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An investigation of the impact of the controlled budget on small lowa school
districts

Abstract

The controlled budget growth of school districts in lowa has been determined by the State School
Finance Formula since 1971. The basic idea was to promote "equal educational opportunity.” But this
descriptive research paper confirmed that, since the controlled budget is tied to the number of pupils
enrolled, the actual percentage growth of the controlled budget in the majority of small, decreasing
enrollment schools has not equaled the state's allowable percentage of controlled budget growth. This
paper determined, through an open-ended survey of the superintendents of schools in lowa with 325 or
fewer students, the fiscal adjustments made for survival by small schools with declining enroliment and
limited budget growth. The responses to question one of the survey indicated that, because of the
controlled budget situation, a majority of small, declining enrollment schools in lowa have been forced to
make adjustments in their school administrative procedures since 1971. The reason for investigating the
condition of school districts of 325 or fewer pupils with declining enrollment is that this size unit
produces an average enrollment per grade of about 23 students and was used in proposed legislation. In
order to survive and provide the education expected by their communities, adequate funding must be
available for small schools. The pupil-based budget, established by the lowa School Foundation Plan, is
insufficient for a small, declining enrollment school. Fixed costs, for example, can no longer be cut in this
size district. The future survival of local, community-centered school districts will depend upon the
understanding of educational inter-relationships by both decision-makers and lay people as the need for
sufficient funding of small, declining enrollment schools is considered. Suggestions for alternative
methods of funding have been developed through an evaluation of the responses made by administrators
to the second question in this survey. These ideas will be presented for legislative consideration by
volunteer educational lobbyists.

This open access graduate research paper is available at UNI ScholarWorks: https://scholarworks.uni.edu/grp/2823
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ABSTRACT

The controlled budget growth of school districts in
Iowa has been determined by the State School Finance Formula
since 1971. The basic idea was to promote "equal
educational opportunity." But this descriptive research
paper confirmed that, since the controlled budget is tied to
the number of pupils enrclled, the actual percentage growth
of the controlled budget in the majority of small,
decreasing enrollment schools has not equaled the state's
a-lowable percentage of controlled budget growth.

This paper determined, through an open-ended survey
of the superintendents of schools in Iowa with 325 or fewer
students, the fiscal adjustments made for survival by small
schools with declining enrcllment and limited budget growth.
The responses to question one of the survey indicated that,
because of the controlled budget situation, a majority of
small, declining enrollment schools in Iowa have been forced
to make adjustments in their school administrative
procedures since 1971.

The reason for investigating the condition of school
districts of 325 or fewer pupils with declining enrollment
is that this size unit produces an average enrollment per
grade of about 23 students and was used in proposed

legislation. In order to survive and provide the education



expected by their communities, adequate funding must be
availlable for small schools. Thebpupil—based budget,
established by the Iowa School Foundation Plan, 1is
insufficient for a small, declining enrollment school.
Fixed costs, for example, can no longer be cut in this size
district.

The future survival of local, community-centered
school districts will depend upon the understanding of
educational inter-relationships by both decision-makers and
lay people as the need for sufficient funding of small,
declining enrollment schools is considered. Suggestions for
alternative methods of funding have been developed through
an evaluation of the responses made by administrators to the
second question in this survey. These ideas will be
presented for legislative consideration by volunteer

educational lobbyists.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM

DISCUSSION OF THE PROBLEM

Traditional Pride in Schools and
Desire for Local Control

Iowans have a tradition of pride in their public
schools and the education they provide for Iowa youngsters.
Although, as State Superintendent of Schools, Dr. Robert
Benton, declares, "education is a state function and the
legislature shall determine educational policy,"” (3)
Iowans have shown by their public reaction to proposed state
mandates that they desire to maintain decision-makingbat the
local school district level. However, this local decision-
making for school finances has been legally curtailed since
1971 because the controlled budget growth of school
districts in Iowa has been determined by the state school
finance formula which uses pupil enrollment as a factor for
calculating school budgets. (Appendix A)

Reason for the State Foundation
Plan Enacted in 1971

The General Assembly enacted the Iowa School
Foundation Program in 1971 "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."” (21:1) This basic foundation plan has
been changed in various ways by subsequent legislative
sessions, primarily to address the conditions caused by
declining enrollments and the increasing rate of inflation.
(Appendix C)

Importance of Attitudes and Perceptions

in Dealing with the Problem of a

State Controlled Budget and
Declining Enrollment

With the decline in the numbers of school-age
children and the growth of an aging population, changes in
the allocation of tax monies are probable. Hank Levin,
Director of the Institute for Research and Governance at
Stanford University, said:

We are right now on a <c¢ollision course. . . . The
momentum of movements in the sixties and seventies to
address educational inequity 1is running head-on into
the current fiscal conservatism created by a tough
economy, declining school enrollments, tax limitations,
and growing disenchantment with the public schools.

(15:3)

In an effort to change the attitudinal thrust
towards mandated reorganization of school districts as being
the only acceptable solution to the problems facing small
schools and to encourage the development of alternative
methods of providing appropriate education, legislation
enacted in 1978 changed the language in the Declaration of
Policy, found in Section 275.1 of the Iowa Code. The

original language was "It is declared to be the policy of

the state to encourage the reorganization of school



districts into such units as are necessary, economical and
efficient and which will insure aniequal educational
opportunity to all children of the state."” (22) The
Declaration now states that "It is declared to be the
policy of the state to encourage economical and efficient
school districts which will insure an equal educational
opportunity to all children of the state." (16)

Other legislation enacted since 1977 has provided
options for school districts to adopt in order to serve
their students. These are: to expand curriculum offerings
and other opportunities for students through joint
employment of teachers, sharing of programs, teachers,
students and/or facilities; (24) through increasing the
amount of the enrichment tax from 5% to 10% of the state
cost per pupil; (23) and by simplifying the reorganization
procedures. (22)

Growing Awareness of the Interacting Problems
of Providing Adeguate Funding and the

Necessity for Alternative Solutions
for Providing Appropriate Education

A growing public awareness of the~prob1ems faced by
schools in general is due in a large measure to the many
recently released studies of the American way of education
including: A Nation At Risk, by the Commission on
Excellence in Educgtion; (1) the Carnegie Study by Ernest

Boyer, High School: A Report on Secondary Education in

America; (4) the Report of the Twentieth Century Fund Task

Force on Federal Elementary and Secondary Education chaired




by Robert Wood; (41) Theodore Sizer's Horace's

Compromise: The Dilemma of the American High School Today:

(36) and A Place Called School by John Goodlad. (12)

In response to the report, A Nation At Risk, (1)
issued by the National Commission on Excellence in Education
in April, 1983, Governor Terry E. Branstad and the State
Board of Public Instruction sponsored a series of 16 public
meetings, called Area Dialogues, which culminated in the
State Dialogue held on December 2, 1983, at the Scheman
Building,ISU, Ames, Iowa. Iowans indicated that they
continue to want quality education for their children and
they wish to retain as much local decision-making as
possible. (11)

Need for Valid Information for
Both Public and Officials

The question of public school funding will continue
to be of prime importance to both elected and appointed
officials and to the general public since tax money that is
spent for education is then not available for other
purposes. The question of how best to deliver pertinent,
quality education is also a paramount concern because there
is a lack of agreement at policy-making levels about the
minimum desirable size of schools and the amount of
decision-making thgt can be left to the local districts.
The effects of selected school legislation since 1971,
including that which established the controlled budget, on

selected small school districts and the choices they have



employed to continue to survive will be reviewed herein as a
rural education research study in order to determine
constructive suggestions for proposed future legislation.

The future existence of Iowa's small rural schools
depends on bureaucratic and public attitudes because these
attitudes determine actions. The attitudes of the
bureaucrats,including legislators, are important since these
attitudes become enacted into rules, regulations, and laws.
The Iowa school finance formula is an example of regulatory
legislation. (Appendix C) The attitudes of the public are
important because these attitudes become perceptions about
and reactions towards the local school and its problems.
The passing of the school enrichment tax has occurred in
districts where the public understood and concurred in the
need for additional tax monies for the local school district
budget. (Appendix D) The addition or elimination of school
subjects or programs has been a response of school boards
and administrators to a district's perceived needs and its
ability to pay. (Appendix L)

Reliable information about budgets, programs, and
alternatives needs to be available both to the members of
the public and to officialdom so that their attitudes will
be based on reality, not just emotion, as they make
decisions that affect Iowa's schools and school children. So
long as banners and sloga.is such as "Bigger Is Better" or
"Small Is Beautiful”" serve to polarize the thoughts and

actions of people in each Qroup, Iowa's problems concerning
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school finance and quality educational programs will not be
solved with due consideration of iocally occurring
differences. The fate of Iowa's schools is a concern not
only of the state legislature where laws are passed but also
of the populace whose children need appropriate education
and whose tax money pays the bills. Dr.Weldon Beckner,
professor and chairman of Administration and Supervision,
College of Education, at Texas Tech, writes in "The Case
for the Smaller School" that:

Historically the rural school has served as a
community nucleus, with strong support from parents and
other community members and close working relation-
ships between the staff and members of the community.
The community's awareness of school policies an. of
what 1s going on in the school results in a kind of
informal accountability. More parental involvement in
school activities results in mutual expectations for
student behavior. The community exerts more  direct
control over the school and thus sees that the school
serves the specific needs of the community . . . .
Because citizens feel a more direct relationship to the
schools they tend to be more willing to support them
financially. (2:14)

In a recent University of Northern Iowa educational
research paper for a Specialist in Education Degree, Dean
Meier states, "Without more information, the State
Legislature may be lowering the quality of public education
in Jowa without intending to do so." (32:1i) For instance,
during the last hours of the 1981 Iowa Legislative Session,
Senate Concurrent Resolution 39 was introcuced. (Appendix
E) This resolution would direct the Department of Public
Instruction

to consolidate <currently independent administrative

functions of school districts (because) statistics
show that these smaller districts spend a smaller



portion of their revenue on instructional costs,

require higher per pupil financing from the state's

general fund, and devote more of their overall budget

to administrative costs in comparison to larger

districts. (6:1855-6)
This type of statement is often the product of conventional
wisdom and groupthink. "When groupthink occurs, people in
groups lose their objectivity. They are so concerned with
being a 'good' member of their group, believing the right
things, that accuracy and the pursuit of truth are
sacrificed." (13)

One of the problems of such an overall solution to
school finance and program difficulties is that it can
consider the situation only in general terms. Also, by just
printing these statements, people tend to accept them as
factual. Informed readers wish to know what statistics are
being quoted and can demonstrate that many small schools
receive a minimum of state aid rather than the "higher per
pupil financing from-the state's general fund" that was
cited. (6:1855) Writing to his school patrons in 1978, Dr.
James Jess, Superintender' at CAL Community School, informed
his district members that:

I compared the 144 smallest districts in the state

(those with enrollments of 1less than 500 students) to
four Polk County districts (Des Moines, West Des

Moines, Urbandale and North Polk) that have an equal
total enrollment and got the following results--



ANALYSIS
144 SMALL 4 POLK COUNTY
DISTRICTS DISTRICTS
NROLLMENT : 51,484 51,469
% OF STATE TOTAL: 8.2% 8.2%
78/79 STATE
CONTROLLED BUDGET:$84,536,728 $82,041,586
% OF STATE TOTAL: 8.5% 8.3%
COST PER PUPIL: $1642 $1594
STATE AID: $25,694,655 $43,809,826
$OF STATE TOTAL: 5.28 9.02%
STATE AID PER
PUPIL: $499 $851
PROPERTY TAX LEVY:$58,842,073 $38,221,675
$ OF STATE TOTAL: 11.63% 7.56%
AVERAGE LEVY
PER PUPIL: $1143 $743

The figures clearly indicate that the 144 smallest
districts are not any more expensive to operate than are
the four Polk County districts. (The average cost per
pupil in the smaller districts is only $48 higher than
that of the Polk County Schools-~The additional trans-
portation expense incurred by the smaller rural school
districts more than accounts for the $48 difference in
per pupil expenditure.) The smaller districts on the
average are paying 70% of their program cost with local
property tax and the state is contributing the other
30%.In contrast the state 1is paying 54% of the program
cost for the four Polk County schools and property
tax is paying the remaining 46%. (27)

Other factors make mandated, simplistic solutions
undesirable and merit further research. These include the
time students spend on buses; student participation in

curricular and extra-curricular activities; just what



comprises the administrative du’ ‘es of a school district and

how this differs in various settings; which schools

actually receive the most state-aid dollars; community
involvement, desires, and satisfactions; the quality not
only of the educational input but of the educational product
including the student, family and community served by the
small, locally-based school. Perhaps, it is time to quit
comparing rural to urban schools and acknowledge that,
although there may be increased costs in operating the
smaller units, there is a need for both kinds of schools.
The problem to be solved is how to provide appropriate
educational opportunities for all students without
discriminating against those who reside in the~rura1 areas
because the delivery of educational programs may be more
difficult and/or costly.

The public also requires valid information about the
effects of current legislation on local school districts in
order to understand the problems to be faced and to make
decisions about supporting proposed alternatives to school
district reorganization and the use of their tax money.
Lawmakers in early 1982 passed House File 414 which, for a
limited period of time, permitted the voters of a school
district to levy an income surtax. (Appendix F) Only in
Clearfield, the smallest of the six districts which offered
this choice to their residents, was this issue given a

passing vote. (Appendix G)
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Clearfield voters, with the possibility of
consolidation with neighboring Lenox Commmunity School
District 1looming, overwhelmingly approved the 7.46
percent surtax. . . .(which) would enable the district
to pay for repairs of several school buses and buy sogg
supplies. (8)

Another example of school districts utilizing
current legislation is in the Corwith-Wesley and LuVerne
Community School Districts where an extensive sharing
program with the combined high school attendance center at
Corwith and the combined junior high attendance center at
LuVerne has been incorporated with the backing of the
communities involved. This program has been developed and is
being continuously refined to meet the needs of both school
districts and their communities. It 1is working because the
local people have been informed and are willing to cooperate
as they appreciate the benefits from the expanded

opportunities available to their students through the

sharing program. (37)
PURPOSE

Under the present system in Iowa, general school
funding is determined at the state level by the Iowa school
finance formula and is based upon the school district
enrollment figures. Because the controlled budget growth has
been impacted both by the state's economy and declining
enrollments, the small, rural schools of Iowa have needed
alternative methods to provide suitable educational
opportunities for their students. 1If there should be new

mandates in response to the quest for quality education,
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which is being fueled by the emphasis placed on it by
contemporary studies, the problems peculiar to small, rural

schools will need to be addressed by the legislature and
other policy-making bodies. This paper will explore
alternative administrative methods used to assist in the
survival of small Iowa schools and will suggest factors that
should be considered in any future revision of the Iowa

school finance formula.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

This descriptive study will focus on administrative
methods used by a select sample of small L-12 school
districts in Iowa with declining enrollments to assist in
their survival and suggest changes to be considered in the
revision of the Iowa school finance formula. The data
include the actual percentage growth of the selected school
districts' budgets calculated since the beginning of the
school aid formula in 1971 through 1981 as compared by
percentages to the data of the state's allowable controlled
budget growth from 1971-1981. 1In addition, administrative
changes in these school districts will be noted through the
use of percentages as an empirical data base from the essay-
type questionnaire submitted to the superintendents of the
selected schools. ) |

The results of responses to proposed legislatior

will indicate that declining enrollment should be taken into



12

account in the per pupil formula funding of small school

districts in the State of Iowa.

Assumptions:

1. Most of the small schools with declining
enrollment have not had the maximum allowable growth in
their controlled budgets since the inception of the school
foundation formula in 1971.

2. A majority of Iowa schools in this selected
research sample have been forced to make fiscal adjustments
in their school administrative procedures since 1971.

3. Either sufficient funding for small schools with
declining enrollments and/or alternative methods of
delivering educational services should be developed as state

legislation.

Research Process

Data will be éathered to determine how many schools
meet the criteria of small, declining enrollment districts.
The actual percentage of budget growth for each selected
district will then be computed and compared to the state
percentage of allowable growth from 1971 until 1982.

The descriptive research will be done by submitting
a questionnaire to the administrators of selected small K-12
Iowa school districts with declining enrollments. The
responses from these questionnaires will provide the
information for determining how small schools are coping

with the problem of controiled budget growth.
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Anticipated Results

It is expected that, in order to survive,
administrative procedures in small declining enrollment
schools will have utilized, in some form, the following
fiscal practices:

1. Reduction of personnel and/or programs;

2. Reduction of spending;

3. Sharing of staff, pupils and/or facilities;

4. The use of volunteers;

5. Extra duties‘for personnel; and/or

6. Innovative financing.

It is further expected that legislation will be
requested to take into consideration the effect of declining
enrollment on the per pupil formula funding of small Iowa
school districts. It is expected that the legislative
priorities will include changing the formula from funding on
4a per pupil base to alﬁernative methods of funding such as:

1. Looking at the budget from the pupil/program

base;

2. Looking at the budget from the fixed cost angle;

and/or

3. Consideration of regulatory factors.

DELIMITATIONS

This educational research paper is limited to the
overall effects of the controlled budget growth on the

small, declining—enrollment K-12 school districts in Iowa
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which currently enroll 325 or fewer students. This
particular sample was selected because, when Dr. Leland
Tack, Director, and Dr. David Alvord, Research Consultant,
presented the results of their State Equalization Project at
the November 1979 State Department of Public Instruction
Board Meeting in Des Moines, Iowa, they stated as
Recommendation V:

The current school finance program presents
unusually difficult problems to smaller school
districts. Those districts have, in most cases, only
one section per grade; they may operate only one
building, thus making it practically impossible to
effect significant cost savings by closing a facility,
and the same number of buses may be needed to traverse
the same number of miles to transport less students. .
. .When a school district's enrollment decreases to
300 students, it 1is recommended that enrollments no
longer be used as the determinant of the controlled
budget. Rather, a budget—-to-budget procedure will be
followed whereby the previous year's budget plus the
state allowable growth percentage applied to the figure
will become the budget for the succeeding year . . .
There is no real magic in the enrollment figure of 300
except it does produce an average enrollment per grade
of about 23 students, a reasonable size for all classes.
As enrollments decline below that figure, the affected
school districts have very little opportunity to effect
savings without cutting programs. Most of the costs
continue to increase. (40:32-33)

Since the legislation proposed in 1980 for budget-to-budget
funding based on this recommendation used 325 or fewer
students per district, that size school district was chosen
for this research project.

Of the 443 K-12 school districts in Iowa during the
1980-81 school year, 77 had an enrollment of 325 or less.
(Appendix H) These dist;icts are located primarily in rural

Iowa. (Appendix I)
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The actual student enrollment of each selected
district for the 1971 school year was compared with the
actual student enrollment for the 1980 school year in order
to determine whether the district had declining enrollment.
The controlled budget figures for the 1972/73 fiscal school
year, the first year the school finance formula was
employed, were compared with the budget of the 1980-81
fiscal school year in order to determine the actual
percentage of controlled budget growth for the period.

The superintendents' responses to the essay-type
questionnaire provided the data cited for administrative
changes .in small K-12 schools since the implementation of

the Iowa Foundation Program.

DEFINITIONS

Allowable Growth

This is the déllar equivalent of the state cost per
pupil times the state percentage of growth. This percentage
has been determined by using the Consumer Price Index, a
sampling of costs of goods and services in Iowa, and state
general fund revenues. In 1980-81, the Consumer Price Index
will become the sole factor for determining allowable
growth. (9:13)

Note: The State Comptroller's office uses the full
allowable growth percentage for computing each school's
yearly budget. However, since the basic controlled budget

is determined by the number of pupils in a school district,
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in a declining enrollment district the new budget may show a
loss, may be equal to, or may show just a slight increase

over the previous year's budget when the state's allowable
growth money is added to the calculated base. This new
budget is then popularly referred to as "not receiving the

maximum allowable growth.”

Budget-to-Budget Funding

This would allow a declining enrollment district to
use its previous year's budget plus the state's allowable

growth for the new year's budget.

Consumer Price Index

This is a percent representation of a sampling of
the costs and goods throughout the country as reported by
the United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor

Statistics. (9:13)

Controlled Budget

This is the district's regular program cost per

pupil times the district's budget enrollment.

Controlled Budget Growth

This refers to the actual amount of the school

district's regular program controlled budget for the school
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year compared with the former school years' regular program

budgets. This is often expressed in percentages.

Enrichment Tax Levy

This is a levy which a school district may impose on
itself by consent of a simple majority of those district
residents voting. The levy may increase a district's budget
by not more than 10% of the state cost per pupil multiplied
by the adjusted enrollment in the district. The levy money
comes from a combination of property tax and school district

income surtax. (9:14).

“Essay-type questionnaire

This is the survey instrument sent to the
superintendents of the selected small rural Iowa school
districts for the information utilized in this paper.

(Appendix L)

Groupthink

This is the tendency for members of a policy-making
group to suppress all individual doubts and dissent,

creating the illusion of unanimity. (31:612)

Lobbyist

A lobbyist is a person who provides background
information to legislators in order to influence
legislation. An educational lobbyist would promote

legislation affecting thé field of education.
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Small Iowa school districts

For the purpose of this paper, small Iowa school
districts are described as having an enrollment of 325 or

fewer students and are located primarily in rural areas.

The Iowa Foundation Program

This is variously referred to as the State school
finance formula, the Iowa School Foundation Plan for
Financing Education, or the Iowa Foundation Aid Program.
For a graphic description of the foundation plan, see

Appendix A.
SUMMARY

This introductory chapter has presented the
background of the impact of the state controlled budget on
small Iowa schools with declining enrollments. The rest of
- this descriptive research paper will explore in detail the
assumptions that these schools have not attained the maximum
allowable growth in their controlled budgets; that small
schools have been forced to make fiscal adjustments in their
school administrative procedures; and that legislative
proposals for sufficient funding and/or alternative methods
of delivering educational services should be developed. |

Chapter 2 will discuss literature relevant to small
schools and their present condition. In Chapter 3 the

research ‘procedures employed for this paper will be
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described, while Chapter 4 will present the research
findings in detail. The summary of the research findings,
along with the conclusions reached and the recommendations
developed from the results of the data collected, will be

the subject of Chapter 5.
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Chapter 2

LITERATURE

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Types of Information Considered and Why

The literature reviewed for this paper includes
actual and proposed legislation as well as descfiptive
booklets, research studies, journal reports, books,
speeches, and newspaper accounts that presented the
strengths and problems of small, rural schools. Enacted
legislation that affects school districts, not only in their
program planning but also in their school district funding,
was studied because of its impact on small school districts.
Selected proposed legislation that would have offered
'alternative ways to‘address the problems of the small,
declining enrollment districts was examined as we’ .

The other literature considered examined the effects
of limited resources and declining enrollment upon small
schools and their communities. These readings indicated not
only why small schools struggle to survive but also how some
of them cope with their problems. Other selections will

provide resource material in making legislative proposals.
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Small Schools, Controlled Budget Growth
and Related Legislation

The controlled budget growth, based on éupil
enrollment, is a feature of the Iowa School Foundation Plan
for Financing Education, which was enacted into law on June
30, 1971. (29:1) Almost every subsequent legislative
session has amended or attempted to amend the controlled
budget formula because of the effects of inflation and
declining enrollment. Although House File 2509 (Appendix
J) with its budget=-to-budget concept of funding for
kindergarten through twelfth grade (K-12) school districts
of 325 students or less which was patterned on the State
Equalization Project Recommendation V was passed by the Iowa
House of Repre-entatives, it was defeated in the Senate on
the last day of the 1980 session. (25) The 1981
legislature studied school finance legislation since schools
continue to have funding problems, but the legislation that
was enacted into law, H.F. 414, (26) cut school spending
even though school budgets had been built on projected
formula income. As a result, according to Phil Dunshee,
Government Relations Specialist for the Iowa Association of
School Boards, who spoke to a gathering of interested
citizens:

while the actual allowable growth for the 1982/83

school year is 7%, 217 local school districts, or almost
one-half, will receive 1less than 3% allowable budget

growth, while 21 will have 7% or above because of
increasing enrollments.
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Allowable growth Number of school districts
0.00% « o &« & ¢ ¢ ¢ o o @ o 4 o e e .. T7
0.00 to 1.00% « &« ¢ & ¢« v ¢ ¢« & ¢« o o ¢« « &« o . 34

1.00 to 1.99% . . . & ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« 4 4 o e« . 54
2.00 to 2.99% . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 4 e e ¢ o e &« . 52

Uncuer 3.00% 217
(10)
(see note under definition of allowable growth on p.l1l6)

The reallocation of tax monies has become a reality
because of the lack of state revenue. Dr. Wayne Truesdell,
professor emeritus of the University of Northern Iowa,

. . .helped write the original school aid law, and he is
not happy with the way the Legislature has tinkered with
it since 1971. . . .'Taxflation' kept the formula afloat
from 1974-75 to 1979-80, as state revenue increased
faster (by 2.030 times) than pupil costs (1.919 times).

"But the honeymoon 1is over," Truesdell insists.
"Political solutions must give way to a formula which is
economically sound." (7)

Much of the readily available literature, such as

the booklet,Schocl Finance, The Iowa Foundation Plan: A

Guide Through the Code, (9) which basically explains

school funding legislation, or The Iowa Educational
4Directorz, (19) whiﬁh lists school districts and their
estimated enrollments, are not concerned with specific
school budgets. When the various legislative bodies
consider proposed legislation, even with the volumes of
statistics accumulated by the Department of Public
Instruction and the State Comptroller's office, often the
problems confronting school districts are considered just in
general or according to averages. Searching through all the
information 1is difficult and time=consuming, even when the

researcher knows what knowledge is desired. This research
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paper will provide details for individual situations to
demonstrate readily how selected small school districts have
been affected by the Iowa School Foundation Plan because of
declining enrollment and thus have received little or, at
times, no growth in their controlled budgets. (Appendix H)
Other research examines the problems of these school
districts differently. Instead of considering the whole

controlled budget growth, the Dean Meier study, A Case
Study of Inflationary Pressures Upon a Selected Iowa School
District," isolates one variable in the controlled budget
and "investigates the reliability of using the Consumer
Price Index (CPI) to control rural Iowa Schools." (32:4)
He concludes that, "The reliability of the Consumer Price
Index to control school budgets, especially for a rural Iowa
school district, has not been adequately determined.”
(32:11) Yet for 1980-81, the CPI was the sole factor for
determining the allowéble growth. (21:9)

Since then, some changes have occurred in the way
the allowable growth of school budgets was determined.
Because of the economic conditions of the state, in August
of 1980 the governor made an across-the-board cut in state
appropriations of 3.6%. Then in January of 1981, even
though the State Comptroller had announced a 9.025%
allowable growth rate, the governor again made an overall
cut of 1% in state appropriations. (21:2) While the cuts

did not directly affect the allowable growth rate, it did
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create cash flow problems for many school districts.
"However, the 69th General Assembly established the
allowable growth rate at 5% and 7% for the 1981/82 and
1982/83 budget years respectively" (21:1) by statute. At
this time it is expected that, for the following years,
allowable growth will again be determined by use of the
school aid formula. However, full controlled budget growth,
being built on a per pupil basis, will be experienced only
by stable or increasing enrollment schools. (17) The cash
flow problem created by these political decisions accounts
for the following types of responses to question 1: All
schools (should) receive the full allowable growth
disregarding size and which direction enrollment is moving;
(Appendix L:124) state pay aid payments when due; (Appendix
L:142) appropriate and deliver amounts as promised!
(Appendix L:140)

Effects of Controlled Budgets and

Alternatives for Providing
Delivery of Educational

Programs

The restraints imposed upon school districts by the

"controlled budget are exacerbated in the case of the small,
declining enrollment district because of the lack of
financial growth. The local communities, however, continue
to expect and demand suitable educational programs for their
youngsters. Dean Meier, superintendent at Wellsburg wrote:

So much of our budget is a fixed cost. Even
salaries! Many of our teachers teach required courses
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and could not be terminated even if we wanted. For our
system, they represent a fixed cost. After a school
gets so small, per pupil cost 1is 1ineffective. Our
budget must grow at the maximum growth rate or we slowly
die. I believe our patrons want their school and are
willing to fund it if only allowed to do so." (Appendix
L:127)

Mandated school district reorganization was last
considered in 1977 by the Iowa State Legislature and was
defeated. (34) The superintendent at Lost Nation, Bob
Steele, responded:

Have managed to balance budget each year but
present finance plan will have a "dying on the vine"
effect if present enrollment decrease continues.
Distance, pupil sparsity per square mile, and time make
reorganization in extremely "rural" areas a born
loser idea. (Appendix L:128)

Stephen Swanson, in his doctoral dissertation
prepared for Drake University, considers the "“Preferences
Toward Alternative Educational Programming in Rural K-=12
Public School Districts." (38) The participants of his
.survey, which included different members of the school
community ranging from pupils to administrators, were to
rank their preferences toward six alternative choices
available to Iowa school districts. He discovered the
following pattern of preference ranking from most to least
preferred:

1. Sharing teachers;
2. sharing administrators;
3. sharing facilities or programs;

4. increasing local taxes;

5. and voluntary recorganization. (39:8)
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He concluded that:

How small rural 1Iowa school districts respond to
the effects of declining enrollments, spiraling
operational costs, legislatively controlled budgets,
and minimum curriculum standards will continue to
depend upon the number of alternatives available and
the educational leadership of the school boards and the
effectiveness of the school administrator as a change-
agent. Much more constructive research and
dissemination of information 1is needed for those
responsible for making the decisions regarding
alternative educational programming and the relative
impact it may have on the local district. (39:13)

Educational researchers William 8. Carlsen and Faith
Dunne write:

It is interesting, if not surprising, to see the
level of commitment communities have to retaining their
schools, even when merger seems relatively convenient.
. « «The difference between the percentage of people
who see 'no advantage' 1in consolidation (37.6%) and
those who see 'no disadvantage' (4.6%) 1is striking.
It would be worth examining the reasons given for and
against consolidation to get a sense of the reasons
behind this tenacious commitment. The advantages of
consolidation tend to be perceived as fiscal and
curricular, related to broader tax base and higher
pupil population levels. The sacrifices are stated in

. community and personal terms -- cohesion and control,
attention to students as 1individual (both in the
class-room and in the <corridors). Even 1increased
transportation problems most frequently mentioned
as a disadvantage of consolidation, was often stated in
terms of hardship on the children, rather than on the
taxpayer. . . .In summary, small rural communities
seem often intent on retaining their schools, even in
the face of pressure, even in the face of apparent
financial advantage if consolidation takes place. The
reasons for this commitment warrant far more
exploration if policy-makers are to make wise and
balanced decisions about reorganizing the remaining
schools in small rural communities. (5:303)

The article "Developing Positive Parent/Community
Involvement in the Schooling Process" by James Jess

emphasized that:
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The residents want an educational program that
places an equal amount of emphasis on a child's mental,
social, physical and emotional development. They
believe that a student's educational needs are best
served when a close and cooperative relationship exists
between the home and school. They feel that this
partnership is best nourished in a 1local community
setting. Along with the demands that they place on
their school, the residents of the community pledge
both their personal and financial support to assist the
school in accomplishing the goals that they have set
out for it. (28:285)

Daryl Hobbs examined the subject in "Rural
Education: The Problems and Potential”" and he noted that:

Generally getting bigger through consolidation to
afford those specialized services 1s not the viable
option it once was, as the financial cost of transporta-
tion increases and the educational cost of travel time
becomes greater. Consequently most rural schools are
likely to remain small. . . .Rural education may need to
explore alternative instructional methods and sources.
Perhaps instead of rural schools trying to catch up with
their urban counterparts on all conventional measures of
educational input, ways need to be devised to provide
educationally relevant services without their
necessarily being bound to the school. The rural school
with 1limited opportunities for enhancing educational
services through further expansion may represent
opportunities for educational innovation which may prove
to have broader application. (14:295)

Legislative Responsibilities

Education In Rural America: A Reassessment Of

Conventional Wisdom, edited by Jonathan P, Sher, was one of

the first of the current resource books on the state of
rural education. He proposed five basic guidelines for
rural education reform:

1. The primacy of 1local circumstances must be
respected.

2. The linkages between school and community must
be expanded . and the Dbonds between them
strengthened.
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3. The balance between outside regulation and
local control must be more equitable.

4. Structural reforms and substantive reforms must
be treated as separate and distinct issues.

5. Reform efforts must capitalize wupon the
strengths, as well as correct deficiencies, of
rural schools. (35:274-276)

In his booklet, "The Case for the Smaller School,"”
Weldon Beckner summarized basic considerations for
maintaining locally-based schools:

New York City is building smaller schools! That
recently reported fact may surprise some, but it is
another indication of the reviving interest in smaller
schools. . . . Changing educational philosophy, new
teaching strategies and instructional technology,
environmental policies, land costs, and population
shifts are some of the factors of modern life that lead
many to think that the small school is alive and well,
making its own contributions to young people and their
communities. . . .'Better' too often meant 'like
urban schools' instead of 'better' in meeting the
needs of children and youth in rural and other small-
school settings. (2:7)

In Rural Education =-- Partners for Accountability:

Legislators; School Boards; Administrators; Teachers;

Parent; Community (or Citizens); Students (33), compiled

by the National Institute of Education, it is stated that
all these entities have their particular contribution to
make to the educational partnership. "Legislators should be
accountable for state laws that provide sufficient money for
schools so that every child -- regardless of race, color,
creed, economic status or ability to learn -- has an equal
opportunity for a formal education," (33:13) 1is a premise

most people would tend to approve in principle. However, in
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practice, that partnership between small schools with
declining enrollment and the lowa legislature has been the
subject of much debate in the legislature since the
establishment of the Iowa Foundation Plan.

As indicated by the included excerpts, there is a
lack of understanding about the relationship of small
schools and their communities by many policy-makers and
there is much competition for limited tax dollars. Widely
divergent opinions are strongly held by people who support
each side of the reorganization issue. "Conventional
wisdom" that reorganization would automatically solve all
problems and provide a better education has begun to be
questioned in these years since the formation of the Iowa
Foundation Plan. By showing the actual effects of this
funding policy on small, declining enrollment schools and
presenting examples of research findings, the discussions of
(pros and cons can Be founded on reality, not just
suppositions.

All of these sources have examined different aspects
of the small rural school and its concerns. The two most
closely related to this paper are the Dean Meiler study "A
Case Study of Inflationary Pressures Upon a Selected Iowa
School District"™ which considered the use of the Consumer
Price Index to control Iowa school budget growth, and the
dissertation by Stephen Swanson "Preferences Toward

Alternative Educational Programming in Rural Iowa K-12
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Public School Districts" which investigated the popularity

of the alternate methods of providing education in rural

areas. This present study is concerned both with the impact
of the controlled budget on the locally-based school and the
choices available for the delivery of education in the rural
areas of Iowa and also with the importance of related
legislation. ©None of the sources cited above have treated

the subject matter in quite this same manner.
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Chapter 3

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

METHODOLOGY

The research pattern chosen for this educational
study is descriptive research. Data will be examined to
determine just which Iowa school districts fit the
description of small, declining enrollment schools. By
gathering data about the fiscal choices made by the
administrators of selected small school districts, this

paper will indicate the effects of the controlled budget

growth on these districts and also "ascertain prevailing
conditions. . .of the results of certain (educational)
innovations under practical conditions."” (30:1) The

responses to the question about legislative priorities will

be studied for formulating legislative proposals.

PROCEDURES

To Find Small, Declining Enrollment
School Districts

To determine which school districts in Iowa fit the
criteria of small, declining enrollment category with 325 or
fewer pupils, the aforementioned actual school enrollments

for 1980 will be examined. (18) These population figures



32

will then be compared with the 1971 enrollments of the same
districts to check for the direétion of change. (20)

This enrollment data will be found at the Department
of Public Instruction. There are several types of
enrollment lists. The enrollment numbers to be used for
1980 are the actual number of students enrolled in each
district. These will be compared with the actual number of
students enrolled in these same districts in 1971 to
discover the enrollment trend.

To Determine Actual Controlled Growth
Percentages of Small School Budgets

The 1981 controlled budgets of these selected school
districts will be compared with the 1972-73 controlled
budgets in order to compute the actual percentage of growth
realized for each school district budget during this time
span. The term "controlled budget" will be consistently
defined as "the school district's regular program cost per
pupil times the district's budget enrollment." This will be
important because under other definitions "controlled
budget" may include such items as AEA costs. (21:7) The
1980~81 budget information is available at the State

Comptroller's Office in the General Budget Fund Aid in Levy

Report. (18) This report is compiled from statistics
provided annually by K-12 administrators.

The budget information for 1972-73 will be computed
by taking the enrollment figure for 1971 times the maximum

cost per pupil as listed in the 1971-72 School Budget Review
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Committee Report. (20:64~-67) No other records are

available for this period, but it was stated by researchers

in the Department of Public Instruction that this
computation would provide the comparable regular program

costs for use in this study.

To Collect Information on the Effects
of Budget Constraints

"Information will be collected from the
superintendents of K-12 school districts with 325 or fewer
pupils to determine how the actual controlled budget growth
affected their administrative decisions. The survey
instrument designed to elicit this information will be
accompanied by an explanatory letter and submitted to the
superintendents of the school districts included in the
research sample. (Appendix K)

All respondents will be asked to list the
administrative procedures which are being employed in their
small, declining enrollment school districts to survive
under the continuing controlled budget restraints. To
provide depth and individual reactions, comments about each
particular school and its situation will be solicited
through the use of the open-ended questionnaire. (Appendix
L) The data will be compiled in table form with a narrative
summary of the responses. The responses to question one
will be tabulated and the percentage of school districts

responding to each category will be calculated to determine
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which methods are being used by the majority of small,

declining enrollment schools.

To Evaluate Recommendations
for Alternative Methods

of Funding

The responses to guestion two will be assembled into

these general categories:
| 1. Looking at the budget from the pupil/program
base; ‘
2. Looking at the budget from the fixed cost angle;
3. Consideration of regulatory factors; and
4. Miscellaneous.
These groupings will then be organized to demonstrate the
popularity of different solutions to the funding and program
delivery problems of small schools with declining
- enrollments.

The procedures for collecting data and evaluating the
responses will be discussed in the next chapter as the
information is examined to determine if it supports the
underlying assumptions. It is expected that this material
will show that:

1. Controlled budget growth depends upon the number
of students enrolled in a school district. Where there is
declining enrollment, yearly school budgets do not reach the

potential allowable percentage of growth.
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2. School districts must find methods to compensate
for lack of financial growth to provide suitable educational
opportunities for their current enrollment.

3. In order for schools to provide suitable
educational opportunities, the legislature must allow school
districts to choose alternative educational delivery systems

and provide them with adequate funding.
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Chapter 4

RESEARCH FINDINGS

DATA GATHERING PROCESS

The research data were obtained in two basic ways.
First, statistics were gathered to determine (1) how many
of the Iowa school districts had reached the level of 325 or
fewer pupils through declining enrollment since 1971; and
(2) the actual percentage of budget growth for each school
since the inception of the school aid formula in 1971.

The second method for obtaining information was to
send an open—-ended questionnaire to each of the
superintendents in the 77 school districts which were found
to be in the catego;y of small, declining-enrollment
schools. The survey instrument was designed to ascertain
what administrative decisions had occurred for the
individual districts in order to maintain their identity as
locally-based schools.

When the data were complete, the findings were .
arranged so that percentages could be determined and the
results could be obtained about tre impact of the actual
controlled budget gppwth upon the administrative decisions
for each selected small school district with declining

enrollment.
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FINDINGS AND RESULTS

School District Enrollment and
AlTowable Growth Change

The pertinent items concerning enrollment and budget
growth were tabulated as shown in the following data
collection informal table. While the 1971 head count times
the cost per pupil equals the 1972-73 regular program
budget, because of changes in the formula for setting the
budget enrollment, the 1980 actual head count is smaller

than the budget enrollment.

School Actual Regular Program Allowable
District Head Cost-per- Controlled Growth
CAL Count Pupil Budget Change
1971 446

1972-73 X $1284 = §$572664

1980 277 654983 14.3%
Enrollment

Decline 169

The statistics.for all the school districts included
in this study are found in Appendix H . These selected
schools as stated below in the informal table were grouped
according to enrollment size and one from each division was

chosen at random to illustrate the findings:

Number Name of
Group of Sample
Size Schools School
276-325 23 Cedar-vValley (C.V.)
226-275 37 Fox Valley (F.V.)
176-225 7 Havelock-Plover (H.=-P.)

175 and under 10 ) Collins (C.)
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These sample school districts represent different
geographical areas of the state as well as size. The random
sampling indicates that variations were shown in the
percentage changes of budget growth in the school districts'

regular program controlled budgets.

SAMPLE HEAD cosT CONTROLLED HEAD CONTROLLED TOTAL
SCHOOL COUNT PER BUDGET COUNT BUDGET GROWTH
NAME 1971 PUPIL 1972-73 1980 1980-81 CHANGE
C.V. 429 $1298 $556842 330 $709170 27.2%
F.V. 304 1103 335312 246 540555 61.2%
H.-P. 283 1108 313564 184 441646 40.8%
C. 246 1015 249690 172 349258 39.8%

The total percentage of allowable growth for the
State of Iowa's regular program cost from 1972-1981 was
75.16%. (Appendix B) Of the 77 selected school districts,
73, or 95%, did not equal that percentage rate of allowable
growth in their coﬁtfolled budgets. Only 4, or 5%,
surpassed the state's percentage of allowable growth.
(Appendix H) According to these findings, the actual growth
percentages in the controlled budgets of the small,
declining-enrollment school districts ranged from -7.9% to
91.8% for this time span. A further study might examine why
the great variations exist in controlled budget growth
percentages, especially why 4 declining enrollment school
districts rated above the state's percentage of controlled

budget growth.
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The subject of this descriptive research paper is
the impact of the actual controlled budget growth on the
chosen school districts. The legislative decisions to
restrict the percentage of allowable growth, (20:1) and

the governor's reduction of state aid to schools through

Executive Order Number 38 (20:2) led to responses to
survey question 2 such as: "Increase funding level,"
(Appendix L:132) and "We need a guaranteed per cent of

growth. State to provide all funds for state mandated
courses." (Appendix L:126)
Changes in Administrative Procedures

Under the Controlled
Budget Constraints

The superintendents of 44 of the selected small
school districts or, or 57%, responded to this
questionnaire. (Appendix L) Forty-three of the responding
administrators listea in some detail the changes that had
occurred in their individual districts as a result of
controlled budget restraints. Only one superintendent
stated that the lack of maximum controlled budget growth
"has not been a factor so far." (Appendix L:114) Thus, 98%
of the responding administrators had been forced to make
fiscal adjustments in their school administrative procedures
since 1971. .

The responses to gquestion one on the gquestionnaire

"How has your school district compensated for the lack of

maximum allowable growth in its controlled budget under the
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Iowa School Foundation Plan?" were grouped into four
general categories in order to determine the percentage of
small, declining enrollment schools which had made each type
of administrative procedural choice.

1. Reduced people and/or programs which includes

reduction of administrative, staff, and support
personnel and the elimination of or reduced
time for academic and/or co=curricular courses.

2. Reduced spending, lower salaries which

includes responses that indicated reduction of
both general and/or capital expenditures as
well as the mention that salaries were lower
than in other districts and that,in some cases,
there was a voluntary agreement to "ffeeze"
salaries.

3. Sharing, use of volunteers, extra duties which

includes sharing of teachers. students, and/or
facilities; the use of community volunteers and
also, interest groups who support special
projects; teachers who teach outside their
major fields and assume extra responsibilities.

4, Innovative financing which involves using the

school district's unspent balance; charging
students for supplies and activities; employing
energy—conserying measures; passing and
utilizing special levies such as the enrichment

tax, the schoolhouse levy or the site levy.
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Table 1

COMPILATION OF PRIMARY RESPONSES TO QUESTION 1

CATEGORY # of % of
UTILIZED .SCHOOLS SCHOQOLS
1. Reduced people/programs: 32 72.7%
2. Reduced spending/salaries: 25 56.8%
3. Sharing/volunteers/ex.duties: 20 45.4%
4. Innovative financing: 16 36.3%

As Carlsen and Dunne observed in their article on
small schools quoted in Chapter 1, (5) the commitment to
maintaining the local, community-centered school is strong.
With all the problems facing the school districts, only four
of the responses were concerned with the choice of
reorganization.at this time. Two of the research sample
school districts had completed a merger, a third one had
(reorganized with a laréer school and a fourth superintendent
reported a failed reorganization effort. His remaining hope
for budget imprc ement was for the community to pass the
enrichment tax. (Appendix L:147)

Recommendations for Alternative
Approaches to Small School

Funding

The recommendations made by the responding

administrators to question two for changes to help school
budget funding were grouped as follows:
1. Looking at the budget from a pupil/program base.

2. Looking at the budget from the fixed cost angle.



3. Consideration of regulatory factors.

4., Miscellaneous.

Table 2

COMPILATION OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION 2
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1. Looking at the budget from the pupil/program base:

2.

Guaranteed Budget~-to-Budget

+ state's allowable growth-—-—-————=———--- 15 = 37%

Guaranteed Budget-to~-Budget

with minimum 3 - 5% allowable growth--—-- 5 = 12%

Legislation to help declining

enrollment schools-=---===-c-—cr—c—u———-- 14 = 34%

Weighting factor=-~declining

enrollment/low population----———=———==——- 4 = 10%

Incentives/full funding for

special programs/sharing-=—-------—-————-—- 3 = 7%
41 100%

for a 91% respondent chcice

Looking at the budget from the fixed cost angle:

Expand the use of present special
tax levies, especially for energy/
transportation costs—=——————mmmmm——————- 13 = 34%

Pass enrichment tax by school

board vote only------—-=-=cerercnce—e——x 1 = 3%
Remove transportation/energy

costs from the formula----===c-c-ecene--. 13 = 34%
Put controls on utility cost==———==————-—- 1 = 3%

Fully fund any new requirements and/or

mandates==—=====---—m-emcm s e e —— 4 = 10%

Fully fund present formula

and pay on time---=----—-cceremneeeeo——— 5 = 13%

Base funding on number of

courses offerede=-—===s--——me———————cem——— 1 = 3%
38 100%

for an 86% respondent choice
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Table 2 (continued)

3. Consideration of regulatory factors:

Flexible school year from
180 days to 1080 hours—-—==-——=—=mw—eom——ea- 6 = 35%

Close school from mid-December
to mid-January--—----—-——=———-———-———~———=- 1 = 6%

Eliminate, not expand
scope of bargaining---—---—-——--——-———ec———- 5 = 29%

Have state salary guidelines

and funding==-==—ceecm e 4 = 24%

Teach specialized courses

alternate years—-=-=-———-cecmrrmmrecemcneme—a——- 1 = 6%
17 100s%

for a 39% respondent choice
4. Miscellaneous:

No tuition tax credits and/or

aid to non=-public schools—-=~——ww——=- 1 = 33 1/3%

Reduce inequity in assessed

land values===-—-emrrmmec e m e 1 = 33 1/3%

Redistribute students living

close to small schools to increase

pupil/teacher ratio and cut

transportation costs==~—==—=——m———e—-- 1 = 33 1/3%

3 100%

for a 4% respondent choice

The results of this study support the assumptions
made earlier that:

1. Most of the small schools with declining
enrollment have not had the maximum allowable growth in
their controlled budgets since the inception of the school

foundation formula in 19&1.
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2. A majority of Iowa schools in this selected

research sample have been forced to make fiscal adjustments

in their school administrative procedures since 1971.

3. Either sufficient funding for small schools with
declining enrollments and/or alternative methods of
delivering educational services should be developed as state
legislation.

The compilation of actual percentages of allowable
controlled budget growth shows that the majority of
declining enrollment schools have not attained the state's
maximum level of possible allowable growth in their budgets,
The schools have differed in selecting ways of meeting that
lack of growth. The most widely used method was to reduce
employment of personnel and the number of programs offered.
The second choice was to reduce capital spending and salary.
increases. Other solutions were to share programs,
facilities and studenfs, use volunteers, assign extra duties
to personnel, and to employ innovative financing programs.

A 91% response rating of some type of funding based
on the pupils served and the number of programs offered,
including budget~to-budget funding plus guaranteed allowable
growth, was the most popﬁlar approach to school financing.
Special treatment of fixed cost expenditures rated an 86%
favorable response. Only 39% were in favor of regulatory
measures to assist with the problems of the small, declining
enrollment school and 4% of the suggestions fit into the

miscellaneous category.
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The results of the responses to this questionnaire

strongly indicated the perceived need for changing the

funding formula to show an understanding and appreciation
for the special problems facing small rural declining-
enrollment school districts. The majority of the
administrators comprehended the interrelationships of school
and community and concurred with the importance of the
locally-based school while a few questioned retaining this

unit without question of the costs.
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Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
SUMMARY

This descriptive educational research study of the
effect of controlled budget growth on selected small,
declining-enrollment Iowa school districts demonstrated how
these districts are coping under the constraints of
legislation and mandatory regulations along with ever-
increasing expectations for providing comprehensive
education for all people.

The narrative responses to the survey questionnaire
indicated basic frustration with the current state of school
district funding and the continuous efforts that must be
made to meet the ekpectations of students, parents,
teachers, and communities, as well as the policy-making
bodies, for the local declining enrollment district to
provide excellence in education under the constraints of the
controlled budget. An example of this reaction is expressed
by small school superintendent, Dr. James Jess, writing in

the High School Journal:

Since 1971 the state has determined how much each
district in the state can spend on its yearly program.
Now school districts must wait until the state
determines their budget and then 1local boards of
education can determine their district's priorities to
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fit the budget that they are given. From 1971-72 to
1980-81, CAL's state-controlled budget has been limited
in growth to less than 15 percent over the nine year
period. This has occurred because of two reasons.
First, there has been an inadequate allowance in the

state's formula for declining enrollment, especially in
small rural districts (those with K-12 enrollments
below 350-500). Second, the state's formula for
declining enrollment, especially expenditures statewide
between rural and urban districts has been done without
providing any kind of mechanism to compensate for the
higher cost associated with small size, population
sparsity or rural isolation. During this same nine-year
period (1971-72 +to 1980-81), the state average
expenditure for education rose 105 percent, and some
districts experienced budget increases in excess of 150
percent. (27:287-288)

This observation was supported by the replies of
other small school administrators in their responses to the
survey questionnaire. Even with all the fiscal problems in
maintaining the small, community-centered schools, only 4
superintendents opted for reorganization at this time. Some
of the remaining 40 small school administrators indicated
that, without changes in school district funding,

reorganization might be considered as a solution in the
future. (Appendix L)

The most widely employed solutions to compensate for
limited controlled budget growth were to reduce personnel
and/or programs as indicated by 72.7% of the responses. 1In
many cases the concept of sharing in some form was used to
continue to offer needed course work. The educators
expressed concern that implementing these measures should
enhance and not curtail the education of their pupils. The

second largest category for continuing to operate under the

budget constraints was to reduce or defer spending. In this
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area delaying capital improvements and retaining school
buses for a longer period of time were mentioned as fiscal
choices and/or necessities.

The most favored legislative approach to alleviate
the fiscally-caused problems of the small school with
declining enrollment was found to be budget-to=-budget
funding, either with the state's allowable growth (37%) or
with a minimum guarantee of 3 to 5% allowable growth (5%)
for a total of 42% making this choice. The second most
popular approach was to either expand the use of present tax
levies for energy/transportation costs (13%) or to remove
those costs from the formula (13%) for a total of 26%

choosing this method.

CONCLUSIONS

The controlled budget has worked a hardship on these
small schools with declining enrollments because the number
of pupils determined the amount of money available for the
district operation. As Dr. Tack stated in his
Recommendation V of the "Summary of State Equalization
Project Findings," such "school districts have very little
opportunity to effect savings without cutting programs.
Most of the costs continue to increase." (40:33)

| The interests of communities and schools are so
intertwined that, as Superintendent Jack Sapp of Hedrick
wrote in response to question two, "The worst thing that

can happen is for small towns to lose their schools. If
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they reach less than 200 pupils then I think the district is
compelled to think of merging." (Appendix L:143) But of
the administrative procedures adopted to maintain or
improve education in small, declining enrollment schools,
reorganization is the least popular measure.

These results will be used in lobbying for changes in
the present school finance funding that will take into
account the unique problems of small rural schools with
declining enrollments. These include the fixed costs, the
population density of the area served, the higher cost of
delivery of services, and the importance of the community-
school relationship. For, as Superintendent Dean Meier
states, "The state legislature needs more information on
the....pressures faced by rural Iowa schools." (32:4)

The findings will also be distributed to community
members through newsletters and speeches, because, as
Marilyn Watkins states in her 1981 doctoral thesis for the
University of Wisconsin, "Parents have a right to be fully
responsible and involved in their children's education."
(42:17) But without background knowledge of the problems
faced by their schools and the available alternatives, the

public is reluctant to become involved.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall, the administrators made concrete
suggestions that can be formulated into concepts for

lobbying statements. As a result of this survey, the
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following recommendations, either for new legislation or for
rewriting the o0ld school finance formula, will be offered
when the new legislature convenes:

1. To provide budget~to-budget funding preferably
with the state's allowable growth added but with
at least a minimum guaranteed allowable growth
of 5% of the state's cost per pupil.

2. To consider a weighteu funding factor based on
population sparsity and declining enrollment.

3. To expand the use of present special tax levies
to include energy and/or transportation costs.

4. To review the impact of non-teaching expenditures
upon teacher salaries, such as utilities and
transportation costs with the goal of removing
them from the formula.

5. To propose using the classroom unit as the basis
for fundiné rather than the current per pupil
basis.

The adoption of any one of these recommendations
would alleviate some of the financial problems faced by
small, declining-enrollment Iowa school districts. But
before any of these propositions will be considered for
legislative action, information on just how the controlled
budget has affected these schools must be disseminated in
such a manner that it will be considered with understanding.
The perception of the problems encountered by these school

districts need to be made more apparent for both the members
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of the public who must pay for any changes in school

funding, and also for members of the bureaucracy who make

the policies that must be enforced. This knowledge will
help to shape the attitudes that determine the future
survival of these small rural, declining-enrollment school
districts through proposed legislation and resultant
community action. Thus, the results of this study will be
used in formulating small school legislative proposals for

the coming 1985-1986 session.
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INTRODUCTION

The Iowa School Foundation Program, Chapter 442, Code of
Iowa, was enacted in 1971. Prior to 1971, school districts
- drew up budgets based upon the previous year's expenses,
projected enrollments, and anticipated changes; property
taxes were levied to meet most of this hudget. Some state
aid was forthcoming and there were budget guidelines. How-
ever, it appeared that communities supported education to
whatever financial level their local school boards deemed
appropriate.

The original school foundation program addressed increasing
enrollments and expenses, increasing property taxes, and a
tightening of the economy amid nationwide cries that rich
schools in rich districts produced better-educated gradu-
ates than did poor schools in poor districts - an obvious
case of unequal opportunity. ‘

In seeking to help districts finance education, to relieve
property taxes, and to narrow the spending gap between dis-
trits, the legislature enacted the school foundation pro-
gram which provides that the State of Iowa would guarantee
a state foundation base, the minimum, amount to be spent on
each child in Iowa public schools. The program applies
only to the instruction portion of the budget -~ the general
(operating) fund. The state Joundation base includes two
components:

1. A uniform property tax to be levied on all taxable
' property in all districts for funding schools and

2, State aid, to be paid from state revenues, equal to
the difference between the foundation base and the
uniform property tax for a district, guaranteeing
the foundation base amount for each child.

Above this foundation base, additional property taxes may
be levied on all taxable property in a district to fund the
budget that is larger than the foundation minimum.

L .

- 'The foundation program also provides for special considera-
. tions such as enrollment changes, unusual needs and costs,
economic changes, specially mandated programs and enrichment
expenses, as well as other sources of incoine.
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I. THE BASIC DESIGN OF THE IOWA FOUNDATION PROGRAM

Foundation Base

l. How the Foundation Base Is Determined

The Iowa foundation base, the minimum amount to be spent on
each child, was established for the 1972-73 school year at
70% of the average cost per pupil in Iowa in 1972-73. The
average cost per pupil became the basic figure for all fu-
ture computations and is know. as the state cost per pupil.
The percentage of the state cost per pupil was designed to
increase by 1% each year until 1982, to a maximum of 80%.

IN 1972-73 State cost/pupil = $903
' State foundation base = 70% x $903 =
~ $632/pupil

IN 1978-~79 State cost/pupil = $1470
State foundation base = 76% x $1470 =
: $1117/pupil

Each district could calculate its
own foundation base by multiplying
its enrollment* by the state foun- —Maximum Budget
dation base per pupil. The cost
_per pupil in each district was dif-

‘the average were kept at the 1971-
72 level plus $45 for 1972-73.

Digtricts then developed their in- —Foundation, Base
struction budget with limitations

on spending: the district cost per

pupil in the current operating year :

(base vear) would be the district

cost per pupil in the year being _

planned (budget vear). -
--442.3, 442.8

If costs and state revenues increased, an allowable growth
dollar amount would be declared by the State Comptroller to

LY

*The determination of enrollment has changed continually. An
explanation of these changes and the present determination
of enrollment follows on pages 8-9.
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be added to the base year cost, increasing the budget year
cost per pupil. The state cost per pupil for each subse-
quent year was derived by adding the allowable growth dol-
lars to the previous year's state cost per pupil. |
-~442.7

FOUNDATION BASE =

District enrollment x State cost/pupil + Allowable growth

2. JIowa's Uniform Property Tax

Every school district in Iowa is —Maximum Budget
required to levy a uniform tax on
all taxable property. In 1972-73
this levy was established at 20
mills based on 27% valuation.
This has been translated to $5.40

Foundation Base

" for every $1000 based on 100% Unié;rm/Prdgeré;gyg;j/
valuation. Lot L
--442 .2
3. State Aid
Once the foundation base is de-~ = [(———Maximum Budget
- termined and the amount of money
“the uniform property tax would
raise is known, state aid can be .
calculated. State aid is the Foundiflon Bage
difference between the amount of State Kﬁd
the foundation base and the ////// // j/
amount collected using the uni-
form property tax. Uniform Property
--442.1 Tax ’
STATE AID =

Foundation base per pupil - Uniform property tax levy

The code provides that each district shall be allowed a $200
minimum aid per pupil, except that this minimum shall not
result in an increase in the controlled budget or a levy
less than the uniform requirement.

-=442.2
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All children, thus, are guaranteed at least the foundation
level of support through the uniform tax revenues and state

aid.

Levying Additional Property Taxes

The total allowable instruction

*budget for a school district is

equal to the budget year cost per
pupil times total enrollment. If
the foundation base does not pro-

'vide the total dollars needed,

then additional funds may be col-
lected by a local property tax
levy. The additional revenue is
applied on top of the foundation

- base to reach the controlled bud-

get. The controlled budget is
actually the district cost per
pupil times' total enrollment.

y --442.9

The Unspent Balance

If a school district has a por-
tion of its authorized budget re-
maining at the end of the base

applied to the budget for the

The unspent balance

does not replace tax money or

state aid but can be added over

and above the controlled budget.
. ~-~442.5

)

Migcellaneous Income

All receipts déposited to the

" general fund of a school district

which are not obtained from state

- aid or from property tax are

listed as miscellaneous_income
and are applied on top of the con-
trolled budget to reach the maxi-
mum instruction budget which a

[—Contyrolled Budget

Maximum Budget

Additional‘Froperty

/LT L

State Aid

Uniform Property Tax

axirum\BuQect§:~ﬂ§

iscellaneous Income

ANV

Unspent/ﬁai?gie |
t ‘ -

ontrolled Budge

Additional Property
Tax

———Foundation Base

State Aid

[N

Uniform Property Tax
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school district can certifv. These sources include, but are
not limited to: tuition; building rental; student fees; mo-
bile home tax:; semi-annual apportionment (traffic and over-
weight truck fines); grants and special programs, including

federal, state and private funds; ‘gifts and donations.
-=-442.5

MAXTMUM BUDGET =

Controlled Budget + Unspent Balance + Miscellaneous Income

Source: Judy Dolphin, Ann Bovbjerg and Jane Halliburton, School
Finances, The lowa Foundation Plan. lLeague of Women Voters of Iowa,

September, 1979, pp 2-6,
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Table 1

Educatibna] Expenditures in Iowa's Public Schools

State Cost Found-  Allow- General Actual General Dist-
Regular ation able % Fund % Fund Expenditures ricts No.
Program AEA  Support Growth Change Total Change (SAR) Total for % Below of
Per Per Per Per Per Per Per A11 Iowa Schools Change State Dist-
Year Pupil Pupil Pupil Pupil  Pupil  Pupil- Pupil (Without AEA) Total Av. ricts
1970-71 - - - - - $ 859 - $ 562,903,476 - - 451
1971-72 - - - - - $ 927 7.92% $ 602,841,671 7.10% - 450
1972-73 $ 903 - $ 632 $ 45 - $ 953 2.80% $ 609,024,670 1.03% 157 450
1973-74 $ 948 - $ 673 $ 45 4.98% $1033 8.39% $ 644,600,352 5.84% 146 449
1974-75 $1024 - $ 737 $ 76 8.02% $1171 13.36% $ 715,739,426 11.04% 116 449
1975-76 $1134 $40 $ 857 $110 10.74% $1347 15.03% $ 815,404,696 13.92% 27 448
1976-77 $1245 $48 $ 957 $111 9.79% $1493 10.84%z $ 888,414,458  8.95% 52 448
1977-78 $1343 £55  $1049 $ 98 7.87% $1641 9.91% $ 949,153,341 6.84% 37 447
1978-79 $1470 $55  $1157 $127 9.46% $1832 11.64% $1,023,703,494 7.85% 11 445
1979-80 $1609 $74  $1296 $139 9.45%  $2059 12.39% $1,110,561,467 8.48% 3 445
1980-81 $1848 $86  $1489 $239  14.85% 443

Sources: lowa State Department of Public Instruction, General Fund Expenditure Computation (Des
Moines: State of lowa, 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976, 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980).

¢

Iowa State Department of Public Instruction, Public School Finance in Iowa (Des Moines:
State of lowa, July, 1980).
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Iowa School Finance History

Towa'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 replace-
ments, equalization of the method of taxation of property for school purposes
and allocation of state funds for aid to schools. They also provided for agri-
cultural land tax credits, personal property tax credits and additional home~
stead 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 income tax dollars
paid by county residents was distributed on an equal per pupil basis across
all pupils in the county. The 62nd General Assembly also created a school
budget review committee to consider unique and unusual school budget circum-
stances.

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 requires a knowledge of the
current history of school finance in Iowa. Although changes have been made
frequently by the Iowa Legislature, some basic features of the law have remained
intact. All public school districts' budgets 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 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 has been frozen at the 1979-80 base
for the 1980-81, 1981-82, and 1982-83 budgets.

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 budget 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 revenues and the gross national product implicit deflator unless the ‘

change in revenue was less, if thc¢ change was less, then the revenue growth rate
was to be used. However, for the schoeol years 1981 and 1982 the percent growth
was set by the General Assembly at five percent and seven percent respectively.
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In addition to the legislative changes which are described on the
following pages, the Governor through Executive Order number 38 reduced the
general fund appropriations (state aid) during the 1980-81 school year by
4.6 percent. This reduction did not reduce authorized budgets but did result
in a reduction of state aid receipts.

Table 1
State Cost, Foundation Level and Expenditures
State Cost AEA Foundation Foundation
Regular Support Total Support Support

Year Pupil Cost Cost Level Percent
1971-72 - - - - -
1972-73 903 - 903 632 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 i,398 1,049 75
1978-79 1,470 55 1,525 1,157 76
1979-80 - 1,609 | 74 1,683 1,296 77
1980-81 1,848 88 1,934 1,489 77
1981-82 1,940 88 2,028 1,562 77

1982-83 2,083 94 2,177 1,676 77
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CURRENT STATE AID CHRONOLOGY

General

Year Assembly Session Bill

1967 62nd Regular HF686
1970 63rd 2nd SF640
1971 64th 1st HF121

HF654

[

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

A school budget review committee was estab-
lished.

Established the budget certification date as
February 15.

Redefined allowable reimbursable expenditures.
Distribution of money based upon fall enroll-
ment.

Redefined state allocation procedures and
financial support factor.

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

Created Chapter 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

iscellaneous income and the state
ioundation base.

e. established a $200 per pupil minimum aid
except the tax rate could not be less
than 90 percent of the 1970-71 tax rate.

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

g. the state cost was set at $920 for 1971-72.
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CURRENT STATE AID CHRONOLOGY (CONT.)

General
Year Assembly Session Bill Major Feature

HF654 h. maximum tax rates could not exceed
: 1970-71 rates.
i. established an income surtax to allow
districts to increase maximum budget
via elections.

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

1973 65th 1st HF359 1. Established two alternate dates, September or
January, for determining enrollment.

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

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

4. Provided greater equalization 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 HF1121 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.

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

5. Expanded the enrichment levy to be funded by
property taxed and an income surtax.

6. Provided for advanced state aid to increasing
enrollment districts.,



General
Year Assembly

1977 67th
1979 68th
1980 68th
1981 49th

CURRENT STATE AID CHRONOLOGY (CONT.)

Session

Extra

1st

2nd

1st

Bill

SF415

HF660

HF2551

HF414

1.
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Major Feature

Repealed maximum tax limitation.
Repealed guaranteed state aid provision.

Redefined the declining enrollment pro-
vision 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 thru 1982-83 budget
years.

Adjusted the state cost by adding $20, $6,
$7 and $8 per pupil for the budget 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
enrichment amount.

Redefined allowable growth calculation to

be based upon change in state revenues and
gross national product implicit deflator.
However, if revenues are less then 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
determining if a district is eligible for 110%
allowable growth. Retroactive to 1977-78
school year.

Permits the School Budget Review Committee
to grant additional budget growth for gifted
and talented programs. ‘
Removed the $6 per pupil adjustment to state
co. scheduled for 1981-82 budget year.
Changed area education agencies special
education support services from budget to
budget to a per pupil basis with allowable
growth added on a per pupil basis.

Permitted districts to levy for a cash reserve }

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




72
CURRENT STATE AID CHRONOLOGY (CONT.)

Year Assembly Session  Bill Major Feature

3. Established 1982 budgets at a minimum
of 100 percent of 1981 budgets.

4. Established allowable growth for the 1981-82,
and 1982-83 years at five and seven percent.

5. Freeze the AEA special education support costs
per pupil and the educational services budget
at the 1980-81 level for the 1981-82 year.

6. Established educational services and media
service budget growth as a per pupil amount
based upon the state allowable growth rate
and established the respective budgets as an
amount per pupil times the enrollment in an
AEA.

7. Provided for a supplement school income surtax
not to exceed $75 per pupil on the budget
enrollment.

THE IOWA FOUNDATION AID PROGRAM

Iowa's school foundation aid program for financing public elementary and
secondary education is very straightforward in concept. All children are guar-
anteed 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 an increasing percentage each
year with the 1981-82 and 1982-83 budgets supported at 77 percent of the state
cost. This percentage will increase 1 percent each year up to 80 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 1981-82
(1,940 X 77%) - $5.40/81,000 X Assessed 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 determined by dividing bud-
gets, 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 1980-81 regular program state cost figure was $1,848 and is $1,940
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for 1981-82. The state cost amount has two purposes: 1) to determine the dollét
amount of allowable growth and 2) to determine the foundation support level.

For the budget years 1982-83 and 1983-84 the state cost will be the state cost
of the previous year plus allowable growth plus $7 and $8 respectively.

Minimum Aid

Some school districts have wealth bases such that the uniform levy of $5.40/
$1,000 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/$1,000 assessed valuation.

SCHOOL BUDGETS
The maximum generated fund budget for a school district consists of four
parts: controlled portion, enrichment portion, miscellaneous income and balance

carried forward.

The controlled budget is as follows:

District Allowable + AEA Sp. Ed.
Cost Per + Growth Support X Formula Enrollment
Pupil Services
AEA Media AEA Other District Resident Controlled
+ Cost Per + Services X Headcount + Nonpublic = Budget i
Pupil Per Pupil Enrollment Pupils
Enrollments

The number of students in a district basically determines the district'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 compensation for declining enrollment,
supplementary weighting, and a special education weighting. 1If the AEA costs are
included, then nonpublic students are included to determine media and educational
services costs.

Prior to the 1979-80 budget year, compensation for declining enrollment was
determined by calculating the difference between current enrollments and enroll-
ments one year previous. If a district was declining, then 50 percent of the
enrollment loss up to 5 percent of the base year enrollment was forgiven or added
to the actual enrollment. For any loss over 5 percent, 25 percent of the loss
was forgiven. For the 1979-80 budget 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 budget year, school districts calculated their budget
enrollments as follows: :



2
25% X September 1978 enrollments + 75% X larger of current September
or previous September enrollments

For example:

.25 X September 1978 enrollments = ..5 X (September 79 or September 80)
and 1982-83 budgets will be:

.25 X September 78 + .75 (September 80 or September 81)

However, if a district's enrollment is increasing, then the actual enroll-
ment 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 larger than the
1979-80 budget. Then the budget enrollment was adjusted to assure a 4 percent b
growth. In 1981-82 a 3 percent growth was assured and in 1982-83 the previous year's |
budget will be assured.

The special education weighting depends upon the needs of the student and the
type of program to which the student is assigned. Special education students who
remain in a regular program but who receive some instruction in regular classrooms
are weighted 1.7. Students receiving instruction in a special education self-
contained classroom who receive little or no integration into a regular class
are weighted 2.0. Pupils requiring special education who are severely handicapped
or who have multiple handicaps or who are chronically disruptive are weighted 4.0.

The supplementary weighting plan is a .1 weighting times the percent of time
in a shared time program. Pupils attending classes 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.

Historical enrollments used for budget purposes, which include certified budget';f
enrollments, formula enrollments, declining enrollment weightings, special education
weightings, nonpublic enrollments and AEA service enrollments are presented in Table Zﬂ

Table 2
Budget Enrollment 1971~72 - 1981-82
Certified Declining Special AEA
Budget Formula Enrollment Education Non-Public Service
Year Enrollment Enrollment Weighting Weighting Enrollment Enrollment
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 55,857 641,892
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 37,300 50,538 588,153
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District Cost Per Pupil

Local district costs per pupil were established in 1971-72 and are used
to establish the controlled budget. The terms local district cost per pupil,
district cost per pupil and controlled budget per pupil can be used inter-
changeably. The local cost figures have been modified annually by the allow-
able growth calculated using the state cost. For some districts additional
allowable growth has been granted by the School Budget Review Committee. All
districts annually increase their per pupil cost amount by the state per pupil
allowable growth. However, if a district is below the state 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). As of 1980-81, the
125 percent figure was reduced to 110 percent. This leveling up provision
was designed to reduce disparity between high and low expenditure districts.

Allowable Growth

Budgets are annually increased by a state allowable growth which permits
each district to increase its expenditures by a fixed dollar amount per pupil.
The increase has been based upon changes in the Consumer Price Index and the
general revenues of the state. The average of the percent of change in the two
has been used; however, for the 1980-81 budget years, the allowable growth was
based upon changes in the Consumer Price Index only. Starting with the 1981-82
budget year, the allowable growth was to be based upon the average change in the
gross national project 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 was to be 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 budgets years
respectively.

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 income surtax on individual
state income tax for the calendar year beginning January 1, 1981. The surtax
amount could not exceed the difference between the five percent allowable growth
and the nine and twenty-six thousandths percent growth or $75 times the budget
enrollment. A simple majority was required for passage.

School boards had between April 2, 1981 and July 1, 1981 to hold an election
to gain approval for the surtax.

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 development 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¢/$1,000 of
assessed valuation for each 2.5 percent of income surtax. The maximum tax is
a 5 percent income surtax and a 54¢/$1,000 of assessed valuation.
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?

Beginning with the 1979-80 school year, a district may increase its budget’
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¢/$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 educational
research, curriculum maintenance, or development of innovative programs.

Miscellaneous Income

Miscellaneous income includes all income not included in the controlled budget.
The major source of this revenue i1s federal funds; however, other sources of revenue
also are included in miscellaneous income such as semi-annual apportionment,
interest on securities, and supplemental income surtax.

Unspent Balance

The unspent balance from the previous year is added to a district’s budget and
can be spent the following year. The controlled budget plus actual miscellaneous

income minus actual expenditures determine the unspent balance.
{

SCHOOL 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
committee, consisting of the superintendent of public instruction, the state
comptroller and three appointed members, has the authority to review districts'
budgets 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
from appearing before the SBRC for other unique and unusual budget circumstances.

The SBRC has also been given the authority to grant a school district
additional allowable growth for gifted and talented programs. However, a
maximum of 75% of the dollars needed can be obtained from the additional
allowable growth. The other 25% must be from the general fund. Funds for
the gifted and talented program from other sources must be subtracted from the
total budget prior to computing the 25%, 75% mix of dollars. No more than
3%2 of the enrollment may be identified as gifted funding purposes.

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 genmerate dollars for its
operation. The services and the budget of an AEA can be divided into three
parts: special education sunport services, media services and other education
services. .
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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 service 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 budgets for media services were increased by five percent. For 1982-83
the special education support service cost per pupil will be based upon the 1981-82
cost per pupil plus an allowable growth per pupil. Budgets for media and education
services will be determined in a similar fashion by calculating a 1981-82 cost
per pupil plus an allowable growth per pupil times the enrollment served.

SOURCES OF REVENUES

The primary sources of revenues to support public elementary and secondarv
education in Iowa are property taxes and state aid. The state aid is derived from
the general revenues of the state, primarily income and sales taxes. The
percent of revenues derived from property taxes has decreased, while the state's
contribution has increased comsiderably. In 1970-71 the state's direct contri-
bution to schools was $116.4 million; by 1978-79 it has grown to $482.0 million.
In addition to the direct contribution of state aid, tax credits are given such
as homestead exemption and agriculture land tax credits. These credits currently
result in $115.1 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 3 presents the sources of the school dollar as determined
from school budgets.

Table 3

Sources of the School Dollar (In Millions)

1970-71 1975-76 1980-81*
Property Taxes $337.5 56.3% $345.8 39.1%2 $ 487.0 36.1%
State Aid 166.4 27 .8% 402.6 45.6% 596.4 44 .37
State Credits 59.5 9.9% 67.0 7.6% 113.2 8.47%
Miscellaneous 36.1 6.0% 68.1 7.7% 150.8 11.2%
§599.5 100.0% $883.5 100.0% $1,347.4 100.0%

Source: OQffice of the State Comptroller

*Estimates published as of October 3, 1980
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GENERAL AND SCHOOLHOUSE 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 1s required
to approve the property levy necessary to pay the principal and interest on
these bonds. A school district has a maximum bonded indebtedness of 5 percent
of its assessed valuation and a maximum tax rate $2.70/81,000 or $4.05/$1,000
with voter approval.

The schoolhouse tax may not exceed $.67% per thousand dollars of assessed
valuation in any one year. This money can be used for the purchase of school
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 requires voter approval. The tax, in any
one year, may not exceed $.13% 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 school-
house or expenditures for energy conservation. Legal costs relating to
acquisition, surveys and relocation costs may also be paid for with revenues
raised through this tax.

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



Source:

Name Enrichuent

of Tax

School Levy 1981-82
MALVERN-~ 4%
CORWITH~-WESLEY ——— 5%
DUMONT = =oe - - 5%
GILMORE OITY-BRADGATE 5%
GOLDFIELD - 5%
HAVELOCK-PLOVER- 5%
KANAWHA 5%
LAKOTA - - 5%
LINCOLN CENTRAL - 5%
LOHRVILLE ——— 5%
NORTHEAST HAMILTON - 5%
SIOUX VALLEY - 5%
STEAMBODAT ROCK 5%
STRATFORD==m mm e mim o e - 5%
TTITONKA--- ——— - 5%
WODEN-CRYSTAL LAKEoccocer e e ommomm—— e 59,
ALDEN-—--- -- - -10%
AMANA ———— 10%
AYRSHIRE - 10%
BUFFALO CENTER-RAKE 10%
BURL-mme e e 10%
CAL-- 10%
CLEARFIELD - ——a10%
COLLINS 10%
DIAGONAL~—— e am10%
EAST MONONA 10%
KLEMME - — 10%
LYTTON=- 10%
MESERVEY-THORNTON 10%
SCHALLER=-~- 10%
THOMPSON --10%
WELLSBURG 10%

Department of Public Instruction Statistical Print-out.

July 1981

80
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JOURNAL OF THE SENATE 1214t Day

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOL.UTION 39
By: Carr and Hultman

1 Whereuws, approxi mately seventy-five percent of the

2 existing school dislidets in this state have an

8 average daily attendance of less than one thousand,

4 and since the system of funding schools is closely

5 related to enrollments, the financial capability of

6 these school districts is severely limited; and

7 Whereas, statistics show that these smaller

8 districts spend a smaller portion of their revenues

9 on instructional costs, require higher per pupil
10 financing from the state's general fund, and devote
11 more of their overall budget to administrutive eosts
12 in comparison o larger districts; and
13 Whereas, the governor’s economy comrittec’s pro-
14 jections indicate that consolidation of administrative
15 functions would allow the elimination of approximately
16 one thousand administrative positions for a savings of
17 cight point eight million dollars in state and almost
18 eight point two million dollars in Jocal funds; and
19 Wihereas, consolidation of administrative functions
20 would permit local school districts to attain maximum
21 educational returns from available tax do!'urs; and
22 Whers as, the cost effectivencss of these small school
22 districts would be improved if centraliced administrative
24 unpits were created W reduce expenditures in non-

25 instructional areas; Now Therefore,

26 Be It Resolved by the Senate, the House Conerring,
27 That the department of public instruction is directed
28  t consolidate currently independent administrative
29 functions of school districts into approximately one
30 hundred twenty offices in relative parity with the

Page 2

present county structure; and

Be 1t Further Resolced, That existing boards of
school distriets should be maintained and repre-
sentatives from each district be selected to serve
on the consolidated administrative district board;
and

Be H Further Kesoleed, That the Legistative Council
is directed to appein’ a reorganization cornmittee to
courdinate efforts of local organizations working to
develop viable administrative consolidation plans.
The reorganization committee would be responzible
for formulating guidelines, presenting the proposed
program to the General Assembly for its review and
courdinating statewide implementation cfforts.

— et et At
W LB T 00 =3O e W=

Read first time and passed on file.

Source: Towa State Senate Journal, Friday, May 22, 1981. pp. 1855-6.
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HOUSE FILE 17//91

BY COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

(As Amended and Passed by the House)

Passed House, Date =2 25 &! Passed Senate, Date 3- /2« J)

Vote: Ayes 55 Nays__ 45~ Vote: Ayes QZ Nays 23
Approved & zigpt” 3-23 71
[]
bw,ﬁ&m/ 4/43‘8/

A BILL FOR

1 An Act relating to funds available to school districts,
2 including authorizing the levy of a tax for cash
3 reserve, and the imposition of an income surtax
4 retroactive to January 1, 1981, and including the
5 cdmputation of state school foundation aid, and
6 providing that the Act takes effect upon its
7 publication.
8 BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF IOWA:
9 .
10
11
12
13
14
15
16 House Amendments
17 * Language Stricken
18 |
19
20
21 ’
22
23
24
25

CPB-16200 2/73
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Section 1. Chapter 298, Code 1981, is amended by adding
the following new section:
NLW SECTION. LEVY FOR CASH RESERVE. If a school district

has a cash reserve of less than seven and five-tenths percent
of its total district expenditures for a school year remaining
on June 30 of that school year, including salaries encumbered
under contract for the next following July and August, the

board of directors may certify for levy by the following Marcch

15, a tax on taxable property in the zchool district at a

rate that will provide a cash reserve, pursuant to section

8.6, subsection 4, paragraph c, of not to exceed the seven

——

and five-tenths percent amount. The tax levy authorized in

=

this subsection is in addition to any other tax levy authorized

for a school district.

Sec. 2. Section 442.3, Code 1981, is amended to read as
follows: ' .

442,3 STATE FOUNDATION BASE. The state foundation base
for the school year beginning July 1, 1972, is seventy percent
of the state cost per pupil. For each succeeding school year
the state foundation base shall be increased by the amount
of one percent of the state cost per pupil, up to a maximum
of eighty percent of the state cost per pupil. Towever, for

the school year years beginning July 1, 1980, Ju:'v 1, 1u81i,

and July 1, 1982, the state foundation base ;hall be the same

as the state foundation base for the school year beginning
July 1, 1979. The district foundation base 1s the larger

of the state foundation base or the amount per pupil which
the district will receive from foundation prorerty tax and
state school foundation aid.

Sec. 3. Section 442.4, subsection 1, unnumbered paragraph

- -

5, Code 1981, is amended to read as follows:

A school district shall certify its basic enrollment to

the department of public instruction by September 25 of each

year, and the department shall promptly forward the information

to the state comptroller. For purposes of determining whether
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a district is entitled to an advance for increasing enrollment

a determination of actual enrollment shall be made on the

second Friday of September in the budget year by counting

the pupils in the same manner and to the same extent that

they are counted in determining basic enrollment, but

substituting the count in the budget year for the count in

the base year. In addition, a school district shall determine

its additional enrollment because of special education defined

in section 442.38, on December 1 of each year and if the

district is entitled to an advance or reduction for special

education, it shall certify its additional enrollment because

of special education to the department of public instruction

by December 15 of each year, and the department shall.promptly

forward the information to the state comptroller.

Sec. 4. Section 442.4, subsection 4, Code 1981, is amended
to read as follows:

4. For the school years beginning July 1, 1980, anrd July
1, 1981, and July 1, 1982 only, if an amount equal to the

district cost per pupil for the budget year minus the amount
included in the district cost per pupil for the budget year
to compensate for the cost of special education support
services for a school district times the budgét enrollment
of the school district for the budget year iséless than one
hundred four percent for the budget school yeér beginning
July 1, 1980, ard one hundred three percent for the budget

school year beginning July 1, 1981, and one hundred percent

for the budget school year beginning July 1, 1982, times an

amount equal to the district cost per pupil for the base year
minus the amount included in the district cost per pupil for
the base year to compensate for the cost of special education
support services for a school district times the adjusted
enrollment of the school district for the base year beginning
July 1, 1979 or times the budget enrollment of the school
district for the base year beginning July 1, 1980 or July

1, 1981, the state comptroller éhall increase the budget
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enrollment for the school district for the budget year to -
a number which will provide that one hundred four percent
amount for the budget school year beginning July 1, 1980,

and that one hundred three percent amount for the budget

school year beginning July 1, 1981, and that one hundred

percent amount for the budget school year beginning July 1,

1982.
Sec. 5. Section 442.7, Code 1981, is amended by adding

the following new subsection after subsection 4:

NEW SUBSECTION. Notwithstanding subsections 1 through

4, for the school year beginning July 1, 1981, the state
percent of growth, including the recomputations reqguired under

subsection 4, is five percent, and for the school year

beginning July 1, 1982, the state percent of growth, including

the recomputations required under subsection 4, is seven

percent.

-

Sec. 6. Section 442.7, subsection 6, Code 1981, is amended
by adding the following new paragravhs:
NEW PARAGRAPH. For the echool year be¢ ' aning July 1, 1581

and succeeding school years, the amount i -:ludeé in the

district cost per pupil in weighted enroll=:nt for special

S NSRS .. . B

education support services costs for each <istrict in an area

education agency for a budget year is the =wount includel

—— -

in the district cost per pupil in weighted enrollment for

special education support services costs in the base year

..... 0w w—

plus the allowable growth added to state cost per pupil for

special educat.i:.: suppcrt services costs [or the bulyet year.

Funds shall be paid to area education agencies as provided

in section 442.25.

NEW PARAGRAPH. For the school year beginning July 1, 1981

and succeeding school years, the state board of public

instruction may direct the state comptroller to reduce the

allowable growth added to district cost per pupil in weighted

enrollment for a budget year for special education support

services costs in an area education agency in the base year .
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based upon special education support services needs in the

area.

Sec. 7. Section 442.7, Code 1981, is amended by adding

the following new subsection after subsection 6:

NEW SUBSECTION. For the school year beginning July 1,

1981 and succeeding school years, the allowable growth added

to state cost per pupil for special education support services

costs is the amount included in state cost per pupil for

special education support services costs for the base year

times the state percent of growth for the budget year.

However, for the school year beginning July 1, 1981, no

allowable growth shall be added, except as provided under

subsection 7.
Sec. 8. Section 442.25, Code 1981, is amended to read

as follows: :
442.25 EPECIAL-EDUCAPION~-SHPPORT-S5ERVICES AREA EDUCATION
AGENCY PAYMENTS. The state comptroller shall deduct the

amounts calculated for special education support serviceSL

media services, and educational services for each school

district from the state aid due to the district pursuant to
this chapter and shall pay the amounts to the respective area
education agencies on a quartérly basis during each school
vear. The state comptroller shall notify each school district
of the amount of state aid deducted for this-purpese these
purposes and the balance of state aid shall be paid to the
district. If a district does not qualify for state aid under
this chapter in an amount sufficient to cover its ‘amount due
to the area education agency as calculated by the state
comptroller, the school district shall pay the deficiency
to the area education agency from other moneys received by
the district, on a quarterly basis during each school year.
Sec. 9. Section 442.27, subsection 2, Code 1981, is amended
to read as follows: .
2. For the school year beginning July 1, 1978 and each
sucéeeding budget year through the budget year beginning July
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1, 1981, the total amount funded for each area for media
sergzzgs excluding the cost for media resource material shall
be the total amount funded in the area for media service in
the base year times the sum of one hundred percent plus the
state percent of growth plus the costs for media resource
material for the budget vyear.

Eaeh-year-subseguent-te For the school year beginning July

1, 986 1981, the total amount to be funded for media services,

including the costs for media resource material which shall

only be used for the purchase or replacement of material

required in section 273.6, subsection 1, paragraphs "a", "b",

and "c", shall be egqual to the budget in the base year in

the area times the sum of one hundred percent plus the state

percent of growth.
Sec. 10. Section 442.27, Code 1981, is amended by adding

the. following new subsection after subsection 3:
NEW SUBSECTION. For the school year beginning July 1,

1982 and succeeding school years, the total amount fundea

in each area for media services in, the budget year shall be

computed as provided in this subsection. For the school year

beginning July 1, 1982, the total amount funded in each area

for media services in the base year, including the cost for

media resource material which shall only be used for the

purchase or replacement of material required in section ..3.6,

subsection 1, paragraphs a, b, and ¢, shall be divided by

the enrollment served in the base year to provide an area

media services cost per pupil in the base year, and the state

comptroller shall compute the state media services cost per

pupil in the base year which is equal to the average of the

area media services costs per pupil in the base year. For

the year beginning July 1, 1982 and succeeding school years,

the state comptroller shall compute the allowable growth for

media services in the budget year by multiplying the state

media services cost per pupil in the base year times the state

percent of growth for the budget year, and the total amount
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funded in each area for media services cost in the budget

year equals the area media services cost per pupil in the

base year plus the allowable growth for media services in

the budget year times the enrollment served in the budget

year. Funds shall be paid to area education agencies as

provided to section 442.25.
Sec. 1l1. Section 442.27, subsection 5, Code 1981, is

amended to read as follows:

5. For each succeeding budget year through the budget

year beginning July 1, 1980, the total amount funded in each

area for educational services shall be the total amount funded
in the area for educational services in the base year times
the sum of one hundred percent plus the state percent of

growth. For the school year beginning July 1, 1981, the total

amount funded in each area for educatioconal services is the

total amount funded in the area for educational services in

the base year.
Sec. 12. Section 442.27, Code 1981, is amended by adding

the following new subsection after subsection 5:
NEW SUBSECTION. For the school year beginning July 1,

1982 and succeeding school years, the total amount funded

in each area for educational services in the budget year shall

be computed as provided in this subsection. For the school

year beginning July 1, 1982, the total amount funded in each

area for educational services in the base year shall be divided

by the enrollment served in the area in the base year to

provide an area educational services cost per pupil in the

base year, and the state comptroller shall compute the state

educational services cost per pupil in the base year, which

is equal to the average of the area educational services costs

per pupil in the base year. For the year beginning July 1,

1982 and succeeding school years, the state comptroller shall

compute the allowable growth for educational services by

multiplying the state educational services cost per pupil

in the base year times the state percent of growth for the
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budget year, and the total amount funded in each area for

educational services for the budget year equals the area

educational services cost per pupil for the base year plus

the allowable growth for educatlonal services 1n the budget

year times the enrollment served in the area in the budget

year. Funds shall be ‘paid to area education agencies as

provided in section 442.25.
Sec. 13. Section 442.27, subsection 6, Code 1981, is

amended to read as follows:

' 6. ©f For school years prior to the school year beginning

July 1, 1982, of the total amounts funded in each area each

——‘o——

year for media services and educational services, a portion
shall be allocatel to each district in the area. The portion
to be allocated to each district in an area shall be the same
percentage of the total amount that the enrollment served
in the budget year in the district is of the enrollment served
in the budget year in the area. ‘

Sec. 1l4. Section 442.27, subsection 7, Code 1981, is

amended to read as follows:

7. ¥he For school years prior to the school vyear bec inning

July 1, 1982, the portion allocated to each district ib an

cANIT

area each budg“+ year for media scrvices ard educationo’

1

services ghal] r added to the district coc+ of that dlstrlct

.t R —

for the budget ycar as proviced in section 4£42.9.
Sec. 15. Section 442.27, subsection 8, Code 1981, is

amended to read as follows:

8. The For school years orior to the school year beginning

July 1, 1982, the state board of public instruction and the

state comptroller shall determine the total amounts funded

in each area for media services and educational services each
year, and the amounts tc be allocated to each district. The
state comptroller shall deduct the amounts so calculated for
each school district from the state aid due to the district
pursuant to this chapter and shall pay the amounts to the

districts' area education agencies on a quarterly basis during
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each school year. The state comptroller shall notify each
school district the amount of state aid deducted for this
purpose and the balance which will be paid to the district.

If a district does not qualify for state aid under this chapter
in an amount sufficient to cover the amount due to its area
education agency as calculated by the state comptroller, the
school district shall pay the deficiency to its area education

agency from other moneys received by the district, on a

W O 3 o 01 b w N

quarterly basis during each school year.

Sec. 16. Chapter 442, Code 1981, is amended by adding
the following new section after section 442.38:

NEW SECTION. REDUCTION FOR ENROLLMENT LOSS. For the

N
o

}—l

N
N

-
w

school year beginning July 1, 1981 and succeeding school

-
>

years, if a school district's additional enrollment because

of special education determined by the district on Decemiier

.
(8]

-
o)}

1 in the budget year is less than its additional enrollment

L
~1

because of special education determined by the district on

-
[a0]

December 1 in the base year, the state aid payments to the

-
[Le]

school district shall be reduced by an amount equal to its

NS
(]

district cost per pupil for the budget year less the amount

N
l_l

included in district cost per pupil for special education

L d
O

support services for the budget year multiplied by the

™I
Lo

district's decrease in additional enrollment because of special

education. A district's additional enrollment because of

‘;‘N
Y-

TN
Ut

special education shall be computed as provided in section
26 442.38.

?7 If a district has a reduction under this section for a

28 budget year, the state comptroller shall determine the amount.

29 of the reduction which would have been’ local property tax

30 revenues if the additional enrollment because of special

31 education in the budget year had been used for that budget

?2 yvear in determining district cost and shall increase the

33 district's total state school aids available under this chapter

§4 for the next following budget year by the amount so determined,

35 and shall reduce the district's tax levy computed under section
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442.9, for the next following budget year by the amount

necessary to compensate for the increase in state aid, so

that the local property tax for the next following year will

be reduced only by the amount which it would have been reduced

in the budget year if the additional enrollment because of

special education in the budget year could have been used
to establish the levy.
~ Sec. 17. Chapter 442, Code 1981, is amended by adding

the following new section:
NEW SECTION. SUPPLEMENTAL SCHOOL INCOME SURTAX.
1. For the budget school year beginning July 1, 1981,

if the board of a school district wishes to spend more than

the amount permitted under sections 442.1 through 442.13,

. the board may call a special election to determine whether

to impose a supplemental school income surtax on individual

state income tax for the calendar year beginning January 1,

1981. The supplemental school income surtax for the school

district shall not exceed an amount equal to the difference

between the portion of district cost of the district

attributable to regular program costs for the school year

beginning July 1, 1981 if the state percent of growth had

been nine and twenty-six thousandths percent and the portion

of the actual district cost of the district attributable to

regular program costs for the school year beginning July 1,

1981. Any income derived from the supplemental school income

surtax is miscellaneous income.

2. The board shall determine the amount héeded, within

the limits of this section, and shall set thejdate of a special

election, which shall not be later than July i, 1981. The

board shall direct the county commissioner of elections to

submit the gquestion of whether to raise that amount to the

qualified electors of the school district. If a majority

of those voting on the proposition at the special election

favors the imposition of the supplemental school income surtax,

the board may amend its certified budget to include the amount
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imposed.

3. Following approval at the special election, the board

shall certify to the state comptroller that the required

procedures have been carried out and the state comptroller

shall establish the amount of supplemental school income

surtax to be imposed based upon the most recent figures

available for the district's individual state income tax paid.

The state comptroller shall certify to the director of revenue

the amount of supplemental school income surtax to be imposed.

The supplemental school income surtax shall be imposed

on the state individual income tax for the calendar year

beginning January 1, 1981, or for a taxpayer's fiscal year

ending during the second half of that calendar year or the

first half of the succeeding calendar year, and shall be

imposed on all individals residing in the school district

on the last day of the applicable tax year. As used in this

section, "state individual income tax" means the tax computed

under section 422.5, less the deductions allowed in section
422.12. , '
4. Sections 442.16, 442.17, 442.19, and 442.20 apply to

the supplemental school income surtax established in this

section. The director of revenue shall deposit all moneys

received as supplemental school income surtax to the credit

of each district from which the moneys are received, in a

"supplemental school income surtax fund" which is established

in the office of the treasurer of state.

5. This section takes effect retroactive to January 1,
1981. _
Sec. 18. Notwithstanding section 24.14, and notwithstanding

the March 15 certification date in section 1 of this Act,

for the school year beginning July 1, 1981, the board of

directors of a school district may direct the state comptroller

not later than April 15, 1981 to provide for the tax levy

for the cash reserve in section 1 of this Act.

Sec. 19. This Act, being deemed of immediate importance,
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1 takes effect from and after its publication in the Lenox Time-
2 Table, a newspaper published in Lenox, Iowa, and in The

3 Republic Appeal, a newspaper published in Albert

4 City, Iowa.
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APPENDIX G

INCOME TAX SURCHARGE VOTE



Clearfield OKs
tox surcharge

v and
for schools
é: 24 B
The Rexister's lows News Service

CLEARFIELD, IA. — Voters in the
Clearfield Cominunity School District
Tuesday approved an income tax
surcharge aimed at raising an addi-
tional $¢,356 for the district.

Clearfield, the second smallest
school district in the state with 125
students, approved the measure by a
vote of 127 to 56. A simple majority
was required for the measure to pass.

Clearficld is apparently the only
schiool district to pass the proposal.
Voters in school districts in Waterloo,
Cedar Falls, Marion, Blairsburg and
Cresco earlier defeated similar
propasals, But Clearfield voters, with
the possibility of consolidation with
neighhboring Lenox Commuunity School
District looming, overwhelmingly
approved the 7.46 percent surtax,

Lawmakers added this financial
safety valve to a school spending bill
passed earlier this-year that limits
school budget increases in 1981-82 to
5 percent instead of the 9 perceat that
had been promised earlier. The
surax allows districts, with voter
approval, to make up the difference
or some lesser amount.

Clearfield Superintendent Richard
Hunter has said that the surtax would
enabie the district to pay for repairs
of several school buses and buy sonie
supplies.

Most school boards have given the
surtax the cold shoulder because
school officials say people are
suffering from the recession and the
surcharge is paid only by individuals,
not curporations,

Source: The Des Moines Rezister, Des Moines, Iowa. June 24, 1981

9N



APPENDIX H

ENROLLMENT DECLINE AND BUDGET PERCENTAGE GROWTH

Cr SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS
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AFA SCHOOL HEAD COST CONTROLLED HEAD CONTROLIED %age
NAME COUNT PER  BUDGET COUNT BUDGE GROWTH
- 1971 PUPIL  1972/73 1980 1980/81 CLIANGE

I Fayette 452  $1057 $477764 295  $701988 46,9%
II CAL 446G 1284 572664 277 654983 14.3
Corwith-Wesley 16 1187 493792 296 690064 39.7
Dumont x55 1051 373105 269 508833 36.3
Kanawha 328 1166 382443 230 521118 36,2
Klemme 339 1062 360018 235 475173 31,9
Meservey-Thornton 381 1060 403860 254 492288 21.8
Thompson 364 1171 426244 245 590758 38.5
Woden~Crystal Lake 335 1182 395970 240 537207 35.6
11T Arnolds Pamk 331 1007 333317 271 589697 76.9
Ayrshire 316 983 310628 175 411180 32,3
Burt 288 1011 291168 233 482363 65,6
Lakota 247 1306 323076 150 366325 13,3
Lincoln Central 342 1172 400824 263 583154 45,4
LuVerne 253 1209 305877 124 429318 40.3
Mallard 347 1081 375107 235 518018 38.0
Ruthven 330 1160 382800 274 517251 35.0
Sioux Valley 448 1057 473536 261 555961 17.4
South Clay 404 1180 476720 308 696836 46.1
Terril 411 1242 510462 322 676336 32.4
Titonka 502 1057 530614 304 660468 24,4
IV Little Rock 346 1025 354650 239 497323 40.2
Melvin 254 1262 320548 103 287499 -10.3
Meriden-Cleghorn 475 1057 503132 264 615870 22,4
Ocheyedan 290 1263 366270 194 483684 32.0
Primghar 380 1035 3933090 266 545402 38,6
Sanborn 434 969 420546 299 567521 34.9

V Boone Valley 371 1271 471541 231 543873 15.3
Cedar Valley 429 1298 556842 330 709170 27 .2
Crestland 364 1235 449540 265 565320 25.7
Dayton 350 1058 370300 225 631214 70.4
Dows 391 1278 499698 293 668436 33.7
Fonda 340 1046 355640 228 528989 48,7
Goldfield 301 1110 334110 172 386496 15.6
Havelock-Plover 283 1108 313564 184 441646 40,8
Lohrville 346 1240 429040 253 520128 21,2
Lytton 290 1191 345390 197 474318 37.3
Palmer 228 1185 2701680 173 390260 44 4
Rolfe \ 400 1129 451600 292 660042 46.1
Schaller 431 1054 454274 274 612034 34,7
Scranton 397 1132 449404 274 625968 39.2

" 8tratford 444 929 412476 256 602448 46,0
VI Garwin 322 1022 329084 273 5339690 62.2
Green Mountain 262 1113 291606 245 505938 73.5
Hubbard 421 1086 457206 289 615174 34.5
Steamboat Rock 206 1204 248024 161 346752 39.8
Union-Whitten 386 1104 426144 287 611010 43,3
Wellsburg 405 995 402975 270 566191 40,5



o4

AEA SCHOOL TEAD  COST CONTROLLED HEAD CONTROLLED %age

NAME COUNT PER  BUDGET COUNT BUDGET CROWTH

1971 TORIL 1972/73 1980 1980/81 CHANGE

IX Calamus 348§ 971 $337908 308  $648324 91.8%
Lost Nation 357 1016 362712 280 616475 69.9
X Amana 334 1157 444288 266 586336 31.9
Deep River/Millersburg 340 1138 386920 267 551567 42,5
Oxford Junction 303 1154 349662 238 435893 38,9
Urbana 367 934 342778 297 630353 83.8
XI Bayard 305 1284 391620 227 500364 27.7
Central Dallas 401 1114 446714 282 617010 38,1
Collins 246 1015 249690 172 349258 39.8
Colo 365 1057 385805 324 610790 58.3
Grand Community 311 1057 328727 217 443530 34.9
Mingo 354 939 313626 255 561649 72,7
XII Battle Creek 372 1078 401016 320 660468 60.3
Last Monona 331 1327 439237 276 579632 31.9
Westfield 340 816 277440 241 513005 84,9
Whiting: 335 1057 354095 248 502516 41.9
XIII Walnut 371 1057 392147 297 582861 48,6
XIV Clearfield 211 1309 276199 127 254221 -7.9
Diagonal 240 1178 2822207 161 340736 20,5
Grand Valley 305 1089 332145 230 502516 51,2
New Market 321 1059 339939 268 565117 66,2
Prescott 246 1274 313404 183 442232 41.1
Stanton 345 1046 360870 295 599290 66.0
XV A-C-L 133 1265 235155 127 318780 35.5
Tox Valley 304 1103 335312 248 540555 61.2
Fremont 234 1140 266760 221 439570 64,7
Hedrick 331 987 325704 264 538535 65.3
Russell 337 869 292853 237 473088 61.5
XVI Morning Sun ) 343 1078 369754 277 512173 38,5

Sources: Towa State Comptroller, Ceners’ Buiget Tund Aid in Levy
Report, 1980-81. '

Iowa State Department of kiblic Instruction, 1971-72
School Budget Review Cermititec Report, 1973,

. IEnrollment statistics for 1971 and 1980.
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LOCATION OF SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS



PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Iowa Department of Public Instruction
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D School Districts with 325 or fewer pupils, 1980




acL
ACTLEY GENEVA
AC T CASLY

ALLAMAKEE
ALL:SON BAISTOW
ALTA

ANTHOR OTO
AFLING
ARLIETAING RINGSTED

A7 1OLC§ FARK
AR WEVA

LOG N MATNGUA
LOWRVILLE

LoNE T2EE

LOST Na “10N

LDUIS2 WUSCATINE
LU VERNE
LYNWNVILLE SULLY
LYTTON

MAZAID

MALLARD

WALVERN

MANILLA

MA MY NG

MANSON

MAPLE VALLEY
MAQUTNETA
MAJUOKETA VALLEY
MARCUS

MAAION

MR MAC
MaxSHALLTOWN
MARTENSGALE ST.MARYS
MaSON CITY
MAURICEQRANGE CITY
MAFWELL
MEDIAPOLIS
MELCHER DALLAS
MELViN
MERIDENCLEGHOAN
MESERVEY-THCANTON
MIDLAND

MIC PRAIAIE

BAYARD

BEAMAN COMAAD L ISCOMB
QEDFORD

BELLE PLAINE
BELLEVUE

BELMOND

BENNETT

—ENTON
BCTTENDORF
BLAKESBURG
BONDURANT FARRAR
BOONE

BOONE VALLEY
BOYOENAULL

B IDGENATER-FONTANELLE

BAITT

BROCKLYN-GUEANSE Y MALCCM

BUFFALL CENTERAAKE

CEQAR Falls

CEDAR RAPIDS
CEGAR VALLEY
CENTER POINT

MISSOURE VALLEY
mEL

MCNROE
MONTEZUMA
MONTICELLO
MORAVIA

MCAMON TRAIL

MO ANING SUN
MOULTON UDELL
MOUNT AYR

MOUNT PLEASANT
MOUNT VEANON
MUARAY

MUSCATINE

NASHUA

NESCO

NEVADA
NEWTLLPROVIDENCE
NEW HAMFTON

NEW HARTFORD
NEW LONDON

NEW MARKET

NEW SROVIDENCE
NEWTON

MISHNA VALLEY
NORA SPRINGS ROCK FALLE
NGATH CENTRAL
NCARTHEAST

NGARTH FAYETTE
NQRATHEAST MAMILTON

CENTERVILLE
CENTRAL LEE
CENTRAAL CLAYTON
CENTRAL CLINTON
CENTRAL CITY
CENTRAL DALLAS
CENTAAL DECATUR
CENTRAL LYON
CEMTRAL WEBSTER

CHARLES CtTY
CHARTER OAKUTE
CHERDKEE
CLARENCE LOWDEN

CLAY CENTRAL
CLEAR CREEK
CLEAAF:ELD

CLEAR LAKE
CLINTON

COLFAX

COLLEGE COMMUNITY

CCRAITHAESLEY
COUNCIL BLUFFS

NCATH WAL ASKA
NIRTH LINN

NCATE KOSSUTH
NCRTH POLX

NCRTH SCOTT

ROETH TAMA
NOATHMEST AERSTER
NCRTH B NNESHIEX
NORTHWOO0 KENSETT
NORWALK

NORAWAY

OAKLAND

OCHE YEDAN
CDEBILT ARTHUR
QELwEN

OGDEN

oL

OR(ENT MLOKSBURG
084G

PATONLPURTAN
PAULLINA

PERCN

PELLA

PERRY
PLANFEELD
PLEASINT VALLEY

w72

CAESTON
CRESTLAND
DALLAR

DAVIS COUNTY

DAYTOM

DECORAH

DEEP RV N MILLEASBURG
DELWOOD

DENISON

DENVEA

DES MOINES

DEXFIELD

DIAGONAL

DIKE
DOW CITY-ARION
pows

DUNKERTON
DUNLAP

DURANT

DYS2AT SENESED
EAGLE GROVE
EARLAAM

EAST BUCHMANAN
EAST CENTRAL
EAST GREENE
EAST MONONA
EAST UNICN
EASTERN ALLAMAKEE

PLEASANTVILLE
POCAHONTAS
PCMERQY
PUSTVILLE
PRAIRIE CITY
PRAIRIE
PRESCOTT
PRESTON
PRIMSHAR
AADCLIFFE
RED 0ax
REINBECK
REMSEN-UNION
RICEVILLE
RGEK VALLEY
ROCKWELL SWALEDALE
ROCKWELL CITY
AOLAND §TORY
AOLFE

RAUDC-AOCKFORCMARELE ROCK

RUSSELL
AUTHVEN
sAC

ST ANSGAR
SANDORA
SAVDEL
SCHALLER
SCHLESWIG
SCAANTON
SEMCO
SENTRAL
SERGEANT BLUFFLUTON

1978

2113

=11

8178

ELK HORN-XMBALLTON
EM-AETSBUS 3

ENGLISH VALLEYS
ESSEX

ESTHERVILLE

EX:AA

FAIRFIELO
FAARAGUT
FAYETTE

FLOYD VALLEY
FONDA

FOREST CITY
FQAT DGOGE
EGRT MADISON
FOX VALLEY
FREDERICKSBURG
FATMOWT
FREMONT MiLLE
GALVA
GARNAVILLO
GARNER-HAYFIELD
GARWIN

GEZRGE

GILSERT
G'LMORE CITY BRADIATE
GLADIAOOK
GLENHGOD

3EYMOUR
SHEFFIELD-CHARMIN
S-ELBY

SHELOON
SRELLSBURG
SHENANDGAN
SiBLEY

SONEY

546G URNEY

TQUX CENTER
BQUX CITY

SIOUX RAPIDS-REMBRANOT
SICUX VALLEY
SOUTH CLAY

SCLON

SOUTHEAST MARREN
JOUTH 1AM LTOM
SOUTH PAGE

PIAT LAKE
SPRINGVILLE
ETANTOM
STARMONT
STEAMBOAT ROCK
STORM LAKE
STRATFGAD
STUART MENLO

H

71

EE

763
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Vote: Ayes 61 Nays__ 37 __ . Vote: Ayes ___ Nays
Approved
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A BILL FOR
An Act to allow certain school districts to raise an

additional school district operation amount following

approval at an election.
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BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF IOWA
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Section 1. Chapter four hundred forty-two (442), Code
1979, is amended by adding the following new section:

NEW SECTION. ADDITIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT OPERATION AMOUNT.
For the budget year beginning July 1, 1981, and each succeeding

school year, if an eligible school board wishes to spend more
than the amount permitted under sections four hundred forty-
two point one (442.1) through four hundred forty-two point
thirteen (442.13) of the Code, the school board, subject to
annual approval at an election as provided in this section,
may raise an additional school district operation amount equal
to the difference between the district's budget enrollment
for the school year in which the initial election is held
and the district's budget enrollment for the budget year
multiplied by the district's district cost per pupil for the
budget year. 1If the levy of an additional school district
operation amount is disapproved for one or more years at an
election and subsequently approved, the budget enrollment

for the school year in which the subsequent approval takes
place shall be used as the school year in which the initial
election is held to determine the additional school district
operation amount.

If a school district's budget enrollment for the school
year in which the initial election is held is three hundred
twenty-five or less, the board of directors may direct the
commissioner of elections to submit the question of whether
to allow the board to raise the additional school district
operation amount for the budget year in the manner provided
in this section and to levy additional property tax for the
budget year to provide funds equal to the additional school
district operation amount, to the qualified electors of the
school district at a regular school election held during
September of the base year. The proposition shall include
an estimate of the proposed property tax levy in dollars and
cents per thousand dollars of assessed valuation in the

district which will raise the -additional school district
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operation amount for the budget year based upon the base
year's assessed valuation in the district, and a listing of
the amounts which have been levied for previous years, if
any. If a majority of those voting on the proposition favors
raising the additional school district operation amount, the
board may include the amount determined by the state
comptroller or a lesser amount than the amount so authorized
in its certified budget for the budget year.

If the board votes to include an additional school dis-

trict operation amount in its certified budget for a budget

vear, the board shall certify to the state comptroller that
the required procedures have been carried out, and the state
comptroller shall determine the additional school district
operation amount as voted by the board for that budget year
and establish the amount of additional school district
operation property tax to be levied for that budget year.
The state comptroller shall determine these amounts based
upon the most recent figures available for the district's
valuation of taxable property and shall certify to the
district's county auditor the anount of additional school
district operation property tax.
EXPLANATION

This bill allows the boards of directors of school districts
with a budget enrollment for a base year of 325 or less to
submit to a vote of the electorate annually a proposition
allowing the board to raise an additional amount of property
tax. The additional school district operation amount for
a budget year is based upon the difference between a district's
bucgyet enrcllment for the initial year in which an election
is held and its budget enrollment for the budget year. The
bill takes effect July first following its enactment and
applies to school years beginning July 1, 1981 and subsequent
years. If the »ill is enacted in 1980, the first election
could be he'd in Sertember, 1980.

LSB 3555H €8
db/rh/8.2
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RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Towa 50132
December 15, 1982

Dear Small School Superintendent: ,
In the Fall of 1981 you received and returned a questionnaire which
requested information about how the Iowa School Foundation Program had
affected your school, This cdata was to be used for an educational
research paper and also for forming swall schools proposals for the 1982
legislature to consider, A summary of the findings was sent to you
arlier this year.

<
~
ad
o

[

The time will soon be here when a newly elected legislature convenes.
To follow through on the initial rescarch, would you please send me your
responge to the followinz two questions?

1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of
maximum allowable ¢rowth in its controlled budget under
the Iowa Scheel Foundation Plan?

2, What would Dbe your priorities in legislative action to
assist in the survival of small schools and to help them

paintain or initiate sound educational programs?

Thank you.

‘ ~_Singerely,
7 c,&fw

“Joycé Losure
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?

2, What would be your priorities in legislativc action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

Do you want a copy of the sufvey summary? / / Yes / [/ Mo
Name : School District:

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kanrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?

g . g g / . Py . .
LQ/Z o Ale sk /& /Lb/ff/%“‘”%
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2. What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educationzl programs?

. ) ,
2 J “ . N/ ann P &/%
7 ((,(é/"// Ao //’A;"‘ =4 // “oC
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Do you want a copy of the sufvey sunmary? / / Yes / %/ No

Nane: School District:

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kawrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?

‘-"igz?cvécﬂf[/ QEZ?/Q(

© Cut Doy | |

- @/—)N é[(ffj //‘j"')(/('-p:,' "////:J‘( I/VG'/;u 4./ é(\/’\’(} '7/"2'(}(,[“‘“'/(‘ / ) / ‘

_ /é:méu‘j yui 1o (‘«X’[\A»’Lif‘/ M /V“C‘f//”/ﬁ‘““/f clrshce

2. What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate

sound educational programs? | //— %%( -[izflz
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- ‘;y."il’i“‘“‘:\ Ci% ") 7% 7 e /Lw/ﬂ/ ctu/ i:_ - Jo& Atvy

/- (131(//.1.7 &})/ (//a/z;; Vs //74,4)
z 774’»{//&7/4 //éi/ Cor /s

— on o ond e et /Q(f—#/‘;./
— 7‘(? & CI”L) Q/PW’LW (7248 @CEE/’LL o ( \‘j

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /;/¢/§es / / No

Name=i3;2z46;o;/’(:EQA¢442 School District: /ﬁjZQAvﬂvc;

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
December 15, 1982

Dear Small School Superintendent:/ﬁl/lv/ df7Z22“ff' i

In the f£all of 1981 you received and returned a questionnaire which
requested information about how the Iowa School Foundation Program had
affected your school, This data was to be used for an educational
research paper and also for forming small schools proposals for the 1982
legislature to consider, A summary of the findings was sent to you
earlier this year.

The time will soon be here when a newly elected legislature convenas.
To follow through on the initial research, would you please send me your
response to the following two questions?

1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of
maximum allowable growth in its controlled budget under
the Iowa School Foundation Plan?

2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to
assist in the survival of small schools and to help them
. maintain or initiate sound educational programs?

Thank you.

erely,
C,Lfo%

oycé Losure

[)Cc/ft«im) ('uw:{"/mz,.f,’
j }
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1. How has your school district coupensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School

Foundation Plan? :
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2. What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate

sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? //27 Yes /—7 No

Name : L‘f/\//\/ C. "eupRrs " ﬁ(u*ﬁﬂﬂfw School District: RuaT COunmun TY QKT

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar Towa 50132
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l. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
©allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?

Laid off personnel, have not replaced tvpewrit ers
school busses, other capitol items.

2. What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in

the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate

sound educational programs?  Channe the state aide formula.
We can afford to operate a school as we only have a 9 mill tax
rate and no debt. The present state aide formula is stranaling

the small schools in northern Iowa that have a declininn

nopulation, If we could increase the nrrecperty tax by % mill, most
cf us could operate. The state aid formula could be chanqged so
that the lower 20 or 25% in proner tv tax mills could ago to
that per centage or lower cuartile and we would have all kinds of
money to operate, The dirty thirty in the legislature hurt the small
schools which are the ones that sent them to the lenaislature. The
November elections should have been a warning to them that the rank
and file of the voters are opposed to their negativism.

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / ¥\Yes / / No
Name ¢ . . i icts
ame:  Kermit Miller, Supt. . School District:) zkota Consolidated

Box 44, Lakota, Iowa
Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
] Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the sufvey summary? /EZ/ Yes 55:37 No

Namé%_é\ ((ﬁwwc 0 | School District: 7‘;‘[‘&[%( cc)/)

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
. Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?

2, VWhat would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

MMMW 0/ 32, W
S T K

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? szines .Z::7 No

Name: J O h G"’a/;\ e« M School District: /\/.AJ C,o/’\f W

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kaarar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?

N

2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in

the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

s _ZE JOE e ot
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Do you want a copy of the.surQey summary? ZEEZ'Yes 1::7 No
Name : 442//;%74/ /‘<ici§?3/4rtz// | School District: /Cﬁiii%ﬁf;CZEV// LfZZf(f

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, BRR #1, Box 35
) Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the ITowa School
Foundatlon Plan?
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2. What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in

the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? 7:; Yes / / No

\ /
Name s ¥ VS/ . School Dlstrlcthélﬂkby CAL}&ZU v

Please return by J: nuary 10 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35

Kamrar, Towa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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- Do you want a copy of the sufvey summary? /EE/ Yes / [/ No

Name:éé%fféﬁ) . School DlStrlCZ)g
Please réturn by January ;F;t2983 to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35

Ramrar Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in

the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / / Yes 1L To

Name : i%b%rém E j;' School District: \‘MA«_Q/

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you waut a copy of the survey summary? £§E§7Ybs / [/ No

same :

School District:

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35

f.amrar, "owa 50132
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1. How has ydur school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /. / Yes / / No
Name ; 'T, /2 CVLJ‘_»\,;V«C.(()‘« School District: C‘uz(—c-\ UMZLA?
[ .

Please return by Jaruary 10, 1983, to: J-,ce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kanrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / Yes é::7 No
Name 3 ,ﬂmer ﬂ /4/(“’”1' School District: Kr(’j’lj/ﬁn Q/

Please return by January 10, 1933, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kawmrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? (SE? Yes / / Mo

Name:;/)z’ ?»./&“ayﬁ School District: Qﬂé,Zé

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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l. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Poundation Plan? N

/Sfﬂ;ﬂ )"QJU C.+ID/\) ’QVJ V"/\Q VS e s~ Vo u.ﬂléer,_‘

;2 2"{21 Z%A/ 714 ‘52;4420 /{ ﬁﬁ’}’ //v'c‘vﬂul/// /7
A Y4 le T 1c p//@" o ﬂb 4 udes

: s < lass
3_5A&,}~:~/> W"Q«L&/\ex»_s
\

[7/ We /95&§r)c_ J o f/ \/y)—/o//aev’j\/,LA);
7 Lk / P
L e purrcassc /)//or‘ = Y24 GA/ W /
ouly = CL/ééD(D [ VlC)L)J;' nyy Y‘ \)A&//(z:'° Efz?

6. We hauve -&(\MIMA\I\(\E V‘%,Q POPQ/MMQ
-x\j/\ Som < ﬁl‘e@\s &WZ L= km\:e_ _)Lol/-)»eaz 7664/—/"‘/}%

- 2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey sunm:ary? /IAYes /7 No over
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Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35.— /i

Kamrar, Iowa 50132 \Scy\@b
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1., How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
* allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?

By sharing with another school district.

2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

1. ILiberalize use of School House Fund.

. Fully fund any new requirements.

2
3. Budget to Budget Funding.
4

. Weighted Fundlng to enable small schools to "Catch Up" in
Salaries.

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? ZE{?'Yes 15:7 No

Name : Goldfield School District:

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
_ Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled. budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

9 SemiaZinds Sody oo of S74 il Moo posts S
D) oy g "l o .
QC,Z‘M.@R.,O%« o sy = Ruiliae it r Naws Y aan
2eule 4
D) I LD o e it ke (S Fle 505)

) Moy gy e 7HS o

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / Yes [:_7 No

Name : a,m?é% School District: Lait?w
e

Pleas turn by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School

Foundation Plan? 3
5 4£;2997ﬂ/
e //%4£;5%;§?//’/4Q2’44{

. e Aet o
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? Zfi/ Yes 1::7 No

Name : zﬁiggég’Cszazz%ak?:;;?;éf“ School District:

Please return by January 104 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kanrar, Iowa 50132
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How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School

Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate

sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /Z/ Yes _/__ No
Name: %/M W\ School District: %

Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35

Please return by January 10, 1983, to:
_ Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / / Yes £ / No
Name. ///; /*5§£?? »— School District: /jZ)&é;éi;;ZEZ:;?ﬁ

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
_ Kamrar, Iowa 50132



125

1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School

Foundation Plan?

We have reduced in the number of supplies that we buy each year.
Also, we cut our bus routes form four to three routes. We cut back
on our music teacher form 5/7 time to % time in the elementary.

2. What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

Don't put any more regulations on theschool. Change the teacher
certification requirements in the Science and Math areas. Fund the
current State Aid Formula.

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? ZEE?:YES l::? No

Name : WM\AM | School DistricginpwIN COMMUNITY SCHO!

GARWIN, IOWA 50632

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kawrar, Iowa 50132
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How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School

Foundation Plan?

The staff has been reduced, at the present we have 19.1
teachers, plus 1 Chapter I .8 time and Multi-Catagorical
full time.

Lack of allowable growth is just catching up to us for

the 1983-1984 school year we shall have only $3,180
new money.

What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

We need a guaranteed per cent of growth. State to provide
all funds for state mandated courses.

Negotiations is definitely a problem and there is talk
of broadening the scope, which will be more of a problem.

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / /Yes =~ / / No
Name : School District:

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35

Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Poundation Plan? _
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the sufvey summary? X/' Yes _/:7 No
Name : aeam' /776 | School District: WC //S‘ZU'?

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in

the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

LI T W DWW I YRUVICY L POOR
&, Gt Nl LY V\wkﬁ-cv\Nu\w B,

bkﬂ.an&'\of\w WM%Q’A&M

whne ke “olke A bee u&-\..._.o. S ofluny | NJ.,. Q.M.O\\Qw_
e € tn Sl N—\i&o—&;& LB, o o~ “u.k-&..e- Qe ,

S \r%m»m—-&u« Mt m enBnatoing

sorm YA M b LAY S Sue .M&'&“M' S Qurtbeee ~

< vo WNA-\‘ M&M’ Qu',\,g. o.bur\,“...,.' a0 w-bu N'Q'M"
\oo aevot, W‘V"\A.&m— ST, Bdao, My o WO M
WM«&&%uwM%W\u'wMWM

KI\ Garal X Qodu--\‘., Qsﬁx e Cecaioe ot H .

yr Do you want a copy of the survey. summary? /_2/ Yes /7 No

. Name: Yolb Svee\e School District: ¢ WAT1ON Com™
4) : ' Ch\Rwy 5 C o m
‘ Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35

Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan? :
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? ()2/ Yes /_7 No
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Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
VYamnrar Tawa BN13Z92
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School

Foundation Plan?

Cut Gragpems

2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /U7 Yes

Name:M)g M School District: QMW

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35 )Z%g
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 5%? Ao
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa Schoeol
Foundation Plan?

) Cut TEmeHWE SEcr

2. Cur ?n.oc,zz_nm
3. Sreegd Jespmtits
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the sufvey summary? E Yes gNo

Name: School District:

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132



1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan? )

(32kéQZ¢ P gfff%?zg .
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2, What would be your priorities iIn legislative action to assist in

132

the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate

sound educational programs?

N

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /::? Yes Z::7 No
Name ¢ ngz/én 5633776;47;h School District:

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in it ‘ontrolled budget under the Iowa School

@aﬂ jmw J‘L ol

O oo ""'ﬁ

2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate

sound educational programs?
ngtﬁﬁ W D\M \

Ao dimscr

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / / Yes / / No
Name : School District:

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan? .
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want, a copy of the survey summary? /)V/ Yes / [/ No
e s 3 / .
Name: e % / /ﬂ a//a C,& School District: g/ oI

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kaunrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational prograuws?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? AEE&(YES / 7/ No

Name : Sq'oT (‘Zia,.{ Cr,,-;f‘F School District: G;—;Nol (’c'vmmu»u-/?

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in

the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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s
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? lgg?rYes Z::7 No
Name:(?%:;lu4 -”4€i,421,// School District:

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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-1.

How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?

/. )f%uﬂ% %WW K oS et

2. Zew &Mo—u]fﬁ _qfnﬂm

2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in

the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

WW.

Do you want a copy of the sur\;ey summary? _/___7/ Yes

L7 wo
Name: Leffay Orfsmwran

School District: Les/tre CreeK Cae,

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy o/tbe survey summary? /7 i(es / [/ No
724

Name : /////,{/l »z/é’ ‘é School District: é/ﬂwl{/ [wﬂﬂmau/
Sc el A /U.[» 50

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Towa School
Foundation Plan?

The pait 2 yewn we hawe recsnl O% grot
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in

the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

/H- fr{ﬁ V&Vi [h}h)m&rk we rl&to@/ M’lez,/\ Zie &27 |
3“"% €, T am (4 7111"’#" 07Z S Ome ‘s‘grlé 57/ (Z[/Z[e

Sﬂ[fr; E(W- Sinet o éuaéﬂ[ /s mﬂéyl(//] cu/
.S'd/,{,v)er a'cmmll ’QW Th Imyor /,;%ng g// e Z««%
We pey 4 w// /w $a /’vv)f/ cmlém/é/ |

~ Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / Z/ Yes L—_—/ No

Name ¢ G)’K(y 0&/,/_2% School District: pp&[[ﬂ#-

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35

Kamrar, Iowa 50132



1, How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Poundation Plan?

Eﬁbb@a\-‘ SPEVNING N WoRO-SALARY RBUWT

CONTROLL ABLE AREAS (

2., What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

). APPROPRIATE AND DELIVER AmOunTy AS RomSED .
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / / Yes _/_E/' No
Name : \S [ t e School District: S—"\dww‘j{\au

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35

Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Poundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /uf{es /__/ No
Name : JZ/-J /3a.7*/{2:rd§ School District: A< £

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kawmrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2. What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? &’Y / No
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Please return by January 10, 1983, to:
' Kamrar Towa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum

allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in

the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?
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- Do you want a copy of the survey summary? yYes /7 /_/ No

Name 3 a/‘/e,?_’ S W School District: MW&
Please retUfn by January 10, 1983, to:

: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 .
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
* allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School

Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate

sound educational programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? _/X; Yes / [/ No
Name : _Er\wh L. Quriem School District: fuSses/ ("Cr‘%mumr/

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Poundation Plan?

1. Special Levies:

Passage of Enrichment Measure- 5% from 1976-1981
10% from 1981-1986

Passage of Schoolhouse 67%¢ Levy-1973-1982
1983-1992 (Renewed)

Schoolhouse Site Levy - 1982-83

Tort Liability Levy - 1979-Present (Levied annually to cover tort
1iability premiums.)
Unemp]oymenf Compensat1on Levy .= 1979-80 (Balance maintained in a
Savings Account.)
2. Local Organizationshave helped raise money for special projects

3. Volunteers are offering their services in place of paid aides.

4. Staff reductions are made where it is feasible: (a) Bus routes
have been reduced. (b) Secretarial Staff has been reduced. (c)
FTE Administrative Staff has been reduced.
. 5. See below '
2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

1. Guaranteed a]]owab]e-growth to be set at the State determined
: annual allowable growth level for all districts.

2. Open up uses of the Schoolhouse Fund to include the purchase of
energy for heating and/or cooling of school buildings.

3. Flexible school year calendar - from 180 days to 108Q hours.

4. Building into the Finance Formula a weighting factor for low
enrollment and/or population sparsity.

5. From above:

Shared instructional & support staff services:
a. Foreign Language Program w/Dows Community School
b. Industrial Arts Program w/Rockwell-Swaledale School
C. . Bus Mechanic Services w/Meservey-Thornton School
d. Considering shared extra-curricular activities in Football,
Softball, Golf, and Track w/Dows Community School in 1983- 84 & 1984- 85

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /52” Yes / / No

Name: James D. Jess _ School District: CAL Community School

Latimer, IA 50452
Please return by Jaruary 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
i Kawmrar, Iowa 50132
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1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School

Foundation Plan? M ety o itol F e Vtnms,

2. What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educational programs?

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / 2 Yes _/:_7 No

Name : <¢, ?a £, /g,oa\m School District: M ”\'JJ“‘J“"\,'

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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l. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School
Foundation Plan?
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2, What would be your priorities in legislative action to assist in
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate
sound educat:.onal programs?
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /&7 Yes _/:7 No

Name ¢ WL&(% . School District: /"}2/[}/(

Please turn by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35
Kamrar, Iowa 50132
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