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AD HOC TASK FORCE TO STUDY SCHOOL FINANCE

Minutes of May 30-31, 1985 Meeting

The Ad Hoc Task Force to study School Finance was called to order by
Dr. Robert Benton, State Superintendent, at 1:00 p.m. on May 30, 1985,
with the following task force members present: Dr. George Chambers,
chairman, Judith Bruggeman; Lowell Dauenbaugh; Ronald Dickinson; Joe Ertl;
Mike Hamilton; Roger Hudson; William Lynch; Dorothy Meyerhoff; Gary
Ratigan; Jan Reinicke; Keith Sasseen; Nels Turnquist; and Dr. Gary
Wegenke.

Dr. Benton opened the meeting with remarks indicating the interest and
concerns that the State Board of Public Instruction and the Department
have in school finance and the Board's desire to receive input from the
education community on how elementary and secondary education should be
financed. Dr. Benton charged the committee members to become famil iar
with the current state foundation program; to explore and develop a number
of goals and objectives for funding elementary and secondary education and
the area education agencies; and to develop scenarios 1o implement the
goals and objectives.

To familiarize the committee with the current state foundation
program, Dr. Lee Tack, Chief, Data Analysis and Statistics Section,
reviewed the goals, the formula for determining state aid, the factors
that influence the amount of state aid, and the advantages and

disadvantages of the present finance formula.



Included in the notebook provided each committee member a paper
entitled, "Public School Finance in lowa", prepared by Dr. Tack, that
describes the present foundation aid program for funding school districts
and area education agencies. Dr. Tack also provided the committee with
several goals that are deemed appropriate for school finance for 1990.

Dr. Carol Bradley, Administrative Consultant, reviewed for the
committee Senate Study Bill 384 which is the school finance bill developed
by the Senate Education Committee in +the latter part of the 1985
Legislative Session. Dr. Bradley highlighted the bill's policy statement
and major concepts. The policy statement is, "It is the policy of this
state fTo provide and require school districts to meet the educational
needs and maximize the opportunities of the children of this state."

The major concepts are:

i establ ishes one fund with two accounts, an infrastructure fund

account, and an instructional fund account;

24 infrastructure expenditures are +those relating to the basic
framework of the district such as tfransportation, operation, and
maintenance, general administration, purchase of site, building
repairs, new construction, equipment, food services for children,
community services, extracurricular athletics, and cash reserve
levy;

S infrastructure expenditures are financed by property tax, the
amount to be determined by the board of directors;

4. instructional expenditures are expenditures for the instructional

programs;



D instructional expenditures are financed by a combination state
aid and property tax;

6. establ ishes a state instructional cost per pupil at $2,000;

e sets the state instructional support level at 90%;

8. establishes a uniform instructional levy at $3.50 per $1,000 of
assessed val uation;

9. permits an additional tax levy if the state aid and uniform |evy
are not sufficient to fund the instructional budget;

10. provides for additional state instructional support for students
requiring speclial education, programs for gifted and talented
students, and programs for non-Engl ish speaking students;

11. provides for funding area education agencies similar to that for
school districts.

Each committee member was provided a copy of Senate Study Bill 384.

Dr. George Chambers, chairman, told the members of the committee that
the underlying theme of the Task Force would be: "Improve Excellence of
Education in lowa'. With that theme in mind, Dr. Chambers asked the
committee members for their thoughts as to what features should be
included in financing school districts and area education agencies. The
features expressed by the committee members as being important and should
be considered in school finance reform are: provides for an adequate
educational program for all children, program equity; adequate funding of
the educational program; finance equity; tax equity; more local control;

sparcity factors; eliminates categorical funding; simplified formula;



increased teachers' salaries; student transportation; incentives for
sharing; funding of extracurricular activities; separate funding for area
education agencies; and educational excellence (increased teachers!
salaries, longer school year, twelve month contracts, early childhood
programs, and advanced courses in math, science, computer and foreign
language).

Prior to adjournment for the afternoon, Dr. Chambers asked that each
member of the committee have in mind for the next day's meeting two goals

that they would | ike a school fund plan accompl ish.

May 31, 1985 Meeting of the Task Force

Dr. George Chambers, chairman, called the meeting to order at 9:00
a.m. with all members present except Keith Sasseen.

Committee members were asked to share their goals that they considered
important and should be included in developing a funding plan for
financing school districts and area education agencies.

A discussion of the current state foundation program centered around
the strengths and weaknesses. The strengths and weaknesses were |isted,
without attempting to reach concensus on whether an item was a sirength cor
weakness.

STRENGTHS
1. Provides equal ization
Zs Hol d down property tax increases

B Improved education across the state



Increased state aid to schools

5. One of the best systems for funding special education
6. Does not control local spending

1. Provides for enrollment changes

8. Allows for the creation of area education agencies

9. Provides for budget growth

10. Provides for program changes

11. Can be modified, flexible

12. Encourages efficiencies

WEAKNESSES

1 It is compl icated

2. Too many categorical funded programs

3. Budget growth geared to state funds not to needs of district
4. Does not reflect the true costs of education

5. Allowable growth rate is not budget growth rate

6. Uniform |levy has not changed

7. Does not recognize variance in costs

8. Based on artifical data; i.e., enrollment, cost per pupil
9. No provision for local discretionary funding

10. Imposes spending restraints

11. Provides no local incentives

12 Provides inequities in teacher salaries

13. Does not provide for mandated program changes

14, Student driven



Dr. Chambers handed out a draft paper entitled, "lssues Regarding the
Funding and Financing of lowa School Districts", to stimulate thought and
discussion. The discussion of the proposed issues centered around |tems
3, 7, and 8 as follows:

Item 3 = "Should the state establ ish maximum expenditure levels?"

The committee thought that there should be some
control, possibly a minimum level with a cap, and that
there should not be voter approval.

Item 7 = "If the state determines minimal/maximum expenditure levels,

how should annual budget increases be determined?"
The committee felt that budget increases should be
based on realistic needs for improvement of education,
and that there should be some type of built=in factor
to achieve excel lence.

Item 8 = "Should enrol Iment decl ine (phanton students) continue to be

recognized in a state funding plan?"
The committee was of the opinion that there should be
some form of recognition for declining enrollment and
that the cost per pupil should be recalculated to

arrive at the actual cost per pupil.

At the conclusion of the meeting the Department was asked to have

ready the following data/information:



What effect would increasing the uniform levy from $5.40 to $6.70
and increasing the foundation level to 90% have on financing
school districts?

What effect would there be on school finance if the uniform |evy
is increased in the same proportion as the allowable growth?

What effect would the recalculation of the district cost per
pupil have on financing schools?

What effect would there be on funding schools by changing the
pupil driven formula to: (a) a classroom unit formula; (b) a
classroom unit plus weighting formula.

What would be the effects of state aid and property tax with
percentage equal izing?

What would be the cost to the state if the categorical funded
programs were put into the formula? (Gifted and talented
program, program for returning dropouts and dropout prevention,
and educational improvement projects.)

What is the current cost of transporting pupils?

What Is the salary disparity in the state?

Future Meeting Dates:

June 20-21, 1985

July 15-16, 1985



AD HOC TASK FORCE TO STUDY SCHOOL FINANCE

Minutes of June 20-21, 1985 Meeting

The Ad Hoc Task Force to study School Finance was called fto order by
Dr. George Chambers, chairman, at 1:00 p.m. on June 20, 1985, with the
following members present: Judith Bruggeman; Lowell Dauenbaugh; Ronald
Dickinson; Joe Ertl; Roger Hudson; William Lynch; Dorothy Meyerhoff; Gary
Ratigan; Jan Reinicke; Keith Sasseen; Nels Turnquist; and Dr. Gary
Wegenke. Absent, Mike Hamil ton.

Dr. Lee Tack presented to the task force members +the data and
information that was requested at the May 30-31, 1985 meeting. His
presentation consisted of numerous tables and charts that illustrated the
following: (1) the effects of increasing the uniform levy from $5.40 to
$7.00 and increasing the foundation level to 90%; (2) the effects of
increasing the uniform levwy in the same proportion as the allowable
growth; (3) the effects of recalculating the district cost per pupil; (4)
the effects of percentage equalizing, (5) the effects of building the
costs of gifted and talented programs, programs for dropout prevention and
returning dropouts, and educational improvement projects into the formula;
(6) average fransportation cost per pupil and net regular program cost per
pupil by decile, and average net regular program cost per pupil by per
pupil transportation cost range; (7) classroom unit funding; and (8) the
1984-85 BA and MA Salary Schedule Comparisons prepared by the lowa State

Education Association.



Dr. Chambers distributed a paper he prepared, "Proposed lowa School
Finance Plan Consideration" that contained seven items for the members to
consider. The comments made and discussed relative to the seven items
were: inequities exist in district weal th, tax rates, teacher salaries,
program offerings, and +tfransportation costs; variance in assessment
practices confound the tfax equal ization problem but are beyond the scope
of this committee; the need for a local leeway tax; the need for tax
equal ization of a local leeway tax; the need to have a cap on local |eeway

taxes; and separate funding for area education agencies.

JUNE 21, 1985 MEETING OF THE TASK FORCE

Dr. Chambers, chairman, called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. with
all members present.
Dr. Tack presented to the task force members ten potential goals for
school finance in lowa. The goals presented were:
Te Increased salaries of educators.

2 Provide increased taxpayer equity.

3 Increase the state's participation when revenue is
avalilable.

4. Increase equity of dollars going for instruction and
programs.

5 Guarantee equal access to revenues needed for school
improvement.
6. Provide for local discretion in determining a portion

of the budget.

7. Fund schools on an actual pupil basis.



8. Provide for local incentives to seek additional funds for
discretionary programs.

9. Require the most efficient and effective use of |imited
state resources.

10. Provide for the safe and efficient operation of school
districts.

Dr. Chambers divided the task force into two work groups, assigning
each group potential goals to develop, discuss, and come to a consensus
relative to each assigned goal and fto report back to the full task force.
Group | consisted of Joe Ertl, Mike Hamilton, Dorothy Meyerhoff, Gary
Ratigan, Keith Sasseen, and Gary Wagenke and were assigned potential goals
1o 8 By and| . 8s Group Il consisted of Judith Bruggeman, Lowell
Dauenbaugh, Ronald Dickinson, Roger Hudson, William Lynch, and Nels
Turnquist. They were assigned potential goals 2, 3, 4, 7, and 9.

Mike Hamil ton reported for Group | as follows:

Goal 1 = A salary level should be established that would provide
competitive salaries tfo attiract and retain qualified
people. Immediate adjusiments fto salary schedules should be
funded by the state. |t may be necessary to phase in salary
increases to reach a minimum base of $18,000.

Goal 5 - A guarantee for equal access to revenue is needed. The
state should strive for greater taxpayer levy equity in
gradual steps by possibly altering the uniform levy and a
maximum percent provided by the state.

Goals 6-8 School funding should provide for local discretion in

determining a portion of the budget and for local incentives
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to seek funds for discretionary programs. Each district
should be permitted to determine ifs fiscal need beyond
state's minimum expenditure level. This local leeway should
be determined by the board of directors, be equalized
relative to the district's property tax effort and funding
shared by the state and district, with an increased burden
placed upon the district with each increment of expenditfure.

Bill Lynch reported for Group Il as follows:

Goal 2 - Taxpayer equity should be increased on a phase-in basis, and
that any local Ieeway taxing should be monitored by the
School Budget Review Committee.

Goal 3 - This goal should read, "Maintain and Iimprove the state's
participation on a percentage basis in funding schools."

Goal 4 - The formula for funding instruction and program should be
al l-inclusive rather than a differentiated or categorical
formula and that local leeway was important.

Goal 7 - Schools should be funded on an actual pupil basis and that
provision must be made for enrollment decline. Compensation
for enrolIment decline could possibly be accomplished by a
budget guarantee or an adjusiment in per pupil cost.

Goal 9 - Consensus was not reached on this goal, but discussed
reorganization, sharing, a voucher system, and some type of
a minimum | imit for high school enrolIment.

The committee asked staff to prepare alternative finance plans to meet

the various goals discussed. Included should be plans which address

issues such as "phantom" pupils, tax payer equity and local control.

Next Meeting Date:
July 15-16, 1985

11



AD HOC TASK FORCE TO STUDY SCHOOL FINANCE

Minutes of July 17, 1985 Meeting

The Ad Hoc Task Force to study School Finance was called to order by
Dr. George Chambers, chairman, at 9:00 a.m. on July 17, 1985, with the
following members present: Judith Bruggeman; Ronald Dickinson; Joe Ertl;
Mike Hamilton; Roger Hudson; William Lynch; Dorothy Meyerhoff; Gary
Ratigan; Jan Reinicke; Keith Sasseen; Nels Turnquist; and Dr. Gary
Wegenke. Absent, Lowell Dauenbaugh.

Minutes of the June 20-21, 1985 meeting of the Task Force were
approved by motion.

Dr. Chambers distributed to the Task Force members a letter he
received from Dick Gabriel, president of the Iowa Vocational Association.
The letter called attention to the recommendations for funding secondary
vocational education made by the Equitable Funding Committee and solicited
the support of the Task Force. Also distributed were two pamphlets, "Task
Force on Vocational Education - Executive Summary" and "Equitable Funding
Approaches for Vocational Education". By motion the Task Force received
the reports.

The Task Force discussed the dissemination of the final report. It
was agreed that the final report should be disseminated as follows:

State Board of Public Instruction
Executive Branch

Interim Study Committee on School Finance
Legislature (through the leadership)
School Districts (via mailbag)

Educational Organizations

12



Dr. Leland Tack distributed and explained a working draft of the "Ad
Hoc Task Force to Study School Finance Report" to the State Board of
Public Instruction that he had prepared. Dr. Tack asked the members to
review the draft and make suggestions for additions, deletions, or any
changes they thought necessary so that the various goals and alternatives
for funding school districts expressed the work of the task force.

The remainder of the day was devoted to discussing and working on the
draft. The format was accepted as presented.

The draft copy will be rewritten incorporating the changes suggested
by the members of the committee. A draft copy will be sent to each member
for concurrence of the final report. A final report will be printed and
distributed.

Dr. Benton thanked the Task Force members for taking time from their
busy schedules and for their input in developing the goals and
alternatives for funding Iowa school districts.

Dr. Chambers expressed his appreciation to Dr. Leland Tack for his
excellent work in providing the Task Force with meaningful data and
drafting the goals and objectives. He also thanked the members for

participating and a job well done.

13
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State of Iowa
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
Administration and Finance Division
Grimes State Office Building
Des Moines, Iowa 50319

PUBLIC SCHOCL FINANCE IN IOWA

By
Dr. Leland R. Tack

Data Analysis and Statistics Section
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Iowa School Finance History

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

school hudget review comittee to consider unique and unusual school budget
circumstances.

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

SUMMARY OF LEGISLATION

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



The allowable growth rate for 1984-85 has been set at 6.2 percent if the
estimated fund balance of the state general fund for fiscal year 1985 is equal
to or greater than thirty million dollars.

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

Table 1
State Cost, Foundation Level and Expenditures

State Cost AEA Foundation Foundation
Regular Support Total Support Support
Year Pupil Cost Cost Level Percent
1971-72 — — —_ —_ —
1972-73 903 —_ 903 632 70
1973-74 948 —_— 948 673 p ik !
1974-75 1,024 —_ 1,024 737 12
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 11
1980-81 1,848 88 1,934 1,489 i
1981-82 1,940 88 2,028 1,562 11
1982-83 2,089 94 2,183 1,681 77
1983-84 2,224 100 2,324 1,813 78
1984-85 2,288 103 2,391 1,889 79

1985-86 2,410 108 2,518 2,014 80
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CURRENT STATE AID CHRONCLOGY

General

Year Assembly Session Bill

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

HF654

Major Feature

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

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

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

A school budget review cammittee was
establ shed.

Established the budget certification
date as February 15.

Redef ined allowable reimbursable
expenditures.

Distribution of money based upon fall
enrollment.

Redef ined state allocation procedures
and financial support factor.

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

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 miscellaneous income and
the state foundation 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.
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CURRENT STATE AID CHRONCLOGY (CONT.)

General
Year Assembly Session Bill Major Feature

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. Provided greater equalization by

'~ increasing the district cost of
districts below the state cost through
125 percent growth.

5. Clarified Chapter 442 through technical

and procedural changes.

1974 65th 2nd HF1121 1. Established a declining enrollment
provision.
2. Repealed the maximum tax reduction.
3. Established the state percent of growth
at 8 percent for 1974-75 and 1975-76.

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

2. Established weighted pupil counts for
special education children.

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

General
Year Assembly Session Bill
1977 67th Extra SF415
1979 68th 1st HF660
1980 68th 2nd HF2551

l.

l.

Major Feature

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

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

Provided for advanced state aid to
increasing enrollment districts.

Repealed maximum tax limitation.
Repealed guaranteed state aid provision.

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

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

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

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

Repealed the restrictions on the use of
the enrichment amount.

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

Froze the state foundation base for one
year. 1980-8l will be the same as
1979-80.

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

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



General
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CURRENT STATE AID CHRONCLOGY (CONT.)

Year Assembly Session Bill

1981

1982

69th

69th

1st

2nd

HF414

SF2088

SF2146

SF2302

l'
2.

Major Feature

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

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

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

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

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

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

Established educational services and
media service budget growth as a per
pupil amount based upon the state
allowable growth rate and established
the respective budgets as an amount per
pupil times the enrollment in an AEA.
Provided for a supplement school income
surtax not to exceed $75 per pupil on
the budget enrollment. Surtax required
voter approval.

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

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

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

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

General
Year Assembly Session Bill Major Feature

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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
guaranteed a basic financial support level by having all districts tax
themselves at $5.40/$1,000 valuation and the state providing aid up to the
basic support level. For each district the total foundation level equals the
state foundation support level times the district's total weighted enrollment.

The state supports the foundation program at a percentage of the state
cost. For the 1984-85 budget year, the support level is 79 percent of the
state cost. For 1984-85, the percent would have been 80 percent if the
estimated general fund balance as of June 30, 1985 was greater than
$30,000,000.

The foundation aid program can be depicted as follows:
Foundation Support — Local Effort = State Aid
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or

(State Cost x Percent of Support) — Uniform Levy = State Aid
or for 1984-85

($2,288 x 79%) - ($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
budgets, less miscellaneous income, by the total number of pupils. In that
year, the state cost was averaged; however, since that year, an allowable
growth amount has been added each year establishing a new state cost figure
used for support level purposes. The 1983-84 regular program state cost figure
was $2,224 and is $2,288 for 1984-85. The state cost amount has two purposes:
1) to determine the dollar amount of allowable growth, and 2) to determine the
foundation support level.

For the budget year 1984-85, the state cost was the previcus year's state cost
plus allowable growth plus $8. The additional $8 is an adjustment to the state
cost to bring the state cost closer to the state average cost.

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 gquaranteed 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.

SCHOCL: BUDGETS

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

The controlled budget is as follows:

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

Pupil Per Pupil Enrollment Pupils Budget
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Enrollments

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

The pupils count used for budget purposes if AEA costs are excluded has four
parts: actual certified pupils, a compensation for declining enrollment,
supplementary weighting, and a special education weighting. 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
determined by calculating the difference between current enrollments and
enrollments one year previous. If a district was declining, then 50 percent of
the enrollment loss up to 5 percent of the base year enrollment was forgiven or
added to the actual enrollment. For any loss over 5 percent, 25 percent of the
loss was forgiven. For the 1979-80 budget year, 2.5 percent of the base year
enrollment was completely forgiven and any loss over this was forgiven at the
50 percent level. Starting with the 1980-81 budget year, school districts
calculated their budget enrollments as follows:

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

For example for 1983-84:

.25 x September 1978 enrollments + .75 x (September 81 or September 82)
and 1984-85 budgets will be:

.25 x September 1978 + .75 (September 81 or September 82)

Beginning with the 1984-85 budget year, a school district may use the current

September enrollment if it is greater than the budget enrollment as calculated
above.

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

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 special
education classrooms are weighted 1.7. Students receiving instruction in a
special educaticn self-contained classroom who receive little or no integration
into a regqular class are weighted 2.2. Pupils requiring special education who
are severely handicapped or who have multiple handicaps or who are chronically
disruptive are weighted 3.8.
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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 enrcllments and AEA service enrollments, are
presented in Table 2.

Table 2
Budget Enrollment 1971-72 through 1583-84

Certif.
Enroll. Declin. Special AEA
Budget of Prior Weighted Enroll.  Supplm. Educ. Nor—Pub. Serv.
Year Sept. Enrollmt Weightg. Weightg. Weightg. Enroll. Enroll

1971-72 652,518 652,518 =
1972~73 646,949 646,949 e
1973-74 630,722 643,391 12,669
1974-75 619,856 637,479 17,623

27,665

1975-76 616,633 654,362 10,064 o
1976-77 610,087 648,977 5,237 33,699 58,245 668,335
1977-78 601,591 641,216 5,932 32,125 56,507 658,098
1978-79 586,029 627,324 8,354 32,921 55,857 641,892
1979-80 571,049 619,793 16,014 32,730 53,345 624,394
1980-81 551,330 605,485 20,091 34,012 51,307 602,647
1981-82 536,979 600,017 25,647 91.2 37,300 50,538 588,153
1982-83 520,250 582,150 26,330 87.6 35,570 50,324 570,574
1983-84 506,796 569,081 26,930 90.7 35,264 49,111 555,907
1984-85 498,742 568,152 33,247 148.6 36,014 49,242 547,984

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
interchangeably. The local cost figures have been modified annually by the
allowable growth calculated using the state cost. For scme 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. For the 1984-85

school year the leveling up provision was eliminated but will be reinstated for
subsequent years.
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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 product implicit deflator and the revenues of the state
unless the revenue change is less than the deflator change. If the revenue
change is less, then the allowable growth 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
budget years respectively. Table 3 presents the allowable growth rate and
dollar amount since 1974-75.

Table 3
Allowable Growth Rate and Total Allowable Growth 1974-75 to 1984-85

Budget Year Growth Rate Amount
1985-86 5.325% $ 127
1984-85 2.54 % $ 59
1983-84 6.103% $ 133
1982-83 7.0 % $ 136
1981-82 5.0 % $ 92
1980-81 13.592% $ 219
1979-80 9.484% $ 139
1978~79 9.422% $ 127
1977-78 7.84 % $ 98
1976-77 9.825% $ 111
1975-76 10.7 % $ 110

1974-75 8.0 % $ 76
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Supplemental School Income Surtax

For the 1981-82 school year, school boards could call for a special election to
determine whether to impose a supplemental school income surtax on individual
state income tax for the calendar year beginning January 1, 198l. The surtax
amount could not exceed the difference between the five percent allowable
growth and the nine and twenty-six thousandths percent growth or $75 times the
budget enrollment. A simple majority was required for passage.

School boards had between April 2, 1981 and July 1, 1981 to hold an election to

gain approval for the surtax. The surtax was attempted by five districts.
Only one district obtained voter approval for the tax.

Enrichment Levy

The enrichment levy has allowed districts to increase their budgets by up to 5
percent of the state cost per pupil for the purpose of educational research
curriculum maintenance or develcopment of innovative programs. The additional

enrichment amount must be approved at the local level by a majority of those
voting.

The tax used for the enrichment amount is a combination of income surtax and
property. The proportion of the tax is a property tax of 27 cents/$1,000 of
assessed valuation for each 2.5 percent of income surtax. The maximum tax is a
5 percent income surtax and a 54 cents/$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 cents/$1,000 of assessed valuation of taxable property in
the district for each 5 percent of income surtax. The maximum tax for the
enrichment amount was changed to $1.08/$1,000 of assessed valuation and an
income surtax of 20 percent. Also beginning with the 1979-80 school year, the
enrichment amount was no longer restricted to expenditures for educaticnal
research, curriculum maintenance, or development of innovative programs.

Miscellanecus 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 semiannual
apportionment, interest on securities, and supplemental income surtax.

Unspent Balance

The unspent balance is the difference between a district's total spending
authority and its actual expenditures for a year. The unspent balance fram the
previous year is added to a district's budget and can be spent the following
year. A district will also have a cash balance at the end of a fiscal year.
The cash balance is a district's unencumbered cash on hand. For example, a
district's budget (total spending authority) could be $10,000,000 in a year,
but the district may only receive $9,500,000 due to delinquent taxes or state
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aid cuts. Thus, if the district spends all of its $10,000,000 authorization,

it will end the year with a $500,000 cash deficit and no unspent balance. If

the district chooses to spend only the $9,500,000 it receives, it will end the
year with a $500,000 unspent balance even though it has no cash to fund it.

SCHOQL 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 fram appearing
before the SBRC for other unique and unusual budget circumstances.

The SBRC has alsc been given the authority to grant a school district
additional allowable growth for gifted and talented programs, for dropout

_ programs and educational improvement projects. However, a maximum of 75% of
the dollars needed can be obtained fram the additional allowable growth. The
other 25% must be from the general fund. Funds for the gifted and talented
program and the dropout program from other sources must be subtracted from
their respective budgets prior to computing the 25%, 75% mix of dollars. No
more than 3% of the enrollment may be identified as gifted for funding
purposes. For school improvement projects, the budgets shall not exceed one

percent of the district cost per pupil times the budget enrollment or be less
than $5,000.

AREA EDUCATION AGENCY

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

parts: special education support services, media services and other education
services.

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

In the 1981-82 budget year, the special education support services budget was
determined by using the 1980-81 per pupil cost times the weighted enrollment.
The education service budgets for 1981-82 were frozen at their 1980-81 level
and the budgets for media services were increased by five percent. Since
1981-82, the special education support services cost per pupil has been based
upon the prior year's cost per pupil plus an allowable growth per pupil. The
budgets for special education support services is determined by multiplying the
special education support services cost per pupil by the total weighted
enr%lee t. .Bud or media and education services were determined in a

e
similar fashion grcm a prior year's cost per pupil plus an allowab
pupil times the enrollmgnt Stved. per pupll p le growth per
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SCOURCES OF REVENUES

The primary sources of revenues to support public elementary and secondary
education in Iowa are property taxes and state aid. The state aid is derived
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 contribution to schools was $116.4 million; by 1983-84 it had grown to
$690.3 million. In addition to the direct contrikbution of state aid, tax
credits are given such as homestead exemption and agricultural land tax
credits. These credits currently result in §125.9 million in state aid being
indirectly given to schools. This is indirect aid in that the state dollar is
replacing the revenue lost when a credit is given. Table 4 presents the
sources of the school dollar as determined fram school budgets.

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

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

The Board of Directors may initiate, each year, a site levy, not to exceed $.27
per thousand dollars of assessed valuation. The tax levied is placed in the
schoolhouse fund and used for the purchase of sites and site improvements
including grading, landscaping, seeding and planting, sidewalk construction,
rcadways, retaining walls, sewers and storm drains, etc. The levy may also be
used for major building repairs including the reconstruction, improvement or



Table 4
Sources of the School Dollar (In Millions)

1970-71 1974-75 1977-78 1980-81 -84*
Property Taxes $337.5 56.3% $334.6 42.3% § 395.1 37.9%  § 492.3 35.9%8 $ 556.2 34.6%

State Aid 166.4 27.8% 313.3 39.6% 439.6 42.2% 592.8 43.2% 690.3 43.0%
State Credits 59.4 9.9% 58.1 7.3% 107.3 10.3% 112.5 8.2% 125.9 7.8%
Miscellaneous 36.1 6.0% 85.2 10.8% 100.4 9.6% 173.9 12.7% 233.9 14.6%

$599.5 100.0% $891.2 100.0% $1,042.4 100.0% $1,371.5 100.0% $1,606.3 100.0%

Source: Office of the State Comptroller

*Estimated

b5
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remodeling of an existing schoolhouse and additions to an existing schoolhouse
or expenditures for energy conservation. Legal costs relating to acquisition,
surveys and relocation costs may also be paid for with 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.



Distribution of Districts and ils

Districts Pupils

Enrollment N % N 2
Less than 250 52 11.9 10,413 2.1
250-399 86 19.6 27,613 5.6
400-599 97 22.1 48,199 9.8
600-999 99 22,7 73,604 15.0
1000-2499 72 16.4 110,678 221
2500-7499 24 55 95,826 19.6
7500 or more o - 1.8 123,248 —25.2

438 100.0 489,581 100.0

Source: 1984-85 BEDS Enrollment File
Department of Public Instruction
May 27, 1985



1984-85

Budget Fact Sheet

Total State Cost Per Pupil
Regular Program Cost Per Pupil
Foundation Level @ 79%

Regular Program Foundation Level

1983 Assessed Valuaticn

$ 2;391
$ 2,288
$ 1,889
$ 1,808
$67,997,105,938

Uniform Levy @ $5.40 per $1,000 Assessed Valuation $ 367,184,375

Foundation State Aid
Minimum State Aid @ $200

LEA State Foundation Aid
AEA State Foundation Aid

Total Regular Program Cost

Special Education District Cost
Supplemental Weighting

AEA Special Education Support Cost

Media and Educational Services

Additional Allowable Growth Granted by SBRC

Money Previously Received Under Section 302.3

Enrichment Amount

1983-84 Unspent Balance Carried Into 1984-85
Estimated Miscellaneous Income

Estimated Maximum Authorized Budget

1983 Enrollment

Budget Enrollment with Guarantee
Supplementary Weight

Special Education Weight

LEA Foundation Property Taxes
AFA Foundation Property Taxes

703,558,179
236,743

-

$ 657,799,299
45,995,609

$ 1,224,574,175
$ 82,851,899
$ 350,510
$ 58,222,299
$ 21,998,710
$ 5,117,185
$

$

10,801,343

3,435,732
161,880,798
90,438,719
1,635,678,334

498,742
531,989
148.6
36,013.9

$ 660,838,375
$ 34,225,400
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ESTIMATED

1985-86
Budget Fact Sheet

Total State Cost Per Pupil
Regular Program Cost Per Pupil
Foundation Level @ 80%

Reqular Program Foundation Level
1985 Assessed Valuation

Uniform Levy @ $5.40 per $1,000 Assessed Valuation

Foundation State Aid
Minimum State Aid @ $200

LEA State Foundation Aid
AFA State Foundation Aid

Total Regular Program Cost

Special Education District Cost
Supplemental Weighting

AEA Special Education Support Cost

Media and Educational Services

Additional Allowable Growth Granted by SBRC

Money Previously Received Under Section 302.3

Enrichment Amount

Estimated 1984-85 Unspent Balance Carried
Into 1985-86

Estimated Miscellaneous Income

Estimated Maximum Authorized Budget

1984 Enrollment 492,007
Budget Enrollment with Guarantee 521,268
Supplementary Weight 17241
Special Education Weight 37,224.2

LEA Foundation Property Taxes
AEA Foundation Property Taxes

$ 2,518
$ 2,410
$ 2,014
$ 1,928
$71,335,814,552
$ 385,213,398
$ 737,503,849
$ 236,743
$ 689,507,402
$ 48,233,190
$ 1,266,921,373
$ 426 ,616
$ 60,291,487
$ 22,914,710
$ 20,575,874
$ 10,801,343
$ 4,150,147
$ 156,079,620
$ 94,903,676
$ 1,626,241,503
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Site Fund

Schoolhouse Fund

Playground

Lease-Purchase

Debt Service

Tort

Unemployment

Enrichment

Talented and Gifted

Dropout Prevention

1984-85
Other Levies

Number of Districts

311

232

14

289

317

181

57

139

Dollars Ievied

$ 13,912,307

$ 24,918,566

$ 856,016

$ 4,796

$ 45,786,330

$ 3,209,242

$ 1,513,722

$ 3,435,732

$ 3,969,939

$ 767,498
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Tort

Debt

Lease

Playground

Schoolhouse

Site

Unemployment

Enrichment

Talented and Gifted

Dropout Prevention

School Improvement

Estimated
1985-86
Other Levies

Number of Districts

319

267

18

228

325

145

58

188

10

93

Dollars Levied

$ 3,335,879

$ 44,629,000

$ 4,950

$ 946,847

$ 25,345,053

$ 15,372,297

$ 1,255,331

$ 4,150,147

$ 1,702,264

$ 3,036,034

L7
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Enrollment
Group

Less than 250
250--399
400-599
600-999
1000-2499
2500-7499
7500 or more

State

Source:

51
87
98
99
71

25

439

1983-84 Expenditures Per Average Daily Membership and as a
Percent of Total Operating Fund (Less Fund Modification)

Instructional
Other
Per ADM %

Transportation
Per ADM %

$ 221 6.9 $ 261 8.1
241 8.1 258 8.7
204 7.3 238 8.5
211 7.6 240 8.7
167 6.1 205 7.5
113 4.1 174 6.3

92 342 167 0
153 5.4 202 7.1

Secretary's Annual Report 1983-84

Basic Educational Data Survey
Enrollment File 1983-84
Data Analysis and Statistics Section

May 22, 1985

Instructional
Sal.& Benefits
Per ADM %

$1,751 54.5
1,583 53.2
1,518 54.4
1,501 54.3
1,567 57.2
1,645 59.3
1,751 59.8
1,618 57.3

Administration

Per ADM 3

$ 418 13.0
363 © 12.2
335 120
301 10.9
276 10.d
266 9.6
261 8.9
288 10.2

Operating
Maintenance
Per ADM %
$380 2.2
361 ~12.}1
344 12.3
351  la.]
347 212.7
360 13.0
413 14.1
368  13.0

All
Other
Per ADM

$ 162
170
151
157
176
213
246
195

%

5.3
547
5.5
5.8
6.4
; Py
8.3
7.0

o%



1983-84 Expenditures Per Average Daily Membership and as a

Percent of Total Operating Fund (Less Fund Modification)

Enrollment Salary Benefits

Group Per ADM & Per ADM %

N

Less than 250 51 $2,068 64.6 S 366 11.4
250-399 87 1,909 64.0 336 . 11.3
400-599 98 1,817 65.0 324 11.6
600-999 99 1,778 64.4 325. 11.8
1000-2499 71 1,835 67.0 335 12.2
2500-7499 25 1,920 69.2 363  13.1
7500 or more 8 2,046 69.8 422 14.4
State 439 1,903 67.4 360 12.7

Source: Secretary's Annual Report 1983-84
Basic Educational Data Survey
Enrollment File 1983-84
Data Analysis and Statistics Section
May 22, 1985

Capital
Outlay
Per ADM

$ 97
104
97
97
85
74
56
80

%

3.0
3.5
3.5
3.5
. 9 ¢
2.7
1.9
2.8

Purchased
Services
Per ADM %

$ 359
352
328
328
288
254
278
294

11.2
11.8
11.7
11.9
10.5

9.2

9.5
10.4

Supplies
Per ADM %
$ 277 8.6

249 8.4

203 7.3

208 7.5

172 6.3

140 5.0

117 4.0

167 5.9

Other
Instructional
Per ADM %
$ 38 1.2
29 1.0
24 9
26 9
25 .9
23 .8
12 .4
22 .8

1%
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Proposed Iowa School Finance Plan Considerations

by George A. Chambers
June 20, 1985

A Task Force to Study School Finance
proposed considerations for a school finance plan for Iowa schools

Statewide equalization of school property tax rates. Each district
would have the same resources available, regardless of property
worth. (See Exhibit A.)

Local determination of fiscal needs beyond a state specified
minimum expenditure level. Each district would determine its
fiscal needs beyond the state's minimum expenditure level. This
local leeway would be: (a) determined by the Board of Education,
(b) permitted to range up to 10% of the state minimum cost per
student, (c) equalized relative to a local district's property tax
efforts, (d) shared relative to funding by the state and local
districts, with an increased burden placed upon the district with
each increment of expenditure.

Funding for actual student enrollment. Phantom student counts
would be eliminated. Actual certified enrollment of the previous
year would serve as the basis for budget determination. This
consideration calls for increasing the state cost per pupil by the
amount of moneys that are currently provided for phantom
students--approximately 6% or $80 million.

Funding of excessive local transportation burdens by the state on
the basis of a formula which would demand efficient operations,
e.g. all transportation cost (excluding extra class activities) in
excess of $100 would be funded by the state when efficiency of
operation is demonstrated. Efficiency at or beyond 100% would be

funded in full. Districts with 80% efficiency would be funded at
80%, and so on.

Provide increased flexibility, tax equalization, and revenues for
school operations outside the current general fund group. A School
House, Site, and Capital Outlay fund would be established. The
levy would be determined by the Board of Education in an amount up
to $1 per $1,000 of property valuation. All districts below the
state average in property value would be guaranteed an amount from
this levy equal to the average property valuation in the state.

The guarantee would be provided through state aid.

This new fund would replace the Debt Service, Lease, Playground,
School House, and Site Levies fund groups. The new fund would
serve the purpose of the former funds plus permit the expenditure
of funds for capital outlay items not currently permitted.



Taxpayer equalization relative to the financing of Area Education
Agencies. A statewide equalization levy should be considered.
Flow through funds would be eliminated.

Recruitment and retention of highly qualified professional
educators through increased salary remuneration. A statewide
minimum BA starting salary level would be determined by the state
and adjusted annually by at least the amount of allowable growth
percentage in the state cost per pupils statistic.
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Exhibit A

Statewide Tax Equalization Local Leeway

Assume: State cost per pupil of $2,500
State average valuation per pupil of $125,000

State average share of support 50%
Local average share of support 50%

Local leeway = 10% of state cost $250

Cost Average Wealth Dist

Tax Rate Per Pupil Local State
All Districts $10 per 1000 $2500 $1250" (50) 51250 « (50)

(increments)
Leeway $10.20 2501-2550 $25 (50%) $25 (50%)
$10.44 2551-2600 30 (60%) 20 (40%)
$10.72 2601-2650 35 (70%) 15 (30%)
$11.04 2651-2700 40 (80%) 10 (20%)
$11.40 2701-2750 45 (90%) 5 (10%)
175 (70%) 75 (30%)
G. Chambers

6/20/85



Current Law

1984-85

Enrollments

1978 571,070

Year Prior 498,728

Two Years Prior 506,801
Supplemental Weight 148.6
Special Education Weight 36,013.9
Budget Enroll. with guarantee 531,989
Weighted Enrollment 568,152
State Cost $ 2,391
Regular Program Cost $ 2,288
Foundation Level $ 1,889
Assessed Valuation $67,997,105,938
Uniform Levy $ 367,184,375
State Foundation Aid $ 703,558,179
Foundation Property Taxes
Budget

Reqular S 1,224,574,175

Special Ed. Weight $ 82,851,899

AEA Support $ 58,222,299

Media & Ed. Service $ 21,998,710

dAssumptions:
4.5% Allowable Growth
4% Increase in State Aid

1985-86

571,070
492,007
498,728
172.1
37,224.2
521,268
558,664
2,518
2,410
2,014

-

$71,335,814,552
$ 385,213,398
$ 737,503,849

$ 1,266,921,373
$ 93,700,000
$ 60,291,487
$ 22,914,710

46

1986-872

571,071
485,443
492,007
LR2vl
37,224.2
515,496
552,892
2,631
2,518
2,105

W N

$74,189,200,000
$ 400,600,000
$ 761,089,000

$ 1,305,500,000
$ 97,900,000
$ 62,500,000
$ 23,900,000
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1985-86 FOUNODATION PLAN ONLY 18:48 TUESDAY, JUNE 18, 1985
ADVANCES FOR [INCREASED ENROLLMENTS EXCLUDED

PLOT OF TOTAID*AVPUP LEGEND: A = 1 OBS, B = 2 0BS, ETC.

|
| A
2000 +
| A
| A
| A A AA
| BAA AA
1800 + BB AA AA
| A BB BAA
| A C BBAB A
| BCBACAAB  AA
| AB CDD BAAA A
1600 + B ADF BB A A
| ABBBAAD DB A A
| BCABAB A A
| AABDDAA AA
| BABECCBBB A A
1400 + A ABBCCABBC A A
| AB BBDBABBBC A
| ACAAABD AAA  AA
| ABB BBBA A AL SR
| AECACCAC A AB
1200 + B ABC AFBABBA
| DA E G A A
| AACABA A .
| AB ABBB A
| BAABA ABBB
1000 + AAAAAA  ABA A
| B A AA
| A AA A A
| B A AA AA
| A AAA
800 + A A AAA A A
| AAB A A A
| A AAAA A A
| w A A
| R = K 14
600 + B A
| AA A B
| B
| A
| AA A A A
4oo + A AA
| A
| A A
| A A
| A A A
200 +
|
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1985-86 FOUNDATION PLAN ONLY 18:48 TUESDAY, JUNE 18, 1985
ADVANCES FOR INCREASED ENROLLMENTS EXCLUDED

PLLOT OF TOTAID*TOTRATE LEGEND: A = 1 0BS, B = 2 0BS, ETC.

|
| A
2000 +
| A
| A
| AL A A A
| A A AA A A
1800 + AA AA AAAA
| BA B A AA A
| A A AA BAA AA A A
| AU A AA CA AB AAA A A
| A A AAA AA BBBC A A A A
1600 + A A BC ACBB A AA A
| A AAA BCAA A BAAAAAB
| A BAA AAC BA
| AA  AAABBAC B A
| A B DB ABCBCBA A
1400 + AAAAACAACBABBAA
| AABDBBCAA B CA A
| AADB BBDAA
| A A AB CBBC
| BB DBCA BBB A B A
1200 + A BDCDA DA AA A
| AB AEDA B B
| A ABDB
| CBAB A A A
| A ABCB A A AAA
1000 + BBABAC
| AAA AA
| ArN A BA
| AB A A AA
| AAA A
800 + AAABA A
| A AAB B
| AAAAAA A
| A A
| A AN
600 + A AA
| AA A A
| AA
| A
| A AAAA
Hoo + C
| A
| A A
| A A
| A A A
200 +
|
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ADVANCES FOR

INCREASED ENROLLMENTS EXCLUDED

18:48 TUESDAY, JUNE 18,

PLOT OF TOTRATE*AVPUP LEGEND: A = 1 0OBS, B = 2 0OBS, ETC.
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A A
AA
AAA
A
AAA
AA
ABB
B
AB
CB B
CFC AA
AB
ABFBA
BADF A
AAC A A
ABEBBB A
AA DBA
ABBADABA
ACBCGCA
| ADGFBCAA A A
| BBECBC B
| ABBBDBBBA A A
| ABFGDE ACAA A
+ C GGFDAB ABA B
| AB DDBCBABACBA
| CADFGADAAAAAAA A A
| C DDBCBABBAA B A
| BBAC AA B A B
+ AA ABAB CABA A A A A A
| A AA A A AAA BB A AA A A
| A A DA A AA
| A A A ALA
: %
|
| A
]
| A A
+ .
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1985-86 FOUNDATION PLAN ONLY 18:48 TUESDAY, JUNE 18, 1985
ADVANCES FOR INCREASED ENROLLMENTS EXCLUDED

PLOT OF AIDPUPI*AVPUP LEGEND: A = 1 0OBS, B = 2 0OBS, ETC.

A
A
A
A A
ABAA AA
BBAAB AA
B CBA BBA
BCCCCAA AA
BBACEL BB A
B AADFACCA AA
BBEAAC DBAA A A
A ABBCCCA A A
CABEDBCAA A AA
A CEBDCBDBDA A A
ADBDAAAABC A
ABCCBFA BAA AA
AECADEACA AB A
B ACC AFA CBB
BE B GAC A
BDAACBA A A
BABCAAABCB
A ABAA ABA A
B A AA
B . AA A AA A
A ABAA A A
A AABA A
AAA b AAA A
A A A A
A AA A A
AA B A
A BA
A
AA B A
A AA A
A A
A A A A A A
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1985-86 FOUNDATION PLAN ONLY

ADVANCES FOR

INCREASED ENROLLMENTS EXCLUDED

18:48 TUESDAY, JUNE 18,

1985

PLOT OF AIDPUPI¥LOGPUP LEGEND: A = 1 OBS, B = 2 OBS, ETC.
A
A
A
AA
A A B A AA
A A A A A AA A A
A AA AA B A AAA AA
A A A AA AA AAA BA A A A A A
A. A C B AAB A B AA A A AA A A A
A A A BB BBBAAB A A AAA A A
A A AA A AA AAAA ABB A B B AA A
A A AA B B A BC AA
BAAAA A AA  AAA B A BA AA A A AA A
A A ACA BA BA ABBBB AAAB A AB A A
A A BAA A AA AB B A CBA
A AAA A ABC AABA B AA A AA A
A A AA AAAABA CAB A A A AA A A A
BA A ABA A CC C AAA A A
BABB A AAAAB A CA A A
A A B AAA AA B AA A A
A AB BAA A AA AAAAA
BA A A A AAB
A A AAA
AAA AA A
AA  AA A A AA
AA A A A AA
AA B AA
A
AAA B
AA A A
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