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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 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 Iowa with 325 or fewer 

students, the fiscal adjustments made for survival by small 

schools with declining enrollment 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 

available for small schools. The pupil-based budget, 

established by the Iowa 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. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM 

DISCUSSION OF THE PROBLEM 

Traditional Pride in Schools and 
Desire for LocalControl 

1 

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-making at 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 i~ 1971 "to provide for general property 

tax replacements, equalization of the method of taxation of 
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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 collision course ..•• The 
momentum of movements in the sixties and seventies to 
address educational inequity is 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 
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districts into such units as are necessary, economical and 

efficient and which will insure an equal educational 

opportunity to all children of the state." ( 2 2) 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; ( 2 4) through increasing the 

amount of the enrichment tax from 5% to 10% of the state 

cost per pupil; 

procedures. ( 2 2) 

(23) and by simplifying the reorganization 

Growing Awareness of the Interacting Problems 
of Providing Adequate Funding and the 
Necessity for Alternative Solutions 
for Providing Appropriate Education 

A growing public awareness of the problems faced by 

schools in general is due in a large measure to the many 

recently released studies of the American way of education 

including: 

Excellence in Education; (1) the Carnegie Study by Ernest 

Boyer, High School: A Report on Secondary Education in 

America; ( 4) the Repor·t of the Twentieth Century Fund Task 

Force on Federal Elementary and Secondary Education chaired 
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by Robert Wood; ( 4 1 ) 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 
~th 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 that 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 
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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.1s such as "Bigger Is Better" or 

"Small Is Beautiful" ~erve to polarize the thoughts and 

actions of people in each group, Iowa's problems concerning 
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school finance and quality educational programs will not be 

solved with due consideration of locally 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 anz of 
what is 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 Iowa without intending to do so." (32:i) For instance, 

during the last hours of the 1981 Iowa Legislative Session, 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 39 was intro~uced. (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) 

7 

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, Superintenden· at CAL Community School, informed 

his district members that: 

I compared the 144 smallest districts in the state 
(those with enrollments of less 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--



.t:.:NROLLMENT: 

% OF STATE TOTAL: 

78/79 STATE 

ANALYSIS 

144 SMALL 
DISTRICTS 

51,484 

8.2% 

CONTROLLED BUDGET:$84,536,728 

% OF STATE TOTAL: 

COST PER PUPIL: 

8.5% 

$1642 

STATE AID: $25,694,655 

%OF STATE TOTAL: 5.2% 

STATE AID PER 
PUPIL: $499 

PROPERTY TAX LEVY:$58,842,073 

% OF STATE TOTAL: 

AVERAGE LEVY 
PER PUPIL: 

11.63% 

$1143 

4 POLK COUNTY 
DISTRICTS 

51,469 

8.2% 

$82,041,586 

8.3% 

$1594 

$43,809,826 

9.02% 

8 

$851 

$38,221,675 

7.56% 

$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 is paying 54% of the program 
cost for the four Polk County schools and property 
tax is paying the remaining 46%. (27) 

Other fact~rs 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 
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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 ana 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 rural 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 looming, overwhelmingly approved the 7.46 
percent surtax •••. (which) would enable the district 
to pay for repairs of several school buses and buy soi_,,e 
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 is 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 ~o provide suitable educational 

opportunities for their students. If 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 h-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. In 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 
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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 gathered 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 distri~ts with declining enrollments. The 

responses from these questionnaires will provide the 

information for determining how small schools are coping 

with the problem of controlled 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 

a per pupil base to alternative 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 



14 

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 is 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 districts 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 dollar 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 S~ate 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 l~gislators in order to influence 

legislation. An educational lobbyist would promote 

legislation affecting the 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 e~ployed 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 descriptive 

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 wc" 1 • 

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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The controlled budget growth, based on pupil 

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. ( 2 5 ) The 1981 

legislature studied school finance legislation sincP schools 

continue to have funding problems, but the legislation that 

was enacted into law, H.F. 414, ( 2 6) 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 less than 3% allowable budget 
growth, while 21 will have 7% or above because of 
increasing enrollments. 



Allowable growth 
0.00% • 

0.00 to 1.00% • 
1. O O to 1 • 9 9 % • 
2.00 to 2.99% • 
--Uno.er 3. 0 0 % 

Number of school districts 
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77 
34 
54 
52 

(see note under definition of allowable growth on 

217 
(10) 

p.16) 

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 is 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,School Finance, The Iowa Foundation Plan: A 

Guide Through the Code, ( 9 ) 

school funding legislation, 

which basically explains 

or The Iowa Educational 

Directory, ( 19) which 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 accordi~g to averages. Searching through all the 

information is 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 allowable 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 ra~e, 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 deman~ 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 is ineffective. 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. ( 3 4) 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 reorganization. (39:8) 
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He concluded that: 

How small rural Iowa 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 is 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 Williams. 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' in consolidation (37.6%) and 
those who see 'no disadvantage' (4.6%) is 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 
pqpil population levels. The sacrifices are stated in 
community and personal terms -- cohesion and control, 
attention to students as individual (both in the 
class-room and in the corridors). Even increased 
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" 

emphasized that: 

by James Jess 
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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 local 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 is 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 limited 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 local circumstances must be 
respected. 

2. The linkagei between school and community must 
be expanded and the bonds 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 upon 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 st~tus or ability to learn -- has an equal 

opportunity for a formal education," (33:13) is 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 Iowa 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 pulicy 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 Meier 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 ~ffects of the controlled budget 

growth on these districts and also "ascertain prevailing 

conditions •.• of the results of certain 

innovations under practical conditions." 

(educational) 

(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 
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will then be compared with the 1971 enrollments of the same 

districts to check for the direction of change. (20) 

This enrollment data will be found at the Department 

of Public Instruction. There are several types of 

ehrollment 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•~ 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 ReEort. (20:64-67) No other records are 

available foe 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 res~onses. 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 question 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 inceptiop 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 category 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 t~ 0 impact of the actual 

controlled budget gr?wth upon the administrative decisions 

for each selected small school district with declining 

enrollment. 
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FINDINGS AND RESULTS 

School District Enrollment and 
Allowable 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: 

Group 
Size 

276-325 
226-275 
176-225 
175 and under 

Number 
of 
Schools 

i3 
37 

7 
10 

Name of 
Sample 
School 

Cedar-Valley (C.V.) 
Fox Valley (F.V.) 
Havelock-Plover (H.-P.) 
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 33'0 $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 controlled 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, especi~lly 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 

{20:2) led to responses to Executive Order Number 38 

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<:onstraints 

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 listed 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 question one on the questionnaire 

"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 

salaries. 

"freeze" 

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 Ior supplies and activities; employing 

energy-conserving 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 SCHOOLS 

1. Reduced people/prosrams: 32 72.7% 

2. Reduced spendins/salaries: 25 56.8% 

3. Sharins/volunteers/ex.duties: 20 45.4% 

4. Innovative financins: 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 larger 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 
Fund~ns 

The recommendations made by the responding 

administrators to qu€stion 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 

1. Looking at the budget from the pupil/program base: 

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----------------------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 

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

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

Pass enrichment tax by school 
board vote only------------------------- 1 = 3% 

Remove transportation/energy 
costs from the formula------------------13 = 34% 

Put controls on utility cost------------ 1 = 3% 

Fully fund any new requirements and/or 
mandates-------------------------------- 4 = 10% 

Fully fund p~esent formula 
and pay on time------------------------- 5 = 13% 

Base funding on number of 
courses offered------------------------- 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------------------ 6 = 35% 

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

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

Have state salary guidelines 
and funding----------------------------- 4 = 24% 

Teach specialized courses 
alternate years------------------------- 1 = 6% 

17 100% 
for a 39% respondent choice 

4. Miscellaneous: 

No tuition tax credits and/or 
aid to non-public schools----------- 1 = 33 1/3% 

Reduce inequity in assessed 
land values------------------------- 1 = 33 1/3% 

Redistribute students living 
close to small schools to increase 
pupil/teacher ratio and cut 
transportation costs---------------- 1 = 33 1/3% 

3 
for a 4% respondent choice 

100% 
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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 1971. 



44 

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 students, 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 popular 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 expectations 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 local 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. In 

many cases the concept of sharing in some form was used to 

continue to offer needed course work. The educators 

expressed concern th?t 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 qfiestion 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 old 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 

transportation 

salaries, such as utilities and 

costs with the goal of removing 

them from the formula. 

5. To propose using the classroom unit as the basis 

for funding 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 wili be 

used in formulating small school legislative proposals for 

the coming 1985-1986 session. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE IOWA SCHOOL FOUNDATION PLAN 



INTRODUCTIO_N 

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 budget. 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
tri, ts, the legislature enacted the school foundation pro
gram which provides that the State of Iowa would guarantee 
a state foun9-at--=-\5m 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 ~oundation 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 aiq, 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 eacn 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 income. 

58 
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I. THE BASIC DESIGN OF THE IOWA FOUNDATION PROGRAM 

A. Foundation Base 

1. 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. dS 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
dation base per pupil. 'l'he cost 
per pupil in each district was dif
ferenti districts spending above 
·the average were kept at the 1971-
72 level plus $45 for 1972-73. 
Districts then developed their in
struction budget with limitations 
on spending: the district cost per 
pupil in the current operating year 
(base year) would be the district 
cost per pupil in the year being 
planned (budget year). 

--442.3, 442.8 

..----Maximum 

.. 

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

*The determination of enrollment has changed continually. An 
explanation of these changes and the present determination 
of enrollment follows on pages 8-9. 



60 

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 s·tate cost/pupil + Allowable growth 

2. Iowa's Uniform Property Tax 

Every school district in Iowa is 
required to levy a uniform tax on 
all taxable property. In 1972-73 
this levy was established. at 20 
mills pased on 27% valuation. 
This has been translated to $5.40 
for every $1000 based on 100% 
valuation. 

--442.2 

3. State Aid 

Once the foundation base is de-
. termined and the amount of money 
· the uniform property tax 'WOUld 
raise is known, state aid can be 
calculated. State aid is the 
difference between the amount of 
the foundation base and the 
amount collected using the uni
form property tax. 

--442.1 

STATE AID= 

aximum Budget:] 

--~Foundation·Base 

aximum Budget 

Foundatio1} Base 

stfte Aid 

Uniform Property 
Tax 

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. 

B. Leyying Additional Property Taxes 

'l"he 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. '!'he additional revenue is 
applied on top of the foundation 
base to reach the controll~d bud
get. The controlled budget is 
actually the district cost per 
pupil times· total enrollment. 

--442.9 

c. The Unspent Balance 

If a school district has a por
tion of its authorized budget re
maining at the end of the base 
year, this unspent balance can be 
applied to the budget for the 
coming year. The unspent balance 
does not replace tax money or 
state· aid but can be added over 
and above the controlled budget. 

--442.5 

D. Miscellaneous In~.9.1:!le. 

All receipts deposited to the 
general fund of a sc11ool 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 

--~r~ximum Budget---

ontrolled Budget 

I I I I 1 
Additional Property 

---·•FouLa:ln Ls/ __ 
State Aid 

Uniform Property Tax 

--..-Maximum Budget--~ 

\ \ \ \ 
ella.neous Income 

Additional property 
Tax 

---Foundation Base--~ 

State Aid 

Ul'li form Property Tax 

------- ----··-------
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school district cnn certify. These sources include, but a.re 
not limited to: tuition; building rental; student fees: mo
bile home tax; semi-annual apportionment (traffic and over
weight truck fines); grants and special progrruns, including 
federal, state and private funds; ·gifts and donations. 

--442.5 

MAXIMUM BUDGET== 

Controlled Budget+ Unspent Balance+ Miscellaneous Income 

Source: Judy Dolphin, Ann Bovbjerg and Jane Halliburton, School 
Finances, The Iowa Foundation Plan. League of WomBn Voters of Iowa, 
September, 1979. pp 2-6. 
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EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES IN IOWA'S PUBLIC SCHOOLS 



Table 1 

Educational Expenditures in Iowa's Public Schools 

State Cost Found- All ow- General Actual General Dist-
Regular ation ab1e % Fund % Fund Expenditures ricts 
Program AEA Support Growth Change Total Change (SAR) Total for % Below 
Per Per Per Per Per Per Per All Iowa Schools Change State 

Year Pupil Pupi 1 Pupil Pupil Pupil Pupil· Pupil (Without AEA) Total Av. 

1970-71 - - - - - $ 859 - $ 562,903,476 - -
1971'-72 - - - - - $ 927 7.92% $ 602,841,671 7 .10% -
1972-73 $ 903 - $ 632 $ 45 - $ 953 2.80% $ 609,024,670 1.03% 157 
1973-74 $ 948 - $ 673 $ 45 4.98% $1033 8.39% $ 644,600,352 5.84% 146 
1974-75 $1024 - $ 737 $ 76 8.02% $1171 13.36% $ 715,739,426 11.04% 116 
1975-76 $1134 $40 $ 857 $110 10.74% $1347 15.03% $ 815,404,696 13.92% 27 
1976-77 $1245 $48 $ 957 $111 9.79% $1493 10.84% $ 888,414,458 8.95% 52 
1977-78 $1343 $55 $1049 $ 98 7.87% $1641 9.91% $ 949,153,341 6.84% 37 
1978-79 $1470 $55 $1157 $127 9.46% $1832 11. 64% $1,023,703,494 7.85% 11 
1979-80 $1609 $74 $1296 $139 9.45% $2059 12. 395~ $1,110,561,467 8.48% 3 
1980-81 $1848 $86 $1489 $239 14.85% 

Sources: Iowa State Department of Public Instruction, General Fund Expenditure Computation (Des 
Moines: State of Iowa, 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 Iowa, Ju1y, 1980). 

No. 
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ricts 

451 
450 
450 
449 
449 
448 
448 
447 
445 
445 
443 

~-



APPENDIX C 

PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE IN IOWA 



State Of Iowa 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 

Administration and Finance Division 
Grimes State Office Building 

Des Moines, Iowa 50319 

PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE IN IOWA 

DATA ANALYSIS AND STATISTICS SECTION 

JULY 1981 

66 



Iowa School Finance History 

Iowa's current school finance law dates back to the mid 1960's when the 
62nd General Assembly took steps to provide for general property tax 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 wfthin 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 pr€vious 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 t;h.: change was less, then the revenue growth rate 
was to be used. However, for the school 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 AF.A 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 1,398 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 



CURRENT STATE AID CHRONOLOGY 

General 
Year Assembly Session Bill 

1967 62nd Regular HF686 

1970 63rd 2nd SF640 

1971 64th 1st HF121 

HF654 

Major Feature 

1. Established 99 basic school tax units. 
2. Forty percent of school property tax raised 

uniformly across basic school tax unit. 
3. Forty percent of income taxes paid within a 

school taxing unit paid back to individual 
districts on an.equal per pupil basis. 

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

5. A school budget review committee was estab
lished. 

1. Established the budget certification date as 
February 15. 

2. Redefined allowable reimbursable expenditures. 
3. Distribution of money based upon fall enroll

ment. 
4. Redefined state allocation procedures and 

financial support factor. 

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

1. 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 

i.scellaneous income and the state 
..coundation 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 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

64th 

65th 

65th 

66th 

2nd 

1st 

2nd 

1st 

HF654 

HF1269 

HF359 

HF1121 

HF1163 

HF558 

Major Feature 

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

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

1. Redefined Chapter 442 but no concept changes. 

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. 

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. 

l. 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. 

1. Removed driver education as a categorical aid. 
2. Redefined the declining enrollment provision. 
3. Established the state percent o.f 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. 
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Year Assembly 

1977 67th 

1979 68th 

1980 68th 

1981 '-9th 
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CURRENT STATE AID CHRONOLOGY (CONT.) 

Session 

Extra 

1st 

2nd 

1st 

Bill 

SF415 

HF660 

HF2551 

HF414 

Major Feature 

l. Repealed maximum tax limitation. 
2. Repealed guaranteed state aid provision. 

l. Redefined the declining enrollment pro
vision beginning with the 1980-81 budget 
year. 

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

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

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

5. Repealed the restrictions on the use of the 
enrichment amount. 

l. Redefined allowable growth calculation to 

2. 

3. 

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. i 

4. 

5. 

6. 

L 

2. 

Removed School Budget Review decisions in 1' 
determining if a district is eligible for 110% 
allowable growth. Retroactive to 1977-78 
school year. 
Permits the School Budget Review Coilllllittee 
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. I' 
Changed area education agencies special 
education support services from budget to 1• 

budget to a per pupil basis with allowable l:i 
growth added on a per pupil basis. 

Permitted districts to levy for a cash reserve '! 
not to exceed 7.5 percent of total expenditures~ 
Freeze the toundation base for the 1981-82, ;~! 
82-83 school years at the 1979-80 level. j 

'l ll1, 

H t 
)\! 
'1 
i! 
I', 

ii ,,) 
·~ 

ft 
!II 
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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/$1,000 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 establis~ing 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 doll.rt' 
amount of allowable growth and 2) to detennine 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 
Pupil 

+ 
AEA Media 
Cost Per + 
Pupil 

Enrollments 

Support 
Services 

AEA Other 
Services 
Per Pupil 

X 

X 

District 
Headcount 
Enrollment 

Formula Enrollment 

Resident 
+ Nonpublic 

Pupils 
= 

Controlled 
Budget 

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. If 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, illj.1 

determined by calculating the difference between current enrollments and enroll- m 
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 ,.II 

to the actual enrollment. For any loss over 5 percent, 25 percent of the loss g1 
was forgiven. For the 1g79-80 budget year, 2. 5 percent of the base year enrollment II 
was completely forgiven and any loss over this was forgiven at the 50 percent level. lj 
Starting with the 1980-81 budget year, school districts calculated their budget ~I 
enrollments as follows: :11 

-11· 
,I 

ii 
i1 

l,11 

1; 
·:11 

11 
\\ 
i1 
11 

i~ 
Ii 
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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- i 
ment in the year the budget is implemented will be used. Budget enrollments also I ,: 
were adjusted if the budget for 1980-81 was not at least 4 percent larger than the I 
1979-80 budget. Then the budget enrollment was adjusted to assure a 4 percent a 
growth. In 1981-82 a 3 percent growth was assured and in 1982-83 the previous year's! 
budget will be assured. '1 

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. 
enrollments, formula enrollments, declining enrollment weightings, special education 
weightings, nonpublic enrollments and AEA service enrollments are presented in Table 

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 64-1,216 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 

I 

2 

.ft 
11 
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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 deflater 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 sp~cial 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 s11rtax 
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 oroportion 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. 



' 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 is 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% 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 generate dollars for its 
operation. The services and the budget of an AEA can be divided into three 
parts: special education sunport services, me~ia 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 considerably. 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% $ 487.0 36.1% 
State Aid 166.4 27.8% 402.6 45.6% 596.4 44.3% 
State Credits 59.5 9.9% 67.0 7.6% 113.2 8.4% 
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: Office 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 is 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/$1,000 or $4.05/$1,000 
with voter approval. 

The schoolhouse tax may not exceed $.67½ 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 $.13½ 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 scpoolhouse 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 of 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 
of 
School 

EnrichL.1ent 
'l'ax 
Levy 1.Q81-82 

~LVERN'--:0-------------------... ----------- L:% 
CORWITH-WESU.-Y------------------------ 5% 

DUMONT--------------------------------- 5% 
GIU·10RE OITY-BRADGATE------------------ 5% 
GOLDFIELD----~--~--------~-------~----- 5% 
HAVELOCK-PLOVER---------------------- 5% 

KANAWHA----------------------------- 5% 
LAKOTA---~---------------------------- 5% 
Lll!COLN CENTRAL----------------------- 5% 
LOim.VILLE---------------------------- 5% 
NORTHEAST HAMILTON-------------------- 5% 
SIOUX VALU.'Y-------------------------- 5% 
S'l1WJB9AT ROCK------------------------- 5% 
STRATFORD--------------------------- 5% 
TITONKA-------------------------------- 5% 
wODEN-CRYSTAL LAKE------------------- 5% 

ALDEN----------------------------------10% .A?-:IAiNA---------------------------------10~~ 
AYRSHIRE-------------------------------10% 
BUFFALO CENTER-RAKE------------------10% 
BURT----------------------------------10% 
CAL------------------------------------10% CLEARFIEID-----------------------------10% 
coLLrns----------------~----------------10% 
DIAGONAL----------------------------10% 
EAST }iONONA--------------~-------------10% 
K~m-------------------------------10% 
LYITON---------------------------~-----10% 
HESERVEY-TUO.RNTON---------------------10% 
SCHALLER-------------------------------10% 
THO?--Il?SON----------.... ------------------10% 
WELLSBURG--------------------~--------10% 

Department of Public Instruction Statistical Print-out. 

July 1981 

80 



APPENDIX E 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 39 



JOURNAL OF THE ~t-::-.;ATJ-: 

INTRODUCTION OF HESOLUTIO.S-

SENAn: CONCURRENT RESOI.UTIO:--: ;3<3 
By: Carr and Hultman 

1 Wherf,1.~, appro)( i "'8tely seventy-five pern•nt of the 
2 existing- 3chool di5i1,-ds in this stale have an 
3 average daily attendance of less than one thousand, 
4 and since the systern of funding schools is elo~ely 
5 related to enrollments, the financial capability of 
6 these school districts is severely limited; arid 
7 Whereq.<, statistics show that these smaller 
8 districts SJ.wnd a smaller portion of their reVL'nues 
9 on instructional costs, require higher per pupil 

10 financing from the state's general fund, and de\'ote 
11 more of their overall budget to admi11i,lr<.1~1ve co,,ts 
12 in comparison to larger districts; and 
13 Wherea.~. the governor's economy comrnittee's pro-
14 jections indicate that consolidation of adrnini,trative 
15 functioM would allow the elimination of approximat,·'y 
16 om· thousancl adrninistrative positions for a savin;;s of 
17 eiilit point eight million dollars in state and alrn()sl 
18 eii.; 11t point two million dollars in local funds; and 
19 WI" relu, con.,olidation of adrninistrat ive functions 
20 would l,><Tmit local school districts tD attain maxim urn 
21 edul',i!iorial returns from availabl,_, u,x do:'ars; and 
22 W/11 r, o.,, the co,,t eff<,ctivt:nl·.;s of thesr ,mall school 
2:{ di,tr;d, wo'.l!d b.: in1pro\'cJ if r·t•ntrali1l'd ad111inistratiH· 
24 unitJ WL'l e crcateJ to reJuce CX1H:n<.11turt.:" in 11011-

25 instrut:ti,inal areas; Nau• Therrfore, 
26 !JI' It Ruwli·ed by thr Se11a/,•, th .. J!,,11.,, C.nu-111-,·i11g, 
27 That th,· department of public instruction is dirL'<.'ted 
2~ to consolidate currently indrpendf'nt adrninistrative 
29 functions of school districts into approximatt'ly one 
30 hundred twenty offict•s in relative parity with the 

Page 2 

1 pn•~ent countv structure: anri 
2 Be It Furl/,, r Jin,o/,•prf, That ,,xistini,: l,)anl, of 
3 school distri,·ts sh,iuld bt• main:ain,•d and n,pre-
4 ~t"ntatives frorn each district IH' ~•·!1.•ded to Sl'rve 
G on the consolidat(•d ad111inistrati\e tii,triLt board; 
6 and 
7 lie II Furt/,a H1:,,,ti,,,,I. That the L,,g;sl:1'.i\'e Co11ncil 
8 is dirl'ded to appuir, a rl'ur;,:anizatiun eornmitt('e to 
9 coordinatt• dfurLs of !Peal 1Jrgani1.ation_-; working to 

JO dc\'l'lop viable administrative consolidh'.ion plans. 
11 Tlw rl,Jrg,,1,irntion c,immittee would b.? n':'pon~ible 
12 for forrn1t!ating t,01id,Jines, presenting the proposed 
13 program to the General Assembly for its review and 
14 coordinating statewide implemL'ntation efforts. 

Read first time and p~..s<.'d on file. 
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Source: Iowa State Senate Journal, Friday, May 22, 1981. pp. 1855-6. 
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HOUSE FILE 

BY COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 

(As Amended and Passed by the House) 

P a s s e d H o u s e , D a t e .2. · ;;l 5". 2 I Passed Senate, Date 3 · /J.· ff} 

Vote: Ayes 5- .5- Nays L/5- Vote: Ayes __ :2_7,__ 
3·:2l•.?J 

Nays __ .:i _____ 3 __ 

Approved 1 ;.Urr 
6~ ~ ~ - 3 • e, 

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 computation 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 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

House Amendments 

¼ Language Stricken 

CPB-16200 2/73 



S.F. __ H.F. J/J'f 

1 Section 1. Chapter 298, Code 1981, is amended by adding 

2th~ following new section: 

3 NLW SECTION. LEVY FOR CASH RESERVE. If a school district 

4 has a cash reserve of less than seven and five-tenths percent 

5 of its total district expenditures for a school year remaini.ng 

6 on June 30 of that school year, includ~ng salaries encumbered 

7 under contract for the next following July and August, the 

8 board of directors may certify for levy by the following Ma£ch ,_ -
9 15, a tax on taxable property in the school district at a 

10 rate that will provide a cash reserve, pursuant to section 

11 8.6, subsection 4, paragraph c, of not to exceed the seven __ ...___........__....._., --
12 and five-tenths percent amount. The tax levy authorized in 

- ..... • ......... ~., ............. ~ .... -•~~~- .•• ·-~ ... __ , .... - •. , ... ,..,,,~,.,.,..,...._..._,,1,1.~ 

13 this subse~tion is in addition to any other tax levy authorized 

14 for a school district. 

15 Sec. 2. Section 442.3, Code 1981, is amended to read as 

16 follows: 

17 442.3 STATE FOUNDATION BASE. The state foundation base 

18 for the school year beginning July 1, 1972, is seventy percent 

19 of the state cost per pupil. For each succeeding school year 

20 the state foundation base shall be increased by the amount 

21 of one percent of the state cost per pupil, up ~u a maximum 

22 of eighty percent of the state ccst per pupil. :•owever, for 

23 the school yea:e yea.cs beginning July 1, 1980_;_J~.:..Y 1, l'.J8l, --· .... -~.. .. 
24 and July 1, 1982, the state foundation base shall be the same 

25 as the state fo~ndation base for the school year beginning 

26 July 1, 1979. The district foundation base is the larger 

27 of the !:;jtate foundation base or tli.::: amount 1-)C.:r pupil which 

28 the district will receive fr~m foundation property tax and 

29 state school foundation aid. 

30 Sec. 3. Section 442.4, subsection 1, unnumbered paragraph .~ ............. 
31 5, Code 1981, is amended .to read as follows: 

32 A school district shall certify its basic enrollment to 

33 the department of public inst~uction by September 25 of each 

34 year, and the department shall promptly forward the information 

35 to the state comptroller. For purposes of determining whether 



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 

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

3 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 

L education, it shall certify its additional enrollment because 
-.-.,p- • ·····-

2 of special education to the department of public instruction 

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

4 forward the information to the state comptroller. __________ , _____ .. _____ ...._ .. ~ 
5 Sec. 4. Section 442.4, subsection 4, Code 1981, is amended 

6 to read as follows: 

7 4. For the school years beginning July 1, 1980L afle July 

8 1, 1981, and July 1, 1982 only, if an amount equal to the 

9 district cost per pupil for the bu~get year minus the amount 

0 included in the district cost per pupil for the budget year 

1 to. compensate for the cost of special educatio.n support 
; 

2 services for a school district times the bud9et enrollment 

3 of the school district for the budget year is ;less than one 

4 hundred four percent for the budget school yeqr beginning 

5 July 1, 1980, aftd one hundred three percent for the budget 

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

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

8 amount equal to the district cost per pupil for the base year 

:9 minus the amount included in the district cost per pupil for 

,0 the base year to compensate for the cost of special education 

11 support services for a sc.hool district times the adjusted 

12 enrollment of the school district for the base year beginning 

13 July 1, 1979 or times the bud9et enrollment of the school 

14 district for the base year beginning July 1, 1980 or July 

!5 1, 1981, the state comptroller shall increase the budget 
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1 enrollment for the school district for the budget year to 

2 a number which will provide that one hundred four percent 

3 amount for the budget school year beginning July 1, 1980, 

4 afle that one hundred three percent amount for the budget 

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

6 percent amount for the budg~t school year beginning July 1, 

7 1982. 

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

9 the following new subsection after subsection 4: 

10 NEW SUBSECTION. Notwithstanding subsections 1 through 

11 4, for the school year beginning July 1, 1981, the state 

12 percent of growth, including the recomputations required under 

-i 13 subsection 4, is five percent, and for the school year 

14 b~ginning July 1, 1982, the state percent of growth, including 
..... _. --·--'- ~--- ---· 

15 the recomputations required under subsection 4, is seven 

16 percent. 
:k -----
~ 17 Sec. 6. Section 442.7, subsection 6, Code 1981, is amended 

18 by adding the following new paragraphs: 

19 NEh1 PARAGRAPH. For the school year bes '.:ming :fuly l, 1981 
-~,.~, .... ,.. ,._...,..... 

20 and succeeding school years, the amount i: ·:1ude6 in the __________ 1_,,,._.___......_ ,-"'•'~ M & • •• .-_..-..._,..,:,. •~ ~~ 

21 district cost per pupil in weighted enroll·:~nt f0r speci~l 
----~"- - ,■- .,, .. ,,1_,h._.._~...,..,._,.. ........ ~. . ............ •.• ~••· "'·"'~'•· .. 

22 education support services costs for each ~istrict in an area ------------------- ----·· .,., _________ ·-······------
23 education agency for a budget year is th~ ~,nount jnclude~ 

-..-- -- , .. _....._._ ,w;w. .• 

24 in the district cost per pupil in weighted enrollment for 

25 special education support services costs in the base year _____ ,....... ,.,_."'* ___________ ... , .. ,.., ______ •• ~,, •• ~: , .... -..~._....... 

26 plus the allowable growth added to state cost per pupil for --------- -----~-----------,.• <-----•-N 
27 special educat~~i: support services costs :or the buiget year. -----------------------28 Funds shall be paid to area education agencies as provided 

29 in section 442.25. 

30 NEW PARAGRAPH. For the school year beginning July 1, 1981 --------·l WC.ott',1~_,,.........._ 

31 and succeeding school yeprs, the state board of public 

32 instruction may direct the state comptroller to reduce the 

33 allowable growth added to di 9trict cost per pupil in weighted 

34 enrollment for a budget year for special education support 

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

2 area. 

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

4 the following new subsection after subsection 6: --5 NEW SUBSECTION. For the school year beginning July 1, 

6 1981 and succeeding school years, the allowable growth added 

7 to state cost per pupil for special education support services 

8 costs is the amount included in state cost per pupil for 

9 special education support services costs for the base year 

.0 times the state percent of growth for the budget year . 

. 1 However, for the school year beginning July 1, 1981, no -·-----------

.2 allowable growth shall be added, except as provided under 

.3 E~ubsection 7 . 

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

.5 as follows: 

.6 442.25 SPE8±Ab-EBBGA~f0N-SBFP0R~-SERVfGES AREA EDUCATION 

.7 AGENCY PAYMENTS. The state comptroller shall deduct the 

.8 amounts calculated for special education support services~ 

.9 media services, and educational services for each school 

!0 district from the state aid due to the district pursuant to 

!l this chapter and shall pay the amounts to the respective area 

!2 education agencies on a quarterly basis during each school 

!3 year. The state comptroller shall notify each school district 

!4 of the amount of state aid deducted for ~his-~tlr~ese these 

!5 purposes and the balance of state aid shall be paid to the 

!6 district. If a district does not qualify for state aid under 

!7 this chapter in an amount sufficient to cover its ·amount due 

!8 to the area education agency as calculated by the state 

!9 comptroller, the school district shall pay the deficiency 

30 to the area education agency from other moneys received by 

31 the district, on a quart~rly basis during each school year. 

32 Sec. 9. Section 442.27, subsection 2, Code 1981, is amended 

~3 to read as follows: 

~4 2. For the school year beginning July 1, 1978 and each 
' 
~5 succeeding budget year through the budget year beginning July 
(\ 
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1 1, 1981, the total amount funded for each area for media 

2 services excluding the cost for media resource material shall 

3 be the total amount funded in the area for media service in 

4 the base year times the sum of one hundred percent plus the 

5 state percent of growth plus the costs for media resource 

6 material for the budget year. 

7 Eaeft-yea~-stlese~tiefie-~e ~ the school year beginning July 

8 1, ±989 1981, the total amount to be funded for media services, 

9 including the costs for media resource material which shall 

10 only be used for the purchase or replacement of material 

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

12 and "c", shall be equal to the budget in the base year in 
- -- . -

13 the area times the sum of one hundred percent plus the state - •- ~-~,.t-•----u•.., •-- __ ..._aw•••-

14 percent of growth. 

15 Sec. 10. Section 442.27, Code 1981, is amended by adding 

16 the. following new subsection after subsect~on 3: 

17 NEW SUBSECTION. For the school year beginning July 1, 

18 1982 and succeeding school years, the total amount funded 

19 in each area for media services in.the budget year shall be 

20 computed as provided in this subsection. For the school year 

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

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

23 media resource material which shall only be used for the 

24 purchase or replacement of material required in section ~,3.6, 

25 subsection 1, paragraphs a, b, and c, shall be divided by 

26 the enrollment served in the base year to provide an area 

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

28 comptroller shall compute the state media services cost per 

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

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

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

32 the state comptroller shall compute the allowable growth for 

33 media services in the budget year by multiplying ·the state 

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

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

~ year equals the area media services cost per pupil in the 

[3 base year plus the all~wable growth for media ;;rvices ;;; 
,,1. 

~ the budget year times the enrollment served in the budget 
~, et • wi• nA P 1~ -

~ year. Funds shall be paid to area education agencies as 
t ---------------·--------- '" .. 16 
i 
~7 
f 
'8 f 

fe 

provided to section 442.25. 

Sec. 11. Section 442.27, subsection 5, Code 1981, 

amended to read as follows: 

is 

5. For each succeeding budget year through the budget 

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

ll area for educational services shall be the total amount funded 
~ 
~2 in the area for educational services in the base year times 
Ji p 
(; 

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 ~-;~~~-j:'"oTed~~atio!i:a'I-~er~'c~-r;~.,,~ 
4 

5 

6 total amount funded. in the ar~~~;;ili ... e7'7.•n 

7 the base year. 

:a Sec. 12. Section 442.27, Code 1981, is amended by adding 

·g the following new subsection after subsection 5: 

0 NEW SUBSECTION. For the school'year beginning July 1, 

1 1982 and succeeding school years, the total amount funded 

2 in each area for educational services in the budget year shall 

3 be computed as provided in this subsection. For the school 

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

87 

5 area for educational services in the base year shall be divided 

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

7 provide an area educational services cost per pupil in the 

8 base year, and the state comptroller shall compute the state 

9 educational services cost per pupil in the base year, which 
~ ... ...- 7MT 

0 is equal to the average of the area educational services costs 

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

2 1982 and succeeding school years, the state comptroller shall 

3 compute the allowable growth for educational services by 
-------------; ,_.. I tra 11 • - e, 111 T • 

4 multiplying the state educational services cost per pupil 

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

2 educational services for the budget year equals the area 
·-3 educational services cost per pupil for the base year plus ----------------------------------4 the allowable growth for educational services in the budget 

----------------.., ... ...-~·- t 1'11111,-~·.,-.., _____ '.~•---

5 year times the enrollment served in the area in the budget 
-----------------·-·--,..- • ,. ... , lillll,,.......,.... ' __ .._........,_ • 

6 year. Funds shall be·paid to area education agencies as 

7 provided in section 442.25. 

8 Sec. 13. Section 442.27, subsection 6, Code 1981, is 

9 amended to read as follows: 

10 · 6. ef For school years prior to the school year beginning 

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

12 year for media services and educational services, a portion 

13 shall be allocate] to each district in the area·. The portion 

14 to be allocated to each district in an area shall be the same 

15 percentage of the total amount that the enrollment served 

16 in the budget year in the district is of the enrollment served 

17 in the budget year in the area. 

18 Sec. 14. Section 442.27, subsection 7, Code 1981, is 

19 amended to read as follows: 
; ...... 

20 7. ~he For school years prior ~o the school year ber~nning 

21 July 1, 1982, th~ portio·~i;~ted to ~~~dfs't'rictin ~n 
__ ,..,.., ______ w.,_ ,,. . .,,.~ .. ~~- , .. ~...,~ 

22 area each budget year for media scrvi.ces a~d educationo! ---- .~ .... -~----... ·- . --··--- ···----
23 services shall he added to the distrlct cost of that district 

_____ , __________ ....,...,.,,, •"·---~-\,- ., .. -...... • ,...,.,,M,.~~--•· , ... -~ .. ~- .. , ... ~.~ .................. , ___ _ 

24 for the budget year as provieea in section ~42.9. ---------•-!~.?., 
25 Sec. 15. Section 442.27, subsection 8, Code 1981, is 

26 amended to read as follows: 

27 8. ~he Fo:c ...:."":-_chool yea~.s D'!:'ior to the school year beginn~ng 

28 July 1, 1982, the state board of public instruction and the -29 state comptroller shall determine the total amounts funded 

30 in each area for media services and educational services each 

~l year, and the amounts to be allocated to each district. The 

32 state comptroller shall deduct the amounts so calculated for 

33 each school district from the state aid due to the district 

34 pursuant to this chapter and ·shall pay the amounts to the 

35 districts' area education agencies on a quarterly basis during 
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1 each school year. The state comptroller shall notify each 

2 school district the amount of state aid deducted for this 

3 purpose and the balance which will be paid to the district. 

4 If a district does not qualify for state aid under this chapter 

5 in an amount sufficient to cover the amount due to its area 

6 education agency as calculated by the state comptroller, the 

7 school district shall pay the deficiency to its area education 

8 agency from other moneys received by the district, on a 

9 quarterly basis during each school year. 

LO Sec. 16. Chapter 442, Code 1981, is amended by adding 

Ll the following new section after section 442.38: 
•- *'• M,ri 1111111• a 

L2 NEW SECTION. REDUCTION FOR ENROLLMENT LOSS. For the 
;;;:;:;::.::::===:;=:;;;:::::;;;_ _______ a,..,, ... ~•--.oJ'W.~,.--~-.-........-........~~---~ 

L3 school year beginning July 1, 1981 and succeeding school 
------~------~-.... ------..__. _________ ,.. __ _.,,, ___ .lu_,___. 

L4 years, if a school district's additional enrollment because 
...... ------~-~ ---w na -··r:~..r...:.·~:.,:1,,.:::~,;11n,a;;,n-i;;:.,\i,l,••-~•~..-;::l.;;.,;.-:e=-.,.•,c::""-"""="-"'U;...~.; .• ,.-.;;..;=-. ..... ~.:,:a..&<..-e-'~"-..."-",.,,."',:.,ra,..,•,,.,.,,,.,.. _ _.,..,. 

LS of special education determined by the district on Decem~er --------------------------·-------· _,..., 
L6 1 in the budget year is less thah its additional enrollment --------~4..............,_.,.__~~M~_.._ ... _.._,..,~,,-.._~ ..... -Mi:OR~-~ 

L7 because of special education determined by the district on 
-------------------•-• •-• -tfl,.C ...... ---••-• •-------~~... :e 1U -

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

L9 school district shall be reduced by an amount equal to its 
- •·= ~--------------

20 district cost per pupil for the ~~~~et year less the amount 

21 included in district cost per pupil for special education 
~___..,Ill 9'!a t -1111!.HI.IIINMIII'• 

22 support services for the budget year multiplied by the 

23 district's decrease in additional enrollment ~ecause of special 

24 education. A district's additional enrollment because of 

25 special education shall be computed as provided in section 

l6 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 

32 year in determining district cost and shall increase the 

a3 district's total state school aids available under this chapter 
(' 

f4 for the next following budget year by the amount so determined, 

ps and shall reduce the district's tax levy computed under section 
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1 442.9, for the next following budget year by the amount 

2 necessary to compensate for the increase in state aid, so 
______________ ,.:.,,,._,;_,___ •• - I i>l- Ji IIIPAJ .lllol ..-~- ..... .,._, 

3 that the local property tax for the next following year will 

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

5 in the budget year if the additional enrollment because of 

6 special education in the budget year could have been used -7 to establish the levy. 

8 Sec. 17. Chapter 442, Code 1981, is amended by adding 

9 the following new section: 

10 NEW SECTION. SUPPLEMENTAL SCHOOL INCOME SURTAX. 

11 1. For the budget school year beginning July 1, 1981, 

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

13 the amount permitted under sections 442.1 through 442.13, 
__ ____. ..... ___ ,..,.,,,_ ... w_ .. --~--~-•-................-. ..... --..--~-........ 

14 the board may call a special election to determine whether ---------•"'7~-=-,----··--,----~.-. ... --... ------·~ .. ~ .... '-"'---o;,,.~ ... , ......... ., .... _,,,_,_~--•-··· ........... - ........... ,...,..~~-
15 to impose a supplemental school income surtax on individual 

--~~ttaeaar~___,,,-..:aw_~~~~-•,.----...~w......,. 

16 state income tax for the calendar year beginning January 1, ---------~~~~'!tW~~~..,_~,..,.,..#tl~~~l~ ~r',r • tt NI f;p 

17 1981. The supplemental school income surtax for the school 

18 district shall not exceed an amount equal to the difference 

19 between the portion of district cost of the district 

20 attributable to regular program costs for the school year 

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

22 been nine and twenty-six thousandths percent and the portion 

23 of the actual district cost of the district attributable to 

24 regular program costs for the school year beginning July 1, 

25 1981. Any income derived from the supplemental school income 

26 surtax is miscellaneous income. 
i 

27 2. The board shall determine the amount heeded, within 

28 the limits of this section, and shall set the date of a special 
' , 

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

30 board shall direct the county commissioner of ~elections to 

31 submit the question of whether to raise that amount to the 

32 qualified electors of the school district. If a majority 

33 of those voting on the proposition at the special election 

34 favors the imposition of the suppl8acntal school income surtax, 

35 the board may amend its certified budget to include the amount 

,'fi 
. -~ 

l 
·:1 

~ 
1 

1 

i 
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1 imposed. 

12 3. Following approval at the special election, the board ------------------•-..,.,_IJI_I --- ID:rn.-tfGIITC-.-1~ • ---

3 shall certify to the state comptroller that the required 
14 procedures have been carried out and the state comptroller 

5 shall establish the amount of supplemental school income 

~ surtax to be imposed based upon the most recent figures 

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

8 The state comptroller shall certify to the director of revenue 

9 the amount of supplemental school income surtax to be imposed. 

;o The supplemental school income surtax shall be imposed 

,1 on the state individual income tax for the calendar year ----------------------·---·-~-~----.------~2 eeginning January 1, 1981, or for a taxpayer's fiscal year 
--• ••••11-- lllia;IP'? ! -o!'•-l'lolll.,,._...l<W-tlll<f/Jidl ---~-----•--~-• l.il .. lill'IIIA_,._~ 

~3 ending during the second half of that calendar year or the 
____________ __.,._,__.,_..,..,,_,.., __ .,......,,_<_.,,..~,•:•---•,timot'•~-,.~.,_,.•-,or-,r'»•h,•••'-,ue.,._,/lo __ .....,,1..,~~.-....-- - .. :fr"lltt ... 

~4 first half of the succeeding calendar year, and shall be 
i ----------·--~---------·- =---•-/--·---'" .. ··----

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. 

7 5. This section takes effect retroactive to January 1, 

8 1981. 

9 Sec. 18. Notwithstanding section 24.14, and notwithstanding 

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

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

2 directors of a school district may direct the state comptroller 

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

4 for the cash reserve in section 1 of this Act. 

5 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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6 
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APPENDIX G 

INCOME TAX SURCHARGE VOTE 



Cea.rfield Ol(s 
tax surcharge 
for schools 
TM R!~fi:.::/ :.w~ L 

CLEARFIELD, IA. - Voters in the 
Clearfield Community School District 
Tuesday approved an income tax 
surcharge aimed at raising an addi
tional $9,356 for the district. 

Clearfield, the second smallest 
school ,_::strict in the state with 12!°> 
students, approved llie measure by a 
vote of 127 to 56. A simple majority 
was required for the measure to pass. 

Clcarfii:ld l.s apparently the only 
school di::.trict to pass Uie proposal. 
Voters in school districts in Waterloo, 
Cedar r'alls, Marion, Bliiirsburg and 
Cresco earlier defeated similar 
prop,.l83ls. But Clearfield voters, with 
the po~.sibility of consolidation with 
r,s:ight,oring Lenox Comnnrnity School 
District looming, overwhelmingly 
a1:p1 ovcd the 7.46 percent surtax. 

La;nndkers .:id'.lcd this financial 
s'i fcly valve to a school spending bill 
p:1:;sc:l earlier this ,year that limits 
'i(:hoo! bud,;et increast-s in 1981-82 to 
5 ll<::rct·11t instead of the 9 perc( .it th,1t 
had been promised earlier. The 
~ur,ax allvws districts, wilh voter 
:ipµroval, to make up the difference 
or some les~er amount. 

Clearfield Superintendent Richard 
Hunter has said that the surtax wvul<l 
enati:e the district to pay for repa.irs 
of several school buses and buy son1e 
supplies. 

l\fo,,t school boards have given the 
surtax the cold shoulder because 
schoul officials say people are 
suffering from the rece..,"-Sion and the 
surd1arge is paid only by individuals, 
not <:•>rporations. 

Source: The De~.J:l?:i-2:~s. Re7.ister_, Des Moines, Iowa. June 24, 198 1. 
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APPENDIX H 

ENROLLMENT ~ECLINE AND BUDGET PERCENTAGE GROWTH 

o~ SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 



9J 

AEA·scHOOL HEA,1) COST CONTROLLED HEAD CON'l'ROLLED %age 
NAME COUNT PER BUDGET COUNT BUDGET CROWI'R 

______________ _19I_L._ Ptg>_I_~J_?7 2/7 3 __ l~~Q._} 9 BQL?_l __ __9:~_Qii__ 

I Fayette 452 $lll057 $477764 295 $701988 46,9% 
II CAL 446 1284 572664 277 654983 14.3 

Corwith-Wesley 416 1187 493792 296 690064 39.7 
Dumont :':55 1051 373105 269 508833 36.3 
Kanawha 328 1166 382448 230 521118 36.2 
Klemme 339 1062 360013 235 475173 31.9 
Meservey-Thornton 381 1060 403860 254 492288 21.8 
Thompson 36i• 1171 426244 245 590758 38.5 
Woden-Crystal Lake 335 1182 395970 240 537207 35.6 

III Arnolds Pau:k 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 400821; 263 583154 45.4 
LuVerne 253 1209 305877 184 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.l 
Terril 411 12{•2 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 1202 3205l,8 103 287L199 -10.3 
Meriden-Cleghorn '•76 1057 503132 26/~ 615870 22.4 
Ocheyedan 290 1263 366270 194 48368/+ 32.0 
Primghar 3DO 1035 393300 266 545402 38.6 
Sanborn 434 969 420546 29') 567521 34.9 

V Boone Valley 371 1271 471541 231 543873 15.3 
Cedar Valley 429 1298 556842 330 109170 21.z. 
Crestland 361+ 1235 449540 265 565320 25.7 
Dayton 350 1058 370300 285 631214 70.4 
Dows 391 J.278 499698 293 668436 33.7 
Fonda 340 1046 355640 228 528989 48.7 
Goldfield 301 1110 334110 171 386496 15.6 
Havelock-Plover 283 1108 313564 18{.;. 44161+6 40.8 
Lohrville 31•6 1240 429040 233 520128 21.2 
Lytton 290 1191 345390 197 474318 37.3 
Palmer 228 1185 270180 173 390260 l.4.4 
Rolfe 400 1129 451600 292 660042 46.1 
Schaller 431 1054 454274 274 612034 34.7 
Scranton 397 1132 449404 274 625968 39.2 
Stratford 444 929 412476 256 602448 46.0 

VI Garwin 3'> .... -~ 1022 329084 273 533960 62.2 
Green Mounta5.n 262 Ul3 291606 245 505938 73.5 
Hubbard 421 1086 457206 289 615174 3l1.5 
Steamboat Roe•~ 206 1204 248024 161 346752 39.8 
Union-Whitten 386 1104 426144 287 611010 43.3 
Wellsburg 405 99.5 402975 270 566191 40.5 
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AEA SCHOOL 1 IEAD COST CON.rR.OLLED HEAD CONTROLLED %age 
NAME COUNT PER BlJ1)GET COUNT BUDGET GC.OWl'R 

1971 F:J?IL 1972/73 l 98~-12..~L_?.!..__E-~GE __ 

IX Calamus 34C $ 971 $337908 308 
Lost Nation 357 1Gl6 3:":2712 280 

X Amana 33l:. 1157 '•41+288 266 
Deep River/Millersburg 3L,O 1138 336920 267 
Oxford Junction 303 1154 349662 238 
Urbana 367 934 342778 297 

XI Bayard 305 l~:84 391620 227 
Central Dallas 401 111,. 446714 282 
Collins 246 1015 249690 172 
Colo 3G5 1057 385805 324 
Grand Community 311 1057 328727 217 
Hin1:;o 33/,. 939 313626 255 

XII Battle Creek 372 1078 401016 320 
East Monona 331 1327 439237 276 
Westfield 340 816 277440 2L~1 
Whiting; 335 1057 3.54095 243 

XIII Walnut 371 1057 392147 297 
XIV Clearfield 211 1309 276199 127 

Diagonal 21+0 1178 28.2720,.. 161 
Grand Valley 305 1089 332145 230 
New Market 321 1059 339939 268 
Prescott 246 1274 31340Li, 183 
Stanton 345 10£~6 360870 295 

XV A-C-L 183 1265 235155 137 
Fo:c Valle)' 304 1103 335312 246 
Fremont 234 1140 266760 221 
Hedrick 331 98/ 325704 ~6l~ 
Russe.11 337 869 292853 237 

XVI Morning Sun 343 1078 36975/f 277 

Iowa State Department of bnolic Instruction, 
~<:.tl£E..~-~u~rre!,_l}evi'=~~_s;_oi:!l:i.t_t,e.::_ l~CJ?!'2:!, 1973 • 

$648324 
616475 
586336 
551567 
485893 
630353 
500364 
617010 
349258 
610790 
443530 
5/1-1649 
660468 
579632 
513005 
502516 
582861 
254221 
340736 
502516 
565117 
442232 
599290 
318780 
54055!.i 
439570 
538535 
473088 
512173 

1971-72 

----• Enrollment statistics for 1971 and 1980. 

91.8% 
69.9 
31.9 
42.5 
38.9 
83.8 
27.7 
38.1 
39.8 
58.3 
34.9 
72.7 
60.3 
31.9 
84.9 
41.9 
48.6 
-7.9 
20.5 
51.2 
66.2 
41.1 
66.0 
35.5 
61.2 
64.7 
65.3 
61.5 
38.5 
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LOCATION OF SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 



0 ro 

°' .... C
l) 

.µ
 

<
) 

•r-1 
~
 

.µ
 

C
l) 

•r-1 
t::l 
.... 0 0 
.c: <

) 
C

l) 



tn117 &Cl c.22 I.AVARD 
:..,.,:» .t...:::•U.fY,GfN£V.t, Ol!5,IO 9EU4AN-CONRAO~ISCOMIJ 
0..:-;I ~ -c,.1.s{Y OE,.Ctl UOl-0110 
CJr7 ,.c . . -e£~TO 0671 8lLLf PL.AINI 
~ A1l"'0"'f or,e& 8E1.l£VUI 
0- ·J .&lSlAfCITY-TIIIU£SOALE ar.94 &iLMONO ~, ......... 0!50:1 BE,.,_ETT 
U',.11 Al.lWFINETT OI\Cl9 9E"ITOflf 
:·09 4L-0£N ~"-11 9£TTU,DOAF 
o·~ 4.:..::;o"lA (».67 9LAKES8uAG 
C\l5 AL:..Al,u..1([£ 0720 BOHOURAkT-IARRAR 
o,u ALL .SO'l.a;AtSTOW 0'72t BOONE 
C171 ALTA 0-731 1100"1£ Y.&LLEY 
0211 ...... 0 .. 1\tA 0747 IIQYOf .. ,MULL 
~ .&.M ~s O?il 9?•0<,E"~AT[R-f'OIIIT"-'-ELLE 
CXJ.4 ~._,,_.....__,"SA 0111 s;un 
cau A',tO.::iEw (13.41 &ROCl(LYN-GUE"l"-"SlY-MALCCM 
~2 ..._.,,TA 0!!7) 81.JFF,h COtTUt AA.KE 
1,;-•1 ...... l([l(Y 0882 IJUl'Ll"fGTON 
o-=70 ~rl::it..OTO 0900 SORT 
CZTt Wt.•'l'<,;::,1111 0814 C .a.llC) M 
~":J:3 A;,:_.~---;,::;.;;,,-.,:;-.i:.1M.STE..D 011& CAL 
"'"142 A"' ,-0;.C$ FAJ:\I( 081& CALAMUS 
c.--~ AII--WE VA 0931 CAMA"'IC>ll 
LP ATLA.H"!"IC oan CAl'Ol .. Al.. 
w,4 .&L"Y..;'3-QN O!il81 CARLISLE 
C>,.;"!J AL-=IE'.!A C9ae CA'l."!OLL 
~· 41 AYOf-lA 100I CA.'ISCNM.J.CEOOPr.lA. 
t "'-0 A"~S,.,•llE 1:'-44 CE;)A.R ~A:..LS 
;,.,;2 8--LLA,<O tOSJ C~OAR RA.Pros 
X~,4 11..tTT' E CIU:EK 1056 CE':AR V,t.LLEY 
~iJ 9-,\JCTUl 1062 COHlR P'OlNT 

JCilll LOC..l'..~M.o.::;'tOLIA 42S<I t,("~F-ORO 
::i;,o-7 L'.)...,e!V•~'._£ '3-47 M 1-.CO 
3816 L".::._E P:[£ 4356 M'SS.::JUIHVALLE:Y 
383-4 L'.J.S-T .. A'10"- 4'1. MF~ 
::S-.1 L:)U:S;; •,>•;SC.lo.Tl .. £ 4-42S MC1-RO£ 

J8i7 LU 'I.ER"'i: 4-1-37 l,t-'J•HLWMA 
-~ L,,. .. ._..,ill.ESUlLY 4-4-46 MO~TICELLO 
3915 L"iTOl'f "91 111,:;RAVIA 
:?"d'l2 M.J.~•RID ~ MC1>¥01\1 TRAIL 
~"69 '-'"'LLA"'D ,&"-09 "'i:,.ll~'~SUN 
Jill Jo'..AL\"f'sN 46•& l,tOULTON-UOELL 
;e9l5 MA•rn .. LA 4627 MOU .. T A YR 
.-014 M.A._._,-.C 45.ll!i MOU~T PLEASA"IT 
.-o:21 1,u,...,s.o-. 456-4 M0'~-.TV[R!Kl1'1 
.tC.33 MAPLE ',(ALLEY 4672 1,111,,,RRAY 
40oi1 l,IAO-_•Qj,.'ETA ~1 MUSCA TINE 
4043 M,A'jv-QICfTA V•lLEY ~ ~ASi-'UA 
,06.I MA!'.Ct.tS "607 Ni:SCO 
""96 M.-.el10N Cfit7 NEVADA 
4095 rr.t,e.RMAC '64A l'.El"i.'.Ll.-l'ROV!OE'+CE 
A104 .,.,.a.s.i-;ALLTDWlll '662 "-EW rl.:..MnvN 
4122 l,IAFIT[',~~lf-ST MA~Y$ '671 "-E"" r"ARTFORO 
4\31 ,....,_;;.;:i-. CITY '6.H NEW LC~OON 
C•U t.u..J'<ICE-OPA-.GE CITY 4fr,IJ NEW ¥ARK ET 
41SI MAJO'fELL 4707 1>,1~ .... "AOVID[IIICE 
,Q0.3 ME:;l.t..POUS 4725 N:E"HTON 
4212 MELCHE~-OALL.&.S 47!>1 N:SH'IIA VALLEY 
423CI "'El...'w'll's 47'1 ~PA SPRINGS ROCK FALLS. 
c248 ,-.,rF110E"--CL£G-'OR1'1 4772 '-tQRT"t CE .. HU.L 
4265 l,IIESt/WEY THG"-.TON U7l NOi:tTJ•-1fAST 
42'69 I,rn:i..A-.0 4774 NC,RTH F,I.YfTTE 
U71 MtC-PFIA•RIE 4775 lltQRTl-!EAST MA.MIL TOl,,t 

1071 Cl .. "'T[RVILLI 
107II CE .. TAAL LlE 
1c:90 CE,"":""A4t. ClAV"TOflf 
foal C:E .. TFl:AI.. Cllh:TON 
10ft C[o,i"":""PAL CITY 
1081 CEIIIIT"IAL D.._LLAS 
1083 CE.,,.-TRAL OECA.T\JR 
1mci CE..,.l'I.AL LYON 
1011 CE.WTFIA.L WEBSTUI 
1101 C,-.Al'\ITO.,_ 
111. C>tA"'-LE£ CITY 
'134 Cl-1.&.RTER 0.&.KVTf 
l152 CHER,:llCEE 
1188 Ct.AP.ENC( l.OWOEN 
1111 n.,,.;:w,,oA 
1.lOI CLAP ION 
1211 Cl.AR KE 
1215 ct..&.RICS'VH..LI 
111& Ct...AYC(l<oTM..&.l 
\..'.Zl CLi.--.R C""EEK 
1224 CLEAl'll'':ELO 
till Cl..E~ l..Al(E 
1271 Ct.:-.T~ 
1332 COLFAX 
113'1 C0'-.1..EGf ~NITY 
1~ COL\..!116 
1~ COLO 
1"'.l<_.t- CCLUWB·JS 
14ll C::0..,. RA1'l0S 
14lt co;.-.,....a 
1449 CCR,'i,·,71-1-J'IESLEY 
1"76 COV...C!LB1...UFF$ 

4~ l'IK:~THlotA.~4.SU 
4777 PfllH'1 LI~ ... 
4n1 Joi<:;:.n-•lf0SS"JTH 
4n9 "-K,;u,..._p0t_r; 
47&4 -..C~TH SCOTT 
4711-5 "-CF.TH•AJ.1.A 
47116 l"<t<)~f.,-,.,4::S"T flofa.$TER 
47"87 -.CN7"t I"! .... I: S->1•£ I{ 

411ta "'10RTHl'rJOOKE",IS-£TT 
'71i7 NORflo.a.LK 
C.'306 MOi>'l\.l.Y 
482,& OAt,;<.A.-.0 
4851 0O-H ,(£0A.l'f 
Q;6(l 00£8-?L T ARTHUR 
"869 OELl'I-Et"-t 
'871 OGOE"' 
490; OLIN 
4;,Ta Oi:11€ .. T.\llt..~l(S8>JRO 
CQ.95 OS.AG!: 
50l3 OSKA~OOSA 
5049 OTT -'Y"\A 
!ooP8 0:W"CI>;, J:T 
5'CJ PA-"'°E" 
li121 l'A-...:;i::.1. l' .. :)EN 
5130 p4;:a..._1.;:o:;s_iilG 
61"19 PA--:--o-.,:,-·..,=.=AN 
5157 P.r,.ULLllliA 
5H!l l''::K·,-

516-6 PEt<...A 
5184 PE"<RY 
&23& PtA;_._F,flO 
5250 PltAS,~ .. T\/.r,.LLEY 

1503 CRESTON 
1507 CRESTl.AHC> 
157a D,\LLAI 
1102 OAHVILll 
tan C!AY(-.PQRT 
t•tt DAVI"! COUJICT"'t 
1829 D.&.YTON 
1431 DECORAH 
1647 DEE,- R1YUlaM!LlERS8URG 
1175 0EL"l'o"OOO 
1701 DENISON 
1111 OENVEII 
1737 OfS"40iNEI 
tnO DE.XfiELD 
naz DIACONAL 
t711 DIKE 
11-CS OOWCJTY-,1.AJON 
1116-4 DOWS 
,au OUBUOUE 
1172 OUMQHT 
1901 OU'lll(;a.JHON 
1'17 DUNLAP 
1'i1211 OWF' .. "-"-T 
111315 OYSARTCEJ,j£~E:0 
11-« EAGLE c;AOVE 
11i16l £.Al'ILH"-M 
TNl EAST SUCk,l.o.jAN 
1955 EAST CPP"RAl 
1M7 E"-ST GREENE 
1.-!II EAST MONONA 
1'170 EAHU"IICN 
1V7J EA!><ER~ ALLA~AKEE 

S2!oe PLE~S.!..P,.TYILLE 
5281 J>OC~rio•-n•s 
5)(;1 l'"C¥E~OY 
5.J10 P(.$TVILL£ 
51'.li Pfl.AIR1E CITY 
5-.:t.Zl PRA1P.!E 
5.3:21 PRESCOTT 
5J.31 l'RfSTOJri' 
5.J.48 P-RiM;'.;HAR 
5311 RADC._!Ff[ 
~l REOOAI!: 
5'72 REl~BECI( 
5-la:e IH"4SEN-U"IION 
~ RICEVILLE 
'!,,&07 ROCKVAlLEV" 
5151& ROCKWELL S-...,\L£DALE 
51!75 ROCK,..ELL CITY 
5643 AOLA"tD STORY 
'F--52 ROLFE 
X>i7 RUDO ROCKFORD-MA'lS:..E ROCK 
15711 RU~O::Ll 
6724 RUTHI/EN 
t.Hl UC 
IS:--S1 ST ANS,-::,,\" 
5796 5A,.Oj90P.N 
5l.l06 SA.YOH 
5illl SCHALLER 
54-ll SCI-IU:SWlG 
S841 SC!U,>jTQN 
~ SEMCO 
5&6IJ SE,..TRAL 
"71 SERGEANT 111..UH·LIJTON 

1171 f.AS"nll!OOO 2520 GL IOOEN RALSTON t,19 INTE.R$TATE » 
INQ £00Y"VILU 2521 GOLOF~LD 3141 IQ'o'rA CITY 

t- EOGO'IIOOO-COLESBuflQ ZSG<S GRAETTINGUI J1IO IOWA FAlll 
2007 ELOORA 2570 GA.A.MO 31!-4 IOl'f4'1,-.r,.LLE'f 

201& ELK )-!Qft"-l.::MS.A.LLTON 2902 GRANO VALLEY J1U JP.i'IIN 
~ [M·A£f1;BUR;; 2964 GAE.ENE 31M JANESVILLE 

2017 £ .. GLISH V.t..Ll£YI 2'97J GIH E"IF!ElO 31~ JEl'Fl;RSOf,,I 
21U ESSEX 2882 GREEN ,..OV"il'AIN l:204 JESt, 
2124 ESTHERVILL.l 27Clt GRlllll'IELL-fHWBUIIIQ !231 JQ,-,"'5:TON 
2133 £VEALV J71& GRISWOLD :jpa KA"iAWH.._ 
2151 EXIRA VV GFIUNOV CENTER U12 KEOKUK 
2TH f"A.111:FIELO ~ GUTHRIE CENTf.ll l330 11."E.OTA 
2205 FA;:iR4CVT 21tl GUTTENBUFIG ~ K!NGSLEY-'"IERSOM 
Z223 FAYETTE VM HLV J::ilE.6 KLE'Wiolf 
~ flOV"O VALLEY Z772 kA.MeURG S37& KNOXVllLf 
2217 fONO,\ 27a1 H.U..-TON 3411 LAIi,£ CITY 
2:Z95 F0R!'.ST CITY 
Z:,1) FOAf OC::>GE 
1322 F0RT'-'ADl$0lll 
2127 fCX V,\llEY 
2J.ll FREOEFIICll:SBURG 
23117 F•HMONT 
?"Jea FREMOf'IT.YiLLI 
2376 GALVA 
21:IM CA.Fl."tAVILLO 
2-a.J GA~Oj£fl-KAYFIEL0 
2421 G.r,.RWlllri 
2467 GE'.::RGE 
2461 GIUl:E.RT 
2!.i:J Q,Lt.fORE CrTY-&RA.:l.::.ATI: 
~02 Gi...~SFICXlK 
2511 CLE~ 

:zall H-\"!L,\N 
28-34 HAJ:l:J,l.QNY 
2SC4 HAFl 1'1:SLAI(£ fAFU( 
29412 HARTLEY 
21Jai HAv"ELOCK-J'LOVER 
2'Ml HE.ORICK 
7fl77 HIGHL ... NO 
2931 HINTON 
XlOe HOLSTEIN 
JC2S HOWARD WINNESHIEK 
3Clll HL'BeARO 
30Q HUDSON 
3060 hU""S'~lOT 
30ioe IOAGHCVE 
:11')6 INOEHM;'.:ENCE 
3114 IN!:la."K!LA 

3'20 LAKE MILLS 
J.447 LAKE VtE1', A.UH"JRJi,j 
3-"'56 LAKOT,1. 
~ L.AM0"'11 
li!.,Q1 LAPORrE CITY 
:1637 LAURE ... S-.MAR.A.TMON 
3555 LAWT0 .. -6R0kS0N 
l!582 LOF 
3600 LE MARS 
3&09 U"KJX 
J&.45 LEWIS CENTA•L 
ll!S91 Ll"KOLN 
:Jro0 ll .. CO~ll( CEVTRAL 
3715 ll,.,._.M.AR 
374' Ll5$-0N 
~I l!TTLEROCtc: 

S8i15- SEYMOL/R .,.. TERRIL ?1681 n<E8ST£R. CrTY 
Y22 Si-<EFFtEL~A.•IN '"'' n.OMPSON ~ °lqllS'-'Jll'IO 
!:.S'.31 9-EL!IY '"" Tl?-:"ON ~1 wtrr .. r..-o 
5lU9 s;--;fL.'.)QN .. ,, TITC"U 6'9.30 WES,~ ',"'°4 
$M1 S,.,ELtsaUPG ... , Tfif¥'-10R fi93"7 ,-EST SvALINGTOH 
59'"& S>-1("1<.ANOC,Ut .... Tfi.!-<:E."'CTEFI ali4l Wt.ST CENTJU,i 
5-'ii'li-4 S181..EY ... , T;:tl-0)1.JHn' ~ ffEST OEL.>l'fARE 
IOOJ li-,;) .. tY .. ,, TRIPOLI e,.i,,,1 Wl:ST DFS wcw·•n. 
to•i S,GYJl'lJ'OEY """ TURl((Y \'ALLEY 6SC1 wtSTER"t C><~~IE 
&c30 $.-OU)( CE."ITEJII .. ,, T'l'Vt!'II CED,\RS I!...... W~ST!'!HO 
&cl-9 s.o;.;x CITY &51. ~I,._ !i!'iER.S ~ WEST 1-1,i.;,1;1::qsc.,,-
5043 Sf-OU)( RUIO$-AfV;SI\Jt.NOT '"-" UlfCEP.YW00D 691'5 WEST LIIIERTY 
6060 i)QU)( VALLfY ... , UNION WHITTEN "83 "'EST LYON 
60ti2 SOUTH CLAY '''" UO(ITEO 5915 WEST""-ARS>-',t.LL 
&olill SCL~ .. ,. UFl!i>N,\ ~7 'o'rHT,WC.,..O~ 
60IM SOUTHEAST fll,l,.RREN .. ,. URQANOALl eQi90 ~STS~X 
809'5 SOUTH HA.M'L TON ... , VALLEY 6'92 Yrf:~TWQOO 
ICl97 SOUTH P•ti&: ... , VA.'-' BUREN OU WHEATLAMO 
60M' SOUTH TAM.A ., . VANlo(ETER 1'00l ffii,Tl"fG 
•100 SOVTI-1 w·-,-.£SJ-l1EIC ... , VENTURA 1'021 ft'llLl~"<l 
&101 SOUTl-,EA.$"1' POLK ... , YILllSCA. 7'03".2 W'l'1LLOflf 
flilll SPf'tCEFI - VINTON 1Q.3I WILTON 
1120 SPIRIT LAKE .,,,. WACO 70,l7 WI .. FIELD.wT UMOlil 
ttll SP1'1HltG"VILL£ 
lia.5 IT,t,.NT~ 

.,., W•Ll l.AKE .,.. WALNUT 

:"058 WW.rtRSET 
7'0ll3 'f'fQO£N~R'l""STAL LAQ 

117!i S;ARMO-NT ., .. WAl'EllO 1'012 woooe1NE 
1112 ITEA.MBOAT IIOCK ., .. W#Jl'SlEVA.lLEY 7'C8t 11":,o(l,9'.JfllY C[h""."ltA!. 
&211 STORM LAJCE 
124a fTR,\TFC"IC 
619-4 S"nJA.FITMElfLO 
11273 lt.MN£R 
1211 9JTHf:Rl..U'IID 

·- 'fll'AS.-tlNQTO .. ·- '!'f.C..l£RL00 

111%2 WA-UkEE .... W,1.V'!IIILY.sH!LL IIIOCIC - WAYNl 

1110 l'IOCD'fl'ARO....;J:.J.;,,,:.flt 
1l2t YAU:....uc.,t,.JCA .... ot.lEY 

1~7~ 



APPENDIX J 

HOUSE FILE 2509 



MP.R 6 19SO ., ,,,.- ,I'! 
HOUSE FILE G~ -.'.:, c) -..1 

------ I 

Piace On C31 endar By COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 

(Formerly Study Bill 561) 
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Vote: Ayes '/_ Nays _3 7 ___ Vote: Ayes ___ Nays ____ _ 

Approved -------------------

A ff,l[_;L FOR 
1 An Act to allow certain s~hool districts to raise an 

2 additional school district operation amount following 

3 approval at an election. 

4 BF. I'l' ENACTED BY THE GENERJ\L ASSEMBLY OF rrHE S'l'J\TE OF IOWA: 
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1 Section 1. Chapter four hundred forty-two (442), Code 

2 1979, is amended by adding the following new section: 

3 NEW SECTION. ADDITIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT OPERATION A.MOUNT. 

4 For the budget year beginning July 1, 1981, and each succeeding 

5 school year, if an eligible school board wishes to spend more 

6 than the amount permitted under sections four hundred forty-

7 two point one (442.1) through four hundred forty-two point 

8 thirteen (442.13) of the Code, the school board, subject to 

9 annual approval at an election as provided in this section, 

10 may raise an additional school district operation amount equal 

11 to the difference between the district's budget enrollment 

12 for the school year in which the initial election is held 

13 and the district's budget enrollment for the budget year 

14 multiplied by the district's district cost per pupil for the 

15 budget year. If the levy of an additional school district 

16 operation amount is disapproved for one or more years at an 

17 election and subsequentlY, approved, the budget enrollment 

18 for the school year in which the subsequent approval takes 

19 place shall be used as the school year in which the initial 

20 election is held to determine the additional school district 

21 operation amount. 

22 If a school district's budget enrollment for the school 

23 year in which the initial election is held is three hundred 

24 twenty-five or less, the board of directors may direct the 

25 commissioner of elections to submit the question of whether 

26 to allow the board to raise the additional school district 

27 operation amount for the budget year in the manner provided 

28 in this section and to levy additional property tax for the 

29 budget year to provide funds equal to the additional school 

30 district operation amount, to the qualified electors of the 

31 school district at a regular school election held during 

32 September of the base year. The proposition shall include 

33 an estimate of the proposed property tax levy in dollars and 

34 cents per thousand dollars of assessed valuation in the 

35 district which will raise the -additional school district 



S.F. 11.F. 

1 operation amount for the budget yeur based upon the base 

2 year's assessed valuation in the district, and a listing of 

3 the amounts which have been levied for previous yenrs, if 

4 any. If a majority of those voting on the proposition favors 

5 raising the additional school district operation amount, the 

6 board may include the amount determined by the state 

7 comptroller or a lesser amount thHn the amount so autl1orizcd 

8 in its certified budget for the budget year. 

9 If the board votes to include an additional school dis-

10 trict operation amount in its certified budget for a budget 

11 year, the bodrd shall certify to the state comptroller that 

12 the required procedures have been carried out, and the state 

13 comptroller shall determine the additional school district 

14 operation amount as voted by the board for that budget year 

15 and establish the amount of additional school district 

16 operation property tax to be levied for that budget year. 

17 The state cornptrol.ler shall determine these c1rnounts based 

18 upon the most recent figures available for the district's 

19 valuation of tax~ble property and shall certify to the 

20 district's county auditor the o.n1ot1.rit of additional school 

21 district operation property tax. 

22 EXPLANATION 

23 This bill a}Jows the boards of directors of school districts 

24 with a budget enrollment for a base year of 325 or less to 

25 submit to a vote of the electorate annually a proposition 

26 allowing the board to raise an additional amount of property 

27 tax. The additional school district operatior1 amount for 

28 a budget year is based upon the difference between a district's 

29 b~a0et enrollment for the initial year in which an election 

30 is held and its budget enrollment for the budget year. The 

31 bill takes effect July first following its enactment and 

32 applies to school years beginning July 1, 1981 and subsequent 

33 years. If the bill is enacted in 1980, the first election 

34 could. be he,_d i.11. Sert.ember, 1980. 

35 
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APPENDIX K 

LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENTS 



Dear Small School Superintendent: 

101 

lU{ ill, Box 35 
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 
December 15, 1982 

In the f.-i.11 of 1981 you received and returned a q1.1estionnaire i1hich 
requested information about how the Iowa School Foundation Program had 
affected your school, This data was to be used for an educational 
rcse.:irch puper and also for forrninG small schools :Jro;}O:rnls ror the 1982 
lcc;islature to consider. A summary of the fine; lncs ~:as sent to you 
earlier this year. 

The time will soon be here when a newly elected lecislature convenes. 
To follow through on the initiaJ. resc.:irch, \Jou;.d you plcl!se send me your 
response to the follov:.ni two questions? 

1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of 
ma..·den_u,1 allowo.::>le ~rowth in its control lee budget under 
the Iowa School Foundation Plan? 

2. WhJ.t would be your priorities in lcc;islative action to 
assist in the survival of small schools ~na to help them 
maintain or initiate sound educational pro~rwus? 

Thank you. 



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? 

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

Name: School District: 

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



APPENDIX L 

QUESTIONNAIRES FROM SURVEY 



1. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum 
allowable growth in ~ts controlled budget under the Iowa School 
Foundation Plan? 
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2. What would be your priorities in leiislativc action to assist in 
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate 
sound educational pro~rams? 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / / Yes I ><I No 

Name: School District: 

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



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

10; 

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 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /,7Yes / / No 

Name: ?,_,!~-}{,( _aV\U-Jl School District: J< /411/~t' C-

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



llli #1, Box 35 
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 
December 15, 1982 

Dear Small School Superintendent: /ft• /.,_,_~J / /t)-t t-t-
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In the f~ll 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 fc.r forming small schools proposals for the 1982 
lecislature 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 convenes. 
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 erowth 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 ~nd to help them 
maintain or initiate sound educational proirams? 

Thank you. 



1. How has your school district cor,1pensated 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? t<i Yes I I No 

"' i c- ''r o ,, rP .1.,ame: t- "f t,1/11 • H, .. ,<:> IJ'--H 1-½A-lttlS""' School District: 130 ~ -r ( G\M.. ""v"', -r'1 5< ff, 

Please return by Jnnuary 10, 1983, to·. Joyce Lo~u RR Ill B 35 "' re, , ox 
Kamrar. Iowa 50132 



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 rerlaced typewriters 
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? Chan(le 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 stranoling 

the small schools in northern Iowa that have a declinin~ 
population. If we could increase the rrcperty tax by½ mill, most 
of us could operate. The state aid formula could be chan~ed so 
that the lower 20 or 25% in nroner tv tax mills could ~o to 
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that percentage or lower ouartile and we would have all kinds of 
money to operate. The dirtv thirty in the legislature hurt the small 
schools which are the ones that sent them to the le~islature. The 
November elections si1ould h~ve been a warninq to them that the rank 
and file of the voters are opposed to their negativism. 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? I I No 

Name: Kermit Miller, Supt. 

Please return by January 10, 1983, 

School District: Lakota Consolidated 
Box 44, Lakota, Iowa 

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? 

-

-

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? lZJ Yes I I No 
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School District: -7 tlL.-l~( c_ SI) 

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? 

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? 

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

~ ~?~~-~ 
dj~C~. 

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 pro~rams? 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? fi?l_.Yes / / No 
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Name: /✓ A/ _/(__tJ c/,A,,v'. School District: ,,,f~//4~,.,,/ cJA r 

Please retu~n 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? 

w JL J~ e ~L( _ti JJJ, L~ J, 7 /)).,, C,,,u 

1 ,µ_/l_cev•", ~r1 l4:tt; 4 ~
7 
~ tr- -

~ /Jc<d CL0 ~u/ UO ,JL, ofi;,/u,b, 
~]~~~~~ 

_Aal4,~ 

2. \vhat would be your priorities in lccislative action to assist in 
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate 
sound educational procrams? ~ ~ 

/J,~L r~,J:Pk~ t,cJ,/, ~ , ,3,_/j/ 1J/:- ct~Jl, [J rWP~~0""' J -d J;;, 
~t ~'fl , 1k _Lf iL~ cw J 
1 tt /2,i ~~ ~ / 

Do ynnt a copy of the survey summary? f><7 Yes / / No , / 

Name~MJ/~ ~ 
Please return by J~nuary 10, 1983, 

School District~ ~ 
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? 

(:) .~ Vi~:luA, (~ ~ ~"- ' 
I c; ~;:t ~ ~~ frVvl- trv-1. ~ • ~ 

(,J) ~ farJ ~r ~ .~ 
( J ) ~Q) ~ /L,c~--, ~ __ s-Ci '-f 

{t-f/~·~S·~ 

f5) 1~0 )zt--1 ¾~~ ~ 

2. What would be your prio~ities in legislative action to assist in 
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate 
sound educational pro~rarns? 

(I) }14-~;z. ~ (7'/2_~ 4A ~~ 
~~. 

[1 J !~ ~ f~ 'K.L!u,;.___ . 

(J) ~~ ~ ~ r..AJ 7tv.. ~ ef .. -c~ 
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(1/)~+-~~~~~ ~ 
~ 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? !ZJ Yes I I No 

Name: ~ , ~ 
Please~~anusry ~983, to: 

School Distric~ 
~A ~ 

Joyce Losure, RR #1, 
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 

Box 35 



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

\,~;__, ~ ~ 
2... \A.)\ ~ \JJU-, 'b ~ lo 7 l ~ ~ 
3. l\ ~'- ~ ""t \,.o ~? ~ ~ 
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1.CL~ '-"'a°)--~~~ 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? / / Yes 

Naore:K,,%:~\~ 1 ¥ 
Please return by January 10, 1983, to: 

' "' f'\ School District: ~~ 

Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35 
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 



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

lex 1,//,1)/;? rfl70N ,C:),/ /-#c rccy (;;,,« M'f «/ti/ 3/ ,(::./ ,ri-:--a:__ /'frf/o /P'4--CLJ/ /l,/ 
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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 pro~rams? 

:5r;,,11 { ,,C✓1t/?J c-¥ ,4e,t..ou,J,,.;,-9c.t- <::.Rc..1!~Try" /A/ c.o-1/ /?lVC.Cc~ -1?V'R'6c-r / ~ 
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ot//"/o,,-cr /S e't:-J/.:::7,.#T-: 

Do you waat a copy of the survey summary? @Yes / / No 

.:ame: School District: 

Please return by Janua:cy 10, 1983, to: Joyce Lost•re, RR #1, Box 35 
1:amrar, ~ owa 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? 

.l.1.0 

2. What would be your priorities in lciislativc action to assist in 
the survival of srnnll schools and to help them maintain or initiate 
sound educational pro~ram.s? 

_,;_! U/t,1-r,··1/C~( ( ·1,,~ •• c-...~<..;__ {, ,,:~, , (.,,-~-:r._,_(!,.,,,_._ -✓;'_,,_~_ --YCJ ~ I , 

/{,, I - ~; •. P~...t:... ✓ .:<--, 
(_, ... __.,--c,...-c.-<.- ~· ~ 

/ 
Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /• 1

/ Yes I I No 

Name: 
--, 7 

I I(...__ 

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: J-.;ce Losure, RR #1, Box 35 
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 
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l. How has your school district com allowable growth in its cont llp:nsated for the lack of maximum 
Foundation Plan? ro e budget under the Iowa School 

~ ~~~¼ ~ ,e_,1-4·~-

1 f£ T~ 

1/~ 771,,_.;.,_. ~ 
I~~~ 
(L-~ T~ " 

~f~,gJI,,~ IH'~~" 
J,J!l;'t~oo, r...,~ 1,.,,d(;, t,~/, ~ . ~ i,,.d g..t,..el...,,.._,_ W.7ZA-h /. ~ µ,tp. 
{/#~ .f-~> ~J&,..;/4,n f' ~Id-~;... 
-~~ , . // - ~~ -

. ~ ~ -~ f wr,;-eJJ ~ ~~ ~ ~ 
2. What would be your priorities in le i . 

the survival of small schools and tg slative action to assist in 
sound educational programs? o help them maintain or initiate 

/, £,tt;,~ ~ 8 ~' 
.J.. w ~:"° In ~ i, ~ t~ w-4 

. -~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ f:.'-o/7. ,:.._,,,_,;e--WV/4 , - .:. ~ , 
~~ I f}4--Vj ~/ .vte,. •" ~ ~~ 

. ~'"'f ~ i AtJ.ZXA~ f Pj 1/w,,,-- . 

Do you want a · · copy of the survey summary? 

Name: ;J-;1r1e.r ;9-. ~vnr 

[2!i Yes I I No 

School District: {' Y<! J i/4n / 
Please return by January 10, 1993, to: Joyce Losure RR 

KatUrar, Iowa' 5013~1, Box 35 
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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? 

i/4L,i /?7~ rt,, ~M,~J-;t~~c/ 
rµ~rP2a-· 

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? 

~~ /??Z~;eu~-v~~ ~~f/dSJ'-~_;9:;-~~fl#~~~ 
zu~,la7'V _...k~/-~ r~;:J;;z_ ~~ 
~~~· 

.. 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? I></ Yes / / No 

Name :::})1., 2 ✓-~,L.,._/ 27£ School District: ;})~ 

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



119 



l. 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.· 
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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? 

1. Liberalize use of School House Fund. 

2. Fully fund any new requirements. 

3. Budget to Budget Funding. 

4. Weighted Funding to enable small schools to "Cat·ch Up" in 
Salaries. 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /1.7 Yes -· I I No 

Name: Goldfield School District: 

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



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

-4) ~ 1f 
~~i -~ 
f.J)7~4-~o(J TJ~/~~/ ~ ~~~~ 
~ ~~~J_,~~-

. €,) 
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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? 

A)~~~ -ef S~• t ~~ 5 0 
~ c!L;r ~ . ~ "_;6 ·_J,.,,;,. 

s') d...,,.J-Q tf ~~ -;:::: t;; N..., 'J..__, 

10 )....,,.,_.,_, ...LJ_;::, .:..L, /4 ..-..J,l ,.,P I,. ( .1,.,,,, ;rL S-ad) 

~.l.c-~~-

9 /fl,,_,_,~ ~ tf T,4 6 ~ · 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? @Yes I I No 

Name:~7.Gr 
PleasUeturn by January 10, 1983, to: 

School District: Lr 
Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35 
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 



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

.. ~# ~~ 
/4J~~ 
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-· -~~ u 

2. 

t6 

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? 

-r ------==---

.. 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /~es / / No 

Name: ?/ (5, ~· School District: 

Please retu: by =ry 1~3, 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? 

/ I k. < cl~ C ,< .( ) ?-r 1 r,. j ~ -r 
fu(4-"'/f ct--? 

C-i. T jl 1--,<, l? 7 l--"7 f 

0~~ Ger 5 jler t--e- ~ ')5-:r 

~ 
t~ {<c.( e C-z_ vr ~ ~ VJ, c~ -f 

,C~c:-pc--i ~ 
c:~ (~-~/, 

~~ r- - T_,r (s~C/ e-oj 

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? 

/ l7 f cJ //{ c( \ • -, cfeq<.,: ~ fc 7l f{c '-<-- , ! I\ 

Cj(C:CA....> h -e?e-c; 1 -c?v 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? @ Yes / / No " 

Name: Jf tt:,U,0 ~ . School District: ~-~ 
Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35 

Kamrar, Iowa 50132 
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1 • :~~o!::
1
~0 ;

0
:~~o~~ ~!strict compensated for the lack of maximum 

Foundation Plan? is controlled budget under the Iowa School 
, 11, __,,_~j(.,_L-~ ~~ _e2.,& <~~dc~--l'~-.__jt 

~ ~ c: --:7-iz ~~ A-f_'-(~'° , 

/( Lft_,,Y" fi _,,__e ~A~ - ---C ,{ ~LJ ~ . ~ 
~ ~--,.eA-<tXJ ;.,--~ , 

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

Do yo~u w:.~?~ Jopy of t~~u~v summary? J;i7 Yes 

Name: ?/¼~c..R-. ~ · ~,~ _ /L/ ./ (p · ~ -- School District: 

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



l. 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. 
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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 il,itiate 
sound educational programs? 

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

. . 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? ~ Yes 

Name:-/4~ 
I I No 

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: 

School DistricG;i_RWIN COMMUNITY SCHQ·, 
GARWIN, IOWA 50632 

Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35 
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 



l. 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.l 
teachers, pius 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. 

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? 

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 I I No 

Name: School District: 

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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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /Z:J Yes 

Name: Oe<h; Ple ,· er School District: 

Please return by 3anuary 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35 
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 



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



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 educational pro~ams? 



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 educational programs? 
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? EJ Yes @No 
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? 
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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? ~Yes / / No 

Name: cfl,e/i'.,.,, &-n lfc/,/c/f School District: 

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



l. How has your school district compensated for the lack of maximum 
allowable growth in it :ontrolled budget under the Iowa School 

Pouncation 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 r:;x~ro~ ~ i-U-~ 
au,Lv) 

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

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

1J5 

t;,~G :;d,,.w/s 

·-rr:41115 fr),..., J; -;-::.~ /') 

PJ,,.")~y ·-;-;: Al<'e c?.ir~ e)p tl-r;/;?;e,s 4/IJ./ 

e,,s7.[ qAJtf 77H;i1 4//4T ti'// on:'e,-

/1'7 () l'J n::S ,, ,J O-J ft r f't~I .bt1s-/ s .. 

(I>-) f¼ T (.?,,,,.;;,;; ~ /4 " v t1 /I FJ'j ,,, -t Te: .r 

(r!.) ,/7/h1LU t~·;.1'7~0 /4, /fe bll//T r· 
//Ell 5r,:,'.,c\/ EJ:tc.,,:~.v 4~../ /'.,)7(,., 

I l 
./ 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /5ii!..._Ycs I I No 

Name: SLifT· e_i~y Gr .. .,fF 
Please return by January 10, 1983, to: 

School District: G,... ~ l'J J {!,,fY!,,..,,., 7r 
Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35 
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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 
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? .12J'Yes 
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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? 

X,kL ~ ~-' ~ ~ 
~;JtT ~ ~ ~-

~ ~~~~~ 

137 

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? /~es I I No 

Name: J..e.;f#y <!Jr11?1~;r School District: 8ar/'le e~K Ci-, 

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35 
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 
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2 • What would be your priori ties 
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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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Kamrar, Iowa 50132 



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

2. \fuat 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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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 educatione.l programs? 
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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 
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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? ~es Name:~»--~ I I No 

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: 

s_ch~~,1/;. J /~ 
3oy{:{{su:e, ~ '";~ ~Cfox 35 
Kamrar, Iowa 50132 
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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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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 educational programs? 
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Do you want a copy of the survey summary? !fl Yes //No .-

Please return by January 10, 1983, to: 

School District: 'RI) U •W C' c.n ,n ~ " ; ? 
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? 

1. Special Levies: 
Passage of Enrichment Measure- 5% from 1976-1981 

10% from 1981-1986 

Passage of Schoolhouse 67½¢ Levy-1973-1982 
1983-1992 (Renewed) 

Schoolhouse Site Levy - 1982-83 

14,5 

Tort Liability Levy - 1979-Present (Levied annually to cover tort 
liability premiums.) 

Unemployment Compensation.Levy . ..: 1979-80 (Balance maintained in a 
Savings Account.) 

2. Local Organizations-have 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 allowable-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 heattng and/or cooling of school buildings. 

3. Flexible school year calendar - from 180 days to 1080 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? !Xi Yes // No ......... -
Name: James D. Jess School District: CAL Community School 

Latimer, IA 50452 
Please return by Ja".'..tary 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35 

Kamrar, Iowa 50132 
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l. How has your school 1istrict compensated for the lack of maximum 
allowable growth in its controlled budget under the Iowa School 
Foundation Plan? .~ 'f>~ ~ -t.,.._ V ~ 

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? 

~ ~ ~ ~ --Cc 
~~.~~· 

.. 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? I I No 

Name:CQ~~ School District: ~ -\.J~ · 

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



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

~ FP J. tdl,z,1,V /()YI : . 
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2. What would be your priorities in legisla.tive action to assist in 
the survival of small schools and to help them maintain or initiate 
sound educational programs? 

~ i . ~ ~ffe"~-W ~ 

.. 

Do you want a copy of the survey summary? /~ / / No 

Name:~/,(~~~ School District: Jif,e71'1: 
Please turn by January 10, 1983, to: Joyce Losure, RR #1, Box 35 

Kamrar, Iowa 50132 
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