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O<lkloy opined thnt the position of his office would bp one 
of not becoming involved in the litigious side of the lmnttcr.' 
Schroeder suggested Royce and Oakley ?e prepnrcd to br.i.cf the! 
Committee nnd he asked Lounsberry to prepare a summury for 
them. Lounsberry thnnked the Committee for their time. V 

The following persons represented the Health Depnrtmedt: 
Peter Fox, Hearing Officer, Grace West, Executive Sec~ctary · 
nnd .Joyce Ni.llinms, Board Member, Cosmetology Exnminers, ' 
Kenneth Choquet:te, General Health Services Division, Dr. Her­
bert Roth, Vice Chairman, Board of Psychology Examiners, 
Wanda Walker and ~villiam w. Nagine, Engineering, and Keith 
Rankin, Director, Barber Division. 

Also present were: Jon H. Johnson, Vice President, Jack 
Johnson, Secretary, Wayne C. McLaughlin and Richard A. ':Ogden, 
Iowa Nater Well Association; George L. Shawver and Ga{y R. 
Shawver, Shawver Water Well Company, Dr. Al Austin Research 

• • J I J 
Iowa State Un~vers1ty, Dr. R. J. Cowles, DVM, Des Moines coun~ 
Health Department, Orville Van Eck, Iowa Geological Survey, 

· Lee Friel!, University Hygenic Laboratory, A. J. Strubel, 
Valley Steel Products Company, and Buck White, Howard ~~ite & 
Sons •. 
The following rules were before ·the Committee: .. I 

HEALTH DEPARTMENT[470] . P.ubl~shed :IAB 

N~~~ t;{~~i~~~~~: .~~~~.~~~i~. :~~~·r· ~~~.~~: ~~. ~~ ....... 531 _ 11/14/?\9 
·Notice, Nonpublic water wells, ch 38 ARC 0682 ...... 531 
Notice, Psychology examiners, disciplinary 

procedures. 140.212(14) ARC 0701 .....•....•••.••. 536 
Notice, Barber examiners, fees, 160.6(3), (8), (9) 

ARC 067 4 .................•••..•.•...•.•..••.••••• 540 
Filed, Cosmetology examiners, student examinations. 

149.3(1), 149.7 ARC 0677 ......................... 554 

u·· 

In re 149.7, Schroeder reiterated his disapproval of the manda:be 
that applicants use only mannequins. No Committee action. 
In re chapter 38, Fox said the notice of intended action had 
been withdrawn. 

Choquette acknowledged the question as to whether the Depart­
ment has authority for rules governing small water \-Jell system·s 
was debatable. He presented an attorney general's opinion that 
the Health Department, under certain Code provisions, has au­
thority. In perusing the letter, Royce noted that it did not 
state specifically the Department had authority to promulgate 
rules. It was his contention that chapter 135, Code 1979, did 
not address the subject of water. Choquette replied that in 
terms of public health, sanitation, etc., the Code did refer ttD. 
\·later. He contended it was their responsibility to set guide·· 
lines for boards of health as well as for contractors. 

Schroeder reminded Choquette that unless a w~ter system con- ~ 
tained more·thun fifteen connections, it would not be considcroil 
public. He declared their jurisdiction did not extend beyond · 
testing wutcr. Schroeder cited areas where dug wells would be 
illegnl under the rules. ' 
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Austin, Professor, Civil Engineering, Iowa State University, 
and Assistant Director of the Iowa State Water Well Institute, 
summarized information which had been compiled from existing 
data and research completed by the Health Department. He 
commented that certain types of well construction tended to 
contain a higher percentage of water which would not meet cur­
rent drinking water standards. Seven wells, consisting of auger 
and drilled construction, were tested and the Department de­
termined that, in shallow-augered wells, bacterial counts-in­
creased rapidly after heavy rainfall. The same fluctuation 
does not appear in drilled wells. He concluded improperly con­
structed wells pose potential problems. In response to Tieden, 
Austin advised that bacteria would not live in the underground 
system for a long period of time and wells used for testing were 
at the same relative depth. Tests were taken weekly over a one­
year period, or in periods following heavy rainfall. 

Schroeder made the point that bacterial count would be reduced 
more slowly in a dug well and unless both tests were taken 
simultaneously, it would be unfair. Austin said properly con­
structed auger water wells would not retain bacteria. 

There was discussion of significance of nitrate contaminants. 
' Austin explained they had been testing for coliform bacteria 

organisms. He cited one documented case of 11blue baby syn­
drome" attributed to nitrate contaminants in the drinking water. 
In response to Holden and Tieden, Austin indicated the location 
of wells in relation to sources of pollution would be important. 
He stated the source of nitrates was difficult to determine and 
eliminate and more research was needed. Some sort of ionic 
change would be required--sunlight would not suffice. Tieden 
expressed interest in knowing if concentration of nitrates would 
affect reproductive systems of small animals and was told prob­
lems· would not likely occur unless very high concentrated ni­
trates existed. 

McLaughlin, Executive Secretary,- Iowa, Ohio and Texas Water 
Well Associations, discussed the possibility of pumping out 
pollutants from the shallow wells. He commented that pollution 
would get into water-bearing formations and would not necessari­
ly pump out. He expressed concern that entire water bearing 
formations would be polluteq. According to McLaughlin, Taxas 
has a licensing law and more than half of the stat5have rules 
governing water wells to protect the public health. He con­
cluded the aquifer is of major importance, ·not just individual 
wells. 

Clark preferred that contractors be apprised of standards rather 
than setting them out in administrative rules. 

VanEck responded to Tieden's question by stating that there 
is accurate sta·tewide geological information as to areas prone 
to contamination through natural. forces. Drillers have the 
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material available for use and Van Eck added that drille1s are 
sufficiently knowledgeable. , 

Clark discussed the problem of responsibility in digging wells. 
Richard Ogden explained drilling problems in northeast Iawa 
because of lime rock, shale and sandstone formations. He! made 
the point that nitrates could go right down into an impro~erly 
constructed deep well. Tieden asked how one could be abs:olutely 
certain a well was constructed and sealed properly. Holden was 
curious as to how a person ~ould become aware of seepage 1from . 
other wells. Ogden replied that standards for construction 
would address the problems. Tieden was informed the rules 
would help correct the problems in northeast Iowa. 

There was discussion as to the number of nonpublic water wells 
in the state, with Choquette predicting an increase in the 
number of these wells. There are approximately 200,000 water 
wells in active use in addition to 150,000 that are abandoned. 
Tieden could envision tremendous enforcement problems. Cho­
quette emphasized enforcement would have to be initiated through 
the contractor, who would be legally obligated to follow cri­
teria established by the rules. He contended Iowans are look.­
ing for guidelines and licensing of contractors, which is not 
addressed, would be the next step. Schroeder reasoned the rules 
are legislating. Clark doubted rules were necessary, but John·­
son declared that the pollution of aquifers cannot be reversed. 

Jon Johnson, Bettendorf, stated the National Association has 
been assisting states in drafting workable laws to protect 
groundwater supplies. He added that the rules have the full 
support of both the Iowa and National Water Well Associations. 

Dr. Cowles stressed the importance of the rules and declared 
"It is safer to be born a Grade A calf in Iowa that it is to 
be born a baby." He urged legislation for standards by which 
county boards of health may write rules. 

Howard White, who personally opposes excessive regulation, 
spoke in support of the rules and thought implementation would 
improve workmanship in well drilling. 

Schroeder called out of the meeting. Holden took the chair 
and retierated the Committee was basically concerned as to 
whether there was sufficient statutory auth9rity for the rules. 
Fox reviewed status of the rules. They were published under 
notice February 21, 1979, and a public hearing had been held 
June 20, 1979. The current draft was essentially the same as __ 
the February version and another hearing had not been sch~duled. 

I . 

Oakley reasoned that, assuming the rules were reasonable. ,~:the ~ 
department should be more explicit as to how they. would b . 
administered. He referred to 38.3 and toclc the position :hat 
local boards do not have rulemaking authority as the rule in-
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dicated. Fox contended Chapter 137, The Code, contained the 
authority. [ 137.6 (2)] Choquette sought guidance from :the 
Committee. 

Oakley recommended that the Department work with his office 
and Royce in an attempt to resolve the ·legal question as well 
as other gray areas surrounding the rules. Choquette was 
amenable and Holden advised him the Committee would take no 
official action until rules were filed. 

Dr. Roth and Peter Fox led discussion of psychology examiners 
subrule 140.212(14). Roth indicated the Board intended to 
revise the subrule prior to final adoption, particularly in 
the area of confidentiality. Fox noted that Civil Liberties 
Union officials had expressed concern with respect to the 

:confidentiality provisions. 

Clark recommended that, where applicable, dates certain be 
supplied throughout the amendment. (140.212(14)i(ll) 

Oakley observed that, in the event the subrule would be 
substantially revised, they might want to consider publishing 
the revision under notice. Holden raised a question as to 
11how d (9) fits with g_ (7) ... 

Holqen questioned the enforceability of 140.212{14)£(3), the 
last sentence, with respect to moral and legal standards, and 
in his judgment, it bordered "on lobbying." Roth thought it 
would be the citizen's responsibility to be attentive in these 
areas. 

Patchett thought there might be inconsistency between 140.212(14) 
c(3) and provisions under confidentiality. [140.212(14)e] 
Roth said preliminary planning is in process for changing the 
rule and paragraph 1 would be deleted. 

In re 140.212(14)e(2), Patchett questioned the language "clearly 
concerned with the case" as to whether or not law enforcement 
officers would be included. Roth replied that would depend 
upon the law, except that the privacy of the ind~vidual would 
be respected. Patchett was interested in rights of patients 
to obtain information in reports which might be used against 
them. · Roth took the position that this data woulq_ be· the prop­
erty of the client and the matter was addressed. in The.Code. 

Schroeder returned 11:08 a.m. Schroeder took the chair. 

In answer to Holden's concern that 140.212(14)d(9) and 
140.212(14)g_(7) would be difficult to enforce, Roth said the 
responsibil_ity would rest with the licensed psychologist to 
challenge the person claiming to be a psychologist. Holden 
suggested the language read: "accept the obligation to correct 
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others who may misrepresent themselves as psychologists."i He 
contended the rule gives the impression that one psychologist 
can challenge another's qualifications .. Roth said the rule was 
not designed to settle disputes between practitioners. No 
further discussion. ~ 

Rankin~ Director, Barber Division, explained amendments to 
160.6(3, 8~ 9). In answer to Tieden, Rankin said continuing 
education costs are borne by the barber. Increased fees pro­
vided in the amendments allow the board to meet its budget 
and to remain fiscally·sound and self-supporting. 

Irene Howard, Director, Licensing and Certification, was present 
for review of the following: 

NURSING HOME ADMINISTRATORS[600] 
Filed, Examination scores, out-of-state. 2.6(2)"f" 

ARC 067 5 ..........................•...•......•.•. 559 
Filed, Reciprocity, 2.7 ARC 0676 ...•.....•........•• 559 

Howard indicated the Board prefe~red to maintain some control 
when an applicant crosses state lines. In response to Schroeder, 
Howard was aware of allegations that some examinations were not 
lesitimate. She advised the Committee that the Board had re­
cently signed reciprocal agreements with 3 states. 

In re 2.7(1~ 2)~ Howard stated the examination· consists of 
two parts--one national, and if an applicant has taken.th~t 
part in another state, Iowa does not require the individual ~ 
to retake it. All applicants are required to take the state 
exam even with the reciprocity. Tieden could not see the ad­
vantage of the practice. Howard said that the Board preferrred 
every applicant take the state exam. Patchett agreed with 
Tieden that reciprocity had no impact whatsoever. 

Oakley recalled previous discussion of the rule and was of the 
opinion the premise had never been there would be absolute 
reciprocity. Oakley recalled Priebe had recommended_ change in 
2.7(2) re equivalency health-related qualifications and he asked 
why the Board had rejected this concept. (See minutes, pg. 997, 
9-12-79)- Fox explained that, because of conflicts, board members 
were unable to attend this meeting. Oakley was not critical 
of the Health Department but thought it would have been advisable 
if some board member had been in attendance at today's meeting 
and he indicated he would recommend veto of the subrule--2.7(1) (2). 

Schroeder considered 2.7(2)d(2) to be arbitrary. He was doubt-· 
ful the licensing criteria would 11hold up in court .. and, after 
brief discussion, it was decided delay would be advisable 

1

at 
this time with possible objection later. ' 

Patchett moved a 70-day delay on 2'.7(1) (2)[IAB 11/14/79]. Short 

form requested by Tieden. Motion carried viva voce. 
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Clark called attention to the explanatory paragraph at the end 
of the rules as needing clarification with respect to the refer­
ences. 

Patchett thought the Board should appear before the ARRC and 
explain their concept of reciprocity. The Committee concurred 
that the Board should make a presentation. 

Schroeder recessed ·the Committee for a five-minute break. 

Sally Titus Cunningham~ Staff Coordinator, was present for 
review of alternative diagnostic facility, chapter 2, IAB 
11/28/79. Also present were James West, representing the 
Iowa Medical Society, Dr. Herbert Roth, American Academy of 
Psychotherapists. 

. ,, . . ,, . 
Cunningham commented the rules def1ne fac1l1ty and outl1ne 
the functions and standards to be maintained for the facility • 

. Holden was concerned that 2.3(2)c would establish qualifications 
that an MSW (master social worker) could not meet and he thought 
that it should be someone with a medical degree. 

West spoke in opposition to 2.3(2)a as being restrictive to 
physicians, especially family physicians and said 2.3(3) permits 
family physicians to act. only in the event the clinical mental 
health facility does not have a professiona.i available. He 
continued that the Iowa Medical Society recommends amending 
2.3(2)a and deleting 2.3(3). West called attention to letters 
from the Iowa Medical Society Committee on Psychiatric Care and 
the Iowa Academy of Family Physicians. 

Dr. Roth, speaking as a practicing professional, thought the 
physician evaluating a person's mental health should be trained 
in that field. Schroeder reminded all present there would be 
a public hearing on the rule and suggested all interested per­
sons submit comments. 

Clark commented that eliminating the family physician from the 
rule when the social worker is included is particularly in­
sulting. 

The following rules were reviewed: 
SOCIAL SERVICES[770] • 

AIJC. r('~pon~ibilitil'S c,! rt~cinicn!.o;. -10 'il·1) A HC OGSG F 1 J/l.,f .. ,.:,• A JJ C . 1 · . • . • •• ~ •• ·c. ••••••••••••• • ••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . .. 
" : Jlt'ri'J< .of adJUSlml•nt, ~ll.H(-1) .:\ HC CGS7 •..•••• f. ...... r. •...•••••.••.••••••••••••••••.••••.•....• 1 J/l·I/7'J 
,,fcd~cal $('T~'lCCS, payr~ll'll ~· I tU! 11) . A nc 0()SS • • • .. .. • • • • • • • • • • • • ................................... 11/ l·t/7H 
Mcd1cal ~~sastanc('. sk.'l.l~u nursan~ homes. 7t:U~ ARC OGR9 .••••• F. ................................... 11/1·1/7!> 
lntcrrn('d~:ltC CiiTC f:lctl:t~t!S, :tpproval. (t!\'icws. o1.3. s 1.7. 81.8. 81.10(3. 4}, s 1.13(14) ARC OG90 •• r:-..•.. 11/ HF/9 
Jnt~rmedlill.t.' c:~rc fac1htac~. rcnort. o::t-of·::t:nc care. Sl.t.i, bl.lO((i) AltC 06!)1 •••• F. •••••••••••••••••••• 11/1·1/79 
CCh!ld abu~t·. l:$5.1-l:~:,,~J AHC Uft!~~ ...... ··:F. ......................... ·:-····························· ll/lol/79 

haldrl'n an n•~ctl of assa..;lancc or tldJnqucnt children. 1-U.S ARC OG93 ••• r: ........................ ~ ... 11/14/'l9 

SOCIAL SERVIC.ES[~}?J . N 
Food stamr, prov.rarn. h,,,,J ARC 0726 .....•.••.•.••••• ··t .. ·f·······································-·· 111:!8/79 
Medical scr\'iCc:.... p.;ydwlu~ist..;, 77.:.!:.! AHC 0715 ......... f~~ ••• .._. 1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••• ll/?.8/7!J 
Medical $crvic(.'s, p~~·choluJ!••ts. i'~.:!~ AICC O'ilfi .•.•.••••.•••. ~~-········r······················· .. ·· ll/2H/79 

~Child carcccnt(.'rs,I09.111U).lli'J.:.!t:!).ltiJ.f,{~).lUCJ.i(~}"e" AHC0717 .... ~ ............................ 11/28ri9. 
Legal service~. 15~l.l(~). 1~;).5 AHC OtJ~)9 •..••••••• tJ ................................................. 11/14/79 
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The following people were present for discussion of Social Servic~ 
rules:. Judith Welp~ ·Rules & Manual Specialis~Harold Poore~ 
Jim Hennessey and Kathy Grovenburg~ Children Services, Kathi 
Kellen and Gary Gesaman, Medical Services, Dr. Herbert Roth; 
Sheehan Sherzan, Director~ Iowa Council for Children, Karen ~ 
Tulane~ Day Care Center and Mrs. Dorothy Woods, Montessori 
House, Council Bluffs, and Patrick F. Sullivan, Ia. Psychologi-
cal Association. 
Chairman Schroeder announced that amendments to Chapter 109 
would be taken up out of order and that there would be special 
review of certain areas which were not specifically before the 
Committee. 

Welp advised the Committee that amendments before them were 
those that had been recommended at their September meeting~ i.e., 
the procedure for posting guidelines for child abuse reports; 
child's record of pro~essionally prescribed treatment; minimum 
requirements for floor space in rooms where cribs are used. 

In response to questi9n by Oakley, Schroeder explained some 
persons involved in child care centers were concerned about 
staff ratios to the number of students which could be placed in 
a home versus the number they thought could be reasonably 
accommodated. Oakley was also informed that petition for rule-· 
making had not been inititated. 

Woods was recognized by Schroeder and summarized her concerns ~ 
·from the following text which was supplied to all members: 

'lhe follo~ing is subrnitted to: 

'lhe Legislalive Rules Review Com:r.ittee 
Chair~an, LaVerne Schroeder and Co~~ttee members 

From: 
The }!ontessori Children 1 s House 
210 l·!eadow Lane 
Council Bluffs, Iowa 51501 

Wa, Dorothy Woods and Irene Dawson, doing business as the Montessori Children's 
Hous~, Co~ncil Bluffs, Io~a, respectfully subxit the follo~iing concerns and reco=­
mendations r~garding the following designated rules and regulations fro~ Chapter 109, 
Child Care Centers. · 

:r: 109.3{1) states rt'The child care center shall require each preschool age child to 
hnva an admission physical ex~~ation report signed by a licensed physici~~. This 
reoort shall include an i~~unization ~ecord that is in compliance with the Io~a state 
he~lth regulations. This written report should include pa3t health history, status 
of pro sent hi3alth and recon:nendations for continued care \ihere necessary. A new 
physicrul" examination ond report shall ·be obt~ined annually ••• " 

Our concerns are: 

1. An annual physical examination a~d report should not be required for pre­
school children. The cost of an a."l..···lUal phys:ical is a m::Ljor expens~ for a 
frunily. In Co~&~i.J. Sluffs the r:"..~ge of costs for ;~. phyn~ nal examination 
such as the one currently required rat1gss from appr:>ximntely $13. CO with 
no urinalysis or complete blood count to $45.00 with a urinalysis and co~-
plete blood count. . 

2. An annual physical examL~ntion may be the most desirable kind of heaJth care,~ 
but should be left to the discretion of the parents to make th~t decibion 
since the medical expense incurred may be a real burd~n to them. Ro~tine 
physical examination are not usually covered by health insurance co:tp~ies. 
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). Children under.five years of age usually see a physician quite frequently 
becausa of the high incidence or illness at the preschool age. Cohsequantly, 
their health has adequatq professional monitoring by their physici~~. 

4. The report form to be completed by the physician should not require the in­
clusion of an immunization record. This is redundant reporting since c~ch 
preschool child must have a~ Iowa State Department of Health Certificate of 
Immunization card sienad by their licensed physician or a person designated 
by the local Department of Health. 

s. Y.cdical report forms used by Iowa child care p~viders are not uniform in 
the information or tests they request. Physicians feel responsibl~ to pro­
vide t~e information raquested on each form if they are to atte~t to the 
child's health. This accounts for justified di!ference3 in medical chargas 
for a physical ex~~naticn. 

6 •• Physicians are being inund~ted with some unnessary paper work; currcntlj 
having to complete an annual health report for each preschool child that· ·· 
attends a licensed child care center in the state of Iowa and havine to 
complete an Io~a State Department of Health Certificate of Irnruunization. 

The obvious end product, since a physician must pay an employee to co:nplete 
these reports, can only be n further escalation of health costs. 

Our reco~~endations are: 

1. Develop a sta~dard medical report using th& expertise of a physici~~/physicia, 
as resource gJida~ce in developing one which is inclusive of necessar,y infor­
mation without requiring unnecessary testing a~d ex~~ning. Tnis ~edical 
report form would then be used by every Iowa child care provider. 

2. Each child care center shall require an adcission physical exa~ination ~~d 
report signed by a licensed physician. No further annual physical ex~~ation 
should be required. 

3. Each preschool child is already required to provide the child care center 
he/she attends an Iowa State Department of Health Certificate of u:m~~iza­
tion. 

\ole submit there will be no :.increased threat of beirig exposed to a contagious 
·child by not requiring an annual p~.ysical examination since regulation 109.3 (3) 
state~ 1~ach child shall have direct contact with a staff person upon his ar~ival 
for t~c early detection of apparent illness, cowma~icable disease, or .unusual condi­
tion or behavior l'zhich may adversely affect the group." Thus, the child is by 
regulation 109.3(3) screened upon his arrival each day. 

II. 109.4{3) states "staff ration shall be as follows.: 

Age of children 
Two lteeks to tl'ro years 
'1\.-o years 
'lhree years 
Four years 
Five years to ten years 
!nn years and over 

Our concerns are: 

Minimum ratio of staff to children 
Qne to ever.y four child~en 
One to every ::dx child.:-~n 
One to ever.y eight c~ildrsn 
One to eve~y -twelve children 
One to eve~ fifte~n child~en 
One to. every t1;enty childrc:t 

l. 'lbe above age rM:ge from two 'tteeks to ten years and over is inclusi .. ;e of 
the ages or children ~no might be needful of day care. The te~ day care 
has come to represent centers usually providing more hours of care (the 
avcrDge. being approximately 10 hours) ru1d a more inclusive type of care. 
Their s~rvice is more that or a surrogate hor.~, providin~ rr.eals, intellect~al 

. stimulation, facilities for rest and playtine - both indoo~ a~d outdoor. 
According to Io,ra Code 237A.l r:EFIUATIO~~S. #7 states "CHILD D~Y CA?.S" r::'.~a.-~s 
the c:u-e, s~':.'l..:-rvision, O:' r;uid:mce of n child b•1 n no~sor. nth~:- th~"'' t.h~ 
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narcnt, rot.:~.rni:-.. "1, -relativ~ or- cu::;tc::ii.ir. fo:r ~riods o!' bm hou~!l o:- ~o!"c or 
leD!l than t'n?.:"' t·1-four hour.:; n.:..r dav D!~t" ch U d or. a re:-ttl:!.:- b:t3i:; in a nl:l:'l 
ot.her thm th~ child's ho:-:e, ••• 11 'ihc foreboing definition r.:lkes it qt~it·l 

clear ~•hat a day care center is and the large block of ti.Jr.e a child may be · 
present in such a center. 

2. Th~re are child care centers in the state of Iowa which prc~ide a progr~ 
for preschool children of a very different nature th~~ the or.e dcsc:-ibed 

as dsy care. The~a centers hava corr.e to be kno~m as preschools. Childr~n 
are in attaudance from two hours to tw~ and one half hours. SUch cente~s 
have nev~r been defined in Io·na Coda 2J7A.l. Such centers offer a ver;,r 
different type of program th'J.."l day care centers. As' the word "preschool" 
indicates, it is a program \olhich aims to prepare the preschool age child for 
school. 

). We believe these centers kn~~ as preschools should be granted a separate 
stnff ratio based on the follo\dng _reasons: 

a:·. 'The age range of most preschool child:-en is three years to five 
years. This age sp:-cad or children served is in marked cont~ast 
to tlto weeks to ten years and over \oshich may be used by a day care 
center. (Refer to 109.4(3) 

b. There is a desienated length or time children may be present in a 
preschool. The usual time period is two and one half hour3 pF.!r 
child. Again, there is a marked contrast to the two hours or more 
or less than twenty-four hours per day per child a day care cer.ter 
may elect to use. 

e. The activities of the children in a preschool are directed solel7 
toward develop~ent of social, intellectual and fine and gro~s motor 
skills. There is no need for a preschool to provide rr.eals, rest 
time or outdoor play time which \·rould require a more int~n si ve nead 
for one to one assistance on the part of the child. 

l09.4(J)a. states "· •• Combinations of age groupings shall have staff determined on 
the age of the youngest child. 11 

· • 'Cur concern is: 

1. Because of the tl~e of program provided in a preschool wha~e the attend~~ca 
time is limited to t\-:o and one half hours, we do no believe the age oi' 2:l! 
child should determL~e the siza of the group. SUch a rule in affect can 
easily destroy the desirabl~ practice or placing each ir.dividual child in 
the group where his/her needs can best be met. For exaT.ple, a precociou3 threa 
year old might be better suited int~llectually and in some areas develop­
mentally to a group of young four year olds than a g~oup or three and one half 
year olds. 

Our reco~endations are: 

1. Establish a separate staff ratio for preschools providing a two and cne 
half hour program. 

A suv.gested r.!>:!thod of determinin~ tha ~t.aff ratio· :ri.:rht be as follm'13: 

109.5(2) states "The child care center shall have thirty five square feet 
per child of usable indoor floor sp3ce ~aintained in a cle~, a,d s~itary 
manner. • • 11 This existing rule would be used to deterr.tinc the maximum 
group size por room. 

S.H!P,estad Starr ra.t.io would be ets follo"'s 

Age of Children 
Three years 
Four years 
Five years 
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9Jg!NStcd method or dr.!t.t~rr:'inir.!! the s.izc of co:nbinntions of aP.a P,rouoinG.~: 

CoJr.binations of ngc groupings chould have· a staff determined on the ages 
of one half the gr.cr...lp plus one child the same age. 

EXM4PIE: If a room licenses for twelve children, the ages of seven children 
would determine the staff ratio. 

Ages of children 

If seven children are three years 
If seven children are four years 
If seven children are.five years 

* 109.5(2) Thirty five square feet 

~nimum ratio of staff to children 

Cne to every eight child1•en 
One to every twelve children 
One to ever.y twelve children* 

per child would never be viol~ted. 

III. 109.7(2) Discipline 
a. states 11Corpor~ punishn:.cnt including spanking, shaking and slapping shall not 

be used." 
b. states 11Pu."lishmont which is htu:dli:ating or frightening shall not be used." 
c. states "Punish::.ent shall not be administered because of a childs illness, 

or progress or lack of progress in toilet training, nor shall punishwent o::­
threat of pur.ishin:mt. be associate:! \-lith food or rest. n 

d. states "No child shall be subjected to varbal abuse, threats, or derogatory 
remarks about such child or such child 1 s family." 

e. states 11Nothing in this rule shall preclude the use of professionally pre­
scribed treatment for the se>~erely retarded or handicapped." 

O..tr conqerns are: 

1. W3 nre concerned with the negati.,re connotation 109.7(2) a·- e seems to use 
in approaching disciplL,e. Wa think of discipline as part of the diractio~ 
and training that helps develop sslf-control ~,d self-disciplL~e. It is P~ 
essential part of our progr~~. Without is there wouli be n~ or1er a~d with­
out ordar, no learning ca~ oc~~r. Effective discipline helps direct children 
in living democratically, receiving respect and giving respect to others. 

2. Although probably not intended, the general use of terndL~olo~ without 
defina.tion causes us great concern. \i'e would ask, 11What does hu."'liliating 
or frightening rne.an? 11 "iihat is a threat?" In general, we have the imp:-es­
sion that our han~are tied as fa~ as discipline is concerned, even though 
we understand that \iaa not the intent of these rules. 

3. Our eonc~rn has led us to ccn511lt our i.nsu"rance cor.rpany for their op1n1.on of 
the ramifications of the rule 109. ?(2) a th"rout;h e to child care centers. 
Our insura~ce company has made recorrmendations that we increase our liability 

.insurance covora6e. 

4. Our liability insu!'ance has increased .38% since Septetriber~ 1,1979, due to 
109.7(2) a through e. · 

s. 1-:e havo consult':!d our attorney for his opinion of the ramifications of 10?. 7(2) 
a throueh e. He encouragad U!'l to increase our liability insurance i:=itediat.ely. 
In addition ha has advised u~ that ailess 109.7(2) a ~ e are dafincd aid 
amended, wa will have no alternativo but to incoroorat.e because of o•Jr incr~as~d 
wlnerability to litig3tio!'l. This •t~ill be another expense for our busin~:ts 
t.o absorb in addition to the 38% inr.urancc j.!'lcrease, which will be higher 
next y~~r. 1·:~ \oi')Uld prefer incorporation b.~ a route we p-ersue because we 
want it for our busln~ss, not becausa we arc forced to do it b~cause of 
out:- increased V'...l].nerability. 

Our recommendations are: 

1. 

2. 

Rewrite Rule 109.7(2) a-e defining discipline and all other definitive 
terminology used to discu3s dis~ipline. 

We do not object to there being rules on discipline, but we would 3U3fi~st 
they b~ tnore directi vo, helping providers und~rstand acceptable methods _ 
of discipli!'ling. 

~· 
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3. There rn~ be neod or workshops in the thirteen child care areas under the 
di~ection of the Department or Social S~rvices so that providers ~~ be 
educated in proper discipline. 

1. t'ia did not have ;my kn:>wledge not did a."ly other of the providers WP, have 
talked to of the prop~ sed rule changes tL"ltil June, 1979. \ie -..rere told about 
them by our Lie en sing Consultant, Kris Thompson. Sle volu.,teered to rnak~ 
the:n av.l.ilable to us, \vhich she did. The copy .,re received fror.t Kris in I 
June ltas labeled IAB a"l·:l c!atad 11/29/78. \'!e \.,.~re told these r':.lles \iould 
become .. ef recti ·re ~ptember 1, 1979 J a."ld that there was probably too lit tlie 
time to do any·thing about them before the effective date. . ! 

2. l'Te strongly protest. that proposed rule chang~s do not have to be mado 
available to providero at the earliest possible date. We believe there 
~-ould have baen g:-3at benefit to all involved if the prop!lscd rule chanzes 
which ~~re publish~d in the IAB, 11/29/78, had b~en made available to all 
providers at that time. vie further recommend that public haa:-ings 0:1 pro­
posed rule ch~~ges be held in enough localities in each o~ the thirteen 
districts that all providi3rs , .. i.ll have an .opportunit:r to voice thsir opions 
and concerns before the proposed rule changes become effective. \·Ia would 
hope these opinions and ccncarns froa providers would be of v.iluo to the 
Department of Social Services; that from such input the ~ost effectivo, 
valuable kinds of rules and regulations might result. 'fhe prL'llary purpose 
of these rules and regulations would be to ins~re a safe, comfortable, 
whole5ome atmosphere where tha children being served could grow toward da-
valopment of their fullest potential. At the same tLT.e it is hop~d that 
thesa rules will serve to help the r.hild care centers provide the afore-
Jnentioned atmosphere. \'le believe this is a prim~ry goal for rr.ost child care 
.providers. 

"';~· :. . . 

3. At the sa.~e time that we are concerned about r.teeting the needs of ·the children \,.,;) 
wa serve, it must be rem~mbe~ed that wa are businesses operating for th~ pur-
pose ·of:providing gainful em~loyn:ent. ~lith scm::! of the rulas ·as·~ .. -rittcn it 
is becoming alreost impossible for us to coninue in business. In talking to 
othe~ provid~rs in our district, we find that we ar~ not the only business 
with this s~rious concc:~n. \•le know of t\o:o child care centers that closed b~cause 
they co:.tld no longe!· pro,ride service to the children and gainful er.iplcy;!:ent. for 
thereselves and theil· employees. ~·:e hmte talked to the o"hner of a certer in ;:t 

low inco:ne area of Co~ncil Bluffs who is contc~pla.ting closing next year b~cause 
she can no longer make a reasonable profit. The smaller centers seem to ba the 
onss tnost effected. 

\'le respectully petition tho Iowa Legislative R-iles Corrt.T.ittee to co!'lsid~r o~r 
conce~o and reco~~r.datio!'ls. We believe that it is possible to continue in a 
profitable businesn and co~ply with reasonable rules and regulations. 

woods pointed out that the rules had remained unchanged since 
their adoption in 1975. She urged revision of 109.3(1) to 
eliminate the annual physical requirement and to require only 
an admission physical. 

Sheehan Sherzan, Director, Iowa council for Children, explained. 
that the rules had been written to meet the needs of the safety 
of children as well as the provlders. She conceded certain area~ 
needed clarification, but the rules were basically acceptable. 

Welp, regarding the staff .. ratio! said the law required· one publie 
hearing on the first rules draft and that hearing had been well 
attended. 
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-Patchett suggested public hearings in various cities would 
allow for additional input. Oakley contended the impr~ssion 
was being given that the Department had been unresponsive· and 
insensitive to request for changes in the rules. "If that is 
not an appropriate position, then it ought to be stated that 
the Department has been responsive," he concluded. 

\._/ 

Schroeder stated he had advised the people that it would be 
preferable for the Department to initiate action for a broad 
review. He reminded the Committee that when these rules were 
first written, they were very controversial. 

In answer to Oakley, Poore said the Department has an appropriate 
advisory committee meeting on a continuing basis--at least every 
two months--to review the rules. He said that anyone may pe­
tition that committee. 

Re 109.4(3)a-determinmgstaff on the_ age of the youngest child-­
Woods believed the age of one child should not be the determin­
ing factor. The rule destroys _the de~~rable practice of_providi~g 
for individual needs of each child. Another area of concern was 
the lack of a Code definition for preschools since that type of 
operation differs from day·care centers. 

Schroeder agreed to apprise respective education committees of 
the legislature that area should be evaluated to de~ermine if a 
separate category would be advisable. 

Karen Tulane, Day Care Center, supported Woods and commented that 
state regulations are very l~nient. 

Patchett questioned whether or not the rules could delineate 
the difference between preschools and child care. centers. Welp 
was of the opinion they could not. · There ·was ··gen.eral discussion 
of the pupil-teacher ratio. In response to Patchett's question, 
Poore replied that an attorney general's opinion had been re­
quested on the matter. 

Schroeder requested Welp to initiate action at the Department 
level and she said Poore would take the recommendations to the 
advisory committee. 

LUNCH Chairman- Schroeder recessed the Committee for lunch at 12:15 p.m. 
to be reconvened at 1:30 p.m. 

Reconvened The Committee reconvened at 1:50 p.m. 

SOCIAL 
SERVICES 

~SUMED 

Welp and Kellen reviewed 77.22 and 78.24. Welp said the rules 
would allow independent medical psychologists to be considered 
medical vend9rs in the Medicaid program. This was in response to 
a petition from the Committee. The rules were acceptable as 
published. 

~-
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40.7(4) was ?cceptable as published. 

Welp explained that 41.8(4) would preclude situations where the 
parent and the absent parent never live together or the parent 
and child go to the home of the absent parent--in that case, the .. 
absent parent is not returning horne. Revision was made to in- ~ 
elude those situations. 

In re 78.1, criteria for obesity surgery, Schroeder quest~oned 
the fact that the age limit is 55, unless specific conditions 
warranted. Welp replied the type of operation was very serious, 
with many side effects, and a person over 55 would be more sus­
ceptible and would require a longer recovery period. 

Clark opined the language in 78.1(11)~(3) (5) needed a dictionary 
for interpretation. Welp said that "refractiveness" should be 
"refractoriness" meaning resistant to a different type of medi­
cal therapy, and "nonreversable sequela" means "after effect," 
i. e., a stroke. 

Rules 78.12 and 81.3, 81.7, 81.8, 81.10(3) (4) and 81.13(14) were 
promulgated as a result of the transfer of the review function 
for need of care to the professional standards review organiza­
tion in Iowa. The ICF rules have been clarified. Amendments 
to 81.6 and 81.10(6) were basically for clarification. 

In re 81.10(6), Oakley noted the Department had not made the 
change requested and Welp agreed to substitute more suitable ~ 
language for the word "residence." 

In re 135.1-135.11, Welp commented the Department had tried to 
be responsive to the many comments concerning the rules. They 
tried to "tighten the rules and incorporate the denial of 
critical care concept. 11 Also, she noted that the definition had 
been changed. 

Welp, in response to Patchett, said the schools were removed 
from the definition of institution [135.1(6)] as a result of 
an attorney general's opinion. Patchett asked if the Depart­
ment planned to propose a change to the legislature. Hennessey 
replied they are awaiting the action of the Teaching Practices 
Commission in promulgating rules covering abuse of children in 
the schools. 

Kathy Grovenburg noted that 141.5 had been filed emergency 
simultaneously ,_,ith a ~!otice in July, but no comments were re­
ceived. The rule addresses computation of the base cost re­
quirements and reporting procedures on reimbursement to counties 
for juvenile shelter detention homes. Patchett opined that the 
legislative appropriation or the statute itself allowed the ~ 
Department to fund up to a certain percentage. Oakley inter-
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preted the statute to permit the department to expend up to 
$660,000 and if the amount was insufficient, the department 
must no.tify the comptroller and the respective appropriations 
committees, and, then, by December 1, report to those same 
committees. There was general discussion of the legislative 
intent, the consumer price index, and the method used by the 
Department in calculating the amounts to be reimbursed. 
Schoreder requested the Department, upon completion of ~heir 
report for the appropriations committees, send a copy to Royce 
in order for him to forward copies to the ARRC. 

Patchett indicated there was some concern in the counties that 
the Department planned to withhold funds from this program in 
order to cover shortfalls in other programs. Welp replied that 
was not their intent. Oakley interjected there had never been 
any suggestion that the money would go any place other than to 
this program. Mechanical difficulties have caused delays--and 
as a matter of policy, this is an "open-ended operation"--there 
is no incentive for counties to hold down costs under such a 
program. 

Welp noted the dates had been changed in 65.3 to comply with 
federal regulations. Holden recalled complaints of a consti­
tuent that Iranian students were obtaining food stamps. Welp 
said they could be eligible since these students do not receive 
sufficient funds to cover all expenses. It was Clark's under­
standing that the colleges were responsible for advising foreign 
students of amounts needed to live in certain connnunitl.es and 
there was general agreement that wrong information had been 
disseminated. 

Amendments to 159.1(2) and 159.5 were acceptable as published. 

oBudrudden Karachiwala represented the Council for review of 
the follo-v1ing: 

ENEHGY POLICY COUNCIU380] · I ·-·-
Tcchn!cal ass!stancc anJ energy conscrvat!on grants. 6.6(2)"b", 6.6(4)11a, d" ARC 0725 ••.. N ............. 11/28/79 
Technical ass1stancc and energy conservatiOn grants, G.G(2)"b", 6.6(-l)"a. d'', flied emergency AUC 072·1 .. ll/2S/79 ..._____ __ ···-

Karachiwala advised the Committee their amendments were techni­
cal in nature and necessary because of a change in federal in­
terpretation of the federal grant program. The state was re­
quired to submit a plan·, by August, 1979, which was approyed by 
the federal regional office of the Department of Energy. In 
order to obtain $3.5 million, the EPC found it necessary to use 
the emergency rule procedure. In answer to Tieden, life cycle 
c~st procedures were recommended by the federal government. 
No formal action was taken. 
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Odell McGhee, Hearing Officer, Darrell McAllister, Char l es 
Miller, J ames Wall and Gail Heyn , Environmental Quality, were 
present for review of the fo llowing: 

ENVIIWN:'II F.:-.-TA L QU ALITY[·IOO] 
Erni~sion stand:ml~ fur CO:ll:trninar.t~. -l .[>(:ll"b. c" :\ nc 0706 . . .... f........ .. . .. ..... ..... . 11/14/7!> 
Water quality, wa.stewat•: r trc:lt rr.cn t facilities, 16.2(5), 17.SnJ ARC 0705 ... F. ...... .. ..... . ll/ 1-1/7!> 

EN\'HWN:'IIENT.-\L QUALITYf-100) · . 
Air qua lity, odors. l.:!(35·:.l7 ), ·IAO:! i. -1.5( 1. 2), 1·1.3(3) ARC 0707 ..... N ..................... 11/1•1/7!> 

Also present were: Mike Telford, Executive Director, Iowa 
Pork Producers Association, Darl Reynolds, President, I owa 
Pork Producers Association, Chuc~ _ njustrom, Vice President, 
I owa Pork Producers, John E. Hawes ;and Bruce Berven, I owa 
Cattle mens Association. 

McGhee introduced George Osborne , Chairman, Air Quality 
Commission, for review of 4 . 5(3) . Osborne explained that the 
rule s were drafted as a result of legislation, research by 
Dr. Stuart Melvin and from information gleaned from public input . 
He discussed the Dakota aquifer l ocated i n northwest Iowa an d 
its high sulphate l eve l. The agreement was that those counties 
wou l d have a sma ller loading rate than the rest of the state to 
compensate for the sulphate. However, in testing water, if the 
sulphate leve l is found to be l ow) the same loading rate as the 
r emain der of the state could be us e d . 

In answer to Schroeder, Oakley opined the re was a reasonab l e 
basis for making the distinction between areas of the state . 

Holden pointed out the rul e needed consistency in use of "less 
than", "more than ", rather than ''fewer" and "more "-- he thought 
DEQ shoul d decide which words to use . Oakley suggestea allowing 
the words to stand until the p~ge has to be amended or rewrit ­
t en in order to save cost. All concerned were willing .. to· await 
subs tantive changes. 

Oakley had reservations as to whether the rules were an appro­
priate balance. Osborne said the livestock industry is equally 
interested in sol v i ng t he odor problem. 

In re 16 . 2(5) a n d 17.8(2), McGhee explained their hope is t ha t 
t he elimination of int:msive stream s urveys will save DEQ staff 
hours . McAllister advised the Committee that mee~ings had been 
he l d regarding classificat ion of streams. Tieden asked what 
changes were p lanned to expedite applications of cities . Mc­
Allister replied that , for some streams , there would be no changes . 
Tieden was concerne d with the classification of streams and 
McAllister said the rule addresses the procedure for the flow 
to be used in calculating the wastewater treatment . 
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General discussion of stream flow with McAllister stating the 
Department has initiated review of classifications as required 
by the federal government. McGhee reminded the Committee the 
rule relating to odors will be further delayed. Miller com-

·mented that this was not the first time these rules had been 
delayed as the Department has not had the staff or the budget 
to implement them. 

,Schroeder suggested DEQ withdraw the rules but Miller said the 
Air Qualifty Commission was of the opinion this could not be 
justified. 

' 

John Graves, Newton, read from a prepared statement and spoke 
in support of the anerobic lagoon rules and urged implementation 
of the nuisance rules even though total enforcement won't be pos­
sible. 

~Chairman Schroeder recessed the Committee .at 2:20 p.m. Reconvened 
at 2:30 p.m. 

. 
Ronald Kraft and Doug Getter appeared for review of the following: 
JO\VA t>EVEI.OP~!!·~NT CO~.t~US~!0~[520} ~' 

Spcculnti\·c building lunn Act. 4.3(16. 17) ARC 0673 ••••• l~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11/14/79 

Kraft notified the Committee the Commission had modified 4.3(16) 
to include the date of publication of the Underwriters Laboratory 
Class 90. The amendments were acceptable as published. 

Charles Moench, Director Area Schools Division, reviewed the 
Industrial start-up training program, chapter 27 [filed emergency 
IAB 11/14/79] . The last session of the general assembly funded 
the program which is intended to complement the work of the local 
development commissions and the Iowa Development Commission. 
Schroeder questioned the emergency filing and Moench replied it 
was based on the fact that, in past years, a small amount of 
vocational funds ($50,000) had been set aside for working with 
the new and expanding business program. Recently, there has 
been more interest in the program and most of the funds have 
been utilized. 

Tieden stressed the fact that area schools had been created to 
fulfill that requirement and they were to remain flexible. In 
answer to Tieden, Moench replied that people from the Develop­
ment Commission, once they were aware of the additional attrac­
tion, have worked with industry officials. He continued that 
funds would be appropriated and once application is made, it is 
reviewed by an advisory committee to ensure there is coordinotion. 
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John R. Kelly, Motor Vehicle Enforcement, and Frank Sherk~w, 
Deputy Director, Public Transit Division, appeared for re~iew 
of the follo~ing: 
THA~SPORTATION. 0£·~P.\RT~t~~~T OF[820) 

' Motor vehicle :mfcty "'luipmcnt,(U7,E) 1.~(·1, 1·1, 15,·JG''e'', 17, 19 .. h, i". 21"b•, .. , ('), 1.4 ARC ~ ~ 1 
.. 0700 ••• c-. •• 11/lol/79 .._.,.., 

THANSPOHTATION. OEPART~IF.N1' OF(H20) I 
Ad,•nnc:c nllocalions o( stntc tran~il nssistancc Cunding,(O!.l,DJ ch 2, tilt'cl enu~r•~t'nc:y AltC 0710 ........ :., tl/14/79 

In discussing 1.2 (14), Kelly said the rule had been changed to 
include mud flaps on truck tractors and trailers. Schroeder in­
quired if mud flaps were being mandated. Kelly replied that in 
order for a vehicle to pass safety inspection, some type of 
device is required to prevent debris from being thrown to the 
rear--not necessarily mud flaps. Schroeder questioned how six­
wheel drive vehicles could comply and Kelly said no waiver exists. 
He thought these vehicles could come under special equipment types. 
Kelly reminded the Committee the change had been made at their 
request. 

With respect to bumpers in 1.2(15)[07,E], Royce observed that, 
foe clarity, the subrule should be divided. Kelly indicated 
the terminology was excerpted from the federal motor safety 
regulations. 

In answer to Tieden, Kelly said the change in 1.2(15) was made 
because federal regul~tions require some type of rear end pro­
tection device on trucks and truck tractors. Tieden noted that 
the rule did not meet with the approval of many truckers. Dis- U 
cussion of vehicles containing bumpers which are too high with 
Schroeder contending that issue should be addressed. Kelly 
advised Schroeder that, in western Iowa, the registration on 
one vehicle had been suspended after a federal consultant had 
made a determination. He continued the alteration of vehicles 
was a very serious matter.' 

Shields for exhaust pipes were discussed with Schroeder expressing 
concern for additional cost. Kelly admitted the terin "shielded .. 
was broad and Schroeder could forsee a problem of compliance 
for cities. 

-·· 
Schroeder qu€stioned the degree limitation of the front slope on 
the front fork of motorcylces. Kelly advised the Committee that 
manufactured motorcycles do not exceed the 45-degree slope and 
he said they had consulted the motorcycle manufacturers when 
drafting the rule. 

Schroeder raised question concerning the restriction in 1.4 (3) .: 
Kelly cited several instances of people installing oversize 
engines on mota~ycles including an auto engine. Schroede~ 

thought the rule was too restrictive and locked in the motbr­
cycle manufacturers as the only supplier. Holden preferre;d 
limiting the engine size to a certain cubic inch or horsepbwer. 
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Schroeder further contended the rule blocked the use of "will 
fit" parts and Kelly agreed to try to refine the rule to answer 
Committee concerns. 

In re chapter 2, Sherkow commented the rules provide for advance­
ment of funds before actual costs have been incurred thus avoid~ 
ing long delays involved in the reimbursement process. Cash flow 
problems of many publicly owned transit systems will be eased. 
The rules were based on a significant amount of input solicited 
from 33 transit systems. Although he supported the concept of 
the rules, Holden reiterated his opposition to emergency rule~ 
generally. 

Patchett could forsee repeal of emergency provisions of chapter 
17A if they are misused. He cited a situation where Coralville 
was asked to refund part of their grant share. He wanted to know 
if there were rules covering this. Sherkow explained that the 
legislature appropriated the funds for assistance to transit 
agencies. This was not an entitlement or grant per se, and up 
to the advance allocation process, everything had been on the 
basis of reimbursement of actual cost. In Coralville, the first 
two years ('77-'78), DOT was operating under contracts which 
allowed them to proceeed on the basis of line items, regardless 
of the amount derived from fares. After a number of difficult 
negotiation sessions involving DOT auditors, comptroller and 
state auditor, Sherkow stated "DOT was coaxed into position 
where, in fiscal, 1979, the contract was one of'funder of last 
resort'." In other words, DOT made advance allocations, and if 
there were less of a deficit than the transit company had bud­
geted, then other sources of revenue had to be utilized before 
DOT money could be used. Also, the state employee subsidy pro­
gram for bus passes was implemented in 1979--$65,000 was taken 
from the transit appropriation to fund _the program and DOT paid 
50 percent of the cost of employees' bus passes. In fiscal 1980, 
DOT will no longer be a funder of last resort. Patchett thought 
that should have gone through the rules process. Sherkow said 
it was a matter of how "reimbursement" was defined and the 
original appropriation had a great deal to do with giving transit 
systems assistance in what they wanted to accomplish. Tieden 
noted that the bill which allowed paying in advance was to help 
eliminate that situation. He asked what "teeth" DOT had to 
ensure return of funds in situations of overpayment. 

Sherkow answered that it was handled through contract language-­
DOT contract with local transit systems under their rules on 
reimbursement. He reiterated "It gets down to that fine defini­
tion as to what is reimbursement." He added "The rules stand up 
the way they are" but .P.erhaps legislation should define "block 
print", "reimbursement .. and "who can share in deficit savings ... 
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Patchett was concerned that the potential existed for favoritism 
of one city over another. I 

Sherkow declared every effort is made to be fair in dealing·with 
cities. Schroeder contended the DOT policy should be in rule ~ 
form--not inter-department memos. Sherkow said DOT had considered 
rewriting.the reimbursement rules which would take some time. 
He pointed out that, in this particular case, DOT must be ~ure 
the procedure would be capable of being audited. Sherkow doted 
that rule 2.9 states very clearly that the transit system ~ust 
repay the DOT the difference between the total advance allocation, 
or that joint participation agreement, and the total eligible 
amount. 

In answer to Tieden, Sherkow indicated contracts were written 
to allow termination either by default or through convenience. 
There was discussion of contracting authority. He said indivi­
dual contracts are not written--there is a standard contract. 
If changes are needed, it would apply to all systems for one 
year. Sherkow explained the state comptroller and state auditor 
would have a great deal of influence in the formulation of 
definitions. 

At the request of Royce to defer review of special fuels-­
licensing meters was deferred until Thursday. Use of liters 
on gasoline pumps was discussed. 

In response to Committee as to progress of the Rules Primer, 
Royce thought it would be completed in about a week. 

Royce requested installation of a speaker in his office to enable 
him to monitor the legislative session. Estimated cost would be 
$200 maximum. There was general agreement by the Committee to 
comply, but that the Republican caucus should be approached 
about the matter. 

Patchett brought up the matter of Royce's salary and :suggested 
the Committee should have a policy re staff salary perhaps 
commensurate with pay scales for LSB attorneys. Schroeder pre­
ferred to delay any action. 

!!olden presented a claim for purchase of a Bunn coffee brewer 
for committee use--$38.60. It was decided Holden should be re­
imbursed from committee funds. 

There was brief discussion as to the most expeditious and appro­
priate manner to apprise all agencies of the Committee's opposi- . 
tion to the adoption of rules which vary SW)Stantially from the 
Notice of Intended Action. Barry pointed out that, at one time, 
the Committee had considered publishing a directive in the ~~AB. ~ 
Committee concurred this would be less costly. 
To accommodate Oakley, commerce and credit union review was re­
versed. Chairman Schroeder recessed the Committee at 4:20 p.m. .. 
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RECONVENED The Administrative Rules Review Committee was reconvened at 
9:05 a.m., Thursday, December 13, 1979, in Senate Committee Room 
24 with Chairman Schroeder presiding. Members P+esent were 

~ . Senators Holden and Tieden, Representatives Clark and Schroeder. 
~ Senator· Priebe absent; Representative Patchett arrived 9:40 a.m. 

COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

Gas 
Lights 

Also present was Joe Royce, Committee staff. 

Ray Vawter, Utilities Division, Conuuerce Conunission, presented 
proposed amendment 19.3(1)~ which pertained to natural gas for 
outdoor lighting, published IAB 11/28/79. Pro~libition on use 
of gas for this puv.pose was implemented as a result of the· Power 
Plant and Industrial Fuel Act of 1978, part of the National 
Energy Act. The Economic Regulatory Administration promulgated 
rules on criteria for which exemptions could be granted and then 
delegated that authority to the states under federal law. There 

_was discussion as to types of lanterns using gas. Vawter ad­
lvised the Committee that chapter 478A of the Code prohibits sale 
;of gas lights. However, portable camp lanterns and gas lamps 
are excluded in that law. 
Holden found it interesting that the federal government could 
find only this means of conserving energy. No action taken. 

ACCOUNTANCY In a matter not officially before the Committee, Holden was 
.BOARD concerned that a so-called report by the Board of Accountancy 

CREDIT 
UNION 
DEPARTMENT 

Chs 6, 9 

. ' 

appearing in their monthly publication was, in fact, an ad­
ministrative rule that was being enforced in violation of the 
·Administrative Procedures Act. Holden asked Royce to look into 
·the matter. 

The Credit Union Department was represented by Betty Minor, 
Administrator, James Brody, Deputy who presented filed rules 
Chapter 6--Branch offices and Chapter 9--Second mortgage loans, 
published in IAB 11/28/79. Other interested persons included: 
Gary Plank and Al Jordan, Iowa Credit Union League; Richard 
Thornton, Iowa Bankers Association and 1~arcia Bellum, Iowa Con­
sumer Loan Association. 

Schroeder recalled previous discussion when the Committee had 
recommended limitat~on of 4 branches. Minor responded they con-
sidered that to be unnecessary. She added that other changes had 
been made as a result of ARRC review and a public hearing. One 
substantial change was made in 6.2(1) wherein a credit union 
desiring to move its branch must apply in the same manner as 
did for the first location. The Review Board had approved th 
change~ according to Minor. · 

Clark indicated that supporters of share draft legislation 
concerned that credit unions were getting into the banking busi­
ness and perhaps should be subject to rules governing banks. 

In answer tc a question by Minor, Holden said section 524.1201 
of the Code restricts the number of branch banks. Ticden wanted 
Minor to explain her position on unlimited branches. ~1inor 
stated that having the opportunity initially is innovative and 

.. 
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only a few large credit unions will be opening branch off~ces~-
15 or so referred to as "multiple" or over $10 million. A!t 
the most, they would open 2 to 4 branches. 

Holden concurred with Clark's statement and was alarmed at the 
rapidity of credit unions to exeed the intent of the law. ~ 
Clark theorized that some people will conduct all their business 
through credit unions creating an adverse effect on the banking 
business. 

Tieden was dissatisfied with the response to his question as to 
why credit unions should have unlimited branches. He asked 
Minor if she envisioned John Deere of Dubuque maintaining a 
branch outside the city. Minor answered in the affirmative. 
Tieden cited problems that banks in smaller communities would 
encounter if credit unions were established in those areas. 

Plank recalled the history of the Act dealing with this subject-­
it was requested by the Superintendent of Banking to address a 
problem with another credit union in Dubuque .. He reasoned·that 
branch offices .. are opened within a plant as a convenience to cue­
rent members. He could see no problem with inserting the 
number "4 11 or 11 2 11

• 

Thornton spoke of limitations faced by bankers and thought that. 
population of an area should be a factor. He indicated a pref­
erence for similar rules governing both banks and credit unionso 

Clark mentioned that Royce thought 6.1{4),~ and b exceeded the law. 
She was supportive of limitation o~ 4 branches. 

'-( 
Hellum expressed concern for the philosophy and intent of the . 
rules. She was critical of the shared office concept. She could 
forsee a small credit union being subsidized by a larger one. 

Patchett arrived. 

Discussion of a ~ranch office being established to support its 
membersbLp. Hellum maintained the rule exceeded statutory_ 
limitation for establishing a branch. Plank cited instances 
where plants have two different credit unions sharing one 
facility. Tieden thought it preferable to spell out in the 
rule that limited service would be given. 
Plank said the administrator would have the responsibility for 
ensuring that records of each credit union sharing a facility i" 
would be maintained separately. 

Thornton restated their interest in consistency and guidelines 
for the administrator. 

Jordan addressed the issue of competition between banks and cred~t. 
unions. He said few credit unions c8mpete with each other with 
exception of three. The spirit of free enterprise seemed 
workable in his opinion. 

Chairman Schroeder announced a ten-minute r~cess. 
Corrmittee reconvened at 10:05 with Oakley having arrived. 

- 1096 -

.., 



r 
CR'EDIT 

UNION 
Cont'd 

Motion 

12-13-79 

Clark-reasoned that, in her coimnunity with one bank, establishment 
of a credit union would be, to some degree, competition·with the 
bank .. 
Oakley questioned the meaning of "reasonably necessary"--it was h.is 
contention that the rule addressed whether or not the convenience ·· 
and needs of the members were going to be served by a branch. 
He thought the legislation provided, in effect, that a branch 
office must be an integral part or acquired part or is necessary 
to maintain that credit union as a service to its members. He 
continued that a convenience was something different and wondered 
why the Department chose not to define "reasonably necessary for 
service to ••• " Minor said the rules were written in support of 
the legislation which states that they be "reasonably necessary ... 
Oakley also felt the rules lacked guidance to applicants. 
He further questioned use of "but not limited to" in 6.1(4) since 
the Department was, in fact, limited by statute. 
Bro,dy took the position that if the legislature had intended it 
tcf~"necessary" they would have been specific. He considered 
the term to be "undefinable". 

It was Plank's opinion that the administrator should have discretiox 
ary power to make judgments. He declared credit unions were being 

"sold out." He was puzzled by the challenge of the establishment 
.of credit union branches when the legislature had spoken. 

Oakley contended the law requried the Department to identify the 
criteria which would be applicable--"admittedly, the oth=r side of 
rulemaking is the adjudication," he added. 

With respect to the joint venture and contractural agreements by 
the administrator, Oakley preferred more explicit language. 
Responding to question by Oakley, Minor said she envisioned 
joint facilities as two or more credit unions renting or building 
a facility in a certain area; e.g., those who serve statewide 
membership with the main office in Des Moines opening branches 
in Cedar Rapids or Davenport. Agreements would include those 
entered into regarding renting a facility and setting out how 
costs would be shared. 

Discussion of the possibility of one employee working for all 
credit unions sharing a facility, with Minor explaining that the 
employee could be paid by all of the credit unions. Oakley was 
distu~bed by this concept and Schroeder thought it could be con­
sidered a holding company. Oakley declared the Department was 
"setting an important public policy." 

Schroeder suggested possible delay for futher study. Considera­
tion was also given to imposing an objection on the rules. 

Clark moved to delay Chapter 6 of Credit Union Department rules 
for 70 days beyond the effective date of January 2, 1980. 
Discussion of the motion. 
Patchett indicated that originally he preferred a 45-day delay 
(into the GA). Patchett was not prepared to vote an objecticn 
at this time. 
There was general agreement by the Committee that questions 
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raised h ere today sh ould be addressed by the Department . 
Tieden concurred with Patchett that the limitation on branches 
woul d be a l egislative r e spon sibility . Responding to Tieden , 
Mi nor sa i d she h ad no·t had an opportunity to discuss Oakl ey ' s 
concerns wi t h the Bo ard . 

Oakley stressed that he was more concerned about omiss i ons i n 
t h e r ules rather than whe ther they exceed statutory authority . 
In fairness to the Corrunittee , he doubted any of the rul e s would 
be vetoed . However, he planned to r:ecorrunend expanding the rules 
to define how the Depa rtment would regul ate . 

Patch ett commended the agen cy for t he i r co- operation thu s far. 

Question was called on the Clark mot i on to del ay . sr.or t form 
was request ed by Holde n . The 70- day delay of Chap ·ter 6 car ried 
unanimous l y . Priebe absent a nd not voting . 

Ch apter _9 relati ng t o second mortgage loans was acceptable as 
f l l ed . 

Recess Chairman Sch roeder recessed the meeting for 5 minutes. 
Reconvened Meeting was r econven ed at 10 : 50 a . m. 

PROFESSI ON-Di ck Woods , Assi stant Director of t he Professional and Occupat i o n­
AL Ab.TD OC - a l Regulation Commission , and J ean Comstock , O:ffice of Programming 
CUPATIONAL and Pl anni ng , appeared for review of Chapters l to 4 of thei r 
REGULl\TION rules which were f i.led under Notice as ARC 0709 and Emergency 
COMMISSION as ARC 0698, published in I AB l l/14/79 . 

Woods ·told the Commit·tee t h at the Corrunission , whi ch was created 
by the 68th GA , was designed to set up administrative procedur e , 
provide definiti ons and set general standards for people requesti~· 
r ecommendation for licensing . 

Royce cal l ed attenti on to 2 . 2 (2) with r espect to vot ing. He 
poin·ted out that the Commi ttee has insisted on a "majority of 
the entire membership to pass a measure and these rules requi re 
only a majority of those presen·t and vot i ng . " 

Wood s replied that the point had bee n discussed but d~e to the 
fac t.: that their leg islative members may not attend during session , 
the Commission would be left with only five me mbers and any one 
dissenting vote coul d have the effect of a veto . 

Schroeder 1:hought legisla t i ve members c ould be available for a vot e. 
Oakley interjected that some l egislators would not vote- -they have 
poor a·ttendance records because of many duties and the Commiss i o n 
would be hampered if the rule does not stand as drafted . 

Clark quest.ioned whethE:.r Befinitions set out in l . l (2) una 1 . 1 (3 ) 
were standard. She considered it arbitrary to r equire special ized 
knowledge to s e rve on the Commission . Woods noted the definitio m; 
were from the dictionary-- "profess i on and occupation" are used 
t ogether throughout the rul es·. 
No action taken by the Committee. 
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The following rules of the Revenue Department were before the 
Conunittee; however, there were no questions and the Department 
was advised that a representative would not be necessary: 

J{E\'ENUE DEPAitT)1 ENT[730) 
' J)ispcn!\im: uf :-Jtl'l'ial (ul'l b~· lic"•m•cd un•rs. df('ctin• date. G5.8 • .(i!l!d l'mcrgcncy AltC 0722 ...• 11/28/79 

Asst:ssor cJuc:Ltion commi~.;ion. !:.!:,.:,! A UC 070..1. ••••••• N ................... · · ...... · · · · · · · · · ll/ l4/7H 

Dr. Allen Farris, Bob Barrett and Richard Bishop, representin'J 
the Conservation Commission, were present for review of the 
following rules: 

CONSEH\' A 1'10!\ cent~~ JSSI0~[290) f. · 
· }'ltlconry rr~~ulation::. Jd.ll:l)"c'' AHC 0727 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11/2R/'/9 

CO~SEH\' t\TJO:\ CG:,DJ!~SI0~[2POl ,., 1 .. . 
\\'iltllift• hauiL1t ~lamp fl'\'l'lllh.' cO:-t :t~=-•st:mc~ Jlro~r:tm on prh·at~ lands. ch 2~ AHC 0728 ... ( ~L ................... 11/28/79 
~sl·shari111~ wiicll!r'-' hahi~t ~tarn1• "'''('_nul':>. ?.:u~:,~ih·tl t•ml'n~l'llC)' AHC OGS.J • ;: 1 •••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••• 11/1~~/Y.t.J 
:lthr.ratory s:amc b1nJ rcJ:ulaliUn:;. ch lU-. AH<.; o,_g ........... ....... _ .. ·····~·:.~~ ................................ ll/2 .. / ,9 

Also present was former Senator E. Kevin Kelly. 

Falconry regulations were acceptable as filed. 

Discussion centered on the wildlife habitat stamp revenue cost 
assistance program on private lands--chapter 22. The rules 
would guide the expenditure of cost-sharing funds on private 
lands, basically with the switchgrass program. A public hearing 
was scheduled for December 28, 1979. The program would encompass 
seven southern counties with plans for future expansion. 

Clark was of the opinion that 22.5(2)f was unnecessary and she 
inquired as to how the eligibility was determined. F~rris 

explained that counties were chosen for their "cow-.calf 
operations and their importance. ·• Manpower capabilities were 
perused, with Ringgold being the county with the most switch­
grass planted. Personnel, thei~ availability and their work­
loads, were considered also. 

In answer to Tieden on apportionment of habitat stamp funds, 
Farris said ten percent of the total funds are generated by the 
habitat stamp and twenty percent of the estimated part, the 
state will have--there is fifty percent of it that is supposed 
to go to cost sharing with th~ counties which leaves about a 
half million dollars. Conservation Commission estimates the 
program will take $100,000, so it would be twenty percent of that. 

In 22.9 (1), Tie den asked if the law stipulated how the'S€: funds 
were to be used. Farris said the law requires "fifty percent 
for cost sharing 11 which basically would be used by county 
conservation boards. The balance would basically be used for 
creation or acquisition of wildlife habitat. They plan to use 
the funds for other than operations and this special program 
would put habitat on private land. 

Tieden did not recall that the bill spoke to the fifty percent. 
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Farris said they will be entering into contractural agreements 
with landowners and prefer to establish a rule for the prodedure. · 
Barrett was of the opinion that two different rules were being 

~ 

/ 
discussed. He said the amount appropriated for the switchgrass 
program was in the budget which had been approved by the legis- ~ 
lature. Tieden wanted to know if the amount were listed in the 
minutes of the Commission and Farris wasn't certain, but h~d 
presented the amount to the Commission on two different occasions. 
Tieden preferred that Farris see that it is on record. 

Barrett said rule 23.10 contained an editorial change made at 
the request of the ARRC. 

Review of chapter 105. Schoreder thought there should be an 
economic impact statement on behalf of the hunters. Farris 
noted that 105.3(3) would require use of steel shot in virtually 
all areas of the state, except for streams, ditches, the upper 
ends of the major rivers and artificial impoundm~nts o_f less 
than 5 acres and temporary sheetwater. 

Farris explained traditionally, waterfowl are hunted over water 
with lead shot. Lead shot, when pi.cked up by a duck feeding, 
causes lead poisoning. Lead poisoning problems have been &ocu­
mented since the 1940's and 1950's among waterfowl. Some type 
of nontoxic shot has been tried since that time. He added that 
lead shot in ducks also causes loss of flight capabilities and 
muscle control. "Die-offs" are most spectacular in January and ~ 
February in the northern climate. 

Farris continued u.s. Fish and Wildlife have had the program 
for about 10 years seeking to resolve the problem. Farris said 
there has been tremendous political activity. He mentioned the 
Mississippi Flyway) consisting of Minnesota, Wisconsion, Michi­
gan, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Iowa, Missouri, Arkansas, Louisana, 
Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama and Mississippi. In 1976, certain 
designated zones required use of nontoxic shot in 12:gauge shot­
guns only. The Iowa Conservatio~ Commission was oppQsed to"tha·t. 

Since then, studies have been conducted and much con~roversy 
surrounded the issue. Shell quality has been improved. Iowa, 
in 1976, instituted nontoxic shot use in Mills and Freemont 
Counties. Because of its unavailability, the plan was rescinded 
to be reinstated 1977-1979. 

In 1978, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service wanted Iowa to enforce 
nontoxic shot use o:u the Upper r·lississippi ~~ildlife Refuge. 
Congress adopted an amendment prohibiting enforcement of steel 
shot regulations unless permission was granted by the- states. -
Iowa did not grant the permission, but in 1979, the Conseryation~ 
Commission placed that in their rules.. U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
has promulgated ~ rule requiring steel shot, so the Commiskion 
thought it time for Iowa to implement an .even broader rulel. 
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Farris related availability of steel shot in the state £or the 
current hunting season. Schroeder said only 12-guage was avail­
able in his area. 

Patchett reasoned "It is rather ironic to save them so we can 
kill them. " 

Farris indicated the Commission ¥rould take advanced action on 
the rules at their January 9 meeting, thus allowing sufficient 
time for suppliers to be prepared for the 1980 fall waterfowl 
season. Orders are placed in January and February. 

Discussion of availability of different gauges with Farris saying 
manufacturers probably would not make 16 or 20 shot. 

Kelly commented there was no proof that steel shot would n~t 
"scour gun barrels ... Farri9 said manufacturers claim it will not 
but admitted there could be ·distortion of older guns. 

Patchett referred to Code sections and the federal Act which seemed 
to be limited to high concentration areas. Barrett and Farris 
said there was nothing in the federal law requiring use of steel 
shot--the Migratory Bird Treaty Act does not contain that stipula­
tion. Apart from the federal law, Patchett contended there must 
be some statutory authority for Iowa to impose the rules. Barrett 
cited §109.48 and the Migratory Bird Act but Farris agreed there 
was no direct authority. 

Schroeder took the position the Co1nmission had exceeded their 
authority in interpreting the federal Act to permit the state 
to exceed federal requirements. He concluded the state honors 
federal regulation only when mandated. 

Bishop remarked that the federal government is encouraging the stat~ 

to expand zones where steel shot may be used. 

Tieden was inclined to believe the Commission was "overreacting" 
in a matter which will "create a great deal of public reaction ... 
He opined that hunters who load their own sheels would be forced 
to discontinue the practice. He favored rules which set out 
more definitive and restrictive areas. 

Oakley proposed that the Committee indicate its position, as a 
matter of policy, and he recommended that the matter be included 
for discussion in Japuary. He was of the opinion that, simply 
delaying the process would, in effect, kill the rule. He favored 
apprising the Commission in January as to what action was con­
templated by the Committee as well as the Governor. 
It was noted-that results of the public hearing would be avail­
able in January. 

. 
Holden thought the subject should be presented to the Legislature. 
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Royce spoke ~f a problem with enforcement of the federal A~t-­
"there is very little, if any, support under Iowa law to control 
the ammunition used in shot guns, but we· do have a federal Act. •· 
He continued, "This Act delegates power to an agency, not to the! V 
Iowa legislature, and, in effect, it avoids rather plain pro­
visions of Iowa's conservation statutes." 

Patchett asked how policing of lead shot use for other types of 
hunting would be enforced. Barrett indicated the burden would 
be on the state. Patchett was curious as to how close the rule 
would come to eliminating lead shot in Iowa and Department of­
ficials it would only affect waterfowl hunting. 

In answer to Clark, Farris said uhe length of stay in Iowa for 
a Mallard depends on the individual duck. Barrett added that 
the average stay would be two or three weeks in the spring and 
the same time in the fall. 

Clark questioned use of "although not limited to" in 105.3(7) 
and Barrett advised th~t the language was derived from the 
federal Act. As to 105.5(1), Farris said it addresses the 
identification of species. 

Responding to Oakley, Farris stated that several surrounding 
states use steel shot. Southern states do not and this creates 
problf~ms. U 

Discussion of costs to the hunters. Bishop indicated there was 
much support for use of steel shot. 

Holden was informed ·that .. : steel shot is not available for . 410 
shotguns. 

Kelly indicated he was not opposed to steel shot per se but 
doubted its use was as advanced as was being presented. 

Tieden wanted the rules modified and Schroeder preferred restric­
tion ·to shallow waters. Patchett reiterated his opinion that 
the Commission might be circumventing the Iowa law. 
Holden recommended introduction of a bill at the next legislative 
session. 
Farris asked if the Committee want.ed the rule '\vithdrawn. 
Schroeder suggested ·that Farris prepare a summary for pres,~ntation 
at the next ARRC meeting. 

Farris distributed a summary on steel shot for 1980 and indicatee 
it had been distributed to county conservation boards. 

The following corrections were noted for minutes of the November 

meeting: I 
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Clark noted that 11 0xford 11 should be 11Augsburg .. , in the sixth 
paragraph, page 1070 •. 
Holden noted that "report .. should be substituted for .. claim" 

.. ' 

in the first and second paragraphs of page 1048; the name 
Joseph Bervid was not included in the list of names of Employ­
ment Security representative~; p. 1052, the words .. accept new 
employment" in line 3 of the eighth paragraph ·should read 
11 receive benefits ... There being rio further changes, the 
minutes were acceptable as amended. 

Emergency 
Amendments 
Objection 

, Amend 
V Ch 17A 

Committee 
Business 

January 
Meeting 

'.,) Rules 
Acceptable 

Schroeder called attention to a question posed by Barry with 
respect to the status of emergency rules after an objection has 
been filed. According to section 17A.4(2), the emergency rule 
or amendment would cease to be effective 180 days following the 
date the objection was filed. Barry cited an example in amend-

: ments to Health Department rules dealing with staffing for 
:activity programs in care facilities--57 .23 (2)·!2.; 58.26 (2)Q; 

59.31(2)b and 63.21(3)b. Emergency amendments are incorporated 
in the appropriate rules and revised pages are printed for the 
IAC. Barry asked for guidance as to her editorial responsibility 
After some discussion, Schroeder directed Oakley, Royce and Barry 
to prepare corrective language to be included in the bill to 
amend Chapter 17A. 

There was further discussion of additional proposals to amend 
.the Administrative Procedures Act. 
Schroeder favored authority for the Governor or the committee to 
review and object to any rule in effec±. He thought the time 
allowed for the Governor to act should be extended to 60 days 
after the effective date of a rule. 

Patchett sugges·ted the 45-day delay into 'the General Assembly 
should be increased to 60 days. However, he wasn~t sure he 
concurred with reviewing any rule at any ttme. 

Holden suggested that an hour be allowed at each Committee meeting 
for the purpose of considering Committee matters such as those 
just discussed. Members concurred and Oakley and Royce agreed 
to advise them in advance of any business to be taken up. 

Discussion of January meeting dates. It was noted that the 
statutory date was January B. Patchett wondered about the possi­
bility of scheduling a special meeting prior to convening of the G. 
There was ··general agreement it might be advisable to recess the 
regular meeting to the following week to allow for disposition 
of in-house matters or unfinished business. 

The following rules were acceptable as published. 
No representative was asked to appear. 
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.AJ,PEAL DOAJU>. STATE[GOJ 
(A,unl)' indcmniCiciltion fund. ch .a AllC 0712 •••••••• N .......................................................... ~ li/'J13/7'J 

AUDITOR OF STr\TE(l:JO) 
neal estate loan ch:ar~:e:s. 1.:!3. filed t·m~rgcnt")' AllC 0713 .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• l J/'IJJ/79 

.. DAN:KJNG DEPART~fl~}:T(J-10} . . 
lntcrcst rate. small loan:>. 2J.S AltC OGS3.. E 

• • • • • • ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• J 1/)4/19 
CITY DE\'I::LOP~tE~T UO.\UDf~20) · -·-· 

Urban rcviuliz;Ltll'n :1rc;~s. ch 5 ,\ICC 07'U •••••••• f:.. · ,. 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••· •••••••••••••••••••••••..••. lt/'13/i .. 

COUNTY r·I:\,\:\CE COM~t117EE(292) -··-
Cener.aUy, ch:» l·:J AltC 0711 ••••••••••••••••••• f. ...............................................•................ lJ/21!./19 

LABOR. UURr:AU Of.'(5:l0) ·---·-· 
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Chairman Sch~oeder adjourned the meeting at 12:40 p.m. 
Next regular meeting scheduled for Tuesday and Wednesday, 
January 8 and 9. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Chairman 
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