
FIN A L R!'!:QRT 

SCHOOL FUNDING SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF tHE SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ON SCHOOLS 

AND THE HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 

The School Funding Subcommittee was est,,.bl:ishcti in July of 
1974 with the followlng membership: 

Senator Willurd R. Hansen) Chairma~l 

Representative Delwyn Stromc~, Vice Chairman 
Senator T,conard C. Andersen 
Senator James W. Griffin, Sr. 
Senator Joan Y. Orr 
Senator Norman G. Rodge,s 
Representative William R. Ferguson 
Representative Ingwer L. Hansen 
Representative Wally E. Horn 
Represe~tative JOhn E. Patchett 

The Sub~ommittee was assigned the study requested in the 
Conference Committee Report on House File 1121~ which ask~d for a 
stUdy of the following subjects in relation to the state school 
foundation program: 

1. Transportation of student. 

2. Declining enrollment. 

3. Population density. 

4. Costs unique to urban school districts~ 

5~ The possible restructuring o£ Iowa's present delivery 
system to ensure quality education for all students. 

At its first meeting on July 9) 1974, tile Subcommitt~0 

planned to ilOld mont Illy meetings and determined to pursue fir~l tIle 
subjects of transportation costs, and costs unique to urban school 
districts. The members agreed that school reorganization Bs such 
would not be studied by this Subcommittee, but that concepts of 
restructuring the d~livery system necessarily carry the possibility 
of some"reorganization. 

The Subcommittee received much aSSistance, including 
statistical data, from Dr. ~obert D. Benton~ State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction. Dr~ Benton and many other participants 
discussed the problems that transportation costs impose on some 
school districts, and several suggestions were made to remOVe 
tr~nsportation costs from the school foundation program and fund 
them separately by SOme combination of state aid and local effort 
in an equalizing formuls. 
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Problems of population density, declining enrollment, and 
the possi.blc need for restructuring of the delivery system 
suggested to the Subcommittee tIle need for mc)re satisfactory 
melhodR of accountability for schools~ Efforts were made to 
develop statistics on a number of quality factors involved in 
cJucation, such as the number of courses offered, the pupil-teacher 
ratio, t~e expsTience of the t8acher~, and tesL scores, so t(lst 
tilese quuli,ty factors might be compared witil quantitntive fnctors 
8l1Ch as costs per pupil for various programs and servi,ces, property 
v;liuatlo!lS, and tax rates. However~ due to lack of LinLe and 
C()Ilstrail:ts imposed by the present accounting system of schools, it 
w3S only possible to obtain statistict; comparing total costs and 
lrnllsportiltioll costs to number of ~ourses offered in each school 
d.i:-.;lrict. 

At its second meeting the Subcommittee received 
pr~s~!ltations on various faccts ()f its assignment from 
r~presentntives oE the Iowa Stat~ Education Association~ the Iowa 
Association of School Buards, the Iowa Association of School 
Administraturs and the PTA~ and on urban costs particularly from a 
llumLer of large-city school administrators. Higher buj,lding aIld 
~aintenance costs, high~r salaries, and special needs of minority 
and underprivileged children in the larger cities were stre~~ed by 
the urban school superintendents. Recommendations presented by the 
uducationnl organizations itlcluded consideration of an increase in 
al:ownblc growth, fundj.rtg flexibility to meet a variety of special 
problems, nnd weighting of Lhe funding formula to provide 
appropriate funding in different educational areas. 

At its tllj.rd meeting a number of school superintendents 
from rural districts aJdr~ssed the Subcommittee, including a 
supcrintCILdcnt from a countywide school district, a recently 
reorBonizQd district and a district which shares teaching 
responsj.bility with anotller district. Buth ad·vantages and 
Jlsodvantages uf the various systems were discusRcd, and a number 
of sugg~sLiu~s offered. Other subjects dtscuRsed at this meeting 
were. the rece.nt unsuccessful attempt to impose a schoQl distric.t. 
income S\lrtnx in the Pleasant Valley district t tile request of the 
schoo] nurses v assc)~iati,un fur legislation setting guidel,incs for 
school health services, and appeals by State Reprcsentati.vCN 
Charles N4 Poney and Horace Daggett seekinu relief for the unusual 
problems within their districts relating to dec],ining enrollment 
and transportation costs. Several of the speakers suggested 
special methods of funding for special local problems~ ~itl~er by 
grants administered by the school. budget review committee, or by 
authority for the sclloo] boards to levy limited amounts of 
additional. taxes. 

The Subcommittee considered tile Maryland Plan fc)t 'f:lnding 
the costs u[ 5chool construction, bllt. determined that 
constitutional obstacles in Iowa will probably make such a plan 
impractical here. It was determined that forty million dollars 
atlnual1y is requir~d at present :0 p~ly interest nnd principIi] costs 
011 selloel build~ng fund debts. 
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The October meeting inc],uded extensive further discussion 
O~ transportation costs and suggestions to deal witl1 this pr(lbl~ill. 
A group of parents from Melrose, Iowa, which is a part of the Albia 
school district, visited with the. Subcommittee about problems whic.h 
have arisen in their district subsequent to reorgani~atiorl and 
declining enr.oll1Ilcnts, but the Subcommittee determined that the 
problems must be resolved through the reguJ.ar administrativ~ 

processes. 

Statistical, data and graphs rel&ting ~o e~rolLments, 
enrQllment projections, increases in the aJ.loYE,·',le g~0wlh permitteJ 
under tile law

J 
the Consumer Price In~~x) anti the growtll iTl tile 

state general fUIld were prepared f~: the Sub~omrnittee ~y s~8ff 
members, and various bill drflit requests were considered by the 

Sl,l.bCOlllluittee. 

At its November meeting the Subcommittee continued its 
.tudy of school funding problems, focusing on the issues of 
weighti.ng, enforcement of school standa.rds, proposals to increase 
allowable growth, and proposals for limited increases in spending 
for certain purposes at tbe option of local boards. Further bill 
drafes were request~d by the Subcommittee. 

Dr. Wayne P. 1'ruesdell, Professor ill tile Depart~enc ()f 

School Adrui~i8tration and PersonDe! Services at the Vni,vcrsity of 
Narther~ Iowa, presented a large amount of 5tatist~cal information 
ahout t~c sc.hool foundat~on program at the Subcommittee's Decemb~r 
10 meeting, and discussed with the members his proposals to 
increase the equity of th~ program~ Dr. Truesdell stated his 
belief that the program is basically sound, but con be improved hy 
an i~crease in the foundation levy and a proportionate incrcas~ in 
the statcts commitment to fund a percentage of the averaGe co~l, 
and by tIle use of the wealth represented by adjusted gross j.ncoJ\~ 
in a cij,strlct, as well as that represented by property valuation, 
in determining the base upon whieh the local levies and tile slate 
aid arc based. He Iloted) ~owever~ tllat these prc1posals required 
further study, and t.hat the. immediate pl·ob.1efils wll.icil {(~<ju.iTe 

attention are those caused by decli~ing enrol.1,ments ~ln(l ;11' 

allowable growth rate which has not kept up witll inflati('n 01" sl~\t0 

,("6VenueS. 

the SubC.OIDluittee, at the final meeting held on 1l('t:,~Lnb0r 

31, 1974, cook additional action on several bills before tbe 
Subc.ommittee, copies of which are available for referenc.e at th,c 

Legislative Service Bureau. The Subcomnittee also discussed th. 
problClns of increasiIlg the allowable growch percentage in the 
S~11001 funding formula and the interpretation of tllC 

prekincicrgarten students status for enrollment PUrP()Gcs. The 
members also discussed the substantial increases in the requests 
for special education by the A~ca Education Agencies est2blisil~d by 
chapter 273, Code 1975. Dr. Benton appe{l.'rcti be:[01"(": tilC 

Subcommittee and explained tt18t he believed prekindergarten 
children can be COuIlted for enrollment purposes under presc~t law. 
Dr. Benton also cxpla1ned that the AEA had identifi.~J tl~ndi(:app~d 
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~ludents faster than anticipated and that budgets were 
approximately double the estimates for special education support 
~osts. It was pointed out that some costs of special educa~ion 

included in the districts Y costs will receive double financillg 
resulting in a windfall to some districts. Dr. Benton explained 
that more students th8n expected had been identified as handicapped 
bilt that these numbers would be scrutinized before approval and 
that the combination of approKimately 24,500 handicapped students 
identified OVer the estimated 16,000 and the increased estimates of 
support costs 11ave substantially raised the projected costs of 
spcciul. e(lu~ation and would require a phase-in period of about 
l:tlrel: y{~ars. 

The Subcommittee requested an Attorney Generalis opinion 
:interpreting Ifel{~mentary and aecondaryff as found in chapter 4)12 or 
tile lowl; Code. to de.termine whether prekindergarten stude.nts ar~ 
eligib1,e to be counted for enrollment purposes for t~e scho()] 
funding formula. If the opinion interprets that prekinderga~ten 
c~~ildre,n may be counted for. enrollment. purposes~ the Subcommittee 
requested that legislation be drafted to exclude preki.ndergarten 
st~1J.e.nt8 from tlte computation of enrollmen.t in section 442.4. 

The Su~committce voted to recommend 
standing committees tlle following actions: 

to the appropriate 

1. A resoJ.ution requiring the Department of Public 
Instruction to conduct a study of 
formula for va~ious programs, 
programs and not upon a study 

weighting the school funding 
based upon a study of exemplary 

of costs attributable to all 
programs. A copy of the proposed resolution is attached. 

2. A hill to allow the school funding formula to operate for 
computation of allowable gxowth rather than the eight percent 
establislted as a minimum for the 1975-76 school year. A copy of 
tllis bill is attached and numbered LSB 485. 

3+ That the fo~lowing three altcrnativ~s be 
possi.ble changes ~.n computing allowable growth: 

studied as 

d. That allowable growtl~ be based upon the Consumer Price 

b~ That the allowable growth be set equal tu an average 
between the present school funding formula and the Consumer Price 
Index. 

c. tl18t the Consumer Price Index be included as one-third 
of the compuiation of the allowable growth formula in the present 
school funding formula. 

4. A recommendation to tlte standing committees tllst 
i~divldual ~chool district costs be reduced ~o compensate for tile 
shift of special ~ducation costs to tIle Aren Education Agency. 
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5. A recommendation for an interim com.mittee 
posslbility of a tax mix for school funding bas@d 
property~ and further equalization of property 
alortg with program weighting. 

stuuy o[ the 
upon income. iind 

tax assess~"enLs:; 

6. That changes be made to the school' standards of cllnpler 
257 requiring yearly inspectiaus and that the time periud ul.loweJ 
to comply be limited to one year. The Subcommittee voteJ La 
recommend the attached bill, LSB 406, to the appropriate s:~lnding 
commi.ttee. 

The Subcommittee also voted t~~t the following measures be 
prepared and rc£erxed to the n:"propriate standing committees for 
further cunsideration: 

1. A Resolution to establish a school district organizatiun 
commi8s~on composed of legislators and educators to ~tudy 
alternatives for restructuring school di~tricts. 

2. An Act to permit school districts to obtain a limited 
amount of additional funds for purposes directly related to quality 
education, either by a local levy at the option of the board or an 
increase in allowab].e gro~th subject to approval by the s~hool 
budget review committee. 

J. An Act to 
districts, applicable 
as a percentage of 
transportation cost, 

provide state transpurtation ai~ to school 
to all districts whose transportatiun cost, 
its district cost~ is above tlle Slate average 

as a percent of the state average cost. 

4. Four bills, LSS 112, 439, 5~3 and 544 relatiug to 
alternatives for tiLe sc.hool distric.ts to raise an additional .:lmount 
beyond their established district cost. lIlis method WQlllci ~ep18cn 
the present Burtax authorized by chapter 442, Code 1975. 

Copies of these bills are available 
Service Bureau. 

at the Lc:gis.1Llti v e 
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ROOGH nH.'.I'T - Not for In·troullct . .ion 

}'nsscd nOl~SC, Date 

V<ite: Ay"' ____ ._ .. __ Nays. ____ _ 

AI' pr oved __________ _ 

A BILL FOR 
1 An Act relating to allowable growth for school districts. 

2 BE IT ENI\CTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE S'i'ATE Q1.' IOWA: 
3 

4 

S 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

l.l 

12 

13 

l.ll 

is 
16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

~2 

23 

2(' 



!I.F. 

1 Sec tion 1. Section four hUlluL'ed forL:y- t_wo point. seven 

(44,.7), U10nmnbercd l'ari1gri1ph two (2), Code 1975, is "mended 

j t~(J read as follows: 

I, EilCh ye"-T t.he state comptroller shall. compute, t.he dollar 

:> ",pi vi,.1cnt of the c;tatc percent: of: growth by mul. t.iplying the 

G st"te casc per pupil for the base year by t.he state percent 

7 of yro<ICh fo:: the budget ycon:. 1\5 us(xl in th.i.s chi1pt:eT, 

fS except dS othE~rwi-Se provided in this sect.ion f "allowable 

9 grmvth" means the ciolLOlr "quivi'ilent of the stat.e percent of 

10 yrowth. Haweve~,-tfte-9trt~e-~e~eent-e£-9fdWtft-i8-ee~db±ished 

1.1 tt-l:-ei9 ft t.-l"ef'"e"''i:-j;e~-the-eehee''-yeaf5-be'l';i,rl.fi±fl9-a'tl:l:y-4, -49't ii, 

12 &fi.-Jtl~y-4,-49't5~ 

13 Sec. 2. Section One (1) of t.his Act 1S effective for the 

14 schoo] year beginning July I, 1975, and succeeding schaal 

15 year-so 

16 Sec. 3. This lI.ct, being deemed of immediate importance, 

17 shall take effect and be in force from and after its 

18 publication in 

19 publ.isiled in 

, a newspaper 

20 

21 

22 

.~-----
, I()wa, and in 

____________ , a newspaper publi.shed in 

_____ . _________ , Iowa. 

EXPLANATION 

23 'rhis bi.11 strikes the provision settJ.ng state percent of 

24 growth at 8% for two ye"rs, since the operation of the regular 

25 formula will provide a higher percentage for 1975, School 

26 districts can amend t.hcir budgets in order t.o take advantage 

27 of t.he higher allowable growth rate for the J.975-76 school 

28 year. 

29 

30 

31 

32 

:13 

Lsn [~85 

jb/cj/38 



Pi:lssed House, D2tc _______ _ ::t'.tlssed Senate, D.:?tc ___ ,~_. __ _ 

V L> t c: Ay e t~ __ ....-------. Nay s, ____ _ Vote: Ayes __________ Nay,, __ _ 

Ap P" ov ed, ______ , __ _ 

A BILL FOR 
1 An Act. to require inspection for compliance with minimum 

2 

3 

4 

school standards at least once every two years,· and to 

shorten the period for compliance when a defect is 
discovered. 

5 BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSmmLY OT" THE STA'rF; 01" IOWA: 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

13 

2L. 

2 " , J 



11, F 

10 • ns ~ b0~i~ fc)r inclus~.0Jl On the list o~ approvea 

. 1) ~;chooJ..s I Lhc ::.;ta tc d(~t")nr. t!~H.:::n t Q.~ public inst.ruct.:ion shall 

G cV;'lllF\ Lc. ttie c~cll £ chooI 8(~,UC·) tiOl"'!(1). pJ:ogrnITl. j n the Bevera 1 

" .se('~-:)ol s'lf.~1:.c,:n~·~ of th(~ Gtat(~ at l.e~;~t onc,= every t'·70 years 

') 

10 

11 

12 

U 

14 

15 

16 

ro,~~ t.h(~ purpos~:s of ~::Ch00J .i.r1!)l:'"OVel'.lent Rftci.!:.. approval ~.D51 

COI'l~')~.i~lnce \Fi.t.!t school sta.ndards as orescribed in this section, " .:,~ ~~~~ 

iln(l cach public nnd nonpublic sc!1001 syste!~ shall make such 

reports as tIle superintendent of public instruction deems 

!lQ=~.HH~C1ry to ShO'i,,7 conpliancc ~:'li th the curriculum programs 

<lnn other ruquirmnents proscribed in the Code. An annunl 

cvaluation shall loCi mado of a school educational prUGrnm 

report_in"!.. a failure to ful,fill the reguirecoents o£ this 

f:>cct:j.on. 

17 'l'11e s t~te ~upcrint8ndent shall E1ake rc::coIr.rnenaat.ions 

18 and suggestions in writing to each school and school district 

19 which is subj ect to this section ,·,hen the dep<lrtment of public 

20 instruction determines, after due investigation, that 

21 deficiencies exis·1:. in any school or school distrIct. 

22 The state bonrd of public instruction shall adopt 

23 approval standards and rules to i.I'lplemcnt, interpret an(1 make 

24 cffect.ive the provisions of this section. In adopt.tng th" 

2 5 same 8 the board shall take into account re.cognized educational 

26 standard". St<lndards and rules shall be of general application 

27 ,,,1 thou·t speci.fic regv.rd to school poplllat.i.on. 

28 Such standards and r..-ulcs shall be subj eet: to the 

29 provisions of: chnptcI" 17]\~ In addi tiQD ~ such standa:rd~::; and 

30 rules shall be reportcd by th" st.at'" board to the general 

31. o.sSP-T'Jbly ~7.i..thi~'"l t~:l(.:Hl1:y dayr-; a ·:tcr the cor:mcnCC!llc:::nt of a rC0"ula:r. 

32 lcgislu·tive sef.;sj.on.. No sc:'1001 or school d),,~;trict shall be 

:; J rcor,lC!vc>(} frow thc "pprovcd l.ist for faj.lure to cOT~pl'( "'i l:h 

34 such st~lndarrls O~ ruJ.cs, untj.l nt least Dna hundred twenty 

35 do.ys nEl.V02 cl;::i.p~;(~d follo~·7:i..n\~ t:.:~(~ rCl)Ort.i.ng of such, ~5tCl.nd.:lrdf: 

-1-



lL 1'. 

'1 2'!.nd ,Y'l'l..l8S 'to Lll~~~ :.j'(~nC'"~~ct~l ar>~-';':::l."lf..:.'J.y a~3 prov5.d(Y.: in t.rllfl. :;(~ctj,on~ 

11. 7he st.at-.o lJOCl.r(] of public inGLl:'I.H>tior:. shi1.J.l 

3 r~~OVG for CdUG8, ~f'i:er due iJ1Vcs'tiqati(Jn un~ noLj,cc, a~~! 

4 school or. school dist.r:l.ct fY.'()1~,\ the ::),:);:)J:'CJVG(l l~~f.",·t~ u:lich fni 1:; 

-, 
6 hoa.rd shall allo'i."'" a reasonahle: I)e~ioc1 of. tj.T";C ~ '-:ifi:i-:e~"I:-sf:t"':l::t-+ 

7 ~e-~~-~ea9~ not to oxceed one YC(lr, for cO~Dli~nc0 ~!11-l1 ~'::!C!1 

a approval standnrds and ~ules i~ Ul'llcss such sch(lo} or SCllool 

9 district is making a gOOd faith effuTt end sLJ.bstahti(ll pro~;rc:=::t; 

10 toward full compliance and if the fililurc to comply i", due 

11 to factors beyond the control of the board of directors or 

12 governing body of such school o~ school district. In allowin~r 

13 such time for compliance, the board shall follo~ .. ;r consist.ent 

ll, policies, taking into account the circuJ:lstances of 8<lch case. 

15 The reasonable period of time for complic\TIce P.'tay-ee,-8'd'io-flee"-

16 f10~~Be-~~Vef1:~~ri.e~--ee sh~lJ. not excGGc1 the one-ycnr ho".;.ice 

17 requirement ",;,a~-;i,,,-;:e,!l:i:i:=ed-'d~<\e!? of: subsection 12. ." schocl 

18 ·017 school district which is removed from the approved li_Gt. 

19 pursuant to the provisions of this sec'don shall be ineli,sjl)le 

20 to- ",eee±ve-g~ .. 'ee-f.j,fiafie;i,ail:-a±& operate during the period or 
21 noncompliance. 

22 The superintendent of public instx:uction and the 

23 president of the state board shall confer with the af.fected 

24 school board and with the school boards of contiguous school 

25 districts to assist the af.fected school board in det_cr.-mining 

26 how best to offer the stUdent" of th;-,-t district: an approved 

27 educational program. ~Ihon a school di2,t_l'ict hilS bec_u re!l1oved 

28 from the approvea ligt,-;i:s-'i:l'le±i"i:tb±e-;,,,-,.eee:i:,,e-""',,~,e-,df!7 

29 a¥lEl it can no longer continue to ope:r.atc-,- and the board of 

30 directors shall seek to merge tho territory of the schnol 

31 district with one or more contiguous school districts pursuant 

_,2 to tho provisions of chapter 27!:.. If by th" fi:rr:t of ,JUly 

31 the follo',ling school yoar, the distric;t ha" nDt mot th" 

:~t~ approval standards and any portion of the district ha~i not 

J r) been Merged 'v7i t:.h one or I.l0re contiguo1ls school di~;tr ic·ts, 

-2-
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L. F. 

()::G-~ 0,'" f:I~)rf~ C("):n!·.i("!U01H~ p,c:hoal d.i.f' .. tr.j,ct~; by ·the st'::1.."te bO'=.lrd 

,U!(". ~.h'~~ i.):~·'">\I.i.!';i.r'II)~~ or 5u..:::ti(ln::; ")'"IS.2~; t.o 7.7:').38 sh;;l,11 ~q;,)rd,y. 

E)~PI,Z\I'<~ 7\~T(iN 

~) 'rh:i.~i ~Ji_Ll manc1.a JceG that c[tcll school cdncflti.o!1 pT.o~jrarr1 

C be inr;::cc i:'2(1 once every t.~\'Q years for conpJ.iance ''dith the 

7 (~(h1ci1l.i()n,;l.1 school stundarc1,<:~. It requires that deficiencies 

t\ be co:Ct·cctc.~d \'l.i..tlci,:n a on.e-y~:2.:r_- perj_oc1 a..1:ter notice or the 

9 :3chool di~trict "lill b.t~ reor.921nized. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

25 

26 

2 I 

28 

29 

30 

31 

.'3 .~ 
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HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLIITION NO. 

By 

1 WHERE.i\S, the financial needs of educati.o::1 are subj ect to 

2 influenccs by dynamic needs of society, and 

"l WHEREAS, the financial requirements for each school (],is trict. 

4 vary with the number of s'tuden ts in each program by g-rade 

5 level, the type of curriculum and student physical and men tal 

6 differences I and 

7 \'IHEREAS, the Iowa department of public instruction docs 

8 not have cost figures or procedures that accurately reflect 

9 the relative costs in Iowa for each program calculated as 

10 a per student cost figure, and 

11 WHEREAS, these figures are necessary before an equitable 

12 funding method can be adopted to allocate funds in propOT.tion 

13 to the average cost for each program and the number of students 

14 in each district in each program category, NOW THEREFORe, 

15 BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HOUSE OF RI:;PRESEN'l'l'.'I'IVES, THi': SENI\TE 

16 CONCURRIKG, 'I'hat the department of public instruction shall 

J 7 conduct a study to begin as soon as possible and termJnat.e 

1.8 On October 1, 1975, to evaluate the average state program 

19 costs per student, to develop an equitable system of wcighti,,,] 

2G and report to the general assembly the findings of the study. 

21 The report shall include a weighting index which means Lhe 

22 ratios obtained by comparing the costs for different programs 

2.3 to the average cost for an elementary school student in gracias 

24 one through six. 

25 BE IT FURTHER RESOJ.VED, That the department of public 

26 instruction shall determine the program cost per student by 

27 dividing the cost of education for each program by the nlwmer 

28 of students in the program. The program categories incl.ude 

29 but are not limited to: 

30 1 • Basic l'rograms: 



1 a. Early ch~ldhood special education. 

2 b. Kindergarten. 

3 c. Elementary. 

4 d. Middle school. 

I) c. High school. 

6 2. Special programs: 

7 a. Sixwch handj.capped. 

8 lJ. 1\.1.1 other handi.capped. 

9 c. LOW j,ncomo. 

10 d. Non-English speaking. 

11 e. Migrant. 

12 f. Agricult.ure. 

13 g. Loncmaking. 

14 h. 'I'rades and industry. 

15 J. Office and health. 

16 

17 

18 

t9 

X. 

1. 

m. 

Cooperative. 

Handicapped vocational. 

Coordinated vocational-acadcmic education. 

Gifted. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

2& 

27 

28 

29 

30 

3t 

32 

:)3 

34 

35 

The deportment of public instruc'cion may choose additional 

cateC)ories to assist in illu5trot:ing the varying financi.al 

demands of different school distrjcts. 

HE IT ?URTHER RESOLVED, That to determine the average 

program costs per student the depclrtment of public instruc·tion 

shall s·tudy exemplary programs conducted by school di.stricts 

in th~' state or by similar schools in other states, rather 

than by analyzing the average costs of all sinilar programs 

in the state. 
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