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PREFACE

This is the fourth of a series of comprehensive state school
financing studies conducted by the National Educational Finance
Project. Funding and sponsorship for the study was provided jointly
by the South Dakota Division of Elementary and Secondary Education and
the National :0.ducational Finance Project which is financed by a grant
from the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, United States
Office of Education. As a follow-up to its national study of state
school finance programs during the period 1968-72, the National Edu-
cational Finance Project became involved in a series of state studies
through dissemination of the national research findings and the further
development of prototvpe research processes which individual states
could use in studyir And planning improvements in their state school
finance programs.

The South Dakota study was a cooperatl.ve project involving members
of the central staff of the National Educational Finance Project and
the fDllowing.researchers who made special studies to supplement the
research of the central staff;

Fiscal Ability and Fiscal Effort - Don C. Patton
Ball State University

The Sparsity Factor in the Apportionment
of State School Support Funds - James Rose

University of Colorado

The Economic Status of Teaching
Personnel - James H le

University of New Mexico

Cost Indices for Educational
Programs - Richard A. Rossmiller

University of Wisconsin - Madison

School District Reorganization - Dean F. Berkley
Indiana University

Financing School Construction - C. Cale Hudson
University of Nebraska

Pupil Transportation Program - Lloyd E. Frohreich
University of Wisconsin - Madison
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Information necessary for the study. Special recognition is accorded
to Dr. Donald Barnhart and members of his immediate staff for their
assistar.:e.

Kern Alexander
K. Forbis Jordan



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Throughout the nation educators, legislative pol'cy makers, and
general citizens are expressing interest in various phases of '%e
school finance reform rovement. The initial impetus can be traced to

a variety of sources--state and federal court cases concerned with the
inequities in the present system, taxpayer resistance to the property
tax, a general movement toward greater accountability in the edu-
cational enterprise, concern over the general level of support being
provided for education in districts within states, and the quest for
higher levels of equalization. The humanitarian goal is to assure
that each child in the state has access to an adequate level of funding
for his education. South Dakota is not unique in its recognition of
the need to study its system for funding elementary and secondary
schools; over one-half of the states have been involved in some type
of study of their state school support program within the last two years.

South Dakota's general educational picture suggests that positive
steps should be taken to assure that each child in the state is provided

with an adequate educational program. Sharp differences can be found in
the level of funding provided for pupils attending schools in different
school districts. Even though the state has made considerable progress
in school district reorganization within the past few years, many
small and inadequate school districts are still operating within the
state. The funding of school transportation needs significant revisions
to assure that adequate programs can be provided without undue hardships
accruing to districts with high numbers of transported pupils. Even

though the state's enrollment may not be growing, the need still exists
for new and replacement school facilities, but South Dakota does not
recognize this need in the allocation of state funds. When compared with
the national average or the position of adjacent states, South Dakota
obviously must invest more funds in public elementary and secondary
education to assure that each district has sufficient funds to provide
an adequate educational program.

The following summary includes: (1) a brief overview of the
existing state school support program in South Dakota, (2) a summary of

the findings of each of the special studies, and (3) recommendations

for improving the South Dakota state school finance program. The

complete report of each special study is ccntained in later sections of
this document.

C



vi

Educational Needs and Programs

Recent major studies of school finance acknowledge that equalization
of educational opportunity has two important aspects: (1) the equalize-
don of fiscal resources, and (2) the equalization of Nducational programs
based on the varying educational needs among children. Cost accounting
studies reveal that some programs do in fact cast much more than others
when compared to the basic or the regular educational programs.

The present study of South Dakota indicates that, among selected
school districts, 13 percent more was expended on !.econdary school
pupils per full time equivalent than on elementary pupils. It was also
found that special education programs in elementary schools cost an
average of 2.55 times the regular educational program. Within the over-
all special education program the cost differential for physically
handicapped at the elementary level was 3.94, while the differential of-
programs for the emotionally disturbed was 3.36 and 3.96 at the elementary
and secondary levels, respectively.

Where the incidence rates of children with special educational needs
are uniform there is, of course, no need for the state to take high cost
programs into account. A simple minimum dollar allocation is sufficient
to place the state money in a proper appropriation pattern. However,
the evidence presented by the National Educational Finance Project in-
dicates that the incidence of educational needs among various popula-
tions of children is not constant, and therefore some school districts
are forced to either ignore the special high cost needs or to provide
these special programs only at the expense of other children.

A better policy is for the state to assume the responsibility of
identifying and funding special programs which have variations in
incidence of children and have documented high differential costs.
Programs which fall into this category are early childhood, vocational
and technical, education for the handicapped, high school programs, and
special remedial programs generally resulting from cultural deprivation.

Recommendations

The following recommendations assume that the State of South Dakota
views the education of every child within its borders as a responsibility
of all people of the state. Funding education should not be viewed as
merely a local problem, the solution to which must be found by the
individual school district alone.

1. The state school aid formula should recognize the definable
high cost educational programs which are designed to meet special edu-
cational needs. Allocation entitlements should be based on the relative
cost differentials between the special programs and the basic or regular
program.

2. The method of allocation should be based on a weighted pupil
or pupil-cost unit method. This Wails either the use of full-time
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equivalent (FTE) pupils or number of participating pupils in average
daily membership. The FTE is the most precise and therefore the
preferred method of calculating the state allotments. A FTE student
for program purposes is a full-time student in average daily member-
ship or a combination of full-time and part-time students in any oue
or more of the programs designated by law as special high cost programs.
The pupil-cost unit method of allocation has several advantages over
the present method.

a. The pupil-cost unit allocates funds as A uniform allocation
based on educational needs and costs.

b. The pupil-cost unit establishes a total program with inter-
related components, each supplemental to and dependent on the
other. A definite fiscal relationship exists between the
basic educational unit costs and each of the special high
cost units.

c. The pupil-cost unit differentials are derived from actual
cost analysis of educational programs in South Dakota and
other states. The weightings represent objective and uniform
application of research findings to funding practice.

d. The pupil-cost unit approach defines more precisely the edu-
cational needs of a local school district than the classroom
unit measurement and the district size factor. Allocations

are more efficient because a uniform efficiency level is
created among all school districts. Variations in allocation
are based on educational need rather than on level of expenditure
variations in wealth, or other variables extraneous to the
educational program.

e. The pupil-cost unit approach creates a fiscal and information
structure whereby allocation, program costs, and pupil costs
and products are all related and subject to evaluation.

3. The recommended formula for determination of the foundation

level of support is as follows:

Number of Pupil Units (FTE) x Cost Differential x Dollars =
Total Cost of Program.

4. Cost differentials should be initially established for the
following programs with the appropriate cost differential. Recom-

mended cost differentials are derived from research in South Dakota and
other states which fall within a reasonable range. Cost differentials

below the reasonable range will result in undernourished special pro-
grams, while too great a differential will cause an unnecessary dim-

inution of the basic educational program.
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The recommended special programs and cost differentials are:

Program
Reasonable

Range
Recommended

Cost Differential

Kindergarten 1.05 - 1.30 1.10
Grades 1-2 1.00 - 1.30 1.30
Grades 3-8 1.00 1.00
Grades 9-12 1.10 - 1.50 1.20
Special Education
Physically Handicapped 1.50 - 4.00 3.95

Educable Mentally Retarded 1.50 - 2.50 2.45
Trainable Mentally
Handicapped 1.60 - 3.00 1.70

Emotionally Disturbed 1.60 - 3.70 3.35
Learning Disabilities . 1.50 - 2.50 2.45
Home Bound 2.40 - 2.60 2.50

Remedial Reading
(Grades 1-6) 1.60 - 2.40 2.30

Vccational-Technical Programs
Business Education 1.40 - 1.80 1.40
Distributive Education 1.40 - 1.50 1.50
Trades & Industries 1.50 - 2.90 2.20
Health Occupations 1.40 - 2.70 1.60
Agriculture 1.60 - 2.60 2.10

Home Economics 1.40 - 1.70 1.40

9
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Combining 1:tate and Local Resources to Fund the Program

Presently the South Dakota state aid system is divided into a general
support or flat grant allocation and an equalization support formula. The

basic unit of measurement of educational need is the classroom unit which
is weighted by population sparsity and density of school districts. A ten

percent increase in allowed for administrative costs in independent dis-
tricts. The general support portion provides a flat amount as determined
by the legislature per weighted classroom unit.

The equalization support theoretically guarantees each school district
a minimum foundation level 1:EIL. weighted classroom unit. The state, however,
regularly under-appropriates and thereby has never funded the foundation
equalization program to its authorized level. The foundation level for
each school district operates on the simple formula that cost minus income
equals equalization support. The income for each district is determined
by adding a qualifying rate of 13 mills on adjusted agriculture value of
property and 18 mills on adjusted non-agriculture value to tuition receipts
ill_; the .;mount the district receives from the state permanent school fund.

this is adde0 the State ,ltqleral Support or flat grant and the total is
subtracted from the predetermined foundation program level, the difference
being the Equalization Support.

The south Dakota state aid formula places heavy reliance on elemen-
tar.: and secondary :Awll enrollments and normative staffing ratios derived
trom past prA.:ti.:es. '=ducational costs per pupil are extremely variable
in south aLlta. .school districts grouped according to size showed extreme
variatiDn3 in costs her pupil.

The specific factor of sparsity is provided for in the staffing formula
where a one-teacher school, regardless of pupil enrollment, is counted as
oLe classroom unit. Also, the over-all state program provides transporta-
tion and other allowances for residents and pupils of sparsely populated
sectors.

The nErp county study findings showed that population density (popula-
tion per square mile) was correlated with total population. Therefore,
assuming similar relationships among school districts, sparsity as a cost
faCtor is recognized to the extent that district size (pupils) is considered
as a cost factor in apportioning state aid. The county study also indicated
size-cost correlations as well as cost correlations with poverty level,
rural population, and age of the population.

The NEFP district study fodnd economies and diseconomies of scale on
average cost per pupil for seven selected size groupings of districts.
Cost per unit tended to decrease as district size (pupils in ADM) increased.
But, after the 900-1,200 pupil district size group, cost per pupil in-
creased slightly. The extreme ranges around the mean per pupil cost for

.1.0



each group are of great importance for costing educational programs for
state aid apportionment purposes. Size of district alone will not
satisfactorily explain e:-.ough of the variation found in cost per pupil
to be used as a sinyle factor in a state aid formula. However, district
size and cost per pupil are related in the population of 191 school dis-
tricts and state aid per pupil is not related to district size. This is
evidence that the present state aid formula, which relies on an "a priori"
assumptiem about staffing ratios, is not apportioning state aid to meet
costs arising out of either small or large school district situations.

Reform and change in state aid apportionment schemes are needed
in South Dakota. The classroom unit measurement of educational need is
not resultingin state aid subventions to local districts to meet unique
and different educational situations arising out of the district size
factor. Our study indicates that while it is inequitable both in an
educational and a fiscal sense to determine unit weights exclusively
on'a sparsity measure as South Dakota now does, we nevertheless have
concluded that some weighting for sparsity is necessary. Technically
we should observe that there is a rather low correlation (.325) between
sparsity (pupils per square mile) and per pupil expenditures among all
the independent school districts explaining only ten percent r.7 the
variance. However, a more definite relationship is established when-
the extremes of density are reduced to approximately six pupils per
square mile. When this is done the correlation is much higher and 30
percent of the variance is explained.

Recommendations

1. A foundation program level of funding should be established
based on a determination of educational neeis of children in all school
districts of South Dakota and an application of the appropriate cost
differentials to a legislatively determined value of the basic unit.

2. State and local resources should be combined to support the
foundation program level by the following formula: foundation program
level minus 15 mills on the adjusted agriculture valuation and 22mills
on the ad-1sted agriculture valuation of property minus tuition receipts,
minus permanent school fund. Based on 1971-72 data these rates would
raise about $52 million statewide. The remainder is the state equaliza-
tion support. The present flat grant portion of the South Dakota program
($1,350 per CRU) should be discontinued and the funds derived therefrom
used to increase the equalization support.

3. The total state allocation for both common and independent
schools should be increased to approximately $46 million. This increase
will be sufficient to raise the total foundation program funding level
so that the additional equalization derived from the increase in the
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qualifying rate will be shared by the state and the local school districts

alike. The total foundation program (state and local funds combined)
should be approximately $98 million depending upon two important variables,

first, the level of the basic pupil cost unit established by the legis-

lature (it is recommended that this value be not less than $450) and,
second, the determination of educational need as measured by the identi-
fication of children with special needs and the provision of the high

cost programs. A low incidence of need among the school districts or
inadequate identification will result in a reduction in units and program

costs.

4. The state equalization program should gradually be expanded to
provide .t least 60 percent of total current operating expenditures for
districts of average fiscal ability in the state.

5. Once the foundation dollar level is established for each school
district based on educational needs and recommended cost differentials, and
prior to the subtraction of the qualifying rates, the total dollar amount
for each district should be multiplied by a sparsity factor. It is recom-
mended that the sparsity factor be determined by a line of best fit estab-
lished by a power curve formula using state and local expenditures per pupil

and pupils per square mile as coordinates. Districts with above 5.1 density

would have an index of 1.00. All other districts would receive the graph
adjusted density allowance as indicated in t.ppendix A. The index would
range from a 1.(70 for high density to 1.30 for the lowest density district

as determined by the graph adjusted allotment.

6. A state tax program should be enact-ad which includes a state grad-
uated personal income tax coupled with a state corporate tax to produce

sizable amoun-.1 of additional state revenue. Details for such a tax were

beyond the scope of this study.

7. Greater equity in local assessments should continue to be strived
for with a goal of taxing in all districts on the statutory base of 60

percent of full and true property valuation. Additional property tax

recommendations include:

a. State legislated local property tax relief to accompany the
recommended sizable increase in state support of education.

b. Application of the circuit breaker concept to lessen the im-
pact of local property taxes on such categories of property
taxpayers as senior citizens, omall commercial, industrial,
and agricultural business and other restricted income groups.

c. Elimination of t'le loc statutory millage limit for special
education and the statutory limits for the General Fund for each
of the several categories of school districts be correspondingly

increased. With increased state support and subsequent property

.4 ir)
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Teachers' salaries and Fringe oenefits

South Dakota's te,iehing force is provfling professional teaching
services at salary leve;.s between 20 and 30 percent below their counter-
parts in neighboring states. Further, they are earning about 14 per-
cent less than the median households in the state although they represent
a significant proportion of the state's college graduates. Finally,
it has been shown that South Dakota teachers have more experience than
the national average of 11 years and they are, on the average, olier
than the average South Dakota working adult. In terms of equalit!, of
teaching staff among the school districts much variation exists largely
as a result of inadequate resources of poorer school districts and a
;eneral lack of fiscal equalization from state funding. The wealthier
school districts have a median average teacher experience of over two
and one-half years greater than the less wealthy districts.

ReCommendations

1. The state should increase teacher salary levels approximately
14 percent. The cost to the state would he approximately $10.3 million
the first year, $11.7 million the second year, and $13.4 million the
third year. This amount is included in the estimated $95 million
foundation program proposed above.

2. The state should make contributions to teachers' health and
life insurance programs, preferably through a state plan. Based upon
Lhe 8,252 teachers employed for 1972-73 at $200 per teacher, the cost
would be approximately $1.65 million per year. The declining teacher
population should off-set the increases in premium costs for the next
several years and thereby the expenditure represents an amount that
would probably not change appreciably over the next three years.

3. Other professional and non-professional public school personnel
should also be afforded health and life insurance programs in a manner
similar to $2 above. The program would cost the state approximately
$1.4 million per year. The total of $3.05 million for fringe benefits
for both professional and non-professional employees is in addition to
the $46 million recommended for the foundation program.

4. The state colleges and universities are producing more teachers
than can possibly be absorbed by South Dakota school districts. A study
of the employment opportunities of their graduates -should be made by
teacher-training institutions to determine courses of action relative
to limiting production of teachers.

5. More American Indians should be encouraged to enter the teaching

profession. An affirmative action program should be instituted to
atLract American Indians to teach in South Dakota.

1.3



Finally, no one enjoys paying more taxes. Education, however,

is an investment in the future earnings and in the economic health

of all communities. It has been clearly demonstrated by several
economic studies that the amount of education correlates highly with

income. The citizens of South Dakota must maintain a tea0..ing force

that can assist South Dakotans in realizing the economic and social

benefits of education. The competitive position of South Dakota,

relative to neighboring states, for high quality teaching personnel

is not good. To increase that competitive position, South Dakota

must increase teaching salaries of their public elementary and

secondary teachers.
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school District Organization

As has been the pattern in most plains states, south Dakota has
historically operated a large Imbiber of local school districts. In
recent years, not unlike other plains states, the number of school
districts has been significantly reduced. Such factors as improved
transportation, growing importance of secondary education, decreasing
population in rural areas, and the societal demand for broadened
educational opportunities have contributed to the decrease in the
number of school districts.

With few exceptions the school districts in South Dakota are of
two types. They are the independent district which provides a twelve
year school program and the common district which provides less than
a twelve year school program and typically a program for grades (K) 1-8.
Certain types of atypical districts do exist in the state, e.g., a
high school district may be superimposed over a large number of common
school districts; contractual arrangements may exist between a local
school district and the Bureau of Indian Affairs: and contractual
arrangements may be made with districts in an adjoining state to ac-
commodate transfer pupils at the elementary and/or high school levels.

In 1972-73, South Dakota had 195 independent districts, 32 operating
common districts, and 4 non-operating common districts. The relative
progress made in the state is evident when one considers that 15 years
ago, in 1957-58, South Dakota had 261 independent districts and 2,978
operating common districts, making a total of 3,239 in 1957-58 as
c.ntrasted with 231 in 1972-73.

The commonly accepted criteria for adequate school district
organization include the following:

1. A minimum enrollment in the district which can respond to
22Iacofeduilneedsarlalroramminl. Various studies
have suggested minimum enrollments ranging from 1,200 to 20,000 or
more pupils. In recent years the suggested minimum enrollment has
repeatedly been in the vicinity of 10,000. In some sparsely populated
states geographical barriers or road conditions may prevent meeting
the desired level of minimum enrollments, and states and local districts
must seek alternatives to provide assurances that pupils have access
to adequate educational programs. Recent experience with school
district organization has made it evident that a district of 1,500 -
2,000 will have consideraile difficulty in responding to current or
projected educational ;rog.am needs of students. The criterion of
minimum enrollment must be viewer' in terms of the necessary pupil
population for program needs and not in terms of a specific minimum
number.

4
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2. A sufficient financial base and/or geographic area to support
schools. This standard will vary considerably among and within states,
but some standard must be applied to assure the ability to support
schools and minimize inequities among districts.

3. The administrative unit, or local district, which includes
grades K-12 and is administered by a single board. It is rarely
defensible to permit the continuance of separate elementary or high
school districts. The reasons for their existence tend to be based
on highly localized arguments rather than educational needs. Unit,

or independent districts can be much more efficient in curriculum
articulation, staff utilization, provision or special programs for
pupils, coordination of educational programs, and efficient use of
facilities.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are presented as necessary additional
steps in school district reorganization to provide assurances that each
child in South Dakota has access to an adequate school program in grades
K-12.

1. South Dakota should have only one type of school district --
the independent district. Legislative action to accomplish this should
be taken as soon as possible.

2. The State Board of Education, in response to the charge given
it by the legislature, should take action with respect to the following:

a. Within a period of two years remove accreditation from
any district which maintains a high school of less than 100
pupils except in those cases where the district encompasses
an area greater than four townships; and furthermore,
that within a period of five years no district shall be
accredited which maintains a high school of 1..4s than 150
pupils except in those cases where the district encompasses
an area greater than four townships.

b. Conduct a longitudinal study which identifies the outcome of
school district reorganisation in South Dakota.

c. Encourage the planning and imylementation or multi-district
units for the provision of services and programs not feasible
in the local district. These cooperatives or regional
districts could satisfy important needs not possible at present

or in the foreseeable future. In all probability, such needs
as cooperative purchasing, special education programs, em-
ployment of specialized personnel, computer services, and
instructional materials will only be realized through coop-
erative efforts among districts.

4 r
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d. Identify a task force in each county overlap to serve in an
adjunct relationship with the State Board of Education. Each
group should be composed of one school boare member and one
administrator from each independent district and no more than
Five representatives selected at large and appointed by the
judge who has jurisdiction in the respective county. Pro-
visions should be made for overlapping terms to provide some
degree of continuity. The purposes for such a task force
would include:

(1) To provide the citizens with a,mmans of engaging in
discussions regarding goals, needs and problems with
respect to education in specified geographical areas
of the state;

(2) To study and communicate ways in which the needs of
pupils might be met more effectively and efficiently
than is presently the case;

(3) To serve as an important communication agent both
to and from the State Board of Education with respect
to proposals and plans as they affect local districts;
and

(4) To provide some sustaining influence in response to
the efforts and ideas generated through the Community
Involvement Plan.

A W
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Capital Outlay and Debt service

In s^uth Dakota the provision of public school facilities is
primarily the responsibility of the local school districts. However,

local school districts must have their building plans and sites
approved by the State Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
10-More seeking bids, and the criteria for such approval are established
by the state Board of Education. The Department provides consultative
assistance, but this has been limited due to a shortage of personnel
assigned to this division.

In the area of funding for capital outlay, the state's function
is to serve as a control agent on debt limits and procedural matters.

School districts have two major sources for funding capital outlay
projects. One source is from the local property tax levy; the other is
through the issuance of school district general obligation bonds. Both

methods require that the yield be deposited in the district's capital
outlay fund. The annual tax levy method may be regarded as a "pay -in-
advance," or more commonly, a "pay-as-you-go" approach while the bond

issue method is more of a "pay later" or debt service system. Histori-
cally, South Dakota school districts have tended to prefer the "pay-as-
you-go" plan to meet their school facility needs.

A study of 18 sample South Dakota school districts indicated that
larger school districts, with their typically lower ranking tax base
per student, nevertheless had sufficient debt leeway to enter into
major building programs. A number of the smaller districts in the sample
would have been hard pressed to finance major building programs with
their relatively low taxing base. The data secured from the sample
school districts suggest that the state undoubtedly has many more small,
tax-base poor school districts with inadequate resources to meet their
building needs.

When South Dakota started its major reorganization of school districts
in the late 1960's, many of the "master plans" provided that existing
debt remain the obligation of the original units. This has resulted in
substantial variations in millage rates for debt service within the newly
reorganized school districts.

An analysis of the school facility needs of the sample school districts
indicated that approximately one-half of the districts had school building

construction needs. In five of the districts the needs might be described

as critical. The reports indicate that in gentral the larger communities
have had active building programs and have provided facilities at an
acceptable rate. Major problem areas exist in many rural areas, especially
those with stable or declining enrollments, and in growing enrollment
districts located in suburban areas near the larger cities.

Enrollment projections for the state indicate a continued tendency

for declining enrollment;
'

however
4
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a measure of school facility needs. When people move, they leave
useable school buildings behind and create new needs where they settle.
The reasons for migration are typically economic. while moving may
satisfy personal needs, it often creates new problems for local
governmental agencies. If a state relies heavily upon local financing
for school facilities, the system may have considerable difficulty in
providing needed school housing.

Recommendations

The heavy reliance upon local funds to finance needed school
construction, the variations in the quality of school buildings in
local districts, the differing social and demographic conditions, and
the wide variations in per pupil wealth among school districts suggest
the following recommendations:

1. At the first opportunity, the constitutional ten percent debt
limitation on school districts should be rescinded. It has no practical
value and if .a true need existed for debt beyond ten percent, it would
provide a harmful barrier.

2. Additional staff time in the State Department should be
allotted to studies of school building construction needs. The present
regulations concerning needed reports from school districts should be
given the force of law.

3. A study should be sponsored by the state to determine the
current and projected needs for school building construction and to ex-
amine the factors that cause people. to migrate.

4. Specific recommendations foi state action include variable
grants based on the state recognized project costs and a debt service
grant program that recognizes prior effort for constructing school
facilities.

a. Variable Grants for New Construction. Funds for school
construction should be provided on a percentage basis
equalizing at the same ratio as the foundation program.
Districts that wish to spend beyond the amount approved
by the state would be responsible for the additional cost.
The immediate obligation of the state would be to parti-
cipate in the non-debt fund in the same ratio as in the
equalization program for current operations.

b. Equalized Grants for Debt Service. The debt service grant
program would provide funds to aid districts in meeting
bond and interest payments for approved or existing buildings.
Guidelines would need to be developed to determine what portion
of the building's cost would have been originally approved,
and the state participation would only be in the approved portion_

1.9
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of the unpaid baance. The determination of the state's

share would be made in the same manner as in the variable
grants for new construction.

5. Consideration should also be given to having the state es-

tablish a state bonding authority which would purchase or supervise

t.i sale of district bonds. The state could legally guarantee the
dPbt service payments on the bonds by having the state meet the
obligation from any defaulting district's state aid.

roil
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Pupil Transportation Program

The primary economic base of South Dakota consists of agricultural
goods and services. with broad expanses of land used for raising cattle
or production of grain, South Dakota's population density is one of the
lowest in the nation. Except for the southeastern region of the state,
and to some extent the southwestern region, South Dakota is sparsely
populated. These socio-demographic conditions influence the nature of
transportation programs. The density of the transported student pop-
ulation is quite low in most school districts. Most regolar bus routes
extend a considerable number of miles over the geographic region encom-
passed by the district. In several instances regular district trans-
portation cannot be provided pupils living great distances from attendance
centers because it would be uneconomical or because weather conditions
would not allow bus passage. Where regular transportation services
cannot be provided, parents or guardians are often required to transport
their own children, or pupils must board near an attendance center or a
regular bus route.

Decisions concerning the administration of local school transpor-
tation programs and the determination of transportation services are
largely vested in local school districts. Policies regarding the degree
and level of services to be offered within the district, eligibility
rules, provisions for regular routes, and bus usage are made primarily
by local school boards. Other matters relating to the provision and
procurement of equipment and supplies, the employment of personnel, and
the management of the district transportation budget fall into the realm
of local jurisdiction within state guidelines.

For example, the state mandates no provision for the transportation
of pupils who are at a higher level than the eighth grade. If local
school districts wish to provide transportation services for pupils in
grades 9-12, they may do so and such services will be reimbursed roughly
on the same basis as services to students in grades K-8. The rationale
behind this policy is that compulsory education extends through age 14
in South Dakota; therefore, decisions concerning the establishment of
education and provisions for services for pupils beyond age 14 should be
relegated to the local districts.

Under existing programs, state reimbursement is based on the cost
of any one of the following local programs:

1. One school district may co.:tract with another school district
to furnish bus service but may use only district-owned vehicles.

2. A school district may transport non-resident pupils to its
facilities, provided that charges for such transportation are levied
against the district in which the pupil. resides. The minimum costs
charged for transporting non-resident pupils shall be equal to the
,average adjusted transportation cost per pupil two years prior. For
example, the minimum charge for transporting non-resident pupils in
1972-73 was $98.00 per pupil.riglpis amount was based on the average

es 1.
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adjusted per pupil eost of $Yd.11 in .-4outh Dakota for-district-owned

vehicles in 1970-71.

i. Mate reimbursement of local school district transportation

coAts in any given sehool year is based on the reimbursement allowances

calculated by the state for the previous year. To illustrate, state

reimbursement allowances for lo.il costs in 1972-73 will he received

by school districts in the 1973-74 school year.

4. The school board of the school district, after the assignment
of Any exceptonal child having school residence within the district,

shall provide transportation services. Mileage allowances to families

may be made in lieu of district transportation.

5. Local school districts may participate in a state bidding

program for tires.

:state reimbursement is based on 50 percent of the net cost of
operation with a ceiling of $3,030,000 available from the state for all

school district transportation costs. Thus, if 50 percent of the total

net cost of operation in the state exceeds $3,000,000, each school.district

will receive a pro rata share of the $3,000,000.

A comparison of south Dakota's average per pupil cost indicated

that the state's costs are in excess of those in other states. General-

izations or conclusions from these data'should he made with extreme
caution, for the other states' average per pupil costs in the study were

not comparable to South Dakota's except in two or three instances. Most

states do not include bus depreciation, administration, or insurance in

their cost figures. Average cost per pupil may not be an adequate basis

on which to compare South Dakota with other states because of the sparsity

of population. Average cost per pupil mile maybe a more appropriate

basis upon which to make comparisons. When South Dakota's expenditures

on this basis werecompared with similar states, the state's districts

were spending less per mile on the average to operate their buses than

their counterparts. Further analysis of the data indicated that the cost

of school district owned and operated vehicles appeared to be less than

the cost of privately owned and operated vehicles operating on a contract

basis.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are presented as steps to be taken

in improving south Dakota's pupil transportation program:

1. The state should implement a purchase and lease plan whereby

either the state or the local district purchases buses outright and

either operal;es buses or leases them to private contractors.

2. The state should either administer the insurance program and

Lid policies on a statewide basis, or looftWIchool districts should
AdA4



re-bid their transportation insurance urogram in an effort to attract
rates more in line with the dollar amount of insurance claims collected.

1. The .At,ito shoull ostalli311 tit rta reclarding what does and
ides not -.onFtitute a bus route and should identify the costs which will
be reimbursed according to the state transportation formula.

4. The cost limitations in the present statute should be revised
in a manner which will allow the limitation to fluctuate with actual
expenditures.

5. Provisions for state reimbursement should recognize all students
in grades K-12.

6. Mileage limitations for reimbursement programs should be reduced
to one mile for all pupils.

7. Each local school district's entitlement for pupil transportation
purposes should be calculated through the use of a power-curve on which
the cost uer pupil day is plotted from the vertical axis and the density
per linear mile on the horizontal axis. The formula to be used in Y=aX139
and the district entitlement would be determined by plotting all districts
in the state and then using the formula to determine the point of inter-
sect between the curve of best fit and the transportation density of
the district.

A district's entitlement would be determined by multiplying its graph
adjusted cost by the annual total number of transported days for the
district.

8. The transportation formula should incorporate a weight for the
transportation of handicapped children who cannot be transported on
regular transportation equipment. The allocation weight factor for
handicapped children should be at least 5.00.

9. The formula for the allocation of funds for transportation
programs should be revised so that it will operate on an equalization
basis. The graph adjusted cost is included in the foundation program
costs an', the required local effort is subtracted from the sum of the
two elements.



FISCAL ABILITY AND FISCAL EFFORT*

SECTION I

.
In recent years, the concept of education as an investment in

human capital has gained much attention among economists and educators'.

The notion that increases in national productivity are directly re-

lated to increases in educational effort has been documented by con-

temporary research. Accordingly, failure to maximize economic returns

to the national economy and to the local economies of the 50 states

from optional investments in the development of human resources

leads to a misallocation of national resources.

The legal responsibility for the major thrust of public education

has been delegated to the states by interpretation of Article X of

the Amendments of the Constitution of the United States which stated:

"The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution nor

prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively,

or to the people."

Subsequently, each of the 50 states have developed state constitu-

tional provisions for a state system of public education. The

Constitution of the state of South Dakota, Article VIII, Section 1,

stated:

The stability of a republican form of government
depending on the morality and intelligence of the people,

it shall be the duty of the legislature to establish

and maintain a general and uniform system of public

schools wherein tuition shall be without charge and

equally open to all and to adopt all suitable means

to secure to the people the advantages and opportunities

of education.

The degree to which equality of educational opportunity has

been provided by state legislatures is being challenged throughout the

nation. Nationally, an average in excess of 50 percent of the costs

of providing elementary and secondary public education services has

traditionally been provided by local units of government. During the

1971-72 school year, nearly 70 percent of revenues for operation of

schools in South Dakota was provided by local sources. Because such

a major portion of educational revenues have been derived from local

sources, variations in local capacity to finance public education as

well as variations in the willingness of local communities to commit

available resources are of primary importance for meeting state and

national goals.

*A study performed by Don C. Patton, Department of Educational

Administration, Ball State University.')
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The purpose of this portion of the study was to conduct a com-
prehensive analysis of fiscal ability and fiscal effort for financing
public education in South Dakota. The first section of the report
deals with gen,,ral demographic chlracteristics and trends in South
Dakota. The second section deals with the general fiscal ability of
the state of South Dakota for financing education and variations in
fiscal ability among local school districts by selected categories.
The third section reports an analysis of the relative fiscal effort
exerted by south Dakota for financing education compared to neighboring
states and United States averages and variations among school districts
by convenience groupings. The final section presents conclusions
drawn from the analyses and recommendations for improvement of
educational financing in South Dakota.

General Characteristics of South Dakota

South Dakota is one of the larger states of the nation as
measured by geographic area, covering in excess of 76,000 square miles.
The state is predominantly rural in nature with well over half of the
1970 population living in rural areas. In excess of 90 percent of the
land area is classified as farm land. The farms, in general, are large
as compared to national averages, with the average size farm containing
about 1,000 acres in 1969. Average size of farms in the state has
nearly doubled since 1940. Nearly half of the farm income is derived
from the production of beef cattle. Primary grain crops are wheat and
corn, which when coldned, accounted for less than 12 percent of all
farm income in 1969.

General Population

The general population of South Dakota experienced modest growth
between 1940 and 1960 but some decline was experienced during the decade
following 1960. The data presented in Table 1 show population changes
for South Dakota, six selected neighboring states, and the United
States for the census years 1950, 1960, and 1970.

Minnesota was the only state in the comparison in which population
growth exceeded the national average during the decade of the sixties.
All of the states as well as the average for the nation showed reduced
growth during the decade of the sixties as compared with the fifties
while both South Dakota and North Dakota actually lost population.

South Dakota Population by Planning Districts

A general population distribution for South Dakota by planning
districts for each of the three census years 1950 to 1970 and the
percentage changes for each district is shown in Table 2. A map of



TABLE 1. General Population- -South Dakota, Selected Neighboring

States and the United States, 1950-1970

State 1950 1960

Percent
Change

.4.111M..11=1.

1970
Percent
Change

Minnesota 2,982,483 3,413,864 14.5 3,804,971 11.4

Iowa 2,621,073 2,757,537 5.2 2,824,376 2.4

Nebraska 1,325,510 1,411,330 9.8 1,483,493 5.1

Montana 591,024 674,767 14.2 694,409 2.9

South Dakota 652,740 680,514 4.3 665,507 - 2.2

North Dakota 619,636 632,446 2.1 617,761 -2.3
Wyoming 209,529 '330,066 13.6 332,416 0.7

United
States 154,233,234 183,285,009 18.8 203,211,926 10.8

Source: U. S. Census Data, 1970.

South Dakota outlining the planning districts used for convenience
groupings in Table 2 and in several subsequent tables is presented in

Figure 1. The districts were established by executive order of the

Governor of South Dakota in December, 1970.

TABLE 2. Population Distribution and Changes by Planning District- -

South Dakota, 1950-1970.

Planning
District

Percent

1950 1960 Change

Percent
1970 Change

I 107,418 105,597 - 1.6 97,865 - 7.3

II 126,442 139,380 10.2 146,654 5.2

III 109,549 103,184 - 5.8 97,428 - 5.5

IV 127,208 120,872 - 4.9 115,094 - 4.7

V 81,116 85,530 5.4 78,957 - 7.6

VI 101,007 125,951 24.6 129,509 2.8

South Dakota 652,740 680,514 4.3 665,507 -2.2

3
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Figure 1. South Dakota Planning Districts.

Source: South Dakota Department of Public Instruction, by South
Dakota cuuncil on Economic Education, South Dakota in Maps, Pierre,
S.D.: The Department, 1973., p. 15.

Interesting shifts in population distribution have occurred
during the two decades studied. The western region of the state and
second largest by population, Region V, experienced the greatest growth,
nearly 25 percent, between 1950 and 1960. A cursory analysis of
population change by county showed that Pennington'Ccunty was the
center of most of the growth. The groyth had slowed considerably to
less than tnkee percent between 1960 and 1970. Rapid City, second
largest city of the state, by population, is the county seat of
Pennington County.

Region II, tne southeastern corner of the state and the largest
region, was Lh9 second fastest growing region during the fifties, and
became the fastest growing region during the decade of the sixties.
Minnehaha County contains the largest city of South Dakota, Sioux
Falls. Clay Ccunty in Region II experienced nearly a 20 percent
growth in population between 1960 and 1970.

40

Region V, the central region of the state, switched from a
moderate growth of 5.4 percent L. the fifties to a decline of 7.6
percent during the sixties. Region V was the smallest region by 1970
census data, but two counties, Todd and Buffalo, although sparsely
populated, experienced marked percentage growth increases during the
decade of the sixties. Todd County is a part of the Rosebud IrAian
Reservation while Buf:alo County comprises a major portion of the Crow
Creek Indian Reservation.



Region IV was the third largest region by population in the

state, but Brown county, containing the city of Aberdeen, was the only

county which experienced growth during the decade of the sixties. The

net population loss for the region was nearly five percent.

Region I and III, east central and southeast central respectively,

were about the same size by 1970 population, but the loss of popula-

tion in Region I was in excess of the loss in Region III. The two

regions experienced the highest percentage losses in population among

the six planning regions of the state between 1960 nd 1970. Brookings

County with a 10 percent plus growth was the only > lty in Region I

which experienced a population growth during the si...aies. The growth

was nearly constant with the growth of the preceding decade. In

Region III, Yankton County and Charles Mix County each experienced

modest growth during the sixties while all other counties in the region

showed declining population.

In summary, only Regions II and VI of the state of South Dakota

showed growth during the decade of the sixties. The greatest population

losses were experienced in Regions V and I, each experiencing seven

percent losses during the ten-year period. Districts III and IV lost

5.5 and 4.7 percent respectively. The state of South Dakota experi-

enced a net population loss of 2.2 percent during the decade of the

sixties while the average change for the nation was a 10.8 percent

increase.

Population by Potential School Attendance Age Group

The final analysis of general population dealt with potintial

school attendance age group, that is, the United States Cenous category

of ages five years to under 18 years. Population data for the selected

age group and respective percentage changes are reported for South

Dakota, six selected neighboring states, and the U. S. averages for

the years 1950, 1960, and 1970 in Table 3.

Data were compiled for the six South Dakota Planning Reg:.ons

for an analysis of potential school age population distribution and

respective changes within the state. The summary data are included

in Table 4.

South Dakota planning districts VI, II and V experienced

increases during the sixties in the population age category five to

under 18 years while districts I, IV and. III experienced net losses.

The loss in district III, however, was negligible.

When compared to the data reported in Table 2, which represented

distribution trends of the total general population by South Dakota

planning districts, the trend for increased numbers of school age youth

5



TABEE 3. Population Ayes five Years to Under Eighteen-South
Selected Neighboring States and the United States,

Dakota,
1950-1970

State 1950 1960
Percent

Change 1970
Percent
Change

Minnesota 615,540 867,373 40.9 1,049,716 21.0
Iowa 535,885 680,054 26.9 741,725 9.0
Nebraska 266,236 339,700 27.5 387,269 14.0
Montana 126,729 177,306 39.9 196,071 10.5

South Dakota 144,468 179,036 22.3 186,662 4.8

North Dakota 148,239 172,090 16.0 175,012 1.6
Wyoming 62,867 86,948 38.3 91,652 5.4

United States 30,175,410 43,881,109 45.4 52,489,744 19.6

Source: U. S. Census Data, 1970.

TABLE 4. Age Five to Under Eighteen Population Distribution and
Changes by Planning District--South Dakota, 1950-1970

Planning Percent Percent
District 1950 1960 Change 1970 Change

I 24,693 27,268 10.4 25,859 - 5.1
II 25,296 35,403 39.9 40,212 13.5

III 24,152 26,584 10.0 26,523 - 0.2
IV 28,607 32,603 13.: 32,085 - 1.5
V 20,473 24,186 18.1 24,946 3.1

VI 22,275 31,964 43.4 37,037 15.8

South Dakota 145,496 178,008 24.4 186,662 4.9

..-.-..-....-r-,,,....-V- ........ ....=1....
Source: Compiled from U.S. Census Data, 1970.
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in the western region of the state, District VI, was marked. Region II,

the southeastern most region showed the greatest general population
growth, but the second largest percentage of potential school age
population growth during the sixties.

Public school Enrollments

public school enrollments for the eleven-year period 1961-1962
to 1971-1972 for south Dakota and the United States were analyzed for
discernible trends. Data pertaining to public school enrollments are
reported in Table 5. The year 1961-1962 was selected as a base year
with respective changes reported as annual percentage changes and
cumulative percentage changes after the base year.

Generally, a decline in annual rate of public school enrollments
has been experienced for the United States and South Dakota as well.
However, an overall 20 percent increase in enrollments for the nation
during the 10-year period, 1961-62 to 1970-71, was accompanied by
approximately a five percent increase in South Dakota. During three

of the last four years reported in Table 5, South Dakota experienced a
net loss in enrollments. A cur-lory glance at data for the school year
1972-73 revealed that the trenu was perpetuated. Although population
growth for the nation increased during. the decade of the sixties and
potential school age population increased even greater, the trend as
perceived through public school enrollments is for a leveling off, if

not a decline, during the seventies. Current predictors would not lead
to the conclusion that radical decreases should be anticipated for South
Dakota generally, nor should the increases of the sixties be counted as
continuing to prevail.

Economic Bases

Primary tax bases for state and local revenues have been clearly
established as income, consumption and wealth. Changes in personal and
per capita income, retail sales and property valuations were studied
for trends as such trends may relate to future public school financing in

South Dakota. Where data were available, comparisons.were made fot
South Dakota, six selected neighboring states and United States averages.
The sections which follow deal with each of the three selected economic
bases.

Personal and Per Capita Personal Income

Data pertaining to relative personal and per capita income for
South Dakota, six selected neighboring states and the United States for
1950, 1960 and 1970 are reported in Tables 6, 7 and 8. Table 6 shows
personal income in millions for each of the three selected census years

3
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TABLE 8. Indices of Per Capita Personal Income - -South Dakota and
Selected Neighboring States with United States Average
as a Base, Census Years 1950, 1960 and 1970

State

Index of Per Capita Personal Income

:950 1960 1970

United States 100.0 100.0 100.0

south Dakota 83.0 80.4 80.7

Iowa 99.2 89.6 94.0
Minnesota 94.2 95.3 97.5
Montana 108.4 91.9 86.1
Nebraska 99.5 95.2 95.6
NorLh Dakota 84.4 77.3 76.3
Wyoming 111.4 102.0 90.6

4.1

source: Compiled from Survey of Current Business, August, 1971,
p. 31.

with the ranking of the selected states among the 50 states and the
District of Columbia for each year and the percent change during each
of the two dedades studied. Table 7 shows the same categories of
information for per capita personal income in dollars. Per capita
personal income data were subsequently analyzed for each of the three
census years by expressing per capita personal income as a relative
index using the United States average as a base (100.0) for each year.
The respecti/e indices are reported in Table B.

An analysis of the data reported in Tables 6, 7 and 8 revealed
that by measures of personal income, South Dakota is well below
national averages. When changes in total personal income, Table 6,
were reviewed independently, a slight relative improvement was noted
by a shift in ranking among the fifty states from the position of 46
to the ?osition of 45. Compared to neighboring states and the United
States average, although relative change in personal income was not
marked, the conclusion can be drawn that the state of South Dakota was
not experiencing an unfavorable decline with respect to counterpart
states.

A study of the data reported in Table 7 revealed that per
capita income in South Dakota dityiAlg the decade of the sixties experi-
enced a slightly higher percentWahncrease (77.6 percent) than the



national average (h,.9 percent) . Neighboring :;totes of North Dakota
(74.7 percent), Montana (o5.8 percent) and Wyoming (57.2 percent)
experienced a smaller than national average increase.

When per capita personal income for south Dakota and the six
selected neighboring states was expressed as an index using the
national average for each of the three census years as a base of 100.0,
the emphasis was redirected from relative percentage changes between
decades in per capita income to relative comparisons of static data
for each of the three census years. The data for Wyoming illustrates
the difference in thrust. For the census years 1950 and 1960, Wyoming
clearly had the highest per capita income of the six selected states and
South Dakota. However, Wyoming experienced a relatively constant
decline in index from 1950 to 1960 and 1960 to 1970. A similar con-
dition may be observed for the case of Montana. South Dakota, on the
other hand, experienced a modestly declining index between 1950 and 1960
with a slight increase in relative per capita personal income between
1960 and 1970. The same trend could be observed for Nebraska and Iowa.
Minnesota was the lone state in the comparison with a gain in relative
per capita personal income for the two decades.

In summary, with regard to personal income and per capita
personal income as economic indicators, the position of South Dakota
is stable if not indicative of modest improvement when compared to
selected neighboring states and averages for the nation as a whole.
Income as a tax base offers a potential source of sizable amounts of
revenue for the state of South Dakota.

Retail Sales

The second economic base studied was retail sales. Taxes on
consumption have, for the past several years, served with taxes on
income as a leading producer of state revenues. Volume estimates and
percentage changes in retail sales were analyzed for South Dakota, six
selected neighboring states and the nation for selected years of 1960
and 1971. Data pertaining to retail sales are reported in Table 9.

The volume of retail sales in South Dakota was well in excess
of one billion dollars during 1971. Retail sales increased by nearly
63 percent between 1960 and 1971. While the increase in retail sales
for the nation during the same period was in excess of 78 percent, the
South Dakota increase was surpassed only by the neighboring states of
Iowa, Minnesota and Nebraska. When compared with population changes
and per capita income changes for the same selected states, the position
of South Dakota with respect to growth in retail sales was somewhat
consistent with expectations. The tax base should continue to expand
with the general improvement of the state economy with the expansion
compounded by the effects of inflation. The present four percent
retail sales tax in South Dakota provides a favorable source of state

LiJ
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TABLE 9. Retail Sales Estimates--South Dakota, Selected Neighboring

States and the United States for Selected Years, 1960 and

1971

(Dollar values in millions)

State 1960 1971

Percent
Change

South Dakota $ 832.24 1,353.23 62.6

Iowa 3,625.52 6,348.96 75.1

Minnesota 4,275.81 7,283.46 70.3

Montana 894.95 1,388.89 55.1

Nebraska 1,832.48 3,302.96 80.2

North Dakota 790.59 1,213.83 53.5

Wyoming 457.08 656.72 43.6

United States 219,830.84 392,586.64 78.5

source: Sales Management, "Survey of Buying Power," May 10,

1961, and July 10, 1972.

revenue. Increases in the state levy on a sizable and expanding retail

sales tax base provide an alternative for future state revenue needs in

the state of South Dakota.

Property Valuations

The third economic base identified for study was valuation of

real and personal property for tax purposes. Taxes on assessed

valuations of real and personal property have historically provided

the largest source of revenue for services provided by local governments

in the United States.

Table 10 contains data with regard to assessed valuations of

property subject to local general property taxation for South Dakota,

six selected neighboring states and the United States for the years

1956 and 1966. The first two columns of data deal with total taxable

property, after exemptions, for each of the selected years, and the

third column shows the percent change between 1956 and 1966. The

five columns on the right hand side of the table contain data with

regard to real property that is locally assessed. Extreme caution must

be exercised in interpretations of data which compare state property

assessments because legal bases for property taxation vary widely, from

state to state. Particularly, total averages for the nation have
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limited application as a criterion for meaningful comparisons. However,

some inferences can be made from the data reported in Table 10. The

percentage of increase in the total property tax base was less for

South Dakota than all other states with the exception of North' Dakota.

Also, the ratio of assessed value to sales price declined during the

10-year period for all states in the comparison. with the South Dakota

assessment ratio declining nearly six points--greater than for any of

the neighboring states. Complexity of arriving at assessment/sales
ratios places a constraint upon finite application of such ratios, but

may be comfortably used to call attention to a need for review of

assessment practices within the state to support or refute the indicated

trend.

It was interesting to note from the extreme right hand column
in Table 10 that South Dakota experienced the greatest increase in the
taxable value of locally assessed real property, excepting the total for

the nation. In 1966, about 70 percent of the real property in South

Dakota was locally assessed.

Assessed valuations and percentage changes for tax payment years
1962 through 1972 for the state of South Dakota are shown in Table 11.
The assessed valuation is comprised of several components. On the one

hand, assessed valuations are grouped as agricultural property and non-
agricultural property because of differential rate structures on the two

classifications of property. On the other hand, local property is
classified into the following categories by level of government for

assessment:

Locally Assessed Centrally Assessed

Real Estate Railroads

Personal Property Utilities
Money and Credits

Assessed valuations, as shown in Table 11, have increased by
nearly 50 percent during the period from 1962 through 1972. Little

change was noted for the tax payment years of 1966 and 1967 while
large increases were experienced in 1970 (10.6 percent) and 1968

(7.8 percent). Although a brief review of county assessments within
the state revealed wide disparities, a total property tax base well in

excess of three billion dollars and increasing'on the average, in

excess of four percent per year, provides optimism for revenues from

such a source in future years.

In summary, with regard to the three economic bases studied,
South Dakota is in favorable fiscal p:vition to continue to focus on

improvement of public education.

38
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TABLE 11. N;sessed.Vcdue of Property Subject to
Property TaxationSouth Dakota, 1962-1972

Tax
Payment
Year

Total Assessed
Valuation

(In Millions)

Annual
Percent
Change

Percent
Changes

After 1962

1962 $ 2,204
1963 2,275 3.2 3.2
1964 2,333 2.5 5.9
1965 2,399 2.8 8.8
1966 2,393 0.0 8.7
1967 2,414 0.1 9.5
1968 2,603 7.8 18.1
1969 2,736 5.1 24.1
1970 3,026 10.6 37.3
1971 3,074 1.o 39.5
1972 3,228 5.0 46.5

Source: 1971-1972 Educational Statistics Digest, S. D. Department
of Public Instruction and Annual Statistical Report, 1971-1972, S. D.
Department of Revenue. Percentages were computed.

Sources of State and Local Revenue

A review of selected literature revealed that for the 1971-72
school year, local sources of revenue provided, on the average, 52 per-
cent of the total revenue for the operation of public schools in the
United States. Forty-one percent was derived from state sources and
federal sources provided seven percent of the total public school
revenue. Approximatelylincent of all local revenues in 1971-72
were derived from taxes on real and personal property. Sources of
state revenue were more varied among the 50 states, but were derived
mainly from taxes levied on retail sales and income while federal
sources of revenue have been predominately based upon the income of
individuals and corporations. The two sections which follow pertain
to public revenues for south Dakota derived from state sources and local
sources respectively. tn each section, general patterns of governmental
financing are followed by patterns of financing for public elementary
and secondary education.

Sources of State Revenue

Tax reform to meet increased demands for publicly produced goods
and services has become a universal concern for state legislatures. A
brief review of fiscal concerns of the state of South Dakota revealed



that the state is not uniquely different. Increased state taxes have

consistently been a topic of the south Dakota LegislatureA of regent

years. Evidence to support the position that sincere and dedicated
efforts toward tax reform have been undertaken by South Dakota lawmakers
was provided by numerous studies that have been conducted by taxation
consultants, both in-state and out-of-state. Neither space nor

resources for the present report permitted a comprehensive analysis of

state tax reform. However, the following paragraphs briefly provide a
contemporary perspective of state taxation for South Dakota and sub-
sequently, patterns of state allocation for public schools.

Sources for State Government Generally

During the fiscal year 1972, nearly $120 million dollars was
collected by the state government of South Dakota from 27 separate

taxes. For convenience, the taxes were grouped into seven categories

in Table 12.

Nearly one-half of the revenue collected in 1971-72 by the
Department of Revenue, state of South Dakota, was derived from a four
percent general retail sales and use (storage or consumption) tax. The

tax is an excellent producer of revenue and preliminary predictions
for fiscal 1973 and 1974 have been estimated by the Department of
Revenue at $63.2 million and $67.0 million respectively.4 In addition,

the cities and/or towns of Sioux Falls, Rapid City, Aberdeen, Deadwood,
Custer, Hot Springs, Spearfish, Sturgis, Walls and the Pine Ridge
Reservation received revenues collected by the state from an additional
local options sales tax of one cent applied to the state retail sales
and use tax base for the civil division opting the tax. State revenues

from the general retail sales tax are receipted into the state General
Fund for appropriations by the state legislature while revenues from
the city and town optional levies are returned to the civil division
which levied the tax.

Motor fuel taxes are the second largest producer of state
revenues, providing nearly 28 percent of the 1971-72 total revenues.

Motor fuel taxes are for the most part, dedicated for highway usage
and provide little prospect for educational usage in the future.

Other sources combined provided less than 20 percent of the
1971-72 total revenues for the state. Some are dedicated for specific

governmental purposes for the most part, while others provide nominal
contributions to the state General Fund. For example, approximately

60 percent ($3.66 million) of the alcoholic beverage taxes and fees
were receipted into the state General Fund in 1971-72.

State Allocations for Public Schools

State allocations for public schools in South Dakota accounted
for an average of less than 14 percent of all receipts during the

1971-72 year. Table 13 contains a summary of receipts by source for

the 37 common school districts and the 195 independent school districts

'1.10



TABLE 12. Sources of State Revenue--South
Dakota, Fisual Year 1972

Type of Tax

General Sales
and Use

Motor Fuel

Amount Percent
Description (In Millions) of Total

4% for State
1% for J3 Cities

Variable 7 and 6 cents/
gallon plus $100 annual
license and temporary
permits: interstate
truckers

$ 57.71

4.77

33.27

Cigarette 12C /package plus

$150/license/year 9.10

Auto Regis-
tration 3% - initial registration 5.99

Alcoholic Variable license fees -
Beverage Occupation taxes -

variable - 10% gross sales,
wholesalers 5.61

Inheritance 1 1/2% to 24%
Exemptions $100 - $15,000 2.72

Micellaneous Bank Franchise - 5 1/2% net
income; Private Carline - 6%
gross receipts; Railway
Express - 6% gross receipts;
Trading Stamp License -
annual $50: Laundry
License - $5 and $6 per
machine; Anti - Freeze and
Contractor Licenses -
annual $20. 1.33 1.1

Total Revenues $119.50

Source: Annual Statistical Report, 1971-1972, Department of
Revenue, South Dakota.

..1
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of the state that participated in state aid allocation during the
1971-72 school year.

TABLE 13. keceipts by Governmental Source--South Dakota Common and
Independent school Districts, 1971-72

Source Amount
Percent
of Total

Revenue
Local $ 101,512,586 71.38
County 1,439,412 1.01
state (Total) (19,702,743) (13.85)

Appropriation 14,993,331 10.54
Apportionment 3,576,257 2.51
Other 1,133,155 .80

Federal 17,856,404 12.56
Non-Revenue 1,297,404 .91
Transfer Receipts

Other States 409,533 .29

TOTAL $ 142,218,082 100.00

qc.irce: 1971 1972 Educational Statistics Digest, South Dakota
Department of Public Instruction.

State allocations to local public school districts during the
1971-72 school year were categorized into ten sources as follows:

(1) General Support--a flat grant per classroom unit.
(2) Equalization Support.
(3) State Apportionment from the Permanent School Fund.
(4) Transportation Support.
(5) Exceptional Children Fund.
(6) Vocational Education Fund.
(7) Instructional Television Fund.
(8) Tax Base Depleting Acres Distribution.
(9) Public Shooting Funds Distribution.

(10) Food Service Fund.

The first three sources are incorporated into the computation
of the state minimum foundation program which is used as a vehicle for
allocation of about 80 percent of all state appropriations for public
schools in South Dakota.

The minimum foundation program is based on classroom units,
weighted independently for elementary and secondary schools_ for sparsity

1.A0.4



of population considerations. Ten percent of allowable classroom units
is added for administration and supervision for eligible independent
school Jilt, acts. During the school year being studied, 1971 -7 ?, the
foundation program was defined as $8,000 per classroom unit. The
foundation program was increased by the south Dakota Legislature to
$8,500 per classroom unit for the 1973-74 school year.

For computatiot of equalization support for each local school
district, a flat grant of $1,000 per classroom unit (increased to
$1,350 for 1973-74) is added to the state apportionment from income
on permanent schc.31 funds (based on number of eligible school age
children residing in the district), receipts from students transfers
and local income produced on qualifying levies of 13 mills and 18 mills
on adjusted local valuations of agricultural and non-agricultural
property respectively. The sum of the three sources of income for
the local school district is subtracted from the defined foundation
program to determine local school district equalization entitlement.
For the past several years, state appropriations have not been adequate
to fully fund the foundation program. State education officials have
estimated that local minimum foundation entitlements will have to be
prorated at about 77 percent for the 1973-74 school year.

The fourth source of state aid to local schools, transportation
support, has been based on $20 per pupil, in average daily attendance
transported. The computation of transportation support has been revised
for 1973-74 as 50 percent of the adjusted transportation cost (18
cents per mile maximum), plus mileage paid to parents. and room and
board where applicable, less specifically designated transportation
receipts from other sources. State appropriations are estimated to
be inadequate for totally funding the 1973-74 transportation program.
A 90 percent prorated allocation has been estimated.

In recent years, money has been appropriated each year by the
South Dakota Legislature to reimburse school districts for special
education programs, that is, programs for exceptional children. In
1971-72, on the average, about 13 percent of the total cost of
such programs throughout the state was financed by the special state
appropriation.

Special state appropriations are made each year for reimburse-
ment of vocational education programs. Such state funds are used for
matching funds from federal sources and allocations are based on
project approval. Job opportunities and manpower needs are criteria
used in prorating allocations.

The Instructional Television Fund has been established by the
South Dakota Legislature for the purchase and/or rental of instructional
television programs in public schools. The size and availability of
such allocations are small.

Tax Base Depleting Areas and Public Shooting Funds distributions
consist of reimbursements by the state based on local revenues foregone
by the local district cm Lae taxable value of such property.

'13
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Finally, the Food Services Fund consists of annual state matching
appropriations for federal funds. The money is allocated based on
the numbers of children participating in the lunch program as
established by Section IV of the National School Lunch Act.

In summary, most of the state aid allocated to south Dakota
local school districts is by state appropriation of funds for the
minimum foundation program. Several other sources combined comprise
about 20 percent of the state allocations, but are for the most part
categorical in nature. In general, it was concluded that the
Legislature has failed to appropriate adequate funds to accommodate the
minimum foundation program and the transportation distribution formulas.
Accordingly state aid entitlements have been escalated downward by
a prorate computation, forcing local sources of revenue to bridge
the gap created by such shortages.

Sources of Local Revenue

For convenience of reporting, sources of educational revenue
from local and intermediate levels of government were combined under
the general heading of sources of local revenue.

As reported in Table 13, over 72 percent of all South Dakota
public school revenues for the school year 1971-72 were derived from
local sources. bout one percent were allocated to local school
districts by intermediate or county governments while the remaining
71 percent was derived from income collected directly at the local
school district level.

The largest single source of local public school revenues was
the tax levied on the assessed value of real and personal property.
Assessments of local property in South Dakota are equalized at the local
level by a local equalization board of assessment. The county board of
commissioners for each county is charged with the responsibility of
equalizing for differences in assessment prcctices among local units
of government. A State Board of Equalization hears and rules on appeals
with regard to local assessments. The South Dakota State Department
of Revenue supervises assessment procedures and annually compiles a
ratio of sales to assessment of property for each county. The ratio
factors are computed independently for property classified as rural and
urban and are applied to local assessments for purposes of state
minimum foundation program computations. Legal provisions of the
state direct that property is to be assessed at real and true value
and taxed at 60 percent of such value. Observation of actual practice
would indicate that a departure from the 60 percent criterion was
common. For 1972 taxes payable in 1973, the taxable value of all sales
reported in the state represented 39.4 percent of the tutal aggregated
selling prices according to the computations by the State Department
of Revenue. The range for the 67 counties of the state was from a low
of 29.3 percent to a high of 53.3 percent.5
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Local school districts may levy taxes.= the local property
tax base for four distintly separate educational accounting funds- -
General Fund, Special Education Fund, Capital Outlay Fund, and the
Bond Redemption Fund. The four funds and attendant statutory local
property tax levy limits are reported in Table 14.

TABLE 14. Maximum Local Property Tax Levies for Public
Schools by FundSouth Dakota

Fund Type of School Statutory Maximum Levy

Genera1.4/ Elementary only

High School only

Elementary & High School

Special Education Elementary & High School
Capital outlay Elementary & High School
Bond Redemption Elementary and High School

20 mills--all property
14 mills -- agricultural

(20 mills--non-agricultural

24 mills--agricultural
(40 mills--non-agricultural

2 mills--all property
5 mills--all property

Amount necessary

Source: Administrative Manual for South Dakota Schools, Department
of Public Instruction.

a/
An additional levy not to exceed 10 mills may be levied by

referendum approval of 75 percent of the electorate. Also a minor
permissable levy may be made on moneys and credits, but produces
insignificant revenues.

Constitutional debt limitation for school districts is established
at 10 percent of the local assessed valuation for the issuance of
serial bonds. Bonding for capital outlay financing must be approved
by 60 percent of the electorate.

In addition to the local property tax, miscellaneous local sources
of revenue include (1) a bank franchise net income tax distributed by
the counties, (2) gross receipts taxes on rural utilities, (3) a county
apportionment tax from miscellaneous county taxes and fines, (4) a

county dog tax, and (5) income from rental or sale of county-owned real
property.

In summary, taxes levied on real and personal property provide
the major existing and potential source of local revenue for public
schools. Statutory limitations on millage levies provide a constraint
for sizable amounts of additional revenues for the operation of
educational programs.
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Characteristics of Current State School Financing Patterns

The distribution of stale revenues to local school districts has
shown a history of state legislatures struggling with the problem of
maximizing returns from public educational investments by means of
state allocations of funds to local school districts. Two commonly
adopted procedures for distributing state funds to local school
districts have been flat grant programs and equalization programs.
State flat grant funds are distributed on a per pupil or a per class-
room basis irrespective of the wealth per pupil in the local school

districts within a state. State equalization funds are distributed

on the principle that the size of the allocation should be inversely

proportional to the wealth of the local districts.6 Jordan reported

that in 1949-50, 44.9 percent of the states had an equalization pro-
gram while in 1968-69, 77.5 percent of the states had programs of the

equalization variety.7

The National Educational Finance Project (NEFP) summarized the
fifty states into classifications of state aid. Each classification

is discussed in the sections that follow. only general purpose grants

for operational use are discussed. Grants for capital outlay and debt

service were omitted. Categorical grants are discussed in a later

section.

Flat Grants

Flat grants are of two basic types--uniform and variable. Both

uniform and variable flat grants are distributed to school districts
without consideration of local taxpaying ability. Uniform flat grants
are distributed on the basis of an equal amount of money per child

whereas in variable flat grants pupil counts are weighted according
to cost factors over which the local school district has no control.
Grade level, program offering, pupil handicap and pupil sparsity are
examples of cost factors. Uniform and variable flat grants may
equalize in a limited manner in that wealthy districts may tend to
contribute more to the state fund than the district receives in return
while poorer districts may receive more than is contributed.8

Benson mentioned another form of the variable flat grant, the
weighted population grant. Under such a plan, the state appropriates

a fixed amount of money for state aid to local school districts. The

appropriation is determined by the state legislature without considera-
tion of variations in size of local school districts, variations in
Tavel of fiscal ability in local school districts or level of local

expenditures. The appropriation is divided among the school districts

in proportion to some measure of population. The disbursement could be

determined by the percentage of the pupil population of the local
school district to the total state school population. Weights may be

used to account for local needs and resources to reflect differences
in costs of various grade levels and programs. Advantages of weighted

population grants include: (1) flexibility; (2) capability of

distributing any amount of money appropriated, and (3) close control
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of annual appropriations by the state legislature. Such a distribution
plan is particularly effective if the amount of state appropriations
varies from year to year.

Disadvantages include: (1) relevant data to compute weights are
often not available; and (2) close and accurate prediction of local
school aid cannot be made from state sources.9

Equalization Grants

Equalization type grants have been designed to take into con-
sideration variations in the taxpaying ability of the local school
district. Such grants are referred to generally as the Strayer-Haig-
Mort model. Some, but not all types of equalization grants, consider
educational needs of the student population. Common applications of
the equalization grant concept are discussed below.

Equalization Models Utilizing Unweighted Measures of Need

The amount of state subsidy that a school district would receive
from the state with an equalizing model utilizing unweighted measures of
need is determined by the difference between the dollar value of a
minimum foundation program and the amount of local revenue produced by
a mandatory uniform qualifying tax rate times the property tax base.
The formula for the foundation program may be expressed as:10

where:

Ai = subsidy to the ith district

Ni = the number of pupils in the ith district

u = dollar value of the foundation program

r = mandatory local tax rate

Yi = property tax base of the i th district

with r = N1 u/Y1

where:

N1 = number of pupils in wealthiest district in the state

Y1 = tax base in the wealthiest district in the state.

Under such a plan, each local school district could provide the standard
amount per pupil, as measured by the value of the foundation program at



25

equivalent tax rates. If a local school district levied a higher tax
rate than the state standard, the extra burden would reflect either (1)
inefficiency in management or, (2) willingness of local taxpayers to
support an educational program that goes beyond the state defined
minimum or standard program."

Equalization Models Utilizing Weighted Measures of Need

In the models where weighted measures of need are applied to
equalization programs, educational needs are calculated in terms of
weighted unit costs such as weighted pupils or weighted teachers which
account for necessary unit cost variations. The yeild of a required
local tax effort in proportion to ability to pay is subtracted from
the computed weighted program cost to determine the state allocation.12

Percentage Equalizing Grants

The percentage equalizing grant concept provides for state aid
to local school districts as a variable percentage of locally determined
expenditures. The percentage varies inversely with the local taxpaying
ability of school districts.

Percentage equalizing grants have been described as open ended be-
cause the amount of state subsidy increases with the level of local
educational expenditures. The forTula for the percentage equalizing
grant may be expressed as follows:I3

Ai = (1 - x ' Yi / Y) Ei

where:

AI=sUbsidy to i th district,

x= arbitrary constant, where o C x 4:l,

Yi = assessed valuation per pupil in the ith district,

Y = average assessed valuation per pupil for the state,

Ei = school expenditure in the ith district.

The Guaranteed Valuation or Tax Yield Per Unit of Need Plan

Under the guaranteed valuation plan, the state guarantees
to each district a fixed valuation or tax yeild per pupil or per
teacher unit. The units may be weighted or unweighted. The method
provides a state allocation of money to each school district computed
as the difference between the yeild of a given tax levy and the
equalized assessed valuation per pupil or per acher unit which the
state has previously guaranteed for the state.

9v
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Complete State and Fe-leral Support

Hawaii is unique in that public education is supported solely
from state and federal sources with no local leeway. The important
concept displayed by such a funding technique is that if all funds are
derived from state or federal sources, then no local school district
can be advantaged or disadvantaged by local relative taxpaying ability.15

Categorical Grants

Categorical grants are a type of allocation procedure used to
support particular programs or activities. categorical aids have pro-
vided the chief means for state government to influence the operations
of local school districts. Categorical aids have taken several forms
including:

1. payment of a share of local costs of a program;

2. payment of a higher share of program costs in poor
districts than in rich districts;

3. a percentage equalizing type of allocation;

4. payment of the "excess costs" of a program;

5. an absolute sum of dollars for establishing a desired
new program; and

6. payment expressed as an absolute sum.
16



SECTION II

FISCAL ABILITY

Fiscal ability is generally recognized as the amount of resources
available to a governmental agency to generate revenues for public
purposes. The term fiscal ability is widely used interchangeably with
fiscal capacity and should be considered to have an identical meaning
in this report. Because of economic conditions, geographical locations,
demographic factors and many other reasons, variations exist between
states, counties, and school districts as to the amount of revenues
available for financing education. Before any conclusions can be
reached regarding the variations, parameters must be established to
focus attention to the dimensions under consideration.17 As reported
in an earlier section of the study dealing with the economic bases of
South Dakota, consideration is given to the wide categories of income,
consumption, and wealth or property.

Johns and Morphet explained that in early America, the amount of
wealth or property per capita may have been a fair estimate of the
ability of a person to pay taxes, but the ownership of property
no longer is an acceptable measure of the ability of the owner to
pay the tax.18 The authors pointed out that on a personal level,
the most commonly accepted measure of the ability to pay taxes is
the level of income.19 The justification for the latter is the belief
that in the final analysis all financial resources come from income
of one sort or another. The property and income taxes are not the only
tax sources available to governmental units as evidenced by the wide-
spread consumption tax known as the sales tax. The three wider
classifications of taxes have significant differences in the method
of determining the amount of revenue available from each source.
The income tax in particular, but the consumption tax as well, are
dependent to a large extent upon the economic activity of the state,
county, or local unit. While the measures may fluctuate over time,
many studies use per capita income or per household income as a basis
for measuring fiscal capacity. For example, a 1969 study by Johns and
Hamilton reported that South Dakota ranked 35th among the 50 states
when listing gross personal income per capita and providing an
allowance for $750 of basic expenditures and providing for federal
income taxes.2 South Dakota ranked 34th in net personal income per
capita in the same study. It may be beneficial to point out that of
the fifteen states below South Dakota in ranking, only Maine, North
Dakota, Utah, Idaho, and New Mexico were outside the southern states.

In a 1971 research report from NEA, South Dakota ranked 40th
in personal income per school age child and 43rd in personal income
per child in average daily membership (ADM).21 The study did not
reveal reasons explaining the jump from 40 to 43. On the surface,
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an explanation could be that several students are in non-public schools
or are nut attending school. Once again, states ranking lower than
South Dakota included idaho, New Mexico, Utah, and several southern
states.

Tables 6, 7 and 8 in the section of this report dealing with
the economic bases of total personal income and per capita income of
South Dakota, selected neighboring states and the United States,
presented data leading to the conclusion that although South Dakota
ranks well below the national averages in fiscal ability as measured by
income, the increase in the decade of the sixties was favorable.

The sales tax, a tax on consumption, is generally considered as
regressive. That is, the tax falls most heavily on..groups with the
lowest levels of incomes. The National Educational Finance Project
reported that revenues from sales taxes generally increase at about
the same rate as income.22 Retail sales for South Dakota, as shown in
Table 9 of the preceding section dealing with economic bases, have
shown sizable increases in volume for South Dakota. Although the fiscal
ability of the state as measured by retail sales is not high compared
with neighboring states and the United States, favorable trends
indicative of increased revenues are to be noted. If complemented
with state taxes that are less regressive in nature, for example, an
income tax with a graduated rate structure, the sales tax provides a
desirable alternative for state taxation in South Dakota.

The third measure of fiscal ability is assessed valuations of
real and personal property. An analysis of the property tax base in
South Dakota, Table 10, in the section dealing with economic bases of
the state, revealed that locally assessed real property valuations
showed greater increases than for any of the other six states in the
comparison for the years 1956 and 1966. The base, as shown in Table
11, expanded by nearly 50 percent between 1962 and 1972.

Although the property tax has come into disfavor because it
places a heavy tax on housing, is subject to inequities in assessments,
is highly regressive and lacks elasticity with regard to yield, the tax
has remained the largest producer of local revenues for schools through-
out the nation.23 In many states, South Dakota included, the tax
provides the majority of the fiscal support for public education. The

UEFP reported that the elasticity of the property tax is 0.8. That is,
when national income increases one percent, property tax revenues are
increased by 0.8 percent.24

Local Fiscal Ability

Property taxes for schools in South Dakota are collected almost
entirely at the local level. Therefore, assessed valuations per pupil
provide a valid unit for the study of local fiscal abilities. The
remaining part of this section of the report deals with an analysis of
local assessed valuations as a determinant of variations in local
fiscal ability. Because of unique variations in type of school districts,
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several school districts were omitted for purposes of refinement of the

analyses. school districts which were excluded are summarized in
Table 15 under columns describing unique characteristics judged to
warrant exclusion. In addition, all 36 common school districts were

excluded. Therefore, the selected sample consisted of 176 independent

school districts.

The selected sample of 176 school districts were ranked from
highest to lowest by local fiscal ability as measured by local assessed
valuation per student in average daily membership (ADM). The re-

spective wealth ratios and rankings are reported in columes two and

three respectively of Table 16. Column four was included to show
relative fiscal ability per ADM if the maximum rates of 24 mills and
40 mills were levied on local agricultural and non-agricultural
property as assessed for the school year of 1971-72. The school

districts were ranked from high to low by the potential amounts of
revenue that could have been available under existing statutory
regulations with current assessment practices. The alternative of an

additional 10 mills by local referendum was omitted from the computa-
tions, because an assumption that such an option is equally open for
approval in all communities does not appear sound.

TABLE 15. South Dakota School Districts Excluded from Local
Fiscal Ability Analysis

Superimposed
High School

Contracting With In Excess of 60 Percent

Another State Federally Financed

Bennett County H.S. Big Stone 5 Douglas

Hoven High School Big Stone 10 Eagle Butte

Stanley County Browns Valley Shannon County

High School Elk Mountain Smee

Sully Superimposed Greater Scott Todd County

High School Hendricks
Hermanson
Hoyt
Northwest
Wachter

The data in column six were included to show the potential
amounts of local property tax revenue per ADM that could have been
available if all property were assessed at true and full value and
taxes were levied on the statutory level of 60 percent of the true

and full value. The school districts were ranked from high to low under
such conditions and the respective rankings are reported in column 7.
The Fairview school district was omitted ih columns 4-7 because the
district did not operate an elementary school in 1971-72 and was

t-)
0,0.4
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TABLE 16. Fiscal Ability Per ADM and Rankings by Three Selected Measures--176
Selected South Dakota Independent School Districts, 1971-1972

School
District

Assessed
Valuations
Per ADM
1971-1972 Rank

Maximum Revenue Per ADM

Present
Percent Rank

At 60
Percent Rank

Harding
Fairview

$ 56,360
55,982

1

2

$1,427 1 $2,467 1

(Did not operate elementary school)
Draper 52,973 3 1,388 2 2,058 2

Forrestburg 40,614 4 1,019 5 1,420 7

Oelrichs 40,293 5 1,060 3 1,762 3

Bison 38,848 6 1,015 6 1,650 4

Crestbard 37,769 7 961 7 1,267 16

Wakonda 37,621 8 955 8 1,298 14

Harrold 36,999 9 931 10 1,413 8

Midland 36,737 10 1,027 4 1,595 5

Haakon 36,250 11 947 9 1,458 6

Doland 35,189 12 904 14 1,342 11

Conde 34,898 13 900 15 1,330 12

Wood 34,801 14 894 16 1,402 9

Lyman 34,671 15 922 11 1,366 10

Glenham 33,510 16 906 13 1,225 17

Plankinton 32,964 17 871 17 1,186 18

Murdo 32,628 18 909 12 1,320 13

Oldham 31,922 19 817 24 1,110 31

Hitchcock 31,894 20 804 28 1,168 21

Gayville Volin 31,448 21 828 22 949 56

Tulare 31,409 22 709 32 1,151 25

Java 31,295 23 817 25 1,120 27

Freeman 30,853 24 867 18 1,114 29

Centerville 30,649 25 814 26 1,064 39

Sully Buttes 30,280 26 823 23 1,268 15

Roscoe 30,266 27 809 27 1,120 28

Menno 30,175 28 829 21 1,051 41

Northwestern 30,144 29 775 34 1,153 24

Bowdle 29,843 30 835 19 1,104 34

Langford 29,426 31 763 35 1,084 35

Platte 29,162 32 804 29 1,033 43

Irene 29,106 33 751 38 874 79

Rutland 28,970 34 717 48 937 60

Wall 28,957 35 832 20 1,178 19

5
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TABLE 16 (Continued)

Assessed
Valuations

School Per ADM Present At 60

District 1971-1972 Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank

Maximum Revenue Per ADM

Eureka $ 28,738 36 $ 794 31 $1,158 23

Alcester 28,707 37 763 36 1,110 32

Ipswich 28,627 38 786 33 1,081 37

Bristol 28,430 39 762 27 1,021 45

Groton 28,327 40 739 40 1,161 22

Artesian 28,135 41 711 50 980 48

Hurley 27,991 42 736 41 993 49

Wessington 27,831 43 724 43 1,082 36

Kimball 27,720 44 721 45 1,128 26

Warner 27,637 45 709 53 1,111 30

Delmont 27,596 46 716 49 997 48

Geodes 27,343 47 710 51 960 55

Willow Lake 26,966 48 703 56 976 51

Carthage 26,923 49 702 58 905 71

Hyde 26,667 50 721 46 1,110 33

Hanson 25,643 51 704 c: 923 64

Tripp 26,532 52 741 :t" 936 61

Ramona 26,457 53 675 ,..4 868 82

Wessington Springs 26,454 54 703 57 973 52

Faulkton 26,417 55 710 52 930 63

Miller 26,354 56 720 47 1,030 44

Selby 26,061 57 724 44 961 54

Calome 25,978 58 663 70 1,074 38

New Effington 25,784 59 676 63 843 90

Mount Vernon 25,735 60 655 75 920 66

Canistota 25,638 61 726 42 879 75

Kadoka 25,627 62 702 59 1,169 20

Bradley 25,518 63 661 71 916 67

Corsica 25,359 64 675 65 923 65

Scotland 25,217 65 682 61 855 88

Wolsey 25,175 66 671 67 947 57

Viborg 25,171 67 691 60 909 70

Tri County 25,043 68 679 62 910 69

Corona 24,883 69 622 85 802 100

White Lake 24,812 70 639 79 874 80
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TABLE 16 (Continued)

School
District

Assessed
Valuations
Per ADM
1971-1972 Rank

Maximum Revenue Per ADM

Present
Percent Rank

At 60
Percent Rank

Canova $ 24,803 71 $ 642 78 $ 810 97

Lake Preston 23,94: 72 651 76 886 74

Alpena 23,926 73 626 64 876 78

West River 23,832 74 658 73 1,059 40

Howard 23,730 75 661 72 789 103

Iroquois 23,676 76 607 88 867 84

Veblen 23,583 77 615 87 837 91

Beresford 23,349 78 6S6 74 888 73

Clark 23,298 79 651 77 855 89

Gregory 23,122 80 668 69 963 53

Salem 23,048 81 631 82 818 96

Rosholt 22,979 82 633 80 782 106

Pollock 22,933 83 799 30 1,021 46

South Shore ;2,597 84 580 103 795 101

North Brown 22;530 85 605 9] 916 68

Newell 22,475 86 606 89 1,014 47

Hamlin 22,395 87 620 86 824 94

Leola 22,328 88 585 100 869 81

Avon 22,304 89 591 96 746 120.

Timber Lake 22,273 90 675 66 1,034 42

Egan 22,260 91 575 108 804 98

Herreid 22,140 92 601 92 776 108

Grant Deueli 22,124 93 560 113 755 116

Elkton 22,069 94 577 107 752 117

Florence 21,922 95 559 114 804 99

Marion 21,642 96 670 68 868 8,

Tri Valley 21,553 97 580 104 877 77

Isabel 21,353 98 5h7 99 943 58

Dell Rapids 21,320 99 598 93 878 76

Estelline 21,300 100 583 102 761 113

Winner 21,276 101 606 90 943 59

Astoria 21,231 102 550 121 748 119

Burke 21,140 103 589 98 864 85

Fairfax 21,110 104 556 116 hr 91

Vermillion 21,000 105 705 54 857 87
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TABLE 16 (Continued

School
District

Assessed
Valuations
Per ADM
1971-1972 Rank

Maximum Revenue Per ADM

Present
Percent Rank

At 60
Percent Rank

Britton $ 20,943 106 $ 584 .101 $ 792 102

Hudson 20,756 107 592 95 737 125

Spencer 20,739 108 579 105 788 104

Stickney 20,707 109 538 128 740 123

New Underwood 20,575 110 627 83 901 72

Parkston 20,490 111 579 106 742 122

Henry 20,357 112 534 131 /63 112

Flandreau 20,242 113 570 110 '30 107

Clear Lake 20,185 114 535 129 129 129

Colman 20,144 115 555 118 765 111

Ethan 20,114 116 522 138 704 137

Arlington 20,088 117 545 124 723 132

Deubrook 19,939 118 527 133 696 141

White River 19,915 119 509 142 761 114

Waverly 19,820 120 485 156 707 136

Chester 19,819 121 525 136 700 139

Hosmer 19,711 122 519 139 734 127

Jefferson 19,553 ,m4404. 123 556 117 825 93

Letcher 19,463 124 50E 144 680 147

Montrose 19,445 44'25
4539

126 774 109

De Smet 19,419 126 549 122 734 128

Wilmot 19,402 127 525 137 635 157

Redfield 19,290 128 591 97 788 105

Lemon 19,157 129 573 109 859 86

Canton 18,985 130 552 119 677 148

Bon Homme 18,927 131 535 130 671 150

Harrisburg 18,723 132 513 141 625 162

Armour 18,677 133 539 127 728 130

Bone Steel 18,424 134 498 148 727 131

Milbank 18,271 135 558 115 696 142

Parker 18,214 136 498 149 681 146

Lennox 18,161 137 505 145 645 155
Sioux Valley 17,940 138 499 147 633 159

Custer 17,890 139 566 111 931 62

Webster 17,765 140 543 125 692 143

r-



TABLE 16 (Continued
34

Assessed Maximum Revenue Per ADM
Valuations

School Per ADM Present At 60
District 1971-1972 Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank

Yankton $ 17,684 141 $ 632 81 $ 684 144
Chamberlain 17,575 142 519 140 744 121
Meade 17,483 143 505 146 737 126
Summit 17,455 144 436 165 542 170
Rosyln 17,355 145 468 161 633 160

Cary 16,906 146 472 159 626 161
East Charles Mix 16,811 147 469 160 605 164
Baltic 16,610 148 487 154 739 124
McIntosh 16,537 149 490 151 770 110
Castlewood 16,367 150 434 167 586 166

Brandon Valley 16,357 151 551 120 709 135
Garretson 16,288 152 445 164 676 149
Mitchell 16,176 153 594 94 756 115
Lake Central 16,095 154 526 134 664 152
Woonsocket 16,045 155 460 163 584 167

Brookings 15,634 156 563 112 704 138
Edgemont 15,231 157 490 152 698 140
West Central 15,051 158 425 168 651 154
Gettysburg 14,433 159 526 135 684 145
Pierce 14,140 160 533 132 634 158

Watertown 14,133 161 508 143 668 151
McLaughlin 14,000 162 392 172 602 165
Lead Deadwood 13,907 163 548 123 822 95
Andes Central 13,881 164 396 171 508 173
Aberdeen 13,510 165 495 150 751 118

Belle Fourche 13,438 166 461 162 653 153
Spearfish 13,309 167 478 157 719 133
Huron 13,095 168 473 158 637 156
Elk Point 12,942 169 379 173 553 169
Hot Springs 12,476 170 415 169 616 163

Waubay 12,441 171 357 174 455 174
Sioux Falls 12,363 172 488 153 712 134
Mobridge 12,341 173 486 155 532 172
Hill City 11,942 174 435 166 572 168
Sisseton 10,565 175 314 175 375 175
Rapid City 10,116 176 398 170 538 171

Sources: Compiled from: (1) data supplied by the South Dakota
Department of Public Instruction and (2) data taken from ASBSD Bulletin,
Vol. XXVI, No. 8, April 15, 1973, p. 2.
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therefore under a different statutory millaqe limitation than the other

175 school district:: in the comparison. Harding County Independent
District No. 4 ranked first for all three measures.

With regard to fiscal ability as measured by local assessed
valuation per ADM, Harding County Independent District No. 4 had nearly
six times the fiscal ability of the Rapid City Independent District
No. 1, which ranked 176 in the comparison.

When comparisons were made based on potential local revenue
per ADM at current assessment percentages, Sisseton Independent No. 1
moved to the last place ranking (175 because of the omission of Fairview
Independent No. 1) with a differential of about four times the fiscal
ability in Harding as in Sisseton. Rapid City moved up to 170 in the

comparison.

When fiscal ability was based on maximum potential local revenue
if maximum rates were levied at the statutory 60 percent level of true
and full property value, Sisseton retained the last place ranking with
a ratio of about 1:5 with Harding.

The inadequacies of current local property assessment practices
were clearly demonstrated by the wide variatons in fiscal ability
rankings for many of the school districts.

To bring the variations in local fiscal ability as measured by
assessed valuations per ADM into clearer focus, the data were collapsed
into ten frequency intervals of $5,000 each. The number of districts

in each interval and the actual range in fiscal ability within the interval
are shown in Table 17. Only three school districts, Harding, Fairview
and Draper, had in excess of $41',000 pe: ADM as a local property tax base.
Nine districts fell between $35,389 and $40,614 per ADM. The remaining

164 districts provide a remarkably normal distribution between $10,116
and $34,898 per ADM.

When size of the school districts in ADM by selected intervals was
compared with fiscal ability by selected categories of assessed
valuation per ADM, the revelation of a distinctly inverse relationship
between size of school district and fiscal ability was noted. An

analysis of the data in Table 18 clearly demonstrates such a phenomenon.
The eleven largest school districts have less than $20,000 per ADM while
the 29 districts with the highest fiscal ability have fewer than 750
students in ADM.
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TABLE 17, Frequencies and RAnge of :Wlesca V.3luations per ADM by
:;eleted rntervals--south Dako, 1071-1072

I

Assessed Valuation
Per ADM Interval

. .

mber of
:)i8tricts

Actual Range

High Low

$55,000 - $59,999 2 $56,360 - $55,982
50,000 - 54,999 1 $52,973
45,000 - 49,999 0

40,000 - 44,999 2 40,614 - 40,293
35,000 - 39,999 7 38,848 - 35,389
30,000 - 34,999 17 34,898 - 30,144
25,000 - 29,999 39 29,843 - 25,043
20,000 - 24,999 49 24,883 - 20,088
15,000 - 19,999 41 19,939 - 15,051
10,000 - 14,999 18 14,433 - 10,116

176 Mean A.V. = $23,620

Source: Compiled from data supplied by the South Dakota Department
of Public Instruction.

TABLE 18. Frequencies of Assessed Valuations Per ADM for Selected
Categories of School Districts by Size in ADM, 1971-1972

Assessed
Valuation
Per ADM
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$55,000 - $59,999 1
1

50,000 - 54,999 1

45,000 - 49,999
40,000 - 44,999 2

35,000 - 39,999 2 4 1
30,000 - 34,999 5 8 4
25,000 - 29,999 9 16 10 3 1
20,000 - 24,999 13 15 9 9 1 2
15,000 - 19,999 4 14 I 4 5 2 1

-
, 3

10,000 - 14,999 1 5 2 3 1 1 2 3

TOTALS 37 59 35 16 5 4 3 5 3

Source: Compiled from data supplied by the south Dakota Department
of Public Instruction,
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Table wa:: included to show a geographic distribution of the

districts by i.;Lal ability. The six South Dakota Planning Districts,

as shown in Figure 1. of the introductory secton of the report, were

selected as convenience geographi. groups.

TABLE 19, Frequencies of Assessed Valuations per ADM by selected
inteyals--south Dakota Planning Districts, 1971-1972

Assessed
Valuation
Per ADM

Planning District

TotalsI II III IV V VI

$55,000 - $59,999 1 1 2

50,000 - tA,999 1 1

45,000 - 49,999 0

40,000 - 44,999 1 1 2

35,000 - 39,999 1 2 4 7

30,000 - 34,999 1 1 4 5 6 17

25,000 - 29,99 5 5 12 12 3 2 39

20,000 - 24,999 17 8 9 7 6 2 49

15,000 - 19,999 10 10 9 6 3 3 41

10,000 - 14,999 1 2 1 4 4 6 18

TOTALS 34 27 36 37 27 15 176

:source: Compiled from data supplied by the South Dakota Department

of Public Instruction.

The greatcst extrems in fiscal ability occur in Regions IV and
VI while Region I shows the least variation.

Relationships between fiscal ability by selected categories of
assessed valuation per ADM and size of school district in ADM are shown
for each of the six planning districts in Tables 20 through 25.

C
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TABLE 20. Frequeneis t S,Alool Districts by :;(4tiotod cateLjories of Fiscal

Ability and South Dakota Planning District I, 1971-1972

Assessed
Valuation
Per ADM

iikle of Ilchool District in ADM

o 0 0 0 0
a, 4.) 4.) 4.) 4.)

Lr

o o 0
4i 4.) 4.) ci a, c) ch c) ch c) aN c) oh CD

W C, -2. In CI C) Cr) C) aN C) CA O $4
ql O O al 0 ::1 cl al () CV r4 Cr 0 0, C) lil C) Cr) C) W
O V) 0 al C) .:P 11) C) . . >
n N -Nzr in N N (T) r4 rA rl ri rl C4 C4 01 01 as 0

$55,000 - $59,999
50,000 - 54,999
45,000 - 49,999
40,000 - 44,999
35,000 - 39,999
30,000 - 34,999 1

25,000 - 29,999 4 1

20,000 - 24,999 6 5 2 4

15,000 - 19,999 2 3 2 1 1 1

10,000 - 14,999 1

TOTALS 13 9 4 4 1 1 1 1

nrr. 34

TABLE 21. Frequencies of School Districts by Selected Categories of Fiscal
Ability and Size, South Dakota Planning District II, 1971-1972

Assessed
Valuation
P,:r ADM

Size of School District in ADM

0 0

o o o
4.) 4.) 4.) c ) a l O m c) aN Ooh Ooh c)

0 c) .1' ul Ch C) CI o01 001 0 w
77O c) cl,

0 cl
eD ol c) .1N c) t4 C4 Cr to CA c) ch c) ch c) 0
0 1' in C . >

5' N N tl, to r- r- ch , ...I ,4 ,4 ,4 -4 r4 r4 en en er 0

$55,000 - $59,999
50,000 - 54,999
45,000 - 49,999
40,000 - 44,999
35,000 - 39,999 1

30,000 - -.)4,999 1

25,000 - 29,999 4 1

20,000 - 24,999 2 1 2 1

15,000 - 19,999 1 3 2 1 2 1

10,000 - 14,999 1 1

TI)TALS 3 10 6 3 2 1 1 1

27
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TABLE 22. Frequencies of School Districts by Selected Categories of Fiscal
Ability and Size, South Dakota Planning District III, 1971-1972

Size of School District in ADM
11

Assessed 4J
o

44
o

44
o

44
o

2 g
0 0 0

Valuation 4.) 4J 4.) oa% oal oa% oa, o m o
w o ir in 0 OM OM OM 0 1.4

Per ADM la o o a% o a% o a% o cv cv vr in a% o cs o01 o wa 0 Ln cs o .4. in cs y
O N NV LSI N N M ri .-1 ri ri .-1 .-1 NN m 01 V O

$55,000 - $59,999
50,000 - 54,999
45,000 - 49,999
40,000 - 44,999 1

35,000 - 39,999
30,000 - 34,999 3 1

25,000 - 29,999 3 4 4 1

20,000 - 24,999 2 4 1 1 1

15,000 - 19,999 1 3 1 1 1 2

10,000 - 14,999 1

TOTALS 7 14 7 3 2 1 2

n= 36

TABLE 23. Frequencies of School Districts by Selected Categories of Fiscal
Ability and Size, South Dakota Planning District IV, 1971-1972

Size of School District in ADM

Assessed 4J
o

2 2 2 1
Valuation 2 4944 om om om om om 0

W OV MM OM OM OM OWPer ADM T1 .ao 0 al o al o al ON cv yr u-, ON 001 001 0 W
I71 mm OV OM >

O N NV ON NM ,I.-1 .-1.-1 .--1.-1 NN 4,4 tr 0
$55,000 - $59,999
50,000 - 54,999
45,000 - 49,999
40,000 - 44,999

1

35,000 - 39,999 2

30,000 - 34,999 1 3 1

25,000 - 29,999 2 5 2 2 1

20,000 - 24,999 .1 2 2 2

15,000 - 19,999 4 2

10,000 - 14,999 1 1 1 1

TOTALS 5 16 6 4 3 1 1 1

n = 37 ."
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TABLE '24. Frequencies of .k-,hool District 1.7 Cutequriet: of Fiscal
Ability an.1 DakQta DiAlri_t V, 1971-197'2

. _

::i2e of :;cnool fAstrict in ADM

Assessed o 0 0
0
4.1

0

1.4 4.1 4-J 4.4 -) IN -) 0, 0 O 0 0 IN 0Valuation .1. ,--.) .-44 in (7, 41 0 cr, 0 :3-. 0 :.-4
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$55,000 $59,999
50,000 - 54,999 1

45,000 - 49,999
40,000 - 44,999
35,000 - 39,999 2 1 1

-30,000 - 34,999 3 1.

25,000 - 29,999 2 1

20,000 - 24,999 2 2 1 1
15,000 - 19,999 1

10,000 - 14,999 2 1 1

TOTALS 8 6 9 1 1 1 1

n = 27

TABLE 25. Frequencies of School Districts by Selected Categories of Fiscal
Ability and,Size, South Dakota Planning District VI, 1971-1972

Size of School District in ADM
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Valuation w
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$55,000 - $59,999 1

50,000 - 54,999
45,000 - 49,999
40,000 - 44,999 1

35,000 - 39,999
30,000 - 34,999
25,000 - 29,999 2

20,000 - 24,999 1 1

15,000 - 19,999 1 1
10,000 - 14,999 1 1 2 1 1

TOTALS 1 4 3 1 1 2 2 1

n= 15

G3
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Fiscal Ability Correlations

Briley conducted a s4;udy for the NEFF in revenue variation and
financial ability for each state in the United States.25 Briley studied
a selected distribution of 17 school districts in South Dakota from the
wealthiest school district, Mitchell Independent School District No. 45,
to the poorest school district, Douglas Independent School District
No. 3. The study was conducted using 1968-69 data. The findings for
South Dakota were that a ratio of 12.89 existed between the richest
school district and the poorest school district with an ADM of 1,300
pupils or more. Briley reported that the ratio of revenue per pupil in
the district having the greatest amount of revenue to the district
having the least amount was 1.75. Briley statistically correlated the
per pupil revenues available from local sources, basic state sources,
state categorical sources, and federal sources with the wealth per
pupil in the school districts of the state. Briley found the correla-
tion of local revenue per pupil to the wealth per pupil in South Dakota
was +0.88. .The correlation was found to be statistically significant
at the .01 level. Ihe interpretation of the 0.88 correlation was that
there is a significantly high positive correlation between per pupil
revenues available at the local level and the local wealth per pupil.
The districts with the greatest wealth received the greatest amount of
revenue at the local level. Briley furth;:i found that the correlation
between the per pupil revenues at the state lvel for the basic state
program and the local wealth measure per pupil was -0.83, significant
at the .01 level. The interpretation of the correlation was that
South Dakota apportions the basic state funds inversely to the ability
of the local school district. State categorical revenue had a correla-
tion between per pupil revenue and the wealth per pupil of +0.35. The
correlation was not statistically significant. State categorical
revenue was not nearly as great an equalizing effect as the basic state
revenue. If anything, the correlation revealed that the categorical
state aid had a tendency to disequalize the school districts. When
federal revenues were investigated and the per pupil revenue was
correlated with the wealth per pupil fo each district, the correlation
was -0.68, significant at the .01 level. The low wealth school
districts received more federal revenue per pupil than did the high
wealth school districts.

The findings of Briley revealed that local revenue clearly dis-
equalized and state categorical revenue tended to disequalize while
the basic state allocations and federal allocations were equalizing.
Therefore, the goal of fiscal equalization of educational opportunity
was far from being attained. The facts suggested that basic state
allocations and federal allocations needed to be increased while the
local sources of revenue and state categorical allocations needed to
be reduced to enhance the financial equalization of educational
opportunity within the state.
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Summary

Compared to nei_jhboring states and the United State:: aver iqe, the
state fiscal ability of South Dakota for financing public education is
adequate. Although Lae state fiscal ability may be described generally
as somewhat below the aVOraq.! f(Ir the nation, both retail sales and
income fur the state have hi ii ir:E-eo-;e:; foe the period studied which

were higher than some of the neighboring states and comparable to
percentage increases for the nation.

Wide disparities exist among local school districts with regard
to fiscal ability for local support of education. When measured by
local assessed valuation per student in average daily membership, the
school district with the highest fiscal ability among the sample of
176 independent school districts studied had nearly six times the
fiscal ability of the lowest wealth district.

The differential was somewhat reduced when fiscal ability was
measured by potential local revenue per pupil at current levels of
assessments. Potential revenue at statutory 74 assessment
tended to widen the disparity slightly compated to potential revenue
at current levels of assessments.

Wide differences in rankings of school districts were observed
between potential revenue at current levels of assessments versus the
statutory level of 60 percent of full and true value applied
independently as measures of local fiscal capacity.
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SECTION III

FISCAL EFFORT

Fiscal effort has been generally defined as the extent to which
governmental agencies tax available resources to finance public pro-

jects. More specifically applied to public education, fiscal effort
may be defined as the fiscal exertion applied by a level of government
toward providing educational programs.

The National Educational Finance Project staff studied not only
fiscal capacity but fiscal effort. In reporting on the Johns and
Hamilton study, the NEFP utilized the personal income tax in Oregon
(four to ten percent progressive), a seven percent corporate income
tax, and a five percent sales tax to estimate the amount of dollars which
could become available to the fifty states. South Dakota was found to be

able to generate $235 per capita using the three taxes. The $235 figure

would place the state of South Dakota as number 21 in a ranking of the
fifty states.26 The NEFP also reported:

The NEFP staff used several measures to examine the
extent of the effort being made by the various states
to support local governmental functions in relation
to their fiscal capacity . . . In 1969 the general
revenue available to state and local governments
from their own tax sources totaled $95,011 billion.
Over one-third of this amount, $32,069 billion, con-
sisted of state and local revenue for elementary and
secondary education. When expressed as a percentage
of net personal income, the general revenue of state
and local government accounted for nearly 18.5 percent
of net personal income, with a 6.24 percent of net
personal income being allotted for elementary and
secondary education. The percentage of net personal

income devoted to elementary and secondary education
ranged from a high of 8.9 percent in New Mexico to a low
of 5.0 percent in Nebraska. (South Dakota ranked 34th

with 5.91 percent.) It was found that 33.75 percent of

the general revenue of state and local governments
consisted of revenue for elementary and secondary educa-

tion. The percentage ranged from a high of 39.73 per-
cent in Utah to a low of 25.51 percent in Wyoming.
(South Dakota ranked 48th with 27.15 percent.)27

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations in 1966-67
conducted a study of state and local fiscal capacity and effort to
determine the difference between the capacity of a particular state to

raise revenue and the revenue raised. The capacity was based on the



tile national ay. rago. eenth Dakota has UP! ability tee rale(' revenues
at. a 101 rIto bteed on .t nataoreti ave!aae n of 100.28 In other words,
South Dakoti wae etund to -1,1tIO the capability to generate revenue
slightly above the national average.

Different:es exie. not only between etatee but between districts.
The NEFF' report!: that variatian Iwtwuen thetriefe are greater
than the variations between states.`9 Rossmiller, Halo, and Frohreich
studied seven categories of school districts from major urban districts
to small towns in an effort to relate fiscal capacity to local revenues
available from property, income, and sales.n Retail sales and
effective buying income wore found to be correlated negatively to the
market value of property per pupil in average daily membership. In

the same study, Aianges in fiscal capacity from 1962 to 1967, attributed
to effective buying income on either a per capita or per household
basis, provided "the major source of variation in fiscal capacity among
the school districts."31

St.ite Fiscal Effort

In an earlier section of the report, dealing with sources of
state and local revenue, the primary source of A,.ate revenue for South
Dakota was established as a tax on retail salee. Although various forms
of taxation on incomes have been considered by recent sessions of the
South Dakota Legislature, such a tax had not been adopted at the time
the study was conducted. Comparisons of seta :es of revenue for the
school year 1970 71, by major levels of government for South Dakota,
six :elected neighbnring states and the United States, reported in
Table 26, revealed that the state fiscal effort exerted in South
Dakota is low. Based on the observation with regard to fiscal ability,
likewise noted in earlier sections of the report, state fiscal effort
is not commensurate with the fiscal ability of South Dakota.

Local Fiscal Effort

ior purposes of analyzing local effort, the same 176 school
districts that were identified for. the study of ability were
utilied. Among the iuveral alternatives or 1.3,1aring local fiscal
exertion, annual current opoLat!n per :Itudent in average
daily membership was selected as a defonsible unit of meastize for
comparative analysis. Expenditures fur special education are accounted
for separately from other current oeratin,, exp2rditure:, (General Pund
exp.mditlres), becau,ie of euath Dakota statutory funding considerations.
Hew.:,ver, because s.u;:h expenditure:: are most ai,prupriately classified as
a p4rf '2urrent operation 4or sAlools, the two wore
:otiied to arrive at total current operating expenditures for each of
the selected 176 school districts.

U
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TABLE 26. Percentages of Revenue by Major Governmental Source- -

South Dakota, Six Selected Neighboring States and
the United States Average, 1970-1971

Percentage of Revenues

state Local State Federal

South Dakota 72.3 13.8 13.9

Iowa 71.0 24.3 4.7
Minnesota 47.0 47.4 5.6
Montana 70.5 24.0 5.5

Nebraska 73.8 18.0 8.2

North Dakota 59.4 27.9 12.7
Wyoming 59.3 22.5 18.2

United States 52.1 39.4 8.4

Source: Expenditures and Revenues for Public Elementary and
Secondary Education, 1970-1971, National Center for Educational
Statistics, U.S.O.E.

A distribution of the South Dakota school districts according
to fiscal effort exerted during the 1971-72 school yearmie shown in
Table 27. Eleven selected categories of fiscal ability nom low to
high, as measured by assessed variation per ADM, are seguen0d
column one. The number of districts that fall within each category
of fiscal ability are shown in column two whereas columns three and
four show the high and low annual operating expenditures per student
in ADM for each fiscal ability category. The average or arithmetic mean
per pupil expenditure for each category is shown in column five. The
bottom line, that is, line 12 of the taole, provides a summary for the
total sample of 176 selected independent school districts.

A direct relationship is to be noted betwcen expenditures per
pupil and fiscal ability of the school districts. Generally, greater
fiscal ability in South Dakota is associated with larger per pupil
expenditures. The average assessed valuation per student in ADM was
$23,620 and the average current operating expenditure per student member
in ADM was $791 for the 176 districts during 1971-72. The expenditure
per pupil appears to be a function of the local fiscal ability.

The ten school districts with the highest expenditure per pupil
and the ten districts with the lowest per pupil expenditures were
selected from the total sample of 176 school districts to observe for
differences among the extremes in local effort as measured by local
tax rates for the year 1971-72. The data was reported in Table 28.

C.
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27. Pang. And Averaee of Current. opeAt;n.; !':xpehditures Pet. ADM

by .4:10:ted '.:Ateguries of Ability-176
:;outh Dakota li.opendent 1971-1972:.2

Numbe r

of
AV/ADM Districts

Exoenditurtei ADM

Low

Average Annual
Expenditures

Per ADM

i0,300 12,499 7 866 721 721

12,500 - 14,999 11 855 650 707

15,000 - 17,490 16 059 619 742

17,500 - 11,999 25 038 643 724

20,000 - 22,49) 32 928 601 755

22,500 - 24,999 17 876 663 802

25,000 - 27,499 22 915 668 817

27,500 - 29,999 17 963 703 791

30,000 - 32,499 11 066 675 843

32,500 - 34,999 6 1,0S3 755 005

35,000 up 12 1,388 844 1,054

All districts 176 1,388 A:1 791

Mean A.V. = 523,620
2/All data were rounded to the nearest whole dollar.

Source: Compiled from information supplied by the outh Dakota

Department' of Public instruction.

Although the impact of lesser local wealth coupled with an. excess of
80 percent of fiscal support coming from local sources is not as -.rest
is might have been surmised, with a few exceptions, the local . rtes

were generally higher for the lower ..xpenditure and lower wealth

district:;. ;our districts in tn, lowest expenditure category levied
maximum statutory rates on both clas*ificaLiens of property while only

one in the nignest uategory levied the maximum for 1:37J.-7:'..

The final aral;,s1s of: fis,al etfo, c,.?mparison of curr.Ait

operating expenditures per stuucnt in ADM 'vith size of school distri,.A
utilizing ten selected size categories for students in ADM. The data are

sunnatized in Table 20. The high .tnd low cr pupil exPenditure tor
each district size categury ire .4howu in coluimlf. three and four

respectively while the mean or Aver4oe per pupil expenditure for each
size cat;ory is shown in five.

rAinerally, an inverse relati,,nship can e notu between silly

and fiscal effort as meaburee 1)y per pupil ipenditures in ADM. That

is, with a few ex,2eptiona1 categories, as th,! size of the school

distri .t "he exrenlitute dei:reasr:s. Two variables
that culd contribute to such un into; ;; r-1,0A.:In--;h0 should he noted,
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TABLE 28. Lw7a1 Tax Rates for Operation and Assessed ValulLions Per
AUM f,r the Ten Lowest and the Ten Highest Expenditure
Per Pupil school Districts from 176 Selected Independent
Districts, 1971-1972.

mar

Assessed
Name r'f Valuation
District Per ADM

i4illage Tax Rates'

Expenditures
Per ADM

Agriculture
Levy

Non-
Agriculture

Levy

Lowest Expenditre

Stickney $20,707 $ 601 20.65 33.30

Garretsoa 16,288 619 24.00 40.00

Rapid City 10,116 639 24.00 40.00

Webster 13,758 643 24.00 40.00

Pierre 13,883 650 21 08 34.16

Montrose 12,553 658 21.16 34.32

Gettysburg 12,956 660 20.94 33.88

Lennox 13,662 660 20.68 33.36

Beresford 12,537 CG3 20.18 32.36

Elk Point 12,824 663 24.00 40.00

Highest Expenditure

Cresbard 37,769 988 19.91 31.82

Midland 36,'37 1,017 20.67 33.34

Draper 52,973 1,033 15.88 23.76

Bison 38,848 1,039 21.44 34.88

Wood 34,801 1,053 24.00 40.00

Harrold 36,999 1,097 21.94 35.88

Forrestburg 40,614 1,115 24.00 40.00

Harding 56,360 1,176 15.84 23.68

Oelrichs 40,293 1,189 23.37 38.74

Fairviewa 55,982 1,388 13.51 19.02

aHigh School only

Source: Information from Reports, South Dakota Department of
Public Instruction.
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'.'ALE 29. Range and Average Annual ,Teratin,T 2xponeitures Per ApM

by .-4.10..tod ,:ateories of in ADM--17 :;elected

3outh Dakota independent !%lic.ol Districts, 1971-1972

t,:i.esdiitires Per ADM Average
Number oi Expenditure

ADM Districts High Per ADM

Under 250 37 $1,388 $703 .$893

250 - 499 59 1,176 (01 786

500 - 749 35 "59 619 780

750 - 999 16 8q9 .63 741

1,000 - 1,249 9 6D1 643 718

1,250 - 1,499 E-, 731 667 708

1,500 - 1,999 4 866 698 775

2,000 - 2,999 3 800 667 722

3,000 - 3,099 5 954 650 711

4,000 and over 3 684 63) b69

All Districts 176 1.,388 g01 791

7arexo.r..1:2=7-2 ....-.-=cscv-a=gramittlpr2:3:17=====r.li=1

Source: Information supplied by South Dakota Department of
Public Instruction.

A. All data were rounded to nearest whole,

B. High School only. The second highest expenditure per pupil
in ADM for the smallest district ..ategory occurred in a
school district which accommdated grades 1-12. The per
pupil expenditure was $1,189.

The analy3is of local fiscal ability showed that, in general, the larger
distrits have lower asse!:;'4ed valuationq p.er pupil whilo the

smaller districts tend to have larger avallatle resources for local
taxation. Therefore, the larger )re subject to the

constraint of maximum statutory local levies. ocondly, economies

of scale realized by larger student populations may tend to contribute
to power per pupil co.4t-;. i,wever, both the highest and the lowest per
pipit expenditures Jc:urred in school districts wi!..11 fewer than 500
students in average daily momberthip. Tho range of expenditures was

iteitor among the smaller school districts. Extreme sparsity of
population is an obvious factor fcr in:reased cost in a few districts.
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Summary

The state fiscal effort for financing public education in South
Dakota is well below the effort of neighboring states and the national
average for the states. South Dakota is contributing less than 14 per-
cent of public school revenues from state sources while the average for
the nation is approaching 40 percent. For other states in the
comparison, the range of percentages for state support was from a low
of 18 percent in Nebraska to a high of 47 percent in Minnesota.

Local fiscal effort is generally high compared with other states
and the national average. However, wide disparities occur in fiscal
effort among local school districts in South Dakota. In general,
the larger districts are exerting more local effort by size of tax
levy comparisons, but the smaller districts are spending more per
pupil. Exceptions to such a generalization were observed but trend.)
were apparent.

Conclusions

The following conclusions, drawn from the analysis presented above,
served as a basis for the recommendations for future financing of
public elementary and secondary education in the state of South Dakota.

1. General populations in the state of South Dakota will not
likely experience major !.ncreases during the decade of the
seventies. However, population will likely continue to
shift with the southeastern and west central regions
continuing to increase because of employment patterns
within the state.

2. The population of South Dakota is becoming a younger
population particularly in the currently more populous
areas of the state where employment opportunities tend to
attract younger residents with children. The effect of such
a shift is not anticipated to have a major impact on the
numbers of children to be enrolled in public schools in
most regions of the state.

3. Modest decreases in school enrollments generally can be
anticipated for the decade of the seventies.

4. The economy for the state of South Dakota is generally
concluded to show gradual but continuous improvement.

S. Taxes on retail sales and income provide two favorable
alternativea. for future sources of state revenue in South
Dakota. Both taxes provide elastic sources of revenue,
particularly a graduated income tax, in times of an
inflationary national etonomy. The two taxes harmonize to

M' 9-2
;4.1
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provide equity for taxpayers. The r.:ressive nature of the

sales tax cda be balanced by , much less r,:oressive
graduated income tax.

6. Local scheol dietricts, dependent primarily upon the local
property tax, arc cir,ing a disproportionate share of the
total cost of pro:iding educational services for children
ie the state of South 'Dakota.

7. Large disparities exist in the local ability of school
districts to finance public education in South Dakota.

8. The Local property tax, as currently administered,
exaggerates inequities otherwise present in local fiscal
ability among South Dakota school districts. Local assessed
values as a percentage of full and true value for both
classes of property - agricultural and non-agricultural,
but agricultural to the greatest degree - fall well below
the statutory level, that is, taxes being levied on 60
percent oC full and true value. Wide vafiatiuns lu assess-
ment percentages were observed among the counties of the
state.

9. The Local property tax base has, however, shown favorable

growth for the state as a whole, particularly locally
assessed real property.

10. The South Dakota Legislature has failed to appropriate
adequate amounts of money for the past several years to
fully fund the minimum foundation program.

11. The curreat minimum foundation proyram, although increased
for 197374 to $8,500.per classroom unit, is unrealistic
for contemporary state financing of education. At average
current operating expenditlires for school districts in
South Dakota of nearly $800 t_er student in ADM, the annual
cost for a classroom unit defined as 25 students in ADM
would be totally valued at 520,000. The low level of
clasWrobm unit financing does nut 12.rillit the program to
have a significant impact on equalizing for differentials
in local fiscal al.tfity.

12, (:aLegorical grants such as the state special education
financing program are allocated on a basis unrelated to
local fiscal ability and may tend, in fact, to disequalize
state aid for South Dakota school districts.

13. Local revenue per pAtil it; highly correlated with local

fiscal ability. :everal low wealth tichool districts were
levying the maximum Atatut-ory local mCllage which tends to
place a ceiling on expan6ion of educational programs.

1°,001
tA
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14. Fiscal effort for p:Jviding public education at the state
level in South Dakota is the lowest among a group consisting
of surrounding states. The average state effort for the
United states is nearly three times the state fiscal effort
of South Dakota.

15. The local fiscal effort exerted generally by school districts
in the state of South Dakota is among the highest for the
nation. However, wide disparities exist in the degree of
fiscal exertion among school districts related to size and
fiscal ability. The larger districts, in general, have.
lower local fiscal ability but exert greater fiscal effort.

16. If present trends in population distribution continue for
the state of South Dakota, disparities in both local fiscal
ability and local fiscal effort will continue to widen.

17. The state of South Dakota has adequate fiscal resources
available for state taxation to appropriately finance public
elemen_ary and secondary education in the foreseeable
future. Economic trends for the state have a history of
modest but stable growth. All indicators lead to the
conclusion that potential for financing is educational
programs for boys and girls of the stab . favorable if the
electorate of the state is willing to express, through
elected state officials, the demand for expanded effort.
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A STUDY AND ANWOII:.; op THE .-:PAR;:lTY FACTOR IN
ThL APPORTIONMENT oF Sn's;TII DAKOTA ;iTATF. L;C.11( 101 SUPPORT FUNDS*

rhe purpose of Lhi.i v..1!; 1114: it;f.1 Of a sparsity

factor in the apportionment of state school support. funds to South
Dakota school districts. The study raised the following questions
for analysis:

1. What are the policies for the apportionment of state
aid in South Dakota, and how do these policies define
sparsity as a factor in the state aid apportionment
formula?

2. What were the relationships, if any, between the sparsity
factor and educational costs during the most recent
year?

3. What are the implications of this study's findings
for reform in state aid apportionment in South Dakota?

The Foundation Program in South Dakota

The state policies underlying the South Dakota foundation program
are found in SDC 13-13-11 as amended:

"It is the purpose
distribution of state

The policies stated under

1. Education is a state

to establish a procedure for the
funds to local school districts."

this law are:

and local function.

2. No one source of taxation should bear an excessive
burden of the costs of education.

3. In order to provide reasonable equality in school tax
rates among the various scliol districts in the state
and to provide reasonable equality of educational
opportunity for all the children in Lhe state, the
state shall assist in diving a basic educational
opportunity to each student by contributing foundation
program funds toward the support of his educational
program.

*A -tulv 1-rforrned Jamvs Dpartil tht of Educational
Administration, univitv of ':olrrado, ;oulder.

0),$44

$ 1
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4. Poundation program state aid should be distributed
to !whool districts in accordance with the formula
as provided in 13-13-10 to 13-13-41, inclusive.

5. A minimum of twenty-five percent of the total general
fund expenditures of the school districts of the
state for the preceding school fiscal year should be
distributed annually to school districts as a found-
ation program.

6. No school district should be eligible to receive
foundation program state aid which does not provide
an educational program which meets the requirements
and standards as provided in 13-13-10 to 13-13-41,
inclusive.

The "sparsity" factor is computed by applying computed lines
of best fit to both elementary and secondary pupil enrollments for
a district. Applying this equation produces " CRU's," or Classroom

Units. In the case of both elementary and secondary CRU's, they
cannot exceed the actual number of these teachers employed in the
district. In effect, then, the so-called sparsity factor is an
economy of scale factor and a staffing guideline. Economies of

scale, as applied to public school education, assume that large
pupil enrollment districts can provide educational goods and
services at lesser unit costs than can smaller pupil enrollment
districts.

The only true "sparsity" factor is the provision that a
one teacher school may be counted as one CRU.

Two additional observations to be made are:

1. The lines of best fit are computed from past staffing
practices, and

2. There is no distinction made for any factors other
than pupil enrollment, elementary and 'secondary, and
the one teacher school.

In order to understand the size factor as applied in the apportion-
ment formula, a number of concepts are developed and the total
apportionment program for 1973-74 are detailed.

The Formula

Several concepts are necessary in order to understand the actual
computation of state aid to be allocated to the local school districts.
These concepts and definitions are as follows:



.:11turtl pr,-)vert... t
: "iltural -)ses land. lye-

C., , harn;i, t't 2

A. A: state ani .-;!_ructs are theoreti:ally
asseseA .tt ::o'ri'ent of tr_, value: but in p-acti::e,
,:ounty A:;s.:!,;!iment rraz:t:_.es var !. 2he assessed value
o su;:h F: erty let:rmine...1 by the .)unty Board
of 2ommissioners through a 2ounty Assessor.

B. A;ricultural Personal Property, such as machinery
aid 11,estock, is assessed more uniformly throughout
the state at the 60 percent rate. Thio necessitates
treating the two categories of agricultural property
differently.

2. Non-Agri:ultural property is all ot)--:; property except
utilities.

A. Non-Aq seal Estate and Structures are theoretically
assessed at 60 percent of true value; but in practice,
county assessment practices vary. The assessed
value of such property is determined by the County
Board of Commissioners through a County Assessor.

B. Non-Ag Personal Property, such as household goods,
is assessed more uniformly throughout the state
at the 60 percent rate. This necessitates treating the
two categories of Non-Ag property differently.

NOTE: The major reason for the two categories of Ag
and Non-Ag property is the method of determining
tax rates for the two. Both types of property
are taxed at the :;amc rate for the first eight
(9) mills; then for every mill Ag property is
taxed, Non-Ag property is taxed at the rate of
two (2) mills. The maximum rates are twenty -four
(24) mills on Ag property and forty (40) mills
on Non -Ag property.

3. Rural Ratio Factor is the ratio between the state
average weighted assessed valuation and the county
average weighted assessed valuation for rural property.

4. Urban Ratio Factor is the same ratio as above, except
that it is al:plied to the urban property.

J. Factr is the iame ratio as above,
except that it is applied to the utilities.



57

6, ;;La.t. App)rtionment refers to the permanent school
fund maintained by the state from the sale of school
lands in the state and interest on that money. Each

district receives an allocation based on the number
of pupils.

7. CRU (Classroom Unit) as used in South Dakota is actually
a weighted classroom unit. It refers to the basic need
unit of the formula, and it is determined by a set number
of pupils per unit.

The following units of allocation and computations are necessary
to r nplete the formula:

1. Flat Grant support is set at $1,350.00 for the 1973-74
school year (covering 1972-73 figures).

2. CRU determination is made from the following tables:

TABLE 1 (13-13-22 s.D.C.). For Elementary School CRU

Total Average Daily Membership
.of Lower Grade School Pupils

in the School District Multiplicand

Addition
Factor

Constant

00.000 through 46.506 +.012042 +1.901461

46.507 through 181.534 +.044834 +0.376446

181.35 through 226.300 +.014995 +5.772454

226.301 and over +.040503 0.0000000

TABLE 2 (13-13-23 S.D.C.). For Secondary School CRU

Total Average Daily Membership
of Lower Grade School Pupils

in the school District Multiplicand

Addition
Factor

Constant

00.000 through 96.269 +.042086 +2.149407

96.270 through 299.077 +.047712 +1.607799

2)9.078 through 491.588 +.033150 +5.962965

491.589 and over +.045280 0.0000000
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Actual computations are made by multiplying the ADM
for oach unit times the appropriate multiplicand,
then the addition factor constant is added to that
number. Independent School Districts can add ten
peicent to each of the above figures for administra-
tion and supervision. Then, one-teacher schools may
be added at the rate of one unit per school.

3. Compute Qualifying Levy as follows:

A. ((Ag Real Estate + Ag Structures + TBDA*)
X (State Ave. Assessment Ratio/County Ave.
Assessment Ratio)) + (All other Ag property)
X (13 mills).

B. ((Non -Ag Real Estate + Non-Ag Structures) X
(State Ave. Assessment Ratio/County Ave.
Assessment Ratio)] + [(Utilities) X (Utilities
Ave. Assessment State Ratio/Utilities Ave.
Assessment Ratio for County)] + [(All other Non-Ag
property)] X (18 mills).

C. Total A and B for Qualifying Levy.

4. Compute CRU (total) as follows:

A. ADM-elementary (except those in one-teacher
schools) X Table 1 (S.D.C.) value for that
district's elementary enrollment total. (This

number cannot exceed the actual number of
elementary teachers.)

B. ADM - secondary X the appropriate Table 2 value

for that district's secondary enrollment total.
(This tLtal CRU cannot exceed the actual number
of secondary teachers.)

C. Ten (10) percent of each of the above numbers
can b' added to the total to cover the added
costs of administration and supervision.
(If computing for an Independent District.)

D. The number of one-teacher schools, since each
onA, is counted as one CRU.

E. The sum of A, B, C (if an Independent District) ,
and D is the total CRU for the district.

*TBDA refers to Tax Base Depleting Allowance. This is state owned
land within the local districts which is leased to local operators
for range-land. Thoir lease payments are returned to the local
districts on a prorate basis.

st
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5. Compute Income for the district as used in the formula
as follows:

A. Tuition payments received from other districts
or parents (except those distributions from the
old County High School Tuition Fund surpluses.)

B. State Apportionment.

C. Qualifying Levy as computed above.

D. Flat Grant total.

E. Total A, B, C, and D for Income computation.

6. Compute Local Tax Effort as follows:

A. (All Ag property) X (actual mill- levy for Ag
property).

B. (All Non-Ag property) X (actual mill levy for Non-
Ag property).

C. Total A and B for Local Tax Effort.

7. Transportation aid is computed as follows:

A. Adjusted bus transportation cost (maximum payment
of l8 per mile).

B. Mileage paid to parents.

C. Board and room paid.

D. Fifty (50) percent of the total of A, B, and C less
any specifically designated receipts for transportation.
This year the total from this should be multiplied
by about ninety (90) percent.

The formula for state aid computation can now be most simply
stated in the following manner:
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:',TATE AID = (CRU X Flat Grant uf S1,350) + ((CRU X a) X .77j**

((.50 X b) X .901,

--
Where a is the lesser of ((CRU X $8,500) +

payments( or (District General Fund Expenditures
- Transportation Expcaditures) - District
Income (as noted)

and b is the total allowable transportation
expense (net),

And .77 is a flexible percentage which depends
upon appropriations,

and .50 is the percentage of payment built into
the authorizing legislation,

and .90 is a flexible percentage which depends
upon appropriations.

Review of Other Studies

There has been much study and reporting concerning the wide
variations that exist in the area of per pupil expenditures in land
among public school districts. This literature can be divided

into three broad categories. First, those that deal in general terms
with these expenditure variations and their probable causes. Second,

those that detail research stud.es concerning these variations. And
finally, those that propose al::ernatives or possible public policy to

meet the variation problem.

Since the courts have %)ecome increasingly involved in the whole
problem of how expenditure variations affect students, it is appro-
priate to first poiht out an article by justice Wright) which focuses

on the legal crux of the expenditure controversy. He pleas for

courts to proceed cauticusly in the area of per pupil expenditure
litigation, warning that if the courts are too dynamic in their
decisions--Ind thereby do not allow at least some reasonable tolerance

**The equalization portion of the formula can be participated in

by only those districts which have qualified. Qualification for

such participation is determined as follows:

The local Tax Effort (as previously noted) must be larger than
the gualifyinq Levy (as previously notr?d). When this is not

the case, the district involved cannot receive that portion of
thr state aid; however, it dos not eliminate it from the Flat

(irant and Transportation portions.



between high and low expenditures per educational unit--they may forfeit
all local control to :ftate legislatures who will move to full state
funding to avoid further litigation.-

Another article expla'ns the situation in statistical terms.
Rudiger and Pollack3 deal sivth witn the Cost of Education Index
which appears yearly in Sci:,! Mn.):jement. They deal with the raw
data of expenditures and costs, and they also develop some insights
concerning the implications of variations in these financial aspects.
They report in depth the. fifteen function and object categories.
of budgeting over the last six years, comparing these functions with
seven district size and regional groups throughout the United States.
Their basic conclusion is that regional differences show greater range
in cost variability than do district size factors.

In the area of specific research concerning cost variability
it should be pointed out that most of the studies done are rather
parser in scope. Therefore, generalizing from the study findings
must be done with caution. Perhaps the best research summary

. on variations is presented by the University of New York and the
New York State Department Bureau of Educational Finance Research.4
This study identifies four major factors in per pupil expenditure
variations: (1) Local property tax base per pupil, (2) local tax
rate per pupil, (3) size-location index, and (4) professional staff
per pupil ratio. Using fifty New York counties as a sample, the
study reported: (1) The tax base is the most important determinant
of expenditure levels, (2) the tax rate is the test expression of
the local boards' level of effort, (3) certain diseconomies of scale
do exist in large districts, but riall districts with less than 1,000
students a1. so have increased exl ..ses in some areas, (4) the staff-
pupil ratio is a strong indicato, of quality in education and should,
therefore, be subject to differential weights based upon local
discretion in developing educational programs.

Other studies of less depth have also been developed. Rajpal's 5

study showed that there is a positive correlation between expenditure
letels and the Iowa Test scores, leading to the implication that
Increased variation in cost expenditures will lead to increased

'iation in ,the quality of the education in our schools. Mort,6
others, agreed with Rajpal in stating that there is a strong

relationship between expenditures and the quality of an educational
program. He believed that those districts who spend more, add
more to the range of education of their students and focus better
upon the needs of those children. Miner7 concluded that per capita
educational expenditures varied directly in proportion to the
economic capacity of the state, the relative number of children
to be educated, the proportion of pupils in secondary schools,
and the salary levels of beginning teachers. He also stated that
expenditures are inversely related to the density of the pop-
ulation of students in a SMSA. hurkhead8 basically, agreed with
Miner in his school finance text.



Another study, by Fisher,9 stated that per capita income is
the most ,msistunt determinant or expenditure levels in education,
a fact which may relate as well to cost variations. Tn an older
study, Brazerl° pointed out that population density and median
income have little t..) do with per capita expenditures. In fact,

according to Brazer, the percentage growth of the density and
income had a negative effect on expenditures. A study, which
presented a.very strong argument, is developed by Rumbaugh, Donavan,
Uuysey, and Schooley." This study reported that there is a higher
relation between K-12 instructional expenditure and achievement
in large districts than in small ones. The authors stated that
in districts with 2,000 to 0,019 students her no significant
relationship between expenditure and achievement. Expenditures
make a difference in large districts, thereby leading to the
implication that for varying costs to be equalized, there may
be an optimal district size which a state should strive for.

In the area of proposed alternatives, three recent studies
seem to be most useful. First, Sklar12, 13 has developed two
reports to the President's Commission on School Finance. The
first is a review of per pupil expenditure make-up, and it
serves as a background review of the variation problem. He

stated that the main reason for controversy lies with three
problems in identifying expenditures. First, there are a

variety of ways of presently calculating expenditures. Second,

the present sw!tem of formulation is not always as functional
as it might be. And third, there is extreme difficulty in
comparing district costs throughout a state. He suggested that
the U.S. Offi..e of Education should develop more definitive
guidelines for budgeting, and he also recommended a complete
revision of the present function and object budgeting system.
The second presentation is a pr9totype of school finance planning
which he feels will reduce the problems of variations. His

prototype is basically a forecasting system of all of the costs
of education. He contends that only with accurate forecasting
can we know what expenditures really do vary for a specific

reason, and not just because of weak accounting procedures.

Brun014 also developed a forecasting model: working for

the Rand Corporation, he -weloped a linear programming model
which he felt developed a maximum utilization of resources,
describes the distribution of funds in order of their effective-
ness upon the educational system, and at the same time satisfied
budgetary and political restraints which might have an effect
upon expenditures. His model is demonstrated in such a way that
he feels that the entire educational expenditure program of any
state can be simulated in advance, thereby allowing variables
in cost to be singled out and worked upon in a logical manner.

Finally, coming full circle from the first group of articles
mentioned above, a review article of the entire problem is pre-

sented by Daicoff. This article hones in upon the major problems

a.)
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mentioned throughout this review of variation studies. fie dealt

with the implications of the entire variability controversy.

In regional studies, Rose (1970) reported a ?limber of

internal school district measures and their correlation with
current expenditure per pupil in Colorado. The four variables
that account for approximately 80 percent of the variation among the
181 school districts' expenditure per pupils were: (1) Total
pupil-instruction one-staff ratio, teacher training, state aid
per pupil, equalized assessed valuation per pupil. Rose (1968)

reported similar findings for the state of Kansas.

Because of their possible relationship to the South Dakota
situation, the 1970 expenditure correlates are reported in Table 3

TABLE 3. Expenditure Per Pupil Cost Correlates in
181 Colorado School Districts, 1970

Variable Name

Pearson's Product
Moment Coefficient

of Correlation

Superintend'.nt Salary -.45

7-12th Pupil Retention .39.

Pupil/Classroom Teacher Ratio -.82

Pupil/Other Instructor Staff Ratio -.49

Pupil/Total Instructor Staff Ratio -.83

Pupil/Administration Ratio -.67

Average Number Senior High Courses -.47

Teacher Average Retention Ratio -.26

3rd Grade Reading -.11

6th Grade Reading -.21

11th Grade Math -.17

Average Elementary Teacher Salary -.20

Average Secondary Teacher Salary -.24

State Aid Per Pupil .68

General Fund Millage -.23

Equalized Assessed Value/Pupil .66

Percent Enrollment Elementary -.04

Percent Enrollment Secondary .04

Elementary Enrollment -.17

Secondary Enrollment -.16

Teacher Experience (years) .03

Teacher Training Index -.22

Total Enrollment -.17

Adjusted Personal Income/Pupil .42
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Pe'ent ,)uth na'Foda finan,v studies were reported
by the University ,A Minnesota (106q) and the NEA-:;outh Dakota
Education As:40ciati-n (1h,7). The Minnesota study called for

district eorganiation firl;t, with state aid then in-
creased to an aver.ige rate of '10 percent. The Minnesota study further
called fur an expansion ot the factors ,v-wa in computing the CRU's.
They re,:oimmended that. the !rmulae enrollment data be derived
only from accredited schools and that a separate factor be added
for kindergarten enrollments.

The NEA-SDEA study was critical of the then present method
of computing C.RU's or Classroom Units. The major criticism
was that districts' staffing practices had changed so as to
invalidate the formula factor:;. The study called for computation
of new factors, continuation of the enrollment derived CRU, and
an increase from ten to twelve percent for the administrative
factor.

We know that school district measurements of real educational
need and fiscal ability for purposes of apportioning slate aid
are required when:

1. There is less than full state funding.

2. There are more than one school district in the state.

3. The state seeks educational opportunity And tax
responsibility equity.

The measurement of educational need so as to fit the many factors
that impinge on the delivery of educational goods and services
to the individual South Dakota districts becomes imperative if
equity criteria are to be met. The review of the literature
suggests that many factors should be considered in establishing
adequate and valid cost estimates for the purpose of apportioning
state aid to districts.

South Dakota's :tate :school Superintendent in 1971 issued
a paper, "Criteria for a .;ound :7:tate ';upport Program for Public

Education." state school Superintendent Barnhart wrote:

"A sound state support program measures educational
need in a sati3racoy manner." "While pupils
in school attendance, or the classroom unit is the
most usual measure of educational need, it fails to
recognize that it costs more to educate some
children than others, and that it costs more to
provide education in 'ome areas of a state than
in others. To adequately mer;ure educational need,
pupils in programs costing more money mirt be
weighted in relation to the Lo!,t f:f their program

in order to provide euity. Recognition must also
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be givn to the tact that in ortail. communities,
typically in larger urban , :enters,, pr pupil costs

are necessarily higher sin:e living :.osts are higher,
teachers' salaries are higher, otc." (p.

Balnhart's con-luns aro suppof-to,1 by the National Educational
Finance Project. In the publication, "Future Directions for School
Finah:Ana," (p. 28), NEFP suggested the following program weights
based on their research to illustrate the weighting

Aucational

Basic elementary grades, 16
Grades 7-9
Grades 10-12
F;nderr;arten

MentUly hardicapped
Prysically hn.rdicapped
Special learning ,lisorder
Compensatory educatiwi
Vocational-technical

concept..

Weight Assigned

1.0

1.20
1.40

1.30

1.90
3.25

2.40

2.00
1.80

The south Dakota School Support foundation program emphasizes
school district enrollaant and normative staffing practices as
relevant factors to estimate local district educational need
in order to apportion state school support. The formula also
recognizes sparsity of pupil population in that one - teacher
schools are counted as "1" cla-sroom unit regardless of the
pupil enrollment. It should be noted also that the foundation
program provides for bus transportation, payments of mileage
expenses to parents, and board and room costs for eligible pupils.
sparsity, as an educational cost factor, is recognized in a variety
of ways outside of the "basic school support" apportionment formula.
It is noted that this study focuses on the so-called "basic support"
portion of the state foundation program.

Educational Costs and Socioeconomic-Demographic Measures

Introduction

A number o, relationships pertinent to the measurement of edu-
cational need for apportionment of state aid are not available for
the populaticn of South Dakota school districts. For example,
personal income, rural-populations, educational attainment, and
poverty levels of the population simply are not measured for school
districts. S nee these are important measures and the relationships
or lack of re ationships between educational cost and these measures
hold implications for state aid formulae, these measures were studied
for a 65 South Dakota county population. This county study is folio -A
by a study of size, staffing, a...d educational cost relationships among
a population of independent school districts.

r rya



,'ounty

The relationships between population per square mile (sparsity)
and educational costs among South Dakota school districts was of
interest in this study. :ince these sparsity data aro not readily
available :.or school distri-ts, a county study was ,:ond=ted.
:Axty-flve operating counties were 'included in the population (two
"non-operating" counties were excluded).

Educational ...osts per pupil were computed fur eaeh county.
These were computed by summing total within county school district
educational costs and dividing by total within district pupils
in average daily membership. The socioeconomic-demographic
measures for the study were selected from most recent federal
census data compiled for South Dakota counties. These measures
are summarized as follows:

1. Median Family Income.

2. Percent Income Under Federal Poverty Level.

3. Percent Income At and over $15,000.

4. Total County Population.

5. Percent of County Population'Rural, Non -farm.

6. Percent of County Population Rural, Farm.

7. Number of School Years of County Population 25 Years
or Older.

8. Percent of County Population 18 Years of Age
or Younger.

9. CoUnty Population Per Square Milo.

10. Number of Pupils in County (ADM).

11. Educational Cost Per Pupil in ADM (County Average).

The means, standard deviations, and simple correlations between
cost per pupil and the other ten measures are shown in Table 4.

School age population, poverty, rural non-farm population,
total county population, pupil population, sparsity, and family
income are all important variables to explain variation in
educational spending. However, the combination of variables
that explain more variation than my other combination of the ten
variables explains only 33.6 percent of the education cost per
pupil variation among the t4ixty-five -ountios. These four "most
efficient" variables are shown in Table 5.



TABLE 4. fh .:tandard Deviations, and Correlations Between
EducaLion Cost Per Pupil in ADM and Ten Selected
Coun y Muisures. South Dakota, 65 Operating Counties;

Measure
Unweihted Standard

Mean Deviation Correlation

1. Median Family Income

2. Percent Income Under
Federal Poverty Level

3. Percent Income At or
Above $15,000

4. Total County Population

$6,731 $1,172 -.31

18.3% 7.7% .43

10.3% 3.8% -.14

10,195 13,865 -.35

5. Percent of County Population
Rural, Non-farm 43.2% 19.6% .42

6. Per,..ent of County Population

Rural, Farm 36.6% 15.1% .28

7. Number of S".hool Years Com-
pleted, 25 Years and Older 11.2 Yr. 1.1 Yr. -.07

8. Percent of County Population
18 Years or Younger . 37.1% 4.5% .44

9. County Populations/Square Mile 11.6 16.1

10. County Pupil ADM

11. County Average Cost/Pupil
in ADM

2,525 3,615

$ 794 $ 103

.33

-.35

67

While South Dakota counties are not school districts, this
county study is helpful. since inter-school district variations
arc probably greater than inter-county variations, the findings
of this study are probably conservative mirrors of a se-pol
district study population.

The cost of delivering educational goods and servi,:es are
variable, depending, of course, on how well local educational
needy are identified and funded.



68

TARI, 1). Foitt Most Efficient South Dakota County Measures
in Explaining Variation in Average county Cost
Per Pupil in AOM

Measure

Percent of
Variation in

First-Order Cost/Pupil
Correlation Multiple-R Explained

1. Percent County
Population 18 Years
or Younger .44 .44 19.4%

2. County Total Pupils
in ADM -.35 .53 28.1%

3. ,Percent county
Population Rural-
Non-farm

4. School Years Completed
Population 25 Years
or Older

.42 .55 30.3%

-.07 .58 33.6%

Of interest in the county study is that only 33.6 percent of the
cost variation could be explained. Sparsity, as measured by pop-
ulation per square mile, was not a relatively important variable
since it was highly correlated with total county population
and percent of the population that is rural non-farm.

School District Study

A study population of 191 independent school districts was
selezted for study. The 191 were s. lect.ed simply on the basis
of full data availability. Mune of the 38 common school districts
were included in the. study since the state hau been pursuing a
policy of reorganization and these districts will be phased out
as time passes.

The first step in this study was to compare school district
pupil enrollments and cost per pupil in average daily membership.
Th2 purposes of this study was to examine the variation in costs
experienced by school districts of similar size (pupil enrollment)
and to letermine "economic of scale" or lower per unit costs as
pupil enrollments inc.,2ase. Also of interest was "dis-economics of
scale" or per unit cost increases as district pupil ,enrollments
increase.

91.
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The 141 school districts were distributed into six size
classiticaLiont;. The pupil enrollments per classification were
incremented at 300 pupils. The last size group included districts
with 1,500 or more pupils in ADM. One hundred and nineteen of the
191 South Dakota districts, or 62 percent of the districts enroll 600'
pupils or less. costs per pupil in ADM ranged from $2,409 to $536.
Figure 1 shows a gradual decrease in the unweighted average cost per
pupil through the group of districts enrolling 1,200 pupils or less.
As pupil enrollments increase from 1,200 and above, unweighted average
cost per pupil tends to increase.

There are economies of scale through 1,200 pupil 44stricts and
disecenomies off. scale beyond 1,200 pupil districts. Of intere,t
in Figure 1 are the tremendous disparities of cost per pupil
within similar size groupings. In the smallest grouping of districts,
up to 300 pupils, the ratio of high to low expenditure is 2.6 to 1.0.

While size may be a factor in delivering educational goods and
services, there are many other factors impinging on cost.

Further study was focused on the relationships among cost
per pupil and a number of other school district measures. Of
particular interest were the measures that in addition to district
pupil enrollment would explain or "account" for variation found
among the 191 school districts' cost per pupil in ADM.

The following measures were recorded for each of the 191 school
districts, transformed to punched cards, and processed. (The "mean"
represents the unweighted average.)

Measure
Unweighted

Mean
Standard
Deviation

1. District Current Expenditure/ADM $ 811 184

2. District Average Daily Membership 866 1,813

3. Classroom Units Computed by State 42.9 82.7

4. Current Expenditure per CRU $14,663 2,098

5. State Aid per ADM $ 111 60

b. Elementary Enrollment 591 1,273

7. Secondary Enrollment 277 548

8. Elementary Teachers 30.7 62.8

9. Secondary Teachers 18.3 25.2

10. Elementary pupil - teacher Ratto . 18.4 4.6

11. Secondary pupil-teacher Ratio 13.1 9.2
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Correlations were computed between cost per pupil and selected
measures. These correlations, reported in Table 6, inclicate a
strong inverse relationship between cost per pupil and elementary
pupil-teacher ratio, r = 7.68. That is, as elementary pupil-teacher
ratios increase, cost decreases, or as ratios decrease, costs tend
to increase. Taken as a single measure, elementary pupil-teacher ratio
variations among the 191 districts explains about 46 percent of the
inter-district variation in current expenditure per pupil. Secondary
pupil-teacher ratios are relatively weak, 4 = -.16. Also, district
total pupils in ADM is relatively weak, -.18. Both of the latter two
correlations she an inverse relationship with cost per pupil.

TABLE b. Correlations Between Cost Per Pupil and Ten Selected
District Measurements for 191 South Dakota School
Districts

It2=111111=1===.

Measure Correlation

1. Current Expenditure per. ADM
2. District ADM -.18
3. Classrocki Units- -.18
4. Cost Per CRU .50
5. State Aid Per ADM -.02
b. Elementary Pupil Enrollment --.I8
7. Secondary Pupil Enrollment -.18
8. Number of Elementary Teachers -.17
9. Number of Secondary Teachers -.17

Li. Elementary pupil-teacher Ratio -.68
11. Secondary pupil-teacher Ratio -.16

The inter-correlations among the school district measures of
size, cost, classroom units, and elementary and secondary pupil-
teacher ratios are of interest. As shown in Table 7, the classroom
unit, as computed by the state formula, is not related to cost per
classroom unit, (r = .08), nor is state aid related to district size
dJ measured by pupils in ADM, (r = .01).

The school district data were further analyzed by applying a
multiple regression program to ascertain the relative power of the
svcral m.,!asures to account for, or explain, variation in the cost per
pupil measure. As shown in Table 8, three measures, elementary and
secondary pupil-teacher ratios, and state aid per pupil account for
64 percent of the inter-district variation in cost per pupil.



TABLE 7. Inter-currulation of Sov11 Selected District
Measurements for 191 South Dakota Independent
School DistLicts

Variable Name
Variable Number

3 4 5 6

1. Average Daily
Membership 1.00

2. Cost per ADM -.18 1.00
3. Classroom Units 1.0 -.18 1.00
4. Cost per CRU .09 .50 .08 1.00
5. State Aid per ADM .01 -.02 .01 -.25 1.00
6. Elementary Pupil-

Teacher Ratio .12 -.68 .11 -.26 .11 1.00
7. Secondary Pupil-

Teac;.or Ratio .24 -.16 .23 .33 -.01 .12

TABLE 8. Percentage of Inter-district Variation in
Current Cost Per Pupil in ADM Explained by
Three Selected School DiStrict Measures

Variable Name r R R2

1. Elementary Pupil-Teacher Ratio -.67 .67 .45

2, Secondary Pupil-Teacher Ratio -.16 .78 .61

3. State Aid/Pupil in ADM .UL .80 .64

SI

72
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Summary of FindIng-;

The Anith Dakota state aid formula places heavy reliance on
elementary and secondary pupil enrollments and normative staffing
ratios derived f'.om past practices.

The specifi factor of sparsity is provided for in the
staffing formula where a one-teacher school, regardless of
pui11 enrollment is c.)unted as one classroom unit. Also, the
over-all state program provides transportation and other allowances
for residents and pupils of sparsely populated sectors.

The county study findigs stowed that population density,
(lopulation per square mile), was correlated with total population.
TherAore, assuming similar relationships among school districts,
sparsity as a cost factor is met to the extent that district size
(pupils) is considered as a cost factor in apportioning state aid.
The county study also indicated size-cost correlations as well as
cost correlations with poverty level, rural population, and age of
the population.

The district study found economies and diseconomies of scale
on average cost per pupil for seven selected size groupings of
districts. Cost per unit tended to decrease as district size
(pupils An ADM) increased. But, after the 900, 1,200 pupil district
size group, cost per pupil increased slightly. The extreme ranges
around the mean per pupil cost for each group is of great importance
for costing educational programs for state aid apportionment purposes.
:ize of distract alone will not. satisfactorily explain enough of the
variation found in cost per pupil to be used as a single factor in a
state aid formula. However, district size and cost per pupil are
related in the population of 19. school districts and state aid per
pupil is not related to district size. This is evidence that the
present state aid formula, which relies on an "a prior" assumption
about staffing ratios, is not apportioning state aid to meet costs
aris.in out of either small or large school district situations.
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THE c(INOMIC YTATw; TEACHING Pl-cINNEL*

Introduction

The education industry is labor intensive. That is to say, Personnel
costs are the maior input to the education production function. During
the 1971-'72 school year, teacher and other instretional staff salaries
ac7ounted for arproximately 64 percent of the 121.7 millions of dollars
exrendel for elomentary and secondary education in south Dakota. :;a1-

aries for administrators, secretarial andC1crir:al assistants, operations
and maintenance workers, health services, bus drivers and other staff
services consumed a significant proportion of the remaining educational
expenditure. And, given the increasing pressures from teacher unions to
maintain parity between teacher's salaries and other professional groups
havecdused no small consternation among state legislators and school
boards who must adjudicate these and other social service demands.

The primary ournose of this chapter is to -sablish the economic
status of mouth Dakota's elementar% and second:cy school teaching cersonnel.
"then economic, educational and demographic data affecting the teaching
force is also presented for purposes of analysis. .secondly, a profile
of the teaching staff is developed relative to training, experience, Ave,
etc. Finally, a set of recommendations relative to establishing teaching
salary levels and methods of financing those levels is offered.

The presentation and analysis of data in this chanter is made as
though :me were viewing a set of :.oncentric circles. Although the sub-
lect remains central tc, one's view (teaching salaries in our case), a
greater versrective is gained as one ronsiders the context within which
t'ae'slbject is established. ",akota has been said to he a state of
many lands. The rolling farmlands east of the' Missouri River share
economic kinship with the neighborino farm states of Minnesota, Iowa and
Nebraska while the wheat fields of the entral and northwestern nart of
the state establish economic ties with North Dakota. f:attle production
(south Dakota ranked 7th among all states in 1967) economically links
auti Dakota to its neighbors, Nebriska, 7onipl, Montana and North
Dakoti. :imilarlyo the average farm income of 'south Dakota's neighbors
in 19,36 was thP approximate average farm income cf South Dakota farmers.
Although the National Education Association groups South Dakota with other
Plains States for purposes of educational data comParisons, this stdy
,:hose to analyze ":outh Dakota data within the context of its bordering
neighers. Those neighboring states are Iowa, Minnesota, Montana,
Nebraska, North Dakota and Wyoming. Thus, the' first of the concentric
circle is formedsouth Dakota and its neighbors.

*A study performed by James Hale, Department of Educational
Administration, University of

t)



..oath Dakota and Neighboring States

Economic Status

83

Between 1966 ar(2 1969 the per capita income in South Dakota was
consistently less then the Regional Average. However, since 1970 per
capita income in south Dakota has exceeded the Regional Average, al-
though the state never reached the National Average in per capita income
during the six-year period. The Regional Average-per canita income in-
creased 39 percent during the period and was equal to the National
Average increase. south Dakota leads all regional states with a 55
percent increase which represented a nine percent margin over second
rlace North Daota, 16 percent more than the regional gain and 27 per-
cent greater gain than Iowa and Wyoming. These dramatic increases are
somewhat auseicated by the fact that South Dakota had the lowest per
capita income in the region for 1966 and therefore a smaller computational
base.

A measure found to he more predictive of fiscal capacity is the
Effective Buying Income per Household computed by Sales Management
magazine.

1

Essentially the measure represents the number of dollars
available to a household for consumption and savings. Table 1 pre-
ants the Effective Buying Income ner Household (EBI) for the period
1966-71 in the selected regional states. Although South Dakota was
lowest among the regional states in EBI for 1966, it was exceeded only
by Minnesota and Iowa on that measure in 1971. And, although South Dakota
was anproximately 7.5 percent below 'he Regional Average in 1966, it was
approximately 3.5 percent above the Regional Average in 1971.

A more thorough analysis of the changes in EBI is offered in Table
2 where both the dollar amounts and percentage increases (decreases) are
presented. Again, South Dakota led the region in percentage increase
and dollar increase in EBI during that period. The gains also exceed
both the Regional and National Average increases. One may safely conclude
-that some South Dakotans were significantly better situated economically
in 1971 than 1966 and were in an economically better position in 1971
than its neighbors except for Minnesota and Iowa.

Another analytical measure used to assess the economic health of
a state is to determine the income distribution among households in the
state. Table 3 presents the Income Distribution for 1971 in Selected
Regional States. The Table identifies the percent of households in each
income category and the percent of the state's total income received by
those households. For examnle,for 1971 it was determined that 18.7
percent of South Dakota households had incomes of $2,999 or less and only
2.7 percent of the state's. total income for that year was received by
those households. only Montana had a greater percentage-of its house
holds receiving incomes of $2,999 or less. Concomitantly, 15.5 percent
of the South Dev.ota households earned $15,000 or more and received more
than 42 Percent of the state's income," flit,

k
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Although south Dakota does not differ significantly from the
Regional and National Average in any of the categories, it is this type
of analysis that alarms many economists. It is clear that a small
percentage of the population is receiving a disproportionate share of the
earned income. At te same time, the percentage of the population
identified in the low-income households is growing. Ideally, income
would be distributed among the national (state) population in a manner
similar to the classical "normal probability curve." In that distri-
bution less than 5 percent of the nation's households would have annual
incomes of $2,999 or less and less than 5 percent of the population would
have annual incomes of $15,000 or more.

['he data in Table 3 provides a significantly different view of the
economic health of a state than the per household income reported in
Table 1 and analytically reported in Table 2. From Table 3 one can readily
see that over 68 percent of South Dakota's income is received by house-
holds earning $10,000 per year or more. However, only about 37 percent
of the households are in the $10,000 or greater income category. Thus,

wher the averaging was done to develop Table 1 (total state income
divided by total number of households) a significant overstatement of
the economic well-being of people was made. Conversely, given the
commonality of the distribution by income category, although dismal as
the total distribution may seem, the fact that commonality exists among
and between the income categories maintains the analytical value of
Table 1 and Table 2.

The foregoing data are necessary to establish the relative economic
status of teaching personnel, although those comparisons will be made in
another section of this chapter. Attention is now given to the relative
educational task among the regional states by assessing the target
population--the students.

Student Population

Table 4 establishes the student populations in the selected regional
states for 1970. Although South Dakota is the median state in Nursery
School enrollment, it has the largest percent of its Nursery School-age
children enrolled in public programs. Conversely, Minnesota has the
largest. Nursery School-age population but the smallest percentage of those
children enrolled in public programs. South Dakota also has the largest
number of its Kindergarten-age children enrolled in public schools. Al-
though Iowa has a lesser Percentage of its Kindergarten-age children in
t.rivate Programs (2 percent compared to South Dakota's 3 Percent) , they
also have almost four times as many Kindergarten-age children enrolled
as does South Dakota. The number of Elementary and Secondary school-
age children in South Dakota compares favorably with both Montana and
North Dakota although South Dakota maintains the largest percentage of
those students in public programs.

1.1.2
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Like most states in the nation, South Dakota public school enrollment
is declining due to the reduced birth rate during the last half of the
1960's. Figure 1 graphically illustrates the rise and fall in public
school enrollment in south Dakota between 1966 and 1972. The significant
increase between 1966 and 1968 may be attributed to the early child-
hood programs funded under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1065 and its amendments. Beginning. in 1968 the public school enrollment
continued to decline as rapidly as it increased the previous two years.
And, although enrollment increased by about 400 students between 1970
and 1971 the steady rate of decline continued following 1971 and is ex-
pected to continue declining through 1974. The South Dakota State
Department of Education has projected the 1973-74 public school en-
rollment to be approximately 170,000 students. That nuMber represents
more than 1,600 students less than those enrolled in the 1971-72
school year.

The estimated racial/ethnic group enrollments in the selected
regional states are reported in Table 5. South Dakota is second only
fo Montana in the percentage of American Indian student enrollment.
South Dakota and Montana share the lowest percentage of Negro student
enrollment and South Dakota remains lowest in percentage of Oriental and
Spanish American children enrolled in the public schools. The data in
Table 1, developed by the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare's Office of Civil Rights, provides some insight into the extended
educational tasks associated with differing cultural groups. More will

1be said about this aspect in the saction on teaching staff.

Teacher Populations

One of the more direct approaches to assessing market conditions for
a product is to determine how well the product is moving--that is in this
case, to what extent are college graduates holding teaching certificates
gainfully employed within the education industry. Figure 3 represents
the data from a 1972 N.E.A. study on "Teacher Supply and Demand in Public
Schools". By establishing demand as 100 percent determined need (as
reported by school districts) and then plotting teacher education grad-
uates as a percent of new teachers employed, one is immediately confronted
by two facts. First, there has never been a shortage of secondary
teachers for the years reported. That fact is readily mediated when one
remembers that the graphs represent aggregated data. A closer inspection
of the data reveals that we have consistently over-oroduced secondary
teachers of agriculture, art, biology, physical education, and social
studies, among others; while a short supply is evidenced for some years
in the areas of chemistry, mathematics, library science and a few others.
Currently our deficient supply seems to be in the areas of mathematics
and special education although not critically so.

Probably the most critical variable in the supply-demand relationshio
and the variable most often discussed at collective bargaining sessions
is the number of pupils per teacher commonly termed the "pupil-teacher

.
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ratio". obviously, if the number of pupils per teacher is reduced then
more teachers must be employed and conversely. It has often been a
practice among teachers and administrators to compare pupil-teacher
ratios between school districts and between states. Table 6 is such
a comparison for South Dakota and neighboring states. The Table does
provide a perspective of the relative work-load carried b} the average
teacher in each of the respective states. Teachers, like other indi-
viduals, are sensitive to relationships that may identify relative
equity among and between themselves. The pupil-teacher ratio is one
such relationship.

Table 6 reveals that South Dakota has consistently had pupil-
teacher ratios in the elementary grades below both the Regional and
National Averages and below all of the neighboring states. This fact
may be attributed to the relatively large number of small schools having
less than Live teachers and with small enrollments. Beginning in 1968
the pupil-teacher ratios for South Dakota were adjusted to include the
seventh and eighth grades iy. the secondary computation. Since higher
pupil-teacher ratios are commonly found in those grades, the effect was
to increase the secondary ratios for the following years. On the state
average South Dakota easily meets the National Educat.on Association's
Quality Criterion measure of 24 elementary pupils per ,reacher. Although
a secondary Quality Criterion was not identified, the 1971 level of
22.2 students per teacher seems reasonable.

Table 7 compares the instructional staffs of the selected states by
racial/ethnic group. The first column identifies the estimated number
of professional persons employed in each of the states by racial/ethnic
designation. The second column identifies the percentage of the state's
total instructional staff represented by that group. For example, in
1970 it was estimated by the Office of Civil Rights that nine American
Indians were members of South Dakota's instructional staff. Those nine
persons represented 0.1 percent of the state's total instructional staff.

The staff percentages in Table 7 are compared to the student enroll-
ment percentages presented earlier in the chapter as Table 5 to develop
Table 8. Table 8 compares the percentage of both students and teachers
by racial/ethnic group and further identifies the percentage difference.
For example, in 1970, 5 percent of South Dakota's student population
was American Indian but only 0.1 percent of the instructional staff was
American Indian. The difference is shown as a negative 4.9 percent by
placing the percentage in parenthesis.

American Indians represent the largest racial/ethnic group in the
region. Montana employs the largest percentage of American Indians on
its instructional staff but only marginally compared to the student
enrollment. Wyoming is similarly situated with regard to their Spanish
American enrollment and Spanish American instructional staff. Although
these percentages do not represent wide variances, it seems creditable
to suggest that a 5 percent variance would be sufficient reason for the
office of Civil Rights to ask Ale F4
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Economic Status of Teachers

The opening paragraphs of this chapter alluded to the increasing
militancy among tea"her-organizations in their efforts to establish
parity betqeen teacher salaries and other professional groups. Dis-
agreements between teachers and school boards over salary policies are
not of recent vintage, although the intensity and regularity of those
disagreements resulting from collective bargaining statutes and other
organized strategies of teacher-groups in the absence of collective
bargaining statutes may be identified with.the 1960's. This condition

arises frct a time-honored principle of personnel administration which
recognizes that all measuring devices utilized to determine remuneration
policies contain elements of arbitrary calculations. This admission is

not seen as a weakness but as a realistic recognition that establishing
the worth of an individual is not the exclusive domain of the calculus.
This argument has been a predominant one within the education profession
especially when educators are presented salary proposals based upon
credit/hour production, cognitive achievement of students, and so forth.

Historically, the factors of remuneration policies have been:

1. An individuals contribution to the educational enterprise. For

the most part, those contributions have been measured with such vagaries

as "gets along well with children", "gets along well with colleagues",

etc. It is those indefinite measures that the scientific-measurement
people would like to challenge although their notions are not dissimilar
to Frederick Aaylor's scientific management proposals and little evidence

has been offered to cause one to assume the measuring devices are any
less arbitrary now than they were fifty years ago. However, there is

increasing evidence that a teacher's verbal ability correlates highly

with their students verbal ability.2 And, if increased verbal ability

of students is seen as one contribution to the educational tasks then

this measure may, following more research, become a future "contribution

indicator".

2. The efforts put forth by individuals in the forms of time, energy
(physical, mental and emotional) and cooperative attitudes have long been

measures of teacher quality. Those measures have, more often than one

would like to admit, been assessed irrespective of an individual's

utilitarian contribution to organizational goals. However, the problems

identified with this policy are not exclusive to the education industry.

Although The Peter Principle has popularized the concept within the
educational establishment other industries have long experienced similar

problems. The fact of the matter is that the literature assessing moti-
vation, absenteeism. alcoholism, etc., generally comes from studies in

Business Administrative Sciences.

3. The forces associated with custom, tradition,_ and general rm-
luctance to change must be reconized as being potential controlling

factors when setting. salary policies. Other factors in remuneration
4 rver)
JiJkai4d .
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policies which are of more re:.:ent import to the educational industry
are those long experienced by other industries as a result of the
organized labor movement. For example, cost-of-living or "escalator
clauses" are egot.aled isto lmoet all industrial collective bargain-
ing agreements. Recognition of the tact has reeently created pressures
on social institutions (e.g., government, hospitals, etc.) to include
that feature in their compensation paekages. Further, one can detect
acceptance of this concept in the Otetoric of state legislators during
debate on educational legislation designed to increase teacher salaries
by such phrases as "a cost-ofliving-allowance."

It is not a purpose of this study to explore the ramifications of
collective bargaining as it relates to educational employment. However,
there are two theoretical propositie es related to collective bargaining
that will be briefly discussed. Firefly, is the "lump of work" theory.
In industrial organizations this principle translates -- a worker should
take easy cm the job of he will work himself out of a job. This
notiue is elosely associated with the "featherbedding" concept that has
recently been charged against the rail-workers. in the education
industry the principle is applied in discussiues abeat pup:.1-teacher
ratios and teacher-aiSes to handle special Silly eseignments and other
non-teaching tasks. essentially it is an etfort to re-define traditional
teaching tasks. Secondly, is the "equality-of-workers" theory. This
principle asserts that all workers on a given type of job are economically
equal. Application of the principle usually manifests itself through
worker classifications and seniority rules which are readily acceptable
to workers and the principle tends to eliminate controversies between
workers of varying ability. This principle has long been practiced
throughout the education industry. salary schedules based on training
and experience are worker classification sttuetures based on two dimensions
of supposed merit. Thus, the foregoing two principles ("theories") are
directly applicable to the edecatioeal industry in that one attempts to
re-define the traditional teacSing tasks (which may have merit) and the
utner tends to reduce conflict between persons engaged in similar activities
(which may also have merit).

Remuneration policies must be given proper perspective in the overall
pereonnel administration srogrem, .:either overemphasis nor underemphasis
will serve the organization since wages alone will not increase productiv-
ity. Teacher morale and productivity ate more (ften associated with
working conditions, achievement, recognition and responsibility than with
salaries. 3

The eeareh Cor evi..!ence to establish the principle of worker-equity
ultimately concludes with an analysis of 4.11 N:coived for eomparable
work. Comparable work tel:A partially established for the regional states
through the presentation of pupil-teacher ratio,. Comparable compensation
for that work is established in Table

bviously, there are differences in W)ilit betweee teachers both
inter-stete and infra-statealtI011as there are ifferences in ability

f 4,1
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between persons in other areas of economic activity. But just as
obvious is the fact that teacher-associations 'unions) subscribe to
the principle of worker-equity and the unit of Analysis here is average
practice; therefore, it is appropriate to assess aggregated data as
though one were diacmssing conditions relevant to all teachers.

The average classroom teacher's salary in South Dakota has been
consistently less than the average classroom teacher's salary for the
regional states. Further, South Dakota teachers have received sig-
nificantly less salary than their National counterparts between 1966
and 1971.

Table 13 presents both the dollar e. and percentage of increase
in average teacher salaries for the perioL. Only in 1969 did South
Dakota teachers receive an increase in average salary greater than the
Regional and/or National Average. Although South Dakota's percentage
of increase for the period (46.9) was greater than the Regional (44.7)
and National (42.4) Averages one must remember that the average South
Dakota teaching salary in 1966 was only about 82 percent of the Regional
Average and approximately 71 percent of the National Average. Therefore,
lne should be careful not to place too much emphasis on the 46.9 percent
increase for the period. The period ended with South Dakota's average
classroom teaching salary at approximately 83 percent of the Regional
Average and about 73 percent of the National Average. Thus, South Dakota
teachers only made marginal salary gains (1 percent Regional and 2 percent
National) relative to their neighboring and National counterparts and
maintained the Itibicus distinction of providing educational services
for South Dakota children at between 20 and 30 percent discounts.
Minnesota was the only regional state to surpass the National Average
in teaching salary for 1971 although Iowa was very close. North Dakota
teachers experienced a condition similar to the South Dakot teachers for
the period but did manage to maintain a difference of between $300 and
$500 above South Dakota for each of the years.

one argument long used to justify relatively lvt teacher salaries
for a particular state is the non -data based assertion that teacher salaries
compare favorably with other incomes for the state. Although that will
be done for South Dakota in a following section of this chapter, attention
is now give., to comparisons of the average percent of increase in EBI
per househoii and the average percent of increase in teacher salaries for
the regional states. Two cautions should be made before any conclusions
are drawn from the data presented in Table 11. First, teachers are
included in the household group. Therefore, if teacher's EBI is greater
or less than a state's average their income will tend to raise or lower
the average EBI for the state. second, teacher income is "before taxes"
where EBI is a consumption and savings measure. Therefore, teacher
income is overstated by the percent of income that must go for taxes- -
federal and state. Adjuststents will be made for those measures in the
South Dakota analysis.

The summary column of Table 11 indicates that South Dakota teacher
income increased in about the same pAllogIreion as the Atate's EBT increased
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.trit,; the cerio.t. Yet, :outh T,akota was the only regional state in
hih that happehed. Except for North Dakota and South Dakota, all
other regional states provided teacher salaries increases for the
period significantly greater than EBI increases. The net effect upon
North Dakota and South Dakota teachers was that their household's
economic position was less than the average household's economic
position in the respective states at the end of the analysis period.
(Recall t'aat teacher salaries are "before taxes" and EBI is after
taxes.) It is also worthy to note that the Consumer Price Index
increased approximately 22 percent during the period and thereby negated
about one-half of the economic gains of all households.

A factor which contributes significantly to the average salary
computation is the relative position of groups of teachers on their
districts' salary schedule. Therefore, the average teaching salary
may be high (low) for a particular state if a large percentage of the
state's teachers are high (low) on the salary schedules of their
respectl'e school districts. Table 12 illustrates the percentage dis-
tribution of teachers by salary classes for 1971. Because classroom
teacher's salaries are normally a function of training and experience
one cannot make definitive statements about worker-equity from the
data presented in Table 12. However, given training and experience
and the propensity to fund teacher salaries, Table 12 places the
teaching staffs of the selected states into income categories that may
be compared to household income categories presented earlier in Table
3. For example, from Table 3 it is determined that 36.8 percent of the
South Dakota households had incomes of $10,000 or more and from Table 12
it is determined that 7.4 percent of South Dakota's teachers had incomes
of ;,),500 or more. And, 49.4 percent Of the south Dakota teachers had
Incomes less than $6,500 while more than 40 percent of the total house-
holds had incomes below that level. It would be erroneous to conclude
that teacher's income categories are distributed in a manner similar
to EBI categories because .the majority of the 49.4 percent of teachers
earning $6,500 or less earned between $5,000 and $6,500. On the other
hand, over 18 percent of the non-teacher households earned less than $3,000.

unly North Dakota had a lesser percentage of it's teachers earning
,3'),500 or more. Except for North Dakota and South Dakota all other state's
teacher salary categories and the National Average are positively skewed,
i.e., the largest percentage of the teaching force is located within the
upper income categories. The opposite skewed distribution is true for
both North Dakota and South Dakota, i.e., the largest percentage of their
teaching staffs are located in the lower income categories. It was
pointed out earlier in this chapter that North Dakota and South Dakota
teachers were providing educational services at between 20 and 30 percent
discount rates. That fact is again reinforced by the foregoing analysis.
Teachers are commonly perceived to be "middle-income" citizens. Such
is riot the case in South Dakota. Compared to the per household income
distribution given in Table 3, Montana and Wyoming teachers more closely
approach the expected teacher salary distribution evidenced in Table 12.
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It was IRA deemed necessary to adjust teacher's average salary to
the after-taxes consumption index reflected in per household effective
buying income (EBI) for purposes of the foregoing analyses.. The rationale
for that conspicuous omission centers around the two facts that public
school teachers are normally employed through school-year contracts
requiring a specific number of days service and that employment contract
is the teachers household income. The rationale may he further sub-
stantiated through a statistical adjustment of teachers' work year.
Although taat adjustment is more relevant to comparisons of teachers'
salaries to salaries in other occupations (such an analysis is given
below), it is recogrized here to auspicate concern relative to the
foregoing analyses.

Assuming a school-year contract requiring 196 days service, a
teacher wo.'ld be employed an equivalent of 39.2 work-weeks. Adding
eight paid holidays (for which teachers are not paid) yields another
1.6 work-weeks. Then, 20 days annual vacation (not extreme for persons
with an average of 11 years service) represents another 4.0 work-weeks.
The total of 44.8 work-weeks is about d6 percent of a work-year. The
14 percent difference would represent the approximate tax burden expe-
rienced by teachers and therefore average salaries of teachers before
taxes compare favorably with EBI.

No private or governmental agency systematically provides comparative
analysis of salaries received by various professional and occupational
groups. Occasional data are reported by the Department of Labor and
various professional associations relative to their particular focus.
Some college and university placement centers tabulate starting salaries
offered their graduates but that data is not widely circulated. The
National Education Association's Research Division has, in recent years,
attempted to bring together data that could be interpreted to establish
the relative income of teachers and other occupational groups. Although
that organization is clearly aware of the pitfalls encountered when
making such statistical comparisons, they do a most credible job in
attempting to control both conceptual and statistical variances in their
design and in their data.

A greater degree of conceptual difficulty exists when comparing
teacher salaries to other professional groups than exists in comparing
teachers to teachers. Again, because comparisons are being made between
people, the whole question of the value of persons often confounds such
attempts. Although that difficult question is usually set aside by the
rationale that the discussion is about income status and not worth, the
question of comparability of professions and/or occupational groups is
act so easily and arbitrarily dismissed. Often such criteria as
p:eparation required (time and scope) and responsibilities assumed pro-
vide the basis for comparisons. Finally, teacher salaries must be
statistically adjusted to an annual basis. The NEA-Research Division
does that by taking the sum of 8/12 r-f one years salary and 4/12 of the
following years salary. The teohnipiloWs not seem to be defensible
because teachers do not work 12 mor4b0Ajk year.



108

In reporting the calendar-year average salary of teachers compared
to other occupational groups for 1950 thiough 1970, it was determined
that teacher's salaries surpassed wage and salary workers (all industries)
in 1954 and held a 14.5 percent advantage in 1970. Teaching salaries
surpassed employees in manufacturing in 1ee7 and held an approximate
8 percent advantage in 1970. Finally, average teacher salaries have
never reached the level of average salaries received oy civilian employees
of the federal yevernment and were about 20 percent below that group in
1970. When the latter group is adjusted to include only non-supervisory
employees the teacher salary deficit drops to approximately 4.4 percent.

It seems'aperopriate to compare teacher salaries to other government
professional salaries for two reasons. First, governments (federal, stat:e
and local) must, within revenue limits, maintain competitive salary
structures to attract accountants, agricultural agents, biologist, chemist
and engineers, among others. Second, this comparison does not encounter
the controversy centering around the differences in government employment
versus private employment. Certainly there are differences in role
behavior in many instances, but the arguments seem to be unnecessary given
the wide range of professionals employed by governments. The philosophical
differences between those who would debate the latter postulate would
require them, in the final analysis, to either negate or support the
propositions that taxpayers should be required to support certain social
services (which it seems we should)at certain remuneration levels (which
is central to the philosophical differences and the debates soon surpasses
the domain of technical economics).

Table 13 compares 12-month average teacher salaries to salaries of
other government positions which require at least bachelor's degree level
training. Some positions may require master's degree level training but
average teachers salary would also include some master's degree level

training. The percentage difference column of Table 11 was developed by
dividing the 12-month 1970 average teacher's salary by each of the average
salaries reported for other government positions. The salary data for
other government positions was given as "average minimum" and "average
maximum." The latter was chosen for this analysis because minimums are
normally associated with beginning salaries where average-maximums are
usually associated with experienced or "exceptionally qualified" individuals
(normally d person with non-government experience in the same field).
The choice seems approFriate since it has been reported elsewhere4 that
the average teaching experience of American teachers in 1071 was 11 years.

nly Employment Interviewers and Social Service Workers received
averqe salaries less than teachers and those salaries were not signifi-
cantly Lwer. Except for Sanitarians (4.4 per-ent higher) , all other
elected positons had significantly higher average salaries than did teachers

in 1970.

ummary

An attemit has been made in this first of two sections of the chapter
to develop the eontext within w Al o establish the economic status of south
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Dakota's public elementary and ,,econdary school teaching personnel.
The attempted persLetive was likened unto one viewing a set of con-
centric circles whereby each circle added depth of understanding as
one focused upon the targeted teacher economic status.

Although the National Education Association groups south Dakota
with other Plains States for purposes of educational data comparisons,
this study chose to analyze South Dakota data within the context of
it's bordering neighbors. Concentric comparir:ns were made relative
to: general populations, general economic status, student populations,
teacher populations and the economic status of teachers. Several
conclusions may be drawn from the analysis. A few are listed here.

1. South Dakota led it's neighbors in population decline between
1960 and 1970 (-3.5 percent).

2. South Dakota has more school age population per 100 adults than
does its neighbors. The 63 school age children per 100 adults (age 21-
o4) exceeded the National Average by 22 percent.

3. The average working adult age (ages 20-64) in South Dakota is
35.2 years.

4. Since 1970 South Dakota has exceeded the Regional Average in
Per Capita Income and in Per Household Income.

5. South Dakota leads the regional states in the percent of school
age children enrolled in public school programs.

u. South Dakota's largest school enrollment of racial/ethnic group
children is American Indian (5 percent).

7. Except for 1971, South Dakota school enrollments have steadily
declined since 1968 and have been projected to continue declining
through 1974.

8. The National teacher supply exceeds the demands.

South Dakota's pupil-teacher ratios for both elementary and
secondary schools have consistently been below the Regional Average and
National Average. Further, they are within NEA's c?iiality Criterion
measure.

10. rmly 0.1 percent of South Dakota teachers are American Indian
compared to 5 percent of the student population.

11. South Dakota teachers are providing educational services at
income rates between 20 and 30 percent below neighboring states,

12. About one-half of South Dakota's teachers had incomes less
than $6,500 in 1971 while 40 percent of all houselolds (including
teachers) had incomes below that leh0,1"
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13. South Dakota teachers are only marginally represented in the
state's "middle income" group while teachers in all regional states,
except North Dakota, are represented as expected or in "higher income"
categories.

14. On a 12-month basis, the average American teacher earns sifni-
ficantly less than other government employees with similar training
and experience.

South Dakota -- Intrastate

Introduction

Data analyses were performed upon geo-political subdivisions within
the state of South Dakota similar to the analyses made to compare S, ath
Dakota to it's neighboring states. Because the analyses were, for the
most part, made through computer-based statistical programs, the results
of those analyses will be generally reported in narrative rather than
tabular form. The purpose here is the same as.the previous section of
the chapters to establish the economic status of public school teaching
personnel in relation to the general population.

Other analyses will be offered relative to the supply and demand for
teachers within the state and a profile of South Dakota teachers will be
presented. rile chapter concludes with salary recommendations and proposed
methods of financing those recommendations.

Economic Status

South Dakota could not be considered as one of the wealthy states.
In 1969, South Dakota ranked 37th among the fifty states in Per Capita
Personal Income, yet ranked 2nd in Per Capita Disposable Income as a
Percent of Total Per Capita Personal Income. Disposable income is "after
taxes" income: therefore, the foregoing measures seem to indicate that
South Dakotans enjoy a relatively modest tax structure. However, that is
not necessarily the case. South Dakota ranked 7th in state and local
tax collections in 1968-69 as a percent of 1969 personal income. Almost
58 percent of that tax revenue was generated through the regressive
property tax and thus ranked South Dakota as 1st among the fifty states
in its use of the property tax as a revenue source.

The property tax has been under increasing pressure from both state
legislatures and the courts. Several state legislatures have recently
passed measures to significantly limit the use of property taxes and at the
same time to substitute other, more progressive, revenue measures. Because
South Dakota school districts are primarily funded from local sources
(about 85 percent in 1972) and because local revenue is from the property
tax, any change in the property tax provisions would necessitate that the
state increase its funding level to lo9011041ool districts.
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Due found
5
that by increasing the South Dakota sales tax by 1 percent.

$15 million would be generated based upon 1969 revenue. If the sales tax
were broadened to include consumer services at a5 percent rate, an
additional $7 million would be available. Thus $22 million are available
to the state treasury through this one measure. The sales tax, as a
revenue measure, is proportional in application and regressive at its
worst. Yet, by exempting food and medicines, the sales tax moves toward
being a progressive tax in its effect.

Due further reported that based on Oregon's 1969 state income tax
rates, South Dakota could have generated $57 million from that source.
AlthoUgh Oregon state income taxes were considered to be "moderate" in
1969, South Dakota had no state income tax. North Dakota had less per
capita income than did South Dakota but provided state and local govern-
ments more per capita revenue. The total revenue effort of South Dakota
seems commendable. The extensive use of the property tax is not.

The map of south Dakota identifies the six Educational Planning Districts
(EPD). The 1971 Median Effective Buying Income per Household is associated
with each county. Median household income means that one-half of the
households had less income and one-half of the households had more income.
The state median income per household was $7,925 while each EPD's median
household income was: (1) $6,616, (2) $7,217, (3) $6,329, (4) $6,622,
(5) $7,232, and (6) $8,029.

The per pupil agricultural property assessed valuation was determined
tc be $23,044 in EPD-5, followed by $17,254 in EDP-6, $17,201 in EPD-4,
$16,417 in EPD-3, $14,184 in EPD-1, and $13,587 in EPD-2. Non-agricultural
property assessed valuations per pupil were found to be: $7,138 for EPD-2,
$5,949 for EPD-1, $5,775 for EPD-3, $5,736 for EPD-6, $5,657 for EPD-5, and
$5,634 for EPD-4. Rank ordered from high to low on all assessed property
valuations per pupil establishes the relative economic ability of the EPD's
to support education. That rank order is: (1) EPD-5 at $28,700, 1.2) EPD-6
at $22,989, (3) EPD-4 at $22,834, (4) EPD-3 at $22,192, (5) EPD-2 at
$20,724, (6) EPD-1 at $20,131. The state average was found to be $23,643.
Only EPD-5 uas above the state average.

By weighing equally the four economic measures, agricultural property
value per pupil, non-agricultural property value per pupil, total property
value per pupil, and median per household income, it was determined that
by weighing the rank-order positions from 1 to 6, EPD-5 and EPD-6 have
equal t:conomix strength followed by EPD-2, EPD-4, EPD-3, and EPD-1. This
finding, plus the 1971 Effective Buying Income data in Table 14 substantiates
for South Dakota the finding by Rossmiller and his Associates cited earlier
to the effect that EBI is the most reliable and efficient wealth measure
available at this time for comparative purposes.

The increases in EBI for the period 1966-71 indicate the the economic
structure of the state's EPD's is rather stable. EPD-2 made the greatest
relative gain while the four EPD's with the lowest economic strength made
almost common advancos on the two leadotaD's. Finally, an analysis was
made to determine the percentages of h Mds in each EPD by income
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distfibution (se- Table 1) . The distribution categories were then
tecouce[tualieee into t:ffee .:laseee. The household income classes
were: (11 '),0i.e) or (2) ;r.),0()1 to '15,000, and (3) $15,001
or more-. rh, r EPD's troll) woalthieet to leaet wealthy
were .ilmoet identical to the rnnk-orders above on tht four economic
facture. rhe only differeeco in thie rank-order and the combined
factors was tleit. rile-1 had a lesser percent of the households (38 per-
cent) with ineomee below $5,000 than did EFD-3 (41 percent) and there-
tore the two F.eD's exchanged their lowest and second lowest ordered
positions. When oued in these income categories it was found that
about 50 percent of the household!; are in the "middle income" category.
one would expeei about te3 percent of the households in that category
it ineume were distributed in a manner similar to the "normal prob-
ability curve" although ;outh Dakota's current distribution would be
similar to the national distribution.

A stepwise discriminant analysis was performed on nine educational
variables plus nine economic variables. The data were aggregated on
a county -unit besis and analyzed to reflect commonalities and differences
between Educational Planning UistrieL,; (EPD). Based on all 18 variables,
the etatistical process tested for homogeneity of counties within each
EPD. The analysis revealed that EPD-6 counties were most alike, closely
followed by EPD-5. The other regions were found to display a lack of
homogenous characteristics in the same fashion as their rank-order on
income dietributien. This test reinforces the previous analysis to the
effect the odurational characteristics (number teachers, enrollment,
etc.) correlAte highly with economic characteristics. This finding
has been substantiated by virtually all educational-economic studies.

Thu rather stbstantial standard-deviations found for both assessed
valuation on agricultural property and non-agricultural property in
EPD-6 and EPb-5, plus the high incidence of homogeneity, further indicates
that only a minor number of the counties in those EPD's have less
economic strength than the average. Also, the standard-deviations on
instructional cost per average daily membership (ADM) were from three to
seven times greeter than the lower economic EPD's, thus again substan-
tiating the existence of a minor number of counties dissimilar to the
average.

The within group correlation matrix revealed a higher positive
correlation between instructional cost/ADM and assessed value of
agricultural property than with non-agricultural property--thus reflecting
the larger class of agricultural property and the importance of property
value in south Dakotan; educational funding. Further, negative relation-
ehtn.; were found between instructional cost per ADM and low-income
groupe while a positive relationship ot about equal strength was found
between instructional cost per ADM and high income groups.
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Student-Teacher Populations

South Dakota's declining public school enrollment was presented
in Figure 1 and the state's pupil-teacher ratios (P-TR) were compared
to neighboring states in Table 6. Analysis of the elementary school
P-TRs by En revealed variations from 11.3.8 pupils per teacher to 14.9
pupils per teacher. The lowest elementary school 15-TRs were found to
be in the wealthiest EPDs (5 and 6). The same general finding was true
for secondary school P-TRs except for one notable case. EPD-6 had
the highest secondary school P-TR (approximately 17.3:1). EPD-5 had
the lowest (12.1:1) and the remaining EPD's had secondary school P-TRs
between 13.0:1 and 14.4:1. The influence of Rapid City's high secon-
dary pupil-teacher ratic (approximately 24.4:1) was evident in the region-
six computation given the fact that the Rapid City school district
employs over one-half of the EPD-6 secondary teachers. Similarly,
Sioux Falls employs approximately one-third of the region-two secondary
teachers yet it's approximate 21.5:1 P-TR is substantially higher than
the EPD-2 average of 14.4:1.

.Figure 3 graphs the number of full-time public elementary and secon-
dary teachers for the period 1966-1972. Like the student population
(see Figure 1), the number of classroom teachers increased between 1966-
67 but the number has consistently declined since 1967. The rate of
decline ceased rather dramatically following 1971--there was an enroll-
ment increase in 1971--and the preliminary data for 1972-73 indicates
that the number of teachers will remain about the same.

Supply-Demand for Teachers

The foregoing data clearly indicate that South Dakota is not in
need of additional teaching personnel. The expansion of services to
exceptional children the past few years has increased the demand for
specialists in those related areas. Also, teacher-mobility to other
states and retirements will create a few positions. However, South
Dakota will neither require nor be in a position to employ the number
of recent graduates who received teacher training at colleges within the
state. Table 15 indicates that over 2,000 graduates per year since 1969
have been qualified to teach in the public elementary and secondary
schools. Concomitantly, the number of teaching positions has steadily
decreased during that period (see Figure 3). Obviously, many trained
teachers from South Dakota colleges will not find teaching positions in,
South Dakota public schools. Like many states, there is an over-
supply of teachers in south Dakota. Further, enrollment projections
and pupil-teacher ratios indicate a decreasing demand for teachers for
the next several years.

110
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TABLE 15. Number. cat South Dakota College Graduates Receiving Degrees

and Preparing to Teach in Elementary and Secondary schools

Level 196u 1961 196e 1970 1971 1972

Elementary Regular 225 257 N.A. 880 946 875
Special N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 8 N.A.
Secondary 747 784 1.A. 1,690 1,502 1,675
Un-graded * N.A. N.A. N.A. 165 166 121

TOTALS i72 1,041 2,241 2,735 2,712 2.691

DATA SOURCE: Various 'LE .A. Research Bulletins

* Include Special Education, Guidance Courvielors, Librarians, etc.

N.A. - Not available

Economic Status of Teachers

An inverse relationship was found to exist when teaching salaries
were compared to median EII per household by educational. planning district.
That is to say, teachers in the least wealthy EPD's earned more than the
median household's BI while teachers in the wealthier EPD's earned less
than the median household's EBI. ty selecting the counties with the high-
est and lowest median household EBI and comparing the average salary of
teachers in school districts associated with those counties, it was de-
termined that teachers earned less than the EPD's wealthiest county in
all cases. The percentage differences ranged from 3 percent less in
EPD-4 (Brown County) to 26 percent less in EPD-5 (Hughes County). The
differences in this comparison were less in EPD's 1, 2, 3, and 4 than in
EPD's 5 and 6, although the influence of i.eux Falls (Minnehaha County)
was evident in EPD-2. For example, the median household CBI in Minnehaha
County (EPD-6) is 5.5 percent greater than the median household CBI in
Pennington County (E1'D-6) and the mean teaching sAlary in Minnehaha
County was found to be 0.6 pereent higher than the mean teaching salary
in Pennington County. Also, the average salary of :-.1ioux Falls teachers
Was determined to be 7.1 percent higher than the Rapid City average
salary for teachers even though both school district's faculties have
average teaching experience of 11.9 yr.ars,

the average teaching salary. in eeuntie representing the EPD's least
wealthy county were found to be higher than thu county median household
EB1 except for EPD-6. The anomaly of Todd Cuenty (EPD-5) , where teachers
earned 294 percent above the median household, is probably best explained
by the low per household EBI on t oselud Indian keserVation. Also,
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teachers on the Reservation earn an average salary similar to teachers
in Pennington Couty. Except for Todd County, teachers' salaries
ranged from 90 percent (Custer County) to 137 percent (Roberts County)
of the median EBI associated with the least wealthy counties.

The Mitchell Independent school District has the highest average
teaching salary in 1972-73 at $9,326. The lowest average teaching
salary among the Independent School Districts was determined to be
$5,364 at Canova. The average salaries in Common School Districts run
significantly below the average salaries in Independent School Districts.

The 20th Annual Salary_ study prepared by the South Dakota Education
Association revealed that of the 111 high school districts reporting
salary schedules for 1972-73, nine districts had minimum salaries of
$6,000 for B.A. training and one district reported $6,900 minimum salary
for B.A. training. The median was determined to be $6,300. The
highest B.A. degree salary, given training and experience, was reported
to be $10,362 while the highest M.A. salary, given training and experience,
was reported to be $13,860 (also the highest reported salary representing
12 years credited experience). Also, fringe benefits were reported to
range from none to all of the hospital/medical insurance plus life
insurance and contributions to income protection plans.

Teacher Profile

The average teaching experience in wealthier school districts is
higher than in the least wealthy districts; except for the Common SL_Lool
Districts where experience is higher, salaries are lower and pupil-
teacher ratios are lower. The wealthier districts have a median average
teacher experience of 11.9 years while the less wealthy districts have
a median average teacher experience of 9.2 years. The median average
teaching experience of South Dakota independent school districts is
about .he National Average of 11 years and most of South Dakote's teachers
have earned their experience in the state.

Teachers in the wealthier independent school districts are older than
their counterparts in less wealthy districts. The average age of South
Dakota teachers is 38.9 years which is 3.7 year older than the average
working adult in the state.

The average adjusted teaching salary in South Dakota is 14.3 percent
less than the median household.

Sixty-five percent of South Dakota's teachcrs are women (mostly
elementary school) and 35 percent of the teachers are men (mostly secon-
dary school).

"4.AAle a.
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CosT INDICES FOR EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
IN SOUTH DAKOTA*

The idea that public schools should provide equal educational
opportunity for all children has been a part of American educational
thought since the writings of Thomas Jefferson. In recent years,

however, there has been growing recognition that equality of educa-
tional opportunity in the United states is more myth than reality.
Recent court cases have served to focus attention on the inequities
which exist in many state school finance programs. Increasingly,

the question "What constitutes equality of educational opportunity?"
has been raised.

Some persons associate equality of educational opportunity with
equality of spending. They argue that only when an equal number of
dollars are spent for each child's education will equality of educa-
tional opportunity exist. Others who have examined this question
maintain that equality of opportunity should be defined in terms of
equal access to educational programs. They argue that the concept of
equality of educational opportunity requires that each child have
free access to an educational program best suited to his or her unique
needs and abilities. They point out that, since educational programs
should vary according to the needs of children, not all programs will
be equally costly and that spending an equal number of dollars for
each child's education is no guarantee of equal educational opportunity.

We agree with the latter position, .i.e., that equality of educa-
tional opportunity requires that we afford each child free and equal
access to an educational program designed to meet his unique needs.
We note that some districts consistently spend substantially more
money than other districts to educate the same number of pupils.
Furthermore, the development of specialized educational programs to
meet the needs of particular types of pupils calls attention to the
fact that some pupils require relatively costly educational programs.
Despite the obvious differences in expenditure per pupil in various
types of educational programs, only recently have studies been made to
identify the magnitude and nature of the cost of various educational
programs tailored to meet the needs of specific types of pupils. The

pioneering research conducted by the National Educational Finance Pro-
ject has focused attention upon the cost variations which exist in
educational programs offered by school districts.

One important reason for the lack of data concerning the relative
cost of various educational programs is the limited amount of data
provided by most school accounting systems. School accounting is gen-
erally done on a district-wide basis rather than on a school-by-school

*A study performed by Richard A. Rossmiller and Thomas H. Moran,
Department of Educational AdminiMritApn, University of Wisconsin-Madison.



basis and the problem is Curtner complicated by the fact that very

few school districts maintain fiscal or peL-sonnel records on an

educational program basis. Consequently, it is extremely difficult

to obtain data concerning expenditures for each of the programs pro-

vided by a school district. Unless more detailed expenditure and
staffing information are collected systematieally on a program-by-

program basis, it will be difficult to provide adequate funding for

special educational programs which will meet the varying needs of

pupils who attend the public schools.

The primary purpose of this research was to gather and summarize

information concerning the relative cost of educational programs de-

signed for handicapped pupils in the public schools of South Dakota.

Information concerning the distribution of pupils in various special

educational programs for the handicapped, the relative availability

of special educational programs for handicapped pupils, and the dis-

tribution of pupils in the regular educational programs also was

sought.

Design of the Study

This study was initiated in January, 1973. Through correspondence

with members of the staff of the South Dakota State Department of

Education and a meeting with members of the staff, it was possible to

identity the data which would be needed to develop program cost indices

and to determine the relative availability of these data. Because of

the limitations imposed by time and resources and the relatively

small number of programs for the handicapped, it was impossible to

obtain data for all school districts in the state. Consequently,

with the assistance of the staff of the State Department of Education,

a representative sample of South Da',1ota school districts which provide

a number of special educational programs for handicapped children was

identified. The following school districts were included:

1. Aberdeen 8. Rapid City

2. Beresford 9. Sio,.< Falls

3. Brookings 10. Todd County

1. Douglas 11. Vermillion

5. Huron 12. Watertown

O. Mitchell 13. Yankton

7. Pierre

These districts are among the largest school districts in the state.

It was noted, however, that only the larger districts provided programs

for several categories of handicapped children. The smaller districts

tended to have programs for only one ut two categories of handicapped

children (or in some cases, no programs at all).

Data were obtained for the l')71 -72 school year, the most recent

year for which complete expenditure and staffing data were available.

145
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These data wure obtained from official school district reports on
file in the State Uepartmcnt of Education and from publications of
the State Education Department. Members of the staff of the State
Department of Education provided invaluable assistance in locating
the data. Among the major items of information obtained for each
school district were:

i. Full-time equivalent students enrolled in each school dis-
trict in the regular educational program and in special
educational programs for trainable mentally retarded pupils,
educable mentally retarded pupils, physically handicapped
pupils, emotionally disturbed pupils, and pupils with learn-
ing disabilities;

2. the number of teachers and other instructional staff members
in each program category; and

3. the distribution of current operating expenditures for each
district by program category.

Since current operating expense data were not available by category
or subcategory of program it was necessary to devise methods for allo-
cating current operating expenses to program levels. One allocation
distributed total current operating expenses to the elementary (K-8)
and secondary (9-12) levels by computing the ratio of elementary to
secondary teaching and non-teaching academic staff, which was then
used to allocate instructional costs. It was necessary to assume that
all other categories of expenditure--including district administration,

attendance and health services, transportation, operation of plant,
maintenance of plant, fixed charges and food services--applied equally
to each student regardless of level. This allocation resulted in an
estimate of the cost per full-time equivalent student at both the
elementary and secondary levels in each school district. A similar
procedure was utilized to distribute the current operating expenses for
special education to each of the handicapped programs at the elementary
and secondary levels.

Several cautions should be noted with regard to the method of
allocation used in arriving at the cost differentials and cost indices.
In the first place, the method of allocation that was used relies on
the number of academic staff members rather than the current expenses
for academic staff. Furthermore, the expenses involved in the allo-
cation process included expenses not directly associated with salaries--
for example, textbooks, library books, teaching supplies, contractual
services and other expenses--expenses which obviously are distributed
somewhat arbitrarily by using number of staff members as the basis
for allocation. The method used assumed that all members of the teaching
staff, whether in regular or special education programs, receive the
same salary and thus is likely to understate the cost differentials
slightly. Secondly, the allocation process assumed that many of the
expenses--for example, those for food service, maintenance of plant,

1.;
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etc.--apply equally to students in both regular and special programs.
In the absence of more detailed accounting records, no alternative
assumption would seem to be justified but it should be noted that this
assumption probably also serves to understate the cost differentials.
Finally, the allocation process resulted in an estimate of the cost
per student by category and subcategory of program, and a tenuous one
at that, and does not represent an accurate accounting of the actual
cost per student based on detailed program-by-program accounting rec-
ords. With the development of more detailed accounting systems a
more accurate description of cost differentials should become possible.

Table 1 provides a summary of the various special programs for
the handicapped provided by the 13 South Dakota school districts
included in the sample. It should be emphasized that no assessment
was made of the relative quality of the various programs. No data

were available which would enable such judgments to be made. One

should not assume that program quality is equal in each of the districts
and a range in expenditure per pupil in these programs is to be ex-
pected. To minimize the possibility that unjustified comparisons
among districts would be made, the districts were coded so that they
could not easily be recognized.

At the elementary school level, special educational programs for
educable mentally retarded pupils were by far the most numerous with

all 13 districts reporting such programs. Unly four of the 13 districts
provided special educational programs for trainable mentally retarded
pupils. Three districts provided special programs for emotionally
disturbed pupils; and two districts provided special programs for
physically handicapped pupils.

At the secondary school level, four of the 13 districts provided
special programs for educable mentally retarded pupils and one
district provided a special program for trainable mentally retarded
pupils. Two districts reported programs for emotionally disturbed
secondary school pupils and one district provided a special program

for physically handicapped pupils. No programs for pupils with learn-
ing disabilities were reported at the secondary school level.

A 4
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TABLE 1. summary of Regular and Special Educational Programs in 13 South
Dakota School Districts

Elementary K-8
Special Educational Programs
Educable Mentally Retarded
Trainable Mentally )retarded
Emotionally Disturbed
Learning Disabilities
Physically Handicapped

secondary 9-12
Special Educational Programs
Educable Mentally Retarded
Trainable Mentally Retarded
Emotionally Disturbed
Learning Disabilities
Physically Handicapped

Regular Program

A BCDEFGHI J K L M Total

x x x x x xxxxxx,xx 13

x x x x --..-_A---
3x x x

x x 2

2

x x x

.x

x 4

x 1

x x. 2

0

x 1

xxxxxxxxxx x x x 13

A B C D E F G H I J K L M Total

aegular Educational Programs

Table 2 provides a breakdown of the cost per full-time equivalent
pupil in regular educational programs at the elementary and secondary
levels in 13 South Dakota school districts. The ratio of cost per
secondary pupil to cost per elementary pupil also is shown. The average
expenditure per full-time equivalent elementary pupil was $697 and the
average expenditure per full-time equivalent secondary pupil was $781.
Thus, on the average, secondary school programs were 13 percent more
costly than elementary school programs in these districts.

District B had the highest expenditure per pupil at both the
elementary and secondary level with expenditures of $1,059 per pupil
and $1,163 per pupil, respectively. District I had the lowest expen-
diture per full-time elementary pupil--$566. The lowest expenditure
per full-time equivalent secondary pupil was $603 in District E. The
highest cost ratio between secondary and elementary programs was in
District I (1.33) and the lowest cost ratio was in District A (0.88).
District A spent 12 percent less on each secondary school pupil than
it spent on each elementary school pupil.
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TABLE 2. Cost Per Full-time Equivalent Pupil for Regular Educational
Programs in 13 South Dakota School Districts

District Elementary Secondary secondary/Elementary

A $ 874 $ 767 0.88
B 1,059 1,163 1.10
C 623 671 1.08

657 729 1.11
E 629 603 0.96
F G59 676 1.03
G 765 925 1.21
H 650 1,061 1.63
I 566 754 1.33
J 655 743 1.13
K 658 675 1.03
L 647 680 1.05
M 624 711 1.14

High
Low

B

I

B

E

I

A

Mean 697 781 1.13

Enrollment in Regular and Special EducationalPrograms

Most authorities agree that between 10 and 12 percent of the pupils
in public schools have physical, mental, or emotional handicaps which
are sufficiently severe for them to benefit from participation in some
type of special educational program. Table 3 shows the percentage
distribution of full-time eauivalent elementary and secondary pupils
in regular and special educational programs in the South Dakota school
districts included in this.study. The 13 school districts enrolled
65,605 pupils in grades K through 12, with 45,080 pupils enrolled in
elementary schools and 20,525 pupils enrolled in secondary schools.
only 750 pupils (1.66 percent) were enrolled in special educational
programs at the elementary school level. Most of these pupils--1.26
percent--were enrolled in programs for the educable mentally retarded
and another 0.18 percent were enrolled in programs for the trainable
mentally retarded.

At the secondary school level, only 156 pupils (0.76 percent) were
enrolled in special educat*uniablorograms. Again, the majority were in



programs for educable mentally retarded pupils and trainable mentally
retarded pupils.

Because the number of pupils served in special educational programs
for the handicapped in these districts is so small when compared with
national estimates, one must conclude that many pupils who could benefit
from such programs are not currently being served. This conclusion is
further buttressed by data contained in the publication. Education:
South Dakota published by the Bureau of Field Studies and Surveys of the
University of Missesota in 1969. Table 4 is reproduced from the above
report and indicates that only 16 percent of the handicapped children
in South Dakota were being served in special educational programs during
the 1968-69 school year. It seems clear from the data presented in
Tables 3 and 4 that South Dakota has a large numbet of handicapped
children who are not currently being provided access to special educa-
tional programs tailored'to fit their needs.

TABLE 3. Percentage Distribution of Full-time Equivalent Elementary and
secondary Pupils by Educational Program in 13 South Dakota
School Districts

Elementary
Number Percent

Secondary
Number Percent

Regular Program 44,330 98.34 '0,369 99.24

Special Educational Programs 750 1.66 156 0.76
Educable Mentally Retarded 569 1.26 117 0.57
Trainable Mentally Retarded 81 0.18 12 0.05
Emotionally Disturbed 44 0.10 24 0.12
Learning Disabilities 41 0.09 0 0.00
Physically Handicapped 15 0.03 3 0.02

Total 45,080 100.00 20,525 100.00

Special Education Programs for the Handicapped
in Elementary Schools

127

Each of the districts included in the sample provided one or more
special education programs for the handicapped at the elementary school
level. Table 5 provides an overview of the average cost of all special
education programs at the elementary school level. The most costly
programs were provided in District A where the cost per pupil was $2,568.
In contrast, the lowest cost programs were in District I with a cost
per pupil of $937. The highest cost indeA was found in District F
where the average cost of special education programs was 3.54 times
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TABLE 4. Rate of Educational Jervi:e for land'- capped Children in South
Dakota During the 1968-b9 School Year

Type of Handicap
stimated Incidence
.tmther** Percent***

ToLal Served
Number4 Percent

Educable Mentally Retarded 3,340 2.0 984 29.0
Trainable Mentally Retarded 501 0.3 153 33.0
Emotionally Disturbed/Socially

Maladjusted 3,340 2.0 25 7.0
Special Learning Disabilities 5,010 3.0 0 0.0
Speech Impaired 5,845 3.5 2,100 36.0
Physically Handicapped (includ-

ing Multiply Handicapped) 3,34U 2.0 240 7.0
Visually Impaired - 150 0.1 50 33.0
Hearing Impaired 1,002 0.6 124 12.0

Total 22,528 13.5 3,689 16.0

*Education: South Dakota, Bureau of Field Studies and Surveys, College
of Education, University of Minnesota, 1969.

**Based on a September, 1968, K through 12 enrollment figure of 167, 381
(167,000 was used t estimate number of pupils).

***U.S. Office of Education projections, reported in L. M. Dunn, Exceptional
Children in the schools (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1963).

10Numbers include the approximate number of children served in state-
supported programs through supplemental tutoring as well as those enrolled
at the state residential schools for the blind, deaf and orthopedically
hani.icapped.

greater than the cost of the regular education proqram. IA District J,
on the other hand, the average cost of the special education programs
were only 1.43 times as costly as the regular education program.

'he average cost of all special education programs for tee total
samtl, of )3 districts was $1,777 per pupi and the average rost of all
regular programs was $697 per pupil. Mel' two figures yield a cost index
of 2.55, indicating that the average cost of all elementary school
special education programs was 2.55 times greater than the cost of the
average tegular education program in the elementary schools in these
13 districts.

I: I
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TABLE 5. Average Cost Per Full-time Equivalent Pupil in All Elementary
special Education Programs

District

Special Program
Cost

Per Pupil

Regular Program
Cost

Per Pupil

Cost
Differential

(1-2)

Cost
Index

(1/2)

A $2,568 874 $1,694 2.94
ti 1,520 1,059 461 1.44
C 1,509 623 886 2.42
D 1,699 657 1,042 2.59

1,466 629 837 2.33
F 2,333 659 1,674 3.54

2,363 765 1,598 3.09
1,880 650 ',230 2.89

I .37 566 271 1.66
J 939 655 284 1.43
K 1,835 658 1,177 2.79
L 1,942 647 1,295 3.00
M 2,112 624 1,488 3.38

High A F
Low I I

Mean 1,777 697 1,080 2.55

Programs for Educable Mentally Retarded Pupils

All 13 of the districts included in the sample provided special
elementary school programs for educable mentally retarded pupils. The
cost per pupil for each of these programs and the cost index relative
to the cost of the regular program are shown in Table 6. District A,
the highest spending district, spent $2,568 per pupil in its program for
the educable mentally retarded compared to $874 per pupil in its regular
program. The lowest spending district, District I, spent only $693 per
pupil in its.program for educable mentally retarded pupils compared with
$566 per pupil in its regular program. The special program for educable
mentally retarded pupils in District. A obviously must be substantially
different than the program provided in District I. our data did not
permit an analysis of the specific factors which contributed to the
cost of each program. One must assume, however, that the program in
District A is of a different nature than the program in District I.

The average cost per pupil it programs for the educable mentally
retarded was $1,691 compared with an average regular program cost of

4
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$697 per pupil. Thu average cost index was 2.43. That is, on the average,
districts were spending 2.43 times as much per pupil in special programs
for the educable mentally retarded as they were per pupil in the regular
programs. The highest cost index (3,18) was found in District M and the
lowest cost index (1.22) was found in District I.

TABLE 6. Cost Per Full-time Equivalent Pupil in Elementary Special Edu-
cation Programs for the Educable Mentally Retarded

Special Program
Cost

Regular Program
Cost

Cost
Differential

Cost
Index

District Per Pupil Per Pupil (1-2) (1/2)

A $2,568 $ 874 $1,694 2.94
1,520 1,059 461 1.44
1,510 623 887 2.42

D 1,499 657 842 2.28
E 1,244 629 615 1.98

2,162 659 1,503 3.28
G 2,363 765 1,598 3.09
H 1,528 650 878 2.35
I 693 566 127 1.22

1,009 655 354 1.54
K 1,837 658 1,179 2,79
L 1,942 647 1,295 3.00
M 2,112 624 1,488 3.38

High A B M
Low I I I

Mean 1,691 697 904 2.43

Programs for Trainable Mentally Handicapped Pupils

Four of the 13 districts provided special elementary school programs
for trainab.e mentally retarded.pukils. Table 7 provides information on
the cost of these programs. The highest cost program was its District 11,
which was spending $2,445 per pupil compared with $650 per pupil in its
regular program. The lowest cost program was in District K where spend-
ing in the special program was at the rate of $1,006 per pupil compared
with $658 per pupil in the regular program. The highest and lowest
cost indices were also in District U and K with 3.76 and 1.53, respec-
tively. As was true of programs for the educable mentally retarded, it
seems clear that the programs provided 0i IIn Districts 0 and are of a

4.)
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substantially different nature than the programs provided in District
K. The question of whether or not the quality of these programs is
substantially different cannot be answered from the data available in
this study.

The average cost of programs for trainable mentally retarded pupils
in these four districts was $1,890 per pupil. The average cost of the
regular program in these districts was $648 per pupil. The cost dif-
ferential, $1,242, yielded a cost index of 2.92. That is, the average
program for trainable mentally retarded pupils was 2.92 times as costly
as the average program for regular pupils.

TABLE 7. Cost Per Full-time Equivalent Pupil in Elementary Special Edu-
cation Programs for the Trainable Mentally Retarded

Special Program
Cost

Regular Program
Cost

Cost
Differential

Cost
Index

District Per Pupil Per Pupil (1-2) (1/2)

D $2,401 $657 $1,744 3.65
E 1,708 629 1,079 2.72
H 2,445 650 1,795 3.76
K 1,006 658 348 1.53

Mean 1,890 648 1,242 2.92

Programs for Emotionally Disturbed Pupils

Three districts provided special educational programs for emotionally
disturbed pupils in their elementary schools. Data concerning the cost of
these programs are presented in Table 8. Expenditure per pupil in the
program varied from a low of $1,041 per pupil in District I to a high of
$2,713 per pupil in District K. The lowest cost index was 1.84 in
District It the highest cost index was 4.12 in District K.

The average expenditure per pupil in these programs was $2,078
compared with an average expenditure per pupil in the regular program
of $618. The average cost index was 3.36, i.e., on the average, programs
for emotionally disturbed pupils were 3.36 times morecostly than programs
for regular pupils.

Again, the wide difference in expenditure per pupil between the
highest and lowest cost programs should be noted. It is obvious that
there must be substantial differences between these programs but the data
did not permit identification of the specific factors which contributed
most to the special program cost.
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TABLE 8. cult Per Full-time Equivalent Pupil in Elementary Special
Education Programs for the Emotionally Disturbed

Special Program
Cost

Regular Program
cost

Cost
Differential

Cost
Index

District Per Pupil Per Pupil (1-2) (1/2)

E $2,480 $629 $1,851 3.94
I 1,041 566 475 1.84
K 2,713 658 2,055 4.12

Mean 2,078 618 1,460 3.36

Programs for Pupils with Learning Disabilities

As shown in Table 9, only two districts provided elementary school
programs for pupils with learning disabilities. In District J, the cost
per pupil in the special program was $584 compared with a cost per pupil
of $655 in the regular program. Thus, District J was actually spending
less per pupil in the special program than it was spending per pupil in
the regular program.

The cost of the special program for pupils with learning disabilities
in District g, on the other hand, was $2,653 per pupil compared with an
expenditure of r;658 per pupil in the district's regular program. The
cost index for this program was 4.03, compared with a cost index of 0.89
in District J.

Although an average program cost is shown in Table 9, the average
cost in this thstance has little meaning since the programs provided by
the two districts are obviously dissimilar. It is likely that the pro-
gram in District J provides some special part-time instructional assis-
tance for pupils with mild learning disabilities, while the program in
District K probably involves children who have severe learning disabilities
and who need close personal assistance on a one-to-one basis. This

situation highlights the need for much more specific information concerning
the nature of the pupils in the program, the objectives of the program,
and the configuration of resources being utilized in the program before
judgments can be made concerning the applicability of an average cost
index. It also illustrates the great amount of variability in educa-
tional programs designed for pupils whose learning disabilities may
vary from mild to severe.

Programs for Physically Handicapped Pupils

Table If.) provides data concerning the cost of special elementary

school programs for physically handicapped pupils. only two districts
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TABLE 9. Cost Per Full-time Equivalent Pupil in Elementary Special
Education Programs for Pupils with Learning Disabilities

N.11=1177=1=11==
Special Program

Cost
Regular Program

Cost
Cost Cost

Differential Index
District Per Pupil Per Pupil (1-2) (1/2)

J $ 584 $655 $ (71) 0.89
K 2,653 658 1,995 4.03

Mean 1,618 656 962 2.47

provided such programs and the cost of the two programs again varied
widely. District J spent $1,364 per pupil in its program for the
physically handicapped compared with an expenditure of $655 per pupil.
in its regular program. The resulting cost index was 2.08.

District F spent $3,811 per pupil in its program for the physically
handicapped compared with an expenditure of $659 per pupil in the regular
program. The associated cost index was 5.78.

These two programs must be quite dissimilar, since the difference
in spending was over $2,400 per pupil. With this large a difference in
program cost, the average program cost shown in Table 10 has little
meaning. As noted above, much more information is needed concerning
the specific nature of the program, the specific handicaps of pupils
involved in the program, and the configuration of resources being applied
in the program before judgments concerning an appropriate average cost
index can be reached.

TABLE 10. Cost Per Full-time Equivalent Pupil in Elementary Special
Education Programs for the Physically Handicapped

District

Special Program
Cost

Per Pupil

Regular Program
Cost

Per Pupil

Cost
Differential

(1 -2)

Cost
Index
(1/2)

F $3,811 $659 $3,152 5.78
J 1,364 655 709 2.08

Mean 2,587 657 1,930 3.94
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:pecial Education Frograms for the
Handicapped in Secondary Schools

Five of the 13 districts included in the sample provided one or more
education programs tor handicapped pupils at the secondary school

level. Table 11 summarizes the average cost of all secondary special
education programs' in each of the five districts. District Khad the
highest average cost with an expenditure of $3,248 per pupil in special
programs compared with an expenditure of $675 per pupil in its regular
program. The lowest cost special programs were in District F with an
average cost per pupil of $1,029 compared with an average cost per
pupil of $676 in the regular program. The associated cost indices in
District K and District F were 4.81 and 1.52, respectively.

The average expenditure per pupil in all special programs in the
five districts was $1,746. This compares with an average regular program
cost of $724 per pupil. The average cost index for all special programs
was 2.41. That is, the average cost per secondary school pupil in all
special programs in these five districts was 2.41 times greater than the
average cost per pupil in the regular educational program.

TABLE 11. Average Cost Per Full-time Equivalent Pupil in All SecOndary
School Special Education Programs for the Handicapped in Five
South Dakota School Districts

Special Program
Cost

Regular Program
Cost

Cost
Differential

Cost
Index

DisLrict Per Pupil Per Pupil (1-2) (1/2)

$1,581 $603 $ 978 2.62
F 1,029 b76 353 1.52

1,584 025 659 1.71
1,291 743 548 1.74

t. 3,248 675 2,573 4.81

High

,......

K K
Low F

Mean 1,746 724 1,022 2.41

Programs for Educable Mentally Retarded Pupils

Four V the 13 districts included in the sample provided special
educational programs for educable mentally retarded pupils at the
secondary school level. As shown i n Table 12, the highest cost program,
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$1,584 per pupil, was in District G and the lowest cost program, $856
per pupil, was in District F. Cost indices varied from a high of 2.25
in District E to a low of 1.27 in District F.

The average cost for all four programs was $1,271 per pupil compared
with an average cost per pupil in the regular program of $737. The
average cost ratio for all four programs was 1.72, indicating that the
average expenditure per pupil in .ecograms for educable mentally retarded
secondary school pupils was 1.72 times greater than the average expen-
diture per pupil in the regular secondary school program.

TABLE 12. Cost Per Full-time Equivalent Pupil in Secondary Special
Education Programs for the Educable Mentally Retarded

District

Special Program
Cost

Per Pupil

Regular Program
Cost

Per Pupil

Cost
Differential

(1-2)

Cost
Index

(112)

E $1,354 $603 $751 2.25
F 856 676 180 1.27
G 1,584 925 659 1.71
J 1,291 743 548 1.74

Mean 1,271 737 534 1.72

Programs for Trainable Mentally Retarded Pupils

Only one district, District F, provided a special secondary school
program for trainable mentally retarded pupils. The cost per pupil in
this program was $1,144 compared to a cost per pupil in the regular
program of $676. The resulting cost index was 1.69. The fact that only
one of the 13 districts provided a special secondary school program for
trainable mentally retarded pupils indicates that South Dakota is not
providing adequately for the needs of such pupils. Since these 13
districts included the largest districts in the state, one would expect
to find more than one district providing such a program if the needs of
such pupils were being met adequately.

Programs for Emotionally Disturbed Pupils

Two of the 13 districts provided special secondary school programs
for emotionally disturbed pupils. Data concerning the cost of these
programs are shown in Table 13. The cost per pupil in District E was
$3,036 While the cost per pupil in District K was $2,030. These figures

1



compare with 693 per putil dna $e75 gur pupil, ruspectivoly, in the
regular prorams Qt these tisticts. The cost index in District E was
(.33 and the cost index in ,)Istri..t. K was 3.01. The average cost per

in their regular progt4m..; L:ost. index for the
average ,:ost of the two programs was 3.96.

rABLE. 13. Cost. Per Pull-time Equivalent t'upil in .econdary Special
Education Programs for Emotionally Disturbed Pupils

District

Special Program Regular Program Cost Cost
Cost Cost Differential Index

Per Pupil Per Pupil (1-2) (1/2)

$3,036 $603 $2,433 5.03
2,030 675 1,355 3.01

Mean 2,533 639 1,894 3.96

Programs for Physically Handicapped Pupils

lily one district, District K, provided a program for secondary
school pupils who were physically handicapped. This was a very costly
program with a cost per pupil of $8,121 compared to a colt per pupil
in the regular program of $675. This produced i cost index of 12.04.
Reference to Table 3 indicates that only three pupils were served in
this program and thus, on a per pupil basis, it can be expected to he
very costly.

Comparison of South Dakota Cost indices
with Cost Indices from ether Studies

fn vic'w of the limited number of school districts involved in the
south Dakota sample, and the limited number of special educational pro -
grams for handicapped children provided by these 13 districts, it may
be helpful to compare the cost indices obtained in this study with cost
indices obtained in similar studies in other states. It must be cautioned,
howev,r, that ::ust indices are not perfectly comparallte fzom state to
state. aluirements for classification in the various special program
categories vary from one .state to another, as do requirement:; for teacher
,:ertitication, teacher/pupil r.rtio and .;imilar factors which are likely
to influence the cost of a given program. These ompar,tive data should,
however, prove helpful to educators and legislators a s they examine

.:outh Dakota's current provisions tar financing progrims for handicapped

r-Orl
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The first column in Table 14 (headed NEFP), lists the cost indices
obtained in the research conducted for the National Educational Finance
Project. These indices were computed on the base cost of the regular
educational program in grades 1 through 12 and make no differentiation
between elementary and secondary School programs. The indices for
Kentucky and Delaware were obtained from studies conducted in each of
those states using essentially the same techniques and procedures as
were used in the south Dakota study. The sample used in the Kentucky
study included 28 school districts while the Delaware study included all
school districts in Delaware. The indices reported for Indiana are
based on data obtained from 11 schools in three Indiana school districts.
The data reported for Texas were obtained from a study conducted for
Texas by the staff of the National Educational Finance Project. The
study did not deal with each program in detail; hence data are reported
only for all elementary and all secondary school programs with the
exception of the program for speech handicapped.

It will be noted that the cost index for elementary school programs
for the handicapped in South Dakota is the highest of those reported.
The same is true of the secondary school cost index for South Dakota.
The cost indices for individual programs also tend to be among the
highest reported in any of the stiled!.,s to date. The data which were

available did not enable us to identity the cost factors which produced
the relatively high cost index for special education programs in South
Dakota. It must be recognized that, with the exception of programs for
educable mentally retarded pupils, relatively few special education
programs were found in the 13 South Dakota districts included in this
study. In some cases only a handful of pupils were enrolled in such
programs and this may help account for their relatively high cost per

pupil. Also, these South Dakota districts seem to have only "scratched
the surface" in meeting the educational needs of handicapped children
and it is likely that the unit cost of the programs will decrease as
more experience is gained and as more pupils are enrolled.

The small size of the sample and the limited number of special educa-
tional programs provided by the districts included in the sample make any
generalizations hazardous. From the data presented, however, we tenta-
tively conclude that South Dakota has done relatively little to provide
special educational programs for handicapped pupils other than those
who are classified as educable mentally retarded. In school districts
which do provide special educational programs for the handicapped, the
cost of the program tends to be relatively high, at least when compared
With similar data from other states. We urge that educators and
legislators in South Dakota give greater attention to the special edu-
cational needs of handicapped children and encourage the development
of programs which will meet these needs. This will require action at

the state level.

J.0
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lEiuuL DIsTRIcT REORGANIZATION*

In the last four decades the number of school districts has de-
creased from 127,531 to 16,02u, This striking reduction did not just
happen. The significant reasons for such reorganization of school
districts tended to focus on the following:

1. A sufficiently large enrollment base so that broader programs
might be realized to better satisfy pupil needs.

2. Larger administrative units would broaden the tax base so that
the extreme disparities might be minimized; it would also better accom-
modate shifts in population and wealth.

3. Professional as well as non-instructional personnel could be
utilized more efficiently and effectively.

All that has been said and written regarding school district re-
organization tends inevitably to focus on the need to provide educa-
tional benefits, economic benefits,.and efficiency of operation. A
number of conditions prompted citizens and eventually legislators to
respond to these three concerns. Such factors as improved roads and
communication tended to develop greater cohesiveness in states like
South Dakota where sparsity contributed to isolation; the fact that a
considerable number of young people were leaving the state prompted
some hard questions about educational as well as vocational opportunities;
in states where the principal source of income and opportunity was
related to agriculture it became evident that consolidation of land
areas, made possible through mechanization and technological developments,
resulted in the need for less manpower yet better preparation for those
who were engaged in agriculture. It has become obvious that sheer
manpower will not suffice. Rather, it calls for a level of educational
opportunity and intensity heretofore unnecessary.

As the percentage of post-secondary entrants increased it prompted
many to equate the public school programs with successful entrance and
completion of post-secondary school opportunities. Needless to say,
many were found wanting.

Many citizens, although not sophisticated in the intricacies of
financing schools, became aware of extreme disparities within and
among districts in the ability and effort to support schools; many
argued that the inequity of "tax islands" which were permitted to be
sustained was not defensible; there was a growing recognition of state
responsibility in financing of schools; and some of the myths surround-
ing the concept of local control as a viable argument in resisting
district organization were beginning to lose their credibility. These

*A study performed Ly Dean F. Herkley, Department of Educational
Administration, Indiana University.
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were illustrative of the rlany factors prompting states to respond
through legislative action. typically, legislative bodies did so
in three ways:

1. Manlated reorganization statute.

2. Required counties of geographical units to study needs,
suggest plans and permit voter approval or disapproval.

3. Encouraged reorganization,but left subsequent action on a
permissive basis to the districts involved.

In a few cases mandated action has been taken. Where reorganization
has been left on a permissive basis, not much has transpired - unless,
of course, there were external incentives applied. In most ,:ases, and

particularly true in the plains states, certain criteria have been
established and a plan of action required with resolution of same left
up to the citizens through the means of referendum.

Criteria for reorganization have typically Included the following:

L. A minimum enrollment in the district which can respond to
pupil needs and adequacy of programming. Various studies have suggested
minimum enrollments ranging from 1,200 t() 20,000 pupils. In recent

years the suggested minimum enrollment has repeatedly been 10,000
pupils. In the 1950's Conant suggested a minimum of 1,500 pupils and,
although such a suggestion was unacceptable to :zany at the time, it is
now evident that a district of 1,500 - 2,000 pupils has considerable
difficulty responding to current or projected program needs of students.
In fact, small schools may actually deter the attainment of equitable

educational opportunities. ....)bviously, states with sparsity of popu-

lation, geographical barriers, or inadequate road conditions may not he
able to meet such minimum enrollments and will necessarily have to look
for alternatives to make possible what sheer numbers are unable to

provide. "ieedless to say, this .;.,:iterion should be viewed in terms of
the necessary pupil population for pro.;ram needs and not in terms of a
criterion to meet a specific minimum number.

2. A sufficient tax base and/or geographic area to support the

schools. This standard will vary considerably among and within states,
it some standard must De applied to assure the ability to support

schools and to minimize inequities Among districts.

3. 'Til administrative unit should include grades F-12 and be

adminictered D7 a single board. js rarely defensible to permit the
.2ontrnuance or separate elementary or nigh school districts. The

reasons for their existence tend to be based on highly localized argu-

ments which ignore educational needs. :uch matters us curriculum
articulation, effee'rive utilizatisn of start, prsvisions for special
n.:r!,1;, program coordination and more efficient use of facilities and

fssds tend to substantially favor an: fled districts. f all the criteria
advanced for effective school 4:Aroivts, this is the one most universally

accepted.
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An Overview

Not unlike other plains states, South Dakota has historically
supported a large number of school districts. Likewise, several
factors have contributed to the reduction in the number of school
districts in recent years. For many years the common schools served
a useful function in rural America, but their decline has been dramatic
in recent years. Such factors as improved transportation, growing
importance of secondary education, decreasing population in rural
areas, and the felt need for broadened educational opportunities have
exerted influences resulting in decreasing the number of school districts.

With few exceptions, the school districts in South Dakota are of
two types. They are the Independent District which provides a twelve-
year school program; and the Common District which provides less than
a twelve-year school program and typically a program for grades (K)1-8.

Certain conditions and special relationships exist which create
atypical districts. For instance, there are cases where a high school
district is superimposed over a number of common school districts;
provisions are made for contractual arrangements with local districts
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs; and contracting with districts in an
adjoining state.to accommodate transfer pupils at the elementary and/or
high school levels.*

Table 1 reveals the dramatic decrease in the number of school
districts in recent years. From 1931, at which time there was an all
time high of 3,449 districts, until the early 1960's little decrease
was noted.

It became evident in 1951 and again in 1955 that the legislature
was beginning to take seriously the factors prompting reorganization
of school districts. The legislative action to create county boards
and to review plans for district organization in terms of minimum
standards precipitated modest activity throughout the state. The 1967
legislature increased such activity with the passage of Senate Bill 130.
Its proviFiwns were essentially twofold. First, that all land area
in the state be a part of an independent school district by July 1,1970.
second, a state commission be created with the authority to reorganize
any land area not yet a part of an approved independent. district. The
effecti.re date of SB130 was delayed by legal action initiated by the
South Dakota Stock Growers Associationlbut the intentions were clear

*It should be noted that many tables in this study provide data based
on 177 of the 195 Independent Districts in South Dakota. In such cases
the following have been omitted due to the atypical nature of the district;
Bennett County High School, Big Stone City (5), Big Stone City (10), Browns
Valley, Douglas, Eagle Butte, Elk Mountain, Greater Scott, Hendricks,
Hermanson, Hoven High School, Hoyt, Northwest, Smee, Stanley County High
school, sully Superimposed High Schools floall County, and Wachter.



anu many oountius 1.rocuudud to devcloL, proposals for rooryanization of
school districts. The electorate supported the passagu of :8130 in
November 1968 and a marked Jecreasu in the number of districts has
transpired since that time.

TABLE 1. Number of school Districts in 4outh Dakota, 1955-56 Through
1972-73

Year Independent 411L10:1

perating
Non-

operating
Common

Total

1955-56 270 3,20'.; * 3,295
1956-57 267 3,026 * 3,293
1957-58 261 2,978 * 3,230
1958-59 258 2,908 * 3,166
1959-60 255 1,821 944 3,070

1960-61 252 1,703 1,057 3,012
1961-62 250 1,610 1,121 2,981
1962-63 245 1,525 1,156 2,926
1963-64 244 1,439 1,190 2,873
1964-65 240 1,362 1,006 2,608

1965-66 233 1,221 867 2,331
1966-67 225 1,094 695 2,014
1967-68 215 972 610 1,797
1966-69 216 831 156 1,203
1969-70 206 559 * 765

1970-71 201 67 17 26:
1)71-72 195 33 5 233
1972-73 195 32 4 231

3oURCE: Statistical Service.- erection, South Dakota State Department
of Public Instruction

* Figures not' available,

Tici 1973 legislature repealed much of th.: previous legislation and
it fourth in one act (HP793) matters rlatin,, to school district reor-
ganization, The essential features included the following:

1, Elimination the commiuL, and vesting the uower to
standard; ff,r and implementation of reorganization in the

::tats 4oard of Education. , 1,41
JIA. 4J
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The 1973 legislation alsc responded to the following minimum
standard, and commitments:

a. That districts should be reorganized in order to offer a
program of sufficient scope and quality to ar.,-(itis,incIdate
the inequities in the abi. to finance same;

b. That all districts must meet current minimum accreditation
requirements;

c. That all proposed districts must have sufficient assessed
valuation to enable the newly created district to rank
above the 15th percentile of all existing districts in
terms of assessed valuation per resident child;

1. That additional superimposed high school districts not
be permitted;

That presently operating school districts be eliminated
only on the initiative of the resident voters.

f. That a plan be used in the creation of new districts in
response to a desire for consolidation or boundary changes
on the part of one or mose districts.

Same Factors to Consider

If there is credence in the objective of realizing educational and
economic benefits with resultant efficiencies, it suggests calling atten-
tion to several of the factors which relate to.the satisfaction of those
objectives.

In 1970 the State Board of Education instituted a program of
accreditation on a K-12 basis. Accreditation provides for three levels
as follows: Accredited Level I Exemplary; Accredited Level I, accred-
ited Level II. Clas. Lfication is based essentially on an annual
quantitative review of the educational program, staff, instructional mater-
ials, facilities and services. Details regarding each level of accred-
itation are found in Standards Bulletin 99, State Department of Public
Instruction, 1970. Assuming that the present system of accreditation
is the best information available regarding meaningful differentiations
between school systems, the relationships of these accreditation levels
to the following factors may provide some clues regarding how well school
districts are responding to the objectives cited above.

Accreditation Levels and Enrollment

The literature repeatedly indicates a relationship between adequacy
program and number of pupils in attendance. one recent study of school

district organization which focused over states, including South Dakota,
-AAA/
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hal this to say about size: 1

The following assumptions concerning the factor of size are
accepted for this Report as a basis for planning a state system of
school district organization:

1. Size, in and of itself, is not necessarily important. Size

acquires relevance in relation to many related factors.

2. Size, in and of itself, will not provide quality education.
It must be related to the objectives upon which a state school system
organization is based.

3. Size is an important factor to consider when a state under-
takes the task of organizing its school districts into units which will
make possible the attainment of the educational results the citizenry
expects in return for its investment in public education.

4. Size becomes significant when related to the tasks for which
numbers are important to meet educational objectives adequately,
efficiently and economically.

5. School districts can be both too small and too big.

6. There is a significant relationship (as reported in related
research studies) between size and:

a. Per-pupil costs

b. Pupil achievement

c. Program breadth and quality

d. Teacher preparation and certification

e. Supporting educational services

f. Educational leadership

Table 2 tends to corroborate the fact that in South Dakota the
smaller the number of pupils the less chance of meeting the minimum
standards for the highest level of accreditation.

rho median size of the independent districts in >outh Dakota is
approximately 45U pupils. Less than 3 percent of the schools below

the median enrollment were classified at the Ib level of accreditation.

There were 56 districts with Level II accreditation and 53 of those

districts enrolled les c than 500 f the 29 districts with

enrollments of 1,000 at- more none were accredited at Level 6 were

at. Level and 23 dt_ ferhaps coincidental, but an interesting

,.jeometric relationship between accreditation level and enrollment is
AR 0**,44

r
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als;) found In td,e lata. medlar. enrollment for districts with Level
accreditation was 23; for Level it was 500) and for Level IE it

was 1,D0).

Ac.:reditation Levels of Independent Districts Grouped by Size
of Enrollment, 1)71-72

Enrollment Districts
Level IE

Districts
Level I

Districts
Level II

Total

Districts

0 240 1 5 32 38
250

.
449

....
4 34 21 59

500 749 8 25 2 35
75.0 099 13 5 1 16

1,0J0 1,249 6 3 0 9
1,250 2,499 7 2 9

2,500 6,499 8 1 0 9
6,500 13,999 0 0 0 0
14,000 and above 2 '71 0 2

TOTALS 46 75 56 177

11:1=1====li

Another indicator of quality at the high school level is membership
in the North Central Association. Table 3 reveals that for schools to
meet the minimum qualitative standards for North Central accreditation
in south Dakota the odds favor those schools with an enrollment of 300
or more. The median enrollment for the 193 public high schools (9-12)
was 150 pupils. In fact, 82.6 percent of the high schools enrolled 300
pupils or less. There were 67 public high schools accredited by the
North -Antral Association in 1972-73. The median enrollment for those
schools was 300 pupils.

A clear relationship may be observed between enrollment and the
qualitative and/oi quantitative levels of accreditation granted schools
and school districts.

A.:creditation Levels: Finance and Enrollment Relationships

A :ommonly accepted ,:riterion in judging the adequacy of a school
district is the prudential expenditure of the tax dollar. Inevitably
there is found a casual relationship between size, organization and finance.

In some states the school aid formulas provide incentives in order
to encourage district reonjanization. These include such things as bonus
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allotments for the number of pupils enrolled; additional support for
transportation costs; and assistance in funding facilities. There is

no such encouragement provided in South Dakota.

TABLE 3. Number of Public High schools (9-12) and Member High Schools
of the North Central Association Grouped by Enrollment, 1072-73

Enrollment Number of
High schools

Percent of
Total

Number of
NCA schools

0 - 99 50 26.0 0

100 - 199 76 39.4 10

200 - 299 30 15.5 23

300 - 399 13 6.7 10

400 - 499 5 2.6 5

500 - 599 4 2.1 4

600 - 699 1 .5 1

700 - 799 2 1.0 2

800 - 899 3 1.5 3

900 - 999
1,000 and above 9 4.7 9

TOTALS 193 100.0 67

The cost per ADM, grouped by enrollments, is shown in Table 4. This

indicates the relationship between size of district and cost per pupil.

The 38 districts (21 percent) enrolling 250 pupils or less were spending

$93.83 more per pupil than the state average of $767.70. On the basis of

the previous discussion on accreditation, it is apparent this cost differ-

ential is not the result of an inordinate expenditure for instructional

materials, special services, or facilities. Rather, it is the product

of higher administrative costs and low pupil-teacher ratios.

Although there are few districts (16 percent) enrolling over 1,000

pupils, per pupil er3ts are clearly less in those districts-- with median

costs ranging from $638.58 to $850.62. The median cost per pupil for

schools accredited at Level IE was $720; for Level I it was $76LOkand for

Level II it was $850.

The above cited inequities are further illustrated by the information

found in Table 5. This table shows the assessed valuation per ADM

grouped according to levels of accreditation. The median assessed valuation

per pupil for the 177 districts was $20,500. of those schools accreditated

at Level IE, 62.2 percent had per pupil assessments below the median

while the Level I districts had 30,3 percent below the median; and Level

II districts had 14.3 percent below the median. When these factors are



eoupled with the data on per pupil costs it accentuates the fact that
economic efficiency is to be Auld in the districts with larger enroll-
ments. Likewise, Ole larger districts tend to exert greater effort in
the support of schools than do the small districts which tend to have
greater wealth per pupil.

TABLE 4. Current Cost Per Average Daily Membership for Independent
Districts Grouped by Enrollment, 1971-72

Enrollment Number of
Districts

Percent
of Total

Range of Cost
Per ADM

Median
Cost

0 - 249 38 11.5 $703.30 - $1,387.96 $861.53

250 - 499 59 33.3 576.03 - 1,175.57 762.06

500 - 749 35 19.8 619.13'- 958.59 770.12

750 - 999 16 9.0 662.81 - 899.49 744.36

1,000 - 1,249 9 5.1 643.44 - 850.62 716.86

1,250 - 2,499 9 5.1 667.11 - 866.48 723.56

2,500 - 6,499 9 5.1 65 .' - 853.96 684.41
6,500 - 13,999 0

14,000 and above 2 1.1 63'....., - 684.41 661.49

TOTAL 177 100.0

Hi Low Ratio - 2.4.
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This observation tends to be corroborated by the data presented
in Table 6 which indicates the cost per classroom unit. While it is
true that districts with larger enrollments have less assessed valuation
per pupil and spend less per pupil, they tend to spend more per class-
room unit. This once again is the project of more efficient teacher/
pupil ratios, services supplementary to instruction and greater effort.

Some caution.needs to be exercised in the use of data on assessed
valuation. 9ne must be mindful of the fact that South Dakota has a
variabl._! 'maximum levy between agricultural and non-agricultural property.

That factor alone may tend to compound the usual differences found in
assessment ratios.

A recent publication of the Associated School Boards of South Dakota2

suggests that a more realistic indicator of ability is the maximum

revenue available per resident pupil. in spite of the fact that such an

indicator of ability may be more creditable, all of the (lilt' point to

the same observation-- that the larger districts have lower financial

ability and the smaller districts tend to have a greater financial ability.

,
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secondary sch,)01'; t9-12) in south Dakota. It is enrollment at the high

TABLE 6. Cos! Per t21assioom Unit :for Independent Districts Grouped by

High Jchool

Districts
Percent.

100.0

21.5 $11,435 - $16,086 $13,450
33.3
19.8
9.0
5.1

5.1

1.1

11,370 - 22,033 14,422

12,537 - 17,242 14,835
12,314 - 18,856 14,682

12,590 - 16,901 14,688
12,803 - 20,005 15,368
13,423 - 18,306 14,867

14,086 - 14,842 14,464

Range of
Cost

Median
Cost

1971-72

25).) 24(''

500 ---

750 - 999

1,000 - !,249
1,250
2,500 - 6,499
6,500 -13,999

14,000 and a!:,ciVu

TOrnAL
(

some mention needs to be made with respect to the size of public

school levt.1 which most markedly reveals the relationship of size to
program, special services, cost and personnel.

Following is a distribution of high school enrollments during 1972-73:

1,000 and above

11

15

6

Enrollment Number Percent

0 -

4.6

193

25.2

22.6

13.9
9.7

6.7

3.5

5.6

8.2

9

........
49

50 - 99 44

100 - 149 49

150 - 199 27

200 - 249 19

250 - 299
100 - 399 13

400 - 999

100.0

E,i Jig sc'hool enrollments ,elate direl;f:ly to the offerings or courses

irovided. Th- number of units (d course offered for one period each day,
fDr the school year) is proportional to the site of the school. For
instance, a high s':hool of 100 pupils or less would in all likelihood

4 Per)
M. ttcd
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offer no more than 27 units. That number of units would result in an
average class size of 10-15 and the competencies found in a staff
numbering six to eight could not be expected to adequately satisfy
additional needs. The accreditation standards in South Dakota call
for a minimum of 26 units, with the option of 22 for each year and
four on alternate years, be offered for Level II; 32 units for Level I;
and 38 units for Level IE. The median enrollment of South Dakota high
schools is 150 pupils. The number of units offered in half of Lhe high
schools is 30 or less; the pupil-teacher ratio is 15 or 16 to 1; and
the curricular program necessarily is oriented toward college entrance.
The latter factor, when viewed against the evidence that no more than
half of the graduates attend college, suggests that in at least a half
of tne high schools there is a real question regarding the value of
much of the program presently available to a large percentage of pupils.
Added to this program liability is the paucity of services to meet
special needs such as remedial programs, speech therapy, music/art,
instructional materials, special education and health. In spite of the
absence of curricular units and services, the per pupil costs are
notably higher and the reason is essentially one of size. To meet the
criteria of educational benefit, economic benefit and efficiency of
operation greater numbers need to be brought together for purposes of
supporting high school programs of at least a modest level of adequacy.

A study of those high schools in districts with accreditation at
Level II shows that, in 1972-73, 58 high schools in South Dakota were
located in districts with Level II accreditation. Their range in
enrollment was 41 to 213. In these schools 5,052 pupils were enrolled
and one teacher employed for every 12.06 pupils. Two high schools

enrolled over 200 and 14 had an enrollment of 100-200. Of the 58 high
schools 42 (72 percent) enrolled less than 100 pupils. In these 42

schools the total enrollment was 3,017 with a pupil-teacher ratio of

11.05 to 1.

Geographical Location of High Schools

Map 1 shows the size and county designation for each high school in

South Dakota. The only exceptions are in Rapid City and Sioux Falls
where there are two high schools and the enrollments in each case are
combined. The geographical proximity of one high school to another,
particularly in the eastern tier of counties, is quite evident. A map

inspection of these locations reveals that rarely are existing high.
schools in the same county more than ten miles apart. Granted, there
are road conditions and other physical reasons to exclude mere distance
as a viable and overwhelming argument for reorganization. However, in
many cases the reasons for sustaining inadequate high school programs
have nothing to do with distance, natural barriers, or accessibility
to otner population centers.

To make possible a high school enrollment of not less than 150

pupils a K-12 or district enrollment must be at least 500. An enrollment

173
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of 15j pupils would exceed 51 percent of the high school enrollments
as of 1972-73.

(jeographival Distribution of Districts

Map 2 shows the distribution of school districts by county with
the ADM figures for each independent school district within each county.

A cursory examination reveals that the land area of the state is
almost equally divided by the Missouri River. The area west of the
Missouri River is characterized by a much larger land area per county,
sparsity of 1,opJlation, vast areas which are unproductive and virtually
uninhabited, large tracts set aside as reservation land, and limited
miles of all-weather roads. Agricultural productivity is largely
limited to raising livestock and wheat. In this area of the state the
reduction of school districts has been proportionately greater.
Excluding the two independent districts contracting with adjacent states,
42 independent districts had an enrollment range from 131 to 14,000.
Eieveh of the districts (26 percent) enrolled less than 500 pupils (K-l2)
and three of these represent the enrollment for the ent-re county.

When one looks at the area east of the Missouri River the response
to school district reorganization is obviously quite different. In

the eastern portion of the state, particularly in the tier of counties
in the eastern third of the state, the population is more concentrated,
the geographical area of the county is smaller, the all-weather road
network is better, the land more productive and the economy is abetted

by some manufacturing and industry. small towns still survive and tend

to :continue to maintain a school district in its environs in spite of

population movement to larger communities. Excluding the eight districts

contracting for services with adjacent states., there were 143 independent
districts during the 1971-72 school year. In these 143 districts the

range of ADM was 118 to 18,500. There were 71 of these districts, or

nearly 50 percent, enrolling 500 pupils.(K-12) or less.

Two other characteristics of the independent districts should be

noted. First, most of the districts overlap county lines. Historically,

there has been no compelling reason for school districts to parallel

or fall within county boundaries. Secondly, the configuration of most

districts is most erratic in terms of its boundaries. This gerrymander-

ing is obviously the product of concern for financial advantage rather

than in terms of serving pupils wherever their place of residence.

Common School Districts

There were 36 common school districts operating in south Dakota

during 1972-73 and Cour of those were non-operating districts. All of

these districts were located in four counties and brief descriptive

information is summarized for each county.
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1. Bennett. Nuather of districts: 5; Enrollment range: 16

to 428; Pupil-Teacher ratio: 19.4; Range of
cost per ADM: $73u to $1,676.

2. Potter. Number of districts: 14; Non-operating: 3;
Enrollment range: 6 to 54; Pupil-Teacher ratio:
12.1; Range of cost per ADM: $485 to $1,570.

3. Stanley. Number of districts: 8; Enrollment range: 3 to
367; Pupil-Teacher ratio: 19.4; Range of cost
per ADM: $452 to $2,066.

4. Sully. Number of districts: 9; Non-operating: 1;
Enrollment range: 5 to 6'; Pupil-Teacher ratio:
12.4; Range of cost per ADM: $885 $1,245.

There were 1,465 pupils enrolled in these 32 operating districts with
a pupil-teacher ratio of 15.9. In 1971-72 the raLge in cost per ADM was
$452 to $2,066 with an average cost of $1,144 as compared to $780 for
the independent districts of the state.

Commentary and Recommendations

The progress made in recent years with respect to school district
reorganization in South Dakota is perhaps unmatched on the contemporary
scene. The impetus of 8B130 set in motion the subsequent reduction of
hundreds of school districts. A great number of legislators, lay citizens
and personnel in the'state department contributed their efforts in
bringing about the changes which have resulted. When such efforts have
been expended, the very natural tendency is to assume the task to be
completed. This attitude would ignore the reality that school district
reorganization is never completed, for it must always be viewed in terms
of the type of administrative unit which can best respond to constantly
changing needs.

On the basis of the data contained herein, and a degree of familiarity
with South Dakota, several observations seem appropriate:

1. The present mood on the part of the citizenry is to do nothing
with respect to major changes in school district boundaries. Only
through mandated action will needed changes of any consequence be
realized in South Dakota.

2. School districts, both past and present, are largely the product
of financial expediency and not the result of a high priority concern and
commitment to best serve the needs of pupils. If educational needs had

been a high priority concern to local communities, the present configuration
of many school districts would not have materialized.

3. Still strong influences in the state still reject the notion that
school districts are subdivisions of the state and that education is a

2%. fr 1_41
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responsibility ot the state with the resultant obligation that all
citizens contribute to itv support.

4. .school district reorganization cannot be sold on the premise
that it wilL save money or lower taxes. 'uch an argument is fraught
with danger. In fact, reorganization may result in greater expenditure,
for :t makes possible a heightened degree of responsiveness to pupil
needs. 'l)rie must view financial benefits in terms of resultant effi-
ciencies, more prudent use of the tax dollar and the provision of
educational opportunities previously not available.

5. Past response to educational needs, particularly in terms of
.ne logislative response to those needs, has been inconsistent and
frequently contradictory. A positive policy cannot be identified with
respect to the obligation of the state toward education, its management
and how it is organized. The needs are not solely financial for more
money is not necessarily reflected in better educational programs.
Rather, it is coming to grips with the constitutional provision that
the state is responsible for a uniform system of education for all of

children of the state. Permissiveness in terms of what is adequacy
with respect to school district organization will not suffice when the
educational opportunities of school-age children are at stake. The
outmoded theory that school district boundaries are a matter only of
local determination must be discarded. Attendance units may logically
be determined locally, but not administrative units.

Only the state legislature can speak directly and positively to
this matter.

In spite of the fact there has been a quantitative reduction
ot .school districts, little data can be found which relates to the
consequences of the elimination of many school districts. Subsequent
efforts to reorganize will necessitate more than arguments of expediency.
They will call for hard data in terms of what has happened with respect
to expanded opportunities for pupils, greater returns on the money
invested, gains in pupil achievement, special services provided, quality
ot professional personnel, availability of instructional materials, and
opinions of those affected.

In the absenc of such data decisions will unfortunately tend to
afte.lted l y ;ome of the flimsy and untested contentions regarding

pupil/teacher cost ratios; ,:omparing cost figures without reference to
the returns provided; or parading some of the familiar cliches regarding
the loss of local control.

Recommendations

1. 'Ally one type of school district should exist in South Dakota -

the independent district. Legislative action to accomplish this should

be taken as soon as possible.
tifl
i:1.11



it by the legislature, should take action with respect to the following:

2. The State Board of Education, in response to the charge given

a. Within a period of two years no district should be accredited

b. A longitudinal study should be conducted which identifies the

c. The planning and implementation of multi-district units should

d. A task force should be selected in each county to s(rve in an

regional districts could satisfy important needs not possible

five (5) years no district should be accredited which main-
tains

maintains a high school of less than 100 pupils except

tains a high school of less than 150 pupils except in those
cases where the district encompasses an area greater than

outcomes of school district reorganization in South Dakota.

be encouraged for the provision of services and programs not

in those cases where #.41e district encompasses an area greater
than four (4) townships; and furthermore, within a period of

four (4) townships.

at present or in the foreseeable future. Such needs.as
cooperative purchasing, special education programs, employ-
ment of specialized personnel, computer services and

cooperative efforts among districts.

feasible in the local district. These cooperatives or

adjunct relationship with the State Board of Education. Each

group should be composed of one school board member and one
administrator from each independent district and no more than

should be made for overlapping terms to provide some degree
of continuity. The purposes for such a task force would

instructional materials might only be realized througa

five representatives selected at large and appointed by the
judge who has jurisdiction in the respective county. Provisions

includes

(1) Providing a means of engaging in discussions

(2) Studying and communicating ways in which the

(3) Serving as an important commanication agent

and efficiently than is presently the case:

regarding goals, needs and problems with respect

of the state:

needs of pupils might be met more effectively

both to and from the State Board of Education
with respect to proposals and plans as they

to education in specified geographical areas

affect local districts; and

(4) Providing some sustaining influence in response
to the efforts and ideas generated through the
Community Involvement Plan,

I Loy
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FINANCING PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION*

Historical Background

South Dakota has a lung history of State government concern for
school facilities. In 1387, two years before statehood, the Territorial
Board of Education was charged with the responsibility of adopting and
furnishing schoolhouse plans. This responsibility was later transferred
to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction.1

The biennial report for 1908-191U of the State Superintendent
included observations concerning the differences across the State in
pruviding modern schoolhouses. The point was made that country schools
were most often those that lagged behind and a plea was maciv2for state
aid for school construction in sparsely settled communities. While
such recommendations were never favorably acted upon by the legislature,
they did serve the purpose of keeping before the citizens the respon-
sibility of the State for education.

Problems concerning support for public education in South Dakota
reached crisis proportions in 1918 as reaction to World War I swept the
State. Schooler noted that d number of neighborhoods were comprised of
immigrants who could not speak or write English; schooling was de-
emphasized to increase agricultural productior; a negativism toward edu-
cation was evident since it interferred with the right of parents to use
their children for labor; and school buildings in some areas3deteriorated
to conditions that actually hampered students in their work.

In 1919 the South Dakota legislature recognized the degeneration
of education by passing the Americanization Act. The main purpose of
this act was to disseminate propaganda pro to education and maintain
strong schools.4 While no direct state aid for schoolhouses resulted
from this act, it did revive the interes': of adults in education by
providing them with night schools and other forms of adult programs.
The obvious result was stronaer local support for schools.

state com.:ern for school facilities continued to be evident in
thc2 135(i's when the .5tate legislature in 1951, following a report by

,Aperintendent ::arold Freeman that south Dakota's State Department of
Public Instruction had the least number of professionals of any state
department in the ...!ountry, approved the position for a consultant on
school building and facilitius.5 A change in the State's constitution
in 1954 increased the limitation on school district debt from five to
ten percent of assessed valuation. In 1957, the legislature, in
quh:ftantially changing the structure and powers of the state Board of
Education, restricted the Board's authority to "suggesting" standards

*A study performed by c. f:ale Hucliigo.4)epartment of Educational.
Administration, University of Nebraskit



156

for school building plans.°

concern for recognition of school buildings as a part of the State's
responsibility for quality education is threaded throughout the State's
history. However, the State's legislatures have provided little direct
economic aid to districts for sOool building construction, nor have
they permitted the State Board so provide significant leadership in this
area.

The Current Program

In South Dakota, the provision of public school facilities is
primarily a responsibility rf the local school districts. However,

the school districts must have their building plans and sites approved
LI the State Superintendent of Public Instruction before seeking bids,
and the criteria for site and plan approval are established by the
State Hoard of Education. Consultant Aid is available from the Depart-
ment of Public Instruction,but is limited by a shortage of personnel
assigned to this area.

In the area of funding for capital outlay, State government serves
as a control agent on debt limits and procedural matters. Data perti-

nent to the financial programs of school districts are reported by the

Department of Public Instruction.

Source of Funds

School districts have two major sources of funding for capital

outlay available to them. One source is from a local property tax levy;

the other is through the issuance of local school district general

obligation bonds. Both method: require the yield to be deposited in

the district's Capital Outlay Fund. The annual tax levy method may be

regarded as a "pay.in-advance," or more commonly, a "pay-as-you-go"

apprpach while the bond issue method is more of a "pay later" or debt

system.

The data in Table 1 show the sources of funds for the Capital

Outlay Fund caring 1971-72. The citizens of South Dakota aic reluctant

to acquire debt and perfer the "pay-as-you-go" plan to meet their school.

facilities needs.

oe



TABLE 1. Sources of Funds for Capital Outlay of South Dakota School
Districts During 1971-72

Revenue Funds Amounts

Local $ 9,781,397
County 260
State 41,121'
Federal 637,412

Sub-totals $10,460,190

Non-revenue Funds Amounts

Sale of Bonds $ 840,457
Promissory Notes 7,158
Other 63,220

Sub-totals $ 910,835

157

Percent of Total

86.02

.36

5.61

91.99

Percent of Total

7.39
.06

.56

8.01

SOURCE: Educational Statistics Digest, 1971-72, State Department
of Public Ir.- ction

Local Property Tax for Capital Outlay. Local school boards in
south Dakota have the Option of levying a tax rate of up to five mills
on the property tax base for the Capital outlay Fund.7 Revenue from
the levy may not he transferred to other funds. There was an exception
to the "no-transfer" clause made by the legislature in 1970 which per-
mitted schools with a maximum General Fund levy to transfer 60 percent
of their surplus Capital 'outlay Fund levy receipts to the General Fund.
This authorization expired December 31, 1971.

:chool District Bonds for Cazital out1ay..
8

School districts may
borrow funds by issuing general obligation bonds. The districts are
limited to a debt level of not more than ten percent of their assessed
valuation by constitution. A plurality of 60 percent of the voters
taking putt ini a spec..al or general election is required to approve
a bond issue. Approval of an issue carries with it the authorization
to levy an annual tax sufficient to amortize the debt. There is no
legal limit on the length of term of a bond issue or on the interest
rate.

Local school boards must initiate a bond issue election to
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acquire new debt. Thu decision is independent of any State agency
approval. Notice and results of the election must be filed with the
Commissioner of School and Publie.Lands. When a bond issue election
fails, it may not be resubmitted for a new election in less than
twelve months unless it is for a different amount. Bond issues to
refund outstanding debt are floated at the option of the school board
and do not require voter approval.

When bond issues are approved for sale, they must be advertised
and sealed* bids received. The schoo:: (.2114rict officers are responsible

for maintaining bond records and for payment of the bonds.

Loans--6rants. There are no provisiys or the :Tate to loan or
grant funds for school facilities. .:;tate law ,loes permit the Commissioner

of ::chool and Public Lands to invest Permanent 'Aehool Funds in school
district bonds 'at no less than a six percent interest rate. uch

investments, however, are based solely on their advantage to the Perma-
nent 'chool Fund which would require a rare; set of eircumstances. For

all praetieal purposes, the resources of the lermanent f:chuol Fund, some
;353 million, are not available for loans to the publie schools.

..2apital:,utlay Fund. The Capital (Alt.1,y Fund is defined by

;tAtete in Jouth Dakota as "...a fund provided by law to meet expenditures
which result in the a-;quisition of fixed assets or additions to fixed
assets...it may also bu used for installment payments for the purchase of
fixed assets...." State law restricts installment purchase contracts
to a term of no moru than ten years and an amount of L.,Tincipal not in
excess uf three percent of the district's assessed valuation.10

',.hen the amount of the principal of the installment purchase
contract exceeds one and ono-half percent of the district's assessed
valuation, a public hearing is required. Upon petition by ten percent
of the people in the district who voted for C;overnor in the last general
election, a proposed contract may be subject to a referendum. A

majority approval is needed to carry the issue. Any contract for
purchases through installment payments from the (apital ()title,/ Fund
requires an annual tax tavy, not to exceed five mills, to meet the debt
service needs. 11

rAitcomes of outh Dakota's Plan
for (Jhool construction--tatewide Data

Chis section contains statewide data. relative to school eon-
struetion project costs, depreciation vs. construction rates, and
`-actors affecting rate of schoolhouse constriction. These data will be

studied and an analysis and discussion presented. The rr3ult will
reflect statewide outcomes of :;oath Dakota's plan for school construction.
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School Construction Project Costs

To study the State data on schoolhouse construction, the amounts
and variances in project .::osts and the percent of students served will .

be analyzed. Table .! contains cost. and capacity data reported over an
eighteen year period for school construction projects. Although there
were several examples of incomplete reports in the source for the Table
2data, the analysis is useful.

The data in Table 2 show that over 111 million dollars were com-
mitted during the eighteen year period, 1954-1972, for school construc-
tion. Space was provided in new or remodeled buildings for 86,239
students. The Educational Statistics Dios!, published by the Depart-
ment of !'ublic Instruction, reported an enrollment of 171,636 students
in grades K-12 of South Dakota's public schools during 1971-72. This
means that 50.25 percent of the students could be housed in facilities
eighteen years or less in age. Obviously, such conclusions assume a
proper distribution of enrollments. Data were not available which
would show the number of students still housed in obsolete or inadequate

Project cost information in Table 2 indicates that 32.6 percent of
the total amount for the eighteen year period was committed during the
four year period, 1964-65 through 1967 68. Project casts for 1971-72
were slightly under four million dollars, the least amount since 1962-63.

Depreciation vs. Construction Rates

4' There is no firm consensus for determining the annual depreciation
rate'on schoolhouses. Both age and changing education needs are factors
in determining when a structure is no longer usable. Good maintenance,
remodeling, and ingenuity have greatly extended the "life" of many

schoolhouses. With these caveats in mind, however, it still is meaning-
ful to look at the annual rate of construction in terms of the capacity
of new projects compared to total State enrollment of students.

In Table 3 are presented the annual rate of construction capacities
compared to State enrollments for the past decade. A rule-of-thumb
depreciation rate often used for school buildings is.two percent per
year. Using this standard, it appears from data in Table 3 that the
people of .-;outh Dakota were providing for school building construction
at an adequate average rate during the major part of the 1960's. How-
ever, the replacement rate has dropped well below two percent per year
since 196'3 -69.
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TABLE 2. Total Projoct Costs and ;'tudent Capacity of School Building
Construction in South Dakota, 1954-1972, as Reported to the
state Consultant.

Year Reported Project Costs Reported Student Capacity

1954-55 $ 5,623,800 4,776
1955-56 5,507,264 4,747
1956-57 10,008,664 6,741
1957-58 3,581,048 3,355

1958-50 2,722,332 2,311

1959-60 6,129,051 4,204
1960-61 8,629,076 6,114
1961-62 6,052,800 6,653
1962-63 2,790,420 2,367

1963-64 5,771,011 5,052

106465 7,026,695 5,126

1065-66 11,508,516 11,362

1)66-67 7,609,011 4,907

1967-68 12,263,386 6,248
1968-60 6,037,052 3,622

1)69-70 6,158,906 3,136

1970-71 5,243,187 3,110

1971-72 3,982,183 2,399

Totals $117,536,219 06,239

SOURCE: summary_of School Building Construct:on, South Dakota S.M.,
1954-55 through 197112. Includes coto of new construction,
remodeling, relocatable, and temporary facilities.

Factors Affecting Rate of Schoolhouse Construction

The reasons for slow-downs in school building construction can he
varied and complex. Need factors might decrease due to stabili!!ation
of population both in terms of total growth and/or migration patterns.
Also, it. is possible that during the years of relatively high constripf-
tion activity, such as the mid 1960's, a surplus of school rooms was
provided. Thus, it is important that a .state continually assess its
school building requirements. Presently, there does not appear to be a
formal program for determining the present or projected need for school
buildings in the State of South Dakota.
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Economi,: pre:isure.i often !_Ld A r.eaziuru of relief through rejection
of school conuLruciion program;- This is even more plausible when the
total burden of cosh rests on the sch.,c1 district. Contained in Table 4
are data for the State's school Ai.itricts concerning their bonded debt,
assessed valuation of property for Lax purposes, and debt ratio.

TAI3LL 3. A Comparison of the :kei,ort:ed pacity of New School Construction
with Total State Enrollment ira south Dakota for the Period 1962-
63 Through 1971-72

Year

1964-63
1963-64
1 A4-65
1 -65-b6

1966-61

1968-69

197U-7I
1971-72

Capacity
of Projects

2,367

5,02
5,126

11,362
4,907

6,248
3,622
3,136

2,119
2,399

State
Enrollment

168,173
170,224

171,958
172,965
175,252

175,654
173,791
172,616
173,006
171,636

Percent

1.41
2.97

2.98

6.57
2.80

3.56
2.08
1.82
1.80
1.40

SOURCE: Educational Statistics Digest and Summary of School Building
Construction, from the South Dakota S.D.I. Percents were
calculated.

TABLE 4. The Bonded Debt, Assessed Valuation, and Debt Ratio of School
Districts in South Dakota, 1962-63 Through 1971-72

Year Bonded Debt Assessed Valuation Debt Ratio

1962-63 $28,481,007 $2,275,012,789
1963-64 29,877,621 2,332,916,529
196465 ,7,508,243 2,399,174,482
1965-h6 40,176,956 2,392,856,487
1966-0 43,022,267 2,413,552,046

1967-68 46,486,458
1969-69 47,016,039
1969-70 42,607,374
19i)-71 42,168,298
197.-72 40,954,522

2,602,888,000
2,736,201,514
1,025,594,642
3,073,725,765
3,227,753,157

1.25
1.28
1.56
1.6H

1.78

1.79
1.72
1.41
1.37

1.27

SoURCE: Educational Statistics Digest, 1971-72; south Dakota S.D.I.
Debt ratio was calculated.

1E31*



The data in Table 4 r,how that both total debt and debt ratios
peaked during the mid uU's, this pattern corresponds with the surge
in project costs shown in Table 2. The percent of bonded debt by
1971-72 had returned to the level of 1962-63. Since the constitutional
debt limit on individual di.itricts is ton percent of assessed valuation,
it is clear that the aggregate debt leeway for the Late: is between

eight and nine percent, a relatively low level of debt.

Data in Table 4 show an increase, between 1962-63 and 1971-72, of
43.8 percent in bonded debt while the property tax base increased 41.9
percent. Data from Table 4 do not suggest that either the level of
bonded debt or the tax base of the school districts should prevent
citizens from meeting schoolhouse needs.

Capital outlay amounts may not reflect the impact on taxpayers
since such expenditures may be borrowed funds. only when the funds
are repaid, interest and principal, are tax rates affected. Data in

Table 5 show how amounts and calculated state average mill rates for
d. service have changed in recent years.

Data in Table 5 indidate that 'interest and pr:'.al payments on
debt have increased slightly over two million dollars or 73.8 percent
in ten years for school diStrict taxpayers. Since the tax base only
increased 41.9 percent, there was an increase in mill levy require-

ments. During the years 1962-63 through 1971-72, there was less than
a one-half mill variance in the calculated state average tax rate for
debt service.

TABLE 5. Disbursements from the Bond Redemption Fund, Assessed Valuation
and Calculated State Average Mill Levies for South Dakota,

1962-63 through 1971-72

Year Bond Redemption
Fund Disbursements

Assessed
Valuation

State Average
Mill Levy

1962-63 $2,852,503 $2,275,012,789 1.25

1963-64 3,030,019 2,332,916,529 1.30

1964-65 3,096,411 2,399,174,482 1.29

1965-66 3,499,489 2,392,856,487 1.46

1966-67 3,980,235 2,413,552,046 1.65

1967-68 4,224,034 2,602,888,000 1.62

1968-69 4,747,907 2,736,201,514 1.74

1969-70 4,702,786 3,025,594,642 1.55

1970-71 4,903,858 3,073,725,765 1.60
1971-72 4,957,625 3,227,753,157 1.54

AJW.:E: Educational :Aatistics Digest, 1971-72, south Dakota' S.0.1.
Mill levy was calculated.

of A...
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since taxpayers are apt to react to their total effort for schools
by resisting building programs, it is reasonable to look at the pattern
of revenue f,om 1Jcal taxes and tax effort in recent years. In Table 6

are the data necessary for this analysis. These data show that school
di_;trict taxes increased from $48,284,332 to $88,012,385 between 1962-63
and 1971-72 or 82.3 percent while the assessed valuation increased only
41.) percent. Failure of the local tax base to increase in proportion
to revenues resulted in an increase In the hypothetical state average
mill levy. The increase from 21.22 mills to 27.27 mills, or 28.51
percent, in t!le ten year period, might well cause resistance to building
programs on the basis of the total school tax burden.

Evidence in Tables 2 through 6 indicates that when the needs, ability,
and effort of the'State for school building construction are considered
from a macro-economic standpoint, South Dakota has in recent years pro-
vided classrooms at an acceptable rate without a major increase in
financial burden. However, since the financial provision for school
buildings is primarily a local responsibility in South Dakota, the use of
state averages may be misleading. Hence, in the next section, an analysis
and discussion will be presented of eighteen selected school districts in
the State of south Dakota.

TABLE 6. school District. Tax Revenues, Assessed Valuation, and State
Average Mill Levies for South Dakota, 1962-63 Through 1971-72

Year School District
Tax Revenues

Assessed
Valuation

State Average
Mill Levy

1962-63 $48,284,332 $2,275,012,789

1963-64 52,473,990 2,332,916,529
1964-65 55,450,129 2,399,174,482

1965-66 57,680,372 2,392,856,487

1966-67 60,690,115 2,413,552,046

1J67-68 64,272,985 2,602,888,000

1968-69 69,808,664 2,736,201,514

1:)69-70 74,786,323 3,025,594,642
197u-71 82,348,430 3,073,725,765

1971-72 88,012,385 3,227,753,157

21.22
22.49
23.11

2,145.

0

24.69
25.51
24.72

26.79
27.27

SOURCE:' Educational Statistics Digest, 1971-72, South Dakota S.D.t.
Mill levies were calculated.
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TABLE 7. Resident Lnrollments and As.alssud Valuations rel. Resident
Students During 1J71-72 of Eighteen Selected School Districts
in south Dakota.

School
District County

ki ident

Enrollment
Sample
Rani;

A.V. per
Resident
SL udent

Sample
Rank

Aberdeen Brown 6,302 3 $ 13,374 14

Bison Perkins 373 14 40,619 2

Brandon Valley Mi nnuhaha 1,450 7 16,43:', 10

Brookings Brookings 2,909 6 15,424 12

Faulkton Faulk 70E ,-1 27,947 5

Forestburg -;,ariborn 121 18 40,614 3

Harding County Harding 360 lc 57,586 1

Hill City Pennington 484 U 11,769 17

s)efferson Union '20.2 it 22,67 9

Mitchell Davison 3,513 1 15,999 11

Newell Butte 683 23,495 . 7

North . .own Brown 815 U 22,365 8

Pierre Hughes 2,905 5 14,622 13

Rapid City Pennington 13,917 -? 10,170 18

Selby Walworth 514 11 24,591 6

Sioux Falls Minnehaha 18,626 1 12,147 16

Waubay Day 483 13 13,188 15

Wood Mellette 2a5 17 34,971 4

SOURCE: A Summary ,t Assessed Valuations and Enrollments by County

and District, South Dakota 1971-72.

Fiscal Capacity and Effort

As discussed earlier in this repor':., ichool districts in south

Dakota have two basic methods of Financing school building construction:

(1) general obligation bonds may he issued, with approval of sixty per-

cent of the eluctors, up to a ,.onstitutional total debt limit of ten

percent of assessed Valuation, and (2) a local mill levy, at the option

of the school board, of no more than five mills, with the yield to be

deposited in the Capital '2utlay Fund. The utilization of these sources

of funds by the sample districts was reviewed.

,:chool District Bonds. Thu Alpacity of each of the eighteen
sample school districts to borrow funds at any given time is related

to the assessed valuation and to their out6tandine debt. Contained

in 'fable 8 are data reflecting the debt status of the sample districts.

The bonded debt potential of e 141fArt was derived by taking the f:tae
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constitutional debt limit of ten percent times the assessed valuation.
Debt leeway was the difference between potential debt and outstanding
debt.

Data in Table 8 reveal some'of the complex features of school
finance. The Marge school districts, with their typically lower rank-
ing tax base per student as shown in Table 7 nevertheless have debt
leeways sufficiently large to enter into major building programs. A
number of the smaller districts such as Jefferson, Hill City, Waubay,
and Forestburg would be hard pressed to finance major building programs
with their low assessed valuation. If the sample of school districts
used in this report is valid, then there are undoubtedly many more
small, tax-base poor school districts operating in the "State's" edu-
cation system.

TABLE 8. Assessed Valuation, Bonded Debt Potential, Bonded Debt Out-
standing, and Debt Leeway of Eighteen Selected School Districts
in South Dakota, .1971 -72

School
District

Assessed
Valuation

Bonded Debt
Potential

Bonded Debt
Outstanding

Debt
Leeway

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Aberdeen $ 84,285,850 $ 8,428,585 $ 1,620,000 $ 6,808,585
Bison 15,150,754 1,515,075 -0- 1,515,075
Brandon Valley 23,832,719 2,353,272 790,000 1,593,272
Brookings 44,714,541 4,471,454 1,490,000 2,981,454
Faulkton 19,786,287 1,978,629 160,000 1,818,629

Forestburg 4,914,321 491,432 -0- 491,432
Harding County 21,191,468 2,119,147 -0- 2,119,147

Hill City 5,696,380 569,638 75,000 494,638
Jefferson 4,653,712 465,371 66,000 399,371

Mitchell 56,763,055 5,676,306 1,560,000 4,116,306
Newell 16,047,260 1,604,726 125,000 1,479,726

North Brown 18,227,073 1,822,707 -0- 1,822,707

Pierre 42,476,811 4,247,681 1,725,000 2,522,681

Rapid City 141,542,447 14,154,245 4,880,000 9,274,245
Se lby 12,639,793 1,263,980 -0- 1,263,980

Sioux Falls 226,426,679 22,642,668 2,195,000 20,447,668
Waubay 6,369,596 636,960 -0- 636,96u

Wood 7,169,077 716,908 -0- 716 908

ctiElerilecanscl=101911:at AWN=

SoURCEs A Summary of Assessed Valuations and Enrollments by County
and District, South Dakota 197k72.
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Thr data in Table 9 are an extension and further analysis of the
data from Tables 7 and 8. It is evident from the consistently low
percentage of debt reported in column 3 of Table 9 that the sample
districts fit the statewide pattern, noted earlier, of a reluctance to
borrow funds for school building construction.

An analysis of Table 9 also underscores the danger of imcomplete
data. The districts of Wood, Selby, and Waubay, for example, all
appear in Table 9 to be more capable of financing school construction
than Sioux Falls re' Aterxe but this is doubtful when size and total
debt leeway is considered. The concept of an acceptable functional
size for a school district must take into account all of its operational
needs, including buildings.

TABLE 9. Bonded Debt, Percentage of Debt to Assessed Valuation, Debt Per
Resider:. Student, and Debt Leeway Per Resident Student, June 30,
1972, in Eighteen Selected School Districts in South Dakota

School

District
(1)

Bonded
Debt
(2)

Percentage
Debt/A.V.

(3)

Debt Per
Resident
Student

(4)

Debt Leeway
Per Resident

Student
(5)

Aberdeen $1,620,000 1.92 $257 $1,080

Bison -0- -0- -0- 4,062

Brandon Valley 790,000 3.31 545 1,099

Brookings 1,490,000 3.33 514 1,028

Faulkton 160,000 .81 226 2,568

Forestburg -0- -0- -0- 4,061

Harding County -0- -0- -0- 5,"59

Hill City 75,000 1.32 155 1, .22

Jefferson 66,000 1.42 316 1,911

Mitchell 1,560,000 2.75 440 1,159

'Jewell 125,000 .78 183 2,167

North Brown -0- -0- -0- 2,236

Pierre 1,725,000 4.96 594 868

Rapid City 4,880,000 3.45 351 666

Selby -0- -0- -0- 2,459

Sioux Falls 2,195,000 .97 118 1,096

Waubay -0- -0- -0- 1,314

Wood -0- -0- -0- 3,497

SOURCE: Bonded debt amounts were reported on the annual financial
reports of the school districts. Columns 3 and 4 were

calculated by use of additional data from A Summary of
Assessed Valuations and Enrollments by County and District,
South Dakota S.D.I., 1971-72.

erg. 9
L
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School District Effort. Accounting procedures in South Dakota
'recoqnize a Bond Redemption Fund and a Capital Outlay Fund. Since
expenditures for all types of capital outlay are reported against the
Capital Outlay Fund, it is notan exact accounting of school housing
costs. However, the millage rates for these two funds have a close
proximity to the effort being made for school facilities. Income from
the sale olf bonds and a local mill levy is receipted to the Capital
Outlay Fund while Bond Redemption Fund receipts are specifically
determined by the _rate required to amortize bonded indebtedness and
interest.

When South Dakota started a major reors!anization of school dis-
tricts in the late 1960's, many of the "master plans" provided that
existing debt remain the obligation of the original units. This has
resulted in substantia4. variations in levels of mill rates for debt
service within the new reorganized districts. In Table 10 are data
related to 1971-72 millage rates in the eighteen sample districts. The
Bond Redemption Fund rates reflect the maximum paid by any portion of
the district since it was reasoned that this section would be most
burdened by additional debt.

The data from Table 10 show that only Faulkton and Forestburg
operated without a Capitol Outlay Fund tax levy in 1971-72. Six of

the districts levied the maximum amount of five mills and three others
were well over four mills for capital outlay. While this seems to be
fuither evidence of the citizens of South Dakota's preference for pay -
as- you -go financing, it may also reflect the fiscal independence of
school boards exerciAng their right to levy up to five mills for the
Capital Outlay Fund without a vote from the people.

Five of the districts in Table 10 had no Bond Redemption Fund

mill levy. Newell's relatively nigh 11.03 mill rate applied to
approximately twenty percent of the district's total valuation. Only

Forestb=g was without either a capital Outlay or Bond Redemption Fund
levy.

The variations in the total millage levels shown in Table 10
seem indicative of either differences in willingness to make an effort

or in need. Assuming that the sample is indicative of conditions
statewide, then it is important to examine more closely the status of
buildinl needs in the eighteen school districts.

School Bttlding Construction and Needs

The extent to which a program is meetina needs is a valid measure

of its effectiveness. From data contained in annual reports to the
state Consultant for School Buildings, it was possible to review the
results of school building programs in the eighteen sample school dis-

tricts and to get some estimate of the present status of construction needs.

!le')
..n..
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TABLE 10. Millage RetLe!; for Capital Outlay and Bond Redemption Funds in
Eighteen selected School Dstricts in South Dakota During
1971-72

School
District

Mill Levy by Fund

Capital outlay Bond Redemption Total

Aberdeen 5.00 3.67* 8.67*

Bison 4.93 3.74* 8.67*

Brandon Valley s.94 2.94 6.88

Brookings 4.97 2.98 7.95

Faulk ton -0- 1.55* 1.55*

Forestburq -0- -0- -0-

Harding County 1.66 -0- 1.66

Hill City 4.55 4.01 8.56

Jefferson 5.00 4.59 9.59

Mitchell 4.98 4.30* 9.28*

Newell 2.8) 11.03* 13.92*

North Brown, 5.00 2.30* 7.30*

Pierre 3.31 5.23* 8.54*

Rapid City 5.00 5.56* 10.56*

Selby 1.51 -0- 1.51

Sioux Falls 5.00 1.32 6.32

Waubay 5.00 -0- 5.00

Wood 1.86 -0- 1.86

SOURCE: Reports compiled in the South Dakota Department of Revenue.

* This levy was not uniform throughout the district due to reorgani-

zation obligations. It represents maximum paid by any portion of

the district.

School Building Construction Since 1953. Contained in Table 11 are

the project costs, capacity, and percentage of students provided with

facilities built since June, 1953 in the sample eighteen school districts.

Five of the eighteen sample districts did not have classrooms or
other areas less than nineteen years old This is not necessarily had

since a low or no growth enrollment in adequate but older housing is not

an uncommon situation. The remaining thirteen districts ranged from

28.2 percent to 75.5 percent of their student enrollment provided with

newer facilities since 1953. This appears to he an acceptable rate of

construction if adequate housing is available for the balance of the

students.

0- 01
4..2
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TABLE 11. The Repotted Project Costs, Reported Capacity, and Percentage
of 1971 Resident Enrollment Provided with Post June, 1953

School Housing in Eighteen Selected South Dakota School

Districts

School
District

Reported
Project Costs

Reported
Capacity

Percentage of 1971
Enrollment in Post
1953 Construction

Aberdeen $ 5,783,318 3,110 49.3

Bison 369,329 202 54.2

Brandon Valley 1,652,742 830 57.2

Brookings 3,896,969 1,770 61.1

Faulkton 476,235 489 69.0

Forestburg -0- -0- -0-

Harding County -u- -0- -0-

Hill City 153,480 180 37.2

Jefferson 62,606 59 28.2

Mitchell 4,911,142 2,680 75.5

Newell 389,000 230 38.0

North Brown 180,344 -0- -0-

Pierre 2,003,330 1,220 42.0

Rapid City 14,733,831 7,456 53.6

Selby 494,596 360 70.0

Sioux Falls 12,651,521 8,185 43.?

waubay 1,300 -0- -0-

Wood -0- -0- -0-

SOURCE: Records of school district reports to the S.D.I. and Summary
of School Building Construction in South Dakota, S.D.T.
copies 1953-54 through 1971-72.

Note: Project costs included gymnasiums, lunchrooms, service
buildings, etc.: however, such structures were not Assigned

capacity values. Student capacity estimates were included

Zor remodeling project:-

Perceptions of Need in the Sample Districts. Reports on the status

of a district's buildings in narrative form are requested each year by

the State School Buildings Consultant. The reports vary from over one -

typewritten page to a single paragraph to "no report." Lack of authority

to require these reports and of time to cajole them from local authorities

make it difficult to get precise data on facility needs. A brief inter-

pretation of th3 reports filed, 1970-71 through 1972-73, from the

eighteen sample districts follows.

"1 1"
A



Aberdeen: A new elementary school and junior high school has
met needs. The present use of older elementary schools
will cease with declining enrollments. Some shortage of
special areas exist at the high school level.

Bison: A new elementary building has met overcrowding needs
due to reorganization. Shop space will be needed if
vocational education, is expanded. Buildings are in good
condition. Enrollment projections are down.

Brandon Valley: Growth in enrollments has been steady since
reorganization in 1062. There is a new high school building.
over 300 pupils, twenty percent of enrollment, are in
temporary or inadequate buildings; kindergarten classes
are in local churches. Bond issues were rejected by the
voters in 1971 and 1972.

Brookings: Last report filed 1970-71. The high school is new
and adequate, the junior high school is fifty years old and
a primary building is sixty years old. Construction is

needed.

Faulkton: A very brief report indicated that two new classrooms
were to be provided and that one building was given a poor

initial rating by the State Fire Marshal.

Forestburg: The buildings are well maintained and adequate.

Harding County: There is a serious shortage of high school
classroom space. The library and office areas are inade-
quate. Declining elementary enrollment providing

limited relief.

Bill Cit The high school building is old. It houses grades

7-12. Physical education is in a rented area and music is
in a frame building annex. One elementary is new and is

at capacity. A second elementary is an older frame structure.

Classrooms are needed.

Jefferson: Enrollment in increasing. Students are housed in
leased buildings and portable units. Architects have been

hired for a new high school.

Mitchell: The junior high school is new and the senior high is

only ten years old. Five elementary schools are adequate
with improvement scheduled for two 1922 buildings. Four

rural schools of the one and two teacher variety are part
of the district through reorganization. The school day has

been extended in the high schools to accomodate enrollments.

Newell: Facilities are adequate. some thought is being given

to replace a structure now used for vocational agriculture,

rs 4.41
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home economics and science.

North Brown: School centere are located in three towns. Ade-
quate elementary facilities are available at Heclas all
other buildings are below standard.

Pierre: school buildings are adequate and a survey team has
been used to help with long-term planning. An addition to
the high school will provide for the peak enrollment in 1975.

Rapid City: School buildings are needed but the last bond issue
effort on November 16, 1971 was defeated.

Selby: There is adequate space for the enrollment. The high.
school is old and requires annual remodeling.

Sioux Palls: There .re two high schools, one built in 1965 and
an older one ' ch has been extensively renovated. One of
four junior hi.j, buildings in new and excellent, the other
three need additions for special facilities. Five elementary
schools are quite old and should be retired or completely
renovated soon. The other sixteen elementary buildings are
good but many need special area additions. Architects
presently are hired for a new elementary school and a junior
high addition.

Waubay: The facilities are generally inadequate and in some
areas totally unfit for classes. All of the eight buildings
used to house the school's program have a low rating from
the State Fire Marshal.

Wood: The district operates six attendance centers. The five
rural elementary centers are of frame construction except
the six room concrete-stucco school at Witten. The K-12
center at Wood uses a community gymnasium-auditorium for
physical education. Two wood structures adjacent to the
high school are used for music, Headstart, Title I remedial
programs, and kitchen-lunchroom. A quonset but is used for
Industrial arts. There is no indication of lack of class-
room space.

An assessment of the above reports indicates that about one-half
of the districts have school building construction needs. Five of the
districts, Brandon Valley, Hill City, Jefferson, North Brown, and Waubay,
might be described as having critical needs. The data from Table 11
showed that neither Waubay or North Brown have added new instruction
facilities since 1953.

The reports indicate that in general the larger communities have
had active building programs for schools that have provided facilities
at an acceptable rate. Major problem iareas exist in many rural areas,
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.especially those with .stable or declining enrollments, and in growing
enrollment districts usually located near the larger cities.

State Enrollment Projections

Long-range planning to meet school building construction needs is
necessary for sound decisions. Basic to such planning are enrollment
projections, a highly technical undertaking founded on many types of
data. It is beyond the scope of this report to make detailed projections;
however, the results of previous studies and recent data from the
Bureau of the Census provided some insights concerning future school
building construction needs.

School Enrollments

In 1968 a comprehensive study of education in South Dakota was
eoncluded.1:- the study iEcluded enrollment projections for grades
1-1.! of the public schools ray county and in total through 1977-78.
The projections indicated yearly totals as shuw:, in Table 12. The
trend in the four years of actual errollments shown in the data of
Table is a much slower decrease than projected. Thu actual enroll-
ment reported for 1371-72 was 160,283 or sli;htly over a six percent
greater number of students than expected. riuch a variance from the

projections could mean a substantial change in the variables that de-
termine enrollments. It would seem imperative that the "1968 study"
be updated and the implications studied carefully. The predicted

rapid decline in enrollments from the "1968 Study" projections would
indicate a decreasing need for new'school buildings on a statewide
basis if they'are accurate.

TABLE 12. Actual and Projected Enrollments for Grades 1-12 of the
Public Schools of South Dakota, 1968-69 through 1977-78

Year Actual Enrollment Projected Enrollment

1068-69 162,393 162,800

1369-70 161,454 160,119
1970-71 161,920 155,087
1971-72 160,283 151,127
1)72 -73 --- 145,458

1)73-74 139,310

1974-75 133,692

1975-76 129,032

1976-77 125,161

1J77 -78
,e

121,716

SpURCE: :4ee footnote 11 and from the Educational :-;tatisti,:s Digest,
1068-69 through 1)71 -72 of the S.D.I.
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Impact of Migration

state total enrollment trends can be-deceiving as a measure of
school facility needs. When people move, they leave usable school
buildingS'behind and create new needs where they settle. The reasons
for migration are typically economic. While moving may satisfy personal
needs, it often creates new problems for local government. When needs,
such as school facilities, are locally financed, it is sometimes
difficult for the system to quickly provide them.

The 1970 Bureau of the Census population studies for, South Dakota
provided statistical evidence of economic area migration between 1965
and 1970. The outline map on the following page shows the five
economic areas designated for South Dakota. In Table 13 are presented
the data for migration patterns for these areas.

Data in Table 13 show a net loss in population in every
economic area of the State between 1965 and 1970. Net losses were
greatest in the western and central areas. The inter-area migration
data is indicative of the level of movement but does not provide infor-
mation on intra-area population changes. However, it is probable that
population movement within the economic, areas was as great as between
areas. Any accurate estimate of long-term school building needs will
require continuous study of migration trends both at the State and
local level.

The amount of migration shown by data in Table 13 portrays the
ease with which people change locale in our society. This practice
lends further support to the concept of a broad based responsibility
for providing public services, including school facilities.

TABLE 13. Migration in the U.S.. Bureau of the Census Economic Areas of
South Dakota, by Sex, Between 1965 and 1970.*

Area Male
Into From

Female
Into From

Total

.....
1 14,557 20,528 12,189 20,120 -13,902

2 6,984 12,795 7,740 12,534 -10,605

3 4,032 8,812 3,821 9,307 -10,266

4 6,189 7,533 5,579 7,345 - 3,110

5 12,578 15,567 13,057 15,750 - 5,682

Total -43,565

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census Pcpr'.ation Study, Table 2, 1970.

0 Data is based on 15 percent sample. /1-r 9
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coNcLD:AuNS AND RI COMMENDATIoNS OF THE STUDY

Conclusions

Major conclusions from findings contained in this study served as
a basis for recommendations for financing school building construction
in South Dakota.

1. The present system of financing school building construction
in South Dakota, through constitutionally limited, super-majority approved
local bond issues, or limited local pay-as-you-go levies, is not equi-
table either in terms of meeting needs or level of tax burden.

2. Statewide aggregate statistics do not indicate the wide range
in school building needs, tax effort, and tax base which exist in the
various school districts.

3. south Dakota has adequate resources to finance needed school
building construction, but not all of the school districts share this
capacity.

4. The prevalence of pay-as-you-go instead of long-term debt
programs is a deterrent to meeting school building construction needs.

5. Unequal educational opportunity in South Dakota is fostered by
inadequate school buildings in some districts. Students in small-town,
low-enrollment districts are most handicapped by the existing programs
for financing school building construction.

6. While efforts in the State Department of Instruction to gather
and analyze data have been commendable, the results fall short of what
is needed to ascertain properly the inadequacies of and future needs
for school building facilities in the State.

7. Economic and educational opportunity are both factors in
migration patterns. Since these two factors are not independent of

each other, the economy can be positively influenced by a stronger
State role in education, including school building construction.

Recommendations

I. At the first opportunity, the constitutional ten percent debt
limitation on school districts should be rescinded. It has no practical
value and would provide a harmful harrier if a true need existed for
debt beyond ten percent.

2. Additional staff time in the State Department of Public
Instruction should be allotted to studies of school building construction

needs. The present regulations concerning needed reports from school

200



districts should be given the tor of law with appropriate penalties

for failure to comply.

3. A study should be sponsored by the State to determine the
current and projected needs for school building construction and to
examine the factors that cause people.to migrate.

4. The feasibility of reorganizing school districts that have
extremely low' enrollments and/or an inadequate tax base into more viable

units should be studied.

5. The state government should develop a deeper sense of respon-
sibility for public education and a better understanding of the importance
of shoo! facilities to educational opportunity.

6. A specific recommendation for State action is based upon two
model programs developed in the report of the National Capital Outlay
;tudy,11 ccmponent of the National Educational Finance Project. The

two selected programs feature variable grants computed on the basis
of state recognized project costs, and a debt servie grant program that
recogniz..3 prior effort for s- :fool buildings.11 The salient features

of the two model programs and how they might he coordinated to totally

serve South Dakota ara as follows.

'ariable Grants for New Construction. This program would operate for
approved building proje,-!ts in much the same manner as equalization funds

are distributed to school districts. Districts that wished to spend

beyond that amount approved by the State would be responsible for the

additional costs. The immediate obligation of the state would he to

match the non-debt funds provides by the district in the appropriate

ratio. Borrowed funds used by the district would be shared through the
debt service program to be explained later.

Major advantages of this plan are:

a. A substantial amount of fiscal responsibility would remain at

the local level.

b. The incentive feature of state aid for school buildings would

encourage effort in local districts.

c. The .'tats would have a control featy,:e on the quality and

location of school buildings which .q3uld contribute to

efficient district organization.

(1. Local property tax relief would Le possible through the use

of equalization grants. 2ince school buildings are a vital

part of educational opportunity, there is a strong rationale

state aid to building projects to be in the same pro-
portion as that which is given for current operation expenses.
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Negative feat:res of the variable grant plan include the possi-
bility that even dith state aid a district might have to acquire an
excessive debt. A s,,cond concern has to be the subs,:antial amount of
funds the state woule have to provide. South Dakota's present state
tax system would require revision to meet this burden but this seems
to be a reasonable exchange for an equalization program on local property
taxes for school buildings.

Equalized Grants for Debt Service', Since the variable grants
recommended in the previous section applied only to non-debt funds for
new construction, there is need to recognize existing and new debt
programs for school buildings. A debt service grant program is recom-
mended which would provide funds to aid districts in meeting bond and
interest payments for approved or existing buildings. Guidelines would
need to be applied to existing buildings to determine what portion of
their cost would have been originally approved. The State would
participate only in payment of the approved portion of the unpaid
balance.

Since the outstanding bonded debt for all school districts was
only 40 million dollars in 1971-72, the annual grants for existing
debt service would not be a major burden on the State budget.

.Important advantages of this companion program to the variable
grant plan are:

a. The resistance of the people to debt programs need not be
violated since the grant concept applies to both borrowed
and cash funds.

b. Equalization is a feature of this program as it was in the
variable grant program recommendation.

c. Prior effort to provide buildings is recognized.

7. A.recommended supplement to the above program would be for the
State to play a stronger role in helping school districts borrow funds.
Possible aids would be to establish a State bonding authority which
would purchase or supervise the sale of district bonds. A simple but
effective aid is to legally guarantee the debt service payments on
bonds by having the State meet the obligation from any defaulting
district's state aid. A third and more controversial aid for economical
borrowing would be to create a State funded revolving loan fund to
serve those districts that might be forced to pay etlessiVe interest rates
on bond sales.

In terms of South Dakota's future economic and cultural growth, it
may well be that these are crucial times. The concept of localism for
education or, "its not our problem" attitude by state government, must
be foregone. south Dakota should accept its rightful role of leader-
ship and responsibility for aiding and encouraging needed school
building construction. Such action helps equalize educational oppor-
tunity and creates an environment con4c4n to people and industry.

04A-Y.44
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AN ANALY:iIS AND ASSESSMENT OF SOUTH DAKOTA'S

PUPIL TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM*

The general emphasis of this study centers on transportation pro-
gram efficiency, the distribution of transportation support, provisions.
for serving clientele needs and overall program structure. The report
contains a topical presentation of the background and philosophy of the
program, magnitude of the program, pupil transportation expenditures,
description of the program, program and cost comparisons, and conclusions
and recommendations for program changes. Included in the study is the
present status of school transportation, and its funding as well as recom-
mendationq for alternative methods of funding transportation programs.

Background and Philosophy
of the State Transportation Program

The residents of South Dakota are engaged primarily in the produc-
tion of agricultural goods and services. There are broad expanses of
land used for the purpose of raising cattle or for the production of
grain. Population density in South Dakota, therefore, is one of the
lowest in the United States. Except for the southeastern region, and
to some extent the southwestern region, the State is rather sparsely
populated.

These conditions influence the nature of transportation problems
which local school districts provide for their pupils. The density of
the transported student population is quite low in most school districts,
whatever measure of density is used. Many regular bus routes extend a
considerable number of miles over the geographic region the school dis-
trict encompasses. There are several instances where regular district
transportation cannot be provided for pupils living great distances from
attendance centers because it would be uneconomical or because weather
conuitions will not allow bus passage. Where regular transportation ser-
vices cannot be provided, parents or guardians are often required to
transport their own children or pupils must board close to a school atten-
dance center or close to a regular bus route.

On the basis of past research on pupil transportation programs and
a knowledge of the conditions which affect transportation services in

South Dakota, some tentative hypotheses could be made relative to pro-
gram costs. A high density of transported pupil population sutigests the
hypothesis that average per pupil costs will be low and average costs per
mile will be high relative to other nstant factors. Since South Dakota's
density of transported pupil population is low (sparse), the logical pre-

*A Study performed by Lloyd E. Frohreich, University of Wisconsin,
Madison. elf) A
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diction would ba that its average per pupil cost would be high and its
average cost per mile would be low relative to other states. An exten-
sive discussion of these variables and data gathered on standardized
costs will be presented later in this report.

Responsibility for administration of local programs and a determina-
tion of pupil transportation services in South Dakota largely resides
with individual school districts. The State-School District relationship
is characterized by the autonomy of local districts which is evident in
most major areas of policy and administration of local pupil transporta-
tion services. Policies regarding the degree and level of service to be
offered within the district, eligibility rules, provisions for regular
routes, and bus usage are made primarily by local school boards. Other
matters relating to the provision and procurement of equipment and supplies,
the employment of transportation personnel and the management of the dis-
trict transportation budget fall into the realm of local juriediction but
within state guidelines.

As an example, the State mandates no provisions for the transporl'a-
tion of pupils who are at a higher level than the eighth grade. If

local school districts wish to provide transportation services for pupils
in grades 9-12, they may do so and such services will be reimbursed
roughly-on the same basis as services to students in grades K-8. The

rationale behind this policy is that compulsory education extends through
age 14 in south Dakota, therefore, the establishment of education and any
decisions on services related to educaticdn beyond age 14 should be rele-
gated to the local district.

Ihe State, on the other hand, provides funds and establishes broad
standards and minimum qualifications under which transportation services
may be provided at the local district level. The provision of funds on
a reimbursement basis to local school districts includes the approval,
disbursement and adjustment function.

The philosophy of the State regarding its relationshp with local
school districts on matters concerning transportation services is embodied
in the following statement found in the chapter on "School Transportation
Services" in the Administrative Manual for South Dakota Schools and pub-
lished by the St...te Department of Public Instruction.

The State Board of Education has not established specific
rules and regulations concerning the transportation ser-
vices for school children. Rather the jurisdiction and
application of such matters has been left to the school
boards to administer their own programs within the frame-
work established by the Legislature. The school board
should adopt a policy covering the transportation services
to be provided all pupils.
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Approximately 19.6 million or 42.2 percent of the nation's children
are transported to and from school by bus. The cost of busing (includ-
ing replacement of vehi,:les) has been estimated roughly to cost $1.5
billion per year thus placing school bus operations as a major economic
consideration among school district services. These figures lake school
busing the greatest single transportation system in the country.

As the history and statistics of busing indicate, the greatest de-
mand for busing has come from the rural states, such as South Dakota,
where population is sparse and the consolidated school district is typical.
There are many states which transport almost 100 percent of those rural
pupils who meet distance standards set by the state. The state pupil
transportation program and its economic impact both on the taxpayer and
on those it services require that it be structured and programmed to meet
clientele needs and that it be both economical and efficient ln providing
services. The foregoing remarks set the framework within which this study
was completed alml the direction of recommendations for improving the South
Dakota transportation program.

Pre!.ent and Projected Magnitude of the
Transportation Program

One component in this study was an examination of the past and
present magnitude of the pupil transportation program with the intent
of using trends as a portent of future magnitude and need. Therefore,
evidence will be presented indicating the past and present numbers of
pupils transported, students transported as a percentage of all students
enrolled, past and current transportation expenditures and changes over
the past four years.

Pupils Transported

Total public school children transported by both public and private
carriers over the most recent four years are shown in Table 1. Rider-
ship increased 5.47 percent over 1970-71. Total ridership increased 28.4
percent (+12,128) between 1968-69 and 1971-72. The major portion of the
increase in riders was by private carrier which increased ridership 46.77
percent (+6,384) as contrasted with an increase of 19.79 percent (+5,744)
in pupils transported by district owned vehicles.

To present an accurate picture of the relationship between pupils
transported and pupils enrolled in the public schools of the State, the
enrollment pattern over the last foqr years is presented in Table 2.
The table also shows the percentage transported pupils is of total state
public school enrollment each year.
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TABLE 1. TuLal :;(_.hoot

and Private Cartiers,

Carrier . 1968-60

:IILLAren Transported By Public

1'o6:;-6') Through 1971-72

1060-70 1970-71 1971-72

Public
Private

20,010
13,650

31,700
15,541

33,781
18,176

34,i63
20,034

Total 42,660 47,250 51,957 54,797

% increase over
previous year 12.04% 10.74% 9.96% 5.47%

TABLE 2. Public School Enrollment and Number of Riders as a
Percentage of Enrollment, 1968-69 Through 1971-72

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971 72

Total enrollment 173,791 172,616 173,006 171,636

% increase or decrease
over previous year -1.06% -.68% .23% -.79%

Ridership as % of
Total Enrollment 24.55% 27.37% 30.03% 31.92%

The figures in Table 2 reveal a pattern that is rather typical of
the relationship between enrollment and ridership in many states. Sev-

eral states are experiencing a stabilization or decline in pupil enroll-
ment while the magnitude and percentage of riders to enrollment continues
to rise. These data are evidence that this Oc...nomenon is occurring in

south Dakota. States are reducing mileage limitations and increasing the
population base of students who are eligible for bus transportation. The

addition of private and parochial school pupils to eligibility lists and
the increased U50 of :ichool buses to promote integration also have veusT
ridership to increase.

ff. 1/4
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Bow long the trend of increases in the percentage of transported
pupils in South Dakota will continue cannot be determined with the
present information and data. It may be assumed, however, that if
qualifications for ridership lessen (i.e., mileage limits are reduced)
or if more students continue to qualify under the umbrella of school
board policy relative to the transportation of high school students or
private school students, the percentage of enrolled students who are
eligible for transportation will place an imcreasing load on the trans-
portation budget of school districts and the State.

Pupil Transportation Projections

With the data on students transported as a percentage of enrollment
and with some tentative judgments on projected enrollments, some tenuous
projections were made of the number of pupils who will need transporta-
tion in the immOiate years ahead.

TABLE 3. Projected 9ublic School Enrollments and Number of
Transported Pupils, 1973-74 Through 1976-77.

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77

Projected Enrollments) 168,221 166,539 164,874 163,226

Projected Ridershik2 57,061 58,155 59,223 60,263

1
Projeeted Enrollments are Based on a One Percent Decline in Enrollment
Each Year

2
1'rojected Ridcrahip is Based on a One Percentage Point Per Year Increase
in the Percentage of Riders to Enrollment

Making some very weak assumptions about the trend in enrollmants
over the next four years, the data in Table 3 are presented with the ex-
pressed cautions in mind. It was anticipated that enrollments would de-
cline approximately one percent per year over the next four years. With
the drastic reverse in the birth rate in this country and ln South Dakota,
the projected decline in enrollment may be too conservative. Certainly
no one believed this country would reach a state of zero population growth
by 1973, but the facts are irrefutable. If further birth rate declines
are experienced in South Dakota, these projections will be of little value.



The projections un ridership as a percentage of total enrollment
are based on a one percentage point increase each year. The rationale
for this percentage was that school hoards will continue to increase
the eligiLiiity of more students as Further consolidations take place.
There is no assumption of reduced mileage limitations built into these
projections. If the state should decide to reduce mileage limitations
from the present 2 1/2 miles for either elementary or high school pupils.
then these projections are low. Other changes in State legislation,
State policies or local school district policies would alter the projec-
tions. The Transportation Office of the Department of Public Instruc-
tion should watch these factors closely as it plans future operations and
budgets.

Both state and local public school officials are in a somewhat
unique position; this is the first period in history during which
public school officials have not had to be concernd incessantly with
increasing enrollments and the attendant problems associated with rising
birth rates. Stabilized birth rates should bring on an era in which
schools can plan, implement and allocate resources to programs on the
basis of equity, merit, benefit, and equal opportunity without expending
scarce and valuable time on recurring building programs or on other de-

cisions related to the demands of higher enrollments.

Pupil Transportation Costs

An important dimension of the magnitude of a pupil transportation

program is its cost. The total pupil transportation costs incurred by
the school districts in South Dakota broken down by type of school dis-
trict and by type of ownership for the years 1968-69 through 1971-72
are shown in Table 4. Certain local costs are not shown and are not

included in these data. Those costs in both Common and Independent
School Districts associated with the transportation of pupils on regu-
lar approved routes are the only costs shown. The illustrated cost
data depend on the determination of local school boards as to what con-

stitutes a regular approved bus route. If the route is extracurricular
related and does not fit the school board's policy of a regular approved
route, these costs are not included. The State only reimburses that

share of local district costs which the school board has designated as
relating to a regular route.

The rate of increase in total pupil transportation costs has de-
clined in more recent years; however, total school district costs for
transporting pupils over board--approved regular routes increased ap-
proximately $1.86 million or 44.1 percent during the last four years.
Total costs for contractual operations increased $870,313 or 52.7 per-
cent while total costs for district owned operations increased $993,652
or 38.5 percent over the same period. A trend toward a greater reliance

on contract operations in South Dakota over the last four years is evi-

dent from these data.
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When the rate of increase in total costs is compared with the rate

of increase in.ridership of public school students, total costs increased

faster than ridership increases over the four year period, but not markedly

faster. The data in Table 5 reveal that total costs increased 28.4 percent

and number of pupils transnorted increased 44.1 percent over the same time

period. Under the assumption of a five percent per year rise in prices the

differential of 15.7 percentage points may be explained easily by the in-

flation factor.

TABLE 5. Public Transportation Costs Compared With Pupils Transported,
1968-69 Through 1971-72

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

Total Costs $4,228,917 $4,833,004 $5,636,254 $6,092,882

% Increase Over
Previous Year 14.28% 16.62% 8.10%

Number Transported 41,669 47,250 51,957 54,797

% Increase Over
Previors Year 12.04% 10.74% 9.96% 5.47%

Data on the number of private and parochial pupils transported in pub-
lic vehicles at public expense were not available; however, transportation
of these pupils is not extensive in South Dakota.

The maximum annual state transportation aid to local school districts
was fixed at $3 million by the State Legislature in 1971, therefore, data
showing a trend on changes in state transportation expenditures would be
fruitless.

Further unit cost data standardized for comparison purposes will be
presented later in this report.

Description of the program

The South Dakota Department of Public Instruction-Transportation
Division receives a yearly transportation report from each school district
in the State regarding the number of pupils transported, transportation
costs and mileage data. These data are used to calculate reimbursement

r` .4
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costs distributed to local school districts the following school year.
Essentially, State. reimbursement 3.s based on costs for any of the follow-
ing local programs.

1. The school district may operate district owned buses and
be reimbursed by the state in accordance with the distribu-
tion formula for district operations.

The school district may contract transportation services with
the private sector and be reimbursed by the State in accordance
with the distribution formula.

3. School districts may enter into an agreement with parents for
transporting children when either district or contracted ser-
vices are not available. The school district is reimbursed
partially for these costs on the basis of a specified formula.

4. School districts may enter into an agreement with parents for
room and board expenses when either bus service or parent
transportation is not practicable. The school district is re-
imbursed partially for these costs according to a specified
formula.

Provisions and details for each of these options will be discussed in
the ensuing paragraphs. It should be noted that State reimbursement is
based on 50 percent of the net costs of operation with a ceiling of $3
million available from the State for all school district transportation
costs. Thus, if 50 percent of the total net costs of operation in the
State exceeds $3 million, each school district will receive a prorata share
of the $3 million.

Reimbursement for bistrict-Owned Bus Operations

The State formula reimbursing school districts operating district
owned vehicles may be expressed in the following words.

State transportation aid for school district owned bus
operations equals 50 percent Wistrict costs minus de-
ductible receipts) times the ratio of miles traveled for
school purposes to total miles traveled), provided the state
aid does not exceed 18 cents per mile.

There are several components of the formula which need defining.
District costs include costs for the following items.

1. Salaries of bus drivers and those school personnel

connected directly with the transportation program.

2, Vehicle depreciation per year equal to one/eighth of
the vehicle's original cost for a maximum of eight years.

frd.;..1%.)



3. Th, total cost of a t.t.Lool di!srict's transportation
insutance premiums wi tl, no limjtations.

4. Vehicle operating, maintenance and repair costs such
as gas, lubricants, tires and repair !acts - district
or private operations.

5. The costs of renting garage facilities from private
enterprises.

Another variable in the formula is deduct': recelets which are re-
ceipts other than State 'transportation aid which are used to defray the
costs of a district transportation program, i.e., ret.ipts from patents,
other districts, and federal programs. The putpcse of deducting receipts
from total operating costs is to prevent State reimbursements for costs
already covered by another receipt program.

The ratio of bus miles traveled for school puri.oses to total miles
traveled for all purposes is a variable which is intendid to allow only the
calculation of costs for transportation mileage aAiroved by local school
boards. Mileage for school purposes is defined as thos.e miles traveled on
a regular basis to transport pupils to school and back home and to trans-
port students between attendance centers. The mileage ratio for all dis-
trict-owned vehicles in the State in 1971-72 was .895 (11,859,206/13,254,702).
The ratio for all privately-owned vehicles in the State in 1972-73 was .950
(6,234,878/6,566,290).

Students eligible for transportation under the provisions of State
Statutes and the reimbursement formula include the following.

1. local school district must prOvide transportation for
all elementary pupils (grades K-8) living 2 1/2 miles
or more from the nearest attendance center.

2. At the discretion of the local school hoard, transporta-
tion services may be provided for students in grades 9-12
living in excess of 2 1/2 miles from the attendance center.
Such service is not mandatory, but if provided, the costs
may be counted for state aid purposes. Approximately 90
percent of the local school districts provide transportation
service for high school students.

3. At the discretion, of the local school hoard, transportation
services may be provided for students attending non-public
schools within the district. such service is not mandatory,
but if provided, the costs may be counted for state aid pur-
poses. There are no provisions for the State reimbursement
of non-public schools that provide their own transportation
service.

r' .w 4P)
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.
Reimbursement for contracted E:s Operations

Local school districts may contract with private concerns to provide
bus service for those student:; who qualify and were identified in the pre-

ceding section of this report. The state formula for reimbursing school

districts is the same as the one used for reimbursing local districts which
operate district-owned buses and was defined in the previous section. The

total amount of the contract with private carriers constitutes the cost of

operation which school districts incorporate into their total costs. State

statutes mandate that purchases and services which exceed $1500 for any one
service or item must be placed on open bid. Thus, most school districts in

.youth Dakota are required to place contracts for transportation services and

the purchase of buses on open bid.

Reimbursement for Transportation Services
- Provided by Parents

School districts may enter into an agreement with parents for trans-
porting children when either district or contracted services are not avail-

able. Mileage paid ty parents by local districts is mandated when local
district service is not available for the transportation of students below
the niath grade and is at the discretion of the school board for students

in high school.

Reimbursement by local districts to parents is in the amount of 8 cents

per mile for each mile in excess of 2 1/2 miles each way in transporting

the child to and from school, provided that no travel allowance shall exceed

the limit of seven hundred dollars per family. State reimbursement of these

costs is provided at the rate of 50 percent of the approved costs for re-

imbursing parents. Thus, if it were determined that a family would receive

$500 from the school district for transporting their children to school, the

Star..a would reimburse the district in the amount of $250.

Other prcisions for the payment of mileage to parents and families

include the following:

1. If a child lives further than 2 1/2 miles from the bus
stop of a regular route, the parent must be paid for any

mileage in excess of the 2 1/2 miles necessary to trans-
port the student to and from the regular bus stop.

2. A family cannot be paid mileage for attending a parochial
school but mileage can be paid for children who are dual
enrolled in a public school and a parochial school.

3. Mileage cannot be paid to families for extra trips which

the School Board does not deem necessary. The School
Board has the discretion to determine the number of trips
which are necessary and mileage shall be paid.

ry -11
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Reimbursing Families for iwom and 3oard
in Lieu of Transportation services

Local school districts may reimburse families for room and board costs

which are necessary because of the absence of district transportation ser-

vices and because family provision for transportation services is either

impossible or impractical. Again, provision for transportation services or

room and board is mandatory for students in grades K-8 but at the discretion

of the local school board for high school students.

The rate of reimbursement to families for room and board costs is de-

termined by the school board. There is no statutory limit on the amount

a school board may reimburse a family for room and board costs. State re-

imbursement of local districts amounts to 50 percent of the board approved

costs for providing room and board.

Other Transportation Program Provisions

1. One school district may contract with another school dis-

trict to furnish bus service but may use only district-

owned vehicles.

2. A school district may transport non-resident pupils to

district facilities provided charges for such transporta-

tion are levied against the district in which the pupil

resides. The minimum costs charged for transporting non -
residett pupils shall be equal to the average adjusted
transportation per pupil cost two years prior. For ex-

ample, the minimum charge for transporting non-resident
pupils in 1972-73 was $98.00 per pupil. This amount was

based on the average adjusted per pupil cost of $98.11
in South Dakota for district owned vehicles in 1970-71.

3. State reimbursement of local school district transportation

costs in any given school year is based on the reimbursement

allowances calculated by the State for the previous year.

To illustrate, State reimbursement allowances for local costs

in 1972-73 will be received by school districts in the

1973-74 school year.

4. The school board of the school district, after the assign-

ment of any 'exceptional child having school residence

within the district, shall provide transportation services.
Mileage allowances to families may be made in lieu of dis-

trict transportation.

5. Local school districts may participate and purchase vehicle

tires through a tire bid provided for at the State level.

r- A !""
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Bus Driver Qualifications, Vehicle
Safety Provisions and Safety Records

South Dakota state law stipulates that operators of school buses
must meet certain personal, physical, knowledge and skill requirements
before she or he can be licensed to drive a school bus. The minimum and
maximum ages a person can be licensed to drive a school bus in South
Dakota are 18 and 65, respectively. School bus drivers must secure a

medical certificate each year which attests to their physical status.
Drivers must pass a knowledge of laws and vehicle skill maniuplation exam-
ination which gives them a license good for two years and the year in which
issued or a total of three years, depending on when the license is issued.
The bus driver's license is issued annually by the county auditor of schools
who recently replaced the county superintendent of schools. There are no

provisions for school bus driver training courses under the present law.

State law also provides that school buses shall be inspected at least
annually by the Division of Highway Patrol which issues a certificate that
must be displayed in the vehicle. These inspections are free to public and
private .owners of school buses.

A bulletin entitled MinimumoStandards for the Construction of School Bus
Chassis and Bodies in South Dakota is published by the South Dakota Depart-

ment of Public Instruction. The specifications and minimum standards set
forth in this bulletin were adopted by the South Dakota State Board of Edu-
cation and must be met by every vehicle, new or used. These specifications
would appear to meet the letter and intent of the "Standard 17 Requirements"
recently prescribed by the Transportation Office of the Federal Government.

School bus accident reports are made to the Consultant for Transporta-
tion of the 'State Department of Public Instruction. Safety records are com-
piled by the State each year and reported to local school districts. In

Table 6 are reported the accident statistics for the years 1968-69 through
1971-72.

TABLE 6. Statistics Related toSchool Bus Accidents, 1968-69
Through 1971-',2

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

Number. of Accidents 52 59 58 54

Total Property Damages $12,950 $10,968 $ 8,234 $11,316

# of Pupils Injured 16 2U 18 20

# of Pupils Fatally Injured 1 0 0 0

# of Pupils Killed 0 1 0 0

The accumulated four-year safety record, according to the figures pre-
sented in Table 6, reveals that accidents occurred at the rate of 340 per

irtA t!



100 million miles traveled, property damage occurred at the rate of
$66,335 per 100 willion bus miles, pupil injuries occurred at the rate of
112.3 per 100 million miles, and puoil fatalities occurred at the rate of
3.05 per 100 million Lus miles. These rates are somewhat above the national
average rates but not significanty above. Although there appears to be no
cause for grave concern, any pupil injury or fatality in a school bus acci-
dent is a deletoriaus matter. Every effort should be made to determine what
caused these accidents and steps taken to prevent recurrences. States con-
stantly shout? he aware of safety records and means of reducing pupil-
transportation related accidents.

()tiler data related to the safety factor of pupil transportation pro-
grams consist of comparisons between insurance premiums paid by local school
districts and total claims collected on bus transportation accidents.
These data and comparisons are shown in Table 7 and reveal that insurance
premiums have risen $48,387 or 57.62 percent while total claims collected
have been inconsistent from year to year, ranging from $16,624 in 1969-70 to
$31,961 in 1970-71.

TABLE 7. Insurance Premiums Paid by School Districts Compared With
Total Claims ..;ollected, 1968-69 Through 1971-72

1968-69 1969 70

Insurance Premiums Paid $83,971.70 $97,334.84

% Increase Over
Previous Year 4.47% 15.91%

Total Claims Collected $25,225.14 $16,624.04

% Increase or Decrease
Over Previous Year 4.66% -34.09%

1970-71 1971-72

$117,675.09 $132,359.07

$ 31,961.71 $ 20,979.64

Program and Standardized Cost Comparisons

Thl hazards and inadequacies of generating program and standardized
cost comparisons of school transportation systems are multitudinous. There

are inadequacies with each system of cost accounting and with the unit cost
systems that have been used in the last fifty years. It is difficult to de-
termine exactly what is or should be included in a standardized transporta-
tion cost variable that could be used for making comparisons. Aro all de-

preciation, capital outlay, drivers' salaries, maintenance, operating, and
insurance costs a part of a unit cost determination? When program costs are

g ?A 't*
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generated do they include all programs such as the transportation of special
education pupils, summer session -students, kindergarten students, vocational-
technical students, and federal program related students? These are complex
questions and very few states keep program and cost records adequate enough
to provide data for making comparisons.

Standardized Cost Variables

Following are descriptions of the more common standardized cost
variables school districts compile and a few of the advantages and dis-
advantages of each.

Average Cost per Pupil is derived by dividing total transportation costs
in a school district or a state by the number of pupils transported. The
fallacies of this calculation exe that it does not take into consideration
the density of population, miles the student is transported, number of school
days, or traffic conditions. A comparison of district or state per pupil
costs would have to consider each of these factors to make any valid com-
parison judgments. Per pupil costs generally are going to be more if the
density of the transported student population is less, students axe trans-
ported more miles, traffic congestion is heavy, and the number of school
days is greater relative to other transportation programs.

Average Cost Per Mile is derived by dividing the total transportation
costs in a school district or state by the number of miles the buses travel
in a year. Standard cost compa.f.sons using cost per mile fail to take ac-
count of density of population, number of pick-up points, number of students
transported, or traffic congestion. Costs per mile are likely to be higher
if the density of the transported pupil population is greater, number of
pick-up points per mile is greater, and traffic congestions is heavier rela-
tive to other transportation programs.

Average Cost Per Day does not consider the number of pupils transported,
density of the population, number of pick-up points, or traffic congestion.
Cost per day units are likely to be higher if the number of pupils is greater,
density of the transported population is greater, number of pick-up points
per mile is greater, and traffic congestion is heavier relative to other
transportation programs.

Each of these variables has weaknesses but can be made more viable for
comparison purposes if the comparison takes into account those factors that
influence its cost. Average cost per pupil data may be comparable if one
takes into account (holds constant) the factors that influence its magnitude,
i.e., number of school days, density of transported population, geographic
price levels, etc. One way of holding a factor constant is to include it
in the calculation. The cost variable "average per pupil bus mile" stan-
dardizes two units on a cost basis--number of pupils and miles transpore.i.

0-1A fr,,)



191

However, this cost unit is so infinitesimal that it seems ludicrous to
those analyzing eomparisons. By far, the most efficacious means of making
comparisons is to gather data on all factors that influence cost and then
compare the unit costs in a mode in which tacLon; thac impinge on costs
are relatively equal or are held constant. Unfortunately, few states com-

pile comprehensive data, thus making comparability a futile exercise. The

arguments against gathering data on all relevant transportation factors
centers on the expense of such data gather-:_ng processes and the utility ee

the cost units after they are calculated. The latter argument seems a bit

out of place in this day and age of accountability, efficiency and economy. -

in government, particularly if it can he shown that he resultant savings

will exceed the costs of data compilation and analysis.

In summary then, there are many factors that influence the cost
variables used by school districts and states to make comparisons. The

following list is presented to indicate those factors that have been men-
tioned plus other factors that should be given more attention.

Number of school days
Number of pick-up points per mile
Density of transported population
Number of pupils
Number of miles
Travel conditions

Standard Program Units

Geographic price differentials
Eligibility mileage limits

Number of buses
Number of trips
Bus capacity utilization

The program of standardized cost variables is compounded by a lack of

comparabili.ty among program units. Unit costa cannot be judged adequately

when it is not clear which pmgram(s) were included in the coat data. The

following transportation programs are examples of how certain programs may

be broken out or included in cost figures.

Summer School Program
Regular Program
Kindergarten Program
Special Education Program
Vocational-Technical Education Programs

Federal Programs
Extracurri.lule ^ Programs

The extent and complexity of each progran and the number of different

transportation program units will depend on pupil-transportation laws and

policies relative to pupil transportation accounting requirements in each

state.

The comparability of cost variables is made even more complex when

there is lack of agreement on those transportation account variables that

fr-v..4!fi
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are included in total costs. Listed below are transportation account
variables that illustrate another set of factors which muddy the water of
transportation cost variable comparability.

Maintenance Cost
Operating Costs
Drivers' Wages
Aides' Wages
Supervisors' Wages
Capital Outlay
Depreciation Costs

Debt Retirement-Principal and
Interest Costs

Insurance Costs
Driver Training Costs
Inspection Costs
Licensing Costs

The list is not complete but illustrates standard cost units are not
comparable between and among states and school districts unless efforts
are made to standardize and control the variables that influence costs.

Cost Comparison Survey

Recognizing the preceding qualifications as limitations of cost com-
parability, cost data from other states were secured for the purpose of
making a few generalizations about South Dakota's transportation costs rela-
tive to oth.:.r states. The survey included essentially those states which are
participating in National Educational Finance Project studies. A question-
naire was distributed which requested the transportation divisions in each
state to report three cost figures: average cost per pupil, average cost
per mile, and average cost per pupil per mile. Each state was requested to
provide cost data for both public owned and private owned vehicles if such
costs were available. In addition, it was requested that the respondent
indicate which programs and account variables were included in the cost data.

The information and data secured from the states were rather sporadic
and incomplete. Few states kept the necessary records to provide all cost
unit data that were requested. Those that replied and supplied cost data
did not include an adequate explanation of what programs and account factors
were included in the unit cost calculations.

Table 8 represents an attempt to present the cost data that were re-
turned from the states sampled. The Lootnotes to this table include des-
cription of a state's program as they were supplied from each state.

Program and Cost Descriptions to Accompany Te.ble

A) The daily cost per pupil and the cost per pupil are based on ,970-71
figures and include the total cost of operation, including insurance,
depreciation of school buses plus maintenance equipment. In this state
approximately 92 percent of the buses are district owned and operated.

a.

b.

c.

Public and private owned equipment combined
Cost per mile for regular program
Cost per mile including the regular progyatmpassenger
Car miles, and activ! trips
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State and
Date Year

Cost Per
Pupil Per Cost Per
Year Mile

A $50.04a $.3878b
1970-71 .4379c

1971-72

$38.33a
51.39b

43.820

$47.46d

51.39e

$.419: $.52
d

.669

.480f .669°

C
1970-71 $63.03a $.52b
1971-72 57.95b

$52.25 $.273

1971-72

E $44.85 $.22

1971-72

F $41.28 $.29
1971-72

a $68.62 $.644
1971-72 RANGE $52-$112 RANGE $.44-$.77

$48.41a RANGE $39-$351 q.aW ANGE $.45 $1.62
1969-70 75.60b RANGE $44-$200 1.24b RANGE $.49-$2.71

I $70.18a $.65a
1970-71 91.40t $.90b

$71.89a
197172 65.07b

71.170

South Uakot.1 $102.75a $.336°
1971-72 126.47b .301d

.404°

rpr-v.1
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B) Itie costs shown are only for regular program routes. The cost of
special trips, Federal program transportation, and summer school are
not included. Approximately 99 percent of all buses are district
owned and operated.

a. Public owned without capital outlay and replacement costs included
b. Private owned without capital outlay and replacement costs included
c. Combined costs without capital outlay and replacement costs included
d. Public owned with capital outlay and replacement costs included
e. Private owned with capital outlay and replacement costs included
f. Combined public and private owned with replacement costs included

C) These costs include vehicle purchases. It is not known whether the
costs are for regular programs alone or whether other program costs
are included. Approximately 30 percent of the buses are publicly
owned in this state.

a. Cost for 1971-72
b. Cost for 1970-71

D) The costs shown are only those costs approved by a state formula and
paid by the state. Local districts may have to supplement these
amounts. The costs shown are for t le regular transportation program
only. Roughly 98 percent of the buses in this state are publicly owned.

B) The pupil transportation cost per pupil includes the bus purchase
price and the drivers' pay. What other costs are included is not known.
The cost per mile does not include drivers' pay. Over 90 percent of
the buses in this state are owned by the schwa districts.

F) The data for this state include all transportation costs with the ex-
ception of bus depreciation and purchase costs. Nearly all buses in
this state are publicly owned.

G) This state almost totally supports the transportation costs of local
districts. The costs shown include the cost of new equipment, capital
facilities, handicapped transportation and nonpublic transportation.
Roughly 43 percent of the buses are publicly owned.

H) The costs for this state include all transportation costs including
capital outlay and a $.07 per mile depreciation factor for district
owned buses. Approximately 33 percent of the buses are publicly owned.
Deadhead mileage was not included in the mileage calculations. The
1969-70 figures make comparisons with other states difficult.

a. Denotes cost on district owned equipment
b. Denotes .coats on contract equipment
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I) Costs include all pupils transported---handicapped, ell.mentary, secon-
dary, those approved who live less than 1.5 miles from school, and
extra-curricular trip costs. Costs of one of the state's metropoli-
tn school districts was not included in thn calculations. Also, the

costs do not include bus purchases or debt services. Approximately 53

percent of the state's vehicles are publicly owned.

a. Denotes costs related to public-owned vehicles
b. Denotes costs related to private-owned vehicles

3) Costs include all pupils transported--handicapped, vocational-technical,
regular, and special. Contract and public owned vehicle costs are in-

cluded. All costs on leasing, capital outlay, depreciation, and in-
vestment allowances on contract vehicles, insurance, administration,
operation, and maintenance drivers' salaries, but storage and physical
exams are included. Costs for extra-curricular trips are not included

and are borne by local districts.

a. Denotes costs for public transportation including contracted
services

b. Denotes costs for nonpublic transportation
c. Denotes the combined costs for public and nonpublic

transportation

South Dakota - Costs include pupils transported on regular routes to resi-

dential schools and back home. Contract and public owned vehicle

costs are broken out. Items used for determining transportation

costs include salaries, depreciation, insurance, operating expenses,
maintenance expenses and rental of garage facilities. An extended

explanation of the program was included earlier in this report.

a. Denotes per pupil cost for district owned vehicles for

regular routes

b. Denotes per pupil cost for contracted vehicles for regular

routes
c. Combined cost per mile for district owned and contract

vehicles
d. Cost per mile for district owned vehicles
e. Cost per mile for contract vehicles

Any conclusions drawn from the comparisons of data presented in Table 8

would have to be very general. Comparisons between states virtually are im-

possible due to the lack of a standardized method of cost accounting for

transportation programs. For example, it would appear that South Dakota's

average per pupil costs are in excess of those in other states. Except for

two or three states, however, the average per pupil costs are not comparable

to South Dakota's because most states do not include bus depreciation, ad-

ministration, or insurance in their cost figures. Average costs per pupil

may not be an adequate basis upon whicheto4wpare South Dakota with other
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states for the reasons cited earlier relative to density of population. The

average costs per mile may Le a more appropriate basis to make comparisons.
The states which appear to he similar to South Dakota in the methods they
use to derive cost per mile are states 13, C, and G. Comparisons with each of
these states using average cost per mile reveal that South Dakota school dis-
tricts are spending less per mile on the average to operate their buses than
any of the other comparable states.

The one conclusion that .nay be drawn from these data is that the costs
of school district owned and operated vehicles appear to be less than the
costs incurred through contracting for privately owned vehicles. Hcwever,
one must qualify such a statement; many of the standardized cost variables
(average cost per pupil or per mile) do not include purchase costs, depre-
ciation or any profit figure for district owned vehicles. The fact that
school districts are exempt from many costs (taxes, licenses, safety in-
specmions, medical exams, etc.) which private contractors incur, may add
5 to 10 percent to school district average cost figures. It is probably
that if taxes and other costs incurred by the state were added to district-
owned equipment costs, the standardized costs for privately-owned equipment
would be very similar to those of the local district. The question remains
though of whether the extra costs for profit, taxes, higher prices, etc.,
created by the endorsement of private contracts, are an advantage to the
state or the taxpayers who must pay the extra costs to finance privately-
owned bus transportation operation.

Comparisons of standardized costs of operation between district-owned
vehicle: and contracted vehicles over the last four years are shown in
Table 9. The state average cost per pupil for district owned vehicles rose
from $88.84 in 1968-69 to $102.75 in 1971-72, a 15.7 percent increase. Cost
per pupil for contract operations rose from $120.92 in 1968-69 to $126.47 in
1971-72, a 4.6 percent increase. Average cost per pupil mile traveled rose
12.3 percent for district -owned vehicles and 8.3 percent for contract ve-
hicles over the same four year time span. These percentage. increases are
most startling in light of cost increases and inflation, as neither stan-
dardized costs for district or contract operations have kept pace with re-
cent increases in price indices.

The gap between average cost per pupil for district operations and con-
tract operations which was $32.08 in 1968 69 (06.1%) has narrowed to
$23.72 (+23.1%) in 1072-73. Likewise, the gap between average rest per mile
traveled for district and contract operations has gone from $.105 (+39.2%)
in 1968-69 to $.103 (+34.2%) in 1971-72. The difference between standardized
costs on district-owned vehicles and standardized costs on contract Vehicles
is still rather extensive in light of the differences noted in other states
and shown in Table 9.

The magnitude of figures showing the number of pupils transported by
district or contract vehicles was presented in Table 1. To reveal the magni-
tude of the number of public owned vehicles versus the number of privately
owned Vehicles under contract and the trend in ownership in the state, the
data in Table 10 are presented.
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TABLE 10. Number of District owned and Contracted Vehicles Used in
Transporting Pupils, 1968-69 Through 1971-72
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1968-rj 1969 -70 1970-71 1971-72

Public Owned Vehicles 949 831 859 919

% Increase or Decrease
Over Previous Year 4.11 -12.4% 3.4% 7.0%

Privately Owned Vehicles 399 412 495 541

% Increase or Decrease
Over Previous Year 2.0% 3.3% 20.1% 9.3%

Ratio of Public Onwed'
Vehicles to Total 70.4% 66.9% 63.4% 62.9%

The trend over the past four years has been a decline in the percen-
tage district owned vehicles is of the total number of pupil transportation
vehicles in the State. Although Table l'showed that ridership in both pub-
lic and private carriers increased 28.4 percent between 1968-69 and 1971-72,
ridership in contract vehicles has increased 46.7 percent compared to rider-
ship in district owned vehicles which has increased 19.8 percent. The trend
appears to have been in the direction of greater reliance on contracting
transportation services with private carriers.

Other Cost Relationships

Other cost relationships have been reported in research on school trans-
portation systems in addition to the public versus private ownership compari-
sons. Generally, school districts in heavily populated areas incur higher
unit costs because wage scales are higher, fringe benefits are more expen-
sive, facilities cost more, and the operational problems related to routing,
traffic congestion, and traffic hazards tend to drive per pupil costs higher
than in suburban and rural areas.

A cost relaticaship which tends to conflict with one above is the rela-
tionship between density of the transported student population and transporta-
tion costs per pupil. Though higher prices and other problems in heavily
populated areas tend to drive per pupil costs higher, *MA per pupil tend
to be leavened by the density of transported students. Most studies indicate
that an inverse relationship exists between density and costs per pupil, i.e.,
the greater the density the lower the cost per pupil. Conversely, a greater

density usually results in higher costs per mile relative to a low density
of transported student population. Olflr
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The data reported in Pablo Al illustrate the relationships between the
density of the (ignspr)rted student population defined (in this study) as

miles travelea per student to cost per pupil and cost per mile. Miles
traveled per student were obtained by dividing the number of regular miles
traveled per day by the number of pupils transported per day. Lower ratios
are a proxy to high density; high ratios are a proxy to low density. If

previous research is accurate, there should be a positive correlation be-
tween miler traveled per pupil and cost per pupil and a negative correlation
between miles traveled per pupil and cost per mile.

Generally, higher per pupil costs are associated with a lesser number
of students per square mile, which in this study is represented by a lower
number of miles per transported pupil. A random sample of 22 South Sakota
school districts was selected and the miles per pupil, average cost per pupil
and average cost per mile were calculated for each school district. Only
those district costs and pupils transported by district owned vehicles were
included in the sample to provide some consistency in the variables. One
could easily have selected contract operations and costs to show these rela-
tionships. Data for district owned operations only are shown in Table 11.

There are exceptions to these relationships described above. The
Waubay and Armour school districts are examples of exceptions. Although
these are not dramatic exceptions, the Waubay School District or state
officials should attempt to determine why this school district's cost per
pupil is a little high relative to others with less density. On the other
hand, it appears that the Armour School District operates a very efficient
transportation program. Its cost per pupil and cost per mile are both low
relatively to other school districts with less density. Likely there is
good rationale to explain these exceptions and if corrections and improve-
ments can be made to increase the efficiency of the operation then a study
of these relationships has been fruitful.

A companion measure as valuable as the miles per pupil variable in its
inverso--number If children per mile of bus route. This variable is commonly
termed pupil lineal density. The relationships are the same as stated pre-
viously. The greater the number of pupils per mile of bus route, the greater
the density, the lesser the cost per pupil and the greater the cost per mile.
Aggregations of costs and density factors can be determined for one route,
several routes by program, one school district, one transportation district,
one county, or one state. Again, if a study of the state pupil transporta-
tion system should find that this relationship is weak, there may be reason
to suspect that a few districts or routes are not operating efficiently.
The important consideration is that local and state transportation officials
should probe for the weak relationships between lineal density and per pupil
costs and then be able to explain the conditions that affect the relationships.

tr,r11!1



TABLE 11. Relationships Between Miles Per Transoorted Pupil and Cost
Per Pupil and Cost Per Mile for Selected South Dakota School
District 1971-72
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School
District

Miles
per
P pil Rank

Cost
per
Pupil

per
'Rank

Cost
per
Mile Rank

Plankinton 2.22 16 $144.64 18 .363 21

Tuthill Common 6.39 21 260.58 21 .225 3

Elkton 30.00 22 557.28 22 .086 1

Herreid 2.10 14 102.38 13 .271 6

Wakonda 1.71 8 88.33 4 .287 10

McLaughlin 1.77 9 95.43 8 .299 11

Waubay 1.67 7 107.25 14 .358 20

Armour 1.97 12 90.33 5 .255 4

Cresbard 2.75 18 149.90 19 .302 12

Estelline 1.41 3 93.10 6 .367 22

Freeman 2.02 13 102.29 12 .281 8

Arlington 1.44 4 83.52 3 .322 15

Lake Central 1.95 11 96.82 9 .276 7

Montrose 1.22 1 61.78 1 .282 9

Wood 1.43 5 95.14 7 .353 19

Egan 1.59 6 99.12 10 .346 17

Gettysburg 4.07 20 188.02 20 .259 5

Artesian 1.82 10 100.63 11 .306 14

- Northwestern 2.14 15 133.15 16 .346 17

Hurley 3.34 19 119.75 15 .198 2

Selby 2.65 17 144.18 17 .302 12

Todd Co.. 1.25 2 75.74 2 .338 16

Statistical Relationships:
between miles per pupil and
level. Correlation between
was significant at the .001

The Pearson Product Moment Correlation was .968
cost per pupil and was significant at the .001
miles per pupil and cost per mile was -.782 and
level.

The comparison of pupil lineal density with per pupil costs is not a
perfect measure but it is one of the better predictors of efficiency. The

measure can say little about the efficiency of route patterns, deadhead miles

or the dispersion of pupils. The measure's value lies in its use within a
given district or state to compare a route or set of routes under the normative

operations of a district or state pupil transportation program.

rvr,1
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Conclusions and Recommendations

The final section of the rci,ort will integrate the findings and dis-
cussion presented heretofore with some judgments and recommendations on the
State transportation program in south Dakota.

The State of South Dakota has authorized its local school districts
to exercise high levels of control over the tri.nortatiou program. There
is an obvious belief in local conLroL and ladependence of action with respect

to the relationship that existu between local school districts and the State.
However, this beliet must be tempered with the realization that education is
primarily a state responsibility and to insure some degree of fiscal equity,
to meet program needs and to profide equal educational opportunity, statewide

statutes and policies may have to be established to insure the equitable treat-
ment of students and taxpayers.

I. Administration of the Transportation Program

The total dlmension of costs and an equitable means of distributing
transportation dollars cannot be considered without treating the topic of the
economic efficier.cy of a program. Data indicate that it is less costly for
a school district or a state to operate equipment that is owned either by the
school distric. or the State. Repeated studies and research have corroborated
this fact and this study's comparison. of two cost variables would seem to add
credence to that conclusion.

I-A A purchase and lease plan ahould be implemented whereby
either the State or the local district purchases buses
outright and either operates or leases the buses to pri-
vate contractors to maintain and operate over .approved
routes.

Differences exist between the variables and the reimbursement received
by districts which own their own equipment versus the variables and the re-
imbursement received by districts for private contract operations. An allow-
ance for depreciation costs is one variable which may contribute to cost
differences. The State pays an amount equivalent to one-eighth per year of
the original vehicle cost to school districts that own their equipment. Con-
tractors undoubtedly include the amortized equipment purchase costs plus any
interest costs on burrowed money in the contract bids for bus routes. Amorti-
zation and interest costs inevitably result in some difference when district
costs of operation are compared with contracted costs of operation. Through
purchases and lease-purchase arrangements the school district and/or state may
reduce capitalization costs by purchasing buses outright with no amortization
schedule.

If the State served as the purchasing agency, considerable savings could
result through competitive bids on equipment as requested by local districts.

f
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If school districts served as the purchasing agency, some advantage would be
lost because of the lower volume of purchased vehicles and the State would
have to reimburse the school district for the cost of the vehicle. The

State or school districts could then lease the buses to private firms or in-
dividuals on a competitive bid basis to cover those routes the district did
not want to operate and manage.

The State should implement this recommendation with a deliberate written
plan of action. As vehicles become outdated and as private contracts are
terminated, State and/or local districts can implement the purchase-lease
system. The program should be phased in, for if the purchase-lease plan were
implemented immediately capital costs would be prohibitive.

Other differences between public versus private ownership rest with costs
for fixed charges, operating the vehicle, and administration. The costs of
insurance, for example, likely are higher for small private contractors than
for a large district operation and add to the cost differential between public
and private operations. The State is in a more favorable cost position when
it can provide insurance coverage under an umbrella plan or can bid a total
coverage plan on a statewide basis.

I-B Either the State should administer the insurance program and
bid policies on a statewide basis or local districts should
re-bid their transportation insurance program in an effort to
attract rates more in line with the dollar amount of insurance
claims collected.

The data presented earlier in this report which compared total insurance
premium costs with total claims collected in the State indicated there were
unjustified increases in the insurance premiums paid by local school districts.
The dollar amount of claims collected has fluctuated each year but has not
risen any appreciable amount over the past four years.

I-C Consideration should be given to the establishment of regional
transportation districts under the control and supervision of
regional district supervisors. The regional supervisors should
be hired jointly by those school districts over which they control
transportation operations and the State reimburse local districts
for their salaries.

Regional transportation districts should be established only on a basis
where time and distance are reasonable in terms of getting to and from a
central storage and maintenance facility for ten or more vehicles. In many
of the spaiboly populated areas of South Dakota the regional district could
not be operationalized to any feasible degree, as it would be inefficient to

drive to and from a central location each day. The school district would have

to continue its reliance on small contract or small district operations. Re-

search has shown that it is economically efficient to operate a central fa-
cility for storage and maintenance purposes if the fleet size is ten or more

vehicles. Ten vehicles normally will justify the employment of at least one

full time mechanic.



The size of the regional district is a much debated topic in those
states that employ the regional concept. The size of the district normally
depends on the unique responsibilities of the regional supervisor but a. region

size which contains approximately 7,000 transported pupils or is 2,500 square
miles in areas would be rough guidelines as to size. Other unique variables
which should be taken into consideration when establishing districts include:
number of buses, number ind complexity of bus routes, and the time necessary
to manage special transportation problems, i.e., unique hazards, traffic
congestion, securing and holding competent employees, employee training and
gathering and compiling transportation program data.

I-D The State should establish a written policy regarding what
does and does not constitute a bus route whose costs are
reimbursed according to the State transportation formula.

As the present state statutes regarding pupil transportation programs
exist, local school boards are allowed some latitude in their choice of what
constitutes regular transportation routes. If the school board decides a
curricular-related trip constitutes a regular route, then the trip costs are
reimbursable from the State. One immediately apparent problem or question is
the consistency between and among local school boards in deciding what routes
are justifiable as a reimbursed activity on a regular basis. If there is in-
consistency among school boards as to what is judged to be a regular reimburs-
able route, then the State is reimbursing (from statewide collected revenue)
a few school districts where the trip is considered a regular route and other
districts are paying the costs from local budgets or activity accounts. Thus,
the State may be subsidizing routes in some school districts which may be paid
for entirely out of local accounts in other districts.

The trend in recent years has been to reimburse trip costs which in any
way relate to transporting children to and from school or which relate to the
educational program. A curricular enrichment trip is an example of the latter,
however, trips for transporting athletic teams to interscholastic sports con-
tests are not considered to be within the purview of curricular related programs.

II. Revisions in the State Formula for Allocating Transportation Aid

The present State formula for reimbursing local districts is calculated
on the basis of 50 percent of approved local transportation costs (district,
contract, family, and room and board programs) limited to a maximum of eighteen
cents per mile and a maximum State budget of $3 million for reimbursing local
districts. A rather comprehensive discussion of the formula provisions was
presented earlier in this report. With respect to the specific provisions of
the formula the following recommendations are offered.

II-A The eighteen cents per mile limitation was written into
the statutes in 1971. If the State wishes to employ the
idea of cost limitations it should phrase the statute or
poliry in such a way as to allow the limitation to flue-
tuati with prices.
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The eighteen cent limitation penalizes those districts in which student

population density is high and average costs per mile are high. A policy on
cost limitations, if implemented, should be stated in terms of a percentage of
costs as determined by the State Department of Public Instruction. For ex-
ample, if the State DPI determines that the average cost per mile in the State
is 40 cents per mile during the 1972-73 school year and the State decides to
limit the reimbursement of local programs to 80 percent to actual average costs
per mile then 32 cents per mile would be the cost limitation.

II-B The $3 million limitation was written into the State Statutes
in 1971. The State should consider removing this limitation
and establish the total budget for reimbursing transportation
programs on the basis of a percentage of approved costs.

An actual dollar limitation on the State budget for reimbursing local
districts for transportation program costs does not permit local districts to
plan adequately or make realistic budget estimates since they do not know the
amount of total State transportation costs and therefore do not know how many
percentage points below the 50 percent level the actual reimbursement will be.

II-C Transportation of children and the costs of transporting
children to and from educational-related programs should
not be a function of where children live, the wealth of
children's parents or the wealth of school districts in
which children live but should be a function of the wealth
of the State as a whole.

The State variable flat grant for the distribution of transportation aid
to local districts takes into consideration the needs of schools according
to an approved district cost but does not allow for any differences in mea-
sures of wealth among districts. A school district with more than average
transportation needs and costs which is relatively poor is at a distinct dis-
advantage when compared with a district that also has high needs but has a
greater level of wealth, regardless of the approach which one selects to
measure wealth. The principle of equal access to educational programs with
a reasonable degree of revenue burden equity among taxpayers is one that is
receiving increased consideration in state formula provisions across the
country. The general principle that education should not be a function of
family or community wealth but the wealth of the state as a whole is a prin-
ciple that applies to transportation programs as well.

II-D If the State belie /es in the concept of equal access to
transportation programs and an equitable revenue burden
structure, it should consider legislation to reimburse
local districts for their transportation programs in the
amount of 80 percent of the state approved local trans-
portation costs and also include a provision for local
district wealth in the state reimbursement formula.

r)
it.4-sd
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Many illustrations could be provided to show that attendance centers
ara arbitrarily located on the basis of availability of site, political
pressure, or other factors. Therefore, it is not reasonable to expect the
transportation of children to and from an attendance center to be a burden
primarily on the family or on the ability of a district as a whole to support
a transportation program.

where

The recommended formula would tike the following form:

Yi
Ai = (1 (.20 -V)] (Ei)

Ai a State transportation aid to the ith school district

.20:- the approximate local share of approved transportation costs
in the state

Yi = the average wealth per pupil in the ith school district

Y = the average wealth per pupil in the state

Ei = the state approved total cost of the transportation program
in theith school district

This formula provides that for a constant level of wealth (i.e., any
two or more districts wii.h equal wealth per pupil) the percentage of State
support for local transportation costs would be the same. The measure of

need is allowed to fluctuate within Ei, the state approved total cost of
the transportation program in a local school district.

II-E In the event the State should decide to implement recommenda-
tion II-B (removing the $3 million limitation) then it should
distribute the $3 million to local school districts in a more
equitable manner by employing a wealth variable in the formula.

Such a formula would have to be constructed by first determining the

amount of total State approved transportation program costs in all districts.

The ratio of $3 million tc the total state transportation costs would have to

be calculated. For example, if the total state transportation costs were $)
million, the ratio of $3 million to $9 million would be .33. Substracting

.33 from one would give .67 which would be the value of X in the following

formula.

Ai = (1 - (X 1)] (Fi)

viere

Ai = State transportation aid to the ith school district

rr
fdl .47
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X = the approximate local share of total approved transportation
costs

Yi= the average wealth per pupil in the ith school district

Y = the average wealth per pupil in the state

Ei= the state approved total cost of the transportation program
in the ith school district.

The selection of the wealth variable (Yi, Y) used in the above formula
is somewhat difficult because of tne lack of data on wealth measures. Gen-
erally, it is believed that some measure of income per pupil, i.e., adjusted
gross income, effective buying income, is the most appropriate measure of the
fiscal capacity of a school district or state. Unfortunately most states in-
cluding South Dakota do not have income data by school district. The most
common wealth measure on which there are data is property value per pupil.

II-F The transportation formula should incorporate a weight for
the transportation of handicapped children who cannot he
transported on regular transportation equipment. The alloca-
tion weight factor fox handicapped children should be at least
5.00.

II-G Each local school district's entitlement for pupil transpor-
tati .aurposes should be calculated through the use of a
power curve on which the cost per pupil day is plotted from
the vertical axis and the density per linear mile on the
horizontal axis. The formula to be used is Y=axia and the

district entitlement would be determined by plotting all
districts in the state and then using the formula to de-
termine the point of intersect between the curve of best
fit and the transportation density of the district.

A district's entitlement would be determined by multiplying
its graph adjusted cost by the annual total number of
transported days for the district. The actual allocation
of funds should be computed using an equalization formula
or inclusion in the state's foundation program and funds
flow in inverse relationship to each local school district's
wealth.

III. Pupil Mileage Limitations

To qualify for State transportation reimbursement, a school district
transports a student in grades K-8 who lives more than 2 1/2 miles from
school and will reimburse school districts, which at the discretion of local

school boards, have decided to transport students in grades 9-12 who live more

than 2 1/2 miles from school. The State should consider implementing the

following statutory provision. .r101 A
f t":
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III-A All students desirous of an education in grades K-12
should be provided transportation services to and from
regular education programs and programs related directly
to the student's education.

Presently, approximately 90 purcent of the school districts in South
Dakota provide transportation services to students in graded 9-12. The im-
plication is that those tavayers in the remaining 10 percent of the dis-
tricts are subsidizing transportation programs in other districts in the
State through their State tax burden and at the same time are personally
paying for their own children's transportation without any help from the
local school district or from the State. If implemented, this recommenda-
tion would assure a reasonable degree of program equity and taxpayer equity
in the distribution and burden of transportation program costs.

The trend in many states over the past few years has been to'reduce
mileage limitations, thus, qualifying more students for transportation
and qualifying school districts for more state r.2imbursement. The real
question of qualifying mileage limitations revolves around the extent to
which the State wants to provide its citizens and pupils with the service.
The trend has been in the direction of lower mileage limitations for younger
pupils but this change has resulted in higher transportation costs. The

following recommendation is made regarding changes in mileage limitations in
South Dakota.

III-B Mileage limitations for reimbursable programs to
one mile for children in grades K-6 and to two miles
for students in grades 7-12.

An important question for state policy makers and administrators is
do they want their young children (grades K-6) to walk 5 miles to and from
school each day. This appears to be an extraordinary distance for a young
child to walk. Many parents who live less than 2 1/2 miles from school
provide transportation for their children to an attendance center which often
has been arbitrarily selected by the school district. The recommended dis-
tance is more in line with current practice in other states and mie de-
fensible in terms of providing equitable transportation services to tax-

payers and children.

IV. Provisions for Cost Data and Comparisons

The inadequacies of unit cost data and the lack of comparability among
transportation programs on the basis of costs were noted earlier in the re-

port. The products of the process-comparable cost data--should provide
officials of the state with better information and data with which to make

decisions. The results of more rational decisions are well known--a better
structured state transportation system which is more economically efficient
and effective in serving the citizens of the state.
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After examining transportation data availability and use in South
Dakota, the following suggestions are made for the consideration of State
officials.

IV-A The transportation Division or Management Services
Division of the Department of Public Instruction should
consider generating cost per pupil and/or cost per mile
data for the following programs, levels, and functional
categories.

- Levels - state, County, Transportation District,
and School District.

- Programs - Regular, Special, Vocationa-Technical,
Summer School and others as deemed necessary.

- Categories - Public children, Nonpublic children,
Public owned equipment, Private owned equipment.

- Combinations of the cost units above which it is
believed will add an important dimension to the
decision-making process regarding transportation
programs.

IV -ii The State sh' tld gather data on the lineal density per
bus mile, which when compared with costs per pupil will
give some indication of the economic efficiency of a
given level, program or category of operation.

This comparison within a school district or transportation district on
a route basis is the best indicator devised to give insight into the effi-
ciency of an operation. Cost exceptions can be noted in which there is not
a strong negative relationship and hopefully the exception can be explained
or changed to reflect a more normal negative relationship.

IV-C All transportation costs are real costs and should be
included in unit cost data. Depreciation costs, capital
outlay, salaries, maintenance, operation, and insurance
are considered factors which influence transportation
cost data. As public and private operations are compared
on a cost basis, officials should consider imputing some
costs to public operations that are otherwise not attrib-
uted to public owned vehicles.

V. Driver Training and Safety Records

These two topics are presented together because they are closely related.
At present South Dakota has no statute or policy requiring a training course
for school bus drivers. Standard 17 was promulgated by the Federal Department

011.
f t



214

of Transportation and became effective June 6, 1972. Although the Standard
17 requirements may be incorporated into new standard requirements, the con-
tent of the 17 standards likely will remain intact in the new guidelines.
If so, South Dakota will have to set up a plan for selecting, training and
supervising persons whose primary duties involve pupil transportation, in-
cluding bus drivers.

V-A The State should develop a plan for instituting a
one or two day training course for school bus drive,-;
which be required before a per-:nn can ue fully licensed.
as a school bus orcl.a,or.

:_iort term, prooationary licen:,es could be granted to new drivers until
they have had an opportunity to t.lke the training course. Such a course
should be offered two or three times a year in disperse: geographic regions
of the State so drivers do not have to travel great distances to receive
course instruction.

v 3 ::Late officials should consider the establishment of
updating or r,..-training sessions for thor.e individuals
who continue to be emploa,ed as bus dt'vers for over two
years.

State laws and transportation pdicies will he revised and drivers need
he made aware of any addiljonal information that has; peen generated since

their firf course. It is ;n(1.1,,,t..!d that all hue lrivors 11,:e required to take
a Lost iwur refrt:sher -ourne evol y ;)ther year befor th_it .trivet '5 license

is validat..i.1, i.e., third year, t.fLh year, seventh year, etc., in the same
manner that a physical exam is required each year.

V-C The Transportation jection of the Management Services
Division along with other appropriate State safety
officials should prepare a school bus drivers train-
ing manual to be used in conjunction with the train-
ing sessions.

As a logical part of an adequate driver training program, the manual will
serve as a text for the instructional program and insure some uniformity in
course content presented at the training sessions. The manual should be pro-
vided to each driver completing the course for his personal use as a ref-
erence in the future.

V-D The State should devise and implement a plan for
holding semi-annual bus inspections to conform with
the federal transportation standards.

The safety records kept on pupil transportation in the State appear to
be more adequate than those provided in most states; therefore, there is no
specific recommendation regarding safety records. The State should compile

r? r11.01
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as much information on safety records as is necessary for studying the rc-
lationships between various factors such as age, sex, experience, driving
conditions, time of accident, location of accident, etc., and accident
frequency and severity.

VI. State Transportation Personnel

The Transportation Section of the Management Services Division in the
Department of Public Instruction probably has one of the lowest operating
budgets of any section in the country. The allocation of funds and number
of personnel to this section appear to be inadequate.

VI-A The State should support the services of a full time
State Transportation Director and his duties and
responsibilities should be related exclusively to the
State pupil Transportation Program.

VI-B The State should consider changing the school bus
licensing operation from the office of County Audi-
tor to a more appropriate state agency after study-
ing the effects of such a change.

Presently, the licensing of bus drivers is the responsibility of a
County Auditor who assumed some of the duties formerly help by the County
Superintendent of schools. The licensing function is a responsibility which
could more appropriately be performed by a person or agency more closely asso-
ciated with another State safety, protection or licensing operation. The
motor vehicle licensing division, for example, would appear to be more suited
for the licensing of school bus drivers than the County Auditors.

In conclusion, the recommendations presented in the final section of
this report were promulgated with the idea of improving the South Dakota
pupil transportation program. Because many recommendations were made, one
cannot infer that the present program is inadequate. There are many unique
and valuable components ihherent in the South Dakota program, but to have
discussed the better aspects of the program would not be conducive to mak-
ing improvements on what are already advantages. Changes and improvements
are made by building on an adequate foundation and criticizing and suggest-
ing improvements in what are considered to be present inadequelcies.
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Appendix B. Pupil Density, Expenditure Per Pupil (1971-11972), and Sparsity
Index for Selected South Dakota Independent School Districts.

* Independent
School District Pupil Density Expenditure Index

Alcester 3.1424 $ 756.83 1.0317
Alpena 1.5924 874.53 1.1411
Arlington 2.6415 695.59 1.0585
Armour 3.4027 728.59 1.0209
Artesian 1.2500 796.30 1.1758

Astoria 2.2565 871.18 1.0846
Avon 2.4328 676.16 1.0721

Belle Fourche 1.4997 723.55 1.1501
Beresford 4.3284 662.81 1.0007
Bison .2650 1,039.05 1.2970

Bonesteel 1.5706 808.15 1.1432

Bowdle 1.1476 728.83 1.1870

Bradley 1.0540 914.86 1.1974
Bristol 1.2351 781.48 1.1774

Britton 2.1516 675.52 1.0926

Burke 1.4728 724.58 1.1528

Canova 1.8926 737.12 1.1138

Canistota 2.7791 685.49 1.0503

Carthage 1.1579 901.84 1.1858

Castlewood 2.7233 676.70 1.0535

Centerville 2.8035 733.58 1.0489

Chamberlain 1.5647 721.68 1.1438

Chester 3.2406 749.58 1.0274

Clark 1.4982. 811.75 1.1503

Clear Lake 2.3364 744.45 1.0788

Colman 3.5262 687.48 1.0166

Colome .9933 773.90 1.2044

Conde .9451 889.93 1.2100

Corona 2.3230 823.82 1.0798

Corsica 1.9268 756.18 1.1109
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Appendix B. (continued)

*Independent
School District Pupil Density Expenditure Index

Cresbard .7827 $ 987.76 1.2294

Custer .8766 744.27 1.2181

Delmont 1.9299 801.99 1.1106

Dell Rapids 5.0828 695.24 1.0048

De Smet 2.2112 698.16 1.0880

Doland .9939 852.55 1.2043

Draper .3638 1,032.84 1.2835

Eagle Butte .5193 535.20 1.2627

Edgemont .6389 756.03 1.2473

Egan 2.9035 829.31 1.0434

Elkton 2.6069 699.68 1.0606

Estelline 2.5158 752.68 1.0665

Ethan 2.5714 695.89 1.0629

Eureka .9608 754.78 1.2082

Fairfax 1.4313 851.26 1.1570

Faulkton 1.1131 681.82 1.1908

Flandreau 3.9988 757.11 1.0047

Florenc9 1.4820 729.67 1.1519

Forree,burg .7473 1,114.76 1.2337

Freeman 2.8597 674.54 1.0458

Garretson 6.0823 619.13 1.0389

Gary 2.9077 754.20 1.0432

Geddes 1.3727 872.12 1.1630

Gettysburg 3.2476 659,79 1.0271

Glenham .8996 988.08 1.2153

Gregory 1.5262 779.17 1.1475

Groton 1.7414 702.26 1.1272

Harrold .5767 1,096.88 1.2553

Henry 1.6569 801.00 1.1350

Herreid 1.4879 690.23 1.1513



Appendix B. (continued)

*Independent
School District Pupil Density Expenditure Index

Hill City .8138 $ 712.88 1.2256
Hitchcock 1.1684 928.57 1.1847
Hosmer 1.3026 675.86 1.1703
Hot Springs 1.8595 716.95 1.1167
Howard 2.3581 741.20 1.0773

Hudson 4.6430 861.58 1.0000
Hurley 2.7726 844.07 1.0507
Ipswich 1.1570 821.53 1.1859
Irene 2.4980 798.09 1.0677
Iroquois 1.3990 793.89 1.1603

Isabel .4175 825.48 1.2762

Java .9234 934.74 1.2125

Kadoka .3514 896.10 1.2851
Kimball .9531 742.55 1.2091
Lake Preston 2.5060 864.70 1.0671

Langford 1.4631 765.49 1.1538

Leola 1.1157 712.46 1.1905

Lemon .6645 690.61 1.2441

Letcher 1.8304 703.30 1.1192
Marion 4.3320 762.06 1.0007

McIntosh .4570 958.89 1.2709
McLauglin .8157 855.16 1.2254

Menno 2.7179 788.62 1.0539

Midland .3539 1,016.52 1.2848
Miller 1.1791 850.62 1.1835

Montrose 2.7580 658.05 1.0515

Mount Vernon 1.9831 807.94 1.1062

Murdo .6162 754.64 1.2502

New Effington 1.6867 861.98 1.1322

Newell .4972 776.05 1.2656

f, A



Appendix B. (continued)

*Independent
School District Pupil Density Expenditure Index

New Underwood .7180 $ 750.08 1.2374
Oelrichs .2098 1,189.20 1.3048
Oldham 1.6585 047.23 1.1349
Parker 4.4702 666.68 1.0001
Parkston 3.9557 754.09 1.0055

Plankinton 1.2812 845.44 1.1725
Platte 1.4815 764.31 1.1520
Pollock .9106 861.49 1.2140
Ramona 2.2329 851.69 1.0864

Redfield 2.8182 769.24 1.0481

Roscoe 1.0227 965.89 1.2010
Rosholt 2.1262 757.66 1.0946
Roslyn 1.7156 710.06 1.1296
Rutland 1.8157 763.28 1.1205
Salem 3.3262 818.61 1.0239

Scotland 2.8134 863.52 1.0484
Selby 1.3438 820.15 1.1660

Sisseton 3.9225 866.48 1.0061

South Shore 1.2500 830.55 1.1758

Spearfish 4.6798 667.11 1.0003

Spencer 2.6506 874.73 1.0579
Stickney 2.1107 601.01 1.0958

Summit 1.6176 756.03 1.1387

Timberlake .3529 927.68 1.2849

Tripp 2.5727 667.84 1.0628

Tulare 1.1145 848.09 1.1906

Veblen 1.1641 881.39 1.1852

Viborg 3.7598 779.38 1.0098

Wakonda 2.1355 912.93 1.0939

Wall .3592 862.70 1.2841



Appendix B. (continued)

*Independent

School District Pupil Density Expenditure Index

Warner 2.1017 $ 793.93 1.0965
Waubay 2.6273 753.96 1.0594
Waverly 1.9737 795.06 1.1069
Webster 2.8883 643.44 1.0442
Wessington 1.0890 968.05 1.1935

Wessington Springs 1.0497 899.49 1.1979
White Lake 1.3790 778.86 1,1623
White River .4893 993.78 1.2667
Willow Lake 1.3105 765.97 1.1694
Wilmot 2.3985 779.51 1.0744

Winner 1.4707 698.37 1.15:0
Wolsey 1.4594 882.52 1.154?
Wood .4367 1,053.34 1.2736
Woonsocket 2.9292 717.11 1.0421

* Independent districts with a pupil sparsity factor above 5.10 have not been
included in this list and would have an index of 1.00.


