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The Honorable Terry E. Branstad
Gavernor

State Capitol
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Dear Governor Branstad:

You have requested that I prepare recommendations regarding the school
finance formula for elementary and secondary education in Iowa. It is my
pleasure to present the enclosed document which sets feorth recommendations for
a futuristic finance formula for elementary and secondary education.

You are well aware that educating Iowa's children and youth requires a
large share of the state’'s financial resources and that this investment in
Iowa's future has an extremely high rate of return. Your commitment to
education excellence is evident and therefore my goal is to propose a school
finance formula which addresses the needs of students. scftens the impact of
declining enrollment, maintains an appropriate curriculum, and provides for
competitive staff salaries.

School districts and area education agencies face significant challenges.
Technology is impacting education at an increasingly rapid rate. Good teachers
and administrators are leaving and retiring. Declining enrollments have had an
impact on curriculum and finance. How Iowans respond to these challenges will
set the stage for education in this state for years to come.

Keeping Iowans informed about educational trends and outcomes and actively
involved in their school districts will improve their understanding and
confidence, Public support for adequate funds for education will exist if the
public understands how our education system is funded. Thus, my recommenda-
tions propose a finance formula which is understandable and assures funding

equity.

The recommendations to modify state foundation aid for school districts are
presented for your consideration as you prepare your budget proposal and your
agenda for the State of Iowa.

Sincerely.

William L. Lepleyi

Director

WLL/plhb

Enclosure
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INTRODUCTION

lowa's current school finance law was designed in the late '60s and early '70s to provide for
general property tax replacements, equalize the taxation method of property for school purposes,
and allocate state funds for aid to schools. The General Assembly also provided for agricultural
land tax credits, personal property tax credits, and additional homestead credit for the aged.
Between 1970 and 1972, the General Assembly modified the finance formuia to create the present
type of foundation plan. The present plan includes a uniform levy requirement, establishes a state
foundation base, establishes a maximum growth on each budget, provides for higher aliowable
growth for low-spending districts, provides for minimum state aid to each district, and creates
budgets on the basis of the number of students.

In 1987, the 72nd General Assembly passed legislation (House File 499, Section 81) to
repeal Chapter 442, School Foundation Program, effective June 30, 1991. The General Assembly
also stated in Section 74 of House File 499 that it intended to enact a new schoot aid formula in the
1989 session, with the procedures to be implemented in the 1990-91 school year.

In the summer of 1988, Governor Branstad requested the director of the Department of
Education, Dr. William Lepley, to develop recommendations for a new school aid formula in
preparation for the 1989 legislative session. In responding to the request, the Department of
Education involved a number of executive and legislative participants as well as representatives of
the education community. The intent of this process was to solicit ideas as well as openly discuss
school finance issues.




THE PROCESS

To comply with the Governor's request that the Department of Education study and prepare
recommendations in response to the sunset of the current finance formula, Dr. William Lepley
convened a study group of key individuals. The purpose of the participant involvement was to allow
the Department of Education to explore a variety of ideas and ensure good communication.
Individuals were asked to participate because of their knowledge and were involved to allow the
Department of Education to develop recommendations which would be based upon appropriate
insight.

The participants were:

E ion
Leland Tack, Planning and Evaluation, Chair
Sue Donielson, Instructional Services
Ted Stilwill, Administrative Services
Frank Vance, Special Education
Phyllis Herriage, Career Education
John Matrtin, Instruction and Curricuium
ffi ntand B
Lyn Barney, Deputy Director
Kathy Mabie, Policy Analyst
Ron Amosson, Management Director
Brad Hudson, Policy Analyst
Associations
Phil Dunshee, lowa Association of School Boards
Lowell Dauenbaugh, lowa State Education Association
Kelly Schlapkohi, School Administrators of lowa

Representatives:

Art Ollie - Chair of Education Committee

Horace Daggett - Education Committee, Ranking Member
Senators:

Larry Murphy - Chair of Education Committee

Ray Taylor - Education Committee, Ranking Member

Marvin Selden
Representative Delwyn Stromer

The participants were not asked to vote on recommaendations or issue majority or minority
reports. While their comments and criticism were sought to help develiop these recommendations,
no endorsement was requested by the Department of Education nor should endorsements be
assumed. However, the ideas, assistance, and cooperation of all participants needs to be
acknowledged. They provided analysis of various approaches, presentations to the committee and
a collective wisdom on past, current,and future proposals.




THE ISSUES
Many factors have lead to the study of changes in the current school finance formula,
including current demographic and economic conditions of the state and educational reform. In the
discussions and reviews of information on how education is being financed and where the dollars
are being spent, the following areas were selected to be addressed.
o Enroliments and Enroliment Change Provisions
. Allowable Growth and Budget Growth
. Discretionary Funding
. Standards
¢ Special Populations
| Unique District Needs
. Incentives, Supplementary Weights, Student Opportunities
o Excellence in Education Program, Phases |, i and il

. AEA Funding

. New Initiatives

lowa's current formula has served the state remarkably well for almost 20 years. Thus
building on the past and using the parts of the formula that have "worked" were considered in this
study. However, the changes proposed for the formula are more than refinements, since major
funding inequities have resulted over time. To address these funding inequities, a review of the
goals of the current formula was conducted. In addition, a review of the history of school finance
was conducted and is presented in Appendix A.




THE GOALS

The current school! finance formula had clearly defined goals when it was passed. Those
goals were to provide property tax replacements, equalize the method of taxation of property for
school purposes, provide an allocation process of state aid to schools, and to target tax relief
through agricultural land tax credits, personal property tax credits, and additional homestead credit
for the aged. '

The formula also required a minimum and uniform propetrty tax effort of $5.40 per $1,000
taxable valuation, set a state foundation base, established budget growth, equalized spending,
provided a minimum amount of state aid, established budgets on the basis of the number of
students in the district, and forward-funded the budgets.

Many of the goals established almost 20 years ago are still very applicable today. in addition
the following goals and basic beliefs were considered in preparing these recommendations:

. The formula shouid be pupil driven in that the funding should be dependent upon the
number of pupils in the district, (a) adjusted to local conditions, (b) adjusted across time, (c)
weighted to meet program/student needs.

° The changes made to the funding system should be phased in over a number of years to
provide stability and predictability in funding.

. New initiatives should be categorically funded until they are estabiished and evaluated. If
successful, they should be folded into the formula.

¢ Local budget growth should be reflected in locai needs.

. Some local leeway or flexibility in generating revenue should be included in the formula.

o The funding mechanism should provide for the educational needs of special chiidren,

° The should provide for an appropriate balance between state aid and property taxes for
both school districts and area education agencies.

* The most effective and efficient use of limited state and local money must be made.

. A child's educational opportunities should not be dependent upon his or her residency.




CURRENT SCHOOL FINANCE FACTS 1988-89

Number of:

Districts:

Area Education Agencies
Public pupils-Sept. 1988
Nonpublic pupils-Sept. 1988

Regular Program District Cost

Supplementary Weighting

Shared Administrator Weighting

Special Education in Addition
to Reg. Program

Phase |

Phase li

Phase Il

Talented and Gifted

School Improvement

Dropout Prevention

Enrichment

Semi-Annual Apportionment

SBRC One Time Addition

SBRC Permanent Growth

Tort Liability-Insurance
Unemployment

Early Retirement
Playground 13 1/2 cents
School Site 27 cents
School House 67 1/2 cents
Debt Service

Sub Total

AEA Special Education

Media Services

Educational Services
Totai

* In millions

433
15
476,771
46,598
Total * State Aid* Property Tax *
$1,384.8 744.3 640.5
$ 441 34 V4
$ 2.3 1.9 4
$ 1026 84.1 18.5
$ 110 11.0
$ 385 38.5
$ 420 42.0
$ 69 6.9
$ 4.3 4.3
$ 4.0 4.0
$ 39 3.9
$ 1038 10.8
$ 7 7
$ 48 4.8
$ 9.6 9.6
$ 7 7
$ 30 3.0
$ 1.0 1.0
$ 159 15.9
$ 285 28.5
$ 405 40.5
$1,719.9 794.7
$ 66.0 54.4 11.6
12.1 12.1
13.3 13.3
$1,811.3 831.7




ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Issue - Enroliment Decline Provision

Recommendation 1

1.01
1.02

1.03

1.04

1.05

1.06

Discussion

The basic formuia should remain based on enroliment.

An average of the most recent three years' enroliment should be used
as the budget enroilment count.

If the prior year's enroliment is greater than the three-year
average, then the prior year's enroliment should be used as the
budget enroliment.

A new state and new district cost should be calculated.

a. Budgets would be divided by the three-year average enroliment of
the year before implementation of the new formula.

b. District costs would remain at the recalcuiated levels if they did
not exceed the state cost by more than 10 percent.

C. Included in the recalculation of the district and state cost would
be funds previously received as semi-annual apportionment
monies.

Added to each district and the state cost would be a per-pupil amount for the
following areas:

a. Allowable growth
b. Talented and Gifted
C. Phase il

The current formula should be adjusted over a three-year period to phase the new
formula into effect. The recommended adjustment would be to move the 1978 base up
over this three-year period to a more recent year and recalculate each district's and
the state cost.

A driving force, if not the major reason, for the interest in designing a new formula is the
enroliment decline lowa schools have experienced. To provide for a gradual reduction in the
financial impact of the decline, districts have been using 25 percent of their 1978 enroliment plus 75
percent of the greater of the prior year or second preceding year's enrollment for determining their
budgets. In addition to this calculation, enough pupils are added to a district's budget to ensure at




least a 1 percent growth for the upcoming year. For 1989-90 budgets, districts will use 20 percent of
their 1978 enrofiments and 80 percent of the greater of 1987 or 1988 enroliments.

The difference between a district's actual enroliment and the enroliment used for budgeting
purposes is popularly called phantom pupils. It was designed to lessen the impact of enroliment
declines and to provide for minimum budget growth. It is a function of both the allowable growth
amount and the amount of enrollment decline. As can be noted in Table 1, the difference between
total budget enroliment and actual enroliment is 32,952 for the 1988-89 school year. This means
that the budget enroliment contains an additional pupil count of about 6.4 percent. This 32,952
additional budget count will generate approximately $83 million for school districts in 1988-89.

Table 1
Budget Enrollment 1971-72 through 1988-89

Centif.

Enrolt Total Deciin. Special Non AEA
Budget of Prior  Weighted Enrcll.  Supim. Educ. Public Serv.
Year Sept, Enroliment Weightg. Weightg. Weightg. Enroliment Enroll.
1871-72 652,518 652,518 - - - - -
1972-73 646,949 646,949 - - - - -
1973-74 630,722 643,391 12,669 - - - -
1974-75 619,856 637479 17,623 - - - -
1975-76 616,633 654,362 10,064 - 27,665
1976-77 610,087 648,977 5,237 - 33699 58,245 668,335
1977-78 601,591 641,216 5,932 - 32,125 56,507 658,098
1978-79 586,029 627,324 8,354 - 32,921 55,857 641,892
1973-80 571,043 618,783 16,014 - 32,730 53,345 624,394
1980-81 551,330 605,485 20,081 - 34,012 51,307 602,647
1981-82 536,979 600,017 25,647 91.2 37,300 50,538 588,153

1982-83 520,250 582,150 26,330 87. 35,570 50:324 270,574
1983-84 506,796 569,081 26,930 90.7 35,264 49,111 555,907

1984-85 498,742 568,152 33,247 148.6 38:014 49,242 547,984
1985-86 492,007 558,672 28,269 172.1 37,224 49,880 541,887
1986-87 486,725 555,167 30,426 686.8 37,329 47,306 534,031

1987-88 482,208 553444 31,996 1,409.1% 37,831 46,818 529,026
1988-89 480,729 552,034 32,952 24425 37912 46,149 526,878

a Includes shared administrators weight of 291.1
b Includes shared administrators weight of 834.5

It is recommended that this $83 million not be removed from school district funding but that it
be redistributed to where the students are actually being taught. However, the impact of totally
removing the effects of "phantom” pupils, if it were to be done in one year, would be too great for a
district to manage and would have a negative educational impact. Thus to lessen the impact and
provide for an adjustment over time, it is recommended that an average of the enrcliment for the last
three years be used. _

The three-year average would provide an adjustment for declines, allow for local planning
and be clearly understood. Many lowa districts will continue to experience enroliment declines. An
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adjustment for enroliment declines, through a three-year average, should continue to be part of the
finance formula.

it is recommended that districts continue to be allowed to use the current year's enrollment if
it is greater than the two prior years. This concept is part of the current formula and aliows a district
to manage its expanding needs as enroliments increase. When enroliments are increasing again,
districts would be funded on an actual pupil basis from year to year. This is one step toward funding
schools on an actual pupil basis.

In addition to redesigning the budget enroliment, it is recommend that the district and state
cost be recalculated to reflect "actual" cost per pupil. In 1989-90, the state cost per pupil will be
$2,778 for regular programs. However the actual average cost is $2,968 based upon September
1988 enroliments. The state cost and district cost should be recalcuiated to reflect what is being
spent. To prevent the phantom cost from inflating a district's cost in the recalculation, a ceiling for
district costs of 10 percent over the state cost is recommended. However the recalculation of district
cost would result in all the phantom cost being included in a district's cost if a ceiling on a district's
cost was not included. Thus it is recommended that no district's cost should exceed the state's cost
by more than ten percent.

The actual new state cost is estimated to be as follows:

1989-90 regular program budget $1,419,535,801
semi-annual apportionment + $_10.844.096
$1,430,379,897

average of 1986, 1987, 1988 enroliments - 483,789
new state cost = $2,957

Each district would also recalculate its cost based upon 1989-80 budgets and enroliment
counts as described with the provision that the cost could not exceed 10 percent of the state cost.

The last adjustment to be made to both the state cost and district's cost would be an
additional dollar amount for allowable growth, talented and gifted programs, and Phase Il of the
Excellence in Education fund. Calculations for the year of implementation would need to be based
upon pupils as calculated above divided into the $38.5 million for Phase Il. Currently districts
requesting additional allowable growth for talented and gifted programs are increasing their
budgets by approximately $20 per pupil. Using $20 per pupil will cost approximately $10 million.
Divided by the average enroliment of 1986, 1987 and 1988, this estimated would add
approximately $100 to each district cost and the state cost.

The state aid/property tax distribution must also be addressed as the enroliment decline
cushion is reduced and budgets are recalculated. Currently the state is contributing 82 percent of
the cost of each phantom pupil. Thus as phantoms are removed and the dollars are redistributed,
property taxes and state aid will shift. It is recommended that the redistribution be accomplished by
moving the current formula's base enrollment year of 1978 and recalculating district cost. 1t is
recommended that for the first year of the phase-in a 1980 base be used.




Issue - Allowable Growth

Recommendation 2
2.01 No change is recommended in the use of both state general fund revenues and
the gross national product impiicit price deflater to determine the allowable
growth amount. including actual revenue changes in the basis of calculating rates of
change should be considered.

2.02 Itis recommended that the allowable growth amount be computed for a two-year
period. The method for the calcuiation would remain as set in recommendation
2.01. However the second year's growth would be based upon estimates set by the
Revenue Estimation Conferance Committee.

2.03 Itis recommended that no district's budget be less than its prior year's budget.
Discussion

Currently the allowabie growth rate is based upon both the state's ability to pay and the
increased needs of districts due to inflation. However if the state revenue changes are less than the
inflation rate changes, only the state revenue changes are used in determining the allowable
growth amount. Although districts' needs are most closely tied to the inflationary factors reflected in
the gross national product implicit price deflater, the state's ability to support education is best
measured by its revenue changes.

The inclusion of a state revenue factor is necessary considering the ever-increasing role of
state revenues in financing education. Continuing to use a formula and including the state revenue
changes also are important if allowabile growth is estimated and set for two years at a time as stated
in recommendation 2.

Calculating aliowable growth for a two-year period would provide school districts with as
predictable and stable budgets as possible. This recommendation would require estimates from the
Revenue Estimation Conference Committee. Knowing revenue for two years should aid districts in
their planning and collective bargaining activities.

It is recommended that districts be given some guarantee with respect to their future budgets.
When district costs are recalculated and a new enroliment count is used, a few districts will
experience budget declines. Although these budgets should not be sustained over time, it is
unrealistic to ask a district to drastically reduce its budget in a single year. By essentially freezing a
district's budget, the inequities in the current system will, over time, resolve themselves. Other
districts will experience budget growth while these extreme cases will remain static. The cost
associated with providing a guaranteed budget provision is estimated to be $1 million. Table 2
presents the allowable growth rates and amounts from 1974-75 to 1889-90.
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Table 2
Allowable Growth Rate and Total Allowable Growth 1974-75 to 1989-90

Budget Year Growth Rate Amount
1974-75 80 % $ 76
1975-76 107 % $110
1976-77 9.825 % $111
1977-78 7.84 % ' $ 98
1978-79 9.422 % $127
1979-80 9.484 % $139
1980-81 50 % $ 92
1982-83 70 % $136
1983-84 6.103 % $133
1984-85 2.54 % $ 59
1985-86 5.325 % $127
1986-87 3.843% $ 91
1988-89 3.592 % $ 93

1989-90 3.534 % $ 99
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Issue - Discretionary Funding

Recommendation 3
3.01 #tis recommended that a physical plant and equipment fund be established. This

fund would combine the current site and schoolhouse fund. The maximum tax levy
would be $1.00 per $1,000 taxable valuation. Use of this fund would be for
expenditures presently identified within the current site and schoolhouse levies. In
addition, non-instructional items such as school buses could be purchased so long as
the item cost over $5,000. Up to $0.50 of this levy could be imposed by board action,
but for no more than one year at a time. No more than 67.5 cents of this levy could be
imposed by a referendum requiring 50 percent voter approval.

3.02 Itis recommended that an instructional support fund be established which would allow
a district to increase its budget up to 10 percent. The state wouid equalize the
access to this fund through a percentage equalization formula where the average state
percentage contribution would be set at 25 percent. This fund would replace the
current enrichment levy and the additional allowable growth granted under the school
improvement levy.

3.03 It is recommended that a district management fund be established which would
include the current tort or insurance fund, unemployment and early retirement ievies,
and funds for asbestos removal, asbestos abatement, asbestos management, and
other environmental hazards such as radon gas. Use of the funds for environmental
hazard removal, abatement or management would be restricted to activities defined
under state or federal requirements.

Dispusslon

Over 78 percent of the school districts are currently using the site fund and over 50 percent of
the districts use the schoolhouse fund {Table 3). This recommendation would combine the two
levies, increase the amount to $1.00 and expand the use of the fund. This recommendation does
not address the playground levy. Currently 18 districts use the playground levy to support
community education activities. Of those 18, two districts also utilize the site and schooihouse
levies. With the availability of funds under recommendation 3.02, it would seem appropriate that 16
of the districts could increase their budgets sufficiently to cover the revenue previously generated
through the playground levy.

It is recommended that the total physical plant and equipment fund levy not exceed $1.00 per
$1,000 taxable valuation and that a district's current ability to tax and borrow on an amount up to
67.5 cents per $1,000 taxable valuation be maintained. If a district has obtained approval, through
a referendum, for the 67.5 cents amount, the maximum additionai levy the board would be able to
impose would be 32.5 cents per $1,000 taxable valuation.

The purpose of the instructional support fund is to provide some local flexibility to every
district in determining a portion of their budget. A variety of scenarios could be presented where a
district might decide to use this fund. In some cases local desire to enhance or expand programs
‘will be the deciding factor, in others the discretionary fund will allow a district to provide budget
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growth which the formula is not providing. For those districts which are frozen at current levels, this
provides them with an alternative to increase their budget.

It is recommended that the instructional support fund be equalized through a percentage
equalization plan. The equalization would operate as follows:

State contribution = 25%
Local Share = 1-.25 [local taxable valuation per pupil}
[state taxable valuation per pupil]
State Share = 1 - local share
Included in the instructional support funds would be activities and funds, currently under the

educational improvement additional allowable growth levy and the enrichment levy. About $8
million is generated through the educational improvement levy and the enrichment levy.

Table 3
Discretionary and Schoolhouse Levies 1988-89

Numbar of Districts

Levy (percent) Amount Levied
Site 339 (78.3) $15,902,139
Schoothouse 229 (52.9) $28,450,478
Playground 18 ( 4.2) $ 1,036,435

Number of Districts

Levy (percent) Amount Levied
Lease-Purchase 1 {2 $ 15,612
Retirement 53 (12.2) $ 3,015,444
Unemployment 88 (20.3) $ 698,588
Tort 370 (85.5) $ 9,619,436
Educ. Improvement 124 (28.6) $ 3,872,787
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Issue - Standards

Recommendation 4
4.01 ltis recommended that funding for programs for talented and gifted students be
included in the basic funding of a school district.

4.02 It is recommended that financial suppon for the Child Development Coordinating
Council be continued and expanded. -

4.03 Itis recommended that beginning with the 1991-92 school year, those districts
submitting an approved plan to the Department of Education for serving four-year-old
at-risk students would be eligible to receive special funding for such programs.

4.04 It is recommended that the standards on full-day kindergarten be delayed pending the
outcome of a study by the Child Development Coordinating Council and the fiscal
impact study being conducted by the Legislative Fiscal Bureau.

Discussion

The benefits to five-year-old students who attend all-day kindergarten have been well
presented as part of the original discussion resulting in the adoption of the standard requiring all-
day kindergarten in 1992-93.

More recently, increased attention has been placed on the need to provide early childhood
education as an early intervention measure for students who may be at risk of academic failure in
later years. There is clear research evidence that early intervention for these at-risk students is a
much better investment of educational resources than attempts to remediate and motivate students
who have an established pattern of failure. it is also clear that successful intervention must also
include parent education efforts and should invoive other community agencies that interact with
each student's family.

The desire to serve both groups of young students creates a dilemma in terms of resources
and coordination of efforts. These recommendations attempt to continue the directions already
established by the Department of Education and the State Board, and to recognize the need to
provide a comprehensive and integrated approach to early childhood education. We may need to
proceed more slowly in order to aliow all of the influences to be better understood. It is also
important to allow other agencies and providers who have had significant involvement with these
children to help in determining the final course of action.

The Child Development Coordinating Council was formed this year with the purpose of
coordinating the educational opportunities for three and four-year-old at-risk students. The Council
represents most of the key interest groups involved with early childhood education issues for at-risk
students. As part of its work, $1.1 million is being distributed to increase services to these students
during school year 1988-89. The Coordinating Councii is providing evidence that interagency
collaboration can work at the state level.

14




The Council should be provided funding for competitive grants which would identify and
foster effective community-based efforts to meet identified needs for three-and four-year-old children
at-risk. The grants should increase and be provided in a manner that complements those programs
funded in full or in part through recommendation 4.03.

The Department of Education also supports the continuation of this coordinating effort even
beyond the Council's current focus. The current effort will increase alternatives for at-risk three-and
four-year-olds, but some statewide level of service must eventually be ensured. In this regard, the
Department of Education in cooperation with the Child Development Coordinating Council should
convene a study which will identify effective community strategies and incorporate them into a
statewide plan for three-, four- and five-year-cid children. This plan should integrate the
commitment of local school districts with the varying commitments possibie in each community or
set of communities.

Beginning with the 1991-92 school year, those districts submitting an approved plan for
serving at-risk students would be eligible to receive special funding for such programs.

in order to encourage more districts to increase the level of services to at-risk students and to
better enable districts to meet the standard requiring services to at-risk students, this financial
support should be made available. In order to allow school districts and communities the
appropriate flexibility in meeting local needs with available resources, a range of alternatives would
be allowed. Districts would submit plans in application for funding up to $500 per student per year.
The number of four-year-olds would be projected by using the enroliment of five-year-old students
in the previous year.

This statewide plan for 1991-92 is designed to complement the immediate development of
programming initiated through the Child Development Coordinating Council.

Three program types would be allowed:

a. Preschool - Educational programming for four-year-old (or three- and four-year-old) at-risk
students. Programs must be of at least half day duration and would have to meet the criteria
established by the Child Development Coordinating Council and the Department of Education. For
example, the program must have clearly identified, effective programs for staff training and parent
involvement and the program must have appropriate educational objectives and staff qualifications.
Districts must provide equitable access to this programming all at-risk students. If the maximum
funding provided is not adequate to ensure services 10 all identified at-risk students in the district,
then services would be provided to those determined most educationally disadvantaged. In order to
provide an educationally integrated environment, programs should also provide means to include
not at-risk students on a parent-pay basis or in some other way that the district could be
compensated for services to not-at-risk students. The district is only required to provide services to
not-at-risk students to the degree that the additional costs for services to such students can be met
through such additionai charges or compensation.

b. Full-Day Kindergarten - The half-day kindergarten program would be extended to a
minimum of four-and-one-half hours. While alil districts are currently required to provide half-day
kindergarten programming for five-year-olds, at-risk students would benefit if districts were to offer
full day kindergarten. While the primary intent of this intervention would be to benefit at-risk
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students, it is not practical in most instances to offer full-day kindergarten only for at-risk students. In
order to have an educationally integrated program, a limited number of not-at-risk students would
also have to be included in the program. In most districts there would be little practical differences in
implementing an academically integrated program for at-risk students and implementing a full-day
program for all students. For that reason, it would be acceptable for a district to receive at-risk
funding for an approved full-day kindergarten program.

¢. Innovative, Combination Programming for Three-, Four- and Five-Year-Old Students - This
option acknowledges the possibility that a community could plan a response tc serve young at-risk
students that might be a combination of the two previous options and might include alternatives that
might better utilize existing community resources and provide better intervention. This option
encourages communities and school districts to consider unique options for facilities, contracted
services, and collaborative agreements that might allow greater effectiveness or greater efficiency
than either of the two more typical program modals.

In recognition of the need for a comprahensive integrated approach to early childhood
education for three-, four-, and five-year-old students, including at-risk students, the Department of
Education is recommending that the implementation of the new program standard on full day
kindergarten be delayed pending the outcome of the studies noted.

It is also important to note that a statewide network to provide the technical support would be
established in 1989-90 to assist school districts in implementing these procedures.

implementing new programming would require new skills for many teaching and
administrative staff and new operating procedures in terms of working with community agencies.
Districts will need some consistent and coordinated support in staff development and program
implementation. Some increased coordination will be needed with staff at the state level, but it
would be most effective to place support staff for these programs at the area education agency level.

Costs for establishing this technical assistance and coordinating support network would be
$275,000 at the AEA level and $75,000 at the state level.
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Issue - Special Populations

Recommendation 5
5.01 No changes are recommended in the level of funding or procedure for funding
special education programs at this time. A special study, "Structure and Process for
the Continued Development of the Special Education Service Delivery System In
lowa," has been undertaken by the Bureau of Special Education to develop alternative
models. This study is currently well underway. Recommendations from this study will
be incorporated in financing districts upon its completion.,

5.02 The limited English speaking population should be served through a supplemantal
weighting provision as currently exists.

Discussion

A copy of the process model being used in the study can be found in Appendix B. As noted
in the recommendation the results of this study will be incorporated in future finance
recommendations. Since no changes are currently being proposed, the overall current weighting
plan will need to be adjusted to compensate for both higher state and district cost. The
establishment and adjustments of the weights will result in approximately the same amount of funds
going into each district for special education as they would have received under the current
formuia.

The limited English speaking population is currently being funded categorically and will be
funded through a supplement weighting next year. The current amount appropriated is $150,000. [f
suppiementary weighting is to be used, it is recommended that the weights be adjusted such that
the same amount of funds would be generated under the higher district and state cost.
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Issue - Unique District Needs

Recommendation 6
6.01 It is recommended that the transportation of students should not be categorically
funded outside of the formula. No change from the current method of funding
transportation should be made.

Discussion

All districts but one, West Burlington, incur some cost for transporting pupils to and from
school. The total cost for transporting public pupils in 1987-88 was $53.4 million. Much discussion
and interest has been focused upon whethaer transportation costs should be included in the formula
or categorically funded.

It is the Department's recommendation that transportation should not be categorically funded
given the other recommendations being made in this repont. It is very clear that transportation costs
per pupil vary considerably. Howaever, the issue is not how much transportation costs vary but how
much money remains for educational programs after transportation costs are removed. To analyze
this, regular program budgets for each district were reduced by the total public pupil transportation
cost. The dollars remaining for education and the transportation cost were compared on a per pupil
basis. The conclusion drawn from this comparison was that there is no consistent relationship
between transportation cost and the dollars remaining to educate children.

A list of all districts and the factors examined in the transportation area are inciuded in
Appendix C.

It is important to note that if transportation were to be funded categorically, some district
administrators have expressed other unique needs which should be considered for categorical
funding. These costs include such items as crossing guards, higher vandalism and insurance cost,
and police in the school programs.
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Issue - Supplementary Weights/Student Opportunities

Recommendation 7
7.01 it is recommended that public students be allowed to enroil in other school
districts effective in the 1991-92 school year and that the sending district shall pay the
tuition.

7.02 It is recommended the supplementary weight of .1 for those districts having a
substantial number of students sharing be repealed July 1, 1993. It is further
recommended that the district cost be adjusted by the amount of funds generated
through the supplemental weight. The adjustment would remain in effect for 10 years
if the districts reorganized, less the number of years the adjustment was used prior to
reorganization.

Discussion

lowa Code, Section 442.39, provides for supplemental weighting for districts which initiate
contracts for the sharing of programs and administrators with other districts.

The incidence of sharing of both programs and administrators has grown rapidily since its
inception and now includes the sharing of 46 district programs and 90 administrators. The majority
of the sharing arrangements are between two districts, however, some agreements provide sharing
among three or more districts. In 1984-85 a total of $350,510 was generated from supplemental
weighting. By 1986-87 this amount had increased over five-foid to $1,754,816. For the 1988-89
school year, $6.4 million was generated for supplemental weighting.

The sharing of programs by lowa school districts has provided increased opportunities for
students and has provided for added efficiency in reducing administrative costs through the sharing
of staff.

Districts have clearly used this incentive to increase opportunities for students and to explore
reorganization. Currently districts may receive the supplementary weights for five years and if they
reorganize receive it for another five years. A target sunset date wouid encourage districts to use
the weightings, share, and reorganize.

It is recommended that lowa expand its open enroliment options to be modeled after other
states’ legislation. As these states have moved from voluntary district participation to required
participation, they have been able to build appropriate safeguards in areas such as desegregation,
recruitment of students, and extracurricular activity participation.
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Year

1988
1987
1986
1985
1984

Supplementary
Weights

3422.7
2415.6
1409.1
686.8
172.2

Table 4

Dist. Cost for
Supplm. Weighting

6.2 million
2.9
1.8
4
4

20

Dist. Cost for
Shared Admin.

24
8

Total

4 million
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Issue - Phases |, | and Il

Recommendation 8
8.01 The cost of Phase Il should be added to the district cost per pupil and the state cost.

Increasing the foundation level to 83 percent will increase the state aid sufficiently to
cover the state funds districts now receive under Phase Il. This will result in Phase |}
growing by the allowable growth amount.

8.02 Phase |l should remain funded as a new initiative and thus not be folded into the
district cost at this time. However, it is recommended that as Phase |l funds are used
to directly support teacher salaries, an allowable growth amount be added to
individual Phase ill amounts.

Discussion

No change is recommended for Phase | of the Excellence in Education funding. It is
recommended that Phase If be included in the district's cost and state cost on a per-pupil basis.
Since enroliments will be recalculated this would resuit in approximately $80 per pupil being added
to each district's cost. By adding this amount to the state cost, the Phase Il amount will grow by the
allowable growth rate in future years.

It is not recommended that Phase lil be included in the formula. The activities and concepts
being developed under Phase lll need to remain categorical until they are part of a salary schedule
or performance pay plan. However, Phase il funding needs to grow by an allowable growth
amount as the funding is incorporated into the direct support of teachers' nonsuppiement salaries.
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Issue - AEA Funding

Recommendation 9
9.01 No change in the process for funding AEAs is recommended. The AEAs should

continue to receive funds on a "flow-through” basis.

9.02 It is recommended that as the roles and services of AEAs change, especially in the
educational services division, additional funding be provided. The demands on
both educational services and media services are increasing with the implementation
of the new standards, staff development needs of districts, and increased use and
need for technology both for instruction and administrative purposes. However until
the AEA restructuring study is completed in January, 1990, the amount of increase
necessary is uncertain.

8.03 Itis recommended that AEAs be included in the provisions of the School Budget
Review Committee, so that in the event of unique and unusual financial circumstances
i.e. emergency boiler repairs, they would have an alternative other than using funds
from their program area. The SBRC should be given the ability to grant AEA additional
allowable growth, generated from the local school districts.

Discussion

The process of having local districts generate the revenues for the area education agencies
and having the funds "flow through” the local budgets should be maintained. It is aiso
recommended that all districts continue to participate in the funding of area education agencies.

Of the three areas of service provided by an AEA, it appears that the educational service area
will have an increase in demand for service and perhaps be expected to have the most change in
its role and function. Clearly the new standards and the new accreditation process will increase the
need for service in this area. Although increased funding may be needed to ensure AEAs are able
to mest demands placed upon them, no dollar amount is currently being recommended. Upon
completion of the AEA restructuring study due in January, 1990, recommendations will be made.

One final recommendation is to grant the School Budget Review Committee the authority to

hear requests from the AEAs to receive additional allowable growth or direct funding, if an AEA is
faced with a capital-related financial emergency.
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Issue - New Initiatives

Recommendation 10
10.01 It is recommended that future funding for technology be incorporated into the funding

formula for both the school districts and the AEAs. It is recommended that the level of
funding for the expanded use of technology be determined through the establishment
of a blue ribbon task force to assess the status of lowa schools in the instructional and
administrative uses of computers. In addition this task force would deveiop a
statewide technology plan. It is recommended that a series of pilot projects be funded
to develop and evaluate a "classroom of the future.”

10.02 Vocational program funding is currently being studied independently. Thus, like
speciai education, recommendations regarding this area will be made upon the
completion of the study.

10.03 It is recommended that the funding for telecommunications be based upon the results
of the legisiatively required Department of Education study committee and the results
of the work of the lowa Public Television Narrowcast Board.

Discussion

The electronic classroom of the future which uses telecommunication, instructional
computing, and administrative computing, could be a reaiity today but requires funding, staff
development, and a strategic plan. It is recommended that a task force be formed to develop a
technology plan and a funding strategy for the future. 1t is estimated that districts will need to spend
$50,000 per building to add technology to the instructional components and at least $10 per pupil
for 10 years to add the administrative component without consideration for the communication
necessary. The efforts of the local districts to share data or communicate with each other, the AEAs,
or the Department of Education must be coordinated with other statewide activities such as the
Telecommunication Information Management {TIM} Council.

Districts will have one-time start-up costs as well as ongoing costs associated with both
instructional and administrative computing. Under the new standards each district is required to
develop a technology plan. It is recommended that this technology pian be the basis on which
funding is provided to a district. Each district would be required to submit a technology plan to the
Department of Education to receive a grant. Costs for establishing technical assistance and
coordinating this effort are estimated at $275,000 at the AEA level and $75,000 at the state level.
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Iowa School Finance History

Iowa's current school finance law dates back to the mid 1960's when the 62nd
General Assembly took steps to provide for general property tax replacements,
equalization of the method of taxation of property for school purposes and
allocation of state funds for aid to schools. The General Assembly also
provided for agricultural land tax credits, personal property tax credits and
additional hamestead credit for the aged. The 62nd General Assembly in 1967
created county tax units for equalizing the education tax burden of districts
within the county by spreading 40 percent of each district's property tax
asking across all districts within the county. Also, 40 percent of the incame
tax dollars paid by county residents was distributed on an egual per pupil
basis across all pupils in the county. The 62nd General Assembly also created
a school kudget review committee to consider unique and unusual school budget
circumstances. - ,

Between 1970 and 1972 the General Assembly modified the 1967 law to achieve the
present type of foundation plan. The basic features included a uniform levy
requirement, establishing a state foundation base, establishing a maximum
growth on each budget, providing for a leveling up of low spending districts,
providing for a minimum state aid and budgeting on the basis of the number of
students enrolled.

SUMMARY OF LEGISLATION

Understanding the school finance law of today reguires a knowledge of the
current history of school finance in Iowa. Althoucgh changes have been made
frequently by the Iowa Legislature, some basic features of the law have
remained intact. All public school districts' tudgets were frozen for the
1971-72 school year at the 1970-71 level plus $45 per pupil. The state cost
per pupil was set at $920 for 1972-73 (later adjusted to $903). The state cost
was defined for succeeding years as the previous year's state cost plus
allowable growth. The allowable growth is a dollar amount per pupil determined
by multiplying the state cost by the percent change in state revenues and in
the consumer price index or more recently the gross national product implicit
deflator. A state foundation base was established at 70 percent of the state
cost per pupil in 1972-73. This base was to increase 1 percent per year up to
a foundation base of 80 percent (Table 1). However, the foundation base was
frozen at the 1979-80 base of 77 percent for the 1980-81, 1981-82, and 1982-83
tudgets. In 1985-86 the foundation level had reached the orginial goal of

80%, 1In 1986 the legislature increased the goal to 85% by setting the
foundation level at 81.3% for 1987-88 and providing a .5% increase per year.

The General Assembly established controlled budgets by statutorially
setting budget growth and establishing budgets based upon local district cost
per pupil multiplied by the current number of pupils. The budget growth was
determined by state cost per pupil times the average percent change of state
revenues and the consumer price index. The 1980-81 tudget growth was based
upon the percent change in the consumer price index. The 1981~-82 growth was to
be based upon the percent change in state revenves and the gross national
product implicit deflator unless the change in revenue was less. If the change
was less, then the revenue growth rate was to be used. However, for the school
years 1981-82 and 1982-83, the percent growth was set by the General Assembly
at five percent and seven percent respectively.
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The allowable growth rate for 1988-89 was calculated to be 3.,592%. The
allowable growth amount was $93 per budget pupil.

In addition to the legislative changes which are described on the following
pages, the Governor by executive order reduced the general fund appropriations
(state aid) during the 1980-81 school year by 4.6 percent and 2.8 percent in
1983-84, and 3.85 percent in 1985-86. These reductions did not reduce
authorized budgets but resulted in a reduction of state aid receipts.

Table 1
State Cost, Foundation Level and Expenditures

State Cost AEA Foundation Foundation

Reqular Suppor t Total Support Support

Year Pupil Cost Cost Level Percent
1971-72 — — — —_ —
1972-73 903 —_ 503 632 70
1973-74 948 — 948 673 71
1974-75 1,024 — 1,024 737 72
1975-76 1,134 40 1,174 857 73
1976-77 1,245 48 1,293 957 74
1977-78 1,343 55 1,398 1,049 75
1978-79 1,470 55 1,525 1,157 76
1979-80 1,609 74 1,683 1,29 77
1980-81 1,848 88 1,934 1,489 77
1981~82 1,940 88 2,028 1,562 77
1982-83 2,089 94 2,183 1,681 77
1983-84 2,224 100 2,324 1,813 78
1984-85 2,288 103 2,391 1,889 79
1985-86 2,410 108 2,518 2,014 80
198687 2,503 112 2,615 2,092 80

1987-88 2,590 116 2,706 2,205 8l.5

1988-89 2,683 120 2,803 2,298 82
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CURRENT STATE FUNDING FORMULA CHRCNQLOGY

General

Year Assembly Session Bill

1567 62nd Reqular HF686
1970 63rd 2nd SF640
1971 64th 1st HF121

HF654

1.
2-

5.

1.
2.
3.

1.

Major Feature

Established 99 basic school tax units.
Forty percent of school property tax
raised uniformly across basic school tax
unit.

Forty percent of income taxes paid
within a school taxing unit paid back to
individual districts on an equal per
pupil basis.

State allccations were based upon actual
expenditures adjusted by a financial
support factor.

A school budget review camnittee was
establ shed.

Established the budget certification
date as February 15.

Redefined allowable reimbursable
expenditures.

Distribution of money based upon fall
enrollment.

Redef ined state allcocation procedures
and financial support factor.

Froze 1971-72 expenditures at 1970-71
levels plus $45 per pupil using 1971
fall enrollments.

Created Chagter 442, Code of Iowa.
Basic provisions were:

a. required each district to levy a 20
mill foundation property tax.

b. established a state foundation base
at 70 percent of the state cost per
pupil, increasing 1 percent annually
to 80 percent.

c. established each district's
foundation base.

d. established a state foundation aid
base equal to the difference between
the amount the uniform levy would
raise plus miscellaneous incawe and
the state foundation base.

e. established a $200 per pupil minimum
aid except the tax rate could not ke
less than 90 percent of the 1570-71
tax rate.
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CURRENT STATE FUNDING FORMIULA CHRONCLOGY {(CCNT.)

General
Year Assembly Session Bill Major Feature

f. enrollment was based on the second
Friday in September.

g. the state cost was set at $920 for
1971-72.

h. maximum tax rates could not exceed
1970~71 rates.

i. established an income surtax to
allow districts to increase maximun
budget via elections.

1972 64th 2nd HF1269 1. Redefined Chapter 442 but no concept
changes.

1973 65th lst HF 359 1. Established two alternate dates,
September or Janvary, for determining
enrollment.

2. Removed miscellaneous income fram the
formula and established the 1972-73
state cost at $903.

3. Limited the 1973-74 state percent of
grawth to a maximum of 5 percent.

4. Provided greater egualization by
increasing the district cost of
districts below the state cost through
125 percent growth.

5. Clarified Chapter 442 through technical
and procedural changes.

1974 65th 2nd HF1l21 1. Established a declining enrollment
provision.
2. Repealed the maximum tax reduction.
3. Established the state percent of growth
at 8 percent for 1974-75 and 1975-76.

HF1163 1. Established area education agencies
designed to provide special education
support services, media services, and
other education services.

2. Established weighted pupil counts for
special education children.

1975 66th 1st HF558 1. Removed driver education as a
categorical aid.
2. Redefined the declining enrollment
provision.
3. Established the state percent of growth
at 10.7 percent for 1975-76 school year.
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CURRENT STATE FUNDING FORMULA CHRONCLOGY (CONT.)

General
Year Assembly Session Bill
1977 67th Extra SE'415
1979 68th 1st HF660
1980 68th 2nd HE2551

2'

Major Feature

Set the state percent of growth based
upon changes in the Consumer Price Index
and the state's revenues.

Expanded the enrichment levy to be
funded by property taxes and an incoe
sur tax.

Provided for advanced state aid to
increasing enrollment districts.

Repealed maximum tax limitation.
Repealed quaranteed state aid provision.

Redefined the declining enrollment
provision beginning with the 1980-81
budget year.

Established the allowable growth to be
based upon changes in the Consumer Price
Index for the 1980-81 through 1982-83
budget years. .

Adjusted the state cost by adding $20,
$6, $7 and $8 per pupil for the tudget
years beginning July 1, 1980, 1981, 1982
and 1983 respectively.

Added a weighting plan for children
taught by a jointly employed teacher
and/or attending classes in another
district.

Repealed the restrictions on the use of
the enriclment amount.

Redefined allowable growth calculation
to be based upon change in state
revenues and gross national product
implicit deflator. However, if revenues
are less than deflator, changes will be
based upon revenues only.

Froze the state foundation base for one
year. 1980-81 will be the same as
1979-80.

Removed School Budget Review decisions
in determmining if a district is eligible
for 110% allowable growth. Retroactive
to 1977-78 school year.

Permits the School Budget Review
Camittee to grant additional budget
growth for gifted and talented programs.




Year

1981

1982

General

Assembly Session

69th

69th
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CURRENT STATE FUNDING FORMULA CHRONCLOGY (CONT.)

lst

2nd

Bill

HF414

SF2088

SF2146

SF2302

5.

7.

1.

Major Feature

Removed the $6 per pupil adjustment to
state cost scheduled for 1981-82 budget
year.

Changed area education agencies special
education support services fram budget
to a per pupil basis with allowable
growth added on a per pupil basis.

Permitted districts to levy for a cash
reserve not to exceed 7.5 percent of
total expenditures.

Froze the foundation base for the
1981-82, 1982-83 school years at the
1979-80 level.

Established 1982-83 budgets at a minimum
of 100 percent of 1981-82 budgets.
Established allowable growth for the
1981-82 and 1982-8 years at five and
seven percent.

Froze the AEA gpecial educaticn support
costs per pupil and the educational
services budget at the 1980-8l1 level for
the 1981-82 year. ‘
Established educational services and
media service budget growth as a per
pupil amount based upon the state
allowable growth rate and establighed
the respective budgets as an amount per
pupil times the enrollment in an AEA.
Provided for a supplement school income
surtax not to exceed $75 per pupil on
the budget enrollment. Surtax required
voter approval.

Removed the 7.5 percent ceiling on the
levy for cash reserve.

Provided for a review of the cash
reserve levy by the School Budget Review
Camittee.

Adjusted the state cost per pupil by
adding an additional $6 to the already
scheduled increases for the 1982-83
budget year. '

Established that 1983-84 budgets will be
at least one hundred percent of 1982-83
budgets.
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CURRENT STATE FUNDING FORMULA CHRONCLGOGY (CONT.)

General _
Year Assembly Session Bill Major Feature

1983 70th lst HF562 1. Established the state foundation base
for 1984-85 budgets at 80% of the state
cost if the State Camptroller's Januvary
1984 estimate of the state's general
fund balance on June 30, 1985, is
$30,000,000 or more. Otherwise the
percent will be 79%.

2. Established a 102% budget guarantee
beginning with the 1984-85 tudget.

3. Adjusted the state cost per pupil by
adding an additional $8 for the 1984-85
school year.

4. Set the allowable growth for the 1984-85
school year at 6.2 percent if the State
Comptroller's January 1984 estimate of
the state's general fund balance is
$30,000,000 or more on June 30, 1985.

5. Permits the School Budget Review
Committee to grant additiocnal budget
growth for returning dropout programs.

6. Include in the supplementary plan
resident pupils attending classes at a
merged area school.

7. Eliminated the 110% "catch-up" provision
for those districts below the state cost
per pupil for the 1984-85 year.

1984 70th 2nd SF2361 1. Pemmits the School Budget Review
Committee the authority to grant
additional ktudget growth for educational
improvement projects as approved by the
Department of Public Instruction.

1985 7ist ist HF210 l. Provides an additional 0.5 weighting for
students taught by a jointly employed
teacher and/or attending classes in
another district or merged area school
if the SBRC determines that the sharing
would not be implemented without the
additional weighting.

In lieu of the .5 weighting, the SBRC
shall assign an additional weighting of
«1 per pupil in districts that have a
substantial number of students in any of
grades seven through twelve sharing more
than one class or teacher.




CURRENT STATE FUNDING

General
Year Assembly Session Bill

HF'6 82

1986 71st 2nd HF2484

HF2462

1.

3.

FORMULA CHRONALOGY (CCNT.)

Major Feature

Provides for a recalculation of budget
enrollments for districts whose basic
enrollment in the budget year is fifteen
percent higher than the basic enrollment
in the base year.

Established the state foundaticn level
at 81.5% in 1987-88 and provided for a
0.5% increase in the level for
succeeding years up to 85%.

Provided for a reduction in the
foundation levy to $4.40 for a school
district which reorganizes and has an
enrollment under 600. The levy will
increase 20 cents per year up to $5.40.
Provided for a maximun property tax rate
for additional property taxes and bonded
indebtedness not to exceed current
levels for any district reorganizing and
whose enrollment is under 600.

Provided for a continuance of the
supplementary enrollment weighting at
the current weight after a school
district reorganizes for those districts
under 600 enrollment.

Provided a supplementary weighting of
.05 per pupil times the percent of time
an administrator is shared by two or
more districts. The maximum
supplemental weight for this provision
is 15. Principals can not be included.
Placed a limitation of five years on a
district's eligibility to receive a
supplementary weighting .1 per pupil in
districts that have a substantial number
of students in any of grades seven
through twelve sharing more than one
¢lass or teacher.




General
Year Assembly Session

1987 72nd

CURRENT STATE FUNDING

1st

Bill

HF499

HF671

4.

3.

6.

FORMULA CHRNCALOGY (CCNT.)

Major Feature

For the school year beginning 1989,
Redefined the enrollment decline cushion
to 20% of the basic enrollment for the
school year beginning July 1, 1979, plus
the greater of 80% of the preceeding
year or second preceeding year.

Redefined the budget guarantee to 101.5%
of the prior year's budget for the
1988-89 school year. Succeeding years
will be at 101% guarantee.

Increased the enrichment levy from 10 to
15 percent of the state cost per pupil.
However the increase can only be used to
replace funds lost to changes in the
enrollment decline cushion and budget
guarantee decrease.

Provided for a maximum supplenental
cumulative weight of 25 pupils for
administrator sharing if more than two
districts are involved.

Established a supplemental weight of .2
for non—English speaking students.

Repealed Chapter 442 effective June 30,
1991.

Provided a $92 million appropriaticn to
a. directly fund a minimum teacher
salary of $18,000

b. provide direct salary increases to
all teachers

C. provide funding for supplementary
and/or performance pay plans

Reduced all state appropriations
including state aid to schools by
one—-tenth of one percent.




General

Year Assembly Session

1988 72nd

-10-

CURRENT STATE FUNDING FORMULA CHRONCLOGY (CONT.)

2nd

Bill
SF2312

HE'2226

HF2419

3.

4.

Major Feature

Redefined the weighted enrollment for
special education support services in
area education agencies to exclude
supplementary weightings.

Removed the funding advance for
increased special education student
weightings determined on Dec. 1 - each
year. Districts may request additoinal
allowable growth through the School
Budget Review Committee.

Delayed the effective date of
implementing a supplementary weighting
of .2 for nonEnglish speaking students
until the 1989-%90 school year.

Eliminated the 3% hudget enrollment
restriction on the identification of
talented and gifted students. Changed
the budget limit calculaticen to 1.2
percent times the district ocost times
the budget enrollment.

Allows a recrganized district to add the
tudget enrollment of the districts prior
to reorganizing to determine it's kudget
enrollment.

Restricts the supplementary weighting of
.1 for sharing agreements to no more
than five years unless the sharing
districts reorganize.

Set a state aid reducticn penalty of
one~hundred-eighteenth for each day a
district starts early then Iowa code
permits.




THE IOWA FCUNDATICN AID. PROGRAM

Iowa's school foundation aid program for financing public elementary and
secondary education is very straightforward in concept. All children are
guaranteed a basic financial support level by having all districts tax
themselves at $5.40/$1,000 valuation and the state providing aid up to the
basic support level. For each district the total foundation level equals the
state foundation support level times the district's total weighted enrollment.

The state supports the foundation program at a percentace of the state
cost. For the 1987-88 tudget year, the support level is 8l.5 percent of the
state cost. For 1988-89 the percent will be 82 percent. This percent will
increase .5 percent per year until the foundation level is 85 percent.

The foundation aid program can be depicted as follows:
Foundation Support — Local Effort = State Aid
or
(State Cost x Percent of Support) - Uniform Levy = State Aid
or for 1988-89
($2,683 x 82%) - ($5.40/51,000 x Taxable Valuation} = State Aid
State Cost |

The use of the term cost has caused much confusion when state cost is used.

For the 1971-72 school year, a state average cost was detemined by dividino
budgets, less miscellaneous income, by the total number of pupils. In that
year, the state cost was averaged; however, since that year, an allowable
growth amount has been added each year establishing a new state cost figure
used for support level purposes. The 1987-88 regular program state cost figure
was $2,590 and is $2,683 for 1988-89. 'The state cost amount has two major
purposes: 1) to determine the dollar amount of allowable growth, and 2) to
determine the foundation support level.

For the budget year 1984-85, the state cost was the previous year's state cost
plus allowable growth plus $8. The additional $8 was an adjustment to the
state cost to bring the state cost closer to the state average cost. MNo
adjustment other than the allcwable growth has been made for the subseqguent
years.

Minirmom Aid

Scme school districts have had property taxable wealth bases such that the
uniform levy of $5.40/81,000 generates more money than the state support

level. For these districts, a guaranteed minimum aid provision was established
granting them $200 minimum aid per pupil, except that the $200 minimum aid
shall not result in an increase in the controlled budget or a levy less than
$5.40/51,000 assessed valuation.
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SCHOOL BUDGETS

The maximum generated fund budget .for a school district consists of four
parts: controlled portion, enrichment portion, miscellaneous incame and
balance carried forward.

The controlled budget is as follows:

- -
District Allowable [
Cost Per + Growth X | Weighted Enrollment +
Pupil
[ 2EA Sp. Ed. [
Support X | Weichted Enrollment-Supplementary Weichts
Services |
[_AEA Media AEA Other District Resident
+ | Cost Per + Services X Headcount + Nonpublic | = Controlled
Pupil Per Pupil Enrollment Pupils Budcet
Enrollments

The number of students in a district basically determines the districtl!s
budget. Pupils multiplied by local district cost per pupil establishes the
controlled budget, and it is the controlled budget which is supported in part
by the state aid.

The pupils count used for budget purposes if AEA costs are excluded has four
parts: actual certified pupils, a campensation for declining enrollment,
supplementary weighting, and a special education weighting. If the AEA costs
are included, then nonpublic students are added to determine media and
educational services budgets. '

Prior to the 1979-80 budget year, compensation for declining enrollment was
determined by calculating the difference between current enrollments and
enrollments one year previous. If a district was declining, then 50 percent of
the enroliment loss up to 5 percent of the base year enrollment was forgiven or
added to the actual enrollment. For any lcss over 5 percent, 25 percent of the
loss was forgiven. For the 1979-80 tudget year, 2.5 percent of the base year
enrollment was completely forgiven and any loss over this was forgiven at the
50 percent level. Starting with the 1980-81 ktudget year, school districts
calculated their budget enrollments as £ollows:

25% x September 1978 enrollments + 75% x larger of current Septanber or
previous September enrollments

For example for 1985-861+

+25 x September 1978 enrollments + .75 x (September 84 or September 85)
and 1986-87 budgets will be:

+25 x September 1978 + .75 (September 85 or September 86)
The 1989-~80 budget enrollments will be as follows:

20% x September 1978 enrollments + 80% x larger of current September or
previous September enrollments.
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Beginning with the 1984-85 budget year, a school district may use the current
September enrollment if it is greater than the budget enrollment as calculated
above.

If a district's enrollment is increasing, then the actual enrollment in the
year the budget is implemented will be used. Budget enrollments also were
adjusted if the budget for 1980-81 was not at least 4 percent larcer than the
1979-80 budget. Then the budget enrollment was adjusted to assure a 4 percent
growth., 1In 1981-82, a 3 percent growth was assured and in 1982-83 the previous
year's budget was assured. From 1984-85 to 1987-88 the minimum budget growth
was 2 percent. In 1988-89 the minimum growth will be 1.5 percent and 1 percent
in subsequent years.

The special education weighting depends upon the needs of the student and the
type of prooram to which the student is assigned. Special education studente
who remain in a regular program but who receive some instruction in special
education classroans are weighted 1.7. Students receiving instruction in a
special education self-contained classroam who receive little or no integration
into a regqular class are weighted 2.2. Pupils requiring special education who
are severely handicapped or who have multiple handicaps or who are behaviorally
disruptive are weighted 3.6.

The supplementary weighting plan is a .1 weighting times the percent of time a
student is in a shared time program. Pupils attending c¢lasses in another
school district, attending classes taught by a teacher jointly employed, or
attending classes taught by a teacher who is employed by another school
district, are all eligible for shared time weighting. In 1985 the Genreral
Agsembly increased the weighting to .5 if the School Budget Review Cammittee
determines that sharing would not be implemented without the additional
weighting. In 1986 the General Assembly placed a five year limitation on the
number of years a school district can receive the .5 supplemental weicht.

Supplemental weightings of .05 per student for shared administrators, but not
principals, were established in 1986 for the 1987-88 and subseguent school
vears. The maximum individual school district weight is fifteen. If more than
two districts are irvolved the maximum cummulation weight is 25 for a single
administrative position.

Historical enrollments used for budget purposes, which include certified budget
enrollments, weighted enrollments, declining enrollment weightings, special
education weightings, nonpublic enrollments and AEA service enrollments, are
presented in Table 2.
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Table 2

Certif,

Enroll. Declin. Special AEA

Budget of Prior Weighted Enroll. Suppim. Educ. Non—Pub. Serv.
Year Sept. Enrollmt Weightg., Weightg. Weightg. Enroll. Enroll
1971-72 652,518 652,518 -_ — - — -
1972-73 646 ,949 646,949 —_ —_ —_— — —
1973~74 630,722 643,391 12,669 - - —_— _—
1974-75 619,856 637,479 17,623 — - - -
1975-76 616,633 654,362 10,064 — 27,665 — -
1976~77 610,087 648,977 5,237 — 33,699 58,245 668,335
1977-78 601,591 641,216 5,932 _— 32,125 56,507 658,098
1978-79 586,029 627,324 8,354 — 32,921 55,857 €41,892
1979-80 571,049 619,793 16,014 -— 32,730 53,345 624,394
1980-81 551,330 605,485 20,091 — 34,012 51,307 602,647
1981~82 536,979 600,017 25,647 91.2 37,300 50,538 588,182
1982-83 520,250 582,150 26,330 87.6 35,570 50,324 570,574
1983-84 506,796 569,081 26,930 90.7 35,264 49,111 555,907
1984-85 498,742 568,152 33,247 148.6 36,014 49,242 547,984
1985-86 492,007 558,672 29,269 172.1 37,224 49,880 541,887
1986-87 486,725 555,167 30,426 686.8 37,329 47,306 534,031
1987-88 482,208 553 /444 31,99 1,409.la 37,831 46,818 529,026
1588-89 480,729 552,034 32,952 2,442 b 37,912 46,149 526,878

a Includes Shared Administrators Weight of 29l.1
b Includes Shared Administrators Weight of 894.5

District Cost Per Pupil

Local district costs per pupil were established in 1971-72 and are used to

establish the controlled kudget. The terms local district cost per pupil,

district cost per pupil and controlled budget per pupil can be used
interchangeably.
allowable growth calculated using the state cost.
additional allowable growth has been granted by the School Budget Review
All districts annually increase their per pupil cost amount by the

Committee.
state per pupil allowable growth.

However, if a district is below the state

The local cost fiqures have been modified annually by the
For some districts

cost per pupil, then it may increase its cost per pupil up to the state cost so

long as the allowable growth does not exceed 125 percent (1979-80).
1980-81, the 125 percent figure was reduced to 110 percent.
school year the leveling up provision was eliminated but was reinstated for

subsequent years.

Allowable Growth

As of
For the 1984-85

Budgets are annually increased by a state allowable growth which permits each
district to increase its expenditures by a fixed dollar amount per pupil.
increase has been based upon changes in the Consumer Price Index and the
general revenues of the state.

The
The average of the percent of change in the two
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has been used; however, for the 1980-81 budget vears, the allwwable growth was
based upon changes in the Consumer Price Index only. Starting with the 1981-82
tudget year, the allowable growth is based upon the average change in the gross
natiomal product implicit deflator and the revenues of the state unless the
revenue change is less than the deflator change. If the revenue change is
less, then the allowable growth is based upon the revenue change only.

However, the 69th General Assembly established the allowable growth rate at
five percent and seven percent for the 1981-82 and 1982-83 budget years
respectively. Table 3 presents the allowable growth rate and dollar amount
since 1974-75.

Table 3
Allowatkle Growth Rate and Total Allcowable Growth 1974-75 to 1987-88

Budget Year Growth Rate Amount
1974-75 8.0 % $ 76
1975-76 10.7 % $ 110
1976-77 9.825% $ 111
1877-78 7.84 % § 98
1978-79 9.422% $ 127
1979-80 9.484% O $ 139
1980-81 13.592% § 219
1981-82 5.0 % § 92
1982-83 7.0 % $ 136
1983-84 6.103% ) § 133
198485 2.54 % $ 59
1985-86 5.325% $ 127
1986-87 3.843% $ 97
1987-88 3.469% $ 9
1988-89 3.592% ' $ 93

Supplemental School Income Surtax

For the 1981-82 school year, school boards could call for a special election to
determine whether to impose a supplemental school incame surtax on individual
state income tax for the calendar year beginning January 1, 198l. The surtax
amount could not exceed the difference ketween the five percent allowable
groeth and the nine and twenty-six thousandths percent growth or $75 times the
budget enrollment. A simple majority was required for passage.
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School boards had between April 2, 1981 and July 1, 1981 to hold an election tc
gain approval for the surtax. The surtax was attempted by five districts.
Only one district obtained voter approval for the tax.

Enrichment Levy

The enrichment levy has allowed districts to increase their budgets by up to 5
percent of the state cost per pupil for the purpose of educational research
curriculum maintenance or develomment of innovative programs. The additional
enrichment amount must be approved at the local level by a majority of those
voting. ‘

The tax used for the enrichment amount is a combination of income surtax and
property. The proportion of the tax is a property tax of 27 cents/$1,000 of
assessed valuaticn for each 2.5 percent of income surtax. The maximm tax is a
5 percent incame surtax and a 54 cents/$1,000 of assessed valuation.

Beginning with the 1979-80 school year, a district could increase its budcet by
up to 10 percent of the state cost per pupil through the enrichment levy. The
combination of property tax and income surtax was changed to the proportion of
a property tax of 27 cents/$1,000 of assessed valuation of taxable property in
the district for each 5 percent of income surtax. The maximum tax for the
enrichment amount was changed to $1.08/$1,000 of assessed valuation and an
income surtax of 20 percent. Also beginning with the 1979-80 school year, the
enrichment amount was no longer restricted to expenditures for educaticnal
research, curriculum maintenance, or develomment of innovative programs.

Beginning with the 1988-89 budget year, districts may increase their ernrichment
amount up to 15 percent of the state cost per pupil times the budget
enrollment. However the additional five percent is to provide funds for those
lost because of using a 20% - 80% of 1978 and 1987 or 1988 enrollment
respectfully.

Miscellaneocus Income

Miscellaneous inceme includes all income not included in the controlled
budget. The major source of this revenue has been federal funds; however,
other sources of revenue also are included in miscellanecus income such as
interest on securities, and supplemental incare surtax. For the 1987-88 and
subsequent school years, the educaticn excellence funds will be a significant
source of miscellareous incame.

Unspent Balance

The unspent balance is the difference between a district's total spending _
authority and its actual expenditures for a year. The unspent balance fram the
previous year is added to a district's budget and can be spent the follawing
year. A district will also have a cash balance at the end of a fiscal year,
The cash balance is a district's unencumbered cash on hand. For example, a
district's budget (total spending authority) could be $10,000,000 in a year,
but the district may only receive $9,500,000 due to delinquent taxes or state
aid cuts. Thus, if the district spends all of its $10,000,000 authorization,
it will end the year with a $500,000 cash deficit and no unspent balance. If
the district chooses to spend only the $9,500,000 it receives, it will end the
year with a $500,000 unspent balance even though it has no cash to fund it.
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SCHOCL BUDGET REVIEW COMMITTEE

The School Budget Review Committee (SBRC) was established in 1967 and included
as an integral part of the current finance law adopted in 1971. The camittee,
consisting of the superintendent of public instruction, the state comptroller
and three appointed memnbers, has the authority to review districts' tudgets and
modify a budget because of unique and unusual circumstances. For example, an
unusual circumstance may be caused by enrollment changes, natural disasters,
transportation or staffing needs. Chapter 442.13, Code of Iowa, enumerates 16
unique or unusual circumstances but does not limit a district froam appearing
before the SBRC for other unigue and unusual budeget circumstances.

The SBRC has also been given the authority to grant a school district
additional allowable growth for gifted and talented programs, for dropout
programs and educational improvement projects. However, a maximum of 75% of
the dollars needed can be obtained from the additional allowable growth, The
other 25% must be fram the general fund. Funds for the gifted and talented
program and the dropout pregram fram other sources must be subtracted fram
their respective budgets prior to camputing the 25%, 75% mix of dollars. No
more than 3% of the enrollment may be identified as gifted for funding
purposes. For school improvement projects, the hudgets shall not exceed one
percent of the district cost per pupil times the budget enrollment or be less
than $5,000.

AREA EDUCATION AGENCY

The Area Education Agency (AEA) does not have its own taxing authority and
hence relies upon the Local Education Agency (LEA} to generate dollars for its
operation. The services and the budget of an AEA can be divided into three
parts: special education support services, media services and other education
services. :

The special education support services are supported by the foundation formula
while media and other education services are completely supported by property
taxes. Prior to the 1981-82 budget year, the AEA determined its budgetary needs
in each of these three areas and translated these into dollar amounts per
pupil. These were then used by each district to determine the amount of money
to be generated by the district to "flow through" the district to the AEA.

In the 1981-82 budget year, the special education support services budget was
determined by using the 1980-81 per pupil cost times the weighted enrollment.
The education service budgets for 1981-82 were frozen at their 1980-81 level
and the tudgets for media services were increased by five percent. Since
1981-82, the special education support services cost per pupil has been based
upon the prior year's cost per pupil plus an allowable growth per pupil. The
budgets for special education support services is determined by multiplying the
special education support services cost per pupil by the total weighted
enrollment excluding the supplementary weightings fram the enrollment. Budgets
for media and education services were determined in a similar fashion fram 2
prior year's cost per pupil plus an allowable growth per pupil times the
encollment served.

SOURCES OF REVENUES

The primary sources of revenues to support public elementary and secondary
education in Iowa are property taxes and state aid. The state aid is derived
fran the general revenues of the state, primarily income and sales taxes. The
percent revenues derived fram property taxes has decreased, while the
state's contribution has increased considerably. In 1970-71, the state's
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direct contribution to schools was $116.4 million; by 1983-84 it had grown to
$690.3 millicn. In addition to the direct contribution of state aid, tax
credits are given such as hamestead exemption and agricultural land tax
credits. These credits currently result in $125.9 million in state aid being
indirectly given to schools. This is indirect aid in that the state dollar is
replacing the revenue lost when a credit is given. Table 4 presents the
sources of the school dollar as determined fram school budgets.

GENERAL AND SCHOOQLHOUSE FUND

Revenues and expenditures of public school districts are either for a general
purpose which is the general fund or for the school building or site which is
the schoolhouse fund. The general fund is for the general day-to-day operation
of the school district, while the schoolhouse fund is for specific items
statutorially established. Most revenues for the schoolhouse fund are derived
through five levies: playground levy, site levy, schoolhouse tax levy,
lease-purchase levy, and a levy for general obligation bonds.

Major construction is usually undertaken through the use of general obligation
bonds approved by the voters. A 60 percent "yes" vote is required to approve
the property levy necessary to pay the principal and interest on these bonds.
A schoal district has a maximun bonded indebtedness of 5 percent of its
assessed valuation and a maximum tax rate $2.70/$1,000 or $4.05/%1,000 with
voter approval.

The schoolhouse tax may not exceed $.67 1/2 per thousand dollars of assessed
valuation in any one year. 'This money can be used for the purchase of schcol
grounds; construction; payment of debts incurred in construction of schools or
buildings, but not including interest on bonds; for acquisition of libraries;
for purchase of equipment for buildings; for repair, remodeling,
reconstruction, improvement or expansion of schools; for landscaping, paving or
building and/or grounds improvement for rental of specific facilities. Voter
approval is required to levy the tax.

The playground levy tax also reguires voter approval. The tax, in any cne
year, may not exceed $.13 1/2 per thousand dollars of assessed valuation. The
tax may be used to establish and maintain, in public school buildings and on
school grounds, public recreation places and playgrounds.

The Board of Directors may initiate, each year, a site levy, not to exceed $.27
per thousand dollars of assessed valuation. The tax levied is placed in the
schoolhouse fund and used for the purchase of sites and site improvements
including grading, landscaping, seeding and planting, sidewalk construction,
roadways, retaining walls, sewers and storm drains, etc. The levy may also be
used for major building repairs including the reconstruction, improvement or
remodeling of an existing schoolhouse and additions to an existing schoolhouse
or expenditures for energy conservation. Legal costs relating to acquisition,
surveys and relocation costs may also be paid for with revenuves raised throucgh
this tax.

The rental of kuildings or lease-purchase option agreements for the acquisition
of buildings may be undertaken by a district with sixty percent approval of the
voters. The tax for renting, leasing, or lease-purchasing buildings may not
exceed $1.35 per $1,000 of valuation.




Teble 4
Source of Gemaral Funds and Tax Credits (In Millions})

Actual 1984-85 Actuel 1985-86 Estimated 198687 Estimated 1987-88 Projected 1988-89
Dot lars Pereent Dollers Percent Dollars Percant Dolisrs Percent Dollers Percent
GENERAL FUND BUDGETS $1,690 .6 7.5% $1,732.5 2.5% $1,793.0 3.5% $1,939.7 8.2% $1,985,7 2.4%
SOURCE OF FUNDS:
Property Tax —
Uniform Levy : $ 369,7 M.8% $ 387,7 22,4% § 404,0 22.5% $ 4D9.4 21.1% $ 393.7 19.8%
Additional Lavy 330.7 18,6 336.6  19.4 347.7  19.4 338.9 47.8 340.1 17.1
B-4 Cradits Subtotal $ 700,4 41,48 § 7243 M58 $ 7517 M.9% $ 748.,3 3B.6% § 733.8 37.0%
Deduct Credits [Below) - 102.9 6.1 - _1M1.8 6.5 - 115,3 5.4 - 114.4 5.9 - 144.4 5.8
Totsl Property Tax ¢$ H97,5 35,33 8 6125 354X § 636.4 35.5% $ 633.9 32.7% $ 619.4 31.2%
State Aid -
Foundation Aid $ 70B.5 41.9% $ 7123 4.1% 08 761.2 42.5% $ 8143 42.0% $ B74.8 44.1%
Misc., Dirsct State Aids + 12.4 o + o* 1] + o¥ 1] + 0* 1] + g* 0
B-4 Credits Subtotel $ 7209 4.6 $ 7123 4.4 § 761.2 42.5% $ B14.3  42.0% § B874.8 44.1%
Add Credits (Below) + 102.9 6.1 + 111.8 6.5 + 145,3 6.4 + 114.4 5.9 + 114.4 5.8
Total State Aid $ A23.8 48,78 § BH4,1 47,68 § 876,5 48.9% § 928,7 47.9% $ 58B9.,2 49.8%
Miscel lansous —
Gther Incame $ 82,8 5.5% § 1049 6.1 $ 95,5 5.5% $ 1966 10.1% $ 156.6 9.9%
Secretary Balance for Construction - - - - 1 - 1 o .1 0
Unspent Belance 474.8 108 188,83 10.9 176,.5 10,0 178.5 9.2 178.5 9.0
Income Surtax 1.7 .1 1.7 «1 2.0 «1 1.9 «1 1.9 N
Total Miscallangous $ 269,39 15.9% & 295.8 17.1% §$ 280.1 15.6% $ 377.1 19.4% $ 377.7  19.0%
GENERAL FUND GRAND TOGTAL " $4,690.6 100,0% $1,732,5 100.0% $1,753.0 100.0% $1,939.7 100.0% $1,985.7 100.0%
Average Property Tax Fate
Par Thousand Taxable Valuation $ 11.67 $ 11.72 $ 11.67 $ 11.49 $ 11.49
Property Tax Credits —
Ag Lend [all) $43.5 $ 43,5 $ 43.5 $ 43.5 $ 43.5
Livaestock 3.8 3.8 3.8 5.1 5.1
Homestead [school partion] 44.6 42.5 43.9 35,6 39 .6
Personal Property {scheol portien] 11.0 22.0 24.1 26.2 26,2
Total ECredits $102 .9 $111.8 $145.3 $114.4 $114.4

* Data not collected starting in FY B7-88, It is included in miscellensous 8s ather income,
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" STRUCTURE AND PROCESS
For THE CONTINUED DEVELOPMENT OF THE
SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEM

INIowa
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FOREWARD

It is valuable to consider and reconsider how we organize our service
in the quest to make the best use of fiscal and personnel resources so as to
maximize educational benefits for students with unique needs.

The structure and process proposed in this document is sound and
will provide a forum for involving personnel throughout the educational
community in problem solving. The Department of Education supports this
effort and encourages the participation of others through this mechanism.

We have good reason to be proud of the educational services for
Iowa's children. At this same time, it is because of those children that we
strive to improve services.

. ¢ |
s \ ' ‘
’/&C%WU Z/& . '\\,‘,L\_,-‘J\- N \Q\r‘--\tﬂ_“f’-\*&,\a‘d,; [
William L. Lepley, Ed4.D. Susan J. Donielson, Ed.D.

Director Administrator
Department of Education Division of Instructional Services
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RATIONALE

The State of lowa has deservedly been recognized for many years as a state committed
to educational excellence. High student achievement scores on national measures and
relatively low student drop-out rates are but two obvious outcomes which support the efforts
made by policymakers, educators, administrators, school board members, parents and
others over the years. However, efforts to improve educational services are evident through
new state standards, more sharing and cooperative efforts, Phase I, II, and III programs
and many more initiatives aimed at capitalizing on our strengths.

In the field of education for students with disabilities, lowa too is regarded as a na-
tional leader. Comprehensive programming for the birth through twenty-one population
and integration efforts speak well for past success and the strength of the current delivery
system which is supported by the relationship of area education agencies and local school
districts. In this area too, complacency does not exist. Refinements in the current special
education delivery system that will provide more effective and efficient service to students
with educational disabilities are energetically being reviewed. This document is an out-
growth of that review and refinement movement. Through these pages a process is detailed
which provides for a review of the current delivery system.

Public education is a vastly complex system of many related components. Adjust-
ments in one or more of the components ultimately will affect other components and even-
tually the entire system. Although the major focus is special education suppert and in-
structional service delivery, this analysis cannot be successful without collaborative and
cooperative efforts from all parties involved with education in Iowa.
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. STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN

This paper addresses three major areas: (1) the overall organization and structure for
the continued development of the new service delivery system; (2) the organization of the
Core Committee; and, (3) a description of the eight action groups.

The proposed efforts for reconceptualizing the new service delivery system are not
limited to the Core Committee, actions groups, directors of special education and bureau
staff. The Bureau envisions the involvement of personnel statewide, including AEA and
LEA staff, as well as university personnel, professional associations, advecacy groups
and others to be actively involved in this effort. With sufficient planning and involve-
ment of other personnel, a detailed plan and time table can be established which will be re-
alistic and result in commitments of time, energy and necessary financial support from
all interested parties.

The structure for the continued development of the new service delivery system is de-
picted in Figure 1, The Bureau of Special Education and AEA directors are collaboratively
involved in the overall design of the new system. There are three major committees pro-
viding input into this process: The (1) System Development and Implementation Over-
sight Committee, (2) Stakeholders Input Committee, and (3) the Core Committee. Each will
be described.

The System Development and Implementation Oversight Committee (SDIOC) is a rel-
atively small group of individuals with administrative responsibilities who can assist in
looking at global interrelationships of various proposals in the new system. The SDIOC
will be co-chaired by J. Frank Vance, Chief, Bureau of Special Education, and Myron
Rodee, representative of the AEA Directors of Special Education. Dr. Rodee is the Director
of Special Education at the Grant Wood Area Education Agency in Cedar Rapids.

The Stakeholders Input Committee consists of a variety of constituency groups. The
group size may be 40 to 60 members. The purpose of the committee is to provide input, reac-
tion and comments about the new system concepts. This committee will act as a sounding
board for various alternatives and plans.

The Core Committee has three members who coordinate the Bureau's activities related
to the new system. As an adjunct to the mission of the Core Committee, the Practitioner
Advisory Group (PAG) will be utilized to provide input to this committee and the eight ac-
tions groups. The PAG will be composed of a limited number of individuals who work with
students on a daily basis.
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ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTIONS
OF THE CORE COMMITTEE

The Core Committee consists of three members from the Bureau of Special Education:
Jeff Grimes, Greg Robinson and Jim Reese. The committee has identified four major
missions appropriate to the statewide effort:

1. To develop and monitor plans for further exploration, definition and re-
finement of the new service delivery system.

2. To coordinate efforts of Bureau staff members, other agencies, organizations
and individuals who share an interest in an improved service delivery
system.

3. To receive and provide information to the Bureau staff, AEA Directors of
Special Education and other populations concerned with the special education
service delivery system.

4. To mobilize resources, financial and personnel, necessary to implement
activities related to the new service delivery system.

The Core Committee will provide a coordinating and integrating function for the ef-
forts of many personnel involved in the development of the new system, The Core Com-
mittee envisions ongoing interaction with many publics across the state, most importantly
the (1) directors of special education, (2) consultants and administrators throughout the
Department of Education, (3) key representatives of the LEA, (4) professional/advocacy
groups, and (5) persons involved with the Practitioner Advisory Group.

The three Core Committee members will devote at least 50-75% of their time to this as-
signment over the next three years. As a means of monitoring progress and coordinating
efforts across all personnel invoived, a management by objectivés (MBO) procedure will
be utilized. The planning process must be dynamie, flexible and open to modification. An
MBO system provides a structure for updating progress in the development of the statewide
effort, will function as an accountability procedure for interested parties, and will be use-
ful as a tool for coordinating the investment of energies of the many individuals that will
be involved in this undertaking.

Within the Bureau of Special Education, a group of seven members representing the
areas of administration, finance, due process, instruction, and support services will meet
biweekly to facilitate communication. This group represents the chairs of the Action
Groups and the Chief of the Bureau of Special Education. The members are Frank Vance,
Tom Burgett, Jeananne Hagen, Joan Turner Clary, Greg Robinson, Jim Reese, Jim Clark
and Jeff Grimes.
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ACTION GROUPS

There are eight interrelated areas proposed to be represented by action groups. Each
group will have a designated chairperson with members who will be responsible for ac-
complishing the group’s assigned task. The members of the action groups will be identi-
fied by the chairpersons and Core Committee with recommendations from Bureau staff
and the AEA directors of special education. Members may be from DE, AEA, LEA, [HE,
other agencies, and associations, While diversity and geographic representation are
meritorious and will be considered in selecting members for the groups, the key is for each
action group to have members who have the necessary expertise and who can meet at
required times in order to ensure that obligations are met and time commitments honored.
Timely completion of activities and member completion of assigned tasks are critical
since the efforts of all action groups are interrelated to the overall success of the imple-
mentation of the new system.

Developing a new service delivery system is a complex task. Thus, each action group
will set out a clear plan for the year. This will allow sequencing the activities of the vari-
ous groups to ensure that activities are accomplished within timeframes required by co-de-
pendent groups. The planning calls for (1) stating the questions the actions groups will
answer during the year, (2) major activities and timelines, (3) resources (people and
funds) needed to accomplish the activities, and (4) intended outcomes-or products resulting
from each activity. This information will permit constructive feedback to the action
groups that will ensure the necessary activities are being addressed by the group during the
year.

The action groups are shown in Figure 1 and are responsible to the Core Committee for
purposes of coordination. Further comments about the action groups follow,

1. Information Retrieval and Dissemination
Chairperson: Core Committee, all BSE staff and others as appropriate

Rationale: There are many constituency groups effected by a change in the service
delivery system. There will be an on-going need for collection and statewide information
dissemination to the various of groups.

Mission statement: Beginning in August, 1988 and continuing through the project,
information will be assembled and disseminated in an organized manner to ensure that
constituencies are informed about the direction, purpose, intent, and scope of the revised
service delivery system. There will be an outreach attempt to inform the general public
and advocacy groups as well as groups within educational circles. A plan will be estab-
lished and consideration given to the informational needs and timetable for information
dissemination. Established resources and networks for communication will be utilized
for information dissemination: presentations to associations, existing newsletter,
administrative channels for information exchange and other procedures. Additionally, it
is anticipated that special reports, research summaries and bulletins will be utilized as
appropriate.

Five approaches for retrieving information related to the new service delivery system:
{a) provide for site visits to locations with exemplary and innovative practices, (b) litera-
ture review and establish an information base of accommodations projects in lowa and
other states, (c) solicit information through interview and group input, (d) receive unso-
licited reactions from constituents effected by a proposed statewide systems change.
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2. Finance
Chairperson: Jeananne Hagen

Rationale: The funding mechanism and system for reporting expenditures for special
education may need to change to accommodate the concepts of the new service delivery
system, Various financial models will be examined.

Mission statement: Procedures for funding the trial sites and a system for retrieving
pertinent special education financial data will be developed. The group will formulate
recommendations for changes in state statutes regarding special education finance.

3. Legal Foundation and Linkages
Chairperson: Tom Burgett

Rationale: The new system calls for a broader interaction and interrelationship
between groups, in what has traditionally been called regular and special education.
There is a need to review state and federal policies, procedures and practices to ensure that
there is foundation for the new service delivery system,

Mission statement: During the 1988.89 school year, and continuing through the project,
efforts will occur to establish working relationships with others service providers in and
beyond the special education system who work with students with unique needs. As a part
of this emerging relationship, pelicies, regulations, and philosophies will be reviewed to
determine areas in which cooperation and collaboration are needed. This review will
focus on practices at the state and federal levels. In the event that philosophical agreement
exists on how to best serve students in lowa, but there are regulatory barriers, then efforts
will be directed towards securing waivers, rule exceptions, interpretations or meodification
of the those regulations. If a change in rules or legislation is called for in order to enact the
experimental versions of the new system in the trial sites then this committee should
identify and propose necessary modifications.

4. Inservice and Preservice
Chairperson: Joan Turner Clary

Rationale: Instructional and support personnel have been trained and highly rein-
forced to function in a manner consistent with the design of the current system. Retrain-
ing of current staff will be required and preservice training programs will need to be de-
signed to insure effective implementation and maintenance of changes to the current ser-
vice delivery system,

Mission Statement: A plan will be developed for sponsoring a series of training
activities with special attention focused on the trial sites, The comprehensive plan will
incorporate future preservice training and inservice training needs for both instructional
and support staff personnel. The plan will also address the need for maintaining and en-
hancing the skills of field personnel as well as the need for training new personnel who do
not have the skills required of the service delivery system. '
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5. Research
Chairperson: Jim Reese

Rationale: Any change to the current special education system should be evaluated
across several dimensions. Some of these dimensions are: (1) effect on student behavior;
{2) effect on personnel behavior; (3) effect on consumer satisfaction; (4) effect on staff and
personnel satisfaction; (5) effect on placement rates and economic variables. The state
has the technical expertise and personnel to effectively evaluate the impact and effects of
changes to the state's current delivery system.

Mission Statement: To identify the critical research questions that need to be ad-
dressed as changes to the current system are implemented. The group will develop a com-
prehensive research plan for evaluating the impact and effect of any system changes, and
for answering the critical research questions that need to be addressed. [HE, AEA, LEA,
DE and other resources will be secured and coordinated to accomplish the necessary re-
search and evaluation efforts.

6. Functional Assessment Data Base

Chairperson: Jeff Grimes

Rationale: OQur current system is highly dependent upon norm referenced testing
practices. These approaches have served us well in the past but will not be the most produc-
tive assessment practices for general use in the future. The conceptual shift is from de-
scriptive data to preseriptive data. There i3 a need for a set of scientifically sound alterna-
tives to norm referenced tests.

Mission statement: A set of norms and standards of comparison will be developed for
functional assessment approaches in the trial sites and for extended research. Norms will
be established for curriculum based-measurement procedures, classroom survival skills,
adaptive behavior measures, systematic observation and other functional assessment
approaches deemed appropriate.

7. Instructional and Support Interventions
Chairperson: Greg Robinson

Rationale: To meet the diverse needs of the rural and urban areas of lowa, the new
service delivery system will need to be flexible in developing alternatives in providing
instructional and support interventions to students who are at risk or disabled.

Mission statement: During the 1988-89 school year, a menu of options will be developed
which will delineate possible instructional and support alternatives for use in the trial
sites during the 1989-90 school year.




8. Quality Service and Progress Monitoring
Chairperson: Jim Clark

Rationale: The methods of personnel supervision and procedures for monitoring
student progress will need to change as the system changes. This will require experi-
mentation with new procedures to ensure that professionals receive attention for quality
practice consistent with the expectations of the new system design.

Mission statement: During the 1988-89 school year, procedures for monitoring student
progress and reviewing personnel performance will be established ready for utilization in
the trial sites. Compliance monitoring may be considered under this group's re-
sponsibility,

10
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TRIAL SITES

No more than five trial sites will be selected for implementing the new service delivery
system during the 1988-89 school year. The flow of communication to the trial sites is
shown in Figure 2. The Core Committee will support and assist trial sites through special-
ized training, problem solving, consultation and assistance in communication with. LEA
and AEA staff and administrators. The Core Committee will coordinate efforts with the
AEA Director of Special Education as shown by the line designated "A." Specific plans
will be developed with each AEA regarding the implementation of the new system. Infor-
mation will be provided to the trial sites according with this plan as shown by the line des-
ignated "B." Prior to implementation in the trial sites, criteria for judging success will be
formulated.

As a target date for planning, it is assumed that the new system will be in place,
statewide, during the 1991-92 school vear. A phasing-in procedure is proposed with no more
than five AEAs beginning as trial sites in 1989-90, no more than five new sites in 1990-91,
and the remainder in 1991-92. By utilizing an entire AEA, the energies and resources of
the agency are fully directed to the success of this undertaking and the personnel are not
asked to participate in a system with multiple practices. Further, the trial sites will repre-
sent the ideal learning climate for the new system with all variables in place, including
the diversity of strengths and weaknesses represented in the LEA, AEA and communities.

Communication Flow to Trial Site

Bureaa
of
Special
Education
\\
A AEA Director
Core Committee )J-=----cneauaux . of
Special Education
‘ -------
BT
Trial Site
Figure 2
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INFORMATION RETRIEVAL & DISSEMINATION

Rationale: There are many constituency groups effected by a change in the service
delivery system. There will be an on-going need for collection and statewide information
dissemination to the various of groups.

Mission statement: Beginning in August, 1988 and continuing through the project,
information will be assembled and disseminated in an organized manner to ensure that
constituencies are informed about the direction, purpose, intent, and scope of the revised
service delivery system. There will be an outreach attempt to inform the general public
and advocacy groups as well as groups within educational circles. A plan will be estab-
lished and consideration given to the informational needs and timetable for information
dissermination. Established resources and networks for communication will be utilized
for information dissemination: presentations to associations, existing newsletter,
administrative channels for information exchange and other procedures. Additionally, it
is anticipated that special reports, research summaries and bulletins will be utilized as
appropriate,

Five approaches for retrieving information related to the new service delivery system:
(a) provide for site visits to locations with exemplary and innovative practices, (b) litera-
ture review and establish an information base of accommodations projects in Jowa and
other states, (¢) solicit information through interview and group input, (d) receive unso-
licited reactions from constituents effected by a proposed statewide systems change.

1. What are the major questions this action group will address during the 88-89 school
year?
I ion Retrieval
A. What are the questions, concerns and issues of the populations effected by the spe-
cial education system in [owa?

B. What is the theoretical and procedural foundation for the proposed changes and are
these change supported in the professional literature?

C. What other states, LEAs or agencies have successfully put into place system

changes similar those being considered by lowa?

Inf ion Di .
D. What are the questions, concerns, hopes and issues of the populations effected by the
special education system in lowa?

E. How can the population effected by changes in the special education system be made
aware of the proposed changes?

F. How can interested groups be kept aware and involved in the development in the
new system?

2. Who are the members of this action group?
Members will be selected from IHEs, DE, AEAs, LEAs, and other approrpriate groups
in Jowa,

3. Technical advisory support for this action group.
None
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4, What are the major activities comprising this group's effort for 1988-89.
Laf tion Retrieval

A,

Solicit input from individuals and organized groups concerned with special edu-
cation services.

1. Planning committee, State (94-142) Advisory Committee

2. Letter to all AEA support staff with project status and request comments

3. Regional meetings

4, Personnel within the DE

Be open to unsolicited input from individuals and organized groups concerned with
special education services in lowa.

. Maintain a listing of questions, issue, concerns and positive aspects regarding the

new system,

Support the Action Groups as a means of establishing informational input and
guidance in the formulation of the new system.

Maintain bibliographies regarding reference material supportive of the proposed
system change. The action group would be the source of this material.

Provide for planned visitations out of state or to bring resource persons into lowa to
review innovations, accommodations, and systems change,

. DE, AEA, [HE, LEA and other personnel will be interviewed to gain their viewpoint

on proposed changes and the effects these may have on the existing system and ad-
justment that may be needed to plan for change in the future.

*

. Establish and maintain regular communication with bureau staff and AEA direc-

tors of special education.

Provide periodic (bi-monthly?) informational update to organizations, and con-
cerned groups.

1. Utilize parent-educator connection

2. Associations {Maintain list to receive updates]

3. State (94-142 mandated)Advisory Committee

4. Supervisors

Provide regularly scheduled verbal and written reports to appropriate DE staff to
ensure involvement, knowledge of special education activities, and to maintain

support.
1. Administration
2. Staff

3. Regional Consultants
4. Make presentations to other DE bureaus at their staff meeting.

Utilize mass media for communication to general audiences: DM Register, DE
Dispatch, ISEA Magazine, MPRRC newsletter, etc.

Organize speakers bureau to respond to requests for information from groups.

Initiate requests to be on programs sponsored by groups and association when ap-
propriate. .
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. Develop copies of the 88-89 plan and distribute as brochure and full report. The plan

is public information.

. Maintain list of accommodation projects and trial sites approved by the Bureau.

Develop an understanding with these regarding visitations,

5. What are possible activities for this action group in 1983-90?
Lo ion Retrieval

A,

Continue to show a sincere and honest openness to input from those effected by the
special education service delivery system in lowa.

B. Review information retrieval efforts of this Action Group activities accomplished
in 88-89 and continue those that prove beneficial.

Inf ion Di . ‘

C. Continue to show a sincere and honest effort to communicate with those effected by
the special education service delivery system in lowa.

D. Review information dissemination efforts of this action of 88-89 and continue those

activities which proved help in keeping others informed about this effort.

14
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SPECIAL EDUCATION FINANCE

Rationale: The funding mechanism and system for reporting expenditures for special
education may need to change to accommodate the concepts of the new service delivery
system, Various financial models will be examined,

Mission statement: Procedures for funding the trial sites and a system for retrieving
pertinent special education financial data will be developed. The group will formulate
recommendations for changes in state statutes regarding special education finance.

1. What are the major questions this action group will address during the 88-89 school
year?
A. What is "state of the art” in special education finance? (Advantages and disad-
vantages of major funding formulas currently in use.) Look at Iowa's current
system. Cost of staffing currently?

B. Are current funding incentives and disincentives congruous with the intent of
state policy/goals of delivery system?

C. How should the current finance system be changed in view of A and B above? (This
will be considered in two parts: short term trial sites and long term legislative
changes.)

D. If we change the system for generation/allocation of special education dollars,
what does this suggest about the kind of data collection needed by LEA/AEA/state?

E. How will this data be used to evaluate the effectiveness and/or efficiency of the new
system?

2. Who do you propose having as part of your interest group?
Members will be selected from IHEs, DE, AEAs, LEAs, and other approrpnate groups
in l[owa,

3. Technical advisory support for this action group.
A. Kent McGuire, Education Commission of the States, Denver, Colorado
B. Mary T. Moore, Decision Resources, Washington, DC
C. Jay Maskowitz, Decision Resources, Washington, DC

Comment: Kent McGuire has been hired as a consultant to the legislative interim
committee in school finance. He is knowledgeable about finance in general, and also
Iowa school finance, His most valuable contribution will be his experience in
organizing groups to study finance. He will be a resotirce in guiding the group through
the process and would possibly do some work with the entire group at the initial task
defining stage.

Mary Moore and Jay Maskowitz have done and are currently engaged in researching
special education finance from a national perspective. They might be used to respond
to any allocation and reporting system developed by the group prior to field testing in
the trial sites.

4, What are the major activities comprising this group's effort for 1988-89.
A. Synthesize existing data and collect new data on current special education funding
system.




B.
C.

D.
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Develop procedure for funding the trial sites.
Develop data collection system for special education finance.

Develop criteria for determining effectiveness of the new finance system.

5. What are possible activities for this action group in 1989-907

A.

B.

C.

D,

Provide inservice and technical assistance in new data collection procedures.
Collect data from each trial site using the new data collection procedures.

Develop procedures to summarize and analyze data after collection.

Develop recommendations for changes in the special education finance system in

concert with any recommendations made by the legislative interim committee and
the finance committee formed within the Department of Education.
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LEGAL FOUNDATION AND LINKAGES

Rationale: The new system calls for a broader interaction and interrelationship
between groups, in what has traditionally been called regular and special education.
There is a need to review state and federal policies, procedures and practices to ensure that
there is foundation for the new service delivery system.

Mission statement: During the 1988-89 school year, and continuing through the project,
efforts will occur to establish working relationships with others service providers in and
beyond the special education system who work with students with unique needs. As a part
of this emerging relationship, policies, regulations, and philosophies will be reviewed to
determine areas in which cooperation and collaboration are needed. This review will
focus on practices at the state and federal levels. In the event that philesophical agreement
exists on how to best serve students in lowa, but there are regulatory barriers, then efforts
will be directed towards securing waivers, rule exceptions, interpretations or modification
of the those regulations. If a change in rules or legislation is called for in order to enact the
experimental versions of the new system in the trial sites then this committee should
identify and propose necessary maodifications.

1. What are the major questions this action group will address during the 88-89 school
year?
A. What are the perceived legal, regulatory and procedural barriers to changing spe-
cial education delivery system in lowa?

B. What solutions can be put in place to provide an appropriate legal foundation for
services consistent with the new service delivery system design?

2. Who are the members of this action group?

Members will be selected from IHEs, DE, AEAs, LEAs, and other approrpriate groups

in Iowa, _

3. Technical advisory support for this action group.
A. USOE personnel
B. NASDSE personnel

4. What are the major activities comprising this group's effort for 1988-89.

A. Identify legal, regulatory and procedural barriers to implementing a new service
delivery system in federal and state requirements. Consideration will be given to
the following areas:

1. finance

2. personnel qualifications

3. student identification and placement
4. federal reporting

B. Establish feasible solutions for identified barriers (Item A), such as legal changes,
waiver or reinterpretation of rules.

C. Explore options for utilizing personnel, employed through various funding sys-
tems, in ways that promote effective service patterns for students.

D. Formulate a working proposal to guide personnel in the trial sites,

v
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5. What are possible activities for this action group in 1989-907

A,

Review the implementation of policies, fiscal procedures and service patterns in
the trial sites.

Consider specific wording changes in state legislation and rules.

Propose changes in federal regulations or waivers if deemed appropriate for the
new service delivery system.
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INSERVICE AND PRESERVICE

Rationale: Instructional and support personnel have been trained and highly rein-
forced to function in a manner consistent with the design of the current system. Retrain-
ing of current staff will be required and preservice training programs will need to be de-
signed to insure effective implementation and maintenance of changes to the current ser-
vice delivery system.

Mission Statement: A plan will be developed for sponsoring a series of training
activities with special attention focused on the trial sites. The comprehensive plan will
incorporate future preservice training and inservice training needs for both instructional
and support staff personnel. The plan will also address the need for maintaining and en-
hancing the skills of field personnel as well as the need for training new personnel who do
not have the skills required of the service delivery system. '

1. What are the major questions this action group will address during the 88-89 school

year?

A What changes in the role and skills of support service providers and instructional
personnel are necessitated by major changes to the service delivery system?

B. How do the changes identified in item A translate into specific inservice training
activities for both AEA and LEA personnel?

C. How can the expertise of the AEAs and LEAs, and the state's preservice training
programs be integrated and consclidated to provide an effective and timely train-
ing response to both the inservice and preservice needs generated by any changes to
the service delivery system?

D. How will the training of personnel new to the system be handled in future years?

F. What type of training efforts will be needed to sustain and improve the skills of

field personnel?

2. Who are the members of this action group?
Members will be selected from IHEs, DE, AEAs, LEAs, and other approrpriate groups
in lowa,

3. Technical advisory support for this action group.
At this point, there doesn't appear to be a need for a technical advisory committee for
this action group.

4. What are the major activities comprising this group's eifort for 1988-89.

A,

B.

Identify model staff development programs

Identify the immediate training needs necessitated by any changes to the service
delivery system

Develop comprehensive plan for ongoing staff development (inservice component)

Coordinate the training activities required by the first group of trial sites
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F.
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Identify anticipated changes in preservice training programs and certification
requirements for both instructional and support personnel necessitated by any
changes in the service delivery system and begin developing plan for responding
to needed changes

Evaluation of inservice training of the first group of trial sites

5. What are possible activities for this action group in 1988-90?

A

Establishment of a coordinated, cooperative AEA, LEA and college/university
training effort to meet the state's ongoing staff development needs in special edu-
cation

. Identify training needs of second group of trial sites, and the retraining and ex-

tended training needs of the first group of trial sites
Coordinate the training activities of the second group of trial sites, and the retrain-
ing and extending training activities of the first group of trial sites
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RESEARCH

Rationale: Any change to the current special education system should be evaluated
across several dimensions. Some of these dimensions are: (1) effect on student behavior;
(2) effect on personnel behavior; (3) effect on consumer satisfaction; (4) effect on staff and
personnel satisfaction; (5) effect on placement rates and economic variables. The state
has the technical expertise and personnel to effectively evaluate the impact and effects of
changes to the state's current delivery system.

Mission Statement: To identify the critical research questions that need to be ad-
dressed as changes to the current system are implemented. The group will develop a com-
prehensive research plan for evaluating the impact and effect of any system changes, and
for answering the critical research questions that need to be addressed. IHE, AEA, LEA,
DE and other resources will be secured and coordinated to accomplish the necessary re-
search and evaluation efforts,

1. What are the major questions this action group will address during the 88-89 school
year?
A. What are the major research questions that need to be raised and answered as
changes are made to the current delivery system? Areas of specific concern are:
1. impact on student behavior,
2. impact on personnel behavior (both AEA and LEA, and instructional, support,
and administrative; changes in roles, expectations, and practices),
3. impact on consumer satisfaction (students and parents),
4. impact on personnel satisfaction (instructional, support and administrative),
5. impact on the number of students reached and placement rates (pre-evaluation
interventions, placement in special education programs, remedial programs
and other compensatory or specialized programs; instructional and support -
both AEA and LEA; location and nature of pre-evaluation interventions),
6. impact on the distribution and expenditure of funds (Federal, state and local),
7. cost efficiency and cost effectiveness of changes to the system.

B. What research designs will need to be employed to effectively evaluate the impact of
changes to the current special education delivery system, and what research plan
will most effectively and efficiently respond to the critical questions that need to be
addressed?

C. What is the baseline of the current system (number of personnel, personnel roles,
pre-evaluation activities, program options, number of students served, personnel
and consumer satisfaction with current system, type of student assessments, type of
data used to make placement decisions, distribution of identified students across
program models, efficacy of current models, etc.)?

2, Who are the members of this action group?
Members will be selected from IHEs, DE, AEAs, LEAs, and other approrpriate groups
in [owa.

3. Technical advisory support for this action group.
A. James Ysseldyke, University of Minnesota
B. Robert Algozzine, University of Florida
C. Sylvia Rosenfield, Temple University
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Comment: Support will provide a national perspective to the efforts of the action group
and will provide input to the action group as well as reviews of the group's werk. The
majority of input will be provided through the action group chairperson and the Core
Committee. Meetings and teleconferences with the support group will be scheduled as
needed.

What are the major activities comprising this group's effort for 1988-89,

A.

D.

E.

identification of the critical research questions that need to be considered as
changes in the delivery system are implemented.

Development of a comprehensive plan for evaluating the impact of changes to the
current service delivery system.

Establishment of the baseline for the current service delivery system using exist-
ing data bases, past research and evaluation efforts, and gathering additional data
and information as required by the comprehensive plan.

Provision of technical assistance to the initial group of trial sites.

Coordination of effort and comprehensive research plan with other action groups.

What are possible activities for this action group in 1389-907

A,
B.

C.

Continued technical assistance to first group of trial sites.
Provision of technical assistance to second group of trial sites.

Analysis of data and report of findings from the first group of trial sites.
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FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT DATA BASE

Rationale: Our current system is highly dependent upon norm referenced testing
practices. These approaches have served us well in the past but will not be the most produc-
tive assessment practices for general use in the future. The conceptual shift is from de-
scriptive data to prescriptive data. There is a need for a set of scientifically sound alterna-
tives to norm referenced tests,

Mission statement: A set of norms and standards of comparison will be developed for
functional assessment approaches in the trial sites and for extended research. Norms will
be established for curriculum based-measurement procedures, classroom survival skills,
adaptive behavior measures, systematic observation and other functional assessment
approaches deemed appropnate

1. What are the major questions this action group wﬂl address during the 88-89 school
year?

A. What are the range of student differences, within and between grade levels, in
[owa educational programs on measures of CBA, systematic classroom observation
procedures, adaptive behavior measures, and other forms of functional assess-
ment?

B. How does deviance (=x1SD, 1.5 SD, +28D) on functional assessment measures re-
late to classroom adjustments and the need for specialized educational programs?
Are there difference in students performance on functional assessment measures
according SE, Chapter 1, classroom accommodations or other special instructional
arrangements?

C. How are functional assessment data most useful for principals and teachers in
considering students’ instructional needs across grades and within classrooms?

D. How are functional assessment data used, and misused? What are the limita-
tions? When are traditional assessment measures necessary and helpful?

2. Who are the members of this action group?
Members will be selected from IHEs, DE, AEAs, LEAs, and other approrpriate groups
in Iowa.

Comment: In addition there will be two monthly teleconference calls on menths with-
out meetings. The group, despite their varied work assignments, were selected because
of their shared interest in pragmatic research and respect for data when making edu-
cational decisions about students. They will be used for giving advice and reacting to
proposed direction.

3. Technical advisory suppoxt far this action group.
A. Mark Shinn, University of Oregon
B. Keith Kromer, Dir of SE at Minneapolis Public Schools
C. Gerald Tindall or Stan Deno or Ed Shapire
D. H.D. Hoover, University of lowa

Comment: ‘

*  Mark Shinn and Gerald Tindall are nationally recognized leaders in CBM. They
will be useful in training personnei to do the normmg processes and consult on
data synthesis (4 days each). ~
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Keith Kromer has pioneered efforts with CBM data in a large educational system.
He has years of experience data utilization with principals and special education
personnel, and directors of special education (3 days).

H. D. Hoover is involved in the ITBS/ITED statewide testing program and is a

noted researcher.

4. What are the major activities comprising this group's effort for 1588-89.

A,

Provide training for educaters and support service personnel in how to collect and
manage normative data on functional assessment procedures.

Collect normative data on functional assessment data in participating sites.
Analysis of variable from the participating sites. This analysis will be sensitive to

the needs of children at risk and those with disabilities. Tables of data will be cre-
ated.

5, What are possible activities for this action group in 1983-90?

o a w »

Relate data to change of instruction and intervention.
Broaden the data base to larger samples if needed.
Establish correlational equivalents for CBA measures and ITBS levels of a school,

Develop training packets and a network for training others,
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INSTRUCTIONAL & SUPPORT INTERVENTIONS

service delivery system will need to be flexible in developing alternatives in providing
instructional and support interventions to students who are at risk or disabled.

sites during the 1989-90 school year,

1.

Mission statement: During the 1988-89 school year, a menu of options will be developed
which will delineate possible instructional and support alternatives for use in the trial

What are the major questions this action group will address during the 88-89 school
year?

A,

How to determine the match between specific instructional interventions/ alterna-
tives and the prescribed needs of students who are at risk or disabled?

How to determine the match between specific support service interventions/ alter-
natives and the preseribed needs of students who are at risk or disabled?

How to determine the match between combinations of specific instructional and
support service interventions/alternatives and the prescribed needs of students who
are at risk or disabled?

What type of assessment information is needed for these alternatives to be success-
ful? How can these interventions provide useful data for future assessments?

. What are the possible barriers (e.g., transportation, technolegy, medical, admin-

istrative, instructional, support, parental, general education, special education)
which could hinder the development of these interventions/ alternatives? .

How can these interventions/alternatives be evaluated to determine their instruc-
tional and financial effectiveness and efficiency?

What type of information is needed to allow for empirical decision-making on the
part of AEAs and LEAs in determining their service delivery alternatives?

. How can individual student or group interventions/alternatives be developed in a

combined workable format given the possible constraints of the professional staff
involved?

How can the development of these interventions assist buildings and districts in
developing plans for delivery of services.

Who are the members of this action group?
Members will be selected from [HEs, DE, AEAs, LEAs, and other approrpriate groups
in lowa.

3. Technical advisory support for this action group.

A.

To serve as consultants in analyzing and responding to information developed
during the first year. Will most likely see this committee take a more active role
during the second year.
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4. What are the major activities comprising this group's effort for 1988-89,

A,

2 Face to face meetings with teleconferences each month group does not meet in
person, to work through the questions listed in (1).

Divide into interest committees to prepare literature reviews and information
packets on various instructional and support alternatives.

Develop continuum of instructional and support service delivery options, includ-
ing the role and function of staff involved, which can be used in trial sites?

. By January 1, 1989, complete description and provide information of any inservice

education necessary or convey necessary information requested by other commit-
tees who will be involved with trial sites during 1989-90 school year.

5. What do you see as possible activities for your action group in 1989-90?

A,

Review data from previous year from other committees, active trial sites, and
ongoing accommodation projects to refine system.

Assist in packaging the process for use by the Information Retrieval & Dissemi-
nation action group and Inservice and Preservice action group.

Consider other alternative delivery system options as they become available in the
literature.

Confer with Research action group on possible studies which could analyze differ-
ent service delivery options,
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QUALITY SERVICE AND PROGRESS MONITORING

Rationale: The methods of personnel supervision and procedures for monitoring
student progress will need to change as the system changes, This will require experi-
mentation with new procedures to ensure that professionals receive attention for quality
practice consistent with the expectations of the new system design.

Mission statement: During the 1988-89 school year, procedures for monitoring student
progress and reviewing personnel performance will be established ready for utilization in
the trial sites. Compliance monitoring may be considered under this group's re-
sponsibility.

1. What are the major questions this action group will address during the 88-89 school
year?

A,

What progress monitoring and cutcome evaluation procedures can be used to de-
termine the effectiveness of interventions with individual students and to evaluate
the effectiveness of instructional and support programs?

What supervisory practices/activities can be identified as essential (best practice)
in developing and reinforcing professional practice that is prescriptive and out-
come oriented?

. What indicators of quality programs can be identified and included in compliance

review procedures?

2. Who are the members of this action group?
Members will be selected from IHEs, DE, AEAs, LEAs, and other approrpriate groups
in Iowa,

3. Technical advisory support for this action group.

A.

Ken Olsen, Mid-South Regional Resource Center

Support group will serve as a resource for identifying quality monitoring and supervi-
sion procedures and practices that will be reviewed by the action group. Also, the tech-
nical advisory group may provide training in procedures that the action group recom-
mends for use in trial sites.

© 0w »

What are the major activities comprising this group's effort for 1988-89,
. At least 2 face to face meetings with teleconferences in between these meetings.

Review the current status of progress monitoring and outcome evaluation efforts.
Review sample progress monitoring systems and outcome evaluation systems.

Develop a set of principles and a model for monitoring progress of individual stu-
dents and instructional and support programs.

By January 1, 1989, make recommendations for training personnel in the use of
these systems.

. By January 1, 1989, make recommendations as to what supervisory prac-

tices/activities can be identified as critical in implementing these new systems.
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5. What do you see as possible activities for your action group in 1989-90?
A. Review and refine the progress monitoring system developed in 1988-89.

B. Make recommendations for future training efforts,
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TRANSPORTATION COST 1987-88

NAME SEPT B6 SQUARE PUPILS COST COST REGULAR TRANS NET
ENROLL MILES PER PER PER CosI PER COST
$Q MILE MILE TRANS-PUP PUPIL PUPIL PER PUPIL
ACKLEY-GENLVA COMMUNITY Shl i 3.858 51.08 $380.3K4 §2,610 si1g2 52,988
ADAIR-CASEY COMMUNITY %75 159 2.987 SG.B8 $259. 34 $2,590 5253 52,000
ABEL-DE SOTO COMMUNITY 1225 89 13.764 $1.h8 $196.95 52,590 S107 $2,483
AKIION WESITFIELD COMM 588 172 J.uy $0.95% SuBS. 17 52,602 $286 $2,624
ALBERT CliY-TRUESDALL 359 116 3.095% $0.87 $259.99 $2,633 S16h 52,585
ALBIA COMMUNITY SCHOOL 1382 304 i.546 $1.18 $361.78 52,603 s207 2,601
ALBURNETT COMMUNITY 696 65 10. 708 $1.49 $224.92 §2,642 5200 $2,602
ALDEN COMMUNITY SCHOOL y52 105 i, 305 $1.02 5287.11 52,667 $112 $2,561
ALGONA COMMUNITY SCHOOL 1382 220 6.282 St.01 $5256.26 $2,620 5871 $z2, 764
ALLAMAKEE COMMUNITY 1616 y7 3.875 $1.19 . Shi52.90 §2,590 $27h 52,612
ALLISON-BRISTOW COMM 383 92 4.163 S1.2h $258.99 52,631 Siih $2,887
ALTA COMMUNITY SCHOOL 553 124 0. 460 $1.25 §373.82 52,590 5151 $2,580
AMANA COMMUNETY SCHOOL 189 32 5.906 $0.83 $115. 84 $z2,721 $119 $3,312
AMES COMMUNITY SCHOOL 5364 37 117.906 $1.76 $290.02 52,672 $61 §2,746
ANAMOSA COMMUNITY SCHOOL 1345 134 10.037 $1.52 5294 .63 52,590 S150 §2,645%
ANDREW COMMUNITY SCHOOL 361 98 3.684 $0.99 $269.88 52,590 S202 52,821
ANITA COMMUNITY SCHOOL 357 135 2.6hK $1.07 $254.,73 $2,610 $175 52,864
ANKENY COMMUNITY SCHOOL 3927 52 75.%19 $1.51 $139.401 $2, 590 558 52,596
ANTHON-OTO COMMUNITY 336 135 - 2.h89 $0.88 $219.41 52,641 $155 $2,919
" APLINGTON COMMUNITY Hos 89 i, 584 §1.22 $302.17 52,590 $162 $2,65%5
AR-WE~VA COMMUNITY ho3 164 2.057 $0. 85 $200.70 $2,648 s16? $2.,560
ARMSTRONG-RINGSTHD COMM L6 182 3,099 Str. 99 $349.26 52,660 St66 52,780
ARNOI DS PARK CONS 199 16 12,0348 St.h0 SI67.10 S2, L0 St32 53,171
ATLANTIC COMMUNITY 1759 200 8.539 $1.3) $394.60 52,590 S116 $2,558
AUDUBON COMMUNITY SCHOOL 8§93 237 3.768 51.49 ShTh. 617 $2,0629 $264 52,693
AURCLIA COMMUNITY SCIHOOL. B9 132 3.174 51.0% $286.50 52,638 $156 $2,635
AVOEHA COMMUNITY SCHOOL 91 T h.721 50.93 $309.08 $2,9590 5132 52,712
BALLARD COMMUNITY SCHOOL 1157 85 13.612 S1.45 - $230.28 $2,590 5139 $2,n84
BATHLE CREFK COMMUNITY 312 B6 3.628 S1.1h $355.4% $2,639 $153 $2,518
BAX I COMMENITY SCHOOL, w2 69 . ust §$1.26 $306.11 $2,6317 5113 52,590
BAYARD COMMUNITY SCIHOOL 180 15 21000 $0.96 §$3/4.9%9 §2,171%9 5198 $3,050
BEAMAN~CONRAD-1 1SCOMB S0l 117 n.308 $1.13 S311.04 52,6406 S180 52,665
BEOIORD COMMUNI 1Y SCHOOL 616 288 2.139 .90 Sh36.93 52,590 S2u4 $2,616
BEILE PLAINE COMMUNITY 715 105 6.810 $1.06 §272.45 §2,590 585 $2,618
BEI LEVUE COMMUNE LY 686 ’ 127 5.4h02 51.38 $261.19 $2,596 $121 52,912
BELMOND COMMUNITY 698 132 5,288 $1.05 $308. 31 52,623 S1ys $2,758
BENNETT COMMUNITY SCHOOL 339 76 4. 061 $0.92 $177.42 $2,670 $125 s$2, 792
BENTON COMMUNITY SCHOOL 1198 262 5,573 $0.95 S2u0. 10 $2,623 $197 §2,653
BETTENDORFE COMMUNITY 4379 9 }86.556 51.92 5171.87 52,671 S3h $2,850
BLAKESBURG COMMUNITY 280 70 4.000 5$1.33 $328.h0 §2,590 - §230 52,619
BONDURANT-FARRAR COMM 768 99 7.758 $1.30 5215.54 $2,663 S157 $2,529
BOONE COMHUNITY SCHOOL 2191 66 33.197 $G.88 $303.65 $2,590 39 52,646
BOYDEN-HULL COMMUNITY 540 110 I.909 §1.07 5188.25 $2,592 $138 $2,519
BRIDGEWATER=-FONTANELLLE 336 129 2.605 $50.86 $383.59 $2,590 $194 82,582
BRITT COMMURITY SCHOOL 621 124 5.008 $1.46 5387.28 $2.590 $113 $2, 605
BROOKI YN-GULRNSEY-MAL COM 671 12 4_725 50.98 $276.12 §2,590 $160 52,646
BUFFALDO CENTER-RAKE 4310 1411 3.078 $0.93 $215.40 $2,627 $129 52,764
BURLINGTON COMMUNITY 5873 70 B3.900 51.61 $267.61 §2,621 $58 $2,677
BURT COMMUNITY SCHOOL 194 6h 3.031 $50.98 $357.41 $2,634 $131 $2,858
C AND M COMMUNITY SCHOOL 380 15 2.62% 51.02 $391.24 $2,636 S212 52,502
CAL COMMUNITY SCHOOL 257 117 2.197 51.31 s2us.27 S2, 818 $236 $2,757
CALAMUS COMMUNITY SCHOOL 230 64 3.594 50.91 5217.68 52,590 5153 $3,160

CAMANCHE COMMUNITY 1217 35 n.1m 1.7 $207.h6 $2.590 S48 52,728




TRANSPORTATION COST 1987-88

NAME SEPT 86 SQUARE PUPILS COST COST REGUI AR TRANS NET
ERROLL MILES PER PER PER cosy PER COoST
SQ MILE MILE TRANS-PUP PUPIL. PUPIL PER PUPIL
~ CARDINAL COMMUNITY 828 130 6.369 $1.39 $274.76 $2,590 $257 52,648
CARLESLE COMMUNITY 1306 68 19.206 $1.82 S2u0.63 $2,590 5106 $2,558
CARROLL COMMUNITY SCHOOL 1366 269 5.078 50,64 $119.38 $2,590 $82 $2,509
CARSON-MACLDOKIA COMM Hoo 100 4. 000 51.42 5321.96 $2,614 $216 S2,430
CEDAR FALLS COMMUNIY ugiz2 61 78.885 S1.42 $158.61 $2,592 $52 $2,727
CEDARY RAPIDS COMMUNITY 17532 121 144,893 $1.66 $277.63 Sz, 604 S60 S$2,118
CEDAR VALLEY COMMUNITY 263 93 2.828 51.38 $§258.00 §2,862 sons $2,911
CENTER POINT CONS 633 51 12,412 $0.88 5130.76 52,590 $56 52,689
CENIERVILLE COMMUNITY 1775 165 10,758 $1.17 $203.12 $2, 590 S$120 §2,61h
CENTRAL CITY COMMUNITY 533 17 6.922 $1.08 5128.75 $2,590 Sit1 $2,9%%
CENTRAL CLINTON COMM 1612 179 9.006 S1.14 Sau5.16 $2,590 S154 52,724
CENIRAL COMMUNITY SCHODOL 813 187 h.348 $1.06 5262.59 $2,590 $218 $2,514
CENIRAL DALLAS COMMUNITY 223 91 2.h%5) $i1.19 $365.09 52,678 221 52,816
CENTRAL DECATUR COMM 712 264 2.697 $1.37 SH16.05 §2,590 $260 $2,382
CENTRAL LEE COMMUNITY 1119 190 5.889 $1.12 $208.80 S2, 594 $197 52,595
CENIRAL LYON COMMUNITY 820 164 5.000 $0.96 S27h.66 52,590 Si12h §2,555
CLNIRAL WLBSTER COMH g - 8h 3.667 $S0.90 $201.00 52,657 185 $2,730
CHARITON COMMUNITY A ITeL] 3130 4,255 $1.29 Sun7.1h 52,590 Si178 §2,5%0
CHARLES CITY COMMUNITY 1990 22y 8.884 $1.30 $287.76 52,590 $110 §2,901
CHARTER OAK-UIE COMM 386 152 2.5319 $1.12 $318.41 $2,627 Sa242 §2,7u8
CHEROKEE COMMUNITY 1459 116 12.578 $1.30 $206.90 $2,590 578 $2,62%
CLARENCE-LOWIIEN COMM 15 96 0,635 S0. 66 5286.10 §2,6H0 $21 52,791
Cl{ ARINDA COMMINITY 1081 165 6.552 S1.12 Su75.15 §2,613 S117 52,556
CLARION COMMUNIFY SCHOOL 105 174 n.0%2 Sn.83 $189.56 §2, 6404 S8t $2,187
Cl ARKE COMMUNEIY SCHOOL 1381 269 5.134 Su. 96 S224.03 52,4590 141 $2, 139
C{ ARKSVILLEL COMMUNLIY 61 63 7.317 50,92 $192.55 52,590 S93 §2,696
CLAY CENIRAL COMMUNLITY 293 1049 2.688 $1.03 S241_46 52,654 5159 $2,7h9
CLEAR CREEK COMMUNITY 679 130 5.223 $1.18 $352.66 $2,4%99 seh2 $2, 690
CLEAR LAKE COMMUNIITY 1605 86 18.6613 $1.75 $195.9%1 $2,590 581 52,547
CLLARFIFLD COMMUNITY 118 70 1.686 S0, 75 $299.15 $2,814 $19% $3,198
CLENION COMMUNI EY SCHOOL 5080 18 282.222 $1.23 $133.5h §2,59h 523 §2,695
COLFAX-MINGO COMMUNITY 863 110 7.805 $1.08 S187.14 $2,590 $1310 §2,630
COLLEGE COMMUNITY SCHOOL 238h 137 17,001 $1.96 $230.04 “52,6406 s202 $2,638
COLE INS-MAXWIL L COMM 59 - 113 i 062 $1.09 $221.36 $2,621 SN $2,697
COLO COMMUNITY SCHOOL 315 68 n.632 $1.01 $5218.489 52,641 132 52,509
COE UMBUS COMMUNITY 778 12 5.479 $1.15 $186.39 §2,590 S13 $2,593
COON RAPIDS-DAYARD W7 109 §.101 St. 14 $326.13 S22, 600 s122 $2,874
CORNING COMMUNITY SCHOOL 639 260 2.458 50.M S$324.61 52,601 S1un 52,575
CORWI TH-WESLEY COMMUNITY 183 102 1.794h $1.16 $356.01 $2,719 $3n3 $3,902
COUNCIL BLUFTS COMMUNITY 9912 h 133.946 $i1.24 $237.59 $2,592 S48 $2,665
CRESTLAND COMMUNIILY 227 98 2.316 $0.86 $282.68 52,732 S11h $2,796
GRESTON COMMUNITY SCHOOL 1806 196 9.21h $1.15 §254.32 52,590 $89 §2,615
DAS LAS CINIIH-GRIMES 925 83 11.14% 50,99 528%.79 52,602 5128 S2,414
DANVILLE COMMUNS tY 539 71 7.592 $1.78 $273.92 52,621 $17% $2,517
DAVENPORT COMMUNETY 18590 169 169.633 $1.60 $251.10 S2, 600 $17 52,682
DAVES COUNTY COMMUNITY 182 nea 3.167 $1.18 Sh16.87 52,590 $298 52,393
DAY ION COMMUNI Y SCHOOL 207 66 3.136 Sn.81 $396.07 52,631 Sih9 $3,251
DECORAH COMMUNI FY SCHOOL 1563 165 9.471 80,95 5168.50 $2,600 $91 $2,653
DECP RIVER-MILLIRSBURG 200 12 2.778 $1.00 S$327.02 52,662 $2n1 2,983
BELWOOD COMMUNTY SCHOOL o7 65 h.,723 $1.93 Sh36.59 $2,590 5320 53,083
DENISON COMMUNITY SCHOOL. 1757 172 10.215 $1.14 5784, 38 S, 602 $103 $2,562
DENVER COMMUNITY SCHOOL 781 57 13.702 $1.66 $5207.55 S22, 500 589 52,851

DES MOINES INDEPENBLNT 30644 an 364.810 51,21 S161.76 $2,6Mm 529 $2,691




TRANSPCORTATION COST 1987-88

NAME SEPT 86 SQUARE PUPILS cosT COSY REGUL AR TRANS NET
ENROLL -  MILES PER PLR PER cosT PER COST
5Q MILE MILE TRANS-PUP PUPIL. PUPIL. PLR PUPIL

DEXFIELD COMMUNITY a2 64 7.531 $1.24 $227.38 52,681 $139 $2,899
DIAGONAL COMMUNITY 138 83 1.663 So.n7 $271.33 §2,649 St12 $z2,912
DIKE COMMUNITY SCHOOL. 566 101 5. 600 $1.17 5209.26 52,5090 St3n $2,650
DOW CLIY-ARIGN GCOMMUNITY 305 75 4. 067 50,82 $129. 71 S2, 601 S04 52,716
DOWS COMMUNITY SCHOOL. 227 101 2.2h8 $1.15 $398.24 52,815 sa04h $3,166
DUBUGUE COMMUNITY SCHOOL 10105 240 42,104 $1.32 $223.71 $2,590 573 82,703
BUMONT COMMUKRITY SCHOOL 235 16 1.092 $0.69 $215.11 §2,592 $112 $2,709
DUNKFRTON GCOMMUNITY nan a2 5.902 $t.17 $213.03 52,590 Sint 53,106
DUNLAP COMMUNI Y SCHOOL 398 105 1.790 $1.03 $230.12 2,603 505 $2,943
DURANT COMMUNIFY SCHOOL &h5 90 7.167 $1.32 $331.12 S$2,590 S176 $2,597
DYSART~GENESFO COMMUNITY n38 147 2.980 51.20 $379.58 $2,636 S207 $3,134
EAGLE GROVE COMMUNITY 983 162 6.068 $0.96 $202.66 52,636 S100 $2,994
EARLHAM COMMUNITY SCHOOL 504 108 B.667 $1.00 SINT. LT §2,631 $165 52,607
£AST BUCHANAN COMMUNITY (3.1 137 (.993 $1.09 $188.35 §2,613 5162 $2,723
EAST CENTRAL COMMUNITY 552 116 4,759 $1.00 §212.55 $2,590 5116 $2.712
EAST GRELNE COMMUNIITY h13 1h0 2.950 $1.13 5268 .47 $2,594 521% 52,565
EAST MONONA COMMUNITY 249 119 2.092 $1.17 $318.15 S2,8u4 sz2n2 52,796
EAST UNION COMMUNITY 683 269 2.539 $1.05 Sint1.69 $2,631 5283 52,458
EASTERN ALLAMAKEL COMM 559 150 3.721 Si1.47 $3%0.47 $2,5%90 S2174 $2,719
EASTWOOD COMMUNITYY uzé 19 3.580 50.94 5243.33 $2,616 §176 52,676
EDNYVILLE COMMUNETY 618 153 K.170 $1.33 $525.21 52,631 S309 §2,557
EDGEWOOD~COLESBURG COMM 702 155 4.529 $0.53 $175.05 $2,590 5103 §2,572
EI DORA-NEW PROVIHOFNCE 822 137 6.000 $51.51 $303.96 52,590 S$160 $2,55N
ELK HORN-KIMBALI TON 269 84 3.202 $0.99 $215. 44 §2,590 $153 $3,026
EMMETSBURG COMMUNGTY 869 279 3.115% $1.00 $298.95 $2,656 $111 $2,808
ENGLISH VALLEYS COMM noe 130 3.123 $1.10 $283.51 $2.631 5198 $2,698
ESSEX COMMUNI Y SCHOOL 358 90 3.978 $0.93 S304.45 $2,9590 $131 52,504
ESTHERVILLE COMMUNITY LY 103 145.243 $1.21 $219.94 52,611 557 $2, 942
EVERLY COMHUNITY SCHOOL 300 14 2.885 $0.76 $257.09 $2.634 $133 Sz, 740
EXIRA COMMUNI EY SCHOOL 386 165 2.3319 $1.28 $294.59 52,656 S173 52,686
FAITRFIELD COMMUNITY 2058 353 5.830 S1.04 $383.82 $2,590 5188 $2,795
FARRAGUT COMMUNITY 387 136 2,846 $0.93 $288.80 S2,78h $197 52,755
FLOYD VALLEY COMMUNITY 396 135 2.933 50.87 $202.18 $2,751 5151 2,687
FONDA COMMUNILITY SCHOGL 187 94 1.989 $1.19 $359.77 52,739 5185 52,910
FOREST CITY COMMUNITY 1347 188 7.165 $1.16 $155.54 $2,590 S127 $2,512
FORT DODGE COMHUNITY 4734 159 29.774h Si.hh $296.11 $2,590 $88 52,788
FORT MADISON COMMUNIFY 2867 2n0 11,946 $0.88 $163.71 52,593 563 $2,646
FOX VALLEY COMMUNITY 226 125 1.808 51.19 ShoT. 3k $2,616 s2h3 §2,677
FREDERICKSBURG COMMUNITY 351 az y, 280 $1.01 $25%2.55 52,590 5109 $2,923
FREMONT COMMUNITY SCHOOL 201 60 3.350 $1.19 $289.11 52,658 $109 §2,733
FREMONT-MILLS COMMUNITY 530 148 3.581 $1.62 5287.7h 52,631 $225 $2,h06
GALVA-HOLSTLIN COMMUNIFY ShT 171 31.199 $0.90 $226.91 52,6717 5156 52,629
GARNAVILLO COMMUNITY 368 102 3.608 $1.30 $311.07 §2,6131 $202 S2, 742
GARNFR-UHAYFIELD COMM 912 106 8.604 $1.51 $307.89 52,590 St10 $2,49%
GARWIN COMMUNITY SCIOOL 255 54 y.722 $1.13 $269. il 52,620 5172 $2,559
GEORGE COMMUNTEY SCHOOL 175 112 3.3n8 50.88 5262.67 $2.590 S$1m 52,751
GILBERT COMMUNIITY SCIIOOL 603 h8 12.563 S1.62 $198.45 52,598 Sy $2,n95
GH MORE CHIY=UBRADGATE 233 gl 2.019 §1.25 $375.38 52,681 S2h0 $3,282
GLAUIROOK COMMUNITY 31 80 h.381 51.25 5253.21 $2,61% 5128 $2,616
GLENWOOD COMMUNITY 1772 167 10,611 $1.52 S3h7.28 Sz, 540 S150 32,467
GLIDBEN-RALSION COMM 438 115 3.809 $0.89 5261.176 §2,640 5149 $2,585
GOLDFIELD COMMUNITY 184 50 3.680 $1.00 SHi0. 54 $2,665 s2h2 S2,u7h

GRAFTTINGER COMMUNITY 343 99 3465 S$1.16 $232.88 52,590 S14y $2,733




TRANSPORTATION COST 1987-88

NAME SEPT 86 SQUARE PUPILS COSs7 COST REGULAR TRANS NET
ENROLL MILES PER PER PER CosI PiR CcosT
SQ MILE MILE TRANS-PUP PUPIL PUPiL PER PUPIL

GRAND COMMUNITY SCHOOL 182 76 2.39% $0.69 $196.22 $2.,590 5185 52, 8N4k
GRAND VALLEY COMMUNITY 177 L L] 1.229 $0.70 $h26.78 52,631 §352 $2,958
GRECHN MOUNTAIN END 251 y2 5.976 Sy.ny $207.93 $2,674 S174 $2,519
GRLINE COMMUNITY SCHOOL uz2s 119 3.597 $1.30 5314.37 52,645 $170 52,969
GREENFIELD COMMUNITY 541 154 3.513 $1.00 $305.73 52,590 $175 52,663
GRINNELL-NCWUBURG COMM 1856 219 8.475 $0.99 $326.08 $2,590 591 $2,608
CRISWOLD COMMUNITY 737 2415 3.008 50.94 $338.00 $2,590 215 §2,5M
CRUNDY CENTER COMMUKITY 688 114 6.01% 50.73 $241.63 52,666 s68 52,873
GUIHRIE CENTER COMMUNITY 566 187 3.027 S1.2h $392.78 52,596 $212 52,532
GUTTENBERG COMMUNITY 629 100 6.290 $1.27 5246.23 $2,590 S149 $3,065
H=1.-V COMMUNITY nn 126 3.021 51.20 $3n2.19 $2,631 5169 52,618
HAMBURG COMHMUNETY SCHOOL 36h 98 3,710 $0.95 $215.53 $2,627 $137 $2,918
HAMPTON COMIStHEETY SCHOOL 1059 163 6.742 $1.04 $297.90 52,590 S105 $2, 6L
HARLAN COMMUNIITY SCHOOL 1569 219 5.624 $60.65 S2h8.51 $2,590 5113 52,761
HAIRMONY COMMUNITY SCHOOL 550 169 3.250 50.89 §273.07 52,598 S228 52,5135
HARKRIS-LAKL PARK COMM is7 1h0 2.550 S0. 19 $134.19 sz,721 $8Y $2,811
HARTLEY-MULYIN COMM 514 188 2.840 50,95 $329.61 52,610 S17h §2,647
HAVELOCK=-PLOVER COMM 9 66 2.2%8 $0.806 S$24917.20 $2,61% 5193 $3,167
HEDRICK COMMUNETY SCHOOL. 200 61} 3.333 S0.81 §327.23 §2, 590 S1i0 $2,952
HEGHLAND COMMUNIFY 583 130 4,485 St.2h $2315.52 52,613 S224 52,682
HINTON COMMUNITY SCHOOL 9583 128 h.55% $1.10 $163.53 $2,597 S1h9 $2, 164
HOWARD-WINNESHIEK COMM 166 hih 3.3/8 So.82 S301. 77 2,613 S168 2,790
HUBBARD COMMUBNETY SCIIOOL 292 a7 3.3560 S$1.02 §226.M2 S22, 660 5128 52,593
HUDSON COMMUNIEY SCHOOL 662 63 16.508 $1.4%0 $360.93 $2,500 S1i4 53,297
HUMBOLDT COMMUNITY 1313 165 7.958 50. 84 $136.61 52,590 S64 $2,631
IDA GROVE COMMUNITY 6h0 122 5.2h6 $0.83 §209.09 52,590 S104 $2,552
INDE PENDENCE COMMUNITY 1688 195 8.656 $1.02 S$215. 30 52,590 S11Y 52,656
INDIANOLA COMMUNITY 2875 159 18.082 S1.4h 5239.95 $2,590 595 52,551
INFERSEATE 3% COMMUNITY 868 192 ). 625 $1.11 $291.81 52,590 §227 52,119
1OWA CHETY COMMUNITY 8595 133 6. 620 $1.79 5252.3h $2,680 $70 $2,614
TOWA FALLS COMMUNITY 1330 135 9.84%2 S1.40 $274.88 52,590 $109 §2, 806
1OWA VALIEY COMMUNITY 656 105 6.2418 $1.23 $359.60 $2,590 $130 $2,620
IRWIN COMMUNLTY SCHOOL® 27 114 2.3117 SO, 86 Sh36.73 §2,592 $289 $2,690
JANTSVILLE CONSOLIDATEDR 160N il 10,455 52.43 $298.68 $2,590 $203 $2, 845
JEFFERSON COMMUNITY 1011 163 6.202 51,42 $298.30 $2,590 S1m1 $2, 800
JESUP COMMUNITY SCHOOL 852 137 6.219 $1.06 §245.08 $2,5h8 5112 §2, 909
JONHNSTON COMMUNITY 1379 40 3n. 475 $1.38 $101.84 $2,590 5109 2,481
KANAWHA COMMUNITY SCHOOL 226 89 2.539 $0.89 §251.15 52,702 $119 $2,690
KEOKUK COMHUNITY SCHOOL 2638 47 56.128 $1.73 5196.21 52,605 $59 52,628
KEQOFA COMMUNLITY SCHOOL Ki9 147 3.259 S1.91 5183.93 $2,755 S117 S2, Thi
KINGSILEY-P I LHSON COMH 510 133 3.835 S0.79 §235.11 $2,639 $157 52,668
KLIMME COMMUNEITY SCHOOL 22i 72 3.1 $1.19 $234.86 52,6136 S108 52,596
KNOXVILLE COMMUNITY 1931 160 12,069 $1.39 $196.23 $2,617 597 $2,695
L D F COMMUMITY SCHOOL 57N 75 7.653 $1,52 $270.57 §2,618 5197 52,501
LA PORIE CITY COMMUNITY Thiy 108 6.889 $1.63 $227.19 §$2,608 5159 $2,878
LAKE CITY COMMUNITY 569 137 4,193 $1.03 $305.58 §2,633 $1n8 §2, 602
LAKE MYILLS COMMUNIITY 798 1840 y.337 50.98 $205.07 $2,590 S122 §2,575
{ AKE V1EW-AUBURN COMM H50 105 4,286 S1.14 S286.69 52,590 206 52,516
LAKOTA CONSOLFDATED 1N9 8 1.397 50.64 $379.52 52,854 $188 53,559
LAMONT COMMUNITY SCHOOL 475 83 5.723 50,97 $316.75 $2,631 $97 52,534
LADRENS-MARATIION COMM 530 132 4,015 $0.81 S204.19 $2,603 5101 52,675
L AW ON~BRONSON COMMUNIETY 621 118 5.263 $1.20 $229.43 §2,590 S99 52, 5u0
LE MARS COMMUNITY 1871 265 7.083 50.96 $259.68 52,590 $100 52,587




NAME

LENOX COMMURITY SCHOOL
LEWIS CENIRAL COMMUNITY
LINCOIN CENTRAL COMM
EINCOLN COMMUNITY SCHOOL
L INN-MAR COMMUNITY
LISBON COMMUNITY SCHOOL
LITTLE ROCK COMMUNITY
LOGAN-MAGNOL IA COMMUNITY
LOHRVILLE COMMUNITY

LONE TREE COMMUNITY

LOST NATION COMMUNITY
1.0 SA-MUSCATINE COMM

Ly VIRNE COMMUNITY
LYNNVILLE-SULLY COMM
LYTTON COMMUNITY SCHOOL
M=-f~t. COMMUN!ITY SCHOOL
MADRID COMMUNITY SCHOOL
MALLARD COMMUNITY SCHOOL
MALVERN COMIMUNITY SCHOOL
MANILLA COMMUNITY SCIHOGL
MANNING COMMUNITY SCHOOL.
MANSON COMMUNITY SCHOOL
MAPLE VAELEY COMMUNITY
MAQUOKETA COMMUNITY
MAQUOKETA VALLEY COMM
MAR-MAC COMMUNITY SCHOOL
MARCUS COMMUNITY SCHONL
MARION [NDI PENDENT
MARSHALLTOWN COMMUNITY
MARTENSDALE-ST MARYS
MASON CITY COMMUNITY
MAURICE-ORANGE Gl 1Y COMM
MEDIAPOLIS COMMUNITY
MCILCHER=-DNALEAS COMMUNITY
MER I DEN-CLEGHORN
MESERVLY-THORNTON
MiD-PRAIRIE COMMUNITY
MIDLAND COMMUNITY SCHOOL
MILFORD COMHUNITY SCHOOL
MISSOURE VALLEY COMM
MONROE COMMUNITY SCHOOL
MONTFZUMA COMMUNILTY
MONEICELLO COMMUNITY
MORAVIA COMMUNITY SCIOOL
MORMON TRAIL COMMUNITY
MORNING SUN COMMUNI Y
MOULTON-UDELL. COMMUNITY
HMOUNT AYR COMMUNIILY
MOUNT PLEASANT COMMUNITY
MOUNT VERNON COMMUNITY
MURRAY COMHUNITY SCHOOL
MUSCATINE COMMUNITY
NASHUA COMMINITY SCHOOL

SEPT 86
ENROLL

L6t
2622
278
hao
3051
hes
209
509
187
y2
232
1053
1728
503
182
716
583
212
Y0
360
h62
524
681
1697
a7y
320
i
1683
5028
5712
hitg
783
997
H65
239
219
1184
477
698
1012
638
580
1089
h39
372
230
338
696
2129
ans
303
5602
6o

TRANSPORTATION COST 1987-88

SQUARE
MiLES

137
64
117
113
63
W8
&
115%
g4
96
65
110
i6
13
a2
120

PUPLLS

LR

5Q MILE

[FERVG o =\ N Y P

-

SN W W =D T e

PO AN = N W N R

-

[35]
R Rl LN N gy

.365
. 969
.376
. 336
W29
L 750
. 266
26
.989
L2492
.569
.573
.G
LH1Y
L2290
.967
. 9558
V304
074
. 000
.125
02
.837
. 866
L9310
.957
.063
.15%0
.97
L6217
. 305
L1596
.532
.813
.685
. 808
L5017
L9110
.523
. 195
LTh8
143
.73z
CThd
. 824
L 600
.899
.982
.D26
L6405
hahy
LGS
LhOHh

COST
PUR
MILE

S0.89
$1.93
$1.71
$1.09
$2.56
50.82
$1.00
$1.28
S$1.17
$1.02
$1.17
$1.3%
$1.01
St.21
50.63
51.34
$1.540
50.82
50.99
$0.97
S§1.22
$1.19
$50.98
$1.19
$1.21
$1.38
50.98
$2.05
$0.65
$2.04
$1.38
0,94
$1.14
$1.51
$0.93
51.09
$0. 80
S1.114
$1.19
$1.28
$1.20
$1.11
51.31
S0, 71
$1.06
$1.97
$1.29
50,83
§$1.42
$1.15
$1.31
$1. 4y
51.19

COsT
PER

TRANS-PUP

S3ng. 14
$175.18
$307.93
$219.57
$172.60
$271.04
S274.49
$312.29
5358.73
$202.33
$320.136
S218_h9
$528. 58
$232.23
$391.83
$251.22
$234.61
$230.02
§376.79
$386.04
$166.77
$337.19
S284.93
$310.53
$261.19
S240.74
$334.53
Sih8.97
S146.37
SHE0. 04
5163.137
$299.30
$264.85
$321.98
$192.84
s272.25
$S198.50
$274h.52
$296. 88
$218. 14
$255, 91
$318.79
§251.41
§229.93
S400. 88
$564.87
$340.23
$375.23
§257.40
S1804.17
S264.70
Senl.ns
Seai.

REGUL AR
cos|
PUPIL

52,590
§2,605
§2,752
$2,590
§2, 641
$2,590
52,590
$2,609
52,729
§2,611
52,621
S22, 500
§2, 186
§2,603
S22, 40
$2,671
52,625
$2,638
52,632
2,612
$2,590
$2,599
52,590
52,599
§2,590
$2,590
§2,602
$2,590
52,590
$2,590
§2,619
52,636
$2,598
52,590
52,631
52,636
§2,592
52,676
$2,590
$2,599
§2, 590
$2,600
§2,5%90
$2,590
$2,590
S2, 645
$2,590
52,710
$2.598
$§2,590
$2,590
S, h9a
$2,H50

TRANS
PER
PO L.

$168
$1h6
$208
5138
$135

S86
5154
S180
5207
S110
5171
s217
5311
5188
$196
$193

S75
$117
Sinhy
S184
S164
5106
$221
$129
$199
5132
5168

$32

$3z
5305

570

Sa6
sSPu7?
S118
5159
5177
Siu4
S21th
5128
S110
$138
S164
$138
S164
S30h
S1p2
$251
S2hé
Sti

508
5251

S8
5160

NET
COST

PER PUPIL

$2,502
§$2,5u6
52,474
$2,785
52,579
$2,628
$2,657
§2,783
$3,097
$2,626
§2,852
$2,h20
$3,600
$2,529
se, 740
52,534
$2,611
52,715
$2,591
s2, 744
$2,961
$2,836
S2,672
$2, 640
$2,675
$2,976
$2,758
§3,020
$2,75%
$2,294
§$2,705
$2,591
$2, 155
$2,588
$2,875
52,511
$2,529
$2,613
$2,4h62
$2, 6N
$2,685%
$2,630
52,667
52,520
52,808
§2,771
$2, 41
$2,116
52,495
S22, 608
52,442
$2,519
$2,997




TRANSPORTATION COST 1987-88

NAME SEPT 86 SQUARE PUPILS CcOST CosT REGULAR TRANS NET
ENROLL MILES PER PER PER COST PER COST
5Q MILE MILE TRANS-PUP PUPIL PUPIL PER PUPIL
NESCO COMMUNITY SCHOOL 283 106 2.670 S0.81 $197.20 $2,738 5196 §2,837
NEVADA COMMUNETY SCHOOL 1yl 118 12,229 S1.14 $251.59 $2,590 5131 $2,473
HNEW UHAMPTON COMMUNITY 1532 248 6.1717 §51.22 $310.03 $2,590 5174 52,628
NEW HARTFORD COMMUNITY 378 50 7.560 S1.07 S187.64 52,590 592 $2,685
NEW LONDON COMMUNETY 668 617 9.970 $1.30 $227.93 $2,606 578 52,566
NEW MARKEF COMMUNITY 258 208 1.280 $1.08 $326.13 52,628 5203 52,519
NEWFLL-PROVIDENCE 298 92 3.239 $1.30 $296.86 §2,6u9 5162 $2,620
NEWION COMMUNITY SCHOOL 367h 195 18. 841 $t.30 5299.98 $2,590 $100 $2,598
NiSHNA VALLEY COMMUNITY 363 117 3.103 §1.25 $148.40 $2,866 S157 $2,981
HORA SPRINGS-ROCK FALLS 538 89 6.045 $1.33 S3ips.12 52,605 $166 $2,692
HORTIE CENTRAL. COMMUNITY 667 124 5.379 $1.39 $3186.79 52,631 5185 $2,587
NOI I TAYETTE COMMUNITY 1180 1454} 6.211 §$1.19 S3az. uy 52,592 $170 2,881
NOHIH KOSSUII COMMUNILY n3i 207 2,082 SO.71 5197.56 $r. 667 592 S2,120
NORTII L INN COMMUNLIY 182 191 5149 St1.01 $225.97 $2,62% $170 52,821
NORITEE MAHASKA COMMUNETY W9 186 2.629 Sl.uh Sh6i. I3 §52,173% $301 $2,534
NOIti POLK COMMUNITY 917 uB 9.357 $1.41 $216.03 52,590 S146 S2,404
" NORTH SCOTT COMMUNITY 3090 225 13.733 $0.94 $294 .43 §2,615 5138 §2,734
NORTH TAMA COUNTFY COMM 582 155 3.75% $0.98 $307.86 $2,590 $167 $2,911
NORTIH WINNESHILK COMM 380 136 2.794 $1.00 $315.49 $2,590 $290 $2,777
NORTIFAST COMMUNIIY 759 178 I, 264 Si.00 $21311.34 $2,59%0 5239 S$2, 701
NORTHEAST HAMIL 10N kIR 1h%5 7,352 §1.20 $302.02 S, 8 3230 $2,759
NORIHWEST W BSTER COMM 2840 121 2.31h SO 94 T 5218.76 52,6860 S1/9 $3,233
NORFHWOOD-KENSETT COMM 616 166 3,711 $1.37 $385.75 $2,595 S194 52,775
NORWAL K COMMUNI Y SCHOOI 1623 50 32.460 §2.2% $196.49 $2,590 S0/ $2,510
NORWAY COMMUNI 1Y SCHOOL 353 69 5.116 $0.89 5162.12 $2,684 Sto4 $3,059
OAKLAND COMMUNETY SCHOOL 61 127 3.630 S$1.14 S26n.94 §2,600 5173 52,617
00t BOL T-ARTHUR COMMUNI Y 515 149 3.h56 $1.28 $387.30 52,590 $219 52,531
OFEIWEIN COMMUNITY SCII00L 1660 143 11.608 $1.40 $2011.96 $2,590 $93 $2,910
OGDEN COMMUNITY SCHOOL 696 143 L. 867 S$t1.12 $y23.01 52,590 S181 $2,580
OL IN CONSOL IDATED SCHOOL 291 81 3.5%93 51.64 S$h66.13 $2,623 s2u5 $2,921
ORI ENT-MACKSBURG COMM 349 185 1.897 $0.82 $373.35 $2,742 $280 $2,519
OSAGE COMMUNITY SCHOOL 1090 227 ih.802 50.95 $233.45 $2,590 5132 §$2,749
OSKALOOSA COMMUNITY 2569 182 1.115 $1.19 5206.05 $2,590 $90 $2,532
OTTUMWA COMMUNITY SCHOOL 5229 130 40,223 $1.89 $3n3. 71 $2,590 $715 $2,694
OXEORD JUNGTION CONS 217 50 i, 340 S0.92 $32h.06 52,706 S$112 82,73
PALMER CONSOLIDATED L 58 2.483 50.77 $209.97 52,7167 S117 53,100
PANORA-LINDCN COMMUNITY 493 102 .833 §1.31 s$252.17 §2,616 §217 $2,487
PARKERSBURG COMMUNITY 535 76 7.039 $1.19 $353.87 52,590 5121 52,751
PATON=-CHURDAN COMMUNITY 285 125 2.280 $1.12 Sarn. 42 S2,727 5205 $2,92n
PAULLINA COMMUNI1Y 327 127 2.575 50.86 $303.32 52,603 Si1u7 $2,586
PEKIN COMMUNITY SCHOOL 556 222 2.505 $0.97 $312.98 52,621 $331 $2,554
PELLA COMMUNITY SCHOOL 1601 193 8.503 $1.66 $232.96 $2,590 5153 $2, 437
PERRY COMMUNITY SCHOOL 1463 123 131.894 $1.26 $362.52 §2,62h 580 52,673
PLAINFIELD COMMUNITY 298 68 h.382 S1.11 5219.60 $2,590 $155 $2,737
PLCASANT VALLLY COMM 2598 h2 61.857 $1.14 $131.68 52,689 5112 52,652
PLEASANIVIELLE COMMUNITY 754 117 &.hlih 51.07 $3183.98 $2,597 $166 $2, 464
POCAHONIAS COMMUNITY a7 115 .235 $0.90 $290. 24 §2, 604 S717 $3, 100
POMI 0Y COMMUNLEY SCHOOL 3ty 81 3.877 $1.10 §305.07 $2,%90 5168 52,513
POSTVILEE COMMUNITY 650 119 5.h62 51,39 $332.43 52,590 5200 $2,529
PRAIRILC C1TY COMMUNITY hny 82 5.h271 $1.03 $199.18 $2, 606 $i22 §2,495
PRAIRIE COMMUNITY SCHOOL 610 190) 3.21 $0.9% S194 .64 $2, 4590 S175 $2,75%4
PRESCOTT COMMUNITY 150 89 1.685 50.53 $201.98 52,799 St $3,174

PRESTON COMMUNITY SCHOOL 502 67 7.493 $1.33 $282.43 52,590 $135 52,846




- NAME

PR IMGHAR COMMUNITY
RADCLIFFE COMMUNITY

RED OAK COMMUNITY SCitOOL
REINBECK COHMUNITY
REMSEN-UNION COMMUNITY
RICEVILLE COMMUNITY

ROCK VALLEY COMMUNITY
ROCKWELL CITY COMMUNITY
ROCKWELL-SWALEDALE COMM
ROLAND-STORY COMMUNITY
ROI.TE COMMUNITY SCHOOL
RUDD-ROCKFORD~-MARBLE RK
RUSSELL COMMUNITY SCHOOL
RUTHVEN-AYRSHIRE COMM
SAC COMMUNITY SCHOOL
SANBORN COMMUNITY SCHOOL
SAYDEL CONSOLIDATED
SCHALLER COMMUNITY
SCHLESWIG COMMUNITY
SCRANTON CONSOLIDATED
SEMCO COMMUNITY SCHOOL
SENTRAL COMMUNITY SCHOOL
SERGEANT BLUI F-LUTON
SCYMOUR COMMUNITY SCHOOL
SHEFFIELD-CHAPIN COMM
SIELBY COMMUNITY SCHOOL
SHELDON COMMUNITY SCIIOOL
SHELLSBURG COMMUNITY
SHENANDOAH COMMUNITY
SIBLEY~OCHEYEDAN COMM
SIDNEY COMMUNITY SCHOOL
SIGOURNEY COMM SCIIOOL
SIOUX CENTER COMMUNETY
SIOUX CITY COMMUNITY
SI0UX RAPIDS-RLMBRANOT
SI0UX VALLLY COMMUNITY
SOLON COMMUNITY SCIHOOL
SQUTH CLAY COMMUNITY
SOUTH HAMILTON COMMUNITY
SOUTH PAGE COMMUNITY
SOUTH TAMA COUNTY COMM
SO I WINNCSHIEK COMA
SOUTHELAST POLK COMMUNITY
SOUIHEAST WARREN COMH
SPIRCTR COMMUNITY SCII00OL
SPIItET §AKL COMMUNILTY
SPRINGVIILE COMMUNITY

S ANSGAR COMMUNITY
STANTON COMMUNITY SCHOOL
STARMONE CUMMONETY
SIEAMBOAT ROCK COMMUNITY
SI10RM | AKF COMHUNITTY
STHALTORD COMMUNITY

SEPT 86

ENROLL

265
284
1469
hiio
3173
638
90
ua6
389
934
205
723
252
320
67
212
1302
262
3a2
210
339
257
920
y19
397
245
1099
3T
1312
941
456
732
817
13428
ish
27h
796
256
722
396
1819
686
3229
638
2119
1233
5h2
120
nz2
911
118
ot
192

TRANSPORTATION COST 1987-88

SQUARE
MILES

&h
1711
203
108
178
224
125
119
126

93

88
205

91
102

98

61

22

67
123

85

92
185

Y]
217
110

as
187

48
156
239
140
170
107

&l

96

a8
108
121
203
1543
262
115
110
151
105

G0

Bl
20h

an
201

n2
a5
no

PUPILS
PER
SQ MILE

1413

2.559

7.236
h.074
2.096
2.848
3.920
iy, 084
3.087
10.043
2.330
3.527
2.769
3.137
6.296
. 059
59.182
3.910
3.106
2.u471
3.685
1.389
14,375
1.931
3.609
2.7713
5.877
7.229
8.410
3.937
3.257
h, 306
7.636
209.813
3.688
2.796
7.581
2.116
3.557
2.769
6.943
3.920
29.355
4,225
20.181
120y
9. %0%
2.901
3.900
I,662
2.810
17.5%401
2. hon

COST
PER
MILE

$0.00
$0.98
$1.133
$1.39
$0.58
$0.93
$0.95
$0.87
$0.88
$1.06
50.99
51.55
S0.41
$1.19
S1.47
S0.78
$2.19
S$1.07
$1.06
$1.07
$0.98
$1.13
$1.06
$1.12
$1.29
51.02
$0.78
$0.98
S$1.64
$0.95
50.78
$1.05
$6.89
$2.40
51.28
51,05
$2.05
$1.07
$1.15
St.04h
5$1.2%
$0,95
$1.56
SO, Th
Sy.n7
S1.04
$1.32
51.10
$0.99
51.02
50.96
$1.%56
S1.00

COs7
PER
TRANS-PUP

$0.00
$264.15
Shov.12
S3I67.47
$118.19
5192.91
$300.89
$354.48
$5256.58
S$161.78
$361.79
S3ing.87
5354.89
5318.89
$3%0.98
Sh2g9.18
S148.03
$269.59
$250.51
SH06.99
$389.36
$258.73
$128.06
Sunr.12
$258. 74
$407.93
§222.47

595. 16
$420.85
$329.613
$298. 38
$317.68
$177.27
$176.16
$300.86
$264.95
$279.94
$219.33
§273.61
5257.84
$231.26
§232.20
$159. .45
$§221.35
5174, 79
S1H% . BY
$222.86
5302.03
$114.20
$226.89
5199.24
$207.98
S$O8H.05

REGULAR

COsST
PUPIL

52,620
$2,792
52,600
$2,590
$2,636
$2, 6040
$2,590
52,622
$2,590
52,628
$2,671
$2,632
2,607
52,648
$2.,4990
52,590
§2.632
52,611
2,608
$2,645
52,636
$2,677
$2,605
$2,590
$2,678
$2,590
$2,590
$2, 590
52,590
$2,615
52,660
$2,590
$2,591
$2, 591
52,687
$2,779
$2,599
§2,7hh
§2,650
$2,642
52,5499
52,615
52,602
52,590
§2,590
SirL 01
S, u90
S2,061Y
§2,624
52,540
s2,7717
§2,590
$7,590

TRANS
PER
PUPIL

$0
$175
$103
$138
72
5152
512%
5135
5139
$95
S$118
$233
Sk
S150
S11n
593
S140
S1m1
Siun
S281
Sk
251
572
S267
5172
$198
588
5116
S121
$139
5129
$160
Su2
Sis
$209
S207
S24%
S182
$165
$200
$123
S$116

$i128.

$195
562
SHR
S1i2
5219
Sin
5191
sens
556
S3ua

NET
CosY
PER PUPIL

$2,672
S2,947
52,624
$3,278
52,719
$2,629
$2,832
53,007
$2,659
2,540
S$3, 47
52,684
52,568
$2,853
52,716
52,607
52,850
$2,717
§2, 7161
$3,056
52,850
82,912
82,5313
§2,582
§2,831
$2,978
$2,5913
52,907
52,575
$2,655
§2,641
52,678
$2,577
$2,653
$2,7217
$2,572
$2,706
$2,909
52,601
$2,723
§2,622
52,519
$2,511
$2,621
$2,698
52,593
52,661
$2,55%0
52,588
§2,587
$3,350
52,596
53,152




