall findings for the seven functional areas we looked at
are summarized in Figure 1-1. More detailed information for each
functional area is shown in the figures on page 9 to 15. Finally,
Appendix B shows the detailed efficiency measures for each of the
school districts we looked at, organized by peer group.

In each of the areas we reviewed, per-student spending was
driven by economies of scale. As expected, larger districts spent
more in total, but tended to spend less on a per-student basis (or per-
rider basis for transportation) than smaller districts. That’s because
larger districts have more students over whom they can spread their
costs (for example, the per-student cost of a superintendent is much
lower if there are 500 students than if there are only 100 students).

There were a couple of slight exceptions to this relationship—
instruction and student support— where per-student spending actually
increased as districts got larger, up until enroliments of approximately
2,000 students. This could be because very small districts tend not to
have a full-time position in these areas—such as a nurse—for student
support services. Once districts’ enrollment levels become slightly
larger (but still small)—they may hire a full-time nurse—and the per-
student cost for that position is much higher than in larger districts.
For enrollments greater than 2,000 students, per-student spending
decreased as enrollments increased.

Food services and student transportation are driven by factors in
addition to enrollment. An efficient food service program is self-
sufficient—if it generates enough revenues to cover its costs. If

a program isn’t self-sufficient, the district must subsidize it with
operating funds that could be used for other purposes, such as hiring
additional teachers. The factors that affect food services costs are
similar to those for other areas—staffing and supply costs. The
factors that affect revenues include meal prices, sales to the adult
staff, a la carte sales (e.g. individual pizza slices and salad bars), and
the number of students who receive free or reduced-price lunches.

Per-student transportation spending is driven by the number of
riders (economies of scale), the geographic size of the district (larger
districts are more expensive), and the share of a district’s riders

who live less than 2.5 miles from school (the more students who are
transported short distances, the lower the per-student spending).

When districts spent more per student than their similar-sized
peers in the various areas, it tended to be in the area of staffing
costs. In each of the seven areas, the districts that spent more than
their peers either spent more per student on compensation (salaries
and benefits) or reported having more staff per student. Besides
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spending on compensation, we noted some other trends among
districts that spent more than their peers:

@ districts that contracted for bus services tended to spend more per rider
on transportation

@ districts that operated more school buildings tended to spend more per
student on school-level administration

@ districts that spent more on district-level administration tended to spend
more on property and liability insurance

It’s important to keep in mind that there’s a limit to what can be
concluded about a district’s efficiency just from analyzing the
data. The data can help identify where a district spends more (e.qg.,
salaries for district administration), but not why it spends more.
Understanding that requires a deeper look at the processes and
procedures of the district and its peers.

School districts didn’t always report certain types of data
consistently, making meaningful comparisons difficult. As noted
earlier, school districts need comparable expenditure and staffing
data for themselves and their peers to make meaningful comparisons
regarding how efficiently they are operating. One of the problems
we encountered during this audit was with the reliability of the data
school districts provided to the Department. Some of the issues we
found included:

@ Districts sometimes mis-categorize expenditures, especially
between student support and instruction support—While the State
accounting handbook provided by the Department provides good
guidance to districts on how to categorize spending, districts don’t
always follow it. For example, the Goessel school district reported
spending an average of $4 per student on student support services for
the 2006-07 and 2007-08 school years (on average, the 121 districts
we looked at spend $242 per student). When we followed up with the
district, officials told us they contract with a service center for a variety of
support services, including psychological services. While these services
clearly are defined as student support in the state handbook, the district
categorizes these and other expenditures with the service center as
instruction. We found similar problems in a 2002 audit looking at school
district budget formats.

® The staffing data districts report aren’t always reliable—We
identified a number of situations where a district’s staffing data weren’t
consistent with their expenditure data, such as districts that reported
spending for salaries in a functional area but no staff. For example, in
2007, the Eureka school district reported just more than $135,000 in
salaries for non-certified school-level administrative staff, yet the district's
staffing data showed no such employees. In other cases we saw the
opposite, such as the Kingman-Norwich school district, which reported
having almost five non-certified school-level administrative staff in 2007
and 2008, but didn’t report any salary expenditures for these employees.
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In general, most districts probably categorized their expenditure and

staffing data correctly. However, this kind of misreporting, even if

it’s relatively rare, causes problems when trying to compare districts

to identify areas where they could become more efficient. For
example, it would be impossible for the Goessel school district to

make meaningful comparisons of its per-student spending on either

student support or instruction support.

Conclusion:

As directed by the 2010 Commission, this audit was limited to

looking only at high-level school district data maintained by the
Department of Education to try to identify patterns or trends that
might shed more light on districts’ operational efficiency. Although

we realize that on-site audits can take district officials’ time and

resources, and that district officials have been scouring their budgets
looking for ways to reduce costs without harming their educational
programs if possible, we think the efficiency audits envisioned in the

enabling legislation that created the Commission can serve a vital role

in helping districts identify additional efficiencies that may exist.

We strongly believe that the current fiscal situation—which may

linger for some time—makes it all the more important that school
districts find ways to make their operations more efficient. That’s

true not only from districts’ perspective, but also from the State’s

perspective, which currently spends more than $3.3 billion a year on
educating K-12 students.

Recommendations for
Executive Action:

1. To help ensure that the expenditure and staffing data school
districts report to the Department of Education are complete and
categorized accurately, and to provide districts, school boards,
Department officials, and the Legislature with more meaningful
information for comparison purposes, the Department should
provide additional guidance to district staff on how to report their
expenditures according to the Kansas Accounting Notebook. In
developing that guidance, the Department should place particular
emphasis on the areas of student support, instruction support,
district-level administration, and school-level administration.
Those are areas school districts frequently report their expenditure
or staffing data inaccurately. The Department also should provide
additional guidance to district staff on how to properly categorize
staffing counts in their annual personnel reports.
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Recommendations for
Legislative Action:

1. To help ensure that the expenditure and staffing data that school

districts report to the Department of Education are complete and
categorized accurately, and to provide districts, school boards,
Department officials, and the Legislature with more meaningful
information for comparison purposes, the House Education
Committee or Senate Education Committee should introduce
legislation requiring school districts to have those reports audited
as part of their annual financial audits.

To help identify ways districts can make their operations more
efficient without harming their educational programs, the
Legislative Post Audit Committee or the 2010 Commission
should consider approving an in-depth efficiency audit looking at
whether school districts are managing their personnel, facilities,
and other resources in an efficient and economical manner.
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APPENDIX A

Scope Statement

This appendix contains the scope statement approved by the 2010 Commission at its
October 9, 2007 meeting. In May 2009, to allow districts to focus on making budget cuts, the
2010 Commission suspended the fieldwork phase of the audit, and directed us to continue to
review available school district data to determine whether it showed any trends or patterns that
could shed light on districts’ efficiency. As a result, we limited our work to reviewing available
expenditure, staffing, and output data. This audit now answers only the following question:

How do school districts compare on various measures of efficiency?

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit
08PA11 JULY 2009

21



SCOPE STATEMENT
K-12 Education: School District Efficiency Audits

House Bill 2247, which was passed by the 2005 Legislature, increased State funding for

school districts by more than $145 million for the 2005-06 school year. In order to ensure
greater accountability on the part of school districts for the use of State funds, the bill also
established the school district audit team within the Legislative Division of Post Audit to conduct
performance audits and “monitor school district funding and other oversight issues through audit
work as directed by the 2010 Commission.” According to the bill, the topics for the school
district performance audits could include:

the accuracy of school expenditures, reports or other information;

how school districts use the funding received from the state;

the relationship between school funding levels and costs;

the weights of various education program components or the level of equity achieved by the
funding system;

whether funding levels for education programs or students are keeping up with the actual costs
school districts report;

the basis for changes in school district costs;

the reasonableness of the amount and type of actual or budgeted expenditures compared with
historical costs or with costs of other districts;

options for modifying the school funding formula;

other finance issues identified as needing further study;

whether a school district has adequate operating or administrative procedures and fiscal controls
and whether it is efficiently managed;

best practices or innovative procedures, practices or controls operating within any school districts
that could present opportunities for other school districts to operate more efficiently; and

any other topic as directed by the 2010 Commission

Many of the potential topics listed in the bill relate to how efficiently and effectively

school districts use their State funding. Therefore, these school district performance audits
would look at the efficiency of many aspects of school districts’ operations by answering the
following questions:

Do the districts manage their personnel, facilities, and other resources in an efficient
and economical manner? To answer this question, we would review the district
expenditure data for the last five years for a small sample of districts to identify areas
where spending has increased rapidly, appears to be excessive when compared with peer
districts, or exceeds standard benchmarks. For the sample districts, we would assess
whether district officials collect and analyze appropriate management data to help operate
the district efficiently. We would compare the districts’ staffing levels to their peer
districts and standard benchmarks to identify any areas that might be overstaffed. We
also would review the number of buildings operated by the sample districts, their capital
outlay costs, maintenance costs, and use of space to determine if all facilities are needed
and whether the space is used efficiently.
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2. Do the districts follow best practices for financial management to ensure that their
financial resources are protected? To answer this question, we would examine the
sample district’s cash management and investment activities to determine whether they
comply with the law and whether the maximum amount of interest is being earned on
funds available for investment. We would review the districts’ purchasing policies and
practices, including their use of business procurement cards, to determine whether they
are reasonable and comply with State laws. We would determine if the districts have
adequate controls in place to keep track of their equipment and supplies, and to avoid
unnecessary purchases. We also would review the districts’ financial audit reports for the
last few years and follow up to ensure the districts have corrected any problems identified
by the auditors.

Estimated Resources: 3 staff (14-16 weeks)
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APPENDIX B

Detailed Information for Non-Instructional Operating Costs
for the 121 Districts Included in Our Review

This appendix contains detailed information for the 121 districts included in our review.
The information is grouped and shown by district peer group, with a total of five peer groups
included. For each district peer group, we’ve included three pieces of information:

® Demographic information: We used this information to help categorize the districts into peer
groups. The characteristics we used included enrollment, % bilingual students, average property
assessment values, the number of students per square mile, and the % of students eligible for the
federal free lunch program. These five peer groups include districts of varying sizes, but should allow
most districts to identify at least four to five school districts that are very similar to them in terms of
enrollment levels and the other factors mentioned above.

® Graphed cost information for the non-operational areas included in our review: The cost areas
include district-level and school-level administration, instruction and student support, operations and
maintenance, transportation services, and food services. For most of the cost areas, we've graphed
the total cost per student against enrollment. There are two exceptions:

» For transportation services, rather than using expenditures per student, the charts show expendi-
tures per rider, graphed against the number of riders. Because districts don’t necessarily provide
transportation to all of their students, cost per student isn’t a particularly good measure of efficien-
cy. Instead, we used cost per rider as our efficiency measure. Also, because transportation costs
per rider are driven several factors (e.g., the number of riders, the geographic size of the district,
and how close the riders live to school), we used statistical regression analysis to determine an
expected cost per rider for each district.

» For food services, the charts show the amount of transfers per student that districts made from
either their general funds or local option budgets, graphed against enrollment. Cost per meal
(rather than per student) would seem like the most logical way to measure efficiency. However,
because the food costs reported to the Department include not only the cost of serving meals, but
also include sales of a la carte items, and sales to adults, we couldn’t calculate a good cost per
meal served. Also, Department officials told us the most efficiently run food services programs
are self-sufficient, and don’t have to be subsidized with transfers from a district’s general fund or
local option budget. Therefore, districts with little or no transfers are more efficient than districts
that regularly transfer from those funds.

Regardless of the cost area, the points plotted on each of the graphs are an average of the expendi-
tures or transfers for two school years—2006-07 and 2007-08. This is to minimize the effect of large,
one time expenditures. In the few instances where expenditure data were missing for one year (see
our findings related to data reliability on page 17) we used the remaining year’s data to calculate our
measures.

@® Detailed expenditure information: Finally, the last set of tables for each district peer group includes
detailed expenditure information. For most of the cost areas the information is sorted by the primary
cost driver—student enroliment.

Because the primary drivers for student transportation and food services are more complex, we used
statistical regression analysis to come up with an estimate of what the cost per rider (transportation)
or transfers per student (food service) should be for a district. The detailed expenditure information is
sorted based on these estimates—transportation data are sorted by expected cost per rider, and food
services data are sorted by expected transfers per student.

As with the graphed cost information mentioned above, the detailed expenditure information is an
average of expenditures or transfers for two school years—2006-07 and 2007-08.
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Guidance on Using the Detailed Information
For Non-Instructional Operating Costs
To Compare School Districts on Various Measures of Efficiency

We envision that school districts can use the comparative data in this appendix to at least preliminarily
identify cost areas where spending may be out-of-line. Because information is arranged by district peer
group, districts should be able to identify at least four to five school districts that are very similar to them in
terms of enrollment levels and other demographic factors.

Once districts have identified those peers, here is some guidance on how to use the comparative efficiency
measures in this appendix:

® Identify the functional areas of the district where costs may be out-of-line—Functional areas
represent the major activities of a district, and include such areas as administration, operations and
maintenance, transportation, and food service. A simple set of efficiency measures can be calculated
by dividing total spending in each area by the enroliment of the district. Districts can then compare their
per-student expenditures to their peers to identify where their costs appear to be low or high.

@® Identify the types of spending that account for significant differences—This can be done by
comparing costs on a per-student basis at a more detailed level, such as looking at spending for
specific object codes such as salaries, benefits, purchased services, and supplies.

@® Use the datato help understand why costs might be different—For example, more spending per
student for salaries could mean that a district has more employees on average, or that it pays its
employees more on average, or that it contracts out for some services that other districts carry out in-
house with district staff. More spending per student on benefits may mean the district offers a more
lucrative benefits package than other districts. In order to really understand these differences, a district
would want to follow up with its peers to find out what they actually do differently.

In general, costs per student should decrease as enrollments increase. As districts review the various
efficiency measures for the non-instructional operating costs included in our review, they should keep in
mind that economies of scale should apply—Iarger districts may spend more in total, but they should spend
less on a per-student basis (or per-rider basis for transportation) than smaller districts. For example, in the
following figure, we show the total non-instruction operating costs per student for each of the 121 districts
we reviewed, graphed against student enroliment. While there is a fair amount of variation in costs, the
general trend is for costs to decrease as enrollments increase.

Total Non-Instruction Operating Costs
per Student for 121 Districts
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years(a)

$5,000
$4!000 \
$3,000
$2,000
$1,000

$0

0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000

(a) Spending amounts and enroliments are based on atwo-year average (2006-07
and 2007-08) .
Sources: LPA analysis of selected districts enrollments and expenditures.
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Demographic Information - District Peer Group A

* Small rural districts

* Low poverty, few bilingual students
» Moderate property values

District Characteristics
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
District Student % Free Assessed
% Bilingual Students per
Enrollment Lunch Students Property per Square Mile
(FTE) Students Student

432 - VICTORIA 257.1 6% 0.0% $117,486 1.3
411 - GOESSEL 258.4 11% 0.0% $44,779 2.3
354 - CLAFLIN 260.0 12% 0.0% $80,352 1.6
293 - QUINTER 305.6 17% 0.0% $61,074 0.8
224 - CLIFTON-CLYDE 310.6 24% 0.0% $66,608 1.2
381 - SPEARVILLE 342.8 11% 0.0% $44,184 1.9
223 - BARNES 354.4 20% 0.4% $67,081 0.9
388 - ELLIS 363.2 15% 0.0% $81,281 1.3
448 - INMAN 418.6 13% 0.0% $56,807 2.9
423 - MOUNDRIDGE 438.7 15% 0.0% $96,124 2.8
329 - MILL CREEK VALLEY 477.2 17% 0.0% $70,471 1.2
206 - REMINGTON-WHITEWATER 531.6 16% 0.7% $62,037 2.1
306 - SOUTHEAST OF SALINE 696.2 12% 0.0% $90,083 3.2
(a) All data are based on the two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for each district.

Source: LPA analysis of district information provided by the Department of Education.
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. District-Level Administration
Graphed Cost Information - Peer Group A Cost Per Student
$1,250
Peer Group Characteristics . $1,000
. . c
* 13 small rural districts g
. S $750
* Low poverty, few bilingual students &
* Moderate property values 5 $500
: \
These figures show: o %250
* cost per student or rider, or transfers per student for %0
_the d|str|9ts in this peer group for the functional areas 0 2,000 4000 6.000
included in our review. Enroliment
School-Level Administration Instruction Support Cost Per Student
Cost Per Student
$1,000 $750
$800 T $600
= E
[ -
T $600 P 3450
7 &
$  s400 2 $300
5 (@)
o ©
O $200 $150
@
$0 $0
0 2,000 4,000 6,000 0 2,000 4,000 6,000
Enrollment Enrollment
Student Support Cost Per Student Ops & Maintenance Cost Per Student
$750 $1,500
T $600 & $1,200
© o
2 2
P $450 P $900
[ ()
o a
% $300 @ $600
©] O
@ @
5150 /—\ $300
$0 $0
0 2,000 4,000 6,000 0 2,000 4,000 6,000
Enrollment Enrollment
Transportation Cost Per Rider Transfers Per Student Into Food Program
$3,000 S $500
o
- 2
g $2400 3400
x &
5 $1,800 o $300
B 5
S $1,200 & $200
@ =
$600 § $100
[
q>) \
$0 4 $0
@
0 1,500 3,000 4,500 0 2,000 4,000 6,000
Riders Enrollment

Spending amounts, enroliments, rider data, and revenue transfers are based on the two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-2008) for all districts within the peer group.
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NON-INSTRUCTIONAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER STUDENT: DISTRICT PEER GROUP A

SCHOOL DISTRICTS

— S [} % = 3 2
MEASURES (a) fa | 85| s | €2 | O | S| 85 | 2ea | 52 | £ |83 |28%a| 5@
L. Fi] T W £ o N T © <N = @ 1= E%l SR £88 29
-;SL 83 oL 3 gi\‘, 2 gd [T 3 ER =>2|EEC SN2
S n = = x 2 b
Sorted by:
Enrollment (FTE) 257.1 258.4 260.0 305.6 310.6 342.8 354.4 363.2 418.6 438.7 477.2 531.6 696.2
Primary Efficiency Measure:
Expenditures per FTE
District-Level Administration
Expenditure Breakdown
Salaries $342 $336 $412 $224 $262 $428 $414 $383 $350 $413 $300 $288 $253
Employee Benefits $87 $56 $49 $61 $32 $52 $108 $60 $74 $37 $54 $20 $26
Purchased Services $145 $321 $83 $260 $90 $107 $142 $183 $85 $138 $106 $38 $124
Supplies $7 $5 $11. $15) $8| $0 $17 $12 $0 $40 $36 $47 $46|
Other $29 $39 $57, 36| $10, $0 $0 $29 $67. $32| $4 $0 $42|
Avg Expend per Student $610 $758 $612 $565 $401 $586 $681 $667 $576 $660 $500 $394 $490
Staffing Information
Total District Admin Staff 25 2.3 3.0 2.5 3.3 3.1 3.6 3.2 4.3 3.3 4.3 3.0 3.0
# staff/500 students 4.9 4.5 5.7 4.1 5.3 4.5 5.1 4.3 5.1 3.7 4.5 2.8 2.2
School-Level Administration
Expenditure Breakdown
Salaries $667 $601 $607 $604 $473 $520 $457 $482 $420 $468 $571 $526 $363
Employee Benefits $139 $64 $65 $134 $54 $64 $116 $75 $31 $53 $73 $37 $35
Purchased Services $20 $55 $19 $6 $88 $17 $0 $15 $0 $0 $15 $15 $0)
Supplies $4 $1 $11. $5 $24] $0 $0 $12 $0 $0, $22 $4 $6)
Other $0 $9 $6. $4 $1| $0 $0 $2| $0 $5 $0 $0 $(=)|
Avg Expend per Student $830 $730 $708 $752 $640 $601 $573 $586 $452 $526 $681 $581 $404
Staffing Information
Total School Admin Staff 4.0 35 3.2 4.0 3.9 4.0 3.6 3.6 5.0 6.5 6.8 5.4 6.4]
# staff/500 students 7.8 6.8 6.2 6.5 6.3 5.8 5.1 5.0 6.0 7.4 7.1 5.1 4.6
Instructional Support Services
Expenditure Breakdown
Salaries $140 $9 $246 $56 $74 $12 $197 $276 $14 $347 $242 $3 $34
Employee Benefits $40 $0 $42 $30 $6 $0 $41 $39 $3 $28 $57 $0 $2)
Purchased Services $73 $72 $55 $0 $14 $52 $50 $62 $88 $64 $42 $57 $3
Supplies $38 $79 $59 $29 $33 $30 $1 $31 $17 $45 $52 $95 $7]
Other $4 $17. $0, $42]| $2| $0 $0 $1] $7 $0 $0 $11 Sgl
Avg Expend per Student $295 $177 $402 $157 $129 $94 $290 $408 $129 $484 $392 $156 $76
Staffing Information
Total Instruc Supp. Staff 1.0 1.8 25 2.0 1.9 2.2 1.9 2.8 25 3.7 6.4 3.6 1.8
# staff/500 students 1.9 35 4.8 3.3 3.1 3.2 2.6 3.8 3.0 4.2 6.7 3.4 1.3
Student Support Services
Expenditure Breakdown
Salaries $378 $4 $273 $65 $270 $196 $230 $257 $0 $203 $115 $77 $47
Employee Benefits $91 $0 $32 $30 $39 $20 $30 $49 $0 $22 $21 $6 $4
Purchased Services $6 $0 $1 $19 $16 $9 $0 $0 $32 $2 $25 $0 $0)
Supplies $2 $0 $18 $113 $12 $9 $0 $6 $0 $0, $4 $9 $3]
Other $0 $0 $0 $8, $1] $0 $0 $0 $15 $0 $0, $0 $C=)|
Avg Expend per Student $477| $4 $325 $235] $337[ $234 $260 $312 $46 $227] $165 $92 $54]
Staffing Information
Total Student Supp. Staff 2.4 0.8 2.3 2.7 1.8 1.2 2.0 3.0 2.6 1.4 1.5 3.0 3.0
# staff/500 students 4.7 15 4.4 4.4 2.9 1.8 2.8 4.1 3.1 1.6 1.6 2.8 2.2
Operations and Maintenance
Expenditure Breakdown
Salaries $538 $404 $380 $311 $285 $356 $357 $365 $482 $415 $374 $445 $332
Employee Benefits $189 $55 $54 $109 $27 $35 $80 $51 $34 $38 $91 $33 $36)
Purchased Services $79 $214 $377 $70 $242 $340 $349 $75 $264 $250 $303 $217 $170
Supplies $446 $461 $394 $483 $370 $347 $259 $597 $370 $476 $458 $385 $286
Other $0 $0 $19 $1| $0 $0 $87 $2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $=1I
Avg Expend per Student $1,251 $1,135 $1,224 $974 $924 $1,079 $1,131 $1,091 $1,150 $1,179 $1,226 $1,080 $824
Utility Costs per Student
Water $28 $30 $37 $31 $27 $32 $13 $28 $29 $15 $26 $38 $0,
Heating $203 $165 $167 $185 $130 $139 $136 $156 $92 $177 $182 $117 $0
Electricity $158 $169 $166 $183 $177 $155 $116 $389 $172 $196 $186 $184 $204
Staffing Information
Total Oper/Maint Staff 6.0 25 0.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 55 4.0 6.1 5.8 75 8.5 6.7
# staff/500 students 11.7 4.8 0.0 6.5 6.4 5.8 7.8 5.5 7.2 6.6 7.9 8.0 4.8
Food Expend per FTE(b) $675 $507 $575 $669 $493 $487 $603 $402 $409 $499 $449 $443 $500
Transportation Expend per FTE(b) $414 $542 $597 $814 $467 $436 $582 $467 $373 $321 $627 $587 $466
Total Non-Instructional Costs (c) $4,553 $3,852 $4,444 $4,166 $3,392 $3,516 $4,121 $3,935 $3,135 $3,895 $4,040 $3,332 $2,814]

Source: LPA analysis of data provided by the Kansas Department of Education and individual school districts.
(a) Expenditures for property and equipment are excluded
(b) Detailed expenditure information is shown on page 30.
(c) Due to rounding, adding the individual measures may not equal the total shown.
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FOOD SERVICES: DISTRICT PEER GROUP A

For food services--as our measure of efficiency--we looked at the amount of transfers per student that districts made from either their general fund or local
option budget to subsidize their food service programs. We used statistical regression analysis to come up with an expected amount of transfers per
student, based on factors that drive the need for transfers (e.g., meal price, number of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunches). Districts that
Jtransfer less per student than expected are more efficient; districts that transfer more per student are less efficient.

SCHOOL DISTRICTS
£ £ 3 s ~ o 3 . -
MEASURES (@) 5z |2Sg| 25 |855| 2 | g | Sa | 5 |G | ea | 62| £ | &g
o =T T [CR—E\] Iy = N T Q T 0 N = @ oo 20 £ o
52 [E£8| 5% |=S¢| =2 8o g e 5 e 59 oo &= ST EA
w g 2 = ® £= o >
h x 3 = ()
Enrollment (FTE) 696.2 531.6 438.7 477.2 418.6 354.4 342.8 260.0 310.6 363.2 258.4 257.1 305.6]
Sorted by:
Expected Transfers per FTE (b) $33 $42 $42 $47 $51 $64 $66 $76 $88 $109 $118 $135 $153
Primary Efficiency Measure:
Actual Transfers per FTE $78 $47 $80 $53 $30 $52 $79 $212 $73 $23 $113 $329 $244
Expenditure Breakdown
Salaries $202 $217 $148 $201 $185 $237 $175 $274 $201 $161 $195 $247 $213
Employee Benefits $24 $16 $14 $34 $15 $32 $24 $46 $20 $23 $26 $113 $71
Purchased Services $0 $5 $0 $6 $0 $23 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6 $0|
Supplies $269 $199 $336 $204 $208 $309 $280 $255 $269 $216 $282 $307 $384
Other $5 $5 $0 $4 $1 $2 $8 $0 $3 $1 $3 $2 k|
Avg Expend per Student (c) $500 $443 $499 $449 $409 $603 $487 $575 $493 $402 $507 $675 $669
Staffing Information
Total Food Service Staff 5.6 52 3.7 6.0 52 3.9 3.8 3.8 2.9 2.7 4.0 3.8 5.0
# staff/500 students 4.0 4.9 4.2 6.3 6.2 5.5 5.5 7.3 4.7 3.7 7.7 7.3 8.2
Revenue Information
Average Lunch Price $1.82 $1.87 $1.98 $1.92 $1.83 $1.90 $1.83 $1.91 $1.71 $1.52 $1.63 $1.54 $1.42
% eligible free lunches 12% 16% 15% 17% 13% 20% 11% 12% 24% 15% 11% 6% 17%
% of sales non reimbursable (d) 21% 6% 3% 7% 6% 47% 3% 12% 15% 11% 15% 7% 16%
IMeals/Snacks Served
# of Breakfasts served - 9,253 17,174 18,934 - 9,296 - 3,456 12,153 8,330 - 2,187 10,293
# of Lunches served 100,789 73,317 59,308 59,083 65,098 46,491 50,576 36,904 46,739 53,632 39,500 41,137 45,599
# of Sna_cks served - 377 - - 1,262 - - - - - - - -

(a) Expenditures for property and equipment are excluded.

(b) Expected transfers are based on LPA regression analysis. See page 7 for more information.

(c) Due to rounding, adding the individual measures may not equal the total shown.

(d) Nonreimbursable sales are sales of food items that are not reimbursable under the National School Lunch Program, including sales to adults and a la carte items like fruit, pizza slices, and
salad.

Source: LPA analysis of data provided by the Department of Education and individual school districts for the 2006-07 and 2007-08 school years.

TRANSPORTATION: DISTRICT PEER GROUP A

For transportation, we used cost per rider as our efficiency measure. Because transportation costs per rider are driven by several factors (such as the
number of riders, the geographic size of the district, and how close the riders live to school), we used statistical regression analysis to determine an
expected cost per rider for each district. If a district’s actual cost per rider is less than its expected cost per rider, the district likely provides efficient
Jtransportation services. If actual costs per rider are more than the district’s expected costs, the district likely provides inefficient transportation services.

SCHOOL DISTRICTS (NON-CONTRACTING) (a)
o Lo < @ ) —
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Enrollment (FTE) 696.2 531.6 258.4 305.6 418.6 342.8 310.6 477.2 354.4 260.0 363.2 438.7 257.1
Sorted by:
Expected Cost per Rider (d) $522 $715 $737 $791 $865 $922 $944 $1,044 $1,056 $1,078 $1,140 $1,157 $1,528
Primary Efficiency Measure:
Actual Cost per Rider $460 $715 $760 $1,113 $761 $803 $655 $929 $761 $1,375 $1,409 $928 $1,637
Expenditure Breakdown
Salaries $232 $385 $418 $623 $387 $39 $368 $478 $415 $728 $886 $416 $221]
Employee Benefits $27 $32 $32 $201 $29 $3 $60 $100 $37 $62 $84 $36 $24|
Purchased Services $27 $87 $90 $53 $167 $663 $13 $29 $71 $61 $41 $224 $1,041
Supplies $99 $211 $190 $160 $159 $81 $212 $313 $234 $516 $390 $237 $292]
Other $76 $0 $30 $76 $19 $17 $2 $8 $3 $7 $7 $15 Sg.
Avg Expend per Rider (e) $460 $715 $760 $1,113 $761 $803 $655 $929 $761 $1,375 $1,409 $928 $1,637
Staffing Information
Total Transportation Staff 2.8 5.4 6.5 6.5 6.0 0.0 33 5.5 2.7 19 25 3.8 0.0
# staff/500 riders 2.0 6.2 17.7 14.5 14.6 0.0 7.3 8.5 5.0 8.4 10.2 125 0.0]
Students Transported
# Riders 705 437 184 224 205 186 222 322 271 113 121 152 65
% Riders transported > 2.5 Miles 96% 94% 78% 50% 82% 89% 98% 94% 98% 85% 60% 95% 100%
% Riders transported < 2.5 Miles 4% 6% 22% 50% 18% 11% 2% 6% 2% 15% 40% 5% 0%
IMiles Driven
# of Miles Driven 229,389 235,431 98,954| 132,811 102,692 30,626 109,972 160,665 190,235 116,220 122,744 70,545 23,977
Cost per mile driven $1.41 $1.33 $1.41 $1.87 $1.52 $4.88 $1.32 $1.86 $1.08 $1.34 $1.38 $1.99 $4.44

(a) None of the districts in this peer group contract for transportation services, though two districts reimburse parents for some transportation costs.
(b) Expenditures for property and equipment are excluded.

(c) Districts reimburse parents for some transportation costs rather than operating their own system.

(d) Expected costs per rider are based on LPA regression analysis. See page 7 for more information.

(e) Due to rounding, adding the individual measures may not equal the total shown.

Source: LPA analysis of data provided by the Department of Education and individual school districts for the 2006-07 and 2007-08 school years.
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Demographic Information - District Peer Group B

* Small and medium rural districts

» Moderate poverty, very few bilingual students
* Low property values

District Characteristics
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
District o
Student % Free % Bilingual Assessed Students per
Enroliment Lunch Students Property per Square Mil
(FTE) Students Student quare Mile

355 - ELLINWOOD 437.4 25% 0.0% $64,616 2.8
330 - MISSION VALLEY 501.1 23% 0.1% $60,934 1.4
258 - HUMBOLT 503.1 33% 0.0% $50,087 4.0
376 - STERLING 532.9 33% 0.0% $43,784 3.4
346 - JAYHAWK 536.8 34% 0.0% $54,480 1.8
251 - NORTH LYON CO. 553.1 20% 0.0% $51,967 1.3
252 - SOUTHERN LYON CO. 555.4 22% 0.0% $54,613 1.9
243 - LEBO-WAVERLY 557.2 25% 0.0% $45,271 2.2
288 - CENTRAL HEIGHTS 575.7 26% 0.0% $39,707 4.1
239 - NORTH OTTAWA CO. 582.4 23% 0.0% $53,045 1.4
327 - ELLSWORTH 586.2 21% 0.0% $53,599 1.4
431 - HOISINGTON 602.6 28% 0.0% $54,015 2.1
408 - MARION-FLORENCE 607.4 25% 0.0% $46,010 2.6
389 - EUREKA 613.7 34% 0.0% $47,152 1.1
325 - PHILLIPSBURG 632.5 25% 0.0% $42,579 1.8
205 - BLUESTEM 646.4 21% 0.0% $43,926 1.9
211 - NORTON 658.6 25% 0.0% $36,569 1.7
420 - OSAGE CITY 686.1 26% 0.0% $41,213 54
377 - ATCHISON CO. 689.0 23% 0.0% $52,637 2.0
273 - BELOIT 716.8 21% 0.0% $55,572 1.7
364 - MARYSVILLE 741.1 25% 0.0% $65,693 2.3
484 - FREDONIA 754.2 33% 0.0% $51,775 1.9
287 - WEST FRANKLIN 785.6 28% 0.0% $47,656 3.5
417 - MORRIS CO. 804.4 28% 0.0% $63,596 15
495 - FORT LARNED 875.6 31% 0.0% $50,615 1.7
473 - CHAPMAN 914.1 22% 0.0% $60,407 1.7
315 - COLBY 957.8 23% 0.1% $59,408 2.1
407 - RUSSELL CO. 959.6 31% 0.0% $73,096 1.2
312 - HAVEN 1,032.2 22% 0.0% $53,961 3.7
331 - KINGMAN-NORWICH 1,056.3 27% 0.0% $67,942 1.9
365 - GARNETT 1,120.3 32% 0.0% $52,870 2.6
382 - PRATT 1,138.5 25% 0.0% $56,674 4.3
379 - CLAY CENTER 1,342.1 21% 0.0% $44,625 2.1
(a) All data are based on the two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for each district.

Source: LPA analysis of district information provided by the Department of Education.
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. District-Level Administration
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Spending amounts, enrollments, rider data, and revenue transfers are based on the two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-2008) for all districts within the peer group.
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Demographic Information - District Peer Group C

* Small and medium rural districts

* Low poverty, very few bilingual students
* Low property values

District Characteristics
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
pistrict Student % Free Assessed
% Bilingual Students per
Enrollment Lunch Students Property per Square Mile
(FTE) Students Student

463 - UDALL 387.1 18% 0.0% $36,891 2.8
406 - WATHENA 408.3 19% 0.0% $34,755 5.2
338 - VALLEY FALLS 413.3 16% 0.0% $34,641 3.6
421 - LYNDON 457.3 17% 0.0% $44,189 4.2
307 - ELL SALINE 457.6 17% 0.0% $39,893 2.0
442 - NEMAHA VALLEY 482.5 13% 0.0% $54,691 4.2
339 - JEFFERSON CO. NORTH 490.0 16% 0.0% $32,133 4.3
439 - SEDGWICK 523.8 16% 0.0% $25,343 12.5
342 - MCLOUTH 533.9 21% 0.0% $53,686 5.9
356 - CONWAY SPRINGS 561.8 17% 0.0% $32,774 3.6
240 - TWIN VALLEY 620.7 18% 0.0% $42,197 2.3
410 - DURHAM-HILLSBORO-LEHIGH 630.7 20% 0.0% $49,505 2.7
378 - RILEY CO. 649.8 13% 0.0% $45,620 4.1
449 - EASTON 667.5 14% 0.0% $45,427 5.7
372 - SILVER LAKE 705.0 10% 0.0% $38,288 7.5
440 - HALSTEAD 759.4 20% 0.0% $42,829 5.8
268 - CHENEY 759.5 12% 0.0% $39,346 6.0
460 - HESSTON 798.3 14% 0.6% $43,799 13.3
396 - DOUGLASS 808.5 18% 0.0% $28,626 6.5
289 - WELLSVILLE 810.3 15% 0.0% $51,954 6.2
323 - ROCK CREEK 810.8 19% 0.0% $41,725 3.5
441 - SABETHA 921.5 19% 0.0% $42,786 2.9
340 - JEFFERSON WEST 921.6 13% 0.0% $39,078 13.6
343 - PERRY 943.1 19% 0.0% $57,767 6.2
400 - SMOKY VALLEY 997.6 18% 0.1% $52,117 2.5
336 - HOLTON 1,090.7 20% 0.0% $34,712 6.6
434 - SANTA FE TRAIL 1,144.1 24% 0.0% $38,938 5.7
264 - CLEARWATER 1,273.2 12% 0.0% $45,808 9.4
320 - WAMEGO 1,308.1 16% 0.0% $50,017 6.8
348 - BALDWIN CITY 1,343.8 11% 0.0% $53,344 9.7
(a) All data are based on the two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for each district.

Source: LPA analysis of district information provided by the Department of Education.
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Graphed Cost Information - Peer Group C
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Spending amounts, enrollments, rider data, and revenue transfers are based on the two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-2008) for all districts within the peer group.
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Demographic Information - District Peer Group D

e Medium and large suburban districts

« Low to moderate poverty, few bilingual students
* Moderate property values

District Characteristics
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
District o
Student %o Free % Bilingual Assessed Students per
Enroliment Lunch Students Property per Square Mile
(FTE) Students Student q

491 - EUDORA 1,340.0 19% 0.3% $41,826 25.3
203 - PIPER - KANSAS CITY 1,502.2 6% 0.0% $95,900 47.8
435 - ABILENE 1,540.3 21% 0.0% $44,554 15.2
375 - CIRCLE 1,572.5 16% 0.0% $90,665 9.0
416 - LOUISBURG 1,592.8 9% 0.0% $73,184 10.2
394 - ROSE HILL 1,684.2 14% 0.0% $31,066 30.6
464 - TONGANOXIE 1,727.5 13% 0.0% $49,913 12.2
230 - SPRING HILL 1,748.0 11% 0.0% $64,918 24.6
263 - MULVANE 1,832.0 15% 0.0% $30,247 22.2
267 - RENWICK 1,948.7 6% 0.0% $48,937 9.3
368 - PAOLA 2,049.8 20% 0.0% $60,131 10.2
458 - BASEHOR-LINWOOD 2,105.5 7% 0.0% $55,128 23.5
402 - AUGUSTA 2,160.4 23% 0.0% $34,337 31.1
313 - BUHLER 2,168.3 20% 0.2% $54,951 15.7
469 - LANSING 2,262.0 9% 0.0% $45,031 46.2
418 - MCPHERSON 2,353.3 20% 0.1% $71,578 15.1
262 - VALLEY CENTER 2,504.0 17% 0.1% $37,865 30.2
489 - HAYS 2,812.6 25% 0.3% $79,754 7.4
450 - SHAWNEE HEIGHTS 3,391.8 18% 0.2% $49,511 24.2
345 - SEAMAN 3,400.0 17% 0.0% $61,749 40.5
231 - GARDNER-EDGERTON-ANTIOCH 4,016.3 16% 0.1% $55,610 39.0
385 - ANDOVER 4,168.8 7% 0.0% $50,234 89.1
265 - GODDARD 4,597.4 10% 0.0% $42,312 70.6
232 - DE SOTO 5,527.5 8% 0.7% $68,875 55.3
(a) All data are based on the two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for each district.
Source: LPA analysis of district information provided by the Department of Education.

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT 39

Legislative Division of Post Audit
08PA11 JULY 2009



Graphed Cost Information - Peer Group D

District-Level Administration
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Spending amounts, enrollments, rider data, and revenue transfers are based on the two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-2008) for all districts within the peer group.
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Demographic Information - District Peer Group E

» Small and medium districts
* Moderate to high poverty, few bilingual students
 Low property values

District Characteristics
2006-07 and 2007-08 School Years (a)
District 5
Student Y% Free % Bilingual Assessed Students per
Enroliment Lunch Student Property per Square Mil
(FTE) Students udents Student quare il

357 - BELLE PLAINE 734.5 32% 0.0% $25,531 8.7
461 - NEODESHA 769.3 31% 0.0% $37,509 6.5
247 - CHEROKEE 770.5 35% 0.0% $35,248 2.6
249 - FRONTENAC 792.5 24% 0.0% $27,303 36.0
447 - CHERRYVALE 800.9 31% 0.0% $25,370 6.9
361 - ANTHONY-HARPER 833.4 37% 0.2% $59,990 1.4
415 - HIAWATHA 887.7 31% 0.0% $58,046 2.7
248 - GIRARD 1,015.2 30% 0.0% $34,240 3.9
333 - CONCORDIA 1,056.5 36% 0.0% $43,230 3.1
309 - NICKERSON 1,144.7 40% 0.9% $54,262 6.1
493 - COLUMBUS 1,145.3 38% 0.0% $48,819 3.2
367 - OSAWATOMIE 1,161.0 42% 0.0% $37,781 11.3
257 - IOLA 1,421.3 39% 0.0% $31,294 10.1
506 - LABETTE CO. 1,566.3 30% 0.0% $30,121 3.1
353 - WELLINGTON 1,626.9 34% 0.0% $35,896 7.1
413 - CHANUTE 1,808.6 35% 0.0% $31,824 14.5
446 - INDEPENDENCE 1,863.0 40% 0.1% $48,600 8.8
234 - FORT SCOTT 1,899.5 41% 0.0% $39,752 6.3
490 - EL DORADO 2,057.6 35% 0.0% $61,215 16.1
290 - OTTAWA 2,375.7 32% 0.0% $48,802 20.5
465 - WINFIELD 2,399.8 33% 0.2% $40,200 9.2

(a) All data are based on the two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-08) for each district.

Source: LPA analysis of district information provided by the Department of Education.
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Graphed Cost Information - Peer Group E

District-Level Administration
Cost Per Student
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Spending amounts, enrollments, rider data, and revenue transfers are based on the two-year average (2006-07 and 2007-2008) for all districts within the peer group.
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APPENDIX C
Agency Response

On June 22, 2009, we provided copies of the draft audit report to the Department of
Education. Its response is included as this Appendix.
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June 24, 2009

Mrs. Barbara J. Hinton

Legislative Post Auditor

Legislative Division of Post Audit
800 S. W. Jackson Street, Suite 1200
Topeka, Kansas 66612-2212

Dear Mrs. Hinton:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your performance audit, K-12 Education: School
District Efficiency Audit.

The State Department of Education has discussed with school administrators and appropriate
personnel the Kansas accounting requirements for school districts annually at the USD budget
workshops as well as conducting additional work sessions via two-way interactive video on this
subject. We will make every attempt to carry out the recommendations of the audit within the
resources available for this purpose.

Please feel free to contact this office if we can assist you further.

Sincerely,

Dale M. Dennis, Deputy
Commissioner of Education

h:leg:LDPA—School District Efficiency Audit—6-09

48 PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit
08PA11 JULY 2009






