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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 
of the 

ADMINISTRATIVE RULES REVIEW COMMITTEE 

Time of Meeting: Tuesday, February 10, 1981, 7:45 a.m. 

Place of Meeting: Senate Committee Room 322, Statehouse, Des Moines, Iowa. 

Members Present: Representative Laverne W. Schroeder, Chairman; Senator 
Berl E. Priebe, Vice Chairman; Senators Edgar H. Holden 
and Dale Tieden; Representatives Betty J. Clark and Ned 
Chiodo [to fill a vacancy, term expiring April 30, 1983]. 
Also present: Joseph Royce, Staff, and Brice Oakley, 
Rules Coordinator. 

Chairman Schroeder convened the meeting at 7:50 a.m. 
and called for review of the Iowa Family Farm Development 

FAMILY FARM Authority. Earl Willits, attorney general's office, 

\ 

AUTHORITY was present for review of beginning farmer program, ch 2, 
ARC 1733, Nmtice and Filed Emergency, ARC 1732, IAB 1/21/81. 
Willits said the rules had been filed emergency to alleviate' 
further delay of the program. He discussed clarifYing 
amendments to rule 2.7(3), pertaining to the first-come, 
first-served basis on the loans. Deviation from the rule 
is allowed in order to comply with federal income tax 
laws. 

He explained that the rules had been written in a very 
:_general fashion to accommodate a series of programs. 
Willits displayed a sale of service agreement used by 
bnnks in the program. In response to Schroeder, Willits 
said the'AG office had made the judgment that the documents 
were not rules of the Authority, and the bonds would sell 
if the F.armers Home Administration participated in the 
program. 

Committee members were concerned that adequate advance 
publicity had not been given about the instruction programs 
which were held. Willits admitted public notice had been 
less than satisfactory, but large crowds had attended 
the programs. He pointed out that the Iowa Press Associa­
tion requires a $40 charge for press releases in their 
member newspapers, and the Agency made a decision to'use 
all other publications for distribution of information. 

Tieden was of the opinion the rules followed the intent 
of the law, but was concerned as to the impact of high 
interest rates~ There was discussion of long-term bonds 
and the increasing interest r~tes. 
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FAMILY .FARM 
AUTHORITY 
Cont'd 

2.1 (2)~ 

2-ld-81 
Tieden questioned Willits about the contract language wibh re-
spect to interest rates. Willits explained that the process was , 
similar to that of horne loans. If short-term bonds (7 yrs) ar~ ~ 
sold at 9~~' loans to farmers could be available at 11%, compared 
to present.rates of 16 to 19 percent. 

Tieden was interested in knowing reaction of banks to the pro­
gram. Willits indicated the Authority had urged participation 
by banks--158 banks "signed up." In 19 or 20 counties, t'ere 
were no banks willing to participate. Tieden noted that ~he 
PCA--Production Credit Association--was the only participJnt 
in his county. Schroeder was not certain that all banks had 
been fully apprised. I, 

Willits pointed out that under the Internal Revenue Code tax-free 
bonds could not be issued until there was an identified project. 
In response. to Chiodo, Willits said the short-term bonds w.ould 
be used to finance depreciable property. He continued that the 
Board was hopeful that after the Authority becomes established 
in the market, Farmers Home Administration involvement would not 
be necessary. Long-t~rm loans could be made on a 7-year basis --
amoritzed over thirty years, with a commitment of a major finan­
cial institution, which would make a take-out at the end of 7 
years. 

.., . 

·I V 
Willits responded to Chiodo's question that definitions in\ 
2.1(2)a were taken from the Iowa Bankers Assn. Farm Lending Form. 

- I 

Priebe and Schroeder favored holding additional meetings in 
e.very congressional district. Willits cited the pressure from 
legislators and farmers to implement the pro~ram and he pointed 
out the agency director [Wm. Greiner] had not been hired until 
December 1. Willits continued that the major source of money 
available through FmHA-Econamic Emergency Fund--expires Septem­
ber 30, 1981. 

Priebe recommended the Authority seek assistance from Tom Huston·, 
Banking Department, to apprise all banks of the program. He 
pointed out that although the Act had included small business-
men the ·rules did not address the area. Willits replied that 
por~ion of the law would be administered by local authqrities. 

Priebe spoke of bankers' concern about the loss of one percent. 
Willits indicated bankers on the Board had recommended a plan 
whereby the farmer would pay one-half and the bank one-half point. 
Priebe took the position that eligibility requirements-- .. a farmer 
must have more than SO% of his last year 's income "--would elimi- . '\..,.,) 
nate many individuals. Willits said that was a resul~ of tqe 
Farmers Home guarantee if the farmer had an "off-the-farm" job, 
that gross would .be included. 
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F~LY FARM Tieden referred to a federal mandate and there was discussion 
AUTHORITY of whether it would be implemented. Focus_has been on shorter 
Cont'd term loans and the program will ·benefit those whose worth is 
~ approximately $100,000. 

Clark called attention to incorrect placement of paragraph "a" 
2.1(2) under 2.1(2). Willits agreed the language should be included 

in 2.1(1). Clark cited a misspelled word_in 2.5(3)-- 11 applicable 11 

should be "applicant". It was noted the rule was filed with the 
.incorrect word. 

Oakley recommended the hearings be scheduled under the Notice 
of Intended Action after "some experience has been accumulated 
over the next few months." 

PLANNING AND Don Appell, Building Code Commissioner, represented the Office 
.PROGRAMMING of Planning and Programming for review of 5.3(5,, 5.3(6), 5.100 

to 5.800, ARC 1680, filed, IAB 1/7/81 pertaining to the building·· 
code under.- authority of ch 103A, The Code. Also present were. 
Dennis Hogan, representing plumbers; B. J •. Baker, .t-1 •. Q~A;r~;.1:~·;.;~:._ 
Howard Hanunond and carol Erickson, Manufactured Hous1ng··p;;96c.ia­
tion of Iowa; Niel Brown, Plumbing Code Commission; and Kenneth 
Choquette, Health Department. 

Appell said the rules make available a total code_ ~t:l~ appJ.,i~$,.·___ '::. 
to state-owned buildings and to factory-:-b~~lt str~~~~ii~es s~~:~-~;:-2~. 
wide as well as to any city or county that has adopted_ it Io¢~I.-lY-.-­
Ch 103A requires the use of nationally accepted codes, whenev.-~t-·~.; · ·-,­
possible. Appell reviewed adoption dates of the various builqing · !. 

codes and the uniform plumbing code. He continued the main ob~ 
jection to the plumbing code has been that it would not.~llow 
unrestricted use of plastic pipe. · · · ·· 

Oakley gave background on participation of pis. _office .. in_, ~h~·:.·· 
adoption of the plumbing code. Essentially, two.-.state·. a·gencfes 
proposed two different national codes. He spoke· ·6£·:-- q~=.t.J.icting 
statutes and the importance of legislative direction· for the __ . 
plumbing and building codes and· mandatory thermal and liglf_fing . 
efficiency standards--that whole area of whether the ~tate s·ho~ld. 
be involved. ·The Governor•s Economy Committee made recommen­
dations with respect to the building code commissioner•s office. 
·oakley spoke of the differing philosophies between the Health 
Department and OPP. 

· .5.400(l)d(2) Schroeder thought 5.400(l)d(2)_, re ABS and PVC pipes and fittings 
.to be a "ridiculous .. rule. 

Hogan indicated his clients ·preferred no standards, however 
if they were to be reg.ulated, uniform.j.ty of standards should 
prevail. B. J. Baker thanked Oakley for his assistance 11 in 
getting the code together." 
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PLANNING AND In discussion of smoke detectors for one and two-family dwellings, 
PROGRAMMING Schroeder asked if that would be mandatory. Appell responded 
Gont'd that had been in the uniform building code. 

5.600 
Div. VI 

Delay 
5.600-5.629 
Div. VI 

ENERGY 
POLICY 
90UNCIL 

ENVIRON­
MENTAL 
QUALITY 

Recess 

Schroeder was interested in any changes applicable to the Modular 
Housing Industry. H·arrnnond observed that a few paragraphs of law 
concerning manufactured housing resulted in excessive regulation~ 
The Association supports protection of the citizenry but prefers. 
that state and federal codes be compatible. Schroeder suggested' 
that Harmnond submit his recommendations in a letter to the :com­
mittee. 

Schroeder opined the fee in 5.625(5)~ ground support and 
anchoring, ($65) was excessive. Hammond disagreed. However, 
Hammond thought the annual installer renewal certification fee 
of $15.00 to be excessive. General discussion. 

In response to Priebe, Appell said they had reduced their budget 
by 4.6 percent to comply with the governor's mandate. Priebe 
moved a 70-day delay on Division VI[630--5.600(103A)-5.629(103A)] 
to allow time for further study. Motion carried viva voce. 

Doug True, EPC, reviewed the following rules: Also present: John · 
Lewis, Iowa Utility Association. 

ENERGY POLICY COUNCIL[380] 
St:uu.llay cm~rgl'itcy cmerg)' c:onscr\·atiun measure,;, ch 12 ARC 1716 ·f. • • · .... • • .. • • • ...... • .. • .. • .......... • .. • • • • ...... 1/7/81 
i'etro)('Uhl sct·:ISidc program, amendments to c:h 3 ARC 1671 ./J! ........................................................ 1/7/Sl 

1

:, 
CCln~cn·ation measures. natural g:ts and electricity, 12.11, 12.12 ARC 1672 .. N. .. ..... • .................................. 1/7/81 . \.,..,/ 

In answer ·to Priebe who questioned choice of "may 11 rather th~n 
"shall 11 in 12.2, Tr~e agreed to review existing rules of operation. 
True explained that petroleum set aside rules wouid have to '

1 

be 
rewritten since the federal government had eliminated state!au­
thority for set aside. There was brief discussion as to the ad­
vantage of a state set aside program. No action taken. 

Jim Woll, Odell McGhee, Jerry Tonnesen and Allan Stokes were 
present for the following DEQ rules review: 

ENVIRONMENTAl. QU~t.ITY(400]. ~ ,. . U(I) ARC 1678 .F. ......... l/1/81 
Air quality, controllinJ:r P.nllut10n, _1.10 ), .].~(.J:\). ~.1{1). 3.1(2), 3.5, 3 .• ,(1), :t.,(2), :1F..S(4) to?~~~~): ......................... , ..... 1/1/81 
Air quulit\·, excel'!\ l'm•ss•on. 1.2(2.\), 1.2(.lh), 1.2(,,6) •. 1.2163). ~h 5 Anc 1677 • • • • • '.r.:" 
Animal fc~din~: operations, ameRIImcnts to ch 2.JJotiC(' tcrmmated ARC 1676 •• • -'Y. ...................................... 1/7/81 

Tonnesen noted that the instruction permit rules, as well as 
those pertaining to· offsets in nonattainment areas·, had been 
changed and time for reviewing applications was changed from 
sixty t·o one hundred days. 

Schroeder recessed the meeting for ten minutes. Committee 
reconvened. 

Tonnesen said air quality amendments were acted upon by the air 
quality commission at its December meeting. H~arings were 
held on the rules which will be more stringent than previous 
provisions. He pointed out the new rules specify·additional ·~ 
reporting requirements. The burden of proof will be placed : 
at the emission source. I 

- 1405 



~-

~ 

SOCIAL 
SERVICES 

ch 113 

~.81.10(3) 

l.l2.5(l)d 

].13.2(4) 

~13.5(2) 

113.7(1)£. . \,.,) 

2-10-81 

The following rules of Social SerYices Department were reviewed: 
SOCI(\1~ SEU\'ICE~ nEPART~IENT(770] . 

0 

117181 •• ond stan1p J•roJ:r:un. G:;.:t, fikd t"'lt•tJ!f'U'l.: A UC 1693 •• • '-f .. · • .... • ..... 0 
.. • .... • .. • • • • • ....... '_"" ...... '" .... ' • .. ' • .. • l/7/81 

ln~rn1edinte care bcilitil!s, r~l.lt•l:i) ,\HC 1701 . . N. · · · · • · · · · • .. · · ·· J;(""'' ............................................ 1/7/Sl 
Jntl'rnlcdinte rRrc rucilitirs for mental!)• retarded. S2.!ll2) AHC 1702 o • • • •• • • •• ••• • ••• ••••• ••• ••••••• ·•• ••• •••••••••••• 't/7/tH 
Child feM~h:r care Cncilil;cs. ch ll:!. nlso r•'ljcind:• chs 1Uii and 107 ARC 1703..« ..... •• .. ••• • •• • •• ................................ 

1 ··01twr ::alnil)" launh .. -:... t.:.h 1 i3 ,\1\C 17\J-1 • . tl ........ · · · · · • · · · · • • • • · • · · · • · • • • • • • • • • • • • • · • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •11 
,,, 

ADC • .&O.U·U AltC 16!U •. F: ........................................................................................... J/?/8
8

1 

)ledical a:~!listance.s~er=-t•ns n•n·n'ft. 75.11-U. 75.1CI0) AltC 1695 F. •. · .................................................... 1111 1 
Medical as:;i!otanc-e. hospitals. ':'tlo:!tl:!l AUC JG!JG .F. .................................................................... J/7/81 
Medical a:t..;i,;t:mcl'. i8.1:!(l;)), 81.1::,:!~1. S'.!.:~c.n AUC 1697 •• f: ............................................................ 1/7/81 
Juvenilc:dctcnliunhomt~. 105.11 AltC lti!IS .F-............................................................... ~ ......... 1/7/81 
Child d;ay care ~·r\oicrs. 1:~2-oU:h"(.'M ,\ nc 1 G99 . r.. ...................................................................... 1/7/81 
Jn·homc laeahh rl'latl'd carl!. lotl!.4(3), 1-lli.-1(71. 1-18.4(81. 1.S8.7 ARC liOO F.: .............................................. l/7/81 

TRANSPOHTATIOX. DEl' A ltT:\tENT OF[820J 
AdminiMrath'l' rulr~:. (Ol.B)l.~la)"c". filr•l withllut nuti<'c ARC 1GS2 •• /!! ......................................... : •••••• 1/7/81 
Financial rC:l'JJOn~:ibilit\' [Oi.CI14.-It!JJ"a", 14.-lli,)"h", 1-1.416). 1·1.5(2rc" .-\RC 1684 F. ............. ......................... 1/7/81 
Funcliunal cla~ific:ation re\'ic:w boar!!. (Ol:i.(;j3.15t2), 3.15(3) ARC UlS5 .. P.' .............................................. l/7/81 

Representing the DSS were Judith Welp, Policy and Analysis, 
Marian Turnbull, Shelter Detention and Virginia Ririe, Iowa 
Child and Family Services. Also present were Senator Richard 
Vande Hoe£, Osceola county, and John McCarroll, Cedar Rapids 
Gazette. 

\ 

Discussion of foster family homes. In re. 113. 5 (3), Clark tC?oko 0 

; 

0 

.exception to the necessitoy of including specific square feet · · 
requirements for bedrooms. She favored allowing discretion to 
;the inspector. Turnbull stated that DSS had been operating 
under standards promulgated by the Health Department -- which 
were more rigid. Turnbull agreed to reconsider the matter and 
provide flexibility. Priebe queried whether or not the new 

ilo 

language in 81.10(3) would upset some of the county care and 
~Clark also questioned the advisability of the rule. 

Chiodo requested removal of 11Which prevents normal functioning 
of the child 11 from 112.5(l)d. Turnbull was amenable. 

Vande Hoef viewed 11 direct exit .. definition in 113.2(4) as 
being unworkable. This could virtually eliminate foster homes. 
In response to Priebe, Department officials said fewer children 
.are being placed in foster care homes. 

Vande Hoe£ concurred with Clark re spacing in bedrooms. General 
discussion of advantage or disadvantage of requiring separat~ ... 0. 

facilities for children in certain age. groups. Vand~ .. :Hqe£0 wa?ro .... 
of the opinion the decision could be made. by the soocial· worker. 
Turnbull pointed out that the Social 't'7orker could· not deny the 
license. She added that fairly concise rules are needed. Ririe, 
who performs home studies, said the study committee had 3 sets 
of foster parents who were concerned about adequate space standards. 

Vande Hoe£ could forse~ problems ~ith 113.5(2) with respect to 
outside play area. He also challenged the requirement of a 
minimum of two exits on second floor--113.7(1)£.. He thought 
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2-10-81 

SOCIAL smoke detectors would suffice and allow .Private homes to qualify. 
SERVICES Turnbull was willing to revise the provision which had been 
Cont'd recommended by the fire marshal's office. 

Discussion of fencing around property located in close proximity 
113.2(3) to railroad tracks or other unsafe conditions. Chiodo referred to 
113.5(8)" 113.2(3) and 113.5(8) as conflicting provisions. Holden suggested 

application of the rules to existing foster homes. He suspected 
90 percent would not meet these standards. 

113.5(6) 
"f" 

In 113.5(6)~ Clark preferred use of more common terminology. ~In 

113.5(10)~ Clark said there could be variance in the amount oflheat 
on the floor and agreed with the principle, but wondere·d if it could 
be met. She requested removal of 11 sixteen mesh screen .. in 113.S(ll)o 
Turnbull was amenable. 

113·~ 10 (1) Turnbull agreed to rewrite 11.10 (1) for clarity in response to 
questions by Clark. 

113.13(2) There was discussion as to the pros and cons of required finger­
print checks for foster care applicants. Department officials were 
amenable to reviewing the concept. 

113.7(1) Clark requested addition of the words "in so far as possible 11
• 

.., . 

113.6(4) Oakley noted the statute does not limit the number of children ~ 
allowed in a foster home. He was concerned about arbitrary·nu~ers 

113.4(1) in 113.4(1) and commented there were exceptions, which should be 
perused. He urged that the lighting~ fire protection and private 
water supply standards be coordinated with other state agencies. 
He doubted the necessity for the foster family to have information 

lla.lO{l) required in 113.10(l)d. 

113.12(4) Oakley preferredthat 11 debauchery 11 be deleted in 113.12(4) since 
the word no longer appears in the criminal code. He discussed 
Royce's memo to the Committee re foster family homes. Royce tbok 
the position the awesome detail of the rules was excessive when 
measured against statutory standards. Schroeder declared that all 
modifications recommended by the Committee must be made before the 
rules would be acceptable. Oakley opined this would place their 
office in an almost "impossible position". Holden commented that 
standards.which are above the norm the average person li~es by 
should not be required. Royce agreed to provide more specifics 
for Oakley, if necessary. 

Welp said supplemental hearings were scheduled. Turnbull pointed 
out the proposed standards were much less stringent than existing 
rules. Holden equated these proposals with the controversial 
n~rsing home rules of several years earlier--"heavy on the regu­
lation of the building with little emphasis on the people invqlved. ~· 
There was general ~iscussion of the problem. 
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HEALTH 
DEPARTMENT 

135.106 

136.5(4) 

PUBLIC 
INSTRUCTION 

ch 6 
~ 

\ 
2-10-81 

The ~allowing rules of Health. Department were before the Committee: 
HF.AJ~TJJ DEPAUTMENT(·IiO) 

afl'dieal examiners. liern!~e rc.-~!1. J:l:i.I02(1). 135.103(1). 135.105(2)"a•. 135.10G(l), 135.108 AllC 1687 • .N. •• ........... •• •• •• 1/1!81 
Sulntlardsofrrct'clicaltJractice,135.:!51 AHC 1688 •. H. ................................................................. l/7/81 
Ph)'SiC:iAns assir.Lilnts. 136.5(-1) Anc 1689 0 H. 0. 0 0 ............................. : ......................................... 1/7/81 

Iowa State Board of Medical Examiners was represented by Mike 
Archibald, Katy Gammack and James Krusor. Archibald said the 
Board projected costs would be more than the anticipated revenue, 
thus the increase in fees. 

Tieden and Priebe questioned inconsistencies in the increases-­
discussion that the temporary license[l35.106]provides a full 
medical license for doctors and allows them to avoid the regular 
license process. 

Oakley called attention to a recommended increased appropriation 
set out in the budget book for the Board of Medical Examiners. 
The fee schedule would cover that if it is funded at that level 
and is consistent with the governor's recommendation. 

Priebe interpreted the statute to provide that revenue from 
fees should not exceed the amount needed to enable a Board to 
be self sustaining. Discussion of projected budget, income and 
expenditures. 

Oakley indicated a policy decision has been made that Boards 
should bear the burden of some indirect costs. The comptroller 
is developing a formula which may need statutory support. Priebe 
would not object if it were done statutorily and the comptoller's 
office ~ost was reduced. Oakley ·stated it would be a pomplicated 
process so revenue would be placed in the general fund. Holden 
concurred with the concept of paying for indirect costs~ 

Brief discussion of 136.5(4). Krusor explained the physician 
assistant program does not include internship. In response to 
Clark, Krusor said geography and existing facilities would aid 
in determination of "a demonstrated need". 

Representing DPI for review of the following rules were Robert 
Reusch, School Transportation and Safety Education Division, 
and Orrin Nearhoof, Division of Teacher Education and Certifi­
cation. 

PUBUC INSTJUJC'rJON llfo:I'ART~U~NTJG70) 
Drivt"r t"clucatinn. G.91o to.l2 AUC u;;9 .F. ............................................................................. ln/81 
ApJlro\'ab,lti.-l,lli.l't AUC lill< .F.: ........................................................... ; ................ ; ...... J/7/81 
Graduate tc.-achcr educutiun 1•ru.:ram11, eh 20 AllC 1719 .F.: ............................................................. ln/81 

Also present: Timothy McCarthyJ repre·senting Catholic School 
Superintendents. There was Committee discussion that rules re 
minors' school licenses had gone far afield of the legislative. 
intent and possible repeal of the statute was mentioned. 
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2-10-81 
PUBLIC Holden commented that the rules as presented by DPI did not 
INSTRUCTION recognize the needs of a family, only those needs interpreted 
Cont'd by superintendents. It was pointed out that a main problem 

was reluctance of superintendents to verify a need because of 
possible liability. 1 \..-1 

Royce interjected the previous law, prior to the 1980 amendmen~~ 
ch 6 - Ref. allowed DPI to make an independent judgment as to need. Royce· 
to Legis. was directed to request that both Transportation and Education 

Committees of the legislature review the matter. 

ch 16 
Reading 
Teachers 

j 

Discussion moved to amendments to chapter 16 re approval fer 
secondary and elementary teachers. Nearhoof, in respons~ Ito 
Chiodo, explained that "self-contained classroom" consists of 
one teacher who is responsible for all of the instruction within 
a classroom. A teacher who specializes in reading and moves 
from room.to room would not be considered a self-contained 
classroom teacher. Chiodo asked for explanation of the dis­
tinction--Nearhoof admitted the matter had been considered over 
a long period of time. The idea grew out of the concern of the 
Iowa Reading Association and International Reading Association 
for quality reading instruction. They contend reading is a 
primary mode of education for entering other areas of learning. 
DPI worked with the Iowa Reading Association and the State Ad­
visory Committee on Teacher Education and Certification. The 
recommendation to the state board was to adopt the version be­
fore us. Public hearings were held, with sparse attendance and~ 
departmen.t officials met with the nonpublic school advisoiy 
Committee. · Chiodo asked what percentage of reading students 
are taught by teachers out of the "self-contained classroom ... 
Nearhoof responded that was dependent upon the size of the 
classroom. It could be as high as fifty percent of the students 
in a specialized reading program where a reading teacher 
provides the instruction directly. 

Chiodo declared if the reading program should be "beefed up" all 
teachers should be included, whether or not they are in a self­
contained classroom. He opposed the distinction and opined the 
teache~ who rotates among classes would probably need less help. 
than the one who does so infrequently. Nearhoof indicated 
they were referring to the individual who teaches reading ~ifty 
to seventy-five percent of the day. 

clark took the position that part of the problem with reading 
in the regular teaching program was the DPI allowance in re­
quirements for teachers; e.g., she thought it to be ridiculous 
to include literature in course requirements for reading. She 
doubted there would be fifty percent in a specialized reading 
program. Clark observed that children's inabi~ity to rea~ was ~ 
a reflection on the basic classroom teacher. She documented 
the experience of her own ~hildren and thought DPI was using 
a backward approach. 
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2-10-81 
PUBLIC Clark emphasized the importance of a good foundation in the 
INSTRUCTION first grade. She concluded that special training shoul~ be 
Cont'd directed at teachers in cha~ge 9f beginning reading. 

Nearhoof said, initially, they began with trying to define 
11 percentage of time 11 and what time would be spent with students 
with specific reading problems. That created problems so they 
relied on existing language--using the concept of outside the 
self-contained classroom. He referred to former inconsistencies 
in their rules addressing preparation levels, and discussed 
reading approval courses. 

Holden voiced skepticism of 11 licensing and regulatory bodies" 
because they "tend to be protective of their own~·. He was unsure 
the rules would accomplish their purpose. 

Nearhoof spoke of difficulties with the Board of Regents who 
take the position that DPI is infringing on their prerogatives 
in certain areas. 

Holden was concerned that limitations might be placed on op­
portunities to enter a practicing profession. 

In response to Tie~ftn~ Nearhoof reiterated a self-contained 
classroom exists ·when the instructor teaches all day in the 
same·room and provides primary instruction for the courses. 
Further, if a teacher moves to another room and teaches 4th 
grade reading; then to another area to teach 5th grade 
reading~ that would not be a self-contained classroom concept. 

Nearhoof responqed to further questioning by Tieden that~ in 
the lengthy discussion of definitions of the category of self­
contained classrooms--the situation where students pass to the 
instructor had never been considered. In this particular con­
text, it would seem the teacher was specializing in a particular 
teaching assignment. 

Priebe argued that requiring reading teachers to have 20 semester 
hours of additional education was unreasonable. 

McCarthy~ representing four Superintendents of Catholic Schools, 
viewed the rules as unnecessary and unwarranted. He continued 
these schools operate with a minimum of administration and with 
as much flexibility as possible. McCarthy emphasized some of 
the best teachers are assigned· to reading classes~ although 
they teach other subjects. He concluded that this would be 
prohibited under the rules. 

Priebe could forsee gradual elimination of the small school and 
he s~oke of the problems being faced by them. He disagreed with . 
placJ.ng students "up for bid". Priebe thought DPI should be > 

- 1410 -

\ 



2-10-81 

PUBLIC looking at the practice of school districts offering to educate 
INSTRUCTION students for certain prices, i.e., $475 per yea~, $800 per year. 
Cont'd 
MOTION Chiodo moved an objection to rules 16.4 and 16.5, ARC 1718, on~ 
16.4, 16.5. the grounds that ~hey are unreasonable. There was discussion 

Substitute 
Motion to 
Delay 

Referred 
to 

Legislature 

ch 20 

No Repre­
sentatives 

of possible delay, with the opportunity to object later. 

Priebe moved a substitute motion to delay rules 16.4 and 16.5 
for 70 days to allow time for further study. Motion carried 
viva voce. 

Priebe suggested that the rules be referred to the Senatel~nd 
House Education Committees for their perusal. Unanimous consen~. 
So ordered. 

There was. brief review of graduate teacher education programs-­
ch 20·.· Nearhoof cited 257.10(11) and stated that they had 
eliminated any major opposition on the part of the· Regents 
who had been concerned that DPI infringed on Regents• respon~ 
sibility to hire faculty. 

Clark indicated she had some problems with the rule, but had 
no valid reason for objection. No formal action taken. 

No agency representative~ were asked to appear for any of the 
following: ~ 

AUDITOR OF STNI~E[130_] AP.C 1681 · :F-•.•..•.••••.•••.•.•••••••••••.••.•.•.•.•.•••••••••.. 1/1/81 
Indu!ltrialloan corporation thr1ft s:uaranty Act. 1.28 · . • • 

AUDITOR OF 8TATI~[130) · N. FG 
Cnn .• Uim•r loan:\ and l't•rtain securiti~s. rh 9 ARC: 1675. nlllo rilrd emprgl'r.C)' ARC 1674.. · · 't: ............. •• • • ........ 1/7/81 
NO\\' uccounl!\, ch 1:1. filt•d t•mcri~l'nc-y after no tiel! A llC 1686 .............................. • .. • • .... • ........ · .. • • • • • .... 1/7/81. 

CIVIL JUGHTS CO~UIISSIONr2-IO] 
Rules of practice, I.}(G)"r'. l.~l)"c", 1.8(7), 1.8(8). 1.9(G) to 1.9{16) ARC 1705 . ~ •• • ... •• • · · • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • •• ...... • ••• .l/1/81 

E:MPI.OYMF.NT SECIJRJTY[370] · · 
t:m11loycr':; contribution and charges. 3.71(3Y'a" ARC t72! .. H. ·· ..... •· ............................................... 1121181 

IU~ALTII DI~PARTMENT[470] . . 
Trc.t:ltnal'nt of ir.f:ant eyes. 2.1 ARC 1731 . #. ..... : ......... • .. : · · · • · · · • .. · · · ·: .. · • • • · • · .... " .... " .. • • .... • • "· · ·" • • 1/~t/81 
Milk and milk producL-., e~atinst and drinkintr l'St:lblishments, resrmd!l chs 13 and H ARC 1683 .N .... = .. •• .. • ............ 1,7/81 
~tandardsoC mcrilral practice. 135.2a2 to 135.25·1 ARC 1720 .. N. ..................................................... 1/21/81 

.MF.~IT E!\IPLOYMEN·r OEJlAJt1'!\tJ-:.~T[5iO) ........................................... 112t181 lll•fimtion~ •• 1.)(2ll. l.H:11l. l.ur,.l) AltC}77.J ·····.If...................... . ................................... 1/21/Sl 
l'ay Cnr ccrtaril!cll•clucatmnal Jn!a'!lnnncl, ·1.;~116) A ltC 1724 F..····················'· 1/21/Nl 
f~lh~ih!l•li~t:~. G.li{r''· ."n.c '!25 .. F. .... : .. ·:.: 'F: .. · · · · · · · · · · · • · · · · · .. · · · • .. : · ::::::::::::::::::: ::~: ::::::::::::::::: l/21/81 
Orr,:':am7.:atlnnal c:crufac:atann. ,,!il2! !\Itt. 1727 · .......................... ••• • ................................. 1/21/~1 
Cl'rhfic:atiun, 7.G. i.ll. 7.12 AltC 1.26 .F. ...... • • • • • • · ... ·•· .......... •• ...... "" • · • 

. . I 5 !l ~ 9 ,,, :\I'C t-·'R F.: . • ....................................... 1/21/81 
l'rul•aucmary;•.-aant.!l ... _. .•• ·• • ; . •-. ;.··· ··:···; .. ·,;;···............. .. ........... : .............. l/:!l/a1 
Job (l<'rfurnaun••t•t•\·:alu~ll•lll r•·t·••rtl,;. 1.1.1 to l:J.a AltC 1729 , ... · .. · · ................. "" • 1121181 Recurds, Ji.l tu li.-1 AU(' li:SU .. F. .. • ...... • ................... • .. • ......................... ••••••••• .............. . 

MERIT EMJ>t.,OYMEN1' DEPARTMENT[570] ln/81 
PRY plan, 4.5{1)"c"C2) AllC li14 .... ~ .......... ~······"''"'''"'''''"''"'''"'"'"::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::1/7/81 
J.ifcofacerlific:atc. 7.8 ARC 1715 ... N .......................................... . 

RAILWAY FINANCE AUTIIOR11'Y[695] · 
· ·•· h 2 •• .,.JG9o F.. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• tn/81 General ap11hcaba uy.c " u.. .. ...................................... . 

RF.GENTS. n~A~J? o~·y2o} a ~nc 1691 1!. ....................................... tn/Hl 
Admi~s!un to un!''~·r:'!l!l'J:, . tu ·• • ' • • .............................. ::: ....................................... t/1iSl 
Admission to Ulll\'l!rsatacs, 1.4 AllC 1692 F. ............. ,..................... . 

REGENTS. BOARD OF[720) · /21/81 
Pen10nnel administr:ttion, 3.14t5~. 3.69, mcd l•mrrgrns:x ARC 1721 • .F. II.·· • • · .. · ..................... · • · .... · · ........ 1 

RJo~Vl-~NUE Ot:l'AUTMENT[7:-l0) . · 
d 7 6 AI ... l~l7 F.. ......................................... 117/81 Practice and procc urc, . ~"' • • • ... • • .. • .. • .. • • • • • • .......... • .. • .. • • . 

TRANSPORTATION. DEPARTMENT 01-'[82~) . . ARC 1673 .... N.r. .................................. ll7/8l 
Uri\'cr's license, SIK't'd violation, 07,C. 13.13t7rc", nohS'' trrmanats.d 
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~· 

Revenue 
Department 

\._) Employment 
Security 

Minutes 

Adjourned 

APPROVED: 

2-10-81 
Committee requested that the Revenue Department be notified 
to include a date certain in rule 7.6--practice and procedure. 

Priebe commented he had received complaints re employer's 
contribQtion and charges, Employment Security, 3.71(3)"a", p. 
p. 910, IAB 1/12/81. No action taken. 

Chairman Schroeder called for disposition of the minutes of the 
January meeting. There being no changes, they stand approved 
as submitted. 

Schroeder adjourned the meeting at 11:50 a.m. to be reconvened 
on the statutory date of March 10, 1981, 7:45 a.m. It is an­
ticipated this meeting will be recessed until late in March in 
order to also consider the March 4, 1981 IAB. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Phyllis Barry, Se~/etary 
Assistance of Vi~· an Haag 
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