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Senator Lynn Jenkins, Chair Representative Lisa Benlon, Vice-Chair
Senator Anthony Hensley Representative John Ballou
Senator Dave Kerr Representative Jim Garner
Senator Derek Schmidt Representative Dean Newton
Senator Chris Steineger Representative Dan Thimesch

This report contains the findings, conclusions, and recommendations from our completed
performance audit, School District Budgets: Determining Ways to Structure the Budget
Document to Make it Understandable and Allow for Meaningful Comparisons.

The report includes several recommendations for the Legislature, including, amending
K.S.A. 79-2927 to remove the requirement that districts have to budget to spend all the revenues
available to them in certain operating funds, and requiring school districts to include the revenues
and expenditures associated with all grants and miscellaneous income in all budget documents
they prepare.  We also recommended that the appropriate legislative committees create a task
force to study school budget formats, or request an interim study on this topic, before any deci-
sion is made to adopt a standardized format.

We also made a number of recommendations to the Department of Education, including,
ensuring that the K-12 expenditures Kansas reports to the National Center for Education Statis-
tics are more comparable to the information reported by other states, and taking steps to stan-
dardize more of the information collected from school districts, such as student population and
staffing counts.

Finally, we made specific recommendations to the school districts in our sample to
improve specific budgetary practices we reviewed, such as properly categorizing expenditures
and reducing large carry-over balances in various operating funds.

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.

Barbara J. Hinton
Legislative Post Auditor
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Background

State law requires school districts to adopt an official budget and file it with the State
Department of Education.  Each year, the locally elected board of education of each school
district must adopt and publish an official budget.  Establishing this annual budget can be a
months-long process and varies from district to district, but the final budget must be filed with the
county clerk and the Department of Education by August 25.  This budget cycle is unique in that
the fiscal year has already started when the final budget is prepared, and this cycle leaves little
time for public review.

Current school district budgets are categorized by fund.  Budget documents that local
boards of education currently approve can vary in format, amount of information, level of detail,
categories, and the like.  However, State law requires districts to submit the budgets approved
by their local boards to the Department of Education in a uniform classification format that
classifies budgeted and actual expenditures for up to 40 statutorily authorized funds, some of
which have up to 100 separate line items.

State aid accounts for more than half of school districts’ reported funding sources.  Most
State aid is distributed in the form of Base State Aid per Pupil, but districts also receive additional
State aid for programs such as special education, inservice education programs, and capital
improvements.  The State also pays employer contributions for school district employees who
are members of the Kansas Public Employees Retirement System (KPERS).  Local and county
funding sources account for about one-third of the districts’ reported funding sources, while
federal sources account for 3%.  Districts may receive other moneys in the form of grants or
gifts that aren’t accounted for in one of the statutorily authorized funds, but do appear in each
district’s CPA audit.

School districts’ biggest expenditures are for classroom instruction.  In fiscal year 2000,
districts spent about 50% of their total budgets on Instruction.  This figure increases to 56%
when you look only at operating expenditures, which exclude bond and interest and capital outlay
expenditures.  Other large categories of expenditures include administration, operations and
maintenance, and student and instructional support.

Question 1: What Changes In School District Budget Documents
Are Needed To Make Them More Useful To

District Officials and the Public?

The problems we identified with districts’ budget processes ranged
from fundamental and systemwide flaws to inconsistencies among
districts, to a lack of clarity in reporting.   During this audit, we reviewed
and compared the budgets for 4 sample school districts–Manhattan,
Salina, Topeka, and Wichita.  As we came to understand the budget
process used by Kansas school districts, we learned of problems with the
process in general, how numbers were not reported accurately or meaning-
fully, or how one district’s budget was reported differently from another.
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The provisions of two State laws are causing districts to significantly
overstate some expenditures in their budgets and exclude others.
State law requires school districts to budget to spend all the revenues
available in certain funds, which forces them to artificially inflate their
projected expenditures for the budget year.  Because districts must budget
to spend an amount equal to their revenues, no carryover balances can be
shown.  Budget expenditures are thereby inflated by the anticipated
carryover amount, which is often several million dollars.

In addition, interpretation of another State law has resulted in school
districts excluding significant amounts of money from the regular budget
process–including federal entitlement grants  that accounted for at least
$115 million in expenditures in fiscal year 2001.  Although some information
on these entitlement funds is collected separately, the information isn’t part
of the district’s regular budget information, and isn’t reported to the National
Center for Education Statistics.   Including all grants and other miscella-
neous revenues and expenditures in the regular budget process would
provide more complete information on what districts are really spending,
make in-State comparisons more useful, and would make national
comparisons more accurate and meaningful.

Kansas school districts don’t report important information in their
budget documents, or don’t report certain information consistently.
The staffing information districts report doesn’t tie to staffing expenditures in
their budgets because they exclude federal entitlement grants and other
miscellaneous income from their reported expenditures, but include the
staff hired with those funds in their reported staffing levels.  Also, complete
enrollment information isn’t provided that would allow district costs to be
compared on a uniform basis.  The Department of Education doesn’t
currently collect complete FTE enrollment information on all students who
may be enrolled in school districts’ programs, including pre-kindergarten,
adult education, and post-secondary vocational-technical students.  Thus,
comparisons currently have to be made using all of a district’s costs, but
only part of their enrollment.

Some school districts mis-categorize or mislabel expenditures in
either their local budgets or the ones they submit to the State.   For 2
districts we reviewed, we noted that their systems are set up to incorrectly
categorize some expenditures as “instruction”, and not in accordance with
the accounting handbook issued by the Department.  We also found that
the way some expenditure categories were labeled in local budget docu-
ments masked the purpose of those expenditures, such as $1.7 million for
supplies within a category called “business office” in the Special Education
Fund, which was actually for unexpected contingencies.

We identified a host of other problems related to the local budget
documents districts use.  Some of the more significant problems
included a lack of appropriate expenditure comparisons, little or no
explanation of significant changes in expenditures, and lack of information
about district mill levies.
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We developed a new format for school districts’ local budgets that
consolidates categories, includes all revenue and expenditure
information, and provides more summarized and understandable
budgetary information.   An example of the full budget format (with
numbers filled in for the Topeka school district wherever possible) is
presented as a separate document, which should be reviewed in conjunc-
tion with this report.  Complete budgets in the new format for the Wichita,
Manhattan, and Salina school districts also are available from our office on
request.  Under the new format, information about districts’ budgeted
expenditures for 2001-2002 would have made each district’s spending
proposals and priorities much clearer.

The new format likely will create some additional work for school
districts and the Department of Education.   Although we tried to
minimize the amount of “new” information school districts would need to
compile or track over time, several things are different, including:  reporting
of revenues and expenditures from federal entitlement grants and other
miscellaneous income in the regular budget process, tying staff to
budgeted salary amounts, and reporting of staffing levels and other
information by school, but not expenditures by school.

This format should be viewed as a first step in improving school
districts’ local budget documents, but should not be viewed as a
finished product.   Kansas school districts’ local budgets and practices
have been shaped over time by the myriad of laws and regulations that
govern them, by the capabilities of their accounting systems, by the
processes each district has established to “crunch” and review the
numbers, and by the formats they have to follow in submitting their
approved budgets to the State.  Many issues that still need to be ad-
dressed, including: deciding how the additional information called for in the
new budget format would be collected, compiled, and reported uniformly;
ensuring that districts agree on how certain expenditures should be
recorded, and recommending a workable time frame for implementation of
a new format.

During this audit, we also looked at several issues involving the
appropriateness of districts’ ending balances or transfers.  We noted
that the Topeka and Wichita school districts exceeded federal limits on the
carryover balances allowed in their Food Service Funds.  We also found
that 2 of the 4 sample districts had carryover balances in operating funds
that were significantly higher than the other districts.  Finally, we looked to
see if unnecessary transfers made to operating funds contributed to higher
balances, but concluded that wasn’t such a problem with the 4 sample
district during the 2000-2001 budget year.

Question 1 Conclusion

Question 1 Recommendations.
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This audit was conducted by Chris Clarke, Scott Frank, Katrin Osterhaus, and LeAnn Schmitt.  Leo
Hafner was the audit manager.  If you need any additional information about the audit’s findings,
please contact Ms. Clarke at the Division’s offices.  Our address is: Legislative Division of Post
Audit, 800 SW Jackson Street, Suite 1200, Topeka, Kansas 66612.  You also may call us at (785)
296-3792, or contact us via the Internet at LPA@lpa.state.ks.us.

Question 2: How Can the New Budget Format Be Used To
Improve the Efficiency of School District Operations?

The new budget format will be a tool to help district officials and
others identify where operating costs may be out-of-line.   Differences
in costs between districts may be due to one district operating more or less
efficiently, but they also may be caused by a variety of factors that have
little to do with efficiency, such as whether a district hosts a special
education cooperative, and how districts classify and report their expendi-
ture and other information.  Although the new budget format can’t provide all
the answers, the expenditure and comparative information that is provided
in the new budget format can be used to identify spending areas that
appear out-of-line.

Our comparisons of the 4 sample districts showed that each district
is unique in terms of their level of spending and what they spend
their money on.   The reader is cautioned that some of the comparisons
shown in the new format aren’t as useful as they would be if every district
were reporting complete and consistent information.  Nevertheless, some
of the main variations we saw among the districts included:  Wichita spent
the least in terms of dollars per student, and had the most students, which
could represent economies of scale; Topeka had the highest level of ending
cash balances in their operating funds and as a percent of expenditures–
nearly twice the level maintained in Salina; Salina spent the least on
operations and maintenance, likely because it has the fewest number of
staff on a square foot basis; and Manhattan spent the most per student for
supplies, likely due to the fact that Manhattan made a large textbook
purchase that year.  Additional benchmarks may be available for future
comparisons.

Question 2 Conclusion

APPENDIX A:  Scope Statement

APPENDIX B: Allowable Transfers and Any Applicable
Restrictions on those Transfers

APPENDIX C: Standard and Poor’s School Evaluation Service

APPENDIX D: Audit Responses
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School District Budgets:  Determining Ways to Structure the
Budget Document to Make it Understandable and

Allow for Meaningful Comparisons
The State currently provides about $2.3 billion in financial
assistance to school districts, which accounts for more than half the
State’s total General Fund budget.  Recently, citing inadequate
funding from the State, the State Board of Education has called for
increasing State aid by more than a billion dollars over the next
several years.

Legislators have expressed concerns that the current budget
documents used by Kansas school districts make it difficult to
know how much money a district is taking in, and how that money
is being spent.  Another concern is that the current budgets don’t
allow for comparisons to be made at the individual school level,
which precludes identifying specific areas where costs may be out
of line.  There’s also a general concern about the level of
accountability the current school budgets provide for the billions of
dollars being invested in K-12 education.

This audit answers the following questions:

1. What changes in school district budget documents are
needed to make those budgets more useful to district
officials and the public?

2. How could the new budget documents be used to
improve school district operations?

To determine what changes are needed in the current budget
documents, we reviewed budgeting or accounting data for 3 budget
years for a sample of school districts–both the internal budget
documents approved by their local boards of education, and the
approved budgets that are submitted to the Department of
Education in the State-prescribed format.  We chose Wichita and
Topeka to represent large school districts, and Manhattan and
Salina to represent more medium-sized districts.

We also interviewed district officials and a sample of current
school board  members, as well as officials from the Kansas
National Education Association, the Kansas Association of School
Boards, the State Department of Education, and the Legislative
Research Department.  To gain a better legislative perspective, we
spoke with legislators who have been school board members in the
past.
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We analyzed budget data and worked closely with officials from
the 4 districts and the Department of Education to gain an
understanding of Statewide and district budget systems and
practices, and to refine our ideas for a new budget format that
would be easier to understand and provide more meaningful
comparisons.  Once the new format was developed, we used
information provided in the budgets the districts filed with the
Department of Education to  reformat the districts’ budget
information for the 2001-2002 budget year.  We also incorporated
other financial information not reported on the budgets the districts
file with the Department of Education, such as grant and gift
monies.

We obtained data used for Statewide averages, staffing
information, food service and transportation cost comparisons from
the Department.  With this data we compared our sample districts
with each other, with peer groups, or with Statewide averages
where we could.  We followed up on a number of analyses that
showed our sample districts to be significantly different from
average.

A copy of the scope statement for this audit approved by the
Legislative Post Audit Committee is included in Appendix A.  For
reporting purposes, we separated the original question into 2
questions.

In conducting this audit, we followed all applicable government
auditing standards.  Our findings begin on page 9, following a brief
overview.
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Overview of School District Budgeting
Annually, the locally elected board of education of each school
district must adopt and publish an official budget, which becomes
the financial plan for the coming school year. Although
establishing the annual budget can be a months-long process and
varies from district to district, the process and the basic timeframe
for carrying out budget activities are outlined below.

January to May – Typically during this time period, district
officials begin assessing and planning for their financial needs for
the upcoming year.  Activities may include gathering budget
requests from individual schools, holding workshops with
members of their local boards of education, or meeting with
subcommittees of the board, which may include members of the
public.

June – Usually, at this time school districts can begin to firm up
their budget numbers because that is when certain information
needed to make budget estimates becomes available, including:

� Results of teacher negotiations: Teacher salaries and benefits
are a school district’s largest expenditure.  Negotiations leading
to a contract between the teachers association and the district
typically start in early February.  Most negotiations are
completed by the time school starts, but some may last longer.

� Legislative changes: Any changes the Legislature makes in
deciding on the amount of Base State Aid per Pupil or other
State funding will impact how much revenue will be available
for budgeting.  This is typically finalized by the Legislature in
early May.  District staff then make calculations and
projections based on the revenue figure.

� Assessed property values within districts: The county clerk
notifies the school districts of the estimated assessed valuation
around June 30.  Districts will use the assessed property values
to determine the mill levy rate they need to authorize to receive
the amount of local property tax needed in their budget.

� Ending cash balances in certain funds: State law currently
requires school districts to force their budgeted expenditures in
certain funds to equal total sources of funding.  Because any
carryover balance in those funds becomes a source of funding
for the new budget year the amounts of those balances have to
be known before any budgeted expenditure amounts can be
entered in the budget document.

State Law Requires
School Districts to Adopt

an Official Budget
And File It with the State
Department of Education
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July – After creating a draft budget document incorporating the
information above, districts fine-tune their budget documents and
may hold informational meetings with their boards to educate them
about various parts of the budget.   State law requires school boards
to meet by August 1 each year to prepare a budget document.

August – Once the budget is complete, the district is required to
publish the actual expenditures and tax rates for two prior years
and the proposed budget and tax rates, by fund in the local
newspaper.  The publication also gives notice of the public hearing,
which must be at least 10 days from the date of publication.  The
public hearing allows citizens of the district to ask questions and
provide input.

After the public hearing, districts finalize their budgets. The final
budget must be filed with the county clerk and the Department of
Education by August 25.  Once the final budget is filed with the
Department, the district can’t spend more than the amount
budgeted without repeating the budget publication and public
hearing processes.

This budget cycle is unique in that the fiscal year has already
started when the final budget is prepared, and this cycle leaves
little time for public review.  As the discussion above shows,
because school districts must wait on certain information to be able
to assemble a complete budget document, they can’t produce the
document until sometime in mid-to-late in July.  Because the
deadline for filing the budget with the Department of Education
and the county clerk is August 25th, public hearings would need to
be held by sometime in early-to-mid August.  That leaves little
time for members of the school board and the public to have access
to a complete budget document.

Budget documents that local boards of education currently approve
can vary in format, amount of information, level of detail,
categories, and the like.  However, the Department of Education
needs uniform information–categorized the same way across
districts–for federal reporting purposes, data requirements by the
National Center of Education Services, and for State policy-
makers.

The law requires districts to submit the budgets approved by their
local boards in a uniform classification format that classifies
budgeted and actual expenditures for up to  40 statutorily
authorized funds, some of which have up to 100 separate line
items.  If districts’ internal accounting systems don’t match the

Current School
District Budgets Are
Categorized by Fund
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Department’s accounting system, they must “translate” the
information from their approved local budget into the State-
prescribed format.

Here are the main funds:

� General Fund:  This is the main operating fund for the district.
It’s where most tax revenues and State aid are deposited.  The
budget for the General Fund is limited by State law.  There’s a
complex formula which sets out what a district’s legal maximum
budget in the General Fund can be.  Moneys in the fund are used
to finance the general expenditures for the district, including the
overall administration of the district.  Examples of the types of
expenditures made from the General Fund include salaries,
supplies, textbooks, utilities, and maintenance.   Money in a
district’s General Fund also is a source of funding for
“categorical” funds (see description below) such as the Special
Education, Food Service, or Transportation Funds.  Money may
be transferred from the General Fund into these other funds
subject to statutory limitations on such transfers.  Appendix B
shows allowable transfers, as well as any applicable restrictions
regarding these transfers.  By law any moneys left in the General
Fund at the end of the fiscal year are deducted from the district’s
State aid for the following year.

� Supplemental General Fund (Local Option Budget):  The 1992
Legislature authorized an additional tax levy for school districts
and created a separate fund called the Supplemental General
Fund to deposit that money into.  The levy is referred to as the
Local Option Budget (LOB) because it is at the “option” of local
school boards and local taxpayers.  To be eligible for a local
option levy, a school district has to be below average in spending
compared with other districts in Kansas, or a district has to adopt
a resolution to do so, which would be subject to protest petition
from the voters in the district.  The amount levied under the local
option can’t exceed 25% of the General Fund budget, and some
school districts would be limited to less than 25% according to
provisions in the law.  Expenditures from the Supplemental
General Fund generally can be made for the same purposes as
those from the General Fund.  An exception:  they can’t be used
for lease-purchase agreements involving the acquisition of land
or buildings.   Like the General Fund, money from the
Supplemental General Fund is transferred to finance operations
in other district funds, subject to statutory limitations on those
transfers.  In fiscal year 2001, 285 school districts elected to levy
additional taxes for the Local Option Budget.
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� Categorical funds:  These funds were created to account for the
revenues and expenditures associated with operating specialized
programs within a district.  Examples of categorical funds
include the Special Education Fund, the Transportation Fund,
and the Food Service Fund.  Money in these funds can only be
spent for the specific program the fund was established to
finance.  A portion of the cost of running these specialized
programs is built into each district’s General Fund budget.
Accordingly, money is transferred from the General Fund and
Supplemental General Fund to supplement other revenues that
may be available to meet the expenses of these programs.

As the graph in the At-a-Glance box on the facing  page shows,
State aid accounted for more than half of school district’s reported
funding sources in fiscal year 1999-2000, or about $2.1 billion.
Most of those moneys are distributed in the form of Base State Aid
per Pupil, but districts also receive additional State aid for
programs such as special education, inservice education programs,
and capital improvements.  In addition, the State pays school
districts’ employer contributions for their employees who are
members of the Kansas Public Employees Retirement System
(KPERS).

Local and County funding sources accounted for about one-third of
the districts’ sources (about $1.1 billion).  These moneys come
from such things as local property taxes, vehicle taxes, and student
tuition or class fees.

Federal sources of funds, which accounted for about 3% of Kansas
school districts’ reported funding sources in fiscal year 1999-2000
($121 million), included such things as Federal Nutrition Program
funding (for free-and reduced-price lunch programs) and Medicaid
moneys (for children in special education).  In that year districts
also reported beginning balances (carry over from prior year) of
$568 million.

These numbers reflect the amounts districts account for in one of
about 40 funds established for school districts in State law, which
are reported to the Department of Education in the State-prescribed
format.  Districts receive other moneys in the form of grants or
gifts that aren’t accounted for in one of the statutorily authorized
funds.  Information on these funding sources appears in each
district’s CPA audit.  Additionally, some districts provide detailed
information about these other moneys in their internal budget
documents, however, some do not.  The State budget format has a
section where districts report revenue information for select federal

State Aid Accounts for
More Than Half of

School Districts’ Reported
Funding Sources
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grant monies, such as Title I (low income / disadvantaged), and
Title IV (drug-free education).  However, this is only a limited list
of possible federal grant monies, and doesn’t include private
grants, gifts or expenditure information.  Finally, figures shown in
the charts include tuition payments made from one district to
another.

Payments for most of the districts’ funding sources are staggered
throughout the year.  For example, districts receive their first State
Aid payment in September, and their first Special Education
payment in October.  Local property tax receipts are distributed in
December and June.  And some funding–like State transportation
aid–isn’t provided until the end of the school year.

The graph in the At-a-Glance box also shows that in fiscal year
2000, districts spent about 50% of their total budgets on
Instruction.  This figure goes up to 56% when you look at operating
expenditures, which exclude Bond and Interest and Capital Outlay
expenditures.  Other large categories of expenditures include
Administration, Operations and Maintenance, and Student and
Instructional support.  At the time this report was written, the
Department of Education didn’t have comparable breakdowns for
fiscal year 2001 compiled yet.

Salaries and benefits accounted for almost 70% of the districts’
total expenditures–by far the largest category, followed by supplies
(8.8%), purchased services (7.8%), and property and equipment
(6.3%).

School Districts’
Biggest Expenditures

Are for Classroom
Instruction
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Question 1: What Changes In School District Budget Documents
Are Needed To Make Them More Useful

To District Officials and the Public?

We identified flaws in the laws, policies, and practices related to
school district budgets.  Because of the requirements or
interpretations of State law, districts are significantly overstating
some expenditures and excluding others.  The exclusion of
expenditures has implications for national statistics that compare
Kansas’ K-12 expenditures with other states.  Staffing, enrollment,
and expenditure information districts report in their budgets don’t tie
together, and aren’t always reported consistently.  Some expenditures
we saw also were mis-categorized or mislabeled.  Other problems
related to such things as the lack of meaningful summary categories
for expenditures and inappropriate expenditure comparisons.

We developed a new standardized format for districts’ local budget
documents that addresses many of these issues.  The new format
realigns and summarizes categories of information districts already
are required to report to the Department of Education, includes all
revenues and expenditures, and requires more complete and
understandable budgetary information.  This new format likely will
create some additional work for school districts and the Department.

Putting the 2001-02 budgeted expenditures for  4 sample school
districts into the new format made each district’s spending
proposals, priorities, and cash balances much clearer.  Still, this new
format should be viewed as a first step forward that will need to be
reviewed and refined to make it as meaningful and useful as
possible.  These and other findings are discussed in the sections that
follow.

During this audit, we reviewed and compared the budgets for 4
sample school districts– Manhattan, Salina, Topeka, and Wichita.
These districts produce a wide variety of budget documents that vary
considerably in format and content.

The more deeply we got into these districts’ budgets, and the more
we understood the workings of the budget process used by Kansas
school districts, the more we realized how many different factors
were affecting the usefulness and comparability of those budgets.  At
every turn, we learned of some new problem with the budget process
in general, of another way in which numbers were not reported
accurately or meaningfully, or how one district’s budget was
reported differently from another.

The Problems
We Identified with

Districts’ Budget Processes
Ranged from Fundamental

And Systemwide Flaws
To Inconsistencies

Among Districts,
To a Lack of Clarity

In Reporting
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As described in the sections that follow, the factors affecting
school district budgets that we could identify during this audit were
broad-ranging.  There are undoubtedly others that we couldn’t
discern in the time frame for this audit, or that affect districts
outside our sample of 4.

One law essentially requires districts to overstate their budgeted
expenditures.  The other has been interpreted to allow districts to
exclude significant revenues and expenditures outside the regular
budget process.

State law requires school districts to budget to spend all the
revenues available in certain funds, which forces them to
artificially inflate their projected expenditures for the budget
year.   For the budget information they’re required to submit,
K.S.A. 79-2927 requires districts to report all the revenues antici-
pated to be available from each source for the year being budgeted.
The law also states that “budgeted expenditures for each fund
shall balance with the budget of revenues...”   This law applies to
any major operating funds within school districts, like Food Ser-
vice and Special Education.

Although it would make sense for State law to say that districts
can’t budget to spend more than they have available, this law
appears to go beyond that.  It requires districts to budget to spend
all the revenues available to them in these funds.  Thus, if a school
district has large carry-over balances in its Special Education Fund
to make sure it has enough cash-flow throughout the year, district
officials have to prepare a budget showing they plan to spend all
that money, whether they intend to or not.  That makes no sense to
us or to any of the school district officials we talked with.

The amounts by which districts have to inflate their projected
expenditures for the budgeted year can be large.  For example, the
4 districts in our sample had the following carry-over balances in
the funds affected by K.S.A. 79-2927:

The Provisions of
Two State Laws Are

Causing Districts To
Significantly Overstate

Some Expenditures
In Their Budgets and

Exclude Others

Carryover Balances as of 6-30-01
 in All the Funds Affected by K.S.A. 79-2927

Manhattan $3,886,138
Salina $3,686,522
Topeka $11,442,639
Wichita $19,708,285

Requiring school districts to budget to spend all the revenues they
have available distorts budget-year information, makes it
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The Department does require all districts to report expenditure
information for some of their federal entitlement funds, and that
information is broken into similar categories as reported to the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  However, that
information is kept in separate paper files and is not a part of the
“regular” budget information districts submit.  In addition, these
moneys are shown in each district’s annual financial audit.

School district officials cited several reasons for keeping these
expenditures outside the regular budget process:

� Districts may get grants throughout the fiscal year, and may not know at the
time the budget is prepared how much money they can anticipate receiving,
so it’s difficult to know how much to budget for.  Further, if these moneys
were deposited into one of the regular budgeted funds, they would be
subject to the budget limits for those funds and couldn’t be spent because
there was no provision in the budget for them.

� Some federal grants require separate accounting for the moneys so they
aren’t co-mingled with other moneys and used for non-allowed purposes

� Grant years often don’t coincide with the school district’s fiscal year, so it
is hard to match up budgeted and actual expenditures on that basis

We don’t think any of these reasons justify keeping such large
expenditures outside the regular budget process.  Nor do we think
the problems are insurmountable.  For example:

� school districts could account for and report these revenues
and expenditures under separate funds authorized by the
Legislature, just as they now do for food service, special
education, and the like.   Districts have to be keeping track of
these grants within their own internal accounting systems in
order to report the information they do to the Department.   To
include that information in the regular budget process, new
funds could be authorized for each federal entitlement grant,
and one or more additional funds could be authorized for the
other grants, gifts, or donations districts receive.  (To avoid a
proliferation of funds, districts could account for these non-
federal moneys separately in one fund using a separate code–a
common cost-accounting practice.)  These funds also could be
established as the equivalent of “no-limit” funds that aren’t
subject to budgetary limitations.

� districts could use the expenditure history they already
have for these grants to help them make reasonable
estimates of the amounts they expected to receive and spend
in the budget year.  Districts already track actual grant
expenditures from previous fiscal years for the reports they
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submit to the Department and for audit purposes.   So even if
some grants are on different fiscal year cycles, that expenditure
history would help district officials come up with reasonable
budget estimates.  And as noted above, if these funds were
established as “no-limit” funds, districts that received or spent
more than they had estimated could do so without exceeding
any budgetary limits.

Including all grants and other miscellaneous revenues and
expenditures in the regular budget process would make in-
State comparisons more useful, and would make national
comparisons more accurate and meaningful.  For the first time,
district officials, school board members, and the public would have
a complete financial picture of the district.  However, there are
other compelling reasons, as well:

• school districts’ reported staffing levels and staffing costs
would match up.  When district officials report the number of
staff they have, those figures include staff positions funded by
these federal grants and other miscellaneous income.  In large
districts like Wichita, that can be hundreds of employees.
However, the costs for those staff positions aren’t included in
the actual or budgeted expenditures districts report in their
regular budgets.

•  more accurate information would be available–both inside
and outside Kansas–about the amounts Kansas school
districts are spending on such things as instruction,
administration, and the other functional categories.  We
discovered during this audit that the Department of Education
does not include federal entitlement grants districts receive and
spend in the statistical reports it submits to the National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES).  We also found that other
states apparently do report these federal entitlement grants.
Department officials stated they weren’t aware that federal
moneys weren’t being reported.

The summary information Kansas school districts report to the
Department of Education shows that federal entitlement funds
accounted for about $115 million in expenditures in fiscal year
2001.  If a significant portion of these expenditures were for
instructional purposes, this reporting difference could help
explain why NCES reports rank Kansas so low compared to
other states in the percent of its school district budgets spent on
instruction.
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There are other possible implications of not reporting these
expenditures to NCES.  For example, NCES statistics–and other
national publications and comparisons that rely on them–would
under-report Kansas’ K-12 expenditures.  This under-reporting also
could affect any average salary figures computed for teachers or
other district staff that were calculated using salary data reported to
NCES.

This discovery could change the findings from our earlier audit,
School District Budgets: A K-GOAL Audit Determining Why Kansas
School Districts Tend To Spend a Smaller Percentage of Their
Budgets on Instruction Than School Districts in Other States.  The
only way to know what implications this discovery might have on
those audit findings would be to do additional follow-up work.

Requiring school districts to include expenditures for federal grants
and other miscellaneous income as part of the regular budget process
would help ensure that correct information is reported to NCES for
comparison with other states.

The system-wide problems we saw in this area related primarily to
staffing and enrollment information.

The staffing information school districts report doesn’t tie to
staffing expenditures in their budgets.  Given that the majority of
districts’ expenditures are for salaries and benefits, staffing
information can be critical in understanding why their expenditures
have changed over time, or how their expenditures compare with
other districts or Statewide averages.

As noted above, districts’ reported staffing levels and reported costs
currently don’t match up.  That’s because they exclude federal
entitlement grants and other miscellaneous income from their
reported expenditures, but include the staff hired with those funds in
their reported staffing levels.

We also noted that districts’ budget documents don’t show the
number of positions funded within the various functional categories
(instruction, administration, student support, and the like).  Without
that information, someone reviewing the budget can’t see how many
positions are being funded with the salary moneys being requested.

Complete enrollment information isn’t provided that would
allow district costs to be compared on a uniform basis.  The
Department of Education doesn’t currently collect complete FTE
enrollment information on all students who may be enrolled in

Kansas School
Districts Don’t Report

Important Information In
Their Budget Documents,

Or Don’t Report
Certain Information

Consistently



PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit
March 2002

15

school districts’ programs, including pre-kindergarten, adult
education, and post-secondary vocational education students.

Without this information, all comparisons have to be made only on
the basis of the district’s  K-12 enrollment.  Essentially what that
does is include all the costs, but only part of the students when
comparing district costs.  As a result, expenditures for adult
education programs and vocational-technical schools can’t be
compared on a uniform and meaningful basis.

The problems described below can result in inaccurate or unclear
reporting.

For 2 districts we reviewed, we noted that their systems are set
up to incorrectly categorize some expenditures.   The
Department has issued a uniform accounting handbook that
provides detailed guidance on how districts should categorize
expenditures in the budget documents they submit to the State.
Reporting expenditure information in accordance with those
guidelines is important, so the Department can accurately and
consistently report certain numbers to the State Board of Education
and the Legislature, to the federal government for funding
purposes, and to the National Center for Education Statistics for
comparison purposes.

Because districts’ own accounting records often aren’t set up with
the same types of accounts and expenditure categories, districts
have developed “crosswalks” that tell their computers or
accounting staff how to translate their records into the
Department’s accounting format.

When we reviewed how these crosswalks translated district
accounting records to the State format for a sample of instructional
costs, we noted that they are set up to incorrectly categorize some
expenditures.  Some examples are shown in the table at the top of
the next page.

Topeka officials told us they knew their crosswalk was set up this
way for the budgeted year’s figures, but said they make manual
adjustments to properly account for past years’ expenditures for
some of the items.  Wichita officials also acknowledged that their
crosswalk is set up this way, but said they make a manual
adjustment to correctly report water and sewer budgeted and actual
expenditures.  During the course of the audit we were unable to
verify this information.

Some School Districts
Mis-Categorize or

Mislabel Expenditures
In Either Their

Local Budgets or the
Ones They Submit

To the State
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expenditures for the

following....

...were designated to be 

crossw alked to the State as...

...when they should have

been categorized as...

In the Wichita school district:

W ater and sewer costs Instructional Support Operations and maintenance

Maintenance and repair

equipment

Instruction Operations and maintenance

Transportation for a student field

trip

Instruction Transportation

In the Topeka school district:

Building additions Instruction Facility acquisition and

Construction

Pest control Instruction Food service operations and

maintenance

District officials told us the accounting guidelines hadn’t been
revised in many years, and there were some gray areas that make it
difficult to know how to categorize certain expenditures.  Although
that may be true in some cases, the guidelines appeared to us to be
clear for the types of examples cited above.

Our review in this area wasn’t intended to be all-inclusive, so it’s
possible districts are mis-categorizing other expenditures as well.
This mis-categorization would make comparisons within or among
districts–or from state to state–less accurate and meaningful.

The way some expenditure categories were labeled in local
budget documents masked the purpose of those expenditures.
We noted several examples in the Topeka school district, as
follows:

� district officials budgeted $1.7 million for supplies within a category called
“business office” in the Special Education Fund.  They told us these funds
actually weren’t for supplies but were for unexpected contingencies and
probably should have been categorized differently.

� the district budgeted to spend almost $400,000 within the Business
Management category of its “Pepsi Fund,” but told us this money actually
was earmarked to pay for land for its sports complex.

� the district budgeted about $38,000 for expenses related to a building that
has been closed, but officials explained they were using that category to
“store” the salary costs for the Topeka chapter president of the National
Education Association.  District officials said this expense would be
reimbursed.
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Our 4 sample districts’ budget documents varied considerably.  The
Wichita district should be especially commended for providing
good summary-level information, comparisons, and graphics that
made it relatively easy to see where moneys were budgeted to be
spent, and how those expenditures compared with previous years.

The Manhattan district’s local budget provided excellent down-to-
earth explanations of the budgetary process, and straightforward
information about its current and historic mill levies.  It also clearly
explained the reasons why some budgeted figures were higher or
lower than might be expected.

In talking with officials from the Department and the districts, as
well as a sample of board members, legislators who’d served on
school boards, and representatives from Kansas education
associations, and reviewing budgetary guidelines provided by the
Government Finance Officers’ Association, and work done by
Standard and Poor’s School Evaluation Service, we identified
numerous issues related to the budget documents in one or more of
the 4 districts we reviewed.

Some of the more significant problems people pointed out to us or
that we noted are summarized below:

� Expenditure information can be scattered among 40 or more
individual funds, with anywhere from 1 to hundreds of line items
within a fund, and often isn’t pulled together into more meaningful
summary categories.   As a result, it can be almost impossible to tell what
districts plan to spend on their primary functions (like instruction,
administration, or transportation) or on the basic things or objects they
spend money for (like salaries, benefits, or supplies).

� Appropriate expenditure comparisons often were lacking.   For
example, we saw instances where districts compared the current year’s
budget for a specific item to the previous years budget for that same item.
Such comparisons can mask situations where items may be over-budgeted
from one year to the next.

� Significant changes in expenditures aren’t fully explained, or may not
be explained at all.  For our sample districts, even when expenditures for
some categories were projected to rise 20%, 50%, or even 100% from one
year to the next, there was often no explanation in the budget document
itself.   Some of the biggest expenditure increases were recorded in “Other”
categories, making it even more difficult to know what those projected
expenditures were for.

� Budget information isn’t provided for individual schools.   Only the
Topeka district presented any school-level expenditure information, but that
information was scattered among  many funds and line items so expenses
couldn’t readily be compared from one school to another.

We Identified a
Host of Other Problems

Related To the
Local Budget Documents

Districts Use
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� Specific information about district mill levies isn’t always provided.
Only 2 of the 4 district budgets contained detailed mill levy information by
fund and in total over time.

� Basic explanatory information often isn’t provided.  Information that
could help board members or the public understand budgets wasn’t always
included, such as definitions, explanations, and examples.

To address as many of the weaknesses noted above as possible, and
to make school district budget documents more useful to district
officials, school board members, the public, and State policy-
makers, we developed a new standardized format for districts’
local budget documents.  The format calls for districts to report
expenditure information at a very high level because that’s the
level where major differences in spending among districts can be
readily identified.  Districts could and would be encouraged to
provide more detailed information if they chose to.

It is anticipated that school districts would prepare their budgets in
this format for review and approval by their local boards of
education.  That also would allow the public to be able to review
the budget document prior to public hearings on the budget.

An example of the full budget format (with numbers filled in
for the Topeka school district wherever possible) is presented
as a separate document, which should be reviewed in
conjunction with this report.  Complete budgets in the new
format for the Wichita, Manhattan, and Salina school districts also
are available from our office on request.

The table on the next page shows the 8 “tabbed” sections from the
proposed budget format.  It summarizes the types of information
that would be included in each, and the benefits having that
information would provide.

Under the new format, information about districts’ budgeted
expenditures for 2001-02 would have made each district’s
spending proposals and priorities much clearer.   The tables on
pages 24-27 summarize the reformatted expenditure information
for all 4 districts in our sample.  This proposed budget format
would allow districts to show any ending balances they don’t
intend to spend during the budget year, something they currently
can’t do.

The reader should be aware that these figures do not include
districts’ expenditures for federal entitlement grants or other

We Developed a
New Format for
School Districts’

Local Budgets That
Consolidates Categories,

Includes All Revenue and
Expenditure Information,

And Provides More
Summarized and
Understandable

Budgetary Information
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miscellaneous income, because those figures currently are excluded
from the regular budget process.  Those figures would be included
in the future under our proposal.

Although the new budget format contains much more information
than is presented here, these summary tables show some of the
things that can be readily seen, such as:

� the percent increase in the district’s budget request for 2001-02, both
overall and for its operating budget.   For example, the Wichita district
was proposing a 10% increase in its operating budget (about $30 million).
The Topeka district was proposing a 20% increase (about $18 million).

� where those increases were being proposed, by function.   Proposed
increases in instructional expenditures ranged from 3.4% in Manhattan to
nearly 20% in Topeka.  Proposed increases in administrative expenditures
ranged from about 9% in Salina to 69% in Manhattan.  And proposed
increases in food service ranged from about 6% in Manhattan to 64% in
Topeka.

� where those increases were being proposed, by object.  The Topeka
district was proposing to increase salaries by 7.6%.  The Wichita and Salina
districts were proposing a 10% increase in salaries.  In all 4 districts, the
largest percent increases generally were in employee benefits and purchased
services.  In the Other category, however, Manhattan proposed an increase
of 253% (about $2.5 million), and Topeka proposed an increase of nearly
1,500% (more than $7 million). The reasons for these large apparent
increases were discussed on page 11.

� how the districts were spending their resources.  For the 2000-01 school
year, the Topeka school district spent 51% of its operating budget on
instruction, 17% on support services, and 14% on administration.  The
Salina district spent 61% of its operating budget on instruction, 13% on
support services, and 10% on administration.  The Salina district also spent
nearly 75% of its operating budget for 2000-01 on salaries.

In developing this new format, we tried to minimize the amount of
“new” information school districts would need to compile or track
over time.   We also recognized that districts’ internal accounting
records may be set up differently.  As a result, the expenditure and
budget information called for in the new format mostly is derived
from information districts already submit to the Department of
Education on standardized State budget forms or other reports.
Several things are different though.

� We’re asking districts to include revenues and expenditures
from federal entitlement grants and other miscellaneous income
in the regular budget process.

The New Format
Will Likely Create Some

Additional Work For
School Districts and the

Department of Education
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� We’re asking districts to provide more detailed information
about staffing levels and tie them to budgeted salary amounts.

� We’re asking districts to provide student counts on some
student populations that haven’t been consistently tracked and
reported in the past.

� We’re asking the Department of Education to compile and
provide all districts with actual expenditure information and
other data for their “peers” and Statewide averages, so that such
information can be included in local budget documents.  This
could require a fairly significant effort, including identifying
districts’ peers for comparative purposes, and ensuring that
districts receive the information in the Spring, before the
budget is prepared.  The Department may need some additional
resources to be able to provide this information.   In this audit,
we didn’t try to assess what those resources might be.

� The new budget format calls for districts to keep track of and
report staffing levels and other information by school, but not
expenditures by school.  One issue raised when this audit was
approved was that information currently isn’t available within
school districts’ budgets to compare spending at the school
building level.  Without that information, there was a concern
expenditures between schools couldn’t be compared to identify
specific areas where costs may be out of line.  After studying
the issues involved in school district budgeting, we decided not
to include expenditure information by school building for the
following reasons:

• Salaries and benefits–which represent by far the greatest expenditures
in any school–generally are set at the district level.  If overall
expenditures at a school were significantly out-of-line with other
schools, the reason could simply be that the school has more-tenured
staff than other schools.  Differences that might be of concern would
more likely relate to how many staff a school building has compared to
others.  Such staff-to-student or other relevant ratios aren’t dependent
on having all costs fully assigned to each school.

• Many programs carried out at the school level actually are managed at
the district level.  These would include special education,
transportation, adult education, and often food service.

• Most of the useful comparison measures aren’t on a cost-per-school
building basis.  They tend to be more on a “programmatic” basis–for
example cost/student for different types of education, cost/meal for
food service, cost/mile for transportation, and cost/square foot for
operations and maintenance.
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• Because districts might have to allocate some costs to schools on some
per-unit basis (i.e., allocating maintenance expenditures to schools on a
cost-per-square-foot basis), any cost comparisons for those
expenditures would be meaningless.  That’s because the costs allocated
per unit would be the same.

• Many variations in costs between schools may not be the result of
factors that can be controlled.  These include the tenure of staff, the age
of the buildings, the number or percent of severely disabled or bilingual
students, and the like.

Although we didn’t include expenditures for individual schools in our
proposed new budget format, districts that have numerous schools and
more sophisticated accounting systems still may find this information
helpful in the process of preparing their budgets and answering school
board members’ questions.

Some other things to keep in mind about this new format:

� District officials still may want to generate detailed expenditure
information from their accounting systems to help them track
expenditures, develop their spending plans, and answer board
members’ questions.  We see our new budget format and these detailed
“working” budgets as complimentary, not contradictory.  However, for all
the reasons cited earlier we don’t think this detailed expenditure
information should be the only thing presented to local board members and
the public as the district’s budget document.

� This new format likely won’t “replace” the detailed information
districts currently are required to provide to the Department of
Education about their approved budgets.  The Department still will need
the detailed expenditure information districts currently provide, so it can
answer questions raised by the Legislature and compile certain information
that needs to be reported to federal agencies.

Kansas school districts’ local budgets and practices have been
shaped over time by the myriad of laws and regulations that govern
them, by the capabilities of their accounting systems, by the
processes each district has established to “crunch” and review the
numbers, and by the formats they have to follow in submitting their
approved budgets to the State.

Although we did our best to address the types of problems we saw
in this audit, there’s simply no way we could anticipate everything
that should be considered in developing a standardized format for
school districts’ local budgets.  We also know, for example, that
some issues still need to be wrestled with.  These include:

This Format
Should Be Viewed as a

First Step
In Improving

School Districts’
Local Budget Documents,

But Should Not Be Viewed
As a Finished Product
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� addressing inconsistencies that currently exist in reporting

� deciding how the additional information called for in the new
budget format would be collected, compiled, and reported
uniformly

� whether to include a comparison of the previous year’s budget
to actual expenditures

� considering whether districts should uniformly compile and
report other summary-level or break-out information that would
make their local budget documents even more useful, and what
that information would be

� deciding whether there’s a need to report additional or separate
information for districts that have special education
cooperatives or vocational-technical schools

� considering whether district funds should be grouped for
various reporting or analysis purposes

� ensuring that districts agree on how certain expenditures should
be recorded (for example, a few districts have self-funded
health insurance programs but most don’t)

� determining whether the study commissioned by the  2001
Legislature to determine the cost of a suitable education would
have implications for the type of information district budgets
should include

� recommending a workable time frame for implementation of a
new format

A broad range of voices should be heard on these issues–including
officials from the Department of Education, various school
districts, education associations, the Legislature, and others–to
make sure the document that’s finally adopted is as workable and
meaningful as possible.

We learned at the end of this audit that members of the Kansas
Association of School Business Officials (KASBO) have already
begun studying this issue and may have significant ideas to
provide.
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$118,295,827
$38,075,731

$0
$1,201,723
$9,917,340

$781,562
$3,447,905
$5,094,527

$130,243,535
$42,561,885

$0
$1,300,900

$10,663,462
$847,338

$4,122,972
$6,217,842
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8.4%

19.6%
22.0%

38.8%
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0.0%
0.4%
3.3%
0.3%
1.1%
1.7%

39.0%
12.7%

0.0%
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1.2%
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balances in those 20 funds as a percent of the expenditures made
from those funds.   The following table shows those comparisons
for carryover balances from the 2000-2001 school year.

      Carryover Balances
   In Operating Funds as

District A Percent of Expenditures

Topeka 12.5%
Manhattan 10.2%
Wichita   8.2%
Salina   6.9%

As the table shows, the Topeka and Manhattan school districts had
the highest fund balances in their operating funds in relation to
their expenditures.   Because school districts generally receive their
major State aid payments and other sources of revenue such as
property tax distributions on the same cycle, it seems logical to
expect that the relative level of cash balances they would need to
maintain cashflow throughout the year would be similar among
school districts.

We also looked to see if unnecessary transfers made to operat-
ing funds contributed to higher balances.  We considered a
transfer unnecessary in any case where money was transferred into
a fund and the ending balance in that fund increased by a signifi-
cant amount.  Although we saw several instances where more
money was transferred into a fund than was spent, the amounts by
which those transfers increased the fund balances was not material.
As a result, we concluded there wasn’t a problem with unnecessary
transfers in these 4 districts during the 2000-2001 budget year.

To improve the level of accountability for school districts’ use of
public moneys and to make districts’ budgets easier to understand, we
think there should be a standardized format for the basic information
provided in local school districts budgets, that those budgets should
clearly show districts’ spending plans and priorities, and that the
information provided should be comparable across districts to help
evaluate how efficiently they are operating.

Several major hurdles currently stand in the way.  Two State laws
contribute to distorted or incomplete reporting of budgetary or
expenditure information.  Some of the information that’s needed to

Conclusion
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make useful comparisons among districts is incomplete, and some of
the information that’s already being gathered isn’t being recorded or
reported consistently.  Districts also have different accounting
systems and capabilities.  There are likely to be other problems we
couldn’t identify in working with just 4 of the State’s more than 300
school districts.  All of this makes it difficult to design a one-size-fits-
all budget format.

The problems we’ve identified can only be overcome through the
collective efforts of the Legislature, the Department of Education,
local school district officials, and others.  Although the Legislature
may want to act quickly to amend existing State laws, it should
proceed more cautiously in adopting a standardized budget format for
districts’ local budget documents.  So many issues still need to be
wrestled with that we think others should get involved in reviewing
and refining the budget format we developed before anything is
formally adopted.

Recommendations to the Legislature

1. To ensure that school district budgets provide a complete and
accurate picture of each district’s actual and planned revenues and
expenditures, the House or Senate Education Committees, or other
appropriate legislative committees, should consider the following:

a. Amending K.S.A. 79-2927 to remove the requirement
that districts have to budget to spend all the revenues available
to them in certain operating funds, whether or not they intend to
spend those moneys.  The law should allow districts to budget
to spend only the amount they think they’ll need to spend, and
to show any ending balances districts expect to carry forward to
the next year. (This law affects the budgets the districts
currently submit to the Department of Education.)

b. Requiring school districts to include the revenues and
expenditures associated with all federal entitlement grants and
other grants and miscellaneous income in all budget documents
they prepare, including the budgets they submit to the
Department.  These revenues and expenditures currently are
excluded from the regular budget process.  To ensure that these
revenues and expenditures can be accounted for separately, new
funds should be authorized for each federal entitlement grant,
and one or more additional funds should be authorized for the
other grants, gifts, or donations districts receive.  In addition, to
ensure that this requirement doesn’t affect districts’ budgetary

Recommendations



PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit
March 2002

31

limitations, these funds should be established as the equivalent
of “no-limit” funds that aren’t subject to expenditure limits.

2. To ensure that any standardized budget format adopted for
school districts’ local budget documents is as workable and
meaningful as possible, and that the information reported in those
documents is uniform and comparable across the State, the House or
Senate Education Committees, or other appropriate legislative
committees, should consider creating a task force to study school
budget formats—or requesting an interim study on this topic—before
any decision is made to adopt a standardized format.  If a task force is
created, it should include officials from the Department of Education,
various school districts, educational associations such as the Kansas
National Education Association (KNEA), Kansas Association of
School Boards (KASB), representatives from Certified Public
Accounting firms that audit school districts, Kansas Association of
School Business Officials (KASBO), and any other interested parties
the Committee deems appropriate.

Whatever form this study takes, its purpose would be to review the
budget format developed as part of this audit, address the types of
issues outlined on page 27 of the report and any other issues that may
arise, consider what additional changes may be needed to the
proposed format, and consider the issues involved in implementing a
standardized format.  These implementation issues would include but
aren’t limited to developing standardized definitions and guidance
for school districts to follow, modifying districts’ accounting systems
to record and track any new information needed in the new format,
compiling information that will allow districts to compare their
operational performance with their peer districts and Statewide,
ensuring that districts aren’t being required to report duplicative or
unneeded information, and training district officials on how to use the
new budget format and the information provided in it.

The study should result in a recommendation for the 2003 Legislature
about the standardized format that should be adopted for school
districts’ local budget documents, the types of information that
should be included and the ways in which it should be reported, a
reasonable time frame for implementing the new format, and the
estimated additional costs that districts and the Department of
Education may incur in implementing the new budget format.

Recommendations to the Department of Education

1. To ensure that the K-12 expenditures Kansas reports to the
National Center for Education Statistics are more comparable to the
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information reported by other states, the Department of Education
should do the following:

a. work with NCES and other state officials to identify the
types of information other states are reporting to NCES that
Kansas is not, including federal entitlement grants, other grants
and miscellaneous income, and any other moneys Kansas
districts currently don’t report on the regular State budget form.

b. Collect whatever additional information may be needed
from Kansas school districts

c. submit information for these expenditures to NCES.

2. To ensure that school districts’ local budget documents include
complete and comparable information about  how much money each
district is taking in, how that money is being spent, and what each
district’s spending plans and priorities are, the Department of
Education should take the following steps, regardless of whether a
new budget format is imposed :

a. Develop uniform definitions and guidelines for counting
student populations that currently aren’t being reported in
budget documents—such as pre-kindergarten students, adults,
and post-secondary area vocational-technical students—and
require districts to report those enrollment counts to the
Department in the future.

b. Develop uniform definitions and guidelines for compiling
and reporting the number and type of positions funded within
each of the major functional categories (instruction, student
support, district administration, and the like)—and require
districts to report those that information to the Department in
the future.

c. Consult with school districts to identify areas within State
accounting handbooks that district officials think are
incomplete or unclear, and provide clarification as needed, and
train school district officials on any changes.

d. Consider expanding its audit program for school districts
to include some testing to ensure that expenditures are being
appropriately classified according to the accounting handbook.

3. To help ensure that school districts are in compliance with
federal regulations that place limits on the amount of carry-over
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balances allowed for Food Service Funds, the Department should
follow-up with the Wichita and Topeka school districts regarding the
excessive balances those districts have been carrying in their Food
Service Funds.  As part of that follow-up, the Department should
obtain a concrete plan from both districts for reducing their balances,
and should ensure that those balances are brought down to acceptable
levels.

Recommendations to Officials and School Boards in Our Sample
Districts

1. To ensure that expenditure information provided to the
Department of Education is not mis-categorized, officials from the
Topeka and Wichita school districts should review the Department’s
guidance on which expenditures to report under each major
functional category, and should adjust the “crosswalks” that translate
their accounting data into those categories as needed.

2. To ensure that they aren’t building up excessive carry-over
balances in some of their operating funds, the Topeka and Manhattan
school districts should review with their boards of education the need
for the large balances they are carrying in several of their operating
funds.  Unless those ending balances are being built up for specific
purposes, district officials should reduce the size of those carry-over
balances.

3. To ensure that the detailed budgetary information it prepares for
its school board members clearly shows how it intends to spend
money, the Topeka school district should label all items included in
that detailed budgetary information as clearly as possible.
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Question 2: How Can the New Budget Format Be Used
To Improve the Efficiency of School District Operations?

The new budget format can ultimately be used as a tool to help
identify where a district’s costs may be out of line compared with
peer districts, Statewide averages, or other benchmarks.  District
officials and school board members can use it to explore the rea-
sons for differences in greater detail, and to consider any adjust-
ments they may need to make to increase their district’s efficiency.
The more efficient a district’s operations are, the more money will
be available to spend in the classroom.  Comparisons made using
existing information can be inaccurate or misleading, however,
because some information is inconsistent, incomplete, or non-
comparable.

Between districts, the most reliable comparisons now tend to be
those related to the broadest levels of costs, such as total operating
costs per student, or comparisons about the percent of budget spent
in certain areas.  Also, comparisons relating to fund balances are
reliable.  Several comparisons using these data are presented in this
question.  These findings are discussed in more detail below.

Some cost differences may be the result of one district operating
more or less efficiently than another in a certain area.  Other differ-
ences may be caused by a variety of factors that have little to do
with how efficiently a district operates, including:

� unique aspects of a district’s operations (for example, some
districts host special education cooperatives or have area
vocational technical schools, while others don’t)

� deliberate decisions by district officials or board members
about the types of programs or level of services districts want
to provide (such as offering a comprehensive special education
program for autistic children, which can be very expensive)

� differences in the way districts classify and report their
expenditure, or other information.  The Department of
Education has provided detailed guidance to districts on how to
report expenditure information, but we saw some deviations
from that guidance during this audit.

Identifying the true cause of some spending differences will require
officials to conduct detailed reviews and analyses of relevant
program information.  For example, if a district’s transportation
costs per mile are much higher than comparable districts, the
reasons why could relate to:

The New Budget Format
Will Be a Tool to

Help District Officials and
Others Identify Where

Operating Costs
May Be Out-of-Line
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� whether the district owns or leases its buses
� how much the district pays for gasoline
� how much the district pays its drivers
� the number, size, and age of the district’s buses
� whether the district has staggered schools’ starting times

The new budget format can’t provide information at this level of
detail, nor does it provide all the answers.  However, the
expenditure and other comparative information that is provided in
the new budget format can be used to identify spending areas that
appear out-of-line. The new budget format provides a wealth of
data, from which hundreds of comparisons could be made. Many of
those comparisons already are included in the last section of the
new format which contains some standard comparisons with peer
districts and Statewide averages.

The remainder of this question provides general guidance on how
to use this budget document as part of the process for improving
the efficiency of school district operations.  It also describes the
things we saw when we followed this guidance for our 4 sample
school districts.

In the proposed format, we made comparisons for each of our
sample districts to peer districts and to Statewide averages (when
available), and included the results of those comparisons in Tab 8
of the budget format.  Comparisons for 1999-2000 were used in the
format because that’s the most recent year for which Statewide data
would be available to incorporate into the 2001-2002 budget,
which is the budget year the format is based on.  This information
would be updated each year, and over time would provide a track
record of how the district compares to other districts or the
Statewide average.

For this report, we’ve updated some information to the 2000-2001
school year and compared each of our sample districts to each
other.  The Statewide data for that year aren’t yet available.

The reader is cautioned that some of these current comparisons
aren’t as useful as they would be if every district were
reporting complete and consistent information.   The reader
should keep several things in mind about these comparisons.

� Some comparisons aren’t filled in.  In some cases, the data to
make these comparisons weren’t available.  In other cases,
there appeared to be problems with the numbers the districts
reported, so we elected not to make those comparisons.  For

Our Comparisons of
The 4 Sample Districts

Showed That Each District
Is Unique in Terms of
Level of Spending and

In Terms of What
They Spent the Money On





PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit
March 2002

37

example, some of the salary cost comparisons we tried to make
with the available staffing data produced average salaries that
suggested significant inconsistencies in how districts have
reported staff counts.

� Comparisons on a per-student basis may be somewhat overstated
because all operating expenditures are included, but all the
students are not.  Currently available student counts only include
K-12 students.  However, the expenditure information districts
report includes expenditures for students who are not included in
the count, such as pre-kindergarten students, adults, and non-K-
12 vocational-technical students.  To the extent our 4 sample
districts have proportionally more or fewer of these types of
students, their per-student costs would be skewed either upward
or downward.

� The Statewide revenue and expendiure data include tuition
payments between school districts within the State.   When states
report revenues and expenditures to the National Center for
Education Statistics, tuition payments made from one district to
another are removed so those payments don’t double-count these
funds.  We tried to remove these payments from Kansas’
Statewide financial data but found that they didn’t match up
districts reported paying $7 million in tuition but receiving $23
million.  Because we couldn’t resolve this discrepancy, we kept
tuition payments in the totals.  These amounts should be
removed from Statewide totals in the future.

With those cautions in mind, the following list highlights some of
the main variations we saw among the districts:

The Wichita school district...
� spent less of its budget on capital outlay (property and

equipment) and bond and interest expenses than the other
districts

� spent the least in terms of dollars per student, and had the most
students.  This could represent economies of scale

� overall, has the fewest staff per student
� spent somewhat more per student on School-Level

Administration
� had the highest maintenance costs per square foot
� had the highest employee benefits costs.  District officials

explained that in addition to the employer’s share, the district
pays the employee’s share of health insurance.
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The Topeka school district...
� spent the least per student on Instruction costs, primarily in the

area of salaries and benefits
� spent significantly more per student than the other districts on

Student Support services, primarily in the area of salaries
� spent the most on Other Support Services, and had the most

staff in this area, on a per-student basis
� had the highest level of ending cash balances in their operating

funds and as a percent of expenditures– nearly twice the level
maintained in Salina

The Salina school district...
� had the highest per student expenditures for Instruction.  But

when we backed out the estimated costs incurred by Salina’s
Special Education Cooperative for non-Salina students, its
operating expenditures per student were more like the other
districts.

� spent more on Food Service as a percent of the total budget,
than the other districts.  This could be the result of Salina
having more staff than others, based on number of meals
served.

� spent the least on Operations and Maintenance, likely because
it has the fewest number of staff on a square foot basis.

� had the lowest cash-balance as a percent of expenditures of any
of the 4 districts

The Manhattan school district...
� had the highest costs per meal served.  Because of economies

of scale, the more meals served, the lower the costs, and vice
versa.  On a gross level, Manhattan serves the fewest meals per
student.

� spent less on salaries and more on purchased services in the
Operations and Maintenance area, suggesting it may contract
out more of its Operations and Maintenance work than other
districts.

� spent the most per student for supplies, likely due to the fact
that Manhattan made a large textbook purchase that year.

� had the highest “ miscellaneous” expenditures per student

Some of these things may be bad or good, depending on the
situation.  For example, higher maintenance costs per square foot
in Wichita could indicate inefficiencies, or could indicate the
district places an emphasis on well-maintained schools, which
could save money in the long run.  Without doing a detailed audit
of each of these areas, we couldn’t assess this.
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The tables starting on page 40 provide additional detail and
financial data for our 4 sample districts.  It’s important to note that
this information is based on the district’s 2000-2001 operating
expenditures.  Operating expenditures are based on funds subject to
the State’s budget laws, and exclude expenditures for capital outlay
(property and equipment) and bond and interest payments.
Excluding these expenditures puts districts on a more even footing,
so it doesn’t look like one district has high costs per student just
because it bought new buses or built a new building that year.

In each area where districts’ costs are significantly higher than
other districts, the reasons for those differences should be explored
more fully to assess whether and to what extent operations can be
made more efficient.

Additional benchmarks exist which may be beneficial for
future comparisons.  As part of this audit, we looked for
standardized benchmarks that could be used to measure the
efficiency of school district operations.  The benchmarks we
identified and the sources we got them from are listed below.

Efficiency Measures Source

National Average Food Service Expenditures Standard and Poor’s School Evaluation Services
in 1999 was 3.6% of Total Expenditures

National Average Administration Expenditures Standard and Poor’s School Evaluation Services
in 1997 was 1.9% of Total Expenditures

National Average of School Admin. Expenditures Standard and Poor’s School Evaluation Services
in 1997 was 5.1% of Total Expenditures

1 vice-principal for every 600 students (1998) Florida school district reviews conducted by the Office of
Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability

1 custodian for every 19,000 square feet (1999) Texas School Performance Reviews conducted by the
Comptroller of Public Accounts

cleaning supply costs between 3 cents Texas School Performance Reviews conducted by the
and 22 cents per square foot (1999) Comptroller of Public Accounts

We didn’t incorporate benchmarks such as these in our standard
formats because many of them are time-sensitive and would need
to be updated to reflect data for the fiscal year in which the
comparisons are made.  We simply point these out as potential
sources that Department of Education and school district officials
could consult to obtain other comparisons that might be useful in
assessing school districts’ efficiency.

More information about Standard and Poor’s School Evaluation
Services can be found in Appendix C.
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Comparisons of  Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data

Sample District 

(FTE enrollment)

Wichita

(45,696.1)

Topeka

(13,452.8)

Salina

(7,413.3)

Manhattan

(5,494.0)

Our

Observations

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS:  Includes all of a district’s expenditures from  funds subject to State budget laws, except:

• expenditures from the capital outlay fund

• expenditures from the Bond & Interest Fund

• expenditures for property and equipment, regardless of fund

Operating Costs as a 

Percent of Total Expenditures 

94.1% 88.1% 87.9% 88.1% Wichita’s percentage was high
here because it spent less of its
budget on capital outlay
purchases and bond & interest
payments than the other
districts.

Total Operating expenditures per student $6,666 $6,899 $7,424 $7,103 In general, districts with higher
enrollment levels tend to have
lower operating costs per
student because of economies
of scale.  These figures follow
that pattern.

Wichita spends more on
employee benefits because the
district pays both the employer’s
share and the employee’s share.

Breakdown of expenditures per student by..

...Salaries $4,331 $4,802 $5,546 $4,965

...Benefits $1,047 $842 $721 $644

...Purchased Services $658 $581 $483 $398

...Supplies $604 $638 $622 $914

...Other $25 $36 $51 $183

Total staff 5,524.2 2,227.6 1,280.3 825.2 Overall, Wichita had the fewest
staff per student, and Salina had
the most.  More information on
these differences can be found
on the subsequent pages.

One staff for this many students 8.3 6.1 5.8 6.7

Avg. salary costs per staff
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Comparative Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data

Sample District 

(FTE enrollment)

Wichita

(45,696.1)

Topeka

(13,452.8)

Salina

(7,413.3)

Manhattan

(5,494.0)

Our

Observations

INSTRUCTION:  Activities dealing directly with the interaction between teachers and students.  Instruction staff inc lude regular and part-tim e

teachers, teacher aides or assistants, homebound teachers, and hospital-based teachers.

% of Operating Budget Spent on

This Function 58.0% 51.1% 61.0% 56.8%
Topeka and Salina represented
the low and high extremes in
percent of budget devoted to
Instruction.

Total Expenditures per student $3,869 $3,525 $4,525 $4,036 The Salina district spent the
most per student on Instruction,
primarily because as the host
district of a Special Education
Cooperative, it includes all the
Cooperatives expenditures, the
vast majority of which were for
Instruction.

Manhattan had a large textbook
purchase this year which
explains why their supplies
expenses are high.

Breakdown of expenditures per student by..

...Salaries $2,848 $2,773 $3,775 $3,228

...Employee Benefits $650 $491 $485 $413

...Purchased Services $200 $55 $51 $47

...Supplies $171 $198 $214 $341

...Other $0 $7 $0 $7

Total Instruction  staff 3,572.4 1,370.8 821.9 489.1 Topeka and Salina had more
instructional staff for their # of
students than Wichita and
Manhattan.

One Instruction staff for this many students 12.8 9.8 9.0 11.2

Avg. salary costs per Instruction staff

Avg. # of elem. students per elem. school N/A N/A N/A N/A This data currently isn’t
available, but if it becomes
available, it would indicate the
relative size of the district’s
schools.

Avg. # of middlle students per middle school N/A N/A N/A N/A

Avg. # of high school students per high school N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Continued Comparative Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data

Sample District 

(FTE enrollment)

Wichita

(45,696.1)

Topeka

(13,452.8)

Salina

(7,413.3)

Manhattan

(5,494.0)

Our

Observations

STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES:  Activities designed to assess and improve the well-being of students and to supplement the teaching

process.  Includes staff in social services, counseling, health care, speech pathology, etc.

% of Operating Budget Spent on

This Function 

7.5% 12.1% 7.5% 5.2% Topeka was considerably higher
in the percent of its budget spent
on this function.

Total Expenditures per Student $497 $834 $559 $371 On a per-student basis, the
Topeka district spent much more
on student support services than
the other districts.  Most of the
difference relates to salaries,
indicating Topeka may have
more staff in this area, have a
different mix of staff, pay higher
average salaries than the other
districts, or a combination.

Breakdown of expenditures per student by...

...Salaries $379 $671 $462 $311

...Employee Benefits $106 $97 $54 $38

...Purchased Services $4 $57 $27 $12

...Supplies $8 $7 $16 $10

...Other $0 $2 $0 $0

Total Student Support Services staff 320.8 194.0 134.2 50.9

One Student Support staff for this many
students

142.4 69.3 55.2 107.9

Avg. salary costs per Student Support staff
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Continued Comparative Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data

Sample District 

(FTE enrollment)

Wichita

(45,696.1)

Topeka

(13,452.8)

Salina

(7,413.3)

Manhattan

(5,494.0)

Our

Observations

INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT SERVICES:  Activities associated with helping the instructional staff with the content and process of providing

learning experiences for students.  Includes curriculum coordinators, in-service training staff, school library staff, and audiovisual staff.

% of Operating Budget Spent on

This Function 

3.7% 4.9% 5.1% 5.0% Wichita spent the lowest
percentage of its budget on this
function.

Total Expenditures per Student $245 $338 $375 $355 Within Instructional Support, the
Topeka and Manhattan districts
had much higher costs per
student for purchased services.  

Breakdown of expenditures per student by...

...Salaries $173 $216 $298 $205

...Employee Benefits $30 $33 $33 $24

...Purchased Services $15 $51 $11 $50

...Supplies $27 $34 $29 $76

...Other $0 $4 $5 $0

Total instructional support staff 92.4 47.5 24.6 31.7 Wichita had the fewest of these
type staff, which helps explain
why its costs are lower.# of FTE students per Instruct. Support staff 494.5 283.2 301.4 173.3

Avg. salary costs per Instruct. Support staff

Continued Comparative Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data
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Continued Comparative Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data

Sample District 

(FTE enrollment)

Wichita

(45,696.1)

Topeka

(13,452.8)

Salina

(7,413.3)

Manhattan

(5,494.0)

Our

Observations

DISTRICT-LEVEL ADMINISTRATION:  Includes activities related to the board of education staff, superintendent, superintendent’s staff, assistant

superintendents, and area directors.

% of Operating Budget Spent on

This Function 

1.3% 2.3% 2.6% 1.7%

Total Expenditures per Student $84 $159 $193 $120 Topeka and Salina reported
more expenditures in this area
than the other districts.Breakdown of expenditures per student by...

...Salaries $29 $101 $80 $75

...Employee Benefits $9 $18 $10 $9

...Purchased Services $44 $20 $92 $28

...Supplies $2 $7 $0 $8

...Other $1 $13 $12 $0

Total district-level administrative staff 324.3 43.6 35.0 11.0 The fact that Topeka reported
the second-lowest number of
staff in this category but the
highest salary costs may
indicate some inconsistencies in
how districts reported staff in
this classification.

One district admin. staff for this many students 140.9 308.6 211.8 499.5

# of Instructional staff per district admin. staff 11.0 31.4 23.5 44.5

Avg. salary costs per district admin. staff
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Continued Comparative Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data

Sample District 

(FTE enrollment)

Wichita

(45,696.1)

Topeka

(13,452.8)

Salina

(7,413.3)

Manhattan

(5,494.0)

Our

Observations

SCHOOL-LEVEL ADMINISTRATION:  Includes activities of the principal, assistant principals and staff located at school buildings.

% of Operating Budget Spent on

This Function 

6.8% 5.7% 4.4% 6.1%

Total Expenditures per Student $453 $392 $325 $430 Wichita’s overall costs per
student were higher than the
other districts.

Wichita paid its school-level
administrative staff higher
benefits, on average.

Breakdown of expenditures per student by...

...Salaries $340 $331 $287 $355

...Employee Benefits $93 $51 $33 $43

...Purchased Services $5 $10 $2 $22

...Supplies $13 $0 $3 $10

...Other $2 $0 $0 $0

Total school-level administrative staff 288.1 108.9 73.5 49.2

One school admin. staff for this many students 158.6 123.5 100.9 111.7

# of Instructional staff per school admin. staff 12.4 12.6 11.2 9.9

Avg. # of school admin. staff per school bldg. n/a n/a n/a n/a

Avg. salary costs per school admin. staff

Continued Comparative Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data
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Continued Comparative Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data

Sample District 

(FTE enrollment)

Wichita

(45,696.1)

Topeka

(13,452.8)

Salina

(7,413.3)

Manhattan

(5,494.0)

Our

Observations

OTHER SUPPORT SERVICES:  Inc ludes district-wide business services activities such as accounting, payroll, and information technology.

% of Operating Budget Spent on

This Function 

3.4% 5.9% 3.0% 5.2% Topeka spent the largest
percent of its budget on this
function.

Total Expenditures per Student $225 $407 $224 $372 Topeka’s purchased services
expenditures were significantly
higher than the other district’s. 
Salina’s supply costs were
almost double of what other
districts spent.

Breakdown of expenditures per student by...

...Salaries $118 $216 $142 $285

...Employee Benefits $31 $68 $18 $37

...Purchased Services $47 $92 $20 $14

...Supplies $28 $25 $44 $24

...Other $2 $6 $0 $12

Total Other Support staff 80.3 83.0 5.0 15.0 Topeka and Wichita have
roughly the same number of
support staff but the Wichita
district is more then 3 times
larger than Topeka.  Manhattan
has fewer students than Salina,
yet reports 3 times as many staff
in this area, again pointing to
potential inconsistencies in how
staff are classified.

One Other Support staff for this many students 569.1 162.1 1,482.7 366.3

# of Instructional staff per Other Support staff 44.5 16.5 164.4 32.6

Avg. # of Other Support staff per building

Avg. salary costs per Other Support staff
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Continued Comparative Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data

Sample District 

(FTE enrollment)

Wichita

(45,696.1)

Topeka

(13,452.8)

Salina

(7,413.3)

Manhattan

(5,494.0)

Our

Observations

TRANSPORTATION:  Activities related to transporting students to and from school, and trips to and from activities.

% of Operating Budget Spent on

This Function 

5.0% 3.9% 2.3% 3.4% A possible reason why Wichita
and Topeka were high: busing
for racial balance.

Total Expenditures per Student $335 $267 $172 $241 Wichita, Topeka and Salina
contract out their busing
services.  This results in lower
salary expenditures, and higher
purchased service expenditures.

The Wichita district’s
transportation costs per student
are the highest of the 4 districts. 

Breakdown of expenditures per student by...

...Salaries $12 $37 $0 $132

...Employee Benefits $2 $6 $0 $17

...Purchased Services $299 $221 $172 $42

...Supplies $22 $2 $0 $35

...Other $0 $0 $0 $16

Total # of bus miles driven this year (a) N/A N/A N/A N/A These ratios are more
meaningful, and may yield
efficiency information.

Unlike the other districts, the
majority of Topeka’s students
transported live within 2.5 miles
of school.

Cost / mile driven (a) N/A N/A N/A N/A

# of students transported 17,880 4,292 463 2,899

Cost per student transported $856 $836 $2,752 $456

% of students transported > 2.5 miles 80.5% 29.7% 68.7% 77.7%

% of students transported < 2.5 miles 19.3% 70.3% 31.3% 22.0%

Total Transportation staff 3.0 10.0 0.3 31.7

Avg. salary costs per Transportation staff

(a) information on bus miles driven for 2000-2001 was not yet available from the Department of Education, consequently, cost per mile driven couldn’t be calculated
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Continued Comparative Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data

Sample District 

(FTE enrollment)

Wichita

(45,696.1)

Topeka

(13,452.8)

Salina

(7,413.3)

Manhattan

(5,494.0)

Our

Observations

FOOD SERVICE:  Activities related to providing food to students and staff in a school or district.

% of Operating Budget Spent on

This Function 

4.0% 4.1% 5.1% 4.6%

Total Expenditures per Student $267 $280 $377 $327 The Salina district’s food service
costs per student are somewhat
higher than the other districts.  Breakdown of expenditures per student by...

...Salaries $77 $106 $151 $130

...Employee Benefits $25 $23 $31 $26

...Purchased Services $3 $2 $20 $4

...Supplies $151 $148 $174 $167

...Other $11 $1 $0 $0

Total # of meals served 6,033,077 1,861,608 1,050,775 667,711 Costs per meal served vary by
the number of meals served. 
Because of economies of scale,
generally, the more meals
served, the lower the costs.

Total costs / meal served $2.02 $2.02 $2.66 $2.69

Food and milk costs / meal served $1.12 $1.00 $1.23 $1.34

Total Food Services staff 174.5 97.0 79.8 31.5 Salina served the fewest meals
per food service staff.

Avg. salary costs per Food Service staff

Avg. # of meals served per Food Service staff 34,574 19,192 13,168 21,197
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Continued Comparative Information for 4 Sample Districts’

Actual 2000-01

Operating Expenditures and Related Data

Sample District 

(FTE enrollment)

Wichita

(45,696.1)

Topeka

(13,452.8)

Salina

(7,413.3)

Manhattan

(5,494.0)

Our

Observations

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE:  Activities related to keeping the buildings open, comfortable and safe, and for keeping grounds,

buildings, and equipment in effective working condition and state of repair.

% of Operating Budget Spent on

This Function 

10.2% 10.1% 8.6% 9.9%

Total Expenditures per Student $683 $694 $640 $705 The 4 districts’ total costs per
student were all pretty close.

Manhattan spent less on
salaries and more on purchased
services, suggesting it may
contract out more of its
operations and maintenance
work than the other districts.

Breakdown of expenditures per student by...

...Salaries $356 $350 $351 $245

...Employee Benefits $100 $54 $56 $37

...Purchased Services $43 $73 $89 $179

...Supplies $184 $216 $144 $244

...Other $1 $0 $0 $0

Total # of square feet (all buildings) 7,426,243 2,465,008 1,530,720 1,108,698 Wichita’s O & M costs were
highest, possibly because it has
a number of very old buildings.  
Topeka and Manhattan had
higher utility costs / square foot
than Wichita and Salina.

Operations and maintenance costs / sq. ft. $4.20 $3.79 $3.10 $3.49

Utilities costs / square foot $0.87 $0.92 $0.56 $1.01

Total Operations & Maintenance staff 634.7 214.5 89.0 69.3 Salina spent the least per
student, likely because it had the
fewest number of staff on a
square foot basis.

Avg. salary costs / Oper. & Maint. staff

# of square feet per Oper. & Maint. staff 11,700 11,492 17,199 15,999
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In the short run, the com
parisons provided in the new

 budget
docum

ent w
on’t be as useful as they could be in identifying

potential areas that should be investigated or studied. That’s
because som

e inform
ation isn’t yet available to help provide

uniform
 cost com

parisons am
ong the districts.  In addition, it is

likely that inform
ation isn’t currently reported uniform

ly.  A
s m

ore
com

plete inform
ation becom

es available to m
ake m

ore precise
com

parisons, and as inform
ation is reported m

ore uniform
ly, these

com
parisons can be a starting point for school district officials,

school boards, and m
em

bers of the public to assess the efficiency
of their school districts.

Conclusion
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APPENDIX A

Scope Statement

This audit contains the scope statement approved by the Legislative Post Audit
committee on August 29, 2001.  The audit was requested by Senator Kerr.
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SCOPE STATEMENT

School District Budgets: Determining Ways to Structure the
Budget Document to Make it Understandable and

Allow For Meaningful Comparisons

The State currently provides several billion in financial assistance to school
districts, which accounts for a significant portion of the State’s budget.  Recently,
citing inadequate funding from the State, the State Board of Education has called for
increasing State aid by more than a billion over the next several years.

Legislators have expressed concerns that the current budget documents used
by Kansas school districts make it difficult to know how much money a district is
taking in, and how that money is being spent.  A particular concern is that the budgets
don’t allow for comparisons to be made at the individual school level, which
precludes identifying specific areas where costs may be out of line.  Consequently,
legislators are concerned about the level of accountability the current school budgets
provide for the billions of dollars that are being invested in K-12 education.

A performance audit of this topic would address the following questions.

What changes in school district budget documents are needed to make those
budgets more useful to district officials and the public, and how could those
budgets be used to improve school district operations?  To answer this question,
we would review literature on school district budgeting.  We would look at the types
of budgets school districts in other states use and look at the types of budget formats
consultants are recommending to make budgets more understandable and useful.  In
particular, we would look at what Coopers and Lybrand have recommended for the
Wichita School District.  We also would look at the work Standard and Poors School
Evaluation Services and others have done in evaluating other states’ school district
budgets or costs.  Based on our review, we would work with Department of
Education officials to identify a budget format that is more understandable and
workable for Kansas school districts.  Once a useful and understandable format is
identified, we would select several Kansas school districts and work with district
officials to recast their budgets for the most recent two years into that format.  We
would then conduct a number of analyses involving costs per student at individual
schools within and across districts to demonstrate how those budgets might be used
to identify areas where expenditures appear to be out of line or where operational
improvements could be made.  We would research the reasons why spending per
student may be significantly higher at some schools, and make appropriate
recommendations for what could be done to bring costs more in line.  As part of this
effort, we would attempt to identify expenditure ratios or benchmarks (such as food
and transportation costs per student, administrative and maintenance costs per
building, etc.) that could result in more meaningful and useful comparisons for
district officials, state and local policy makers, and taxpayers.

Estimated Completion Time: 12-14 weeks
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APPENDIX B

This appendix details what transfers are allowable by law, and explains any
restrictions on such transfers between funds.

Allowable Transfers and Any Applicable Restrictions on those Transfers

School districts can transfer moneys between certain funds according to the following statutory guidelines
and restrictions:

Fund Moneys from that Fund can be transferred to: Restrictions?

General Fund Special Education, Food Service, Driver Training,
Adult Education, Adult Supplementary Education,
Area Vocational School, Inservice Education,
Parent Education Program, Summer School
Program, Extraordinary School Program,
Educational Excellence Grant Program

No

Transportation, Vocational, Bilingual Before moneys can be transferred, schools must
have incurred an obligation that makes a transfer
from the General Fund necessary.  The amount
transferred cannot be greater than the obligation
calls for.

Technology Education No

Contingency Reserve The only source of revenue for this fund is
transfers from the General Fund.  The fund
balance cannot exceed 4% of the General Fund
budget of the district for the school year.

Capital Outlay Districts with 10,000 students and above may
transfer moneys in an amount not to exceed 1%
of their legally adopted operating budgets. Other
districts may transfer moneys in an amount not to
exceed 2%. 

Supplemental
General Fund

Vocational Education, Area Vocational School,
Special Education, Adult Education, Parent
Education Program, Educational Excellence Grant
Program, Adult Supplementary Education, Driver
Training, Food Service, Transportation, Inservice
Education, Summer School Program, Technology
Education, Bilingual, Extraordinary School
Program.

No

Contingency
Reserve Fund

Vocational Education, Area Vocational School,
Special Education, Adult Education, Parent
Education Program, Educational Excellence Grant
Program, Adult Supplementary Education, Driver
Training, Food Service, Transportation, Inservice
Education, Summer School Program, Technology
Education, Bilingual, Extraordinary School
Program.

No

Special Education
Fund

Cooperative Special Education No

Capital Outlay Transportation Only for the purpose of purchasing buses or bus
equipment

Compiled by LPA staff from the Department of Education’s Guidelines for Financial Reporting for Unified School Districts.
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APPENDIX C

Standard and Poor’s School Evaluation Service

This appendix contains a brief summary of Standard and Poor’s newly formed
School Evaluation Service division which provides analysis related to financial
and academic accountability to those states it contracts with.
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Standard and Poor’s Provides School Evaluation Services

Over 4 years ago, Standard and Poor’s, a firm originally known for bond ratings, developed a new
School Evaluation Services (SES) division to provide more financial and academic accountability and
uniform benchmarks in the education system.  The division contracts with individual states to provide
independent analysis based on 1,500 performance variables ranging from test scores to district
budgets.  Once SES staff have gathered and analyzed the numbers, SES provides a 12-15 page report
(called S&P Observations) to the contracting State which identifies strengths, challenges and risks of
each school system, highlighting relevant comparisons and trends.  Based on the uniform reporting,
results enable officials to spot trends, identify outliers, and launch remedial programs in problem areas.
So far, Pennsylvania and Michigan have signed a multiple-year contract with SES for an annual cost of
$2.5 million, and their first year results are available on the internet.  In addition, the Minnesota legisla-
ture has recently allocated funds to purchase the S&P service and dozens of other states have con-
tacted SES for more information.

Information on the website includes the S&P Observations report and detailed analytical data which is
organized into 6 categories.  The list below shows those categories with a few examples of information
within each:

Return on Resources Financial Environment
• Performance Cost Index • Local source revenues per student
• Operating expenses per student • State source revenues per student

• Taxable property value/student
Learning Environment • Long term debt/student
• Headcounts per district • Comparative Financial reserve trends
• Student to Staff ratio
• Student to teacher ratio / trends Student Results:
• Special Education enrollment trends • Graduation rates / trends

• Dropout rates
Spending • ACT participation rates
• Operating expenditures
• Instructional expenditures Demographic Environment
• Transportation expenditures • Students receiving free/reduced cost meals
• Average teacher salaries / trends • Limited English Proficiency
• Comparative spending trends • Median Household income

Users can choose to compare an individual district’s data to the state average, another district, or a
“custom setting” in which users can compare one district to a selected number of specific districts.
Further, users can choose different ways to look at the data, such as total dollars per program, by % of
budget, or on a per-student basis.  Within a specific district, users can also get a more detailed look at
the school building data, which contains information on grades taught and headcounts at each school.

To perform the evaluation for each contracting state, SES staff uses publicly available data from that
state such as standardized test records, financial records, enrollment and staffing records.  In addition,
SES collects data from state revenue and finance agencies, and Federal agencies such as the US
Department of Education, the National Center for Education Statistics, and the US Department of
Commerce.   While states don’t have to change the way in which they track data, States that have gone
through the first year of this “exercise” have found a number of improvements to make to their data.  For
example, the state of Michigan could not provide meaningful information regarding their teachers
credentials and tenure, which meant it essentially had no information on their workforce.  Officials in
that state are using this finding as a driving force to improve their data in this area.

One area of concern is the timeliness of the reported data: it takes about 18 months from the time the
contract is signed to the publication of the first set of data, which is based on data a couple of years old.
In Michigan, this weakness has created public pressure for the education system to speed up its data
collection process.

The website will be expanded in the future to show notable trends, major developments and issues that
could affect the data used such as changes in legislation, school funding and accountability standards
across the state.
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APPENDIX D

Audit Responses

On February 21st, we sent a draft copy of this report and the proposed budget
format to the Department of Education, and the Wichita, Topeka, Salina and
Manhattan school districts for review and response.  We have included the written
responses from each in this appendix.
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