
TO: MEMBERS OF THE IOWA LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 

FROM : GARY L • KAUFMAN J.i, r_ 
Legal Counsel 

RE: SCHOOL DIRECTOR DISTRICT REDISTRICTING June 12, 1984 

In 1983 the 70th General Assembly passed Senate File 485, 
which required school districts which elect directors from 
director districts or subdistricts to Ledistrict themselves bv Mav 
30, 1984. The main substantive prOVlSlOns of the bill can be 
found in section 275.23A, Code Supplement 1983, a copy of which is 
attached. There are three standards which have been placed on the 
school districts by the legislature: 

1. The director districts are to be nearly equal 
as practicable to the ideal population for the 
districts. 

2. The director districts are to be composed of 
contiguous territory. 

3. The director districts are to be as compact as 
practicable. 

In addition the legislat~on requires that the director 
districts' population statistics be based on the ~est recent 
federal decennial census. If .1 school district's board fails to 
make the required changes in redrawing their director districts, 
the state commissioner of elections is required to make or cause 
to be made the necessary changes and shall assess any expenses 
incurred to the school district. If more than one incumbent 
director reside in the same redrawn director district, and their 
terms extend beyond the board meeting following the next regular 
school election, their terms of office are shortened and they must 
seek reelection to remain on the board. 

Under the legislation, the state commissioner of elections 
may and has asked the Legislative Service Bureau for assistance in 
making required boundary changes. Louise Whitcome of the 
Secretary of State's office has initially reviewed all of the 
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school district's plans and in cases where she has found that the 
plan seems questionable she has sent the plans to me to review. A 
listing of these school districts is attached to this report. 

The most important parameter in redistricting is the 
population equality. The nnearly equal as practicablen standard 
selected by the legislature has been interpreted in a long line of 
court decisions. In reviewing these decisions, r have come to the 
same conclusions as my predecessor, the late Phil Burks, in that 
the cases seem to require that a plan be subjected to stricter 
scrutiny· if the largest district exceeds the smallest district by 
more than 10 percent: · 

nrf a state enacts or adopts a plan with 
an overall population range of more than 10 
percent .•• it appears likely that the state 
will have the burden of showing both that the 
over 10 percent range is necessary to implement 
a rational state policy and that it does not 
dilute or take away the voting strength of any 
particular group of citizens.n Philip E. Burks, 
David A. Epstein, and Samuel A. Alita, Federal 
Case Law: State Le tslative and Congress1onal 
D1str1ct1ng,ln Reapport1onment: Law an 
Technology 16 (1980). 

The courts differentiate the term npracticablen from 
npractical" in that redistricting requires population equality as 
equal as practicable, not what is politically practical. About 
the only justification for population deviation that has been 
allowed by the courts is the preservation of the integrity of 
political subdivisions and the followin~ of natural boundaries 
when redrawing districts. But even in these cases, if the 
inequality falls much greater than 10 percent, the standard of 
population equality wins out over the political subdivision 
boundary. Attached to the report I have a listing of the few 
school districts which seem to fall into this classification, i.e. 
preserving political subdivision boundaries or following natural 
boundaries as a justification for larger population deviations. 
Such plans by schools which have been approved are plans which are 
close to the 10 percent deviation and and which show marked 
population equality improvement over previous plans. 

v 
··' 
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For the most part, school districts have been cooperating 
well. When they have attempted to redistrict they have greatly 
improved their population equality. Eddyville School District 
went from having the largest district exceeding the smallest 
district by 650 percent to only 2.68 percent!. Little Rock 
Community School District went from a 690.32 percent deviation to 
a 2.78 percent deviation. So if a school district puts forth a 
good-faith effort at achieving population equality, I don't think 
they will have trouble meeting th~ redistricting standards. Each 
case has to be reviewed on an individual basis, and each has its 
own peculiarities. 

I have brought this to your attention as you might be hearing 
from some of your school districts which haven't had thier plans 
approved by the state commissioner of elections. 



275.23A Redistricting following federal decennial census. 
1. School districts which have directors who represent director districts as 

provided in section 275.12, subsection 2, paragraphs b through e, shall be divided 
into director districts on the basis of population as determined from the most recent 
federal dece.anial census.· The director districts shall be as nearly equal as practicable 
to the ideal population for the districts as determined by dividing· the number of 
director districts to be established into the population of the school district. The 
director districts shall be composed of contiguous territory as compact as practica
ble. 

2. If following a federal decennial cen8us a school district fails to meet population 
equality requiremen~ the board of directors of the school district shall adopt a 
resolution redrawing the director districts not earlier than November 15 of the year 
immediately following the year in which the federal decennial census is taken nor 
later than May 30 of the second year immediately following the year in which the 
federal decennial census is taken. A copy of the adopted plan shall be filed with the 
area education agency administrator of the area education agency in which the 
school's electors reside. 

3. The school board shall notify the state commissioner of elections and the 
county commissioner of elections of each county in which a portion of the school 
district is located whenever the boundaries of director districts are changed. The 
board shall provide the commissioners with maps showing the new boundaries. If, 
following a federal decennial census a school district elects not to redraw director 
districts under this section, the school board shall so certify to the state commission
er of elections, and the school board shall also certify to the state commissioner the 
populations of the retained director districts as determined under the latest federal 
decennial census. Upon-failure of a district board to make the required changes by 
the dates established und"er this section, the state commissioner of elections shall 
make or cause to be made the necessary changes as soon as possible, and shall assess 
any expenses incurred to the school district. The state commissioner may request 
the services of personnel of and materials available to the legislative service bureau 
to assist the commissioner in making any required boundary changes. .-

4. If more than one incumbent director,. whose term extends beyond the organi
zational meeting of the board of directors after the regular school election following 
the adoption of the redrawn districts, reside in a redrawn director district, the terms 
of office of the a1fected directors expire at the organizational meeting of the board 
of directors following the ner.t regular school election. 

5. The boundary changes under this section take effect July 1 following their 
adoption for the next regular school election. 

6. Section 275.9 an~· sections 275.14 through 275.23 do not apply to chang~ in 
director district boundaries made under this section. 

(83 Aa.. ch 1'7, 13. 4) SF 485 
School bacda DO& iD campi;,.,.. wida .._ ..alae laUI& redraw clinctor diatricta by May 30, 1984 
NEW ..:tioa 

v 
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ANITA COMMUNITY 
B-G-M 
BALLARD COMMUNI T\ 

BEDFORD COMMUNIT\ 

BEDFORD LSB Rcvibiun 
C 8. M COMMUNlT'i 
CARLISLE COMMUNITY 
CENTRAL DECATUR COMMUNITY 
CENTRAL DECATUR 2 
CHARTER OAK-UTE COMMUNITY 
CLARENCE-LOWDEN COMMUNITY 
CLARENCE-LOwDEN PLAN A 
CLARKE COMMUNITY 
CLE:AR CREEl\ COMMUNI TV 
Cl-EAR Ckf.EK 2 
OAV l S ClHINT\t COMMUNI TV 
DAV I~ COllNT't' PLAN 2 
DEEP kiVER-MILLEkSBURG 
DECORAH COMMUNITY 

O't'SAHT-t;fNE~CO COMMUNI TV 
EAST BUCHANAN 'OMMUNilY 
EDDYVILLE COMMUNITY 
EDDYVILLE 2 
EDGEWOOD-COLESbUR~ 
ELK HORN-KIMBALLTON 
EVEHLV COMMUNITY 
E'v'ERL-,· 'l 
F~EEMOHT MILLS COMMUNITY 
f R t: E M(Jfll -M I L l S 2 
tiLfNWlJO[I U>MMUN 1 TV 
GLt:.NwOOO PLAN B 

ukANO ClJMMUNlTV 
GRINNELL-NEWBURG COMMUNITY 
GRlNNELL·NEWBUkG 2 
HAMBURG COMMUNITY 
HARTLEV··MELVIN COMMUNllV 
HI)WARD-w 1 NNE5HI Et--
LE'MARS COMMUNITY 
LlfTLE HOCK COMMUNITY 
LITTLE ROCK 2 
M,).lJliUKt:. TA VALLEY <..OMMUN I r V 
MAQUOKETA VALLEY PLAN ~ 
MARTENS(tAL E-ST. MARYS 
MAfH ENSDAI. E-ST. MARYS ~ 
MAURICE-ORANGE CITY 
MAURICE-ORANGE CJTV PLAN-A 
MIDLAND COMMUNIT~ 
M~NTl(EL.LU COMMUN!IV 
Nl !:)HNA VALl.EY COMMUNI I Y 

NEW MAAI\ET COMMUNlTV 
NORTH-LINN COMMUNITY 
OELWEIN COMMUNITY 
051\ALOO~A COMMUNITY 

PUSlVJLLt COMMUNITY 
POSTVIl.l.E 'l 

3.51 
114.96 

3.45 

/.4~ 

1. 4:J 
5.9J 

1 J7. 16 
5.05 
4.98 
0.00 
8.95 
7.30 

16.28 
56.74 
8.59 

33.41 
5.51 
2.22 
4.28 

4.40 
51.82 

164.88 
1. 22 
3.64 
0.00 

14. 17 
2. 17 

26.97 
1.30 

160.47 
8.24 

47.51 
13.53 
0.51 
3. 19 

17.45 
1.93 

10.47 
127.91 

1 • 31 
IL97 
0. 21 

18.2ti 
1. 76 
4.40 

15.78 
12.32 
11.40 
12.61 

27.96 
5.28 

78.00 
4.88 

70. 1:J 
13.33 

3.51 
44.02 

5.71 

4.33 

~.2.:. 

8.4a 
b9.47 
13.35 
3.85 
0.00 

17.63 
8.26 

16.34 
66.11 
4.29 
8.74 
9.90 
2.22 
8.53 

3.97 
60.86 
64.68 

1 .42 
3.70 
0.00 
7.22 
3.25 

25.59 
0.75 

77.51 
5.32 

l5.79 
12.86 
0.81 
3.64 

15.66 
2.63 

14.85 
71. 16 

1. 37 
8.66 
0.21 
8.81 
2.86 
7.26 

27.11 
5. 12 

11.42 
7.56 

12. 19 
7.46 

65.95 
7. 12 

33.7~ 

9.68 

3.51 
45.98 
3.82 

4.08 

:J. 'l4 
4.65 

68.58 
5.43 
1. 95 
0.00 
8.88 
5.58 

10.87 
50.90 
4.32 
9.56 
4.72 
2.22 
5.70 

3.83 
40.54 
48.64 

0.61 
3.67 
0.00 
6.94 
1.96 

16.3B 
0.72 

80.21 
4. 10 

24.34 
6.83 
u.4i 
1. 82 

13.38 
1.86 

11.78 
51.16 

0.82 
5.65 
0. 12 
8.06 
1. 15 
3.43 

17.83 
6.12 

11.45 
5.10 

11. 18 
4.97 

62.37 
3.67 

35.09 
2.81 

1.0729 Y Approved 3-14-84 
3. 8397 N Brook 1 yn-Guer·nsey -Mea I LOlli 1 u j t:c t tHJ J 'l!:> U4 
1.0971 V Rejected 3-15-04. deftuldtH.J :3·-ll-84, cappruvt:!d ~ 11 tt4 

Division bas&o on county I int.::; dlld ••.:tllll dl lHIIIIHict• it:!~ (ttiultw.ay) 
1.1229 N Rejected 5-2-84, not Cl)nt iu11lJUb 

ResubmittecJ old plian witll t.:llcan~t.: lJul ~ltll ~cJIIIt~ pup. 1 it:! 
1.133~ N SubmitteLJ 5-2-84 best piau tnJUo 1-'uludcat io:111 lJIIJCJq; biJlunittud 
1.1588 N Rejected 5-7-84, neet.Js mort: (Jatca 
7.7673 N Rejected 5-10-84, school imJicdtt:d it w1uald lt:lJibll h:l 
1. 2 1 54 N R e j e c t e d 5- 7 -8 4 • s I i ~ h t c 1'1 a 11 u e s n ~;~ c "'s ::.a ,. y t " c o 111p I y 
1.091B V Approved 5-18-84 
1.0000 Y Approved 5-2-84 achiav~;~d ab::.ulutd JJUJ..ouldltuu t:qucJiity! 
1.3227 N Rej&cted 5-7-84. s I ight Lhafl!)t::!b n~Le~b&ary tu cumply 
1.1697 N Rejected 5-16-84. sliuiH che:uaue::. still la&LtH.~cary 
1.3899 N Rejected 6-5-U4 
4.6254 N Rejected 5-10-84. st.:lloul imJil:ah:u i~ wurkiuu on lt:vi~iuu 
1. 1346 N Rejec tad 6-7-84 need L I ell it i l.a t ion .. IJU I it 1 cet 1 sui.J ju~ t if i c...a t i un't 
1.4619 N Rejected 5--/-84. school aumitteu n~;~ed to r~;~~uumit 
1.1711 N Rejected 5-21-84, sl\unt cllanue~ u~;~edt::!d. 
1.0453 V Accepted 6-5·84 
1.1401 V Accept~tJ 5--21-84. scllc:WII:! ll..t~t.:d 01a c.ity v. ftal'cJI 

Improved tram 584.16 fJI:!I"t.~nt C.:.h:!viation. Luut.J··tcailh ettu• t. 
1.0871 V Approved 5-7-04 
3, 8794 N Rejectt!U 5-7-84 • ::>LIIuu I o..lf.Jpu~t:~ ca I I Llta.IIUt: 
7.5000 ~Rejected 5-5-84 
1 . 0268 V Approved 6-6-84 r t:duct:d llt!v i cat i un uy tH:I. 5U7.! ! 
1.0762 V Approved 5-5-84 
1.0000 V Approved 6-5-84 olrJ plull lldlJ ~UI.bl JH:Ht.:l::lll (Jt::via.tiull! 
1.2305 N Rejected 5-7-84 
1. 0560 V Approved 6-6-84 r·&tiuCtHi IJt:v i d t i 011 lJy 1!:>. 7ll JhH ct:n t. 
1.7063 N Rej&cted 5-7 84 
1.0209 Y Approved 6-o-84 lt!lhHtHi ut::-.,ii:ltiull t•y ~/.11'1 J.JUJ(..t:nt! 

11.5795 N Rejected S-5 H4 But 111::v~1 ~t:ltl ... ~ 1evi~ud v~;~1·~1u11 lt:~.ot;ivt..:d 
1.1432 Y Accepted 5-21·-H4. I::ScaO lJibtl iLtb uivillt:(J caluii!J tuw1a::.llip. 

Improved f10111 1fJ5'7 .H5 pt::!l c:~nt u~;~v i&Jt ion. lo~uud- tdi th ~;~ttw l . 
1.9878 N Rejected 5-H-U4 
1.3028 N Rejected 5-8-H4 
1.0133 v Accepted 6·6-84 ll:!lhu .. ud dt::!ViulliUI lly ut •. bl pt:lt..t!lll! 
1.0709 v Accepted 5-18-84 
1. 3925 N Rejected 5· 2.1 ·84 
1.0468 Y Accepted 5-2~·84 
1.2973 N Rejected 5-~1-84 
7.9032 N Rej&cted 5 8·84 
1.0278 Y Accepted 6-ti-84 HHJ~~t.ud llt:vlcJLiu•• l•y UH.hU ptHt.:t:!lol! 
1.1931 N Reject~;~d 5-u-84. ~liui•L l.lldiiUt:b llt:nt:~::.a•·y tu c11mply 
1.0041 Y Accepted 5-21 U4 
1.2971 N Rej&cted 5··111-84, :,liut•t cll.tnut:~ :>lltH•Itt •n•p,ov& ~ldti:.ti•~ 
1.0476 V Approved 6-6-04 rtH.Jw.t:d dcvicat io11 lly UJ.98 P•HCt:nt. 
1.1259 N Rejl:!cted 5-10-84. sliuht c.:.llcJIIU~b ~huodd i111p1ov~ ~Lalh.ti,~ 
1.5806 N RejectecJ 5-10-84. i~ allt:t'llcat iv~;~ plca11 bhCu•I<J vut~;~n> accupt 
1.1838 N RejectetJ 6-5-04. ~ity LJOIIIUidl y lJdd dibtlict. ::.1 i~l1t cllcJIIUt::-. 
1.2590 N Rt::!jectetJ 5-21·U4 
1.2182 N Rejected 6·-7·ti4 pnsbillly not l:untiUliOllb, ~liut•t chauut:::. 

P r i or p I an h a (1 ~ ~iti. 1 6 pt! r· c ~;~ n t (J e v i ca t i on . 
1.4571 N Rejected 5-ll-84 
1.1377 N Rejected 5-·10-84, ~• i~l•t chd••ut:::. ~ll(111lll impr·uvu ~tcJt i:st iL::. 
5.2270 N Rejected 5-10· 84. di::i.tr·i,.t ::.t:~m~ tu ,-t::!~i::.l diiY thaiiUt:b 
1.1292 V Approved 5-ll·04. Wdfl.J dlll1 tnw11~1tip IJUIII'ItJi:U it:s 11::.~tL 

l111proved fiOIII43J.H!:J J.Jt:!n.t::!nt (Jt:v1cttion. tiutHt-t·,nth ufttul. 
2.5697 N Rejected 5-lll-84, ouc Lli:st•·h;t nut cunti~uuu::. 
1.2547 N Rejected 5-18-84, sl iullt cltaiiUt:! in city nuct:~•::>cJI y 



PRE~co·r 1 LOMMUNllY l.tH l."ltt l.UO 1. 0457 y Acc~pt~o o-b-U4 
ROLFE COMMUNITY IH9.45 63.27 75.78 7.8812 N Reject eO 5- 10-84 
SHELDON LOMMUNl r't 15.35 I 1 . 17 10.22 1. 2985 N Rejected 5-10-84, ~ 1 iullt LlldiiUC~ litH t:~~dl y 
SliELDON PLAN 2 4.37 4. 14 2.90 1. 0889 y Accepted 5-21-84 
SlONE\' CUMMUid I Y 45.30 46.83 32.30 2.7325 N Rejected 5-10-84 
SIOUX VALl EV COMMllN 1·1 Y 17.85 10.77 7. 14 1. 3208 N Rejected 6-7-84 
STARMONT COMMUNITY 4.94 4. 12 3.31 1. 0944 v Accepted 5-10-84, tuwn~llip lHHIIHI&JI it:~ u~ud, ~lila II du" lc.ll il111:.. 
~ I"LJAFH··MtNL 0 COMMUNITY lb.07 10.03 8.46 1.2901 N Rejected 5-11-64 
STUART· MENLO 2 2.51 1. 81 0.97 1. 0440 v Approved 6-6-84 rtHJu~~u O~v ii:al i tJII uy U4.U:.i p~ILt:lll 

VALLEY COMMUNilV 5.41 6.84 4.42 1.1314 N Rejected 5-21-84, s I i ght chanuu::i ~houlu liiiJII. 0 v t! 
WASHINt.iTON COMMUNITY 50.38 :l9.36 19.85 2. 1288 N Rejected 5-11-84. one district ill thr~~ pittLt!~- "IIIII I IIIII l!JIItHiti 

WASHINGlON PLAN 2 0.90 1 .03 0.39 1. 0195 v Accepted 5-24-84 Deviation reuut:~d I.Jy UVcf 98 JJ~r,;urat! 

WEST LYON COMMUNITY 9.96 9. 18 7.21 1 . 2 107 N Rejected 5-11-84, s I i ght changes shou I cJ improve ~•tat 1st ict> 
WEST LYON 2 4.65 2. 10 1.86 1. 0689 v Appa·oved 6-6-84 ruauced devii;ition hy 67. :w pe:rc.:t:a1L 
WINTERSET C(JMMUNI TV 9.90· 9.90 9.90 1. 2197 N Rejected 5-21-84 

c ( 
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IJ..\1 LARD COMMUNITY 3.45 5. 71 3.82 1.0971 Y 

... 
Ct.tAR CHE.EI\ ::! tL59 4.29 4.32 1. 1346 N 

+ 

CJ-h' I =-> Ulttt•TY PLAN 2 5.51 9.90 4.72 1.1711 N 
IJEt"dRMI COMMtJN I TV 4.28 8.53 5.70 1. 1401 v 

t.l .. f.N~JiJlllJ PLAN 8 8.24 5.32 4.10 1 . 1432 y 

ti..:.H·rLt:Y··MtLVIN COMMUNITY 17.45 15.66 13. ~J8 1.::1925 N 
L~ MARS COMMUNITY 10.47 14.'l5 11. 78 1. 2973 N 
MIDLAND COMMUNITY 12.32 5. 12 6. 12 1.1838 N 

+ 
twhiiH I C El ul COMMUNITY 11.48 11 . 4".l 11.45 1. 2590 N 
CJSt'.ALOO~;A l.OMMIJN 1 TV 4.88 7. 12 3.67 1. 1292 y 

+ 
wlNILI.:~LI UiMMUtiJ TV 9.90 9.90 ~.90 1.~197 N 

Rtdt!Ctt!d 3-15-84, de::fended 3-21-ti4, dCl:t:pltHJ 5-17 U4 
Div1sion based on county line J.Jill~ natwal l..Juullddl ll!b (lliuleway) 
Rejected 6--7-84 sought cla1·1fication it juatiticcJtitU• bcH.t:HI 1111 

political subdivision bounda•·ies i::. JJn=:sunt·- .. s~nt pour ll••e:d n~c•p 
R~jected 5-21-84. T<lwnsr\lp I in~~- But tuu !Jil:o.Jl. ~I hJht t.h llt.!t 

Approv~d 5-21-84. Schume bi:l~tH1 011 Lity v. nui:ll divi~itu•. 
Improved from 584.16 perc~nt d~viatiun. Guud-tc:~illl t:t·tu•l. 
App1·ov~d 5-21-84. Two bad dist•ict::. tJivitJutJ dlunu tuwu~.tdp. 
Improved fr·um 10~7.98 p~r·ctuat deviation. GoucJ"tditte ~tfu• \. 
Rejbcted 5-21··84 
Rejected 5-21-84 
Rejected 6-5-84 L i ty 1, n~~t ~vtml y divid~d. lll•l too u• uat. 
Sligl1t cteangt:s nec~::.~ary. lmpr·ov~d trom 90% uevii:ltiun. 
R~jected 5-21-84 
Approved 5-21-84. Divh.iun u11 waf"t1 aru.J tuwn::.llip luHHIIIo.Jf ic~ •. 
Improved fr·om 43:.:S.H9 p~• Lt::!ll\ dt:vicJt iun. GuucJ-taith uft..u t. 
R~j~ctt:d 5-2t-H4 


