
-.. 

Time of 
Meeting 

Members 
Present 

Convened 

PUBLIC 
SAFETY 

16.140(1)t 
\..,, 

5.306(9) 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 
OF THE 

ADMINISTRATIVE RULES REVIEW COMMITTEE 

The regular meeting of the Administrative Rules Review 
Committee was held Monday and Tuesday, September 11 and 
12, 1989, in Senate Committee Room 22. 

Senator Berl E. Priebe, Chairman; Representative Emil S. 
Pavich Vice Chairman; Senators Donald v. Doyle and Dale 
L. Tieden; Representatives Betty Jean Clark and David 
Schrader were present. Staff prese~t: Joseph.A. Royce, 
counsel; Phyllis Barry, Administrat1ve Code Ed1tor; 
vivian Haag, Executive Secretary. Also presen~: Barbara 
Burnett, Governor's Administrative Rules Coord1nator; 
Evelyn Hawthorne, Democratic Caucus. 

Chairman Priebe convened the Committee at 10:02 a.m. 
and called up the following rules of Public Safety 
Department: 
Statt• of luwa buildina Cilde- ~prinkler !'Yt'lem11. lfi.I4UC ll"t." NoLic:e ARC 97A. 

alao Filed EmergencY A!lC 98A ..................................................... · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 8/9/89· 

Special Review--Above-ground storage tanks .•...••••..•.• IAC 5.306(9) 

Present for the discussion were Michael Coveyou, Manager 
of Research and Statistics; Roy Marshall, Fire Marshal; 
and Jen Worthington. 

Coveyou explained that 16.140(1)t was a minor amendment 
updating the Building Code. In response to Tieden, 
Marshall said that sprinkler systems would be required 
in three-story or more apartment houses and that no one 
attended the August public hearing. 

Chairman Priebe called for discussion of rules relative 
to aboveground storage tanks. The matter had been before 
the committee at their August meeting. 

CJveyou distributed copies of amendments adopted after the 
Notice. These amendments which included modifications 
following the Notice would be published in the 9/20/89 
IAB. 

In response to Schrader, Coveyou offered background on 
amendments to Chapter 5relative to storage tanks. Amend­
ments had been published under Notice and Emergency in 
7/26/89 IAB. 

Discussion focused on 5.306(9) which was intended to clarify 
that ker~se~e tanks no larger than 120 gallons could be 
located 1ns1de a service station. Marshall explained that 
t~e language on kerosene tanks was less restrictive than 
e1ther the emergency or noticed version. He added that 
the petroleum marketers had been involved with the revi­
sions. 
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T~ere .. was discussion of the definition of "service sta­
t~on, and rules for disposal of underground tanks. 
~oveyou pointed out petroleum marketers were involved 
~n drafting the definition. Department officials 
recommended that the Department of Natural Resources 
be contacted for procedure to follow for removing tanks. 

Pr~ebe expressed concern for service stations in small 
un~ncorporated areas. Worthington stated that their 
l7g~l counsel a~vise~ that the rules were applicable to 
c~t~es. Royce ~nterJected that "cities" as a legal term 
meant "incorporated." Priebe mentioned a draft of legis­
lation which he had requested to address the small unin­
~or~orated communities. Royce suggested a law to define 
un~ncorporated population centers." No formal action. 

Present for Human Services were: Mary Ann Walker, 
Daniel W. Hart, Assistant Attorney General, Kathy 
Ellithorpe, Joe Mahrenholz, Cynthia Tracy, Gary Gesaman, 
Nanette Foster Reilly, C. S. Ballinger, and Harold Poore. 
The following agenda was considered: 

Fair .h":lrlllll!l awl :lJIJtt>ai~. rnll~···• lOll!!. 7 I. o;, t:l. !:Jl.~Q.f:l!l£!.K£!1£L1.U!.r t'2tic!:! 1\ RC R 1 A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~<:~· ~u 
r~.rhltl' rt.'C(•rfi~ Rtlri (n••· •n(tti"UUltltJil practirl'~. ~J.l2t2r-h"'t_MI. ~!:!~i~ •\It(; 14:JA... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . i\1:~~~ ~~· 
l'u;.-nll'ul. Hi ·1. ·l!i ·Ill 1. I•' ll:'l''tt'' nnd ".-." lli.i>. _N"U~'!' 1\ ltf' !lUi\ . .. .. . .. . .. .. . • . .. . .. . . .. . . . . ;.. ;~ .. ,.,, 
Mt•cll'l wnh·t·r ql'l'\'ll't•• Jll'lll(l IIIII, li 1. 11, ·;r, 11.11'11. iii ill:! II. '{i> U:l!ll"h." 'il\.!'t. iii lti. 71i.2fi. j'ti.lll( I f'i." n :Ill. iH.:U.Iil. 

71U;!tti,, "il~ :11:7!1.1121. -.tr.2(:!f'"~'·' f:!U !)t:lt. 1"1.1. ~I 1121. Rl.fii.U. ~l.•jt lll"h"r.H ll•lf'l. 8li!Jc!ll. SI.l:«tlJ. 
H ~~~lll"h." 8l.l:ltt'll, 82.21221"m." 82.21 151. 82.~111"h.'' 82.!ltlll"e''l11 to etil. 82.!1121. 82.141:11, ch R:l. ~;; 4. 
86.!1121. Rti.!IC:U. l:lll.21fil. i:IU.:lc.IJ. 1:10 fit I I'' h." t:IO.!i(2J''j" to ''rn." l3tl.7(21"h.'' l!ill.:tt41. 150.:ltRl. l!ifi.tit!ll. 
J';"i.51nl. iii 12. ch l~U. 21t2.2tt;l. rh 2117 pr.,:unhlf', 2Hi I. Filed ARC..: R2A... . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . .. .. . .. ll·•t·ll!l 

Crunlililllt!l 11C t'lillrbility. nptrlic•nlil'lr anoi nrvrQ(•J[Jltinn. lllt'tlll'llii~~~.,h·. iri.lllfit''n." "••.'' au• I",.,'' ifi.ltl!IIJ. 
ialr221. ;:; hl!tit"r" anci "ll.'' i5.l12i11"a" urrd "ll ... 7!>. t:lrll. 71i.llt21. !!tU~. Notil'l' A Itt' 121JA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~.2:1 >111 

MPdtrault•:•til'nt mnnaJrenu>nt. iti.fit21. IR :11 121"•·." i!l.ltiCal. 7!1.1 !llil. ch R~ r;;;nmhlf.'. R~.l. R8.:itl t"h." 81!.4(41"b." 
~R.2l. El~ . .!·II41"1J.'' fl8.41 to ~R.il l. 1'\otrce ARC 1-t I A . .. .. . .. . . .. .. . .. . . . .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. . . .. . ;;.;!:U<!I 

{'£>r!tfrrd ll!stil'IP.rt-<t nur!'t' nnl!qfhP!I!It'!:-MMrcaid tran!l()t)rtatinn r'aim!l. ii ~1. .'· , 'tl21. 78.3a. 7!1 1•21. 
iW.2!2r"fr." Notace ARt' HilA . . . . . . . ... . .. . .. . . .. ... . ....... ..... . . . .. . . .. . . . . ... ........ ... ... ... . .. . )1.!t,,;'l 

Mt>dtrua•l co\·ertl~e or'nrtomPtrir l!Prvic~!l. 7R.2!!;J, i>!.11. 78.itll"b.~ 78.7(21. i8.7t:h i · 
iR.2~1:Jt. Notice ARC J.I2A . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . .. . . .. .. .. .. .. . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . .. .. ,v2:1. 1411 

Amount. durnilonand 'lr.t•pe of medic11l :ur.J remedial !'Prl·ir.ett. 78.16(111, 78.2R!R~ ·.; '!!ll!.ll. 7R.:Jll41"s"Jllt, 
i8.11(41"h"tiJ. ill.~lt·ll"c:"l~l. i!l.:lll·ll"•l''«lfll. ;~ :Wl\t"o"(il. iB.:llf.IJ"f'lfil. i!l:li•l•"lf"ti). 1'-J~L~e AHC l21A . . . o.-2:1 !''~ 

l.irt'll~inq r~"''"''II'Ulnlinn u{ fuslr•r fnmilv hunH·~. r •• ~tcr Plll'l!llt trninilll!', )111\'llll'lll• r .... f:•'lll'r ··nr·~ il'l•i r .. !th•r 
t•:u· .. nt rr•1i111mc. 1 I :1.1'!1 H. tl:l.l~t:lr'n" to "d " I 17.Jr:!l'\~ ... 1!7 :1. 117 :1121 '" 117 :!,,;, II i.lll t. 117 Ill! I. 117.ii. 
117.51 lito 117 !i1:H. 117 fi. II i.illl. lli.il21"a." ll7.ifU'h"r:lJ nnti l·ll. lli it21"l' ... 117 i12l"!.l"':lt. lli.R. 
J~tt l8. filcri AJtt~ 79t\ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ '! -"~' 

C:t>nPral pr<l\7i;!iiiis. chilt.l dar cat·~! services. 130. 7, 170.411 ). l i0.41il.l. tlotil'.£ ARC 89A. . . . . . .. . . .. .. . .. . . . . .. .. . . l'- ~1.'~!1 

No recommendations were offered for 7.1, 95.13, or 9.12(2). 
In review of amendments to Chapter 45, Priebe voiced con­
cern as to cost for making corrective payments to under­
paid ADC clients retroactive to 10/1/81. Previous!~ this 
was optional to states but will be manda~ed by federal 
regulations in the near future. Correct1ve payment for 
agency errors has always been made. 

Priebe could foresee the need for additional staff to 
implement the rules. Walker advised that "information 
reported in error" would be substituted for "false and 
m1s1eaa1ng information." 

Walker reviewed amendments to 54.9 et al. which cornbin~d 
four Notices. She stated that in addition to the mode 
waiver program, the payment system was updated.fr~mth 

urchase of service to Medicaid. Walker expla~ne ~ . 
~arious amendments, including li~its on i~come o~ f~~~~1ty 
employees who have an ownership ~nterest 1n the a~~ 1 Y 
or who are related to an owne:· ~lso, .the rules a ress 
income and resources for inst~tut~onal1zed persons who 
have spouses in the community. 
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In response to Clark, Tracy explained that provision in 
75.5(1)~ relative to nontrust property was from the 
Medicare Coverage Act. 

Clark asked about the exception for resources in 
75.5(3)c(1)--"The home in which the spouse or relatives 
as defined in subrule 41.2(3)~ live (including the land 
that appertains to the home)." She was interested in 
how this applied to a farmstead--what part of the farm 
pertains to the home. Tracy responded that it would be 
contiguous to the homestead. Clark wondered if there 
"tJere a definition of "farmstead" as opposed to "farm." 
Priebe recalled 40 acres was the guideline for homestead 
exemption. He reasoned that "contiguous could run for 
miles in southern Iowa." Tracy pointed out that SSI 
Regulations do not contain a 40-acre limitation. 

With respect to 75.5(3)d, method of attribution--Walker 
advised that the legislature took no action so the 
Department relied on the $12,000 budget figure. Clark 
and Walker discussed respite care and homemaker services. 
Clark wondered about hiring teenagers and RSVPs for these 
services. Walker indicated there was sentiment for indi­
vidual providers but the model waiver requires home-health 
agencies~ 

Gesaman added that the federal Medicaid program mandates 
protection for the client and provides that participants 
must meet certain standards. 

Walker reviewed amendments to 81.6 pertaining to a maxi­
mum salary which can be used as allowable costs to deter­
mine the per diem rate in ICFs for Medicaid purposes. 

Schrader raised questions in 81.6(11)h(4)to (6), dealing 
with maximum allowed compensation for administrators and 
others in ICFs. He was concerned about new restrictions 
on the "amounts for administrators who are also owners, 
assistant administrators who are also owners" and "all 
others who are also owners." He interpreted subparagraph 
(6) as the major change. 

Schrader quoted from subparagraph (5) and questioned its 
accuracy: "The maximum allowed compensation for an assis­
tant administrator who is involved in ownership of the 
facility or who is an immediate relative of an owner of 
the facility in facilities having a licensed capacity of 
151 or more beds is 60 percent of the amount allowed for 
the administrator ... " It appeared to him that there were 
no restrictions on assistant administrators in facilities 
of less than 151 beds. Schrader reasoned that the maximum 
earnings for an administrator of a 60-bed facility, who is 
~lso a relative of the owner, would.be $23,000. If it were a 
family operation, there would be a cap for reimbursement 
at $13,867 for the others. Schrader suspected that family­
owned ICFs would be at a distinct economic disadvantage and 
wondered if similar restrictions were imposed on a corporate 
operation. He was aware that the nursing horne business had 
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not gained notoriety for high wages, but it appeared to 
him that higher pay was necessary to attract leadership 
personnel in a 60-bed operation. 

Gesaman saw the issue as (1) whether the maximum limits 
are set at an appropriate level and (2) whether these 
limits are fair to .... "family-owner" facilities .... 
Gesaman pointed out that family members have access to 
other benefits, e.g., equity in the business as well as 
profit. Gesaman explained that the amendments merely 
established a maximum salary which can be used to deter­
mine the per diem rate for the Medicaid program. 
Schrader understood the sharing of the profits but con­
tended there might be no profit if reimbursement rates 
were not paid on the same basis. He recognized the 
need for limits on abuse. Schrader asked if there were 
a maximum reimbursement rate. Gesaman responded in the 
negative. Gesaman mentioned the possibility of a study 
of the industry regarding the costs. 

There was discussion of the fact that the Department had 
received two comments from Paul Roman, Iowa Health Care 
Association, regarding the change requiring the facility 
to submit a correction plan within ten days of receiptof 
written deficiencies. 

Schrader reiterated his opposition to the inequity 
created by the 60-bed figure because that includes every­
one who is not incrementally increased because of each 
bed over 60. Schrader commented on Gesaman's willingness ~ 
to research the averages and mentioned the possibility of 
corrective legislation. He saw the need for cost contain-
ment on the industry as a whole. Priebe stated he would 
have no problems with that approach. 

Schrader moved to object to 81.6(11)h(4) to (6) on grounds 
that this rule would tend to have a significant adverse 
effect on only one portion of the industry, that being 
the family-owned portion, not the corporate-owned industry. 

Discussion followed with Royce pointing out that the 
previous rule was even more restrictive. Schrader ex­
pressed a willingness to support lifting of the objection 
if the Department provides figures which are more repre­
sentative of the industry. 

Schrader asked Gesaman to estimate reimbursement rate, 
all other services being equal. If the caps were raised 
to reflect the likely maximum without exceeding the re­
imbursement rate, would that be a significant increase in 
these dollar amounts? Gesaman stated that at this time, 
65 to 70 percent of the facilities have the full cost 
covered by a maximum rate of $40.11. If the limits on 
owner-administrator compensation were changed, it would 
be difficult to compute the number exceeding the maximum ~ 
rate. Gesaman pointed out that costs continue to increase 
and the tax rate is the same. 
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The Schrader motion carried unanimously. 

The following objection was prepared by Royce: 

A: !.cs Seo:emo~:- : 1:~ •• t9.')o :ne~:.:.n~ :ne Cl)mc.:.::e~ •.ro:-:d ::) 
:>b~e::: to suopa:-a~:-aon:> ::.61!1'"~."(4) :~rou~n :.-: .. 7nes'! 
pr:)VlSlons apoea:--as oa:-: of AR: 32A, puoL1s~ea ~: x:: :A3 G! 
{~-9-89;. 

In esseo~e c~ese or~v:s.:.?n:> o~ac• ~Lm1:s 1n :n~ !ncom~ =~a: 

can oe :)aic co car~ facili:v emolovees ~no also nav• an o~n~:-s~!? 

1n:eres: 1~ tne fa:il.:.:v ~:- ~no ar~ relate:: tl an ,wne:. :~~ :~~es 

~s:ao:!sn a max1mum sa~~=: wnicn can ~e used as a~.o~aoie co5:s •• 
c~:e:-~.:.ne tne ~e: d1-=m ra:e :Jr medicaL~ ourooses. :n~ Sdia=~~~ 

:ar. oe h1ghe: tnan cne ~.:.Qi:, buc only :ne spec~f&ec amoun: ca~ oe 
use~ .:.n tne ra:e. The ou:oose o: :h~s :l~.:.:a:Lor. .:.> =~ ~nsure 

:na: orofi:s ar~ no: h~d=en aw~v ai oa:-: ?f :n~ exo~ns• :f :~e 

~a:il~tv. 1: lS :n~ comc~::ees· oo.:.n.:.uc :na: :nes~ LL~.:.:a:lons are 
~~r~asona~!~ 1n tnae :ne~~ li ~o eviaen~~ t? demo~sc~ace cha: :n~ 

5~e:i:1ed :l~i~s are w1:~1~ :~~ ran~e j: sa:a:1es oa1: :~ ta~~:i~y 
ac~tn!s:~at~rs as a •no~:. I~ i~ tne unaerstanain~ ~= :~e 
:a~m!::ee ~nat tne l~~1:s w~~~ ~~~oly se~ ~v JDDLyln~ 3~ ~~~~atlon 

~a::o: to an earl1~r sc: '~ ~~.a~y itmi:s. Tne :om~~=:~e ~d!leYe~ 
:rG: a :ere acc~:4:e o•:~?~ 1~ se::1~Z =~~ :a:~ wou:: ,e tc ~u~~e~ 

: :'1 -± s d ~ l r 1 e s o i a l ~ : a : ~ : ~ : : ~ c ::1 :. n :. s : : .1 : ,:, r s , : ~' t e:z o r ; : e c o :' 1 1 : e • 
•n: 5~: en~ av~ral~ J~ :,05~ ~oaun:s a~ :n~ 5J~J~• :!::~1:. 

9-11-89 

Walker described amendments to 75.1 et a!. as clarifying 
that an application must be filed for a newborn child as 
part of the automatic redetermination process. Medicaid 
will be administered in the same manner for refugees and 
nonrefugees. The earned income disregards allowed by 
the ADC program shall not apply when determining eligi­
bility for ADC-related Medicaid only coverage groups 
unless the person with earned income received ADC assist­
ance in one or more of the previous four months. No 
questions. 

With respect to patient management, Walker stated that 
the rules would be implemented in an 11-county project 
area. As a result of legislation, the client must choose 
between the physician manager or an HMO. Walker informed 
Clark that the patient manager must have personal contact 
with the patient. Reilly assured Clark "emergency" care, 
under any circumstances, was always available without 
authorization. "Urgent" care situations require preauthor­
ization unless the patient manager cannot be reached. 
The provider must obtain authorization after the fact 
from the patient manager in order to bill for the 
Medicaid service. No action. 

Walker stated that amendments to 77.31 et a!. add 
certified registered nurse anesthetists as Medicaid 
providers. Medicaid transportation claims with a date 
of service within the three-month retroactive period for 
Medicaid eligibility will not be subject to the three­
month time limit for submittal of claims. 

Under amendments to 78.2(5) et al. optometrists will be 
paid on the same basis as ophthalmologists. Payment for 
routine eye examinations will be limited to once in a 
12-month period. 

Tieden and Royce discussed fee schedules. Royce stated 
that there is no exemption from the rule-making process 
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for fee schedules. An alternative to unmanageable list­
ings would be a description of how the fee is determined. 

.\ 

No recommendations were offered for amendments to 78.16(6) ~ 
et al., 113.8 et al. or 130.7. 

Jackie McCann, Deputy Administrator and Amy Anderson, 
Assistant Attorney General, appeared for rules 9.25-9.36 on 
victim reparation. The rules were published under Notice 
as ARC 128A and Filed Emergency as ARC 127A in the 8/23/89 
IAB and are intended to implement House File 700. 

Emergency adoption of the rules prevented any interruption 
in services to the recipients of this program. A public 
hearing was scheduled for October 12. 

Priebe referred to the definition of "eligible claimant" 
and questioned paragraph 7--"A provider of immediate and 
short-term medical services or counseling services when 
the victim is a child and the crime is not required to be 
reported to the department of human services' child abuse 
registry." McCann clarified that it is not required to 
be reported to a law enforcement agency but it must be 
reported to the Department of Human Services. The 
language was taken from existing rules of the Department 
of Public Safety. Doyle offered examples of a crime 
against a child which would not be considered child abuse. 
McCann described "pecuniary loss" as designed to compensate 
victims of crime for out-of-pocket expenses which are not ~ 
covered by any other source. This would not include 
property loss. Eye glasses, hearing aids and dentures 
taken or destroyed during the crime would be covered. 
In response to Doyle regarding the limit of 20 cents per 
mile, McCann stated that it would be changed to 21 cents 
per mile in the final rules. No Committee action. 

The Division of Job Service was represented by Paul Moran 
and Joseph Bervid and the following agenda was considered: 

t:~lf'l.ll\ ~tr~ I !lt:R\"Jr£~ tJt:rAR rM~:IIi 111111'umhr~Ua 
Enrlll"yrr r!'~·onls 1111rl rl!port!'. rrnplor~>r'~ c•mtrilmtirm nnd ~hArllt'Q, daunQ on•II"!E'nPrit~. plnc~>mt'''' ltublil' 

r"cord!' :tnrl rn:r in(c•r rnatiun pl'ncticl'~. 2.:1(61. 3.:l(:ll"e," :l.:~R. 4.21 ll"c"l21. Ut·U. ·t!IIU'h," .t ~iII il, i.21 WI. )I .''! ;.;u 
~ 1H121'•1."" Nnli,·e ARC l44A .................................................... · ·. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

Bervid summarized the amendments. He called attention to 
4.34(7) which was amended as the result of the Supreme 
Court case regarding violence and hostility on a picket 
line. Individuals who are not involved in the labor 
dispute who are subject to violence are unemployed 
involuntarily and would be eligible for unemployment 
insurance. 

In response to question by Doyle as to cash value of 
personal use of an automobile, Bervid said they would use 
the Internal Revenue standard unless specified otherwise. 

JoAnn Callison presented revised rule 261--14.5 relative 
to Youth Affairs--Iowa corps, published in 8/9/89 IAB as 
a Notice in ARC 102A. Under legislation passed last 
session, [H.F. 375] the Volunteer program of the Iowa 
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Conservation Corps will be renamed the "Iowa Corps." 
Priebe questioned the 130-hour duration for eligible 
projects in 14.5(3)a. Callison stated that this was 
based on the new minimum wage effective January 1, 
1990--$500 tuition credit; divided by $3.85. Callison 
stated that most quality projects would be at least 
130 hours. 

Pavich noted that criteria for participation in the program 
was either 14 or 15 points and he reasoned there should be 
a priority--14.5(5). Priebe took the position that the 14 
points in paragraph (2) "impact of project on the unemployed, 
low-income or handicapped persons" should be greater than 
paragraph (4) " ... project to gain career experiences, work 
skills ... ," etc. Callison contended that the criteria had 
equal importance. Priebe concurred with the assessment 
by Pavich and reiterated his concern for the 130-hour 
minimum and suggested 10J hours. Callison stated that 
two related projects could be combined to total 130 hours. 
She was willing to clarify the rules. Pavich recommended 
elimination of the point system. No formal action. 

Dave Bechtel was in attendance for review of new rules 
281--17.4 to 17.9 pertaining to open enrollment. The 
rules published under Notice as ARC 96A in 8/9/89 IAB 
will implement 1989 Acts, S.F. 59, as amended by H.F. 774, 
section 81. Chairman Priebe commented th : open enroll­
ment seemed to be working well in his district. Bechtel 
indicated that the Department would make recommendations 
for clarification of the law next year. 

Tieden raised question with respect to bus routes--17.7. 
Bechtel admitted that the rule needs clarification. He 
continued that the Department is attempting to comply with 
the law that prohibits the receiving district from sending 
buses into the resident district to pick up students. There 
are specialized routes and nonpublic school routes that go 
into resident districts. Bechtel and Tieden discussed the 
qualifications and financing for transportation assistance. 
Bechtel assured Priebe that contiguous lines had nothing to 
do with open enrollment but was relevant to the parent's 
ability to receive transportation aid. He continued that 
it is the parent's obligation to get the child to a point 
on the established bus route for the receiving district. 
He was unsure how a nonpublic school could assume that 
parent obligation. Priebe asked if a private school 
student could ride the public school bus the same as if 
they lived in the district. Bechtel replied in the 
negative. Under open enrollment, within the resident 
district or until the student reaches the border of the 
receiving district, transportation is the parent's 
obligation. Bechtel stated that the resident district 
can either reimburse or provide transportation. It is 
the public schools that have to reimburse the p·arents 
for nonpublic school transportation. 
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Bechtel reiterated that a parent is entitled to nonpublic 
transportation to be provided by the district of residence. 
Bechtel indicated that Dwight Carlson of the Transporta­
tion Division of the Department would be able to answer 
technical questions on this subject. 

Bechtel advised that the state average for transportation 
reimbursement was approximately $248. The parent could 
receive that amount to transport the student to the 
border of the district. 

Schrader expressed his objection to the legislation in 
general and discussed the provision of the Act with Bechtel. 
It was Schrader's interpretation that open enrollment 
doubles the cost of transportation. Bechtel thought intent 
was to provide equity for parents with low income. He 
added the $248 figure was minimal but could vary by 
district. Schrader pointed out the inequity for students 
who live in cities. 

Bechtel clarified that there was no 4-year limitation on 
transferring. He cited Code provisions--parent moves out 
of the district, student graduates, or parent petitions 
for an alternative district. Those provisions were con­
tained in H.F.774 adopted on the last day of the session. 

Schrader was of the opinion that the rules reflect the 
legislation except for 17.6(4), second paragraph, which 
seems to contain conflicting language by use of "may" 
and "shall." Bechtel agreed to research that matter. 

Chairman Priebe recessed the meeting for lunch at 11:55 
a.m. It was reconvened at 1:30 p.m. 

Chairman Priebe called up for special review rule 
681--9.4 relating to competition by Regents institutions 
with private enterprise. Representing the Board were 
Ann M. Rhodes, Assistant Vice President, University of 
Iowa, Charles V. Anderson, Director, Speech and Hearing 
Clinic, University of Iowa, and Cynthia Eisenhauer, 
Director of Business and Finance. 

Eisenhauer stated that the rule which was under 70-day 
delay was promulgated for the purpose of protecting private 
business from unfair competition by Regents institutions. 
It was noted that controversy had focused on marketing 
of hearing aids at the University of Iowa. The Audiology 
Department as well as the College of Medi~ine fit hearing 
aids. Regents officials have contended that services pro­
vided to patients at the clinic and hospital were exempt 
from the Act. 

Jim Pribyl, Director of Government Relations, U. s. West 
Communications, appeared before the Committee with his 
concern relative to communication services. Anderson 
spoke of the exemption created in Iowa Code section 
23A.2(2)f for telecommunications systems at the Regents 
Institutions. 
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The exemption allows the institution to provide communica­
tion services within the institution's "community of inter­
est." Anderson maintained that this included the Regents 
institutions throughout the entire state, not just the 
campuses. He asked for an opportunity to work with the 
Board to limit, in some fashion, their offering of commu­
nication services. He pointed out that they do this on 
behalf of all communication providers both regulated and 
unregulated in Iowa, because there are numerous long 
distance carriers in a competitive market, equipment 
vendors, and 154 local state companies, all of whom could 
find themselves facing competition from one of the 
Regents institutions. 

Anderson responded to Tieden that under Iowa law and rules of 
the Iowa Utilities Board, the campuses of Iowa can create 
their own telephone system or company. Both the University 
of Iowa and Iowa State University have chosen to do so. 
Anderson wanted to ensure that the exception in the rules 
would not allow or encourage the Universities to offer 
those services or products beyond the campus boundaries. 

Pribyl pointed out the absence of a commonly accepted 
definition of "community of interest." He recalled that 
legislative intent was to limit the competition with the 
private sector. 

Doyle asked for recommended language from Mr. Anderson. 
Anderson favored a clarification that suggested campus 
boundaries. 

It was Royce's opinion that the Board intends to limit 
the application of the telecommunication system to 
Regents institutions and the attached facilities. 

Dave Brasher, State Director for the National Federation 
of Independent Business, spoke on the rules. He mentioned 
that Ken Lauder, hearing aid dealer, had filed an appeal 
with the University of Iowa to test that process. He spoke 
of private law suits and the interest on the part of the 
Federation in seeking a better way to serve the interests 
of all Iowa taxpayers. 

Brasher quoted from 9.4(1)a and band requested that 
language be "tightened down somewhat." He favored delay 
of rule 9.4 into the next General Assembly. Brasher 
concluded that the law was very vague. 

Eisenhauer emphasized that the Board opposed any situation 
which would encourage the institutions to compete with 
private business and the rule was written in that spirit. 
She urged the ARRC to allow the rule to become effective 
so that the appeal can be processed in accordance with 
the rule. 

Discussion of ARRC options with respect to rule 9.4 with 
it being noted that the rule would go into effect on 
October 12. 
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Doyle suggested, in the absence of Committee action, 
that Pribyl and Brasher suggest compromise language 
by the next ARRC meeting. Eisenhauer was of the opinion 
that the question of communications could be resolved to 
the satisfaction of Pribyl. However, she was less 
confident about a compromise with Brasher, since the 
Board's "interests are much broader than his." 

Priebe urged the various factions to work together to 
resolve the matter by the October meeting. 

Martin Francis appeared on behalf of the Insurance Divi­
sion for the following: 

• 11~1\lt'HI t: I WI' \Ill ,tt.~·l! lql I "umh•"l',· 
,\dmi••i•!r:Jti· ,. h•:uri"S:'' •1f , .. ,,..,,:•l•.'•l l"l~t'!<. :u~. :11;, :-.;~'~''.'~ t\ It(,' l:t7 :\ . . . 
l:t'llllh•t•nu nf "'~'lrl'r!' -· llP•~t•rlll pt·,.,-,,.iun• ~. 7 I" 'i '1. hi,.,J •\ lit' 111.•\ 
[.jf., rl'•ll~'lr:m~r >IICn"'"'"'•!.s. 1'!1 17. I:J~~- ,\Ill' !Jt,\ 

No questions were raised re 3.5 and 3.6. 

;~ ;,·· ~!' 
'-l u .. ,. 

~ ,. ~o~'• 

According to Francis, amendments 5.7 to 5.9 were in 
response to the adoption of Proposition 103 in California. 
Iowa's Commissioner will be permitted to order the with­
drawal of a domestic insurer from a given state or a 
regulatory environment in the state. 

Francis explained that Chapter 17 contains the method for 
policing insurer practices. A reinsurance agreement can­
not be used to write off liabilities. There must be some 
value to the insured. 

In 17.5(5), Doyle recommended deletion of "1988 annual 
statement" and inclusion of "annual report in the preced­
ing year." Francis was amenable. 

Clint Davis represented the Department for the following: 
(ln!'!lirirntiol•: 1':1\': rf"'nti•.mrnt. app!!r::~ti••n :!••d e~:unir"'ti,..n: pru!•ati"n:lr" l'''~"'"rl: lp;~•·p· t.. ..... rit~: j,..·.-:• !''Ji-lit: 

l''"l'loyrt>~· r~'lirrrn••ul ··>"'.•!Ill, :i.ll:l). :1.:112). :l.:!t:ll. :l..l. -l.iit2!"h"t 11. ·I 'h 11. 1.11. .u:r.;; ;!., t•·h"" i," I. i. II :oil I I. 
I~ '!1:11. ll.~•·ll. l·l.lG. l!i.l\ll''lt' nn,l"J•," 15.1t:~l"h"141. l!i 2121. ;;; ~t:it I'• :1121 I!\ :~1:\1 !fi ·112•. 1·; 11:11. 
15 flt il"r. ... :ll.Hnll. 2l.liHII''c," Notice Altl' l2:JA .. . . . .. .. . .. .. . . .. . .. .. . . . . .. .. . . .. .. . .. .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. >! ;?'1 

Qu 

According to Davis, there was no change from the previous 
process. Priebe expressed concern that the Director in 
3.1(3), might gain more authority. It was Tieden's 
opinion that some areas addressed in the rules had been 
determined by collective bargaining. Davis responded, 
to the extent anything in Personnel rules is covered 
by the collective bargaining agreement, that agreement 
prevails. 

Also, compensatory time must be used before the end of 
the fiscal year or it must be paid off. Tieden was told 
that while temporary employees do not accrue vacation 
time, compensatory time is accrued for overtime. 

v 

There was further discussion of 3.1(3)--classification 
process--Royce commented that the time allotted for comple-
tion of an action on a classification process was 60 days. V 
On an evaluation, there will be no upper time limit for 
response. Davis stated that the employee would still 
have access to an appeal procedure and may request 
appearance before an appeal board. 
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Royce saw no problem withhaving a 70- to 75-day period of 
time to complete the review. He continued that it would 
take a bit of courage to file a classification appeal in 
the first place--albeit, "a little snip at one's employer." 
The next step would be for the employee to file an appeal 
in 60 or 70 days which Royce viewed as placing a burden on 
the employee. 

Davis viewed it "as a snip against the Department of 
Personnel" since, many times, management and the employee 
are of one mind in these matters. He continued that simply 
looking at one job would give rise to taking a look at 
other jobs and thought additional days would be helpful. 
Davis indicated the process could result in three or four 
evaluations. 

Doyle was advised that the contribution rates had been 
modified and a protection occupation group had been 
created with a different withholding rate for those under 
IPERS. There is a higher contribution for both employee 
and employer. Also, rules further define that the law 
regarding correctional officers will be implemented 
December 22, 1989. 

Responding to Doyle, Davis said that a county employee 
would not be under the authority of the correctional 
officer "protection occupation." Doyle wondered if that 
were clear as stated in 21.6(9)c(3), new language. Davis 
replied that any time an employee becomes the incumbent 
of a position that is identified for a "protection occupa­
tion," at that point the employee participates in with­
holding set-aside at a higher rate and begins to accrue 
rights toward earlier retirement. 

Vic Kennedy, Natural Resources, commented on the point by 
Royce that the rules seem to shorten the amount of time in 
which the employee is able to make any kind of notifica­
tion to the department and to extending the Department's 
time granted. In the interest of fairness, Kennedy 
thought 30 days was a preferable time frame for all. 

Kennedy called. attention to Code section 19A.9(1) which 
requires that after an employee files a written request 
for reconsideration, a reasonable opportunity must be 
given to be heard by the Director--the rules do not 
address this. Also, the rules seem to indicate that it is 
the Director who appoints the Committee for the appeal 
process which Kennedy contended was contrary to statute. 
He urged the ARRC to seek a wholesale revision of Chapter 
3. Doyle suggested that Kennedy offer input at the public 
hearing scheduled for September 28. 

The following agenda was before ARRC: 
EN\'IRONMENTAL PROTECTION CO~i~iiSSIONI567j 
N A Tl 'RAI. Rt:.qouan:s m:r ARnu:Nll&6t 1 ·umbnll•" 
S~OJie O[ Iitle- derinitions- ft'rm9- ruJP.!I Of Jlr&r.liCl'. 'YRtPr qunlity <~l.andar tJ'I, erfluent and Jlre~rl':\lniE-nt 

stnndnrds: other t>rri•Jent. limitntions nr prohibitirms. lill.2, tH.2( ll. 1i l.2t2)"b.'' ''r.." ''d." and "(," •H.21 ·U. 61.215). 
IJJ.21!iJ"c." 61.3111 to 61.!ll4). 1'2.812). Not!££ ARC 103A.......................................................... . 9 ~ ~u 

Critl'ria Cor award of Jlrnnt3. 9l.'il21"a.'' Notire ARC lOOA ...•.•............•......•.......... ·. · · . . . • . • . · · · · · · · · · 8/9, 1\~ 
Ter.hnicolstnndards nnd c!'rrl'c:tive ac:tion rertuiremt'nts for ownel'!l and operatoNI uf •JmlerArn••,·l ~!11r:t1,1l' tonka. 

rinnnr.inl rttllllnn~tihilitv fur und"rll'ronn<llltnrAN'" tl\nkll. r.h l!Ui titlr.. l:t~.:l{!l)"d"l:l). ·~h 1!18. :; .ttttJ. ARC l04A . . . . . !119'~'' 
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Vic Kennedy, Diana Hansen, Mark Landa, Lavoy Haage, 
Director, Revision of Water Quality Standards, Allen 
E. Stokes, Administrator, Richard Bishop and Arnold 
Sohn were present on behalf of the Department of 
Natural Resources. 

Hansen gave brief overview of amendments to Chapters 
60, 61 and 62 and informed the Committee that comment 
period had been extended to October 16. Doyle wanted 
assurance that 61.3(3)b(5) (!)--relative to temperature 
of interior streams or the Big Sioux River--would not 
change rules in place relative to warming the termpera­
ture of the Missouri River. According to Stokes, this 
was a restatement of rules that have been in existence 
for a number of years and no mechanism would change. 
The major impact would be in setting additional chemical 
water quality parameters and establishing additional 
standards for use designation of streams and water 
bodies. 

Priebe was advised by Stokes that most comments, the 
majority negative, had been received from municipalities. 
The rules tighten water quality standards which would 
require a number of facilities to improve plant perfor-

.\ 

mance. Communities want justification for what they ~ 
consider to be increased costs, especially when communi-
ties continue to have impaired water quality due to non-
point source pollution. They would prefer that nonpoint 
source pollution be addressed first. 

Priebe was interested in the economic impact on municipals. 
Stokes responded that a first-phase economic impact state­
ment was in process with an estimated compliance cost of 
$750 million to $1 billion over the next 15 to 20 years. 
General discussion. 

Schrader and Stokes discussed Criteria for Chemical Con­
stituents. Schrader mentioned the fact that two years 
ago, there were reports of chlordane found in catfish 
from the Des Moines River and at that time, a federal 
health advisory level was determined--and, as he recalled, 
it was 300 parts per billion. According to Stokes, that 
would be in the actual fish flesh. The Department uses 
Federal Food and Drug Administration guidelines which 
would apply to fish sold in interstate transport for 
commercial purposes. The figures in Table I pertain to 
the stream water quality. Stokes said these rules 
establish both acute and chronic water quality standards 
or in-stream concentrations for 14 additional substances. 
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Schrader was curious about the range between chronic 
and acute and wondered what action would take place. 
He was told it would apply to point source discharges 
and what comes out of the effluent stream of a municipal 
or industrial wastewater treatment plant. If chlordane 
were identified as a component of the wastewater dis~ 
charge through the permit issuance process, EPC would 
use a system of computerized mathematical modeling to 
compute what the in-stream values would be at a discharge 
of "X" concentration from that particular facility. 
Appropriate controls would be placed on the discharger 
to ensure that the combination of volume and strength 
of waste effluence would not deposit any substance in a 
value from this list that would cause the measured value 
in the stream water itself to exceed these numbers at set 
points in the stream. "Acute value" would apply at the 
boundary of the zone of initial dilution. Further on 
down the stream would be the mixing zone itself and 
"chronic values" must be met at the boundary and beyond 
of that mixing zone as defined in these proposed rules. 

Schrader was advised that EPC would need to consider the 
background values in the stream and, in the definition of 
mixing zone, an overlap would not be allowed. Various 
conditions apply and the background levels are studied 
when setting those kinds of controls. Stokes continued 
that with fecal coliform, because of some runoff from 
nonpoint sources, there could actually be dirtier water 
upstream from a discharge. 

In 61.2(2)b, chemical integrity, Priebe asked for a defini­
tion of " ••. justifiable economic and social development •.• ". 
Stokes said it was a fairly subjective decision to be rati­
fied by the nine-member Environmental Protection Commission-­
there is no definition. Hansen reminded that the language 
had been in the previous rule. 

Priebe referred to 61.2(2) and reasoned any body of water 
could be designated as significantly exceeding levels 
necessary to protect water quality without reason. Hansen 
clarified that the provision ~~fers to the 20-30 page list 
in 61.3(5)~ (not in this Notice) where they are already 
referred to as high quality resource water. 

Priebe questioned deletion of "through broadly based 
public participation" in 61.2(2)£. Hansen explained that 
the rule making process will be followed once the initial 
water quality standards are finalized. 

Stokes said they had attempted to "clean up the rules" at 
the same time they were modified. As a matter of course, 
in addition to all the procedures involved with rule mak­
ing, the Commission holds a public hearing in the city or 
area where the change in use designation is proposed. 
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Priebe stressed the importance of public involvement. 
Priebe and Stokes discussed mixing and assimilation of 
the waste effluent in streams or rivers. Priebe moved 
that a broad economic impact statement be prepared for ~ 
ARC 103A. Schrader expressed concern for the time frame 
that such a study would take. He saw the importance of 
action on point sources of pollution. Stokes stated that 
the Department had been working with EPA for a number of 
years on this matter and 95 percent of the information 
needed was available. Schrader continued that farmers 
he represents believe that much is being done about non-
point source of pollution. They favor focusing on point 
source pollution. Stokes advised that costs to communi-
ties would be escalated--over and above the amount needed 
just to comply with today's standards. Schrader asked if 
Des Moines' new plant under construction would meet the 
criteria and Stokes indicated it was difficult to answer 
precisely on any given facility. He added that there is 
a high degree of probability that these rules would require 
almost any treatment plant to make some improvements in 
order to operate at its maximum capacity. 

Priebe's motion carried unanimously. 

Priebe resumed the Chair. 

According to Kennedy, amendment to 91.7(2) contained a 
change in criteria for award of grants for construction 
of municipal wastewater treatment facilities. No 
questions. 

Landa presented amendments to Chapters 135 and 136. No 
questions. 

In review of revised Chapter 19, Doyle noted use of 
"royalty" fee--19.5(1)-~and Kennedy described it as a 
"tonnage" fee. 

No questions re 23.5(1). 

Bishop provided an update on nonresident deer and wild 
turkey hunting. He anticipated a possible waive of 
applications from Michigan. Iowans have picked up 
most of the applications for friends and family living 
out of state. Whether or not out of state applicants 
are licensed in their own state is not relevant. Doyle 
was advised that Zone 3 was limited to Iowa land and Iowa 
rules would apply. Iowa land on west side of the Missouri 
River is hunted with an Iowa deer license in regular 
season. 

Priebe and Bishop discussed process for receiving a 
second license on one license application. No action. 
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Daryl Frey, Laboratory Division Director, and Chuck Ecker­
mann, Pesticide Bureau, represented the Department for the 
following: 

p., .. ~C't~i:!'· tr. 1; I~ 22. ~!i .t!l, .!::!.'!!•~ ARC Rt5!i, AllC 8154. ,\llt: Rtr;:J, ARC Rtr.2 Term!.!!~ll· 
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Also present: Shirley Peckosh, Cedar Rapids; Robert 
Williams, Des Moines Pest Control; Ken Moore, Iowa Recrea­
tion; Bernie Koebernick, Iowa Association of Electric Co­
operatives; Daryle Johnson, President, All American Turf 
Beauty; Kevin A. Johnson, All American Turf Beauty; Brian 
Erickson, Chemlawn; Sharon Edwards, President, Lawn of 
Leisure; and Arlo McDowell, President, Iowa Pest Control 
Association. Frey reported on the many changes since the 
rules were first before the ARRC. In re 45.3(2), pertain­
ing to annual sales data which must be maintained by the 
registrant, Priebe suggested inclusion of a 3-year time 
frame. Frey was amenable. Frey pointed out that pending 
legislation addresses several areas concerning pesticides. 
Frey was amenable to Priebe's suggestion that warning 
signs should be higher than 18 inches--45.50(1)a. 

Eckermann informed Tieden that the farmer was not required 
to meet CE requirements but must take a test every three 
years. Priebe emphasized the importance of calibration 
and commented that proper mixing of pesticides should be 
part of the education process and he recommended possible 
changes in the test. 

Eckermann spoke of the federal test standards required 
for private certification. Therefore, state standards 
have been expanded with a test consisting of 100 ques­
tions. Priebe viewed the rule as increasing fees. 

Frey responded that the rules were designed to determine 
the total cost to the industry. Responding to Priebe, 
Frey said that annual dollar collection estimates which 
include registration, license, applicator, private and 
commercial certifications--would be approximately $2.2 
million; an estimated $700,000 would remain in the 
Agriculture Department; DNR would receive the balance. 
Personnel costs would be in the range of 70 percent of 
the budget. 

Peckosh opined that use of "applying" pesticides in the 
definition of "certified operator " was confusing. 
She recommended that "diluting and mixing" be substituted 
for "applying"--45.1: Eckermann saw no problem. 

Peckosh saw no need for 21--45.49 since pesticide use 
recommendations are covered by federal law. Eckermann 
said that this was a compromise for the original draft 
which required those who make recommendations on pesticide 
use to be certified. The employer has a responsibility to 
ensure that his employees have the necessary knowledge. 
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Eckermann thought Peckosh had been in agreement with this 
rule. 

Schrader spoke in support of the language. However, he 
suggested adding "other than label instructions ... " after 
"recommendations" in 45.49, last sentence. Responding to 
Tieden, Royce said the rule was intended for a licensing 
discipline. 

Priebe suggested the following substitute language for 
45.49: "Persons selling pesticides shall not make any 
recommendations which are contrary to label instructions. 
The employer or licensee shall be responsible for all 
changes in recommendations made by their employees." 
Frey agreed to consider the language but the Department's 
position is that some measure of control is needed. 
Clark wondered what would be the point of including in­
structions on the label if they aren't used. 

Frey commented they were trying to establish a level of 
control that is less than outright certification. He 
would attempt to phrase it to afford protection to employ­
er and consumer. 

In response to comment by Peckosh relative to 45.47-­
reporting of pesticide sales, Frey was willing to cor­
rect error by substituting "all types" of pesticides for 
"each type." Peckosh complained about costly reporting 
requirements. Frey had contacted the AG office on the 
point of establishing ranges on sales as opposed to an 
exact amount based on gross annual sales and was advised 
that statutory change would be necessary. Clark and 
Priebe recommended keeping track of purchases for report­
ing purposes. Schrader moved to notify the respective 
Legislative committees of the recordkeeping problem for 
small businesses. Motion carried. 

Williams addressed prior notification to occupants of 
adjoining property when pesticide will be used. He 
supported a move to the point where professionals apply 
pesticides. Priebe thought that verbal prior notifica­
tion was very inhibiting to a professional applicator as 
it could slow the operation--45.50(1)d. Schrader and 
Williams discussed the pros and cons of prenotification. 
Schrader saw no problem with the law. 

Johnson was bothered by the fact that professionals are 
asked to perform to higher standards than is expected of 
untrained individuals. 

Frey interjected that the Department would implement any 
certification or posting provision on private homeowners 
which the statute directs but currently, there is no law. 

In response to Peckosh, Frey agreed to extend public com­
ment time period on the rules. Priebe suggested an addi­
tional public hearing be held. 
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Schrader was advised by Frey that the Legislative direc­
tive on exemptions was extremely broad without guidance. 

There was brief discussion of Chapter 47. Clark asked 
why beef and pork were not included in the definition 
of food product. According to Frey, the 1988 organics 
legislation specifically exempted beef and pork. Gen­
eral discussion of 47.3(3). No action taken. 

The following agenda was presented by Kenneth Tow of the 
Division. 

"I:IUC'l'lll'ltf. .\Nil 1.,.\!'IU ~·n:\\ \ttll"tlll'l.tt"l'-\11 I \H:STI:!II'•Jtnl!•"ll". 
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111.42. Filed F:mergency Aflel' l"ut•ce A HC 83/\ ......... · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

According to Tow, the amendments implement the cost share 
appropriations made available last spring. No recommenda-
tions. 

Chairman Priebe recessed the meeting at 4:55 p.m. 

Chairman Priebe reconvened the ARRC at 
Tuesday, September 12, 1989, Committee 
and Staff were present. Also present: 
Democratic Caucus. 

9:02 a.m., 
Room 22. Members 

Evelyn Hawthorne, 

Chairman Priebe called for review of Revenue and Finance 
rules as follows: 

f'ilinll and e:<ten<Jinn of taX Jit>n!' 1\lld charginst nff IJIICIJlJectible talt llCCIJIJIIt!': intl'r"''. (.•l!n31ty, and e:ocrt>rtiOilll to 
~·ermlt~·; administrnti<'n of the t>nvironmental protet"tiun charge impo!ted upon r.-tr••leum diminutiou. !1.1"·1'' 
and "5." I•I.I"!J." t'h 37. Filed ARC 13Ri\ . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . • . . .. . . A/2!1 "~' 

Admini!!~r:ttinn. filinsr returniiiil payment of tax. determination of net im:ome. a:o.:~-:,!'mc.-nts and refund~. 
wothholdinl!', e~timl\ted incuml' tnx fllr if11iividual'l. :t~.2121. 38.9. ~R!Ml, :18.11. :1u 'l(!il. 40 I. W.4. ·111.21. 411 :l:l 
to ·1'.'.~7 .. a:t:lfl2l. 4tl.41fil. ,!1.1( II. 19 :1(41 .. I!Litll. ·19.412)"b," Notice i\ llG 1!15:\ . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ ·2:1 °11 

Atlmini~lrRtinn: Cilinr:r rt>IUrrt'l, JIR~III(Int of tnx l\lnltlf'llnlt; and iii~: •IFtt>rntin:olttlr) ur nt>t irtC'l'""" 
uchuilli!'tration: th•t"•·tniltl\linn .. r nrt im••t•m·: 1\.'i~''"'!mr.nl"~. n·fun•l!l. Rflflt•RI!I. lit ;-"ttl. li 1.~1!4), r.~.111 I. !i:U t. 
!ili.ll. ii7. h\!1.57.2121. ni.2t!ll, n~ 8. 611.-1, tlU.fi. Notice ARC UOA............... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . R;2~1: 111l 

Dl!daration nr t'lltimatPd l.'\lt for corpnrationCI, dedarRtiun uf t>!ltimatr.d talC for finant'inl institutit>n!l. ··h 56 title. 
li6.1 tn 1;6.-1, t'h AI titlt>, 61.1 to ti\.4, Notice ARC 1!19/\........... .. . . .. .• .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . .. . . . .. .. . . .. . . . . . . . ~12:1. !1'1 

Admini!ltration. motor fuel. 11pecial fuel. iiiliii1iiistrntion. eignrettP. tnx. 11:1.2. 6:1.8(6). tl!t22. !i4.1l. lifi.i. fifi.9, 
~l.l1t21. 81.16, 82.4(1), 82.\l( U. Notice ARC l34A . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. .. . .. .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . '!:2'' ~y 

Inheritance tax. 86.2(2)"c,"86.3t3), 86:3(6f.16.9i4)"a," Notice ARC l:J3A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . 8;2:• ·~9 

Carl Castelda, Deputy, was present for the Department. 
He gave brief overview of the Revenue amendments and there 
were no questions. 

Nicky Schissel, Assistant Commissioner, and Steve King 
were present for consideration of: 

RF.VF.Nt••: AJIIIt FINANr•: UF.I'Ail"l ~U:III'nTttll"unlhrrlla"" 
Iowa lotto, _lll.2. 10.:1. IO.titll, 10.1>(2). IO.l!l(ll"j." lll.lli{l), 10.1512). 10.20. Notice ARC 7i A. 

ai!IO Ftled Emergenc;.y ARC 78A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8, !118\J 

According to Schissel, changes were made because the 
Lottery matrix was revised from 6 of 36 to 6 of 39. 
There was lengthy discussion of situations when a ticket 
does not print but a play registers in the system. 

According to Schisse1, 1ottery require5 the cuot~~~= t~ 

be responsible for checking the ticket to ensure that 
numbers are printed. 

Prieb7 recommended a change in the rules but Schissel 
expla1ned that these address jackpot funding 1 
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MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT 
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10.2 

9-12-89 

validation. Doyle asked if Iowa law permitted having 
football as a lottery game and Schissel responded that 
the Code permits Lottery Division to establish any kind 
of game. 

Lawrence T. Bryant represented the Department for the 
following: 

Tarlleted ~m11il bu~ine!'s inrt!nml(uirielrnP~. ciltu. ~utice AIU' lll:!A. al~" r~rj.:1l:;.!!!~rm£:: ,\Ill' lilA . 

He explained that Chapter 10 was filed emergency and 
Notice simultaneously since the Legislature mandated 
the Department to establish guidelines as a result of 
a Supreme Court decision. 

Priebe discussed the selection process in 10.2(2)a(3). 
According to Bryant, Inspections and Appeals maintains 
a vendor list, which may contain 20,000 names. There 
may be some targeted small businesses which could bid 
on janitorial supplies and so identification is made 
of those who can reasonably bid. Priebe had received 
complaints about the bidding process and recommended 
removal of subparagraph 3. 

Schrader commented that it appeared the largest impact 
on minority contractors, suppliers and businesses would 
be from prime contractors. He preferred that the state 
make a good faith effort and 11 put some teeth" in 10.2(3)-­
construction--to comply with constitutional muster. 
Responding to Schrader, Bryant said a task force was 
created to suggest legislation. ~ 

Tieden called attention to use of 11 shall 11 in subrule 
10.2(3)c and use of 11 may 11 in 10.2(3), line 1. Bryant 
responded that this is another option purchasing author-
ities might use--if they use the subcontract document, 
then these procedures are followed. Tieden wondered if 
it were more specific than the supreme court ruling 
allowed. Priebe thought, under this proposal, there was 
a chance for "cozying up 11 of the companies which place 
bids. Bryant said that the process was considered as 
protection for the subcontractor. General discussion. 

In 10.2(3)c, Priebe recommended that 11 Prime contractors 
shall select specific TSB contractors ..... be amended by 
substituting 11 offer to 11 for 11 Select specific ... He sus-
pected that use of 11 Select specific .. could eliminate a 
new business. 

Doyle inquired as to whether there were rules to require 
p~~cha~ins from Prison Industries. Bryant clarified that 
the rules would apply to all purchasing ~uthorities, in­
cluding Prison Industries. Doyle and Pr1e~e al~~~e~e~~ 

~~~u~~~~tt~~tb~~e~r~~ep~~:~~,I~~~~~~ie;~rv~~~!nt agreed 
to comply with ARRC comments. ~ 
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Robert Haxton; Carol Rice, Chief, Support Service Bureau; 
Sherry Hopkins; John Barber, Chief, OPR; and Mary Oliver 
represented the Department for the following: 

lowR lll.rlfl'tr:ll srnall hu!<illl'~" CP.rllficntirm l•r••ICram. ~!).1. zr..~. 2!i :tt:ll. :!f>.l~l!!), ;!!j.ll), l>iotice 1\ Rl' R 'A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .,,\1, I;~ 
F'il!'ld ~·•rvt-y admini.,tratn•n. fuotl estahii!lhmcnt .n!lp~t~tion!l. fnori !lcrvit'f! r<~tabli~nment iMpection!l. :lO.!tl II. :11 2. 

!J2.3C·U. ~ulice ARC l UiA. .. . .. . .. .. . .. . . . .. .. .. . . . . .. . .. . .. . . . . .. . .. . .. .. .. . . .. .. . . . .. . . .. . . . . . .<:2:\iH~ 
l,irt>ll!liiiJr l'l!'l('lll't'III\'OL" for ~PnJJ'Ili'Rr;l' f1100 'l'!rVICl' l'!<lnhii!>hOll'lll<l, thr~·rnmpa• tment ~ink l'!'CPOI(ll irm. ::1).o:, 

!121. :12.:\1:tl. fl!s!:! ,\Rf. 86A................ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . K•!l i<!l 
Violation lt>\'P.I u( ~tan•lani" (,,,. in(.-~·• ion t'nnt•·ol ir1 hP11lth o•ar" fn•·ilitit><~: ''"" ,,( fi!Ol r.l ff!\'dinll b:ur" nn•l rrrrnp 

c••lll'ction I'>Ril". arnf!nd•m•nt~ t11 chs ;,; !i~. 59. >l:t Filed AHC HaA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1<. !• -ill 
Rt•t•urrpruent~Pt'tlon.<'lt ;·1 tille. il.l. il.!iill. 71 fil21"b."-:;['i. Nut1ce AIU.: 146,\ . . . ....... . .. ... . >1':!~1 "'' 

No questions were posed with respect to 25.1 et al. 

There was discussion of 30.3(1) et al. and Priebe raised 
question as to why on-premise restrooms were not required 
in malls or shopping centers. Haxton commented that some 
mall restaurants do not have seating and the mall provides 
restrooms. Pavich pointed out that Valley West Mall in 
West Des Moines has only one restroom which is located on 
the upper level. He thought the rule should address that 
fact and Haxton reminded that the Department has no 
jurisdiction over malls per se, only on restaurant inspec­
tion. 

Responding to Tieden, Haxton said a license is not refund­
able once it has been used. Sometimes, licenses are re­
newed in advance and not used, the individual would receive 
a refund. Responding to Royce, Haxton admitted there were 
areas in noncompliance. 

Hawthorne suggested the following language: "On-premise 
restrooms are not required in licensed premises when the 
licensed premise has no on-premise seating and restrooms 
in the mall or shopping center are convenient and avail­
able to patrons and employees at all times." Haxton was 
willing to consider the question. Chairman Priebe asked 
that the issue of restaurant inspection be carried over 
to the October meeting. This would allow time for Depart­
ment officials to check some malls. 

30.6 et al. Licensing requirement, temporary food service establish­
ments--no questions were posed for amendments to 30.6 et al. 

Ch 71 

Chs 57 
et a!. 

Recess 

DISASTER 
SERVICES 

Ch 10 

Amendments to Chs. 57, 58, 59 and 63 were deferred tempor­
arily. 

Barber told the Committee that amendments to Chapter 71 
would automate notification of ADC overpayment in the 
food stamp or ADC programs. 

Oliver gave brief overview of amendments to Chapters 57, 
58, 59 and 63. There were no questions. 

The Committee was in recess for ten minutes. 

David Miller appeared for special review of 601--Chapter 
10, "Emergency 911 Telephone Service." The rules were 
delayed for 70 days at the July 11 ARRC meeting. Also 
present: Kenneth J. Hartman, Hartman and Associates; 
Diane Kolmer and Louanne Wedeking, US West Communications. 
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Miller addressed the Committee with respect to six minor 
compromises to be made in the rules. The Department was 
planning to adopt the changes on an emergency basis. 
Schrader indicated a reluctance to support lifting of 
the delay until he had an opportunity to review the 
compromises. He took the position that a document 
showing the changes should be reviewed by the ARRC. 
Discussion followed. Clark was told that the rural 
address system provides basic information to identify 
each address to assist when an E911 call is placed-­
each county or each 911 service has its own address 
system and that creates problems. 

Priebe thought Schrader had made a good point and recom­
mended that the amendments be published before the 70-
day delay could be lifted. 

Hartman addressed the Committee and praised the adminis­
trative rules system. He continued that the Division of 
Disaster Services had been given an almost insurmountable 
task in trying to coordinate development of enhanced 911 
in the state and he commended the staff. Hartman recom­
mended that the Legislature work toward implementation 
of the E911 service throughout the state. Funding of the 
program was considered a big obstacle. No formal action. 

The August minutes were approved. 

CORRECTIONS Fred Scaletta presented the following rules of Corrections ~ 
Department: 

20.6 

50.1 

PUBLIC 
HEALTH 
PROFES­
SIONAL 
LICENSURE 

l'••hlir:\liun". :!II ti14)"a" to ''r." filed Emi{geng ARC 95A... . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . . .. . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . 81!1:~!1 
Jail rarilitiP!'. :>IJ.I. f>ll.24. 50.2!;. ~ c !l4A. ... . ....... .. .. .. . .. .... .. . .. . .. .. .. ........ ... .. ... ... .... ... . . . Bi!Jf~\,1 
Temporary hQiding facilitir!'. 51.5is;:-Filed ARC 9!JA...... .... . .. . . .. .. .. .. .. . .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. .. • .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. . 8/9/8!1 

Clark brought up the fact that language in 20.6(4)~, 
paragraphs 3 to 6 seemed repetitive. She was advised 
that it was taken from the Code. Priebe questioned the 
necessity of publishing Code language in rules and 
Scaletta was informed this approach should be avoided. 
He commented that the Department had a standard which 
was taken partially from the Code and a court case pro­
hibited its use, therefore, the Department adopted the 
state statute. Doyle thought.20.6(4)b(7) was limited to 
lascivious acts. Scaletta agreed to make any necessary 
revision. 

There were no questions re 50.1 or 50.24. 

Barbara Charls, Gerd Clabaugh, Pierce Wilson, Jane Schadle, 
Richard Welke, David J. Fries, Joyce Bawdish, and Ronald 
Eckoff appeared on behalf of the Department of Health. 
The agenda follows: 

PIHlFF:RSIONAL I.ICEN~PRE DIVISlONIIlollil 
1'1'111.11" IIF.AI Tlllt~~l''\llT~U:N'IlRtll"tunh~"lla" . . 
(.'o!:llletnlngv uaminPI'!I. !'anitary ruudilions Ct>r hpauty !iBI•m~ and ~chuol!l of co~metnlo!fV. rnsfln•II•I••!Cf 1'l'nt111UIIllf 

ecluratin~l. 611.1 tn .;o.R. flll.f!17). till.8(9}. li0.9(lJ. 60.10 tn r,o 14. 60.1·11121. 4itll41 l!ll. FO.l41171. 91.2. h2.21I;_;J, 
tj2.3121. 62.31~1. 62.4111. ll2.6. 62.B. ti2.111U'b.'' .;2.12(ll.ll2.113, Filed ARC l2GA ............................... · ~l21,~'! 

El,.ctrnlf'Jliqt!l anti manirul'i!lt!l. fi(l Ill. 6tl. Hl!ll. 60. 1-1(10). li0.14\18). i1ii:'r.i(l9). ll0.16. !isili£! A lU' 12rtA · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ~!2:1 ' il!l 
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PROFES­
SIONAL 
LICENSURE 
(Cont'd) 

60.1 

Committee 
Business 

Meetings 

9-12-99 

PtTRI.lC IIP.ALTH DI-~PARTMF.NTIG4ll 
Ra•lon nutil{atlnn rrt>dentiRii••g. mimmum ref!Uirt>ments fnr radon mitisration. !l8.l!ll91. 

<>h l•l. Nut•ce ARC l05A ................................................... · · ·. · · · · · · .. · · · · • · · · · ·. · .. · · · · 8!9/;:ltl 
,\nt"'tht!o;ia ;er;:;r,.~. fil.l•l. Notice ARC 95:17 Terminated. Notice AllC IIliA ........... · .. · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · · ...... ·.. SiiJ/8~ 
Mnternnl Rnd rhilri heultilpr(;jfriW,, i~.·t. 7~.5(:1i'to ifUil6}. 76.iii21. 7R l4. !!.!ill£! ARC 114A. Rl~o 

fii~!f..EJnt!rK~ll~ ,\H(; lUtcA............... . .............................................. · · ·............. ~-''.J·B·~ 
Wt?ll t'id~>rly ttl'r'!"n•ng elir11r~. c:h I!:J, Filed :\H(' ll!lA ....................... · · · .. · · .. · · .. · .. · · · · ·.. · · · · .. · · · · · ;! "·~'1 

Stale P.mP.rlfP.nr:; meriical hoard. rh !l·t.Notice ARC lll6A ........................................... · ·.. . . . . . . . . . . . q:~• 9~1 

01'1illtl'rlltentj.t>rmat!l. If• I .'ill 1. Notit·e l\Kt'l2·1A... . . . .. . .. .. .. .. .. . . ................. · ........ · · .. · ·.. il·o!:t i<•1 
tiiiiiO<'illl Utt~i<IIBI\CP. tr• Pli10ihiP. P01j'7;ji\jlt' l'!'nrd ·JiqCI\!ilf' pnti1•nt!O. 1\J.n()l, l\l.fi12). 

"''"""'li:c 1. :!. f::ih.:!U~~lJ!!r..K~r~r tdt<' Ht!IA .. . .. . .. . .. . .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. .. .. . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ;;.u ·•• 

Clark recommended that "by a person" be stricken follow­
ing "operated" in the definition of cosmetology school--
60.1. Under 60.4(1), paragraph c, Priebe questioned who 
would decide if a room were "large enough." Charls said 
that cosmetology schools are inspected by Board members 
and a complete layout must be submitted to the Board. 
Charls conunented that the number of students was on the 
decline. 

Short recess. 

Meeting dates were tentatively set for October 10 and 11, 
1989; November 8 and 9, 1989 and December 5 and 6, 1989. 

PUBLIC Chairman Priebe called for review of amendment to 38.13(9) 
HEALTH and new Chapter 44. John Eure and Jack Kelly were present. 
Radon Also present: C. E. Wasker, Home Builders Association of 
38.13, Ch 44 Iowa; Robert Minkler, Inspections and Appeals. 

According to Eure, the rules had been Noticed, hearing 
had been held, comments had been considered and many were 
incorporated in the rules which would be presented to the 
Board of Health for adoption. 

Wasker provided history of the legislation [1989 Acts, 
S.F. 522] and reminded that requirement for a performance 
bond was not enacted. Wasker expressed his opposition to 
an irrevocable letter of credit. He thought a negotiable 
instrument which could be deposited to cover fines, etc., 
would be acceptable. Also, Wasker opposed the fact that 
any misstatement in the application would be cause for 
revocation. He declared that recordkeeping for five 
years was burdensome. As to continuing education, he 
would favor six hours in order to complete it in one day. 
He was advised that this was done. In conclusion, Wasker 
said some clarification would be helpful. 

In response Eure read the second sentence of the statement 
of purpose and scope. There was general discussion. 

According to Kelly, the issue was not just one of public 
health but also of consumer protection. If the builder 
does not make false statement that a house is radon free, 
the contractor has no problem. On the other hand, if the 
builder purports to install a device which will reduce 
radon below 4 picocuries on an annual average in that 
home, then proof is required. Kelly added that the 
mechanism was not as simple as most would like, but the 
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device was relatively inexpensive. There was further 
discussion. 

Priebe was advised that a sub-slab ventilation system has . ~ 
been shown to be effective. 

It was noted that a public hearing had been scheduled for 
August 31 but the deadline for written comments was 
August 1, 1989. In addition, numerous changes would be 
made. After some discussion, there was consensus that 
the rules should be renoticed to allow a minimum of 20 
days for written comments as well. 

In response to questionby Clark, Kelly said the law 
requires defraying the cost of administering the program, 
and ensuring that consumer protection activities occur. 
Spot checks will be made by the Department. 

Doyle referenced rule 44.10 with respect to penalties. 
He questioned whether violation of the radon testing and 
abatement Act would be a serious misdemeanor. Doyle 
moved that Royce seek an Attorney General's opinion 
regarding penalties set out in 44.10. Motion carried. 
There were no recommendations made for 51.14, 76.4 et al., 
Chapter 83 or 101.7(1). 

In review of Chapter 84, Tieden requested that 84.6 be 
amended to require a vote of two-thirds of the members 
to take an action. 

Wilson provided background on Chapter 111 which was 
adopted initially to implement a cut in legislative 
appropriations for the renal disease program. The cut 
eliminated 71 patients from the program and generated 
much opposition, including protest from legislators. 
Wilson distributed copies of emergency amendments which 
were effective September 1, 1989 and will reinstate 
categories of 3 and 4 to the program. [9/20/89 IAB] 
The matter had been referred to the Fiscal Committee 
of the Legislature also. 

Tieden was tol~ that the program would stay within 
budget. Wilson and the ARRC discussed budgeting and 
funding of the end-stage renal disease program. Wilson 
admitted it was difficult to project but figures were 
based on the claims for the most recent six months. If 
the program were to experience a shortfall, emergency 
rules would be necessary. Also, a new pharmaceutical 
may cause increased costs, causing delay in processing 
of claims. Approximately $150,000 would be involved 
with a potential for $200,000. General discussion of 
proper procedures to follow while trying to save time 
in the budgeting process. There was Committee consensus 
that legislative action would be needed in 1990. 
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DEPARTMENT 
OF TRANS­
PORTATION 

SPECIAL 
REVIEW 
119.4 

Motion to 
Object 

Pierce Wilson presented the following: 
r." r. .._, \' :- r:\1'1 6 :\•I') N tice ARC llOA · · · · · · · · .. " .... · · .. .. .. IWU~~I 

l;tu(t'r"' hl'!lpilul billinll fnrm. "ubmts!lion of datu.. •l.il. ·'·"' "·1.·1 
1 

• ··'' • _u_ · 

He stated that the purpose of the rule was.to clarify 
reporting procedures with respect to sever~~y codes on 
uniform hospital billing and to :hange t~e Lmplementa­
tion date to January 1, 1990. WLlson sa1d that two 
vendors applied for approval and the one not chosen 
has an appeal pending. 

Cheryl Brinkman represented the Board for the following 
and no questions were posed: 

l't'III.U: Jlf.AI.TII m:!':\R r .. IEl" f16·1ll"u.n111·ella" • . . . . . . ...•.. 
lli~l'tpliue. 12.50121. 12.511181''••." 12.!)111:181. Filed AIH. S~A · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

Constance Price presented the following rules and there 
were no questions: 

1'1'111.1<' 111~1\I.Tll JlEI',\Rnn:~rn'i-111 ·uattltttlla" 8123,8!1 
Utili1.alion and CIJ!ll coutroi re'-'le ...... en a2. !folice ARC ll!JA. · ...... · · ...... · .... · .. · .... · ........ · ........ · ...... · 

At the request of Chairman Priebe, Steve Westvold and 
Dennis Burkheirner appeared for special review of tourist 
signing--761--119.4. Priebe questioned statutory author­
ity of 119.4 which requires the businesses to be open a 
minimum of eight hours a day for six days a week. 

Westvold explained that the signing program is autho­
rized by the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
and DOT sets criteria and qualification for the signing. 
Tourist signing is motorist information signing as 
opposed to business registration signing and directional 
signing--which is federal intent. 

DOT conducted a 2-year experimental program within limits 
of federal requirements to promote tourism and economic 
development. Westvold reviewed the history of logo sign­
ing which has been scaled back from 16 hours a day with 
different hours for motorist, agricultural and commercial 
businesses. 

Priebe pointed out that the Code read "reasonable hours" 
and he did not believe 48 hours was reasonable when a 
40-hour work week wasso common. He favored an objection. 

According ~o Westvold, this signing was not specifically 
addre~sed 1n the Code and there is no minimum-hour require­
m7nt 1~ the Manual. The rules were developed in coopera­
t1on w1th Departme~t of Economic Development, Agriculture 
and Land Ste~ardsh1p and representatives from the Iowa 
Tra!el Co~nc11. Westvold posed the question, "If a 
bus1ness 1s closed 30 percent of the time will people 
take advantage of the signing?" Pavich m~ved to object 
t~ 761--119.4 on the basis that Department of Transporta­
t1on had exceeded statutory authority. 

Motion carred. 
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DEPARTMENT 
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NO AGENCY 
REPS 

Adjourned 

APPROVED: 

The following language was drafted by Royce: 
\ 

A: i~s Seotemoer !2~h. 19~9 meeciog the commit:ee voted :o 
Ob)ec: t~ 76i lAC suorule ltg.~ on tne grounds tha: i: is beyond 
c~e aucnor~cy of :ne ~epar~ment. !his provisi~n is ~~rrencly 1n 
eifec: aad is oublisned 1a tne Iowa Adm1nistra~iv~ Code. 

Rule 1!9.6 ~~nerally establisnes the eligibLl!:~ ~:iter~a ~~r 
comm•~~; and a~rlcul:ural ~nter~rises who wish to p~ace a 
ous~ness sigc alor.~ a ?ri~ary h!~nwa~. 7hose ?or:io~s a: issue 
re~ace co :ne reo~1re=enc :na: :nose oustnesses bP. ~~en for eigne 
nou:~ J Jay, stx Javs a weeK. I: is :ne ootntoc o~ :1~ committee 
cnac =~e ~eoartmen~ does not ~av~ the authort:y t~ ~~oose such a 
:~s:::::!ve ~i~1:. !he cocc:::•e notes sec~1on :na: 30~:.! !(5) 
~!5:3 hours o~ ~us:ness as one of the ~tems oE in:o:ma:1on tha: 
~ay oe ~~acea on J si~~. ~he commi::ee aoes not bel:eve tna: tnis 
se~=~~n ~~Dowers :~e ce~ar~men: to actually sec en~ nou~s o: 
'~~~~ess. 

9-12-89 

No agency representatives were requested to appear for 
the following: 
t;F;NF.RAI. ~ERVlt :ES fJEf'ART;\I J::NTI-l!'nJJ 
,\ut!'llti. rt'nun;hcr and !rnn!tfcr ~!itl-rh~ I tu II to ~111-<"h!! I tn II. Notice :\KC 1:16A .. '1.2~ ... ~ 

I'll AH~JArr 8XA~HNlo;Rs BUARIJ[ti!li) 
1'1.111.11: lff,\l.l'llllf:t'Ail'Utf:"'l"jfllll'·umlu·•IIA' 
Whulecale :lrtll{ lkens~- f!!e!l. !'l.!i. ~!!.l:.ll:~ t\HC 116,\ ............... . . . . '!.2~1.'Rrt 

THAN~I'ORTATIO(o.i lJEPt\HTMENT(71llJ 
\!!'hirl" r•!l(istralion :uul <·Prtirieaw nf title. ~IIO.:(t 121''b" and "r.'' liJII.:(tl:ll. ~IHI.-1, ~1111.~1~1 1111• ·l II:U'rl"121. 

tllll!itllll''h.'' !i!,>tice ARC li5A ...... ... .... ...... ........................... .................. . ~.~:~ ll~l 

l'TILITJ F:~ lilVISIONj 1991 
('ll'l~ll:lln: IIF:I'!\RTMt:s 1111111 ·u ... t.r••lho" 

Nutll:l• nf I'Hit' llll'l't'IL'Ie. 7..111 1''("121 nml t:H. F'iled All(. ~7 A . . ........... .. 
Directory listing in low:~. exchange. 22.:!f21"j.:rflled ARC 122A ............ . 

8/!J ~~ 
!! 2~J·Acr 

LAW F.NFOHn~~mNT ACAPF!MYiiilll[ 
OI'Jl'llllit.Rlicrn nrul Rrlllllllilllr:llinn. tttrl~r training, 1.1. ch !1. Notice AHC 117,\. 

also Filed Emergency ARC 118A .................... ~................ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8-'2:lt8!l 

Chairman Priebe adjourned the meeting at 12:50 p.m. 
Next meeting was scheduled for October 10 and 11, 1989. 

CHAIRMAN 

-4168-

Respectfully submitted, 

:~~/d~ Phy~ry, Seer~ 
Vivian Haag, Executive Secretary 
Alice Gossett, Administrative Asst. 
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