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Thank you Mr. Lauber.  There is certainly a lot to think about.  I appreciate the detailed information provided in this email.  I will discuss your recommendations and

comments with the rest of the Board of Education.  We look forward to further dialogue on these issues.

Thank you.

Tom

Thomas L. Williams, Superintendent

Kirkwood School District

11289 Manchester Rd.

Kirkwood, Missouri  63122

314-213-6100 Ext. 7801

>>> Will Lauber <wlauber@msn.com> 12/8/2016 2:30 PM >>>

Gentleman:

We appreciate the chance to meet with you and the chance to give our input. Our suggestions are designed to help the Kirkwood School District serve

everyone in our community. We are writing to confirm our offer to work with the Board and the administration to find the best funding alternative. We believe

that we can help you meet the needs of all community stakeholders and ensure passage of a ballot initiative that a high level of the community could support.

When Mr. Heinrich communicated with members of our group earlier this year, we promised him that we would come up with a list of proposals that would

help with the current KSD budget.  These ideas were published in the Webster-Kirkwood Times (WKT) on April 14th and as well as on our website. On

August 16th after KSD completed their budget, a summary of our proposals was again published as a letter to the editor in the WKT and we directed readers to

our website for a further explanation.  On August 25th, Mr. Frost's response was published in the WKT and a more detailed response was published on the

KSD website.  Quite frankly after reading Mr. Frost's response and not hearing anything directly from any of the Board members or the administration about

our proposals, we were not too encouraged any common ground could be found.  

We were pleasantly surprised when Mr. Romay reached out recently, and we thought we had a very productive meeting last night.  Unfortunately, trying to



find this common ground five days before the Board is scheduled to vote to start drafting ballot language is a very tall task for all of us.  For this reason, we

would encourage the Board to continue the conversation and choose the November option among the two possible dates they are considering for a ballot

initiative.

We discussed a number of topics which we agreed required further investigation both individually and collectively. While there was no conclusion to these

discussion items, all thought that with further dialogue, we might reach a solution. These are:

1. Elimination of the set-aside technology and maintenance funds while maintaining the current tax revenue which would be incorporated into the operating

fund. We think the majority at the meeting agreed that making this change would provide the Board and administration with needed flexibility, but would

obviously necessitate discipline spending habit by the Board to ensure that maintenance and technology needs are still met going forward.  We also realize that

this action would take voter approval and we would strongly encourage the Board to offer this proposal as a joint offering with the tax levy increase proposal.

 Tax Fairly believes the Board could balance the various priorities, and voters would obviously act as a check on this discretion via school board elections

and/or future ballot initiatives.  Our opinion is that the current system unnecessarily handcuffs the Board and provides the wrong incentives in situations like

today when non mission critical spending is taking place in technology and maintenance when spending in the classroom is limited.  

2. Evaluate charging tuition for children of KSD non-resident teachers.  You mentioned that you were looking at grandfathering current non-resident

employees and not offering this benefit for any future employees.  We have provided you with an alternative of getting a legislative exemption like Lee's

Summit did to charge non-resident teachers tuition. We would be happy to use our contacts with our local elected officials and work with you about coming up

with a potential solution for KSD.  We certainly think there is enough common ground here for rational minds to come to some consensus.

3. Employee support of rising health care insurance.  Given the increasing health care premiums for individuals in the community whether they are in an

Obamacare plan or are seeing increased costs passed on from their employer plans, we feel it is imperative that KSD looks at this issue and the policy of

paying all of the premiums for individual employees.  We understand that some other costs like co-pays may be increasing, but think this issue deserves a

thorough evaluation in light of the current environment.

4. We are encouraged that the Board is considering a new salary schedule.  We believe we all recognized that the current pay schedule results in unfairness for

some teachers and taxpayers and there needs to be a change for the long-term stability of KSD.  We look forward to seeing the progress you make over the

next few months with the teachers and staff on a new salary schedule.

5. Seriously explore selling the Lindeman property.  We don't know what the downside would be to receiving interest and offers from interested parties.  If

KSD only received abnormally low offers of $1M or less, you could certainly inform the voters of that and we would support the decision to not sell at this

time. We agreed with the appraisal back in 2010 that it did not make sense to sell the property near the bottom of the local real estate market and when KSD

was not facing any pressing budget issues.  But, the real estate market is much stronger now and we think that it is highly likely the property would get some

attractive offers which would provide the District with a much needed one-time infusion that could be spent in the classroom and provide a small ongoing

revenue stream.  Unless you have a compelling need for the property and want to articulate it to the public, we don't think it makes sense for the Board to play

real estate speculator in the hopes that the property might be higher sometime in the future when the proceeds from a sale could be used in the classroom now.

6. Some of these changes could impact future revenue which we feel should lower the tax levy increase amount you are considering.  For instance, the

maintenance and technology budgets have a balance of over $2M as of the end of last month.  This balance was at $3.3M at the end of last fiscal year. Also,

the potential sale of the Lindeman property would have an impact as a one-time item and as an ongoing revenue stream.  As to what we would consider to be a



reasonable tax levy increase amount, we could not really say until we see your detailed plans for how you plan to spend the increased tax revenues over the

next five years and what impact some of the above changes would have on that budget.  From our conversation last night, it sounds like you are planning to

provide the public with those more detailed spending plans in the near future.

We think all of these issues/requests are reasonable and the majority of the voters would agree with them.

We are more than willing to meet regularly with the Board and the administration to work to a solution that works for all of the community.  For a number of

reasons, we think that this would require waiting until November for an initiative.  We believe this date would offer a number of benefits to the Board

including the following:

The Board could potentially not have an organized and experienced group opposing a tax increase.

The community will have the opportunity to understand more about the financial challenges that the district is facing and help come up with a solution

that works for all.

The district will have a better understanding of how taxpayers view district financing.

The district will have a firmer understanding of enrollment with the potential loss of some or all of the Riverview Gardens transfer students.

Taxpayers will have a better grasp of their reassessments. This will give them confidence of what their tax increase will be if the measure passes and

eliminates uncertainty which would probably not play into the favor of a Yes vote if you chose an April date.

Also, there would potentially be money freed up from the technology and maintenance budget surpluses the day after the November 2016 election assuming

the maintenance/technology issue was part of the initiative and it passed.  Also, the potential Lindeman proceeds could help alleviate any short-term issues

that waiting an additional year for increased tax revenues would cause while working to a long-term solution that works for all stakeholders and has a

significantly higher chance of passing.

While we are prepared to mount a campaign against a ballot initiative if it is of an amount that we think is excessive and the Board has not made a serious

effort to address all of the above concerns, this is not our first choice.  Our first choice is to work with you to come to a framework that takes into account all

stakeholders in the community and one that will have a significantly higher chance of passing.  We would encourage the Board to think about what is in the

best long-term interests of the community.

Please feel free to share this communication with the rest of the Board members as they consider their various options before the meeting next Monday night.

 Also feel free to contact us if you or any of the other Board members have any further questions.  

Thank you again for meeting with us and listening to our concerns.  We look forward to your response and continuing the dialogue.

Sincerely,

Will Lauber

on behalf of Tax Fairly




