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THIS PAPER 
I 

l. Discusses the economic factors significant to financing education; 

·2. Analyze.s the -operation o_f ' the 1967 Iowa ,School Support Law; 

3, Presents Two l·Jodels which have been developed in an effort to provide 
a schodl support program in lowa which: 

a. can be more easily understood 
I 

b, can be administered with greater consistency; ' 

c, will eliminate the present obstructions to effective local school 
' , budgeting; 

~. will provide greater equalization of educational opportunity; 

e. will create greater equity in tax burdens throughout Iotva. 
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PREFACE 

Two i'iodels are Developed Here 

HODEL II - This is the plan proposed by Senator Roger Shaff of Clinton County and 
Representative Edgar Holden of Scott County. This program was run for 
all Iowa schools in ,\ugust. An attempt is underway to up-date it at this 
ti.me. 

dODEL V - This program is based upon the principles enunciated by the State Finance 
Committee created by the Department of Public Instruction, Data will be 
run for all schools before Christmas. 

PURPOS~ OF THE RESE,illCH 

The data included in this paper has been presented at various times and in 
various stages of evolution of ideas to Legislative Committees, the Governor's Thirty 
£1an Committee Studying Education, various committees of the Department of Public 
Instruction, and to other meetings involving superintendents, board members and 
citizens in Iowa. 

It i~ not the purpose of this researcher to settle upon any plan for supporting 
education as permanent. Rather, the main function of research is the constant 
exploration of premises and hypotheses; to insist that no conclusion is ever final; 
and to continuously use each piece of research as a foundation for more research, new 
alternative solutions to problems, and continuous improvement of programs, Thus, any 
legislator, superintendent or board member who insists that all persons in the 
profession must agree upon some proposal is ass1uning that there could be a single 
perfect solution, and is suggesting that progress ends at a given point, It is the 
duty of the Legislature to evolve the most functional solution for the circumstances. 

Thus, this paper, and all others, has not endeavored to express the ideas solely 
of a given group, but rather, to use significant ideas of various individuals and 
groups in a broader presentation of the total problem of financing Iowa schools. 
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Com:eerative Costs£!. Education_!!!! other Local Government Services. 

In 1969-70, Iowa Jjublic schools proposed to spend $534,522,000 for operation 
(General Fund). Exact expenditures are not yet available, Another $36 million or 
more was contracted for the school house fund (payment of bonds and interest.) 

There were 659,882 students reported as enrolled in public schools on September 
15, 1969. The per pupil cost in the General Fund proposed for 1969-70 was $810.03. 
Adding $.54 for the school house fund the total proposed expenditures were about $864 
per pupil. (Department of Public Instruction, Data and Publications, 1969-70.) 

Costs of education in Iowa, and the nation, have risen faster than other state 
and local government expenditures, but less rapidly than federal government costs. 

From 1930 to 1967 expenditures of all governments increased. In 1967 expenses 
of government had increased over 1930 so that: 

1 All government expenditures ttere 6. 76 times 1930 costs 

Federal government 24.33 times 1930 costs 

State and local (excluding 
school districts) 3,04 times 1930 costs 

School districts 4.24 times 1930 costs 
(Roe L. John and Edgar L. Morphet, ~Economics~ Financing of Education, 
Prentice-Hall, 1969, p 128). 

Total school expenditures in Iowa displayed an average annual increase of 12.6 
percent from 1964.-; to 1969-70. From 1953-4 to 1964-5 the average annual increase 
was 5.85 percent. These data are shown below: 

1953-4 
1958-9 
1963-4 
1968-9 

INCREASE IN TorAL IOWA SCHOOL COSTS 195)-4 to 1969-70 

Annual Total Costs Percent of Increase 
Millions u_ear Ave. Annual 

$179 
226 
Jl6 
545 

25.9% 
39.8% 
72.7% 

4.8% 
7.0% 

ll.9'fo 

Annual Percent 
of Increases 

1961-2 4.1% 
1962-3 5.4% 
196)-4 4.9% 
1964-5 5.6% 
Average 5.0% 

196.5-6 11.1% 
1966-7 14.4% 
1967-8 13.6% 
1968-9 13.6% 
1969-70 10.5% 
Average 12.6% 

In the 15 years 1953-4 to 1968-69 the cost of public education in Iowa tripled, 
from $179 million to $.545 million. It increased another 10.5 percent from 1968-9 
to 1969-70. 
(Iowa Depirtment of Public Instruction, Data on Iowa Schools, 1968-9, p 100.) 

Some increase was necessary to raise Iowa teachers salaries to a more 
reasonable level. In 1956 Iowa teachers salaries were rut 67% of the national 
average. Iowa ranked 40th among the 50 states, In 1968 Iowa salaries ranked at the 
national average and Iowa was 21st among the fifty states. During this 12 year 
period Iowa salaries for public scho~l teachers increased 131 percent. This was by 
far the greatest increase in the nation. (NEA Research Bulletin) 
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Since 70 percent of Iowa school costs (1969-70) come from property, taxes have 
risen precipitously. Assessments of pro!)E'rty increased by 47.6% from 1952 to 1967, 
while the property tax for schools increased by 180 percent. Thus a 132% increase 
in rates was necessary in those 15 years. From 1968-9 to 1969-70 taxable valuations 
increased 7.0% and proposed general fund expenditures increased 10.5 percent. 
(Iowa Tax Commission Publications; Department of Public Instruction, Data on Iowa 
Schools.) 

Some respite came after 1967 when the new state aid law increased state funds 
from about $50 million to $149 million (including the 4ofo income true distribution). 
The property tax rate declined from 49.002 mills in 1965-6 to 45.642 mills in 1968-9. 
(Department of Public Instruction, Data on Iowa Schools, 1968-9, p 88). But the 
affect of the extra $100 million has been dissipated in increased costs, and property 
tax rates for schools are again on the upgrade. 

Two Basic Problems in Financing Education Today. 

Everyone seems concerned about the increasing costs of education and its 
affect upon property taxes. Two aspects seem to have high pr!ority in public 
thinking at this time. 

1. 1!2!f £!!l schools~~~ accountable f2!:. proving~ results~ 
comparable ig_ ~ increased number £?!:J_rsonnel and~ increased costs? 

Enrollments increased from 620,424 in 19 5 to 65978'82 in 1969-70, an 
increase of 6.4%. Total costs increased from $333 million to about $570 million, an 
increase of 71.2% • (Department of Public Instruction, ~ -2!! ~ Schools Part I, 
1969-70, p 17; 1968-9, p 100). 

A study by the author of increases in school costs from 1953-4 ($179.2 million 
to 1968-9 ($544.9 million) showed that of the increased costs over the 15 year period: 

40 percent could be attributed to inflation 
28 percent to increased number of students 
32 percent IllU.st be justified in terms of greater quantity or 

increased quality of education per child. 
(Computed from: Department of Public Instruction, Data on Iowa Schools, 1968-9; 
Statistical Abstract of the u.s., 1969) 

This last 32 percent increase is the factor that schoolboards, administrators 
and instructional staff IllU.st be accountable for. Has the increase in staff and 
equipment triggered by the 1965ESEA resulted in an increase in quantity and quality 
of instruction cormnensurate with these increases? 

2. ~~the burden£?! education (!:!,~!:!_~other services 2.£ local 
governmentJ ~ shifted from th2.,.archaic ~ unresponsive property~ 12, 
sources .Qf. income rn significant 12_ ~ total Gross National Product? 

The property tax contributes 15 percent of the total taxes for all governments 
in the u.s., yet Iowa local public education, in 1969-70, relied on the property tax 
for about 70 percent of total educational costs. (Johns and Morphet, ~ cit, ppl30-l), 
Nation wide property has decreased rapidly as a source of income. In 19~72 
percent of the National Income came {rom salaries and wages; in 1929 salaries and 
wages contributed 60 percent. (St~t~cal Abstract of the u.s., 1969, p 310.) The 
laborer now contributes more to the finished product than does capital or property. 
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Responsiveness of Taxes J:s_ Economic Growth 
Returns from taxes on income and consumer purchases (sales, tobacco, gas, etc) 

have tended to keep pace with incrensing demands of government. Increases in 
property tax assessments have lagge<l far behind the increasing needs of local 
government·. 

no te the comparison of some basic s ources of revenue and the <lemands upon them. 

TABLE I 

COMPARISON OF SOURCES OF REVENUE 
1952 - 1967 

,. 

Source of Revenue 1952 1967 

1. Personal Income $ 19,786,636 $ 105,199,345 

2. Corporation Income 2,811,706 11,794,515 

3. Sales Tax 51,339,209 93,500,574 

4. Use Tax 7,949,765 21,492,208 

5. Cigarette Tax 5,004,349 24,128,176 

6. Beer Tax 3,094,764 3,651,521 

7. Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax 39,802,460 104,181,324 

8. Inheritance Tax 3,964,588 12,095,968 

9. Assessed Value of 
Real Property 1 4;200,000,000 6,200,000,000 

10. Property Tax for Schools 110,700,000 310,000,000 

Source: Iowa State Tax Commission 

Percent 
of Chang_e 

l131.66% 

319.47% 

82.12% 

170.35~{ 

382.14% 

17.99% 

161. 74% 

205.10% 

47.61% 

180.00% 

Prepared by: Louis P. White, Research Assistant, UNI, April 20, 1970 

The 196 7 Imm School Support Law was fl lan<lmark in the direction of more state 
support £or schools. ,. 

1966-7 - $44 Millibn - 12.5 ~ercent of costs 

1%9-70 - $155 Million - 29.8 percent of general funrl 

In 1969-70 data the $37.4 million distributed to schools from 40 percent of the 
income tax collected is inclu<led, even though it was distributed at the county level. 
Graph I shows the sources of income for the general fund for Iowa schools in 1969-70,-
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GRAPH I 

TarAL GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES Ili! THE STATE OF IOWA 1969-70 

DisrRIBUTED BY SOURCE OF INCOME 

/ STATE AID 
_I $ll2,000,000 

I 21.0% 

. $170 per pupil 

.----COUNTY INCOME 
\ $37,402,000 
\ 7.0% 
\ $57 per 

.,\ pupil 
\ ' 

'\ \ 
Federal Aids '\ / 
$23,0?6,000 0 / 

4.35i ~ , l 

------
LOCAL TAX AIIJD MISC• 
$204,317,000 

38.0% 

$308 per pupil 

COUNTY :BASIC LEVY 

$138,960,000 

26.0% 
$211 per pupil 

\ 

--------, __ ----
I 

"J 
//on Reimbursable 

// $13,789,000 
/ 2.6% $35 per pupil i/~. - , ....._ 

"' .; . .u - · .... ·~ · .. ~ ~ 
sr.cial State Aids 

.,,,,,,,.✓ 
. ./ $21 per pupil 

$ ,151,000 
1.2% 

$9 per pupil 

------ ----------·· -·--
County Basic 
County Income 
State Aid 
Sp. State Aid 
Federal Aids 
Non-Reimbursable 

Local Added Prop 
Total for State 

1 1000's 

$138,960 
37,402 

112,000 
6,151 

23,076 
13,789 
20J,144 

$534.522 

SOURCE: Department of Public Instruction 
Prepared by: Louis P. White, Research Assistant UNI 

April 20, 1970 

TOTAL SOURCE OF REVENUE 
Mill 

...L Value !!rL;eu;eil 
26.00 19.1 $210.58 

7.00 5.1 56.68 
20.95 15.4 169.73 
1.15 .8 9.32 
4.32 3.1 34.97 
2.58 1,9 20.90 

~.oo 27.9 J07.85 
100.00 73.3 $810.03 
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Responsiveness of the 40% of the Income Tax Earmarked for Schools. 

That part of 1969-70 school support which came from the 40% of the Iowa income 
tax earmarked for schools, was the most responsive to economic growth. This 40 
percent provided $34.S million for schools in 1968-9 and $37.4 million in 1967-70, 
an increase of 8.4 percent. Property assessments increased from $6,786 million to 
$7,261 million during the same time, or 7.0 percent. Proposed general fund 
expenditures increased 10.5 percent from $483.7 million to $534.6 million. The real 
laggard was the state aid figure. It was fixed at - $111 million for 1968-9 and 
$112 million (does not include special aids) in 1969-70, an increase of only 0.9 t,: 
percent. Thus the property tax had to pick up $47.0 million of the increase. This 
c.a11sed an · increase in millage rates to support the general fund of 3.0 mills, from 
a 44.2 mill state average in 1968-9 to 47.2 mills in 1969-70. 

Finally, in p~rtraying the difference in equity among the property tax and 
income and cc~sumption taxes, one needs only to lqok to the responsiveness of state 
sources to increasing demands for services from 1935 to 1967. The sales tax remained 
at 2 percent except for a 1/2 percent increase in a 2 year period; and the incqme 
tax remained at 3/4 of its intended rates, from 3/4 percent to 5 percent throughout 
the period. Yet they responded to all state needs, and assumed such added burdens 
by 1967 as : $56 million for health and welfare 

6.7 million for public safety 
63.6 million for Regents Institutions 
54.7 million for public education 
47 million for tax refunds, such as the Agricultural Land Refund, the 

Homestead and the Veterans exemptions. 
(Iowa Comptroller, Receipts and Expenditures for J9§f>~L) 

Thus the second priority in support of education is to shift more of the 
cost of local education from the property tax to the more equitable and responsive 
income and consumption taxes. 

The Federal Governments Share in Taxes. 

A shift to the income tax for support of local services is complicated by the 
fact that the Federal Government "hogs" this most lucrative, responsive and equitable 
source of revenue. 

In 1966 a total of $160.8 Billion was collected by all units of government in 
the United States, from all sources and by all types of taxes. Table II shows these 
data. 

, .. 
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TABLE II 

SOURCES OF TAXES USED BY ALL UNITS OF GOVERN11ENT IN THE UNITED STATES, 1966 

USE BY UNIT OF GOVERNMENT 

Property 

Individual and Corp. Income 

Sales and Excise 

Other Taxes 
Totals 

Federal Share 
State Share 
Local Share 

Amount 
Billions 

$24.7 

92.3 

33.7 

12.2 
$160.8 

$104.1 
29.4 
27.4 

(Johns and Morphet, op cit, pp 130-1) 

Percent 
of all taxes 
collected 

,. in the U.S. 1: ~ 

15.3% 

57.4% 

21.0% 

6.4% 
100.0% 

65.0% 
18.0% 
17.0% 

Unit 
Using 
Tax 

Local 

Federal 
State 

Federal 
State 

State 

Amount 
Received 
Billions 

$22.8 

85.S 
6.3 

14.6 
17.0 

5.1 

percent of 
total income 
of that unit 

87 .1% • 

82.2% 
21.5% 

14.1% 
58.0% 

17.7% 

Thus, federal sharing of income tax with state and local governments must come 
before there can be true equity in the support of local services, including education. 

CHANGES IN SOURCES OF IOWA SCHOOL REVENUE SINCE 1945 

One should not belittle the efforts to date to shift some of the burdens of 
education to state sources. In 1945 local public schools were, for all practical 
purposes, financed entirely by the local property tax. There was a small amount of 
federal aid for vocational education and hot lunches; and a pittance for 
consolidated schools and for Normal Training came from the state. In 1945 the state 
embarked on a program of limited state aid. 

The changes in amount of school support from the state level from the first 
state aid law in 1945 are shown in the following table: 
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TABLE III 

STATE SUPPORT OF LOCAL SCHOOLS 

$1000 1946-7 1953-4 1964-5 1968-9 

1. General Aid $7,348 $12,000 $33,500 $111,000 

2. 40% of Income Tax 33,804 

3. Supplementary Aid 987 2,000 4,000 

4. Transportation 1,555 3,000 4,000 

5. Mining Camp 72 72 55 

6. Emergency 200 292 

7. Special Education 47 526 2,500 1,875 

8. Vocational Education 200 2,400 1,545 

9. Normal Institutes 50 50 

10. Driver Education 1,200 1,541 

11. ConsolidatedSchools 124 

12. Normal Training 18 
13. . TOTALS $10 ,'J.85 $17,848 $47,905 $149,870 
13 
14. Total School Expense $179,179 $333,344 $544,912 
15. Percent of Total Expenditures 9.96% 14.37% 27.50% 
16. Pupil Enrollments 487,000 620,431 658,427 

Sources: Department of Public Instruction, Biennial Report, 1948, pp 68, 73,74; 
Data on Iowa Schools, 1966, p 60; Data on Iowa Schools, 1968-9, p 97 

The table shows very little change in state aid from the first law in 1945 to 
the more generous law in 1967, from $10 million to $49 million. Since 1949 the 
ttVerage state support of local schools in the United States has been about 40 percent 
of total costs. Iowa supported local schools from state sources at 9.96 percent in 
1953-4, 14.37 percent in 1964-5, and 27.50 percent in 1968-9. 

Until 1967 only three states were more penurious than Iowa in providing state 
funds for local school district support. They were Nebraska, New Hampshire and 
North Dakota. In 1968-9 Iowa ranked 34 among the 50 states infsupport of local 
p•blic schools. - state 
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THE PRESENT FINANCIAL PROORAH I N IOWA 

The 1967 law had several features, some unnecessarily complicated in terms of 
the purpose served, Ths graph on page 4 shows the source of funds supporting the 
$534,5 million General Fund in 1969-70, 

8 

1. County Property Tax Sharing. Some $139 million (26,00%) came from a sharing 
of county tax funds. Forty percent of reimbursable expenditures of the General Fund 
for all schools in the county was combined into one fund, This amount was levied 
against all property in the county and the proceeds were distributed on a per pupil 
in enrollment (ADM) basis, In 1969-70 the average tax rate was 19,1 mills, and the 
average per pupil distribution was $210,58 per pupil. This varied in terms of 
taxable value per pupil, Council ffiuffs had $4,905 in taxable value behind each 
student, It contributed $115 for each of its pupils to this county fund and received 
back $173, Walnut in the same county, had $19,849 in taxable value per pupil, It 
contributed $467 for each of its pupils and received back $173 per pupil. 

The County Basic Levy has a high degree of equalization, Its weakness is that 
the county is too small an area for equalization and it works a hardship on homes and 
rural property in a county where there is a city, A tax rate of 15 mills was ~ 
necessary in Walnut to provide the $294 that was shared by the other schools in 
Pottawattamie County, A state-wide property tax divided on a per pupil basis state
wide would have the equalizing effect and be more equitable. A 20 mill tax would 
have raised $220 per pupil in 1969-,70, In Pottawattamie County a 23.5 mill tax 
raised only $173 per pupil. 

A map which follows (Ya p# 6) shows the administration of this tax county-wide 
in 1969-70. 

2, County Income Tax Sharing, Forty percent of the income tax collected by the 
state in each county is returned to the schools in that county on a per pupil in 
enrollment basis, 

In 1969-70 the amount available was $37,402,000. State-wide it would have 
amounted to $56,68 per student enrolled, Because of variations in income, and the 
percent of children in parochial schools it varied from $27 in .Allamakee County to 
$100 in Dubuque County. Urban counties share more income tax than rural counties 
(see ¥Jap VII which follows), If allotted in an equitable ratio, this income tax 
distribution could offset the higher burden on home mmers and rural land provided 
by the county property tax sharing. But in 1969-70, the 37,4 million dollars income 
tax distribution was but 21 percent of the total county-wide sharing of income and 
property taxes, 

3, State Aid. $118,151,000 was allotted in State Aids in 1969-70, This 
represented 22.10 percent of the General Fund (29.10% if the 7,0% county income tax 
sharing is added). $112 million of this was distributed by a formula which defies 
understanding by more than a handful of people in Iowa. 

It was intended that the distribution be in terms of need, the relative wealth 
of the district. But this need factor is divided by 4, and then multiplied by 
expenditures per pupil, which had no real limit before 1970-71. The result is 
almost a perfect correlation between state aid paid and the two factors of per pupil 
expenditure and per pupil wealth. Schools with high levels of per pupil wealth can 
afford to spend more and still retain lower tax rates than their more frugal 
neighbors who have less per pupil wealth. Per pupil wealth varies almost inversely 
with enrollment, Thus the cities, with smaller per pupil resources tend to receive 
less aid than their less densely populated and higher spending rural neighbors._ 
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The top priority, in this writers op:uuon, is to junk this complicated 
formula and apply a foundation program that would achieve better equalization with 
more public understanding of the process. 

4. Added ~ su1;,port. Finally, the balance above the county basic property 
tax ($:21Pe~~per pupil average in 1969-70) , the county sharing of 40 percent of the 
income tax ($56.68 per pupil), and state aid ($169.73 per pupil), must come from 
locally levied property taxes. This amounted to $216,933,000 million (40,48 percent 
of the General Fund) in 1969~ 70 1 

To this $534.5 million in proposed General Fund expenditures in 1969-70 must 
be added another approximately $37 million for bond retirement and interest, and 
for the 2½ mill school house levy and the 1 mill site levy, a total proposed public 
school expenditure in 1969-70 of about $571 million dollars. 

On the pages which follow are illustrations of how the Iowa School Support 
program operated in 1969-70. 

Page 11 - a Bar Graph (Graph II) illustrating how the program operated on a 
per pupil basis in selected Iowa schools; 

Page 12 - a map of Iowa (1Iap VI) which lists for all 99 Iowa counties: 

top figure: the County Ba.sic millage levy in 1969-70. 

middle figure: the dollars per public school student distributed 
from the county basic property tax levy in 1969-70. 

bottom figure: the number of dollars that would be raised per pupil 
in public schools in the county by a one mill property tax 
levied county-wide. 

This map illustrates the wide range in abilities of counties to support 
education by a property tax. It shows that the rural counties generally have more 
capacity than urban counties (i,e.: Grundy can raise $18.JJ per student, Wapello 
$6.79, and ID.ack Hawk $8.02). 

Page 13 - a map of Iowa (Hap VII) which lists for all Iowa counties the 
amount distributed per public school pupil from 40"/4 of the income tax collected in 
the county in 1969-70, 

This map generally shows the reverse of Nap VI - Urban counties generally 
distribute more income tax per student than rural counties. 

A summary of school support potential from both property and income for some 
rural and urban counties in different parts of Iowa follow. 
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VARIATIONS IN .A.Bll,ITY TO FINANCE PUBLIC 

EDUCATION IN IOWA COUNTIBS (1969-70) 

Rural 
Central Iowa 

Grundy County 

South Central 
Monroe County 

Northwest 
0' Brien County 

Urban 
- Wapello County 

ottumwa 

Pottawattamie County 
Council Bluffs 

Black Hawk County 
Cedar Falls 

Scott County 
Davenport - Bettendorf 

Linn County 
Cedar Rapids 

State Average 

P!-operty Tax 
Dollars rai sed 
per pupil with 
one mill 

$18.33 

7.03 

16.49 

6.79 

7.34 

8.02 

9.62 

9.19 

$ ll.04 

Income Tax 
Amount distributed 
per pupil 

$55 

$40 

$44 

$49 

$34 

$67 

$70 

$70 
$.57 

-, , 

The above data suggests that Monroe County in southern Iowa has less 
capacity in both income and property than north central and northwest Iowa rural 
counties. Also Pottawattamie and Wapello counties have neither income or property 
comparable with the state average. 

Graph II illustrates the equalizing value of a county wide sharing of both 
income and property taxes. 

It does suggest, along with Maps VI and VII. that even greater equalization of 
educational opportunity and equity in tax burden would be accomplished by a state 
wide sharing of both income and property taxes rather than county sharing. 

Also, none of the data on the graph and two maps shows the wide variations 
among schools in both income and property values. This data follows for high and 
low schools in Iowa. · 

Local Districts Counti Wide StatE:l Aver!l,ge 
Property Tax 

(1 mill will raise per pupil) 
High $27.90 $21.29 
Low 4.91 6.97 

Average $ll.04 

Income~ 

High $104~14 $100.00 
Low 11.61 27.00 

Average $.56,68 
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SOURCES OF INCOME FOR THE GENERAL FUND IN PAIRS OF IOWA SCHOOLS IN THE SAME COUNTY 1969-70 (Per Pupil in ,ADM) 

Taxable Gen. 
Value Fund 
Per ADM Mills 
State Average 
$11,000 

County Basic 

~~ -., ,, :--::: 

In
come 

'IsiX 

Total 
General 

S..t.ate Aid M1sc. A1ds a~d ~ Local Effort - Fund 
I 
I $792 

.C'o.\lNTY A . 

-School-1 --,~-:-.-~---0-.~"~~~v~G~~c:::. .. ~~~"'-""~::-:--. --., -~-==-. ===--=--=-=-__ :::_-=--·--:-\,-------------, 
$8,238 65.01 . :-----....~ -----.$2_3~---~~- :<: ;_-- $Z07 -- ----I $466 [$972 

;~~---. --:::::~~- $68 ~~~~~~~1---~=------------- : 
---~~ho;;i2 ~:~~~f~0-~- = -- -- -1- - ~ 

$10,911 43.84 -,~~\~4~~~ =$14L'=§'l $296 $736 
- ·-- ---- - ___ _J __ ~~~~- . ~· -- ----------
COUN~ 

$4,9~;hoo!6i47- fa:~~~~~~ • . "....__,.,:_ ~1-..::;:~---......::. ~ · ~~ 7 3 ............ > =---,;-:;--:::::-===-· -

$19.::~
00

!9~08 , - l~~~~:~~,,,~ 34 ~~~~~~--~-~-~-~~ __ ;: 
----· -~ . -~ 3~5 mill---..; __ COUNTY C --- ~ -.;:::-,<,,>-.. -... ~- -::=-.: $239 -.-" ~ ........ -- ==~===== 

$249 

$573 

$644 

, 

$1,019 

)6,f ~:::3:63 . - )l~:1~-$1~:-~-~ -j I 

s-~~:11~ -- s8.o9 -_. f~~&1;_~E- s24s - _ _ _ -1 __ $s_2_2 _ _ __ _ _ 

$363 -1 $725 

$1008 
- -··- --

COUNTY u· -- --·-· 
$971 

_ I 
$694 

, ~hool l ~~~~/ ·•-- -··I 
$17,260 42.42 ~ -- ~?17,~. ::--....J $48 ··::::-~-~$1~9~5~~-=-===·..:::...l_: __ -_:_$.=_51=1:_ ____ 

1 
_______ _ 

f---~-:_~(~ ·1 -~ 
School 2 1~~~~~ ,~~-:--~~/ 

$9,832 42.54 ~ -16.54 mi.llG':~ ~ 'i· ====-: $133 .. -:=-..:j $216 I~~"" ...... ~:,~ I - -- ! 

SOURCE: DPI; Prepared By: L. P. White, Research Assistant, UNI April 24, 1970 

--



COUNTY BASIC TAX LEVY 1969-70 

'vN 13.60 
$211 
~1i;_i;1 

OSCEOLA 
15.36 
$241 

o1c~~~9r IEM'1J!°o3 ~OSSUTH 

13.12 
$258 
$19.67 

WINNEBAGOIWORTH I MITCHELL HOWARD IWINNESHIEKIALLAMAKE 

SIOUX 

14.18 
$238 
$16.82 

fMOUTH 
15.64 
$216 
13.79 

A 1 c:; 71 

o·aRYEN 
13.87 
$229 
$16.49 

CHEROKEE 
16.11 .. 
$218 
$13.55 

$228 $211 
~17 ?? .::,,_ 1, 

CLAY PALO ALTO 
16.54 17.30 
$217 $263 
$13.14 $15.22 

BUENA VISTA POCAHONTAS HUMBOLDT 
16.17 13.01 15.91 
$221 $254 $263 
$13.65 $19.49 $16.51 

WEBSTER 

14.34 15.82 16.51 
$198 $233 $216 
.::11 ~, $14~74 $13.06 

HANCOCK CERRO GOn 
13.63 20.02 lFL019 .44 
$236 $218 $215 
$17.34 $10.91 $12.31 

WRIGHT 
16.22 
$259 

FRANKLIN 
14.96 
$242 

BUTLER 
17.04 
$222 

18.82 
$231 19.80 
$12.27 $209 

CHICKASAW $10.57 
18.05 
$201 FAYETTE 

$11.14 19.66 
BREMER $200 

18.10 $10.16 
$183 
$10.10 

$16.00 $16.21 
• BLACK HAWK BUCHANAN I I I $13.04 r-- I 

• ~~ ~~~ ~ • • I nA I <:Ar. lr.11.1 I.Inf '"' I .... -•• -•• -.. -T-,u-, ---1-~-.. n-n-, .. -. - ... ~,..-CJ-, .-... -n-v----1 2 3 .11 19 • 89 lu,A ~,.,. ,...At t J-11a.1 

t.;'~l'IIL.1 VN t.;1"n1.11n ■ ■,,,.,.-,, .... ,v,,,. •••••••-••• ■-• .. -··-· L $ L $ · ... ,,. ....., ...... I -~--- I ... ., .. .., .. lh 'i,Cl -, lh_ /h -, ll., L.,L., ---. 12.33 , 185 1 201 
on~ s21~ s2~R I s1q1 - I s2~n I s212 I $226 I $8.02 I $10.09 

l;. ~ ?1-. L;"-11.i _ ,;n ~ ..... , ·;--..;R 16.50 16.76 14.44 
$243 I $233 1. s21+a I 

T_,_ 

18.61 
$168 
$9.04 

_J 
CLAYTON 

21.07 
$208 
$9.88 

DELAWARE 

21.01 
$197 
$9.38 

) ~ 
-0 

< 
H 

DUBUQUE 

16.83 
$273 
$16.21 

~l.11 1::::-_:- __ I ..:.:::-:- __ I .:.:::-_:- __ I ~=-=--- ! ~~----- ! ~=-~--- ! ..,,n ...... 
.,, .., • .. .., ;:;i .1.1 • J':t v .1 '+ • .JV v .10 • v J .,, .._ •~•T1.1Al..iM~A.L--TB::-:E::-:N:-::T:!:O:-:N-:-:--r,-L~i N:-;-~N-,-J7::0;-:N7';;;' E~S;-- JACKSON 

~~~=---~~---IL------1----L--.----1.--.----'----~-~~-:-1 19.39 

I ;; ;- #\r\ I ;~;-n~ 
S15.91 I :;;10.u~ I :.,us.oo I "'"'.. f"'I'\. 

MONONA CRAWFORD CARROLL GREENE BOONE STORY MARSHALL 16.80 23.68 21. 77 $197 
15.30 16- 74 10.54 14.38 16.99 21.94 18.45 17.20 $222 $218 $210 $10.15 
$223 $216 $224 $252 $212 $231 $221 $231 $13.23 $9.19 $9.64 CLINTON 
$14.59 $12.88 $21.29 $17.56 12.46 $10.53 $11.99 $13.42 CEDAR JI~~: 
HARRISON SHELBY AUDUBON GUTHRIE DALLAS POLK JASPER POWESHIEK ICWA JOHNSON ;~2~0 ll. J 

18.06 16.34 19.06 17.11 20.62 24.02 20.30 17.75 17~52 26.74 $13.39 
$219 $230 $251 $235 $250 $199 $211 $218 $229 $274 
$12.11 $14.05 ll.17 '. $13.72 $12.15 $8.29 $10.41 $12.29 $13.09 $10.25 

POTTAWAT1iAMIE CASS ADAIR MADISON WARREN MARION MAHASKA KEOKlJK WASHINGTON 

23.50 14.70 16.76 19.11 25.21 18.69 19.53 16.29 18.54 
$173 $176 $246 $230 $198 $199 $239 $226 $225 
$7.34 $12.00 $14.66 $12.03 $7.85 $10.63 $12.23 $13.87 $12.16 

LUCAS MONROE WAPELLO JEFFERSON HENR ~------"II • . 
21.13 26.30 27.52 14.12 19.4 

MILLS ~otf~tERY ADl~\5 
UNION 

CL1~~/7 15.40 
}2ls $194 $185 $187 $157 $228 • 

$9.19 7 03 $11.72 $214 
WAYNE APPANOOSE DAVIS AN BUREN .,__ __ $9.90 

15.34 20.85 18.05 16.30 
$231 $180 $189 $218 
$15.08 $8.64 $10.50 $11.91 

17.39 
$255 2~6 $186 $184 

I $16.57 12.96 $14.25 $10. 71 $10.44 
FREMONT PAGE TAYLOR RINGGOLD DECATUR 

( 16.25 16.66 17.34 21.69 18.84 
$273 $207 $216 $269 $203 
$16.83 $12.44 $12.45 $12.41 $10.79 

KEY: Top Figure- 1969-70 County Basic Milla& 
Mi44le Figure - Dollars Distributed per 

SOURCE: Department of Public Instruction 

Pupil in ADM 
Bottom Figure - Dollars raisei p~r Stuient With one Mill 

~ .... ,; '° c:: -..J 
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_,.., COUNTY I NCOME TAX DISTRIBUTION 1969 - 70 
:'ON $42 OSCEOLA DICKINSON EMMET KOSSUTH WINNEBAGO WORTH MITCHELL HOWARD WI NNESHIEK~LLAMAKEEI 

$54 $41 $46 $50 $42 $30 

' ~ +5% +14.9% +2.5% +4.5% $58 +42.9% +31.3% $46 +3a4% $46 $27 '"d --- +18.4% +7.0% SIOUX O'BRIEN CLAY PALO ALTO HANCOCK +7.01. -6.9% CERROGOR __ 
FLOYD CHICKASAW 

CLAYTO~ 

< 
H 

$58 
I 

$44 I $48 $40 H 

+9.4% 0% +6. 7% 5.3% $46 $62 $57 $43 FAYETTE 
+12.7% +9.6% +10.3% + 27 . 8% I $39 I $33 YMOUiH !CHEROKEE IBUi;;NAVISTAIPOCAHONTASIHUMBOLDT WRIGHT FRANKLIN BUTLER BREMER I +8.3% 0% 

$47 $52 $60 $49 $42 
$53 

I 
$52 $61 $56 r +4.4% +15.6% +30.4% +25.6% +5.0% 

0 % +2.0% 0 % 16.6% I I 
WEBSTER BLACK HAWKI BUCHANAN I DELAWARE I DUBUQUE 

VOODBlJ RY !DA SAC CALHOUN HAMiLTON LMARDIN 

) $59 $55 $51 $43 $62 $46 $53 
GRUNDY 
• $55 

+12.2% 
$67 
+6.3% 

$49 
+16.6% 

$39 
+11.4% 

$100 
-2.0% 

+17.0% +10.9% +4.9 % +8.8% +15.0% +15.2% 

TAMA 
f'7,~~-;:;---+-c=RA-:-:W7"."::'FO:"".R!--:D~-,--C-A_R_Rl.OL_;L_-r-G-R-EE.J.N_E _ __,B_O_O_NLE-~S-T_O_R.1V ___ _JL,--1 

MARSHALL 

$46 $80 $54 $60 $68 $68 

_ _,L 
BENTON LINN 

$49 I $70 
+14.0% +1.4 

JONES 

$48 
+14.3% 

JACKSON 
$47 
+11. 9'. 

+15.0% +4.·0% +22. 7% +15.4% +9.6% +9.7% 
$46 
+12.2% I I CLINTON 

$62 
+8.9% 

CEDAR 
~-:-.::-::-~~i....,.~~--+----..---L--._..L. _ ____,,.......J. ___ ..1._ __ --'-__ ~~~---'----~----I 

HARRISON SHELBY AUDUBON GUTHRIE DALLAS POLK JASPER POWESHIEK IOWA JOHNSON $43 

$41 $52 $39 $34 $52 $73 $60 $54 $47 $78 +l0. 3% 
+17.1% +10.6% +2.6% ., +6.3% +8.3% +5.8% +13.2% +22.7% +9.3% +6.8% 

MUSCATINE 

1---v---
SCOTT 

$70 
0% 

MAHASKA KEOKUK WASHINGTON $62 ~POTTAWATliAMIE l CASS IADAIR JMADISON 'WARREN 

( $34 $43 sso I $42 $49 

MARION 

$55 
+10.0% 

$56 $41 $51 
10

- 1zr-
-13.4% +2.4% +39.0% +16.7% +16.7% +l607% +10.8% +13o3% LOU ISA 

MILLS rONTGOMERY ADAMS 

l , , - I J I I 1 _ -~~ L . ___ ...__ ______ ,$43 L 
' ' 

1 
---- I..---- T.. ____ .. _ TJE~r:3RSONIHE;:ay D::~~:~. UNION CLARKE rUGa, rONHOC 

1 

.... w.ccu 
$49 $57 I $42 $45 $37 $42 $40 $49 
+8.9% +14.0% +7.7% +15.4% +1.9% +16.0. ~7 n 1 +23.3% +7.7% +17.6~~ 1 +8.9% 

-

FREMONT rGE rAYLOR r'NGGOLD !DECATUR rAYNE rPPANOOSE DAVIS C $41 $51 $34 $31 $31 $38 $36 $34 

lt.;:::-::-:-:'::'7:':-:.--}:L~~--J.l-----'-I ---...Jl~---il ----l!----.-J.~----+\l-'A_N_BU_R __ E_N~--1... + 7 • 7Z 

$37 LEE -4.7% +6.3% +36.0% +29.2% +10.7% +22.6% +9.1% +9.7% +23.3% $67 

._ __ _._ ___ !..--...!i----'----.i..--.-jL---:=b=---... ---11\ +8.1% 

Source: Department of Public Instruction 
Prepared by: Dr. Wayne P. Truesdell, Feb. 10, 1970 

State Average: $57.40 per 
% of Increase: 5.5% 

KEY - Top Figure - Per Pupil Distribution 
Bottom Figure - Per cent of Change from 1968 - 69 

\.J--) 



HO\,l SHALL PUBLIC EDUCATION IN IOWA (Kg-12) BE FINANCED? 
14 

In a meeting on October 6, 1970 cf a Statewide Finance Committee structured by the 
Department of Public Instruction, the following basic assumptions and principles 
relative to financing public education were promulgated, They follow: 

BASIC ASSUJ1PrIONS 

Education is a responsibility of the State. This is sustantiated by Amendment 
Ten in the Federal Constitution, and in the assumption of the power 
by the Iowa General Assembly to establish and regulate schools. 

Therefore: it can be assumed that it is the responsibility of each state to 
assure that each of its citizens has equal educational opportunity. 

Also: it could be further assumed that the responsibility for financing a 
level of education to assure this equal educational opportunity rests upon all 
citizens of the sta·te, proportionate to individual and corporate ability to contribute. 

AGm:E1•iENT UPOl~ LEGISLATIVE NEEDS AT THI~ Til'lE 

The committee agreed that the following should have high priority in the 
1971 Legislative Sessions: 

1. The state aid formula must be simplified; 

2. The method of financing schools must reduce the present high property tax 
burder.~. for support of local schools; and · 

3, State support should stop short of the point at which it might be subsidizing 
inefficient operation of local schools. 

FINAi~CE PRINCIPLES ADOPT.ED BY STATi SCHOOL FINAl~CE STUDY CO:Ni.1'1:ITTE..£ 

October 6, 1970 

1, The state should support a foundation program. 

2. Local effort, in terms of rates of taxes on property, on personal and 
corporate income, and on consumption, should tend to be comparable up 
to state average expenditures. 

3, Schools should be permitted to set a level of expenditures consistent 
with local needs and citizen demands, recognizing that all costs atc.ve 
the foundation level would be assessed totally on t~e local district. 

4, A uniform statewide property tax rate shquld be required in all districts. 
The committee prefers that the distribution of the money raised by this 
levy _to be on a per pupil basis statewide, 

5, The 40 percent of the income tax now earmarked for· schools should not be 
reduced, but it should be distributed on a per pupil basis statewide 
rather than retained by each county and distributed on a per pupil basis -
in the county, 

6. Total state aid should not be less than the national average of about 
40~ in recent years, 

7. Any state aid formula should incorporate a wealth factor to include tax
able value of property and some phase of income (adjusted gross or taxable). 

8. Fall enrollment in public schools should be used in the distribution of 
state aid, (Second Friday in September) 

9 All general fund expenditures should be used in the computation of state 
aid. 

continued on next page 



continuation from page 14 financing Iowa schools 15 
10. The State Comptroller should pay the state equalization aid to the 

various districts in two installments; on September 15, an advance 
equivalent to 50 percent of the previous year's aid; and on February 15 
the balance due in terms of the September e11rollment of the current year, 

11. The Committee believes that the Budget Review Committee is an important 
instrument in helping achieve budgetary control in local districts. 

ADDITIONAL PRINCIPLES -~rnICH SEEl'I PERTilifENT TO THIS WRITER: 

1. State aid allotments should not be fixed amounts ($112,000,000) but should 
be stated as a fraction of expenditures; or a fraction of the income from 
a given tax so that it will be responsive to economic changes. 

2. Some recognition should be given to those costs peculiar to a type of 
school. These could include aid for school building construction in 
rapidly growing suburbs of cities, for transportation of pupils in Iowa's 
counties where population is becoming sparser, for special education 
needs, for special aid in areas with a high percent of disadvantaged 
children, and to encourage innovation. These could be added as an index 
onto a 100 percent state aid entitlement, or they could be special grants 
as is true now with special education, vocational education and driver 
education. 

J. Though it is not to be recommended, it may be desirable to seek a vote of 
the local citizens to raise the additional local millage (or percent of 
gross income) over the preceeding year's rate, Local districts should be 
accountable for keeping increases in costs of education within economic 
growth rates, or else proving to the tax payer why greater increase than 
the economic growth rate is desirable. 
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PROPOSALS FOR INPROVEr•.ENI' OF THE PRESJ£i~T SCHOOL SUPPORT P1WGRAj:i 

At the present time two basic, but very similar proposals for the financing of 
public education (Kg-12) in Iowa have been publicized. Both of them are outlined 
in the pages which follow: 

i:eiODEL # II -- The Shaff-Holden Foundation Plan which would incorporate property 
taxes, income taxes, and state aid to support education in every 
school up to 85 percent of average per pupil expenditures. The 
basic features are: 

i-.LODEL l V 

1. A 20 mill Property Tax Levy in every district. The proceeds 
of this tax would remain in the local district. 

2. Provide, from retrievable sources (see later table) the equi
valent of a two percent (same as 20 mills) levy on the .Adjusted 
Gross Income in the district, Again, these funds would remain 
in the local district. 

3. State support to reach 85 percent of the state average per 
pupil in the general fund; or 85 percent of the local per pupil 
eArpenditures in the general fund if it were less than the state 
average. 

4. Support the remaining local district costs in the general fund 
by the same rate of taxes upon Taxable Valuation of Property 
and Adjusted Gross Income, all borne by the local district. 

5. No provisions for other than local property taxes for support 
of the Schoolhouse Fund is anticipated. 

The Plan propied by the State Finance Committee structured by the 
Department of Public Instruction. This also would support local 
schools up to 85 percent of general fund expenditures per pupil 
through the use of a statewide property tax and state aids. 

1. Levy a 25 mill property tax statewide. (No method of distribu
tion was included). It could be assumed that the two options 
are: 

a. Leave the proceeds at home as in the Shaff-Holden plan, 
or 

b. Distribute the proceeds of this tax equally among all 
students enrolled in public schools. 

2. Through state aid support every school up to 85 percent of the 
average per pupil expenditure in the general fund, or 85 per
cent of the local district per pupil expenditure. 

3. Secure the additional balance of local funds in the general 
fund above the 85 percent support level from locally levied 

taxes. (No designation of whether it should be property, income, 
or a combination of the two was made.) 

4. Continue to support the schoolhouse fund by a property tax 
levy, 

(The funds needed for these programs, and its application to selected schools 
follows.) 
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DATA ESSE1-J'TIAL TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF A. SCHOOL SUPPORT PROGR.Al"\i 

TABLE IV 

A. BASIC DATA ON ENROLLMENT AND RESOURCES 

1. Sept. 1969 Public Enrollment 

Total 
State 

Per Pupil Percent of 
State Ave. General Fund - · 

659,882 
2. Proposed General Fund Expenditures $ 534,522,368 
J. 85 percent of Proposed GF E.xpendts 453,440,128 

4. Reimbursable Expenditures 491,506,252 
5, Taxable Valuation of Property, 1970 $ 7,282,419,900 

6. Adjusted Gross Income 1969 6,532,663,450 
7. 20 mill property tax levy will raise 
8, 25 mill property tax levy will raise 

9. 2 percent tax on Adjusted Gross Income 
will raise 

145,648,398 
182,060,478 

130,653,269 

$ 810.03 

688.53 

744.84 
$ ll,035 

9,900 
$ 220.72 

275.90 

10. State Aid Needed to support 85% of GF 
197.99 

411.13 
269.00 

a. With 25 mill _,property levy (M 5) 271,379,630 
b, With 20 mills +2% on Adj Gr Inc (M2)177,1J8,520 

n. State Aid to Support 

b. 

a. 40% of theG (;; 1eral Fund 
b. 50 % of the General Fund 

213,808,947 
267,261,184 

J24.0l 
405.01 

RETRIEVABLE FUNDS FROM VARIOUS SOURCES IN 1969-70 

Dollars 
Totals Percent Available 
$1000 Available $1.000 Per Pu;eil 

1, Ag. Land Tax.Credit $ 18,000 100% $ 18,000 $ 27.28 
2. Personal Property 

Tax Credits 27,126 58% 15,733 23.84 
3. Homestead Exemption 34,600 58'% 20,068 30.41 
4. Tax Free Lands 363 100% 363 .55 
5. 1969-70 Sta.te School Aid 112,000 100% ll2,000 169.73 
6. 40% of 1969-70 Income Tax 22,402 . 10~ .2?2402 26.68 
7. TorALs $ 229,491 $ 203,566 $ 308.49 

100.00% 
85.00% 

90.80% 

27.25% 
J4.06% 

24,44% 

50.63% 
33.33% 

40.00% 
50.00% 

% of 
fu..L 

3,371~ 

2.94% 

J. 751~ 

.07% 

20.95% 
?.00fb 

J8.0% 



GRAPH llI 
THREE POSSIBLE DISTRIBUTIONS OF Tor.AL GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES IN THE STATE OF ICMA 

(Based on 1969-70 Data) 

f $810/Pupil 
/ Non-Re 

~ , , , , . , I $744 

k, i 4 « ,,, $4 J6 

State Aid '--, ,....:_ ......... 
~~~~ 
~ '----~ 
I , , --~$261 

$810 

nse ---- --t----} 

$744 
cal Addition 

$688 

.~~~. ~ -5'1> support lev1 

,,~tate Ai ' .. ' ,,~tate ~~ 

~ -~ ~~ 
~ oun~ $333 

1 ° ., 1: Y>O ..., ~ t ~"'76 - 1 > .,, ,. .,,,_~ ~ 

$419 

$278 

l<"OC C N!:J(,' ' I $210 I O - -·-- J ' '~ - I $"'~ .. . , .. " " ~ } . ~ 

Present 
Pl.an State Department 

Plan 
Shaff

Holden 
Plan 

* A, B presenfw~ possible options of furnishing the difference needed to reach 
the $744 of reimbursable General Fund Expenditures from the $688 (asi)support level 

A. is based on Taxable Value of Property Assessment only 

B. 1s based on an equal rate distributed between Taxable Value of Property 
and Adjusted Gross Income. 

Prepared by-1 Craig L. Paul, Graduate Assistant UNI 
November 17, 1969 



TABLE V 19 
SOURCE OF TOTAL PROPOSED GENERAL FUND 

(A, B,· C are the same in all plan$.) 1969-70 Data. 

OPERATION OF THE LAW 1969-70 
Statewide 

Percent of l'.dlls To Per/Pupil 
.Jl.1000 --9:.!!J._ _ Repl2- Average 

A. Total Proposed GF Exp. 1969-70 $534,.522 100.0% 73.3 $810.03 
B. Non- Reimbursable 13,789 2.5% 1,9 20.90 
c. Federal Aids 2Jeo6z 4.J1 2•1 34.27 
D. Property Taxes 

1, County Basic $138,960 26,0% 19.l $210.58 
2, Local Addition 202.144 ~-0~ 27-2 ~ 3. TOTAL PROPERTY TAX $342,104 47.0 , 

.070 

E. State Non Property TaJCes 
1, 40'% County Income $ 37.,402 7.0% 5.1 $ 56.68 
2. Unequalizing Aid 112,000 21.0% 15.4 169.73 
3. Special State Aids 6,1,a 1.za .8 9.~2. 
4. TOT.AL NON PROPERTY fAX $155,5.53 29.2~ 21.3 $ 235.73 

MODEL-# II- SHAFF•HOLDEN PLAN 

D. Property Taxes 
1. Basic 20 }fills $145,648 27.2% 20.0 $ 220.72 
2. Additional Local 12,~'l.l.. ~ 2.7 ~0.27 
3. TOTAL PROPERTY TAX $165, 21 3 / 22.7 $ 250,99 

E. Non-Property 
1. 40% County Income $ 37,402 7,0% 5.1 $ 56.~ 
2. Add to 2% on Adj, Gr. Inc, 93,251 17,5% 12.8 141.32 
). Added Local 18,093 3,4% 2.5 27.42 
4. State Aid to 85% 177,139 33.2% 24,J 268.43 
5. Special State Aids 61121 112~ ;SB 2122 
6, TOTAL NON PROPERTY TAX $ 332,036 62.3~ 45.5 $ 503.17 

MODEL#= V - DPI STATE FINANCE COMMITTEE PLAN 

n. Property Taxes 
1, 25 mill state wide $182,060 Y.,,.2% 25.0 $ 275.90 
2, Balance above 85% 38,066 7 .. 061_ 2•1 26-22 
3, TOT.AL PROPERTY TAX $219,223 41.2~ 30.1 $ 332.22 

E. Non-Property 
1. 40% County Income $ 37,402 7.06/, 5.1 $ 56,68 
2. State Aid to 85% 233,978 4J.8% 32.2 3.54.57 
3. Special State Aids 6il.2l 1.2i o.8 9.32 
4. TOTAL NON-PROPERTY TAX $ 277,531 .52.0; J8,l $ 420.57 
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APPLICATION OF THE -TWO HODELS TO SELECTED SCHOOLS 
- ~20 

On the pages which follow schools have been selected to illustrate how each 1 

model would have functioned in 1969-70. 

The schools selected include: 
t Two cities with different levels of wealth and expenditures. 

Two rapidly growing suburban areas at extremes of per pupil wealth. 
Two small districts with extremes in wealth. 
LaMars has been picked as a typical city in terms of expenditures, 
and in both property and adjusted gross income per pupil. Also 
Lemars is in the enrollment range (1500•3000) who seem to most~nearly 
reach a point of operational efficiency. 

Model II (a) is illustrated first. 

Explanation of graph - i'-'lodel # II 

Shown in the graph are the following data: Pleasant Valley is used as an 
example. 

TV/P - $26,532 
AGI/P - $5,636 
iYli.lls -

% 

lfills to 

29.17 

2.92 

State Ave. 21.77 

Taxable valuation in 1969-70 per student in 1969 enrollment 

Adjusted gross income per student in 1969 

i'1i.lls required to raise property share (20 mills plus 
local addition). 

Percent on adjusted gross income to raise its share (2 percent 
basic plus local addition). 

Mills on property and adjusted gross income to reach state 
average per pupil expenditure. 

Graph - Pleasant Valley 

$530 Dollars per pupil that would have been raised in 1969-70 in the 
district by a 20 mill property tax levy. 

$113 

$45 

$295 

($57) 
$65 

$1048 

Dollars per pupil that would have been raised by a 2 percent 
(20 mill) tax on adjusted gross income in the district. 

State aid paid to reach 85% of the average state per pupil 
expenditure in 1969-70 ($688.52 

Balance to be raised locally by a uniform rate on property 
and adjusted gross income. 

Added local share needed to raise state average per pupil ($810) 

Non Reimbursable expenditures - mostly special state aids 
and federal aids. 

Total general fund expenditures in Pleasant Valley in 1969-70. 
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Per Pupil 

IOWA SCHOOL FINANCE - MODEL II (a) - 1969-70 
(1) 20 mill Property Tax - Kept in local district 
(2) 2 percent Gross Income Tax - Kept in local district 

GRAPH IV 

TV/P AGI/P 

(3) State Aid to reach 85% os state average per pupil general fund expenditure ($688.52) 
(4) Local balance from equal rates on (1) property and (2) Adjusted Gross Income 

Mills % 
Mills to State Average d Local 

State Average . 20 mill local 2p Adj, Gr. Income State Aid Add 
$ll 035 $9 900 ~-~ "-'-,',,\:," ~~~ ~}.:{{{f# ~~//ffi 1 

' 

22. 72 2:27 '~-_$22~~ $198 :;,;, ;,i $210.,/~ ~ I $57 ! $64 

N.R.* 

I $810 

m:s~~t Vall$~,6J6 i~~~~~)5J0~';_~~-~:<~~~~~~I $113 
29.17 -- 2.92 ,3~~\_"'~ ~'\~~,, ,,,~~"- 0'. , , '-,. ,,, ,,:>~~~ <:',"-' 

21.T/ 

17./:1 $295 
t}J~l ($57) 

$r~:~~f e $7,533 :~'$1~ t~.~/' $151 
27.24 2. 72 1~'- _,,, \'\.":-,, @1$19~;f:$1/%-%(~1 $97 /2~ $785 

v1///1/, ~%~: ,($420)@?~,_%-//,,-; (101) , I 
27.55 

Cedar Rapids 
$ 8,822 $14,287 1~~~$176 ~~I $285 i!W%${{/~~~@ $73 1· $7o 

23.16 2,32 :\\\~~\ . ,"\~~-i 11/';.'/1/ / /5/.',,;, 1/½ ~ { (54) 22.34 ' , , ,\. . / , // 
$829 

Council filuf;s 808 l\ \ \\-~'~/' 
$4,858 q,9,2 , 'l'l ~ \ $97 ~\ · 
23,27 •...1...1 'L "- '-' 

25.04 

$196 
~~7 //4~ ////ij//1/,~48 i ···1· f/ij1'#~<$395>'~~A (74~ 48 $638 

Walnut 

$19,729 $10,549 )'~,~~~'~;"'\_~',<$39 ~~~:~-~,~~-~~~ 
28.52 2,85 (0,\. \ \ \ ~\\\_\ { '' \~"'.\ \ , "\\'\.'\ " \'~'-' 

$211 
///1 / /~~I ~ ()Bl/4, ~258 (55) 

21,82 · 

J'F.iar-Mac 
$6,359 

23.78 
24.69 

Le Mars 

$5,803 f~~-'$127\~ 
2,38 ,\\\, ,\, , ,\\~ 

$116 

$1½2412 $9, ~~~ I''-~~"-~) .. ';.;~.'.~~~'\~ I 
•
53

22. 95 
51~ '\\ '\'\~ .. ,_(-,~~ ~ """' 

~J}~~)f~~~~j~ t~~ : $65 -! $739 

$199 
i?f$2~Y//7/<////.-0 , $5"1' $ j 1:;,1/a,1/<$261V/@j C6J~ 59

1 
$753 

*Non Reimbursable 

f65 --1 

$1048 

I $66 ; $1013 

1:3 .. • . .. 
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5:XPLANATION OF :iY10DEL V \ 

Shown in the graph are the following data: 

Pleasant Valley is used as an example: 

TV/P - $_26,532 Taxable Valuation in 1969-70 per student in 1969 enrollment 

AGI/P 5,636 Adjusted Gross Income per student in 1969 

Total Hills-37,55 -. l·Jills required to reach percent level of expenditures 
' if Plan .A is used (25 mills f. equally state -wide/pupil) 

l:iills to state Average- 28,58 - Hills .required to operate at state average 
expenditures ($810 entotal) 

\ 

Amount+/.- (A-B) $387 - The .difference between what ·25 mills·would·raise 
and what district would receive were the 25 ni..ill levy 
shared' state. wide, :::1 -~'· ;,.-': ··: ·, . ' 

Graph - Pleasant Valley (Example) 

$ 276 - Dollars per pupil that would have beenr~c~ivedin 1969-70 in' the district 
by a 25 mill state wide property tax levy divided statewide on, a per 
pupil basis (Plan A), 

$ 412 - State Aid per pupil to reach 85~"b of the aver~ge state per pupil 
expenditure in 1969-70 ($688) in Plan A, · 

$ 663 - Dollars per pupil that would have been raised in 1969-70 in the district 
by a 25 mill levy retained in the district (Plan B)' . 

$ 25 - State Aid per pupil to reach 85% of the average state aid per pupil 
expenditure in 1969-70 in Plan B. 

$ 333 - 1\dded local share per pupil needed to reach present reimbursable 
~ ' expenditure level. 

$ 27 - Non Reimbursable expenditures - mostly state a.ids · ~nd Fe<i.eral Aids, 

$ 1048 - Total General Fund expenditures in Pleasant Valley in 1969-70. 



ST.ATE AVERAGE 

$11,0J.5 

8_% 
. Local ~on- I 

Ai ··25 mills ~ per pupil I State Aid to 85% Level .. 1 . . I Reim ] $810 (State Ave ·Exp' / pupil) State Wide 1 7Add1 t,1 · 
BI --z5 mills , 

1

1 A· d t 85% Level f l 
,left in district levied ' State J. o $688 $744 - ~ 
L 276 

Pleasant Valley __ 25 mill . State A~d . Loc·a1 Property Tax 

$26,522 37. 55 w ~ 276$/ //,%1/,;,i 412 .._ ::1///2"'/,,' w /, 1/ / / ;'.1//1///1/,Tf 
-387 28,58 !:V--::1// ,,-;:/ /41/ /1//½'.:2~63_2'~//1/L~/1///Q&F~~~ /:'i' J!W/1/,l,l//42 

!$1048 

Urbandale 
$5,853 

+130 
41,67 ~

1Wfe£276;~~410: 
42,26 !f/'.1146%1 

~ 1/ I c '// h , 521 

391 1
1/~'/, ;/j////2:If $785 !' / 97 1//;l I .. ,,//// //j_J,7 i ' 

. ·;.1 / . ,, ·} 
' . -; 

Cedar Rapids . . -~~-r-;;,-r-7-r-,---;--:--7 ;,-r-;-/---- ---"-------:_----:-_ ---;-i,0/2//0''/°T////7 / 1~ --~-

$ 8,822 33.05 t~W /,1?',,?{27,,6 /,~~~~ 412 t /71/ ')} 70 . l $829 
.+56 30.89_\~ .½ /~22/~1 468 \-'// ///;~ 

Council Bluffs '-- . 

$ 4,858 34,88 I;~ 266 I~ .. ,,_J $638 
+155 40.23 \~~ J~,,1/?'1 - 421 !~ ___ _, ' 

Walnut 
$19,729 

-217 

~Mac 

3a.13 ~- · ~--½ - 111,011/, ~/// 1/;/ ,· I 
27~85 ~ ~%,~~ 412 k/1//, 1//, 259 '//')/ 66 1 101 . f~ 1/"&,W~'l'.(.fl 195 ;ff//////,~);-/ ½ 1 $ 

3 

$ 6,359 - 32,39 lo/_, 1/,✓,:: '//,, /, 276//~f 
+118 34.12 ~ / //// _/',1/.-_./_/, ,·1////.-\ 352 

t7l77,; 
-!14~/j 64 
. (e.½l 

i 

l $739 [i.70 . -,~½~\ 
Le ~Jars I · _ 

' $11,412 27.89 --1-~ 276~;::;::_· ~ J64 , l_~ . l . 
-9 29.73 1- // / }85 ~:~ ?:.~ - 355 . ' . !~fl 59 $753 

TV/P Total Mills
1'0 , _1/ ,, 1/ ✓% . . GRAPH V _ IOWA SCHOOL FINA.l'\JCE - 1969-70 <A.TA 

¥.iills to St_, Ave, GRAPHING OF STATE DEPI' • PLAN OF DISTRIBUTION (MODEL V) 
Amt+/- (A-B) 1. 25· mill levy (A) Distributed State Wide/Pupil; (B) Left in District Levied 

2, State to. 85% (688) State Level or 85% Local Gen, Fund if lower than state Averag_e. 
3. Balance from local Property tax. 

N 
\..,.) 
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SOtJE OBSERVATIOi\JS Qill OP'ZRATION OF EODELS {~ II Al\JD 1F V 

on property_+ a 
A. It is. possible that 20 mills t Z;o tax on Adjusteq Gross Income will raise more 
than 85 percent of the average per pupil cost($688.5~; or that the 25 mill levy will 
exceed this amount. 

1. Hodel 1:& II uses a 20 mill (2%) levy on both Taxable Property and Adjusted 
Gross Income. $688.53 would be raised by a 20 mill tax on a combined total 
of $34,L}27 • 

Twelve Iowa schools of the 453 would have raised, in 1969-70, by a 20 mill 
(2 percent) rate on taxable value of property and Adjusted Gross Income 
combined more than 85 percent of state average General Fund expenditures 
(0688 • .53). Nine of these have considerable parochial enrollment. If the 
principle that parochial children should be included in determining relative 
wealth is considered, it would not be offensive. 

2. Hodel# V levies a 25 mill tax on property. If left at home $688.53 would 
be reached by a taxable valuation of $27,534. 

Only six schools would have been in this category in 1969-70, all with 
substantial parochial school enrollments. 

3. The following schools could gain an advantage over poorer districts by 
keeping the proceeds of tho-·~ 20 mills on property plus Adjusted Gross 
Income, or 25 mills on taxable valuation of property. 

TABLE VI 

SCHOOLS wnICH COULD OB'.rJUN OVER 85% ($688.53) OF AVERAGE 
PER PUPIL COST BY BASIC LEVES 

1 2 
Ad3usted 

4 .5 6 
Change in 
Enrollment Taxable Gross l'.!Odel II ,·.iodel V 

School 1968-9 to Value Income Combined Rate Rate 
1969-70 Per Pupil Per Pupil i•iodel 1/= II 

Critical Point $27,534 $34,427 20 lYi 25 M 

1. Lytton -2.5 $27,422 $ 7,311 $34,733 18,92 
2, Carroll +5,7 27,792 22,9.58 .50,7.50 13.57 24,77 
J. CAL -10.3 28,2,58 10,414 38,672 17.80 24.37 
L}, Lakota -9.4 25,027 9,638 34,665 19,86 
5. Luverne + J.6 29,444 8,278 37,722 18.25 23.38 
6, Swea City - 2.7 24,333 10,239 34,.572 19.92 
7. Remsen-Union +2.1 31,68.5 14,.573 46,2,58 11.i,,88 21,73 
8. Fonda - 1,1 31,839 13,622 4,5,L}81 15.14 21. 63 
9, Crystal Lake - 1.1 25,767 9,507 3.5,274 19 • .52 
10, Floyd Valley - 0.9 26,007 12,.546 38,353 17.9.5 
11. N,W. Webster + 3.2 27,356 8,340 35,696 19.29 
12. Sergent Bluff - 9,3 30,412 6,172 .36,584 18,82 22,64 
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4, Two factors will reduce the number of schools who would have reached the 
85 percent of state average expenditures in 1970-71 without some state aid: 

a, Increasing costs, An 8 percent increase in per pupil costs would peg 
the state average in 1970-71 at $743,61. This would require ~29,745 
per pupil in taxable valuation at 25 mills and would have eliminated 
all but three schools, 

It would have required a combined taxable valuation of property and 
Adjusted Gross Income of i~37,181, This would have eliminated all bt1t 
six schools, 

b, Continued transfer of students from parochial to public schools. A 
transfer equal to 10 percent of the public school enrollment would 
have made a $27,534 property valuation equivalent to $30,287, or a 
combined property and income valuation of ~34,427 equivalent to ~38,206. 
Only three schools would raise above $688.53 with 25 mills, and only 
5 would exceed $688.53 by 20 mills on combined property and Adjusted 
Gross Income~ had their enrollments increased by 10 percent for 
1969-70 by such transfer. 

If both increased costs and increased parochial transfers are 
considered it would take $32,720 and ~40,899 respectively to reach 
85 percent ofave_•per pupil expenditures. No school would exceed 
this figure with a 25 mill levy, and only three would exceed it with 
the combined 20 mill levy, 

5, One factor would increase the chances of re~ching this figure, a decline 
in enrollment. Three of the listed 12 schools declined in enrollment from 
1968-9 to 1969-70 by 9 percent or more, three increased by 3.2 to 5.7 percent. 

B. THE SIGNIFIC1U~CE OF PROPERTY AND INCOi:12: IH REACHING THE SUPPORT LEVEL, 

The data computerized for all 453 Iowa School Districts shows quite conclusive
ly that the wealth factor of districts would be changed significantly if income 
were used as well as property valuations in assessing taxes. Rural areas are heavy 
in property valuations per pupil and low in Adjusted Gross Income per pupil, The 
reverse is true in metropolitan areas. The following examples will illustrate this 
difference, 

TABLE VII 

cm1PARISON OF PROPERTY AND INCOi'-.iE Fi:R STUDi.I:NT IN SELECTED SCHOOLS 

Wealth 
Taxable Rela.tive Adj, Wealth vJealth 
Valuation to Gross Relative Combined Relative 
Per the State Inc. Per To State Income & To State 
Student Average Student Average Property lwera.ge 

1. State Average $11,035 1,00 $9,900 ;1,00 $20,935 1.00 

2. Pleasant Valley 26,522 2.41 5,636 ,57 32,158 1.53 
3, Urbandale 5,853 0,53 7,533 .76 13,386 .64 
4, Cedar Rapids 8,822 .80 ll.J-,287 1,43 23,107 1.10 

5, Council Bluffs 4,858 ,44 9,808 ,98 14,666 ,70 

6. Walnut 19,729 1.79 10,549 1.07 30,278 l,l.J-3 
7, Ivar-Hae 6,359 .58 5,803 ,58 12,162 .58 
8, Ler·Iars 11,412 1.04 9,955 1.01 21,367 1.02 



26 

Thus a support program which demanded a sharing of property tax only would be 

unjust to Pleasant Valley since its property is rated at 4 times its income per pupil. 
Cedar Rapids would gain the greatest advantage by sharing property only because its 
property is about 60 percent as high as income per student. The use of both property 
and income in getting the local participation in sharing would tend to even out the 
differences between property and income somewhat. 

One must recognize that all state aid comes from income and excise taxes, paid 
in greater amounts by areas with higher per pupil incomes. In varying degree~ then, 
districts would be denied the benefit of a lower income per pupil level in determining 
the total support program. They would be supporting their total costs by a property 
tax (regardless of whether it were kept at home or shared statewide) and would get no 
benefit from a lower income per pupil base. 

Slli-.iHARY AND RECOMENDATIONS 

1. The 1967 School Support Law is Confusing and Complicated. It is a camel 
resulting from innu...merable compromises among many special interest groups in the state. 
Each year it has been patched up, and each act of "cobbling" has rendered the law even 
more confusing to the public, more difficult to administer, and an increasing 
obstruction to good budgeting practices in the local district. What is needed is a 
new law based upon the principles of (1) simplicity, (2) equality of educational 
opportunity, and (3) equity in tax burden among all taxpayers in the state. 

2, ! Foundation Program Would Appear to be ~ Program Which Would~ fil._the 
Three Criteria Listed Above. 

a. It retains the property tax for local purposes, in line with its tradition. 

b. There is no formula and it is thus more easily understood and administered. 

c. There need be no delays in finalizing the budget. Only the average per pupil 
expenditures would need to be known and these could well be established as 
the preceeding years expenditures with an average growth rate over a three 
year period, 

d. Local control of the property tax would be more politically expedient than a 
statewide sharing of property taxes. 

3, There~ Some Admonitions to be Carefully Watched if a Foundation Level 
Support Program is Usea. 

a. If the property and income tax proceeds are left in the local district, and 
the support level is reached by state support, then the State must consisten
tly support the program at the specified level. If a pro-rata of funds is 
necessary the inequity in the property taxing capacity of different districts 
will become quite evident. This will occur in two regards: 

(1) Since the poor district will receive more aid than the more wealthy 
district, a pro-rata will mean the loss of more dollars in aid to the 
poor district than to the wealthier one, in reverse ratio to property 
wealth per pupil. 

.n 1.,ne average .Loss ir.. a.1..;. were lO percent on an aio. paynit::;.:., ::.,1: ~)~;:,;:,, 
per pupil average, but were a percent of the total aid received, the 
district entitled to ~>100 aid would get $90, a loss of $10 per pupil, 
the district entitled to ~600 aid would get $540 in aid, a loss of $60 
per pupil. If per pupil valuations were $20,000 and $5,000 per pupil 
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respectively, the loss of the wealthier district would demand .5 mill, 
and that of the poorer district 12 mills, in additional property taxes, 

(2) Since the poorer district has less property Yaluations per pupil its tax 
rate will be higher to make up a loss of a given number of dollars than 
will be true in the wealthy district. A loss of $50,00 i -n ' aid in all 
districts would cost the poorest district in Iowa an additional 10 mills 
of property tax, and the richest district in Iowa about 1,5 mills. 

b. If the funds do not reach the proposed support level, then a new support 
level should be established at the percent of the general fund which the 
funds available will support, and all districts should be supported at this 
level by the combination of the local property tax and the state support. 

4. f1 Tax .Q.!! Adjusted Gross Income Could Easily be Administered from the State Level, 
but 1:.d.ght Incur Some Problems ~ it to be Ad.ministered Locally, and were it to be 
used with Taxable Value of Property to support local costs above the support level 
(In these iiiodels 85 percent of average state per pupil expenditures in the General 
Fund.) 

5. Careful Consideration of the i11anner in Which Income Can Best Be Taxed should be 
given to any program involvi~a changein the present methmioftaxing income. 

a, A ta:: on Adjusted Gross Income could be less regressive than on on Taxable 
Income. ifo report is necessary on income below $3,000. The rate is not 
progressive above $9,000 of taxable income. Thus it is regressive for 
persons in the ~3,000 to $9,000 bracket as compared to those with less than 
$3,000 or more than $9,000 income. Adjusted Gross Income will show more 
variations than Taxable Income since it includes both the Federal Tax and 
Deductions other than for dependents. 

b. If taxes are to represent ability to pay, then a change in present rates to 
make them more progressive would meet the test better than a proportional 
tax on ;\djusted Gross Income. Some States have geared the State tax to a 
percent of Federal Income Tax payments which would make a most progressive 
tax • 

c. Some concession from the Federal Government is essential before States can 
make extensive use of income taxes. The Federal Government now claims 
about 60 percent of all taxes collected by all governments, and hogs some 
92 percent of individual and corporate income taxes collected by all 
governemnts. 
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