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My nEtme is Joseph F. DtAndrea, Prestdent of the Pennsylvania State

BducaEion Association (PSEA).

The Pennsylvania State Education Assoeiation recognlzes the subjeet

of this hearing to be of great importance toward the understanding of

the needs of the intermediate units in PennsylvanLa. This subcomnittee

is to be commended for providing the opportunity to present the views of

PSEA' an associ-atlon which represents among its l-40 r 000 members a sig-

nificant number of professional empLoyees ln the intermediate unlts

across the state.

General Cormnents Regarding the ort:

The report is to be commended for a brief but l-argely accurate his-
torical background on the creation, deveLopment, and intent of the

intermediate units i.n Pennsylvani-a. However r w€ are disturbed at the

lack of apparent involvement from lntermedlate unit program practitj.oners

and the consumers ' namely educators and parents. The sampLing techniques

descrlbed in the report and our first-hand observatlons as to how the

s amplLng was actually conducted i.n the f ield was haphazard at best ,

involving far too few people in the sample.

The final general comment concerns ltself with the originaL House

resolutlon whlch created this study. It is our opinion that the report,

to a large extent' does not fulfill the mandate created by your resoLution.

Specific Re actions to the Report:

Program

(1) Duplicarlon of Servi.ces;

I^ltrile we support the concept of local control of education, r^re

have a deep concern that there be some guarantee of the quality
of educati-onal services being offered. We feel that the dls-
trict-operated special- edueation programs should be required

A
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(2)

to offer, 3t a minimum, the same type and quality of service

offered by the local- lntermedlate units ln keeping with the

mandate of the Right to Education. Transfers of exceptional-

programs between entitles should be made on this basis alone.

Currently, program contlnuity ts further Jeopardlzed by the

lack of gutdeLines for the transfer of professional- personnel

i-n these cases.

Transportation:

Transportation poses a threat to the existence and/ot exPan-

sion of many programs due to the vast geographical areas

servlced by many I.U. rs. The cost of contractlng transportation

servlces becomes prohibitive. In many casea, handicapped

chlldren must traveL great dlstances for many hours to reach

their destlnation. Thls creates not onJ-y an emotional/physical

straln, but an educatlonaL deflcit for these excepti.onal

students. Many exceptlonal- students must be plcked up very

early ln the morning (6 : 15 tt. rrr. , f or example) , and because of

the type of medi-cation they normally take it ls not unusual to

f lnd them asl-eep at bus stops, or, once pteked up , in their

seats on the bus. These chLl-dren are frequently the vlctims

of inadequate bus schedul-ing where I.U. fs are restricted to the

use of only a few vehicl-es or perhaps only one vehlcle for the

sma1l populatlon f or each exceptionality, resul-ting ln the

sltuatlon described above. We do not have exact data as to

how many students are found asleep at stops r ot on the vehicle,

or become hyperactive because the medicati.on has worn of f ,

but we can say that the group of professionals consulted in

the preparation of thls testimony consider this problem all

too colnmon.
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(3) Supportive Services:

The i-nformation on psychological services we have gathered from

educators employed by school districts, indicates that thelr

greatest frustratlon results from the long tlme lag between

psychological referral and the results of that referral (testing,

analysis and reportlng). The tlme lag on case load problems has

always been with us; however, with the i.ncreased strain pLaced

on the pupil personnel- departments by the due process mandate

for the glfted, it is unl-ikely that the situation wil-I lmprove

withln the foreseeable future. Therefore, prospects for adequate

psychological services without additlonal- staff seems remote.

other supportive services, such as music, art, and physical

educatLon, especlally physical- therapy by quallfted personnel,

are both lnconslstent or lacking in too many cases. These

services are neither standard across the state nor withln

one partlcular intetmediate unlt. trrle are al-so concerned wlth

the lack of nursing care on a regular , eontinui.ng r or should

I say dependable basis, for exceptional- children. As you know,

most exceptional children are requi.red to take a variety of

medication or have other medical needs for which teachers are

nelther trained nor legaIly qualified to admini,ster. Our

nurslng support is definltely lacking across the state.

(4) Facillties:

We questlon the loglc of renttng classroom in school distrlcE

buildings. A change in the present approach to space uttlization
ls definitely in order. Not only is the space rented, but is
often the least desirabl-e spaee avallable in the building.
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There are documentable cases of elasses belng held in abandoned

rest rooms, or in halh,f,ays, or in ill-equipped basement rooms.

There are also cases where vacated school buildings are leased to

I.U.fs at a higher cost than facillties more suitable for the

needs of special education. I,Ie feel that the space provided

for itinerant personnel to conduet testlng programs, to instruct

normally dlf f icult students or to provlde therapy, woul-d shock

thls committee. Boiler rooms, stalrweLl-s, halI-ways and rest rooms

are hardly conducive to education, not to mention qual-ity

education.

(5) Budget:

In our opinLon, current process for the approval of budget and

programs for the special educatj.on function of the I.U. requLres

that for thls year, the I.U. fs budget for fewer prograns than

necessary to fulLy implement both federal and state mandates

for exceptlonal ehildren. Ttre appropri.atlons are usualLy made

subsequent to budget adoptlon and this requires many revlsed

budgets to be produced and resubmitted, and, in some cases,

a slngle I.U. has had to submlt as many as five speclal education

budgets during the year. Thls causes a waste of tlme, effort,

money, and especially program lnsecurity,

I'fany I.U. I s w111 end the year wlth l-arge surpLuses that result,

ln some cases, from addltional monies becomlng avail-able too

late in the year for program implementatlon. Case in point:

$3.6 mlllion became avaLl-able f or f iscal- L975-76 in June of

L976. This was the result of a gross underestimate by the

Department of Education as to the school dlstrict contributions

for special education, whlch is deducted from the school

dlstrlct subsidy durlng June of each year.
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This payment, based upon the number of chil-dren in special-

education from the particular sehool dlstrlct, apparently as

a result of a PARC consent decree, was much Larger than what

r^ras anticipated when the appropriatlon was approved. Thls

sum was then belatedly returned, on a pro rata basls, to each

I . U . aL a t lme when it, could not reasonab Ly be expended . Ttre

further irony ls that the surplus money woul-d then have to be

deducted from each r.u. rs allocation for the following year.

one result of this is that r. u. tl6 refused to aceept the new

money that became avallable because it would have produced a

greater surplus for fiscal L975-76 than the unit was aLready

anticlpatlng and the flnal process was to cause the r.U. to be

forced to accept the additlonal reimbursement.

Each year tt becomes more dlfficult for the r.u.rs to handle

thelr f lnanclal situations . On one hand, the Intermediate Unit

ls directed to zero spend the speclal education budgets lf
necessary; and, on the other hand, they must have a sufficient

surplus to carry them through the month of Julyr so the initial
reLmbursement due ln August wil-l be received bef ore the r . u.

runs out of money. Thi.s paradox, in many cases , creates a

large surpLus and a perceptlon by state offi.cLals and legislators

that addltlonal funding is not necessary.

Fundi.ng:

It was the declslon of thts legislature r ES shown in Section

2509 of the Pubric school code , 8s arnended, to fuJ_ly fund the

excess cost for exceptional children. rn our opinion, thi.s

means that the state has an obllgatlon to underwrite whatever

funding ls necessary to carry out the programs for each
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exceptlonal chtld. However, the reallty of constantly shiftlng

priorlties in mandated programs and services has only created

the illusion of equal educatlon for our chil-dren but not the

substance.

STAFF SALARIES

Sectlon L2, Subsecti-on A, of the f indings sets f orth that the

Intermediate Unlt staff salarles are too high. Our lnitial reaetion to

thls conclusion was that lt could not be correct, based upon our knowledge

of I.U. staff salaries as they relate to our members Ln the classroom.

An analysls of average salaries paid during the L974-75 school year

demonstrates that, f,or the 4rL39 specLal education teachers in the I.U.

programs ' the average salary patd $ras $10 r 380. This compares with an

average salary paid of $11r679 for classroom teachers in reguLar districts
and $111544 for classroom teachers in vocational--technlcal districts.
on the other hand, for central administration the I.U. average sa1-ary in
L97 4-75 was $24,549 compared with an average of $23 1945 in sehool di.stricts.
Even thls analysi.s demonstrates that when comparing central office

administration of Intetmedlate Unlts to that of regular distrlcts the

variance of $6OOr or 27.,ls not sufficlent in our opLnlon to conclude

the staff salarles are too high.

Furthermore r the total professional staff average salary for Intermediate

Units in L974-75 was $11,38L compared with $L2,257 in rhe baslc educarion

dlstri-cts. At least on the basis of average sal-aries paid, it can not

be concluded that the staff sal-aries ln I.U. ts were too hlgh. Because

of certaln factors lnvolved with average salary comparlsonar w€ also

compared the salary schedules in effect during the Lg75-76 schooL year

ln the IntermedLate Units and those in some typlcal dlstricts whlch are

part of the Intermediate Unit.
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Exhiblt A ls a compari.son of sal-ary schedules for the speclal educatLon

staff compared with the sa1-ary schedul-es of a typlcal sehool dlstrlct

within the I . U. In every case r^/e have compared the step and degree

level for the Intermedlate Unit special educatlon teacher wlth the same

step and educational level for a teacher in the typical school- dLstrlct.

As ls demonstrated by the exhlbit, 572 of the saI-ary Levels for the

non-speclaL education teachers exceeded the salary Level-s for the

teachers ln the I.U. hltren we consi.der the f act that Sectlon LL42, Sub-

sectLon D, of the Public School Coder BS amended, recognLzes that the

speclal educatlon teacher deserves $200 more than a reguLar teacherr w€

flnd that 757, of the scheduled sal-aries ln the typical school dLstrlct

selected exceeded the salary l-evel f or the I. U. teacher at the same

experlence and educatlonal 1eve1. ThLs anaLysis demonstrates that at

least as f ar as salary schedules are concerned, the salary schedul-e for

the I.U. special education teachers not only does not exceed the saLary

schedule for regular classroom teachers but, in fact, for the distrLcts

used ln the comparison, demonstrates ln 757" of the caaes an inequLty

whlch was not anticlpated when we began to research the flndlngs of your

report.

RECOMMENDATIONS

we recommend that, for all future studies of thls type, parents

and practitioners be involved wlth the study at lts lnceptLon.

To lnsure that exceptlonal students are recetvlng the best quality

educati-on, we recommend that the Department of Educatlon train
quallfled teams of practltioners to make spontaneous on-sight

evaluations of both district and lntermedlate unlt programs to

determlne the extent to which the State Board of EducatLon regula-

tlons and standards are being implemented.
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3 To alleviate the transportation problems, w€ recormend that tnter-

mediate units be allowed flexibility in arrangLng transpoftation so

they can meet their program commitments and insure the safety, well

being and learnlng readiness of exceptional chlldren.

We recommend that procedures be established to insure the smooth

transferral of programs between intermediate uni.ts and school

distrlcts and vice versa so that program quality ls preserved.

The procedures must establish and also guarantee the rlghts of

professionals involved in the program transfer.

We recommend substantially lowering staff-pupil ratios for

support personnel, such as psychologists, soeial workers, speech,

hearlng and vision teachers and therapists; the mandatory in-

cluslon of music, art, and physical education, as weLl- as the

approprlate support personnel for exceptional cLasses not serviced

by loca1 school districts; and physical therapy staff should be

employed by each intermediate unit.

We recommend the quality of the facilities for speclal education

should be more originally aligned with the needs of excepti.onal-

children, The determining factor Ln the use of facll-ities should

not be what i-s avallable or what portion of a room or hall can be

partitloned off for use by I.U. staff, but rather a varlety of

optlons should be available to intermediate unit educators so that

exceptional educationally healthy environments can be created for

the unique needs of the child.

we support t,he concepts inherent in senate BiLl 958, P.N. 1109,

to provlde more stable, predictable and equitable fundlng and

plannlng for the operational budget of lntermediate units.
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8. Program and staff limitations have not made lt possible to

consider the contlnuing educationaL program for exceptional

children. l,le know that this area needs greater emphasls and we

recommend that serious consideration be given to the movement for

enabling legislatlon.

9. Career opportunities for educable mentaLly retarded students have

been avallab le f or a ntrmber of years . We recornmend that the same

type of work experience program be made avaiLable for tralnabLe,

mentally retarded and learning dlsabLed students.

10. I^Ie recornmend that school nurse service guarantee be establ-lshed for

all districts and intermediate units speclaL educatton students.

11. Since both the f ederal and state l-aws mandate that the exceptlonal

chlld must have an lndividualized speclal education program, and

the guarantee of this requires an ongoing and sufficLent funding,

we recommend that the increase i-n funding necessary to carry forth

these mandates be automatic. This could be handled by basing

the fundlng of speclaL education on a system derived from the

comparison between the amount necessary to provtde a program for

a normal child with that for the exceptlonal chlld. Based on our

experlence and reviewing the statutes of other statesr w€ feel

that thls could best be accomplished by a weighting system whlch

produces a ratlo between the current spending for a normal chtld

and the estlmated current spending f or a particul-ar type of

exceptional chlld. The amount of money necessary to fund thls
progr€m above and beyond the cost of a normal child wouLd be

computed by taking that ratio times the current estinated ex-

pendltures for a normal child, and this total- sum could be made
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avallable on a pool basis for educatlng al-l exceptlonal- chtLdren

l-n the state. Thls particular concept f or providLng an automatlc

escalator to cover lncreased funding of exceptional- chil-dren is

presently the practlce ln New Jersey. In New Jersey they have I-5

welghttngs based upon the current expendltures for a normal chtLd

as the demoninator ln a ratio whlch has the esttmated expenditures

for the particular type of exceptlonaL chlLd as the numerator. We

feel that not only does thls provide for an automatlc tncrease ln

fundlng, whlch ls ln tandem wi-th the lncrease ln fundlng necessary

f or a normal chlLd, it also provides J.eglslatlve control- 1n that

expenditures for the exceptional child wtLL be based upon the

expenditures for a normaL chlld.

L2. I,{e recommend that the present budgetlng system f or the Intermedlate

Unlt be brought in Llne wtth the accounttng systems Ln use ln

the regular school dlstrlcts and also with federal guLdellnes as

contained in Handbook II on School Accounting as publlshed by the

Natlonal Instltute of Educatlon.

13. We recorrnend that lf the Intermedlate Unlts contlnue and e:rpand,

the dlssemlnatlon of research tn support of negotlations that

thls lnformatlon, produeed with publlc funds, be pubLlc lnfor-

matlon and avalLable to all interested partles.
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EXHIBIT A 1

PENNSYLVANIA STATE EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
4OO Nonth Thind Stneet, Hannisbung, Pennsylvania

Telephone (.717) e36- 9335

STATEWIDE COMPARISON OF SALARY SCHEDULES

OF INTERMEDIATE T,NITS AI\TD SELECTED MEMBER DISTRICTS

Bachelor I s

BUSINE$S and
RESEARCH
SERVICES
DrvrsroN

$ 8,000
9,400

(1,400)

9 r575
9r100

475

8,875

8r650

8r850

7 ,g5O

,27 5
,400
(12s)

0r390
9 ,550

840

Step
Five

$10,500
L0,600

(l-oo)

590
650
940

L0 ,47 5
LL,025

(sso)

0L2
850
838)

Step
Ten

$12 ,500
12 ,l_00

400

13,590
L2 1250

1r340

Continuous
Maxirnum

$13,700
L3,300

400

15 ,l-90
13,850
1r340

L4 ,87 5
L4,325

550

L3,669
13,800

(r-31)

13,650
13,500

L50

13,500
L3,020

480

200
500
700

Step
Two

Average ScheduLed
Steps Increment Maximtrm

13 $ 475 $13,700
L4 300 13,300
(1) L7s 4oo

I.U. IIL
Washlngton
Dlfference

r.u. ttz

r. u. tl3
North Hills
Difference

r. u. ll4
Butler A.
Difference

r.u. tl5
Erle City
Dlfference

r"u. 116

Cranberry
Difference

r.u. ll7
New Kensington-
Arnold
Dlfference

r. u. llg
Forest Hllls
Dlfference

r.u. llg
Aus t ln
Dtfference

r . u. lll-o
Keystone Central
Dlfference

8'8
917

(8

$ 50
00
s0)

NO SCHEDULE

1

9r275
10,125

(8so)

8r870
9r350

(480)

50
50
00)

,000
(200)

l_0,150
LO 1250

(100)

1L,600
(600)

9r150
9,800

; (6s0)

L2 ,47 5
L2 1525

(so)

12 ,050
L2 ,47 5

(42s)

50
50
00)

13,500
(soo)

13,150 15
13.500 15
'(Eso) --

L5, L90
14,050
1,140

L4 ,87 5
L4,325

5s0

L3,669
13,800

(13r.)

l-3, L50
13 r 610

(460)

16,700
(1,300)

13,500
13,020

480

13,200
13, 300

(100)

11,
10,

t
)
(

9,900
9,600

300

00
00
00

9
7

2

L4
L4

l_6

L6

L4
13

1

18
(2)

20
L7

3

r.6
l_1

5

15
13

2

43L
365

66

400
300
100

399
429
(so1

315
332
(r_7 )

393
7

300
306

(6)

348
462

(u+1

342
3s0

(8)

L0
10

9r0
9rL
(r

8r7
8'9

(1

8
8

8
I

11
11

L610

11
11'

,6
,8
(2

9 ,400 g , 800 lL , 000 l_3 , 000 l-5 , 400 L6 400 1_5,400

00
00

3

9

L3,650
13,500

1_50

8 ,250
8,900

(6so

,
(

9
10

25
o4

10,650
11,300

(6so)

,875 11r 700
,248 L2,600(373) (eoo)7e)

8,400
8,300

100

13,
L2,

00
00
00

5
3

2

,

Step
One



EXTIIBIT A 2

Bachelorr s

Step
One

Step
T\tro

Step
Five

St,ep
Ten

Cont lnuous
Maximum

Average Scheduled
Steps IncremenE Maxlmum

r.9 $ 3oo $12,800
15 342 14,000
4 u2) (1,200)

I . U. IILL
Huntlngdon A
Dtfference

r . u. llL?
York Clty
Dlfference

r, u. llL3
Lebanon
Dlfference

r . u. tll4
Brandywlne Hgts.
Difference

r . u. ll].,s
I,lechanicsburg
Dlfference

r . u. llL6
M1l-ton
Dlfference

r . u. lltl
Wellsboro
Dlfference

r. u. #18
Hazleton
Dlfference

r . u. lt].g

r. u. ll20
Eaeton
Dlfference

r . u. ltzl
Allentown
Dlfference

r . u. ll22

r . u. lt23
NorrLstown
Dlfference

$7
8

$7
7

,400
,700
(3OO;

8,175
8,955

(780)

I ,450

100
200
100)

8,910
8,900

10

8,700
8,400

300

8,800
8,400

400

9 1260
9,700

(440)

8,400
9 1654

(L,254)

50
48
e8)

8 r800
9,450

(6so)

9,500
9 1520

(20)

9 ,350
9 1200

r-50

9,Loo
8,700

400

00
00
00)

,620
,000
(380)

9 ,000
L0 r2O7
(L,2A7)

L4,825
L4,865

(40)

14,850
14,250

600

13,500
L4,320

(820)

l_3,900
L2,600
1,300

200
675
47s)

15,000
1,3,600

1 ,400

443
492
(4e)

400
320

80

L4,825
L5,224

(3ee)

500
320
820)

L3,200
15,000
(1, 800)

L4,460
15,100

(640)

14,500
15 ,000

(s00)

15 ,880
16 ,848

(e58)

L2 ,7 00
12 ,080

620

12,800
11,600
1,200

12 r 300
11,100

l- ,200

11,700
11,835

(13s)

13 ,200
L2,000

1r200

)

,
(

600
50
900

9 r975
L0,925

(es0)

8r6
914
(t

00
00
00

LS rz
13 r8

L14

l-0,670
10,l-00

570

13,
L4,
(1,

913
914
(r

00
00
00

15r0
L3r9
1'1)

00
00
00

0
4
4

919
10,3

(t+

$8
9

)

700
6

9

00
00

0

50
50
00)

10,700
10,480

220

10 r 300
9,600

700

10,2oo
10,3oo

(Loo)

10,800
L0, 300

500

10,760
10,900

(140)

700
750
(s0)

10,850
11,868
(1,018)

$10,100
11 ,000

) (e00)

L2 rLl 5

13,388
(1,213)

L2,050
11,850

200

$12,8oo
12,500

300

,
,
(

16
L3

3

L7
18
(1)

L2
L7
(s)

16
L7
(1)

L4
15
(1)

15
L7
(2)

L4
r.5
(1)

15
19
(4)

L7
16

1

13
L4
(1)

3L4
392
(za1

500
392
108

37L
300

7L

325
373
(48)

s99
553

46

400 14,850
3oo L4,250
100 600

9

9
,
t
(

13,
L4,

(

4L9 15,200
306 13,800
113 1,400

400 13,900
300 12,600
100 1,300

8,500
8,100

400

9
9

9

10

9

9

)

300
4
1_

00
00

t
)
(

t
t
(

NO SCHEDUTE

9
9

t
)
(

10'
10'

)

00
00
00

6

7

1

NO SCHEDULE

L2,640 L4 ,460
L2,40O 15,100

240 (640)

l-2,300 14,500
L2 ,7 AO 15 , 000

(400) (s00)

13,860 15,595
L4 ,635 16 ,848

(77 s) ( L,2s3)
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EXHIBIT A - 3

Bachelor I s

Step
One

,183
,97 6
207

8 ,400
8 ,400

9,350
9 ,625

(27 5)

7 ,800
8 ,000
(2oo) (

0

Step
Five

$10,983
$10,954

29

11,350
LL,27 5

75

9,400
10,400

) (1,ooo)

,300
,600
(300)

Cont inuous
I"laximum

Step
Two

633
58r.
(48)

8,700
9,400

(700)

Step
Ten

Average Scheduled
Steps Increment Maxlmum

r.u. #24
Phoentxvllle
Dlfference

r . u. {t25
Garnet Valley
Difference

r . u. 1126

r. u. ll27
Beaver Fa1ls
Difference

r . u. ll28
Apollo Ridge

Di-f f erence

r . u. ltzg
Pottsvllle
Difference

$14,583
1_4,384

L99

$14,583
L4,384

L99

$13,
13,

$ e,
9,

$e
8

L6,
13,
z,

L2,7 60
12,300

460

10,505
10, 700

(1es )

233
237

(4)

0os
800
205

NO SCHEDULE

13
L2

1

L7
15

2

L6
L4

2

13
13

L4
20
(6)

$ 4s0
49L
(41)

47s
385

90

492
403

89

400
458
(sa1

484
342
L42

L6 r005
1,3,800

2 1205

L6 ,7 32
L4 ,87 5
1,857

600
500
e00)

l-4,100
15,500
(1,4oo)

9 ,850 13 ,680 L6 ,7 32
13,150 L4 ,87 5

530 1,857

11,400 L2,600
11r900 13,500(soo) (eoo)

12,300 13,900
12,300 15,500

-0- (1,600)

9 ,925
(7s)

8
9

1

8
9

600
00

7

9

1

L2,
13'

(

10
10

00
00
00

00
00

2
5

3

9

5
t
,
(( 600)400)
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EXHIBIT A 4

STATEWIDE COMPARISON OF SALARY SCHEDIILES

OF INTERMEDIATE IJNITS AND SELECTED MEMBER DISTRICTS

Master I s

I.U. #L
tilashington
Dlfference

r.u. tfz

r.u. ll3
North Hllls
Dlfference

r. u. ll4
Butler
Dlfference

r.u. ll5
Erle Clty
Difference

r.u. 116

Cranber ry
Di.f f erence

r.u. ll7
New Kens J-ngton-
Arnold
Difference

r. u. ll8
Forest Hl1ls
Dlfference

r. u. ttg
Aus t ln
Dlfference

r. u. //10
Keystone Central
Dlfference

9 ,250
10,300
(1 ,050)

$10
11

$$ 8,400
L0, o0o
(1,600)

10
LL
(1

9
10

9r350
9 ,540

(1eo)

9

10
8 ,850
9r500

(6so)

t

,
(

00
00
00

8
5
3

,
L4,
L48,800

8,900
(100)

Step
One

9,375

9,450

9,2L0

8,550

Step
Two

10,990
10,550

440

75
25
s0)

,253
,150
(8e7 )

10 r 750
(ls0)

325
L64
83e)

9,300
9,300

Step
Five

Step
Ten

$12 ,900
L2 r7O0

200

,900
,200
(300)

Continuous
Maxlmum

$14,500
14 r 200

300

16,590
l_5 , L50
L,440

L5 ,37 5
15 ,525

(ls0)

L4,029
15,350
(1,321)

L3,750
14,160

(410)

17,350
(1,150)

L4,250
14 ,100

L50

14 ,100
L4 ,7 84

(684)

Average Schedul-ed
Increment MaximumSteps

L4
15
(1)

L6
18
(2)

L4
L5
(1)

16
15

L

1_9

(3)

20
L7

3

r.6
L2

4

r.9
L6

3

$ 46e
300
L69

458
350

98

400
300
100

$14,50o
L4 r20O

300

16,590
15 r150

1 ,440

NO SCHEDULE

10,175 15

1:

,37 5

,525
(ls0)

l_5

L5
917

10r7
(e

12 ,190
11,650

540

L0 ,97 5
LL,625

(6so)

372
800
428)

L2,35O
(sso)

,750
,400
(6so)

L0 ,47 5
11,508
(1,033)

10,300
10 r 200

100

14 ,190
L3,250

940

L2 ,97 5
13,L25

(1s0)

L2,4LO
L3,425
(1,015)

11,950
12 ,180

(230)

L4,250
(4so)

11,250
11,900

(6so)

L2,300
13,860
(1,560)

11,900
11,800

100

398
42L
(23)

3L4
353
(3e)

388
LZ

300
305

(6)

348
46s

(117)

333
373
(40)

L4,029
15,350
(1,32L)

L3, 750
L4,560

(81,0)

L7 ,7 50
(l_,550)

L4,250
L4, L00

150

14,100
L4 1784

(684)

14,800
L4,500

300

10,100
75

10,450
L0 r 550

(100)

10,200 10,600 11,800 13,800 16,200 L6 400 16,200

8

9
,
,
(

875
660
78s)

9

10
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EX}II,BIT A - 5

I,laster I s

Step
0ne

Step
Two

$ 8,000
9 ,000

(1,000)

Step
Five

$ 8,900
9,900

(1,000)

Step
Ten

$10,400
11,400
(1,000)

Contlnuous
I'laxi-mum

$13,l-oo
13,200

(1o0)

Average Scheduled
Steos Increment ttraxlmum

I . U. IILL
Hunt tngdon
Dlfference

r. u. ttlT
York Clty
Dlfference

r. u. tlL3
Lebanon
Difference

r. u. ttL4
Brandywlne Helghts
Dlfference

r . u. 1116

I,[11ton
Dlfference

r . u. tlLT
Wellsboro
Dlfference

r.u. /lr8
Hazlet,on
Dlfference

r. u. ll]-g

r. u. tl20
Eas ton
Dlfference

r. u. llzl
Allentown
Dlfference

r. u. lt22

r. u. ll23
Norrlstol^rn
Dlfference

7r7
8r1

(t+

$ 00
00
00)

L0,475
11 r 910
(1 ,435 )

10, 750
10,850

(100)

11,500
10,730

770

lL,l-10
10 r 700

410

10,800
9,900

900

10,600
LO 1725

(12s)

l-L,600
l-0,900

700

lL,510
11,500

10

11,100
11,550

(4so)

675
373
698)

L5,325
L6,343
(1",018)

15 ,650
15,050

600

l-6 ,000
L4,700
1,300

15 ,000
13,200

1r800

14,200
L5,775
(1,575)

)

19
L6

3

1_6

L4
2

L7
L9
(2)

15
L7
(2,

LI
L8
(1)

l_5

16
(1)

L7
18
(1)

L4
15
(1)

L7
r.9
(2)

I-8
L7

l-

L4
l-5
(1)

$ 3oo $13,100
340 L4,700
(40) (600)

443 L5,325
492 16,701
(49) (1,376)

400 15,550
3oo l-5,050
100 600

400 15,500
320 L4,57O
80 930

4L5 16,000
305 14,700
1L0 1,300

4L4 L5 ,000
300 13,200
LL4 1,,800

3L2 L4,200
4L0 L6,075
(98) (1,875)

538 15,800
392 l-4,500
L46 1,300

L4,000 15,800
12,600 L4 ,200
L,400 Lr600

131410 15,890
13,000 15,700

410 190

L2 ,7 OO

l_3,500
(8oo)

9,1508,675
9 ,940 10,433

(1,283)(L,265)

15,
L4,

9,900
9,450

4s0

9 1790
g ,800

(10)

9,350
9 ,500
(ls0)

)

00
00
00

6
0
4

10,370
10,600

(230)

0o
00
00

L5 rz
15,5
(1,3)

10,000
10,500

(s00

9,700
10,200

(soo)

L2,
L4,
(1,

9,250

9,200
8r700

500

10 r 070
L0,300

(230)

9, L00
L0,330
(1,230)

9 ,600
9 ,950

(3s0)

0,300
9 1770

530

9 ,600
9 r0oo

600

9 ,7OO
9 ,800

(100)

,700
,884
,194)

12,850
12,350

500

13,500
12,330

l- r 170

l_3,200
L2 12.00
Lr000

1 050
570
930

9,200
8,800

400

00
00
00

13 ,0
LL r4
1r6

L2,325
(225)

12 ,l-00

9

10
8,800
8r700

L00

)

,
(

NO SCHEDULE

9
l_0
(r

NO SCHEDULE

11,910 L4,880 17,390
L2 ,544 15 , 3l_1 18 ,078(634) (431-) (688)

363
300

63

323
393
(70)

637
553

84

15,890
15,700

190

15,200
I_6,500
(1,300)

L7,390
L8,078

(688)

r. u. ll].'
I'lechanlcsburg
Dlfference
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EXHIBIT A 6

Master I s

Step Step Step Step Contlnuous Average Scheduled
One Two Five Ten Maxlmum Stepg Increment Maxlmum

r . u. ll24
Phoenlxvllle
Dlf ference

r. u. tt25
Garnet Valley
Dlfference

r.u. #26

r . u. ll27
Beaver Falle
Dtfference

r. u. #28
Apollo Rldge
Dlfference

r. u. #29
Pottevllle
Dlfference

$10,284
9 ,649

63s

$12 ,083
1I-,823

26A

$16,133
L7 ,022

(88e)

$14,333
L4,325

I
$10,733
10,363

370

,610
,650
(40)

1L
11

9r3
L0 rz

(g

11,800
L2,200

(4oo)

8r200
8,300

( 100)

9,300
10,000

(700)

$16, r.33 L4 $ 450
L7 ,022 L4 567(88e) (rrz)

8
9

900
250
3s0)

9,800
1,0,050

(2s0)

8,oo0
9r500

(t , soo)

50
50
00)

10,300
10,450

(1s0)

9,600
9,800

(1,200)

,220 13

,550 13
(330)

L6,665
L6 ,550

1l-5

L7 ,658
15,825
l-,833

13,400
14 , L00

(700)

15,500
15,700

(200)

t

t
(

11,800
11,650

150

9 ,800
L0,700

(e00)

11,100
11 ,100

L4,L70
13,650

520

L3,100
12,800

300

485
456
29

49L
4L2

79

400
446
(401

500
344
r.56

16 r 665
16,550

115

L7 ,658
15 r825
1,833

13, 400
I_4, L00

(700)

L5,500
l_5 ,800

( 300)

L7
L7

L7
l_5

2

L4
L4

16
19
(3)

NO SCHEDULE

John L. Carlson
Aeslstant Executlve Dlrector

Wtll-lam F. Ilughes, Jr.
Research Director

Emory L. Eyster and Wll-liam J. Scandone, Assistant Research Dlrectors
Brenda J. MacKay, Labor Declsion Analyst

August, L976



TEST]]"IONY PRESN{TED
TO

BAS]C MUCATION SUBCO}S{ITTE
FOR

LINCOLN INTERJ.{EDIATE UNTT NO. 12
frvin A. Karam, Executive Director

By
Paul M. Ricken, Assistant Executive Dinector

Rietnrd M. Campbe1l, Coordjnator of Special Education
Kenneth G. Reirri-ra::t, Jo. , Adrninistrative Assistant For Management Services

August 10, 1976

Chairnnn Lincoln arrd distinguished nembers of the Subconrnittee on Basic
Education:

llJe appreciate this opporttinity to appear before you and sulxnit testj:rony con-

cerning the status and operation of interrnediate units within the system of public

education in Pennsylvania.

Finst, we expr€ss our suppor.t and approval of the t'Repoz't 0n The Pennsylvania

Interrnediate Unit Systsn" published by the l-egislative Budget and Finance Conm:iltee.

It was obj ectively done and provides a nather conplete and accr.rrate picture of in-

terrnediate r:nits and their function. Although sone nerra releases rnigfrt suggest other-

wise, we feel it ref1ects favorably on the services provided by jntermediate urlits

and the effectiveness with which they operate.

Ihe folJ-cr^ring reconnendations arre submitted as ways of i-irproving the services

provided by intermediate r:nits :

Oonceptual1y, the irrtermediate urrit must remain <tistnict onierrted. As the

middle o:rganization in Perrrsylvania I s educational system, the direction of inter*

nediate rurits tns been largely set by the I. U. Board and nenber superintendents

i-n the intermediate unit coi:nciI. Continued vigilance is necessary to jrlsi.re

t



tlnt this focal control rerrEins the pni:nary jnffuence. Ttris can be acconp-

lished by neintaining the service agency concePt of the I' U' Sitr:ations

jnwhictrthel.U.ise>pectedtoimplementStatedirectivesshou].dbe

carefully scneened. continuing and expanding the vaniety of services which

intermediate units can provide profiptes loca1 rather than state control.

Tlre success of il]tsnediate i:nits is measured largely by thei-n effectiveness

in satisfyilg the needs of rrenrber distnicts. A reasonable anriunt of local-

control is necessar'51 to achieve ttris success.

Tlre fiscal problems of internediate units are most pe4>lexing' Aecurate

j-nformation concerning state fundjrrg is needed dr:ring the bufuet buildi].lg

process. Thris is true both in the generel operation and the special educa-

tion budgets. Present procedr:res require iatermediate r.nits to build their

budgets with very ljmited and ctnngirg irrforrnation concerrring the anrnrrt of

financial support to be e>rpected frcrn ttre State. ltrowledge as to the actual

aror.:nt of npney to be allocated to irrtermediate units usually arrives too late

to be of assistance in the budget develoPment Process '

Li:nitation on currership of vehicles should be elimjl]ated or drastically

rpdified. lntermediate units are curYently required to lease vehicles fcrr de-

livery of supplies and/or for jrrstructiornl use at a greater' expense tllan l.rould

be incurred if ownership urould be Pemitted.

Just as increasecl options improve services offelted to nqnbel^ districts, so

increased options in district firarrcing of I. u. proglErns would be telpfi.il.

Hcxo djstricts pa.y for f. U. services shoul-d be decided by the iatermediate

tnit board. In sore cases, pror.ation as presecniled jI the code is desirable '

In other situations, a narket approach, where districts pay for services received,

lJou1d be nnrch npre appropriate. The natule of the serwice il1 light of local-

2
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circumstances should deterrnine the method of fundirrg.

In sl.unnar5r, \^re unge that the Legislature (l-) contjnue and expand the latitude

perrritted jaterrnediate r:nits and fl:eir menbe r distnicts in determining what services

ar€ needed and hor.r they shoufd be financed, (2) revise the funding procedr:re so that

advance plamring and budget developnent can be more realistically acconrplished and,

(3) continue to pe:riodically evalrrate the effectiveness w"ith which intermediate units

are functioning.

tharik you again for this opportunity to appear. before you. l4r, Campbe11, I4r.

Reirrhart aad f will attenpt to respond to any questions you rniglrt lrave for us.

3
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ON

LEGISLATIVE AND FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT

PENNSYLVANIA INTERMEDIATE UNITS

Presented bY:

L. Lloyd Ruoss, Ed.D.
Execut'ive 0"irector
Lancaster-Lebanon Intermediate Unit #13
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I NTRODUCTI ON

0n behalf of the Board and staff of the Lancas ter- Lebanon Intemediate Unit #13'

it is my pleasure to appear before this commi ttee and p'esent testimony concerning

the findings of the study of the lntermediate units as prepared by the Legislative

and Fi nance Comni ttee.

My congratulations to the Legislative and Finance cormi ttee and their Executive

Director for initiating and completing a very obiective and indepth study. when

first hearing of the proposed study some months ago ru reaction was somewhat

negative, since it seems that we spend a d i sproporti onate amount of time in com-

pleting forms and gathering data; however, the report more than iustifies the time

in providing information and the writers obviously show an excellent grasp of the

intermediate unit operation, it's weaknesses and needs'

THE LOCAL CONTROL ISSUE

l|le ofttimes describe the state of Pennsylvania as having established a system

of Intermed.iate units. Though this of course is true, we must also consider that

if those units are truly service organizations, then they wili be individualized

to a large extent by the needs of the school districts they serve. In provid'ing

any of the seven basic services as listed in Act 102, the Intermediate Unit is a

Iocal ly controlled organization, School district representati ves , their District

superintendents and Boards actually participate in determining the need for the

service and have great input in designing the model or system for providing the

service, establishing budgets and hold'ing the Intermediate unit Board and staff

accountable for qual itY'

i
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THE LOCAL CONTR0L ISSUE (Continued)

In providing special Education services, the Intermediate Unit operates under a

detailed set of lar,,s, regulations and standards issued by the Legislature' the

State Board or Department of Education. This of course leads to some loss of

]ocal control, but that same state involvement takes place if a district operates

the programs; therefore, however we judge this close involvement by the State in

prov.id.ing services for exceptional children, it is not unique to the Intermediate

Un'it alone.

The local control issue is probably raised most often in connection with the

Intermediate Units working cooperatively with the Department of Education on a

wide range of logistical problems that affect the states school districts (energy

crisis, meetings to discuss regulations, etc.) or receiving grants for operation

of federal programs which extend beyond the individual Intermediate Unit boundaries'

Intermediate unlt 13's position has been that if working closely with the Department

of Education enhances education, than we are willing to cooperate when possible'

I emphas.ize that this is cooperation which involves a choice rather than "taking

orders" from a higher individual or agency.

In summary, jt is my opin'ion that the Intermediate Unit is a localty controlled

organ.ization. It,s close working relationship with Boards of Education and pro-

fessional staff requires it to be responsive to local needs or it is doomed to

fai I ure.

,
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THE FINANCIAL PROBLEM

Ithasalwaysseemedcontraditorytothiswriterthatwithinthesamestatewhich

requiresa.lllocalschooldistrictstodeveloplongrangeplansforsubmissionto

the Department of Education, the organization which provides those districts with

a broad base of serv.ices finds it virtually impossible to develop any such plan

in cooperation with its component districts because of the funding mechanism'

Realizing that the legislature receives many requests for additional funds' one

cannot resist the temptation to state the Intermediate unit cause; however, the

first pr.iority must be to establish a system of funding which allows for inrnediate

and long range planning for directing resources into services' The state subsidy

to the unit should be stated in precise legislation and not remain at the mercy of

the Governor,s budget. The two alternatives generally discussed for accomplishing

this seems to be the flat per pupi l basis or an allocation involving size and wealth'

The Intermediate Unit Executive Directors have been proposing a plan which ties

Inteymediate Unit subsidy to school district subsidies; Intemediate Unit #13 supports

thi s recommendati on .

ThecurrentmethodofpaymentforlntermediateUnitServicesbyschooldistricts

isalsoanareaofcontroversy.IntermediateUnit#l3componentdistrictsare

ass.lgnedaidratiosrangingfromthemid20'stothemidT0's'Theschooldistricts

with low aid ratios therefore pay greater amounts on a per pupil basis for Inter-

mediateUnitservicesthandistrictswithhighaidratios.IntermediateUnit#13

hasexperiencedgreatsuccessinfollowingtheprinciplethatadistrictshould

takeadvantageoflntermediateUnitservicesonlyiftheyareoflowercostand

higherqualitythancanbeobta.inedelsewhere,It.isdiff.icu]ttofol.lowthiS

two-fold princlple if the aid ratio formul a must be followed'



4

THE FINANCIAL PROBLEM (Continued)

A financial jssue which was not brought forth in the study is the concept'

that whjle Intermediate Units are collecting funds from school districts for

services received, the Intermediate unit, through cooperat'ive action, also saves

.the local district money. Intermediate un'it #13 has studied this and estimates

that the amount of funds saved through this cooperative action as initiated by

the Intermediate unit.is greater than the total amount of funds collected from

the local districts for support of the Intermediate unit service Programs'

Fjnally, I would make a plea for a simp'l ification of the budget approva'l process

for Intermediate unjt serv.ice program budgets. I'm sure the committee is know-

ledgeable of this process wh'ich extends from December to May and often involves

as I ittle as one tenth of the actual funds expended by the Intermediate unjt'

RECODIFICATION AND THE INTERMEDIATE UNIT

The most discussed portion of the recodification bill as it involves the Inter-

mediateUnitisthechangingofthenumberofmemberstobeelectedtotheBoard.

The change from 13 to 20 members, though supported strongly by some Intermediate

Units, presents a difficu]ty for the Lancaster-Lebanon area since these two counties

contai n 22 school d'istricts.

It will be difficult to determine a number which will gain unanimous approval'

Consideration should be given; however, to the number of persons which can effec-

tivelybeinvolvedinthedecisionmakingprocesswhichoccursattheBoardleve.l.

,
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RESP0NSE T0 REPoRT RECoMMENDATI0NS (p. 165)

ResponsetoParagraphl-Thereportseemstos'upporttheneedforlocalcontrol

of the Intermediate unit but states that the genera'l assembly should establish

'I imits on activities of the Intermediate Unit. If local control does exist then

it should be left to local decision makers to establish the limits of involvement

by the Intermediate Unit.

OI^INERSHIP OF PROPERTY AND EQUIPMENT

The fact that Intermediate units are prohibited from ownership of real property

seems clear in current law. The ownership of certain types of equipment is not

so clear. If consideration is to be given to the wisest use of the state's

financial resources then the entire matter of ownership of property and equipment

bylntermediateun.itsshouldbegivenimmediateattention.IntermediateUnit#13

canprovideexampleswherebythe.leasingofpropertyandequipmentsign.ificantly

addstooverheadcosts.Legislativeconcernsonownershipofpropertycouldbe

eased through debt limits and the state's approval process'

RESPONSE TO REPORT RECOMMENDATION

Response to Paragraph 3 - There is no quarrel with the suggestion that if the

stateistofundthelntermediateunit,thenithastheobligationtomeasure

qua.lity'Toapplya.,uniform,.systemofevaluationto,'a.ll,,activitiesiscounter

to the whoje concept that the Intermediate unit is a 1oca]1y controlled organization

w.ithgreatdifferencesinstructureandprogramsdepend.ingontheneedsofthe

I ocal di stricts r:
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CONCLUS I ON

Fina]Iy'Iagainthanktheconmitteefortheirtimeandeffortsinconducting

thesehearingsandlntennediateUnit#l3shal.lattempttocooperatewithsupp]ying

any additional information requested '



C
Capital Area lntermediate Unit
Servin{ school districts in Cumberland, Dauphin and Perry Cotrnties

August 10, L976

Honorable J. l^Iilliam Lincoln
Chai rman , Sub-conmi ttee on Basi c Educati on
House of Representati ves
Connonwealth of Pennsylvania

Mr. Lincoln and Members of the Conunittee:

0n behalf of the Board of Directors and the school districts served by the
Capital Area Intermediate Unit, the staff expresses appreciation to the Basic
Education Committee for the invitation to provide test'imony about the operation
of the intermediate units. Five years of operational experiences provide the
basis for testifying to the following points:

1 Intermediate units should focus on administering programs which are
oriented to the districts within their geographic boundaries.

Intermediate uni ts shou'ld be permi tted to ou,n property when such
ownership will result in better services and/or a savings to
taxpayers.

2

4

3. The budgetary developmen
intermediate units shoul
awkward steps.

nd adoption procedures imposed on
e revi sed to reduce unnecessary or

ta
db

The basis for funding intermediate unit operations needs to include
the elements of certaintY, adequacy and equity.

The intermediate unit must remain a non-regulatory agency subiect
to operati onal control at the I ocal 1 evel .

Intermediate units have already demonstrated that dupf ication of
services is reduced when school districts find centralized services
more economical.

Variability of services between intermediate un'its is desireable when
it is predicated on the specific needs of the districts in the region
being served.

5

6

7

26 North 9th Street, P.O. Box 81, Lemoyne, Pa. 17043 o Phone (7171 761-5230
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The Pennsylvania Department of Education has shown a tendency
to ask intermediate unit boards of directors to approve and be
responsible for programs which are of state scope rather than of
specific regional concern. The Capital Area Intermediate Unit
Board of Directors has exercised discretion in determining which
programs it should accept and has rejected programs whichrseem to
be totally outside of the mission of the Unit. Consequently, it
is respectfulIy reconmended to this conunittee that the practice
of intermediate units administering programs which are state-wide
in scope be evaluated to determine whether such practices should
continue. The chief concerns over this issue rest in the use of
school director: and staff time for custodial functions to maintain
programs which are initiated and directed by the Pennsylvania
Department of Education and have no specific regional impact in
the areas in which they are located.

Cumently, intermediate units are not al lowed to own property.
The econom'i cs of thi s regul ati on need to be exami ned . I n many cases
the leasing arrangements for property, especially vehicles, cost
taxpayers excessively. If management systems are to be used
effectively in intermediate units, there has to be some provision
in the law to allow for alternatives to what is now permitted.

The procedure that requires an intermediate unit budget to be
approved in the local district and at a convention of school
directors appears to be redundant. Intermediate unit school
directors conventions have been proportionately poorly attended
and the action of voting on a budget which has been previously
voted at the district level is stale.

Each year intermediate units are faced with preparing budgets
before State allocations are known. This uncertainty creates more
waste of taxpayers money since budgets often have to be amended
after not'ifitalion of al Iocation has been received. Because
intermediate unit planning is done in conjunction with school
districts, it is a complex multi-stage operation that is handicapped
severely when noti fi cati on of al I ocated funds i s I ate.

School district support for programs should be based on
participation and on a prorated per pupil cost, or by whatever other
method that can be determined by the intermediate unit board and the
districts requesting such programs. The current mandated aid ratio
formula is unfair. It attempts to equalize the burden of cost among
di stri cts . But the equdl i zati on had aI ready taken pl ace wi th i ni ti al
allocations to districts. The second round of equ0lization actually
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uorks as a penalty to some districts. In the case of Capital Area
Intermediate Unit districts, the formula stands in the way of
greater participation in desired services.

The non-regulatory function of intermediate units must not be
eroded by hasti'ly considered legis'lation or bureaucratic guidelines
predicated on assumptions about Iocal district needs. In order to
guard against this danger, intermediate units should have the
opportunity to act on behalf of the districts they serve in the
formulation of educational regulations. At alI times there must
be great sensitivity to the awkwardness involved if intermediate
units are maneuvered into situations where they would be required
to serve two masters.

Persons conscious of cost effectiveness are generally concerned
about the intermediate unit dupl icating services which are provided
by schoo'l di stri cts. In the Capi ta1 Area Intermediate Uni t, school
superi ntendents , school di rectors and i ntermedi ate uni t staff avoi d

such dupl i cati on. The management of the Instructi onal Medi a
Services is a prime example. Districts, who are not severely
penalized by the inequities in the financial regulations regarding
reimbursement and charges for services, find satisfaction in
central izing this operation at the intermediate unit. Six school
di stri cts i n the Cabt tat Area Intermedi ate Uni t are dupl i cati ng
this service or are going without this service because of the way
di stri ct charges are determi ned.

' Consequently, it has been clearly demonstrated that with the
proper incentives school districts can be encouraged to participate
i n i ntermedi ate uni t programs whi ch reduce dupl i cati on of servi ces
in such areas as in-service education, mass-purchasing, certain
State and Federal proiects, long range planning, special education
and hosts of less dramatic activities that are included in the
dai1y operati on of the twenty-ni ne i ntermedi ate uni ts i n
Pennsylvania.

If there is need for a rationale or a defense of the variability
found in the services provided from intermediate unit to intermediate
unit, a sensible explanation can be found in the total concept of
regi onal i sm. There i s great di versi ty wi thi n the Commonweal th wi th
regard to needs and resources. Intermediate units were created to
respond to regi ona'l needs . However, i f the vari abi I i ty between
intermediate unit programs and services throughout the State is
based on negl ect or abuse of responsi bi I i ti es, vari abi I'ity of
services cannot and should not be defended. Mandates and/or guidelines
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cannot effectively combat such deficiencies. Therefore, it is
respectfully suggested that no regulatory action be taken to
reduce or eradicate the option for variability of intermediate
unit services. Continuous evaluation and responsible attention
to the concerns of the people being served should mitigate any
unsatisfactory conditions responsible for variabil ity of
servi ces.

D. Bruce Conner
Executi ve Di rector

a
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TESTIMONY PRESENTED TO THE HOUSE BASIC EDUCATTON SUBCOMMITTEE

IHeanings on fntenmediate Units l

The Pennsylvania Catholic Conferenee represents the

Cathol,ie sehools in the eight Catholic dioceses of Pennsylvania.

Thene are appl3oximately 11000 Catholic elementany arrd seeondary

schools in the Commonwealth , enrolling appnoximateJ.y 36 0 , 0 0 0

children.

Oun testimony today is bnief and simpre. we wish to
highlight a situation which is not the best fon eithen the

Commonwealth or nonpublie school childrerl.

cunnently, unden Act 89, the rntenmediate Units are

pnoviding auxiliany senvices to childnen in nonpublic schools.

Because of Supneme Court nest:rictions, these services ane

nendened outside the buildings of the nonpublic sehool. In
many cas€s r the senviees are being nendened in mobile vans that
are panked adj acent to the nonpubLic sehool.

since the rntenmediate units cannot own vehicl€s r

currently the mobiLe vans that ane being used under^ Act 89 are

being Leased by the fntenmediate Units. ft appeans to us that
the lease arrangements are resulting in a waste of money fon

the Commonwealth and the loss of possible additional educatj,onal

services fon nonpublic school childnen. That is , it appears

t



that less money would be used for the pnovision of mobile vans,

and eonseguently more senvices would be available fon nonpublie

school ehildnen, if fntermediate Units eould punchase the mobile

vans nathen than lease them.

The following instances attempt to iLlustnate the
above point:

1)

2>

3)

rl)

An fntenmediate Unit in Southcentnal Pennsylvania is
paying $1021000. to lease l0 mobile vans that eost atotal of $701000. The lease is for thnee years, in
whieh tine the r.u. estimates the vans will have
approximately 101000 miles on them.

An rntenmediate Unit in Nonthwestenn pennsylvania
is p^ayins $17 ,000, over a two-yean peniod to leasea mobile van which costs appnoximately $2sr000.
The lease fee fon the third- year is nlgotiable ,but it centainly appeans that over the seven to tenyear life of the vehiele considenably mone moneywill be paid to lease the vehiele than the actullcost of the vehiele. This rnter^mediate unit isleasing seven vans.

An rntenmediate unit in lJortheaster:n pennsylvania
is- paying $2041000. fon a thnee year lease of tzmobile vans o which mobile vans hive a manket varueof approximately $150 r000.

An rnterrnediate unit in centnar pennsylvania ispaying $5 ,800. a year to rease a mobiie unit thateosts srightLy Less than $19r000. These mobirevans are expected to last eonsidenably 10nger thantlnee- years. This rntenmediate unit is lelsing10 mobile vans.

Based on the above exampl€s: natunally it appears to
us that it would be beneficial, both to the state and to the
nonpublic sehool ehildn€D r if Intermediate Units eould punehase

and oBrn equipment and moton vehicles. Whateven saving could be

2



realiz€d, thnough purehasing rathen than leasing mobile vans,

should result in additional educational senviees for nonpublie

school childnen. This is our primary motivation in pointing out

this matten to the subeommittee.

Some may be eoncerned about the owning vs. leasing

question in conneetion with a possible count decision. In this
regard r w€ wish to point out that reeently a fedenal, eourt in
Ohio unanimously upheld that statets auxiliary serviee 1aw, which

is very similar to Pennsylvaniats statute.

In presenting this testimony we wish to point out that
I^re are in no way neflecting adversely on the hray in which the

fntenmediate Units ane administering Act 89, The eooperation

of the Inte::mediate Units has been very good and it should be

reeognized that thene is a very fine wonking nelationship between

the nonpublic schools in the Commonwealth and the fntermediate

Units.

fn conclusion r w€ take this opportunity to express

our gnatitude to this eommittee for its past suppont of govern-

ment aid fon nonpubLic school childnen. We appreeiate the

opportunity of presenting this testimony to you.

Howand J. Fettenhoff
Exeeutive Dinecton
Pennsylvania Catho}ie Confenence

August 10, 1976
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