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CTIAIRPERSON AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEB

We want to extend our apprectatl"on to the fl,eglslacive Budget and
Flnance Comlttee for provlding the money and personnel to make posstbtc
thls study of the Intermedlate Units. We, also, thank you for the
opportunlty to testify concernlng thls report.

We are the Central Intermed{ate Unlt ceintBosed of twelve sctrtpt
dtstrtcts located ln Centre, Clearfleld and Cll.nton Countles. Our or€o
covers 3 rOO1 square mlles three tlmes the sLze of Rhode Istr an"d- Tlto33

are approxlmately 42,000 pubIlc school students and 1'059 non-publlC
school students. There are also o\rer 2n000 teachers ln our servlce
arga.

It 1s our feeling Ehat this study by the Legislative Budget and

Flnance Comnit tee ls a very detail-ed and caref ul1y done rePort, . It
showe that Intermediate Unlts are belng well accepted by the school
dlstrtcts of PennsylvanLa and they are provldlng qual!.ty servlces tn 8n

econootcal manner.

747. of Superlntendents rated Intermedlate Unlt Servlces good.

Lgit of Supertntendents rated InEermedlate Unlt Servlces oU936l$or

47" of SuperlntendenEs rated Intermedi"ate Unit Servtces bod.
When g37. of the Superintendents rated the Intermedlate Unlt
Servlces average and good and 827" sald Intermedtate Untts $ere
responslve to the needs of local distrtcts, it shows the

",r""""" of the Intermedtate Unlt,s. They are responslve Eo Bhe

needs of }ocal dlstrlcts and are doing a good iob.

In ansrrer to a questlon concernlng how responslve Intermedlate
Unlts are to 1ocal school dlstricts , 827" of the Superintendents t€-
sponded ttyest' , LL:7 responded I'No'r . Thls , again , glves a healthy re3 lnS
to Intermedlate Unlts.

We would llke to Present several areas of concerir:

Local Control

llany people f'eel thar the IntermedLate Unlt ts State controlled.
l{e do not agree.

The Intermedl.ate Unlt Board of Dlrectors ls elected by Che

school dLrectors of the member dlsErlcts. They have the 3eE
responsiblllty for operating the Int,ermedlaEe Unlt Ehat thG
local school board has in the local echool dlstrtct.
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The Advlsory Council, composed of local Schoot Supertntendents,
has almost complete control over what servLces are to be
offered. BudgeE approval i.s very defi.nltely local control.

The seven (7) broad areag of servlces whlch were establlshed
by law are all under 1ocal control" of the Internedl.ate Untt
Board.

The Non-Publlc School Act 89 ls not full iocaL control. Thts
act, by the GeneraL Assembly, mandates that the certaln
servj.ce shal1 be provi.ded non-public schools. In addltlonn
Speclal Education ls largely not locaI control. The Conmon-
wealth, as weLl as the Courts, have set down many gutdelines,
pollcles and demands concerning the Speclal Educat. ton opcrnf, ton.
Otrtstde of these exceptlons Ehe Doparcm(rnt of llducirtlon rloes
noE mandate nor control Intermedlate Untts. I"lany timcs tlrey
have asked us to do certain things. Requestlng ls not controlllng.
A good example rdas the energy crlsis when Ehey asked us to
gather informatlon so they could develop gutdeltnes.

I,Ie strongly feel that the Intermediate Uni"ts should never
become an aru of the Pennsylvanla Department of Educatl.on but
should atr-ways be under the local control of the Intermedtate
Unit Board of Directore.

2. Varlety of Programs

One of the strengths of the Intermedlate Unlt ls the flexlbtltty
to offer the programs desired by Ehe member dlstrLcts. All
areas of the State do not desLre the Bame servlces. Thls
could be causeC by denstty of populatlon, geographlc featuresr
size of echool dlstricts and wealth of the local cormuntty, ea
well as some other possible reasons.

The General Assembly, ln lts wisdom back in 1970, determlned
thls responsLveness of Intermediate Untts to the loca1 needs.
If every Intermedlate Unlt rras mandated to provlde the same
servlces, there would be llttle Local control left.

3. Flnancing

The baslc subsidy for IntermedLate Unltsf General Adnlnlstratlve
Budget has remaLned relatlvely the same for six (6) years. tle
are rapidly runnlng i.nto flnancial difftculty in thls area.

The Lncreased State dotrLars whtch we have receLved have been
in Spec i.a1 Educatlon and Non-Publlc Schools. Requlrements
Ln these areas have been mandated by the General Assembly,
the State Board and by the courts.

In our case, w€ have aleo recelved more federal money for a
variety of programs.

In 1968 the Adml"nistrative cost of, the three County Superlntendent
Offices was $153,000. Today, L976-77 the comparative Adntnts-
tratlve cost is $120,000. Thls ls due to consolLdattng three
offlcee into one. In additlon, far trore servlces are belng
provlded today.
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4. Orrnershlp of Property

Slnce tt ls felt that certaln property cannot be oured by
the Intermedtate Unltr tI€ must pay rent,. Thts Is illl ex-
penslve ttem. In most tnstances, lt aeems to be Dore GCo-
nomlcal to own vehlclee and offlce bulldlngs than to rent
them.

5 a Budget ApprovaL

No other governmental body seems to have the cornpllcated
budget approval procedure that has been lmposed uPon the
Intermediate Units. Thls ls very cumbersome and ttme
consuming.

6. Data Processlng

One of the most important Management Services we provlde
ls Data Processing. It ls aLso our most rapid growtng
service. To date, the Commonwealth has not supported
(flnanclally) our Data Processing Service though thts ls
not the case in all Intermedlate Units.

We are tol"d thaE the educatLon computers irr Pennsylvanla
could handle ten tlmes more work. The Commonwealth has
located a computer ln each State College. We have been
lnformed that the ortginal lntent was for these comPutera
Eo be used by the State Colleges, the InEermediaEe Units
and School Dtstricts. State-wlde thls has not worked.
Howeverr we do have a cooperative working arrangement
wlth Lock Haven State Col1ege located within our Internedtafe
Unlt boundary. Several months ago, I{e were told that
Ehe Lock Haven computer would be phased out ln a general
reorgan Lzat ion.

Regardless of this, it seems of vital Lmportance that
Commonwealth Computers which are used for educatlon should
be tied together tn a network and made avallable to both
the Intermedlate UnLts and the school dlstrlcts. Our
experlence shows that keeplng our buslness affaLrs on a
computer ls more economLcal, and accurate, and fastef than
doing them by hand.

7. Speclal Educatlon

The Cornmonwealth has consented to follow out the Federal
Court Decision on the PARC Case whlch gives due Process
to mentally retarded indlvlduals. This has been exterided
to all exceptional,LtLes.

We are uandated to provlde servLce for all exceptlonallttes
if not otherwl.se provided. Thls ls only reasonable stnce
most of theee can be provlded more reasonably on e regl'onal
basls.

J
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However, Intermedlate Unlt Speclal Education Prograns are
affected by Lnflatlon. Teachersf salaries are rlslng
8-L014 a year.

Thls year our new Speclal Educatlon Allotment wtll not
cover the Lncrease ln Special EducatLon Teachersr galarles.
As a result we w111 not be able to provLde all the uandated
epecial educatlon servLces during L976-77 .

In suuneryr w€ would llke to reconmend the followlng:

A study be made on the ownershlp of vehicles and butldlngs
and correctLve Legtslation be enacted tf the study so rrarrants.

That legislative actlon be taken on simpltfytng the budget
approval procedure.

That a more systematlc method be lnltiated for deterntntng
the baslc subsidy for Intermediate Units.

That the General Assembly does nothlng to remove local control
of Intermedlate Unl.ts.

A study be made and leglslation as a result of the study
be enacted to establlsh a network of computers for educatlon
purposes to be made avaLlable for all publlc educational
agencles for data processlng. We believe ttrls could be done
wlthout lncreasing the number of computers whlch are tn Preeent
operat lon.

We urge that the Couunonwealth fully fund all conmltrnents nsde
by the State ln the area of Speclal EducatLon.

I

2.

3

6.

4

5

In closirg, rre again thank you for both thls opportunity to aPpcar
before you and for the Study Ltself.

rd B. hard
Executl.ve Dlrecto
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Statement
concerning Intermed iate unit Legislation

by

Executive Director, Intermediate unit *28

Actlo2oflgT0commonlyknownasthelntermediateUnitLar.,
is, in our ml-nd, one of the most significant pieces of educationaL

legislation enacted in the last twenty-five years. the Intermediate

Unit potential , as a service agency, formed on a regional basis and

designedtoprovl'despecifiedservicestoschooldistrictshasthe
promLse to fulfiIl a need established originally by the legislature

more than slxtY-five Years ago.

Welookupontheformationofthe.IntermediateUnitasanother
attemPtbythelegislaturetoconsolidat'e,coordinateandencourage
cooperation betleen the communities represented hy school districts'

thestatedePartmentofeducationandthestatelegislature.The
school consolidation legislation of 1911, the union or merger law

of 1930, the jolnture 1aw of 1947, the reorganization acts of 1963

and 1969 were, as we gee it, previous attemPts that encouraged

districts to plan anal oPerate cooperative Programs for youth '

Though these laws had some impact on school reorganization and

program developnent they never really had the effect that we think

the legislature intended .

fn our own experience, we were aware of a plan to revamp the

county superintendents office as far back as 1951' After tutenty

years of discussion, planning and compromise the Intermediate Unit

became a reality in 1971. Since that time, few agencies created by

the legislature have been so thoroughly disected, examLned ' criti-

cjlzed,, praised and misunderstood. In addition tQ an annual survey

-
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by the Intermediate Unit association' we have been examined by the

DepartmentofEilucationfortheleqislature,bythegraduateschool
of the Unlversity of Pennsylvania' by our staff lvith outside con-

sultants and by the legislative and budget comnittee of the state

As sembly .

A1I of the surveys arrive at similar conclusions (1) Interme-

diate units are a viable rnethod of serving the conrnonwealth in

providing Programs on a regional basis for exceptional chililren'

(2) Intermediate Units are a logical vehicle to provide specialized

servicestoschooldistricts.Usuallytheseareservicestoocostly
for one itistrict go operate, or, small districts wl 1I need to combine

to secure such service. The best ill-ustration of this situation is

the fnstructional Materials Service offered by all Intermediate

Units. (3) Intermediate Units have an identity problem ' Parents'

students, teachers and for the most Part the general publlc' have no

conception of what an Intermediate Unit is and wttat it does' I fear

that this lack of information extends too often to 'those to whom !"e

look for understanding and support' (4) The financial base under

each Intermediate Unit is so limited that it threatens survival'

The present formula, for example, provides Intermediate unit #28

with the same dollar amounts sPent by the former county offices in

1968-69. We have received the same dolIar alloclltion from the

Commonwealth for six consecutive years' Even with passage of a

newsubsidylatrthathasbeenintroduced'severalfntermetliateUnits
including #28, wil-l not rise above the 'J'irarantee (our present

alLocation) for ten to fifteen years" (5) ffltermediate Units should

not become "field offices" or arms of the Department of Education'

they should remaln as the legislature ir'tended "under local control" '

2.



Unfortunately, too many people and too many surveys equate "local

control" of Intermediate Units with "school district control" of

Intermedlate Units. If al-L ilistricts were the same size, had the

same wealth and operated the same Programs, supporting the Inter-

mediate Unit lrould be a fact of 1ife. Unfortunately, large or

wealthy districts prefer to "go it alone" and often oppose Programs

and servlces they operate even though that service may be beneficial

to smaller districts. The best example of the extreme to which

"local control" can be carried is the budget approval process of the

Intermediate Unit. A:ne L976-77 Intermediate Unit #28 budget, for

example, was constructed in late November 1975. rt was reviewed by

the Intermediate unit Board in December, the district superintendents

i4 January, tentatively adopted by the Intermediate Unit Boartl in

February, voted upon by each of eleven local district boards in

March, adopted by the annual convention in April and forwarded to

the Secretary by May 1. Six months of preparation, review and

examination is a process that carries "Iocal control" to the point

of being detrimental to the Intermediate Unlt. (6) A more clearLy

defined role for Intermediate units that will not only define areas

of responsibility, but will also avoid duplication of services by

either the State or Local school districts.
The Eix conclusions arrived at by the various surveys are an

accurate finding of the status of Intermediate Units. The rePort

of the legislative and budget co[Enittee '.rnder consideration b1 this

sub-committee is well done and j.n our opinion constitutes a fair

and reasonable assessment of the Internediate Units.

we ldou1d recommend to this sub-comr':,i-r:t-ee that legislation

3



be prePared and introduced to

three resPects:

fiscal support by the Commonwealth
broadeningtheconcePtof..'Iocalcontror.'
defining the perimetlrs of rntermediate unit responsibility

Flscal supPort of Intermediate Unlts should be based on the

same philosophy and technique long establlshed for school districts'

The formula should have three facets; (a) a per pupil dollar subsidy

(b) the WADM (weighted Average Dally Membership of the I' U' (c) the

aid ratio of the Intermediate Unit (a measure of 1ocal wealth) '

We \^rould recommend the formula be based on 18 of the basic

pupil subsidy (presently $750'00) times the wADIvl' times the aid

ratio. On a statewide basis the formul-a and the total cost couLd

be estimated at: 1 X 2,300,q0! x 50 = $8r625r000
-T00-ffio- -T-

Though the total dollars appropriatect by this system is quite

similar to present funding, the distribution of those dollars would

be more fair, more reasonable and more appiopriate to the need of

the region. E'or rntermediate Unit *28' our anticipated revenue

under this method would be:

I y 40,000 x .5839 = $205,140750- 1 rTru

as opposed to the current allocation of $L54'101'

Even more serious to the continued operation of Intermediate

Unit programs for excePtional chi'ltlren' is the need for a basic

formula for special education funding ' We dontt necessarily need

more state money, we need a better method of distribution of

existing funds. There aPpears to be an unequal opportunity for

handicapped children in this commo nwea l th by allocating funds on a

amend the Intermediate Unit law in

(1)
(2\
(3)

4
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regional basis that has no relationship tci size' need or local

wealth.onewoulda].mostthinktheDepartmentofEducationhas
allocated funds on a "squeaking wheel" theory''

Thematterof.localcontrol.'needstobeexamined.toseeif
werealtydon.thavecontrolbyrelativelyfewschooldirectorsand
school administrators. Perhaps an amendment to Act 102 providinq

for appointment of "interested citizens" to a portion of the

Intermediate Unit Board would better reflect the control that

corununities need to have over the educational system

Intermedlate Units could be strengthened further by a more

deflnitemandateofitsresponsibilities.Thepresentsevenessential
servicesarefineasfarastheygo.IntermediateUnitsneedtobe
assigned, or authorized to provide, certain services that neither

the school distrLct nor the state should be permltted to duplicate'

we thank this committee for the oPportunity to express our

feelings, attitudes and ideas about Intermediate Units' we

sincerel-y appreciate the interest and the concern for improvement

of the educational system as you have expressed, by having these

hearings.

C. E " Glendening
Executive Director
Intermediate Unit #28
Armstrong-Indiana Counti es
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EYThLKS
Ihe Oollars and Sense of flRlll

ARTTI T.U. Decen$er, 1974 Indlan! r Pa. I570t

F ACT SHEET

l. The cost of operatlon of the County Schoolst Offlce ln Armstrong

and lndlana Countles ln 1968-69 was $154,101.

The local school dlstrlcts contrlbuted $161000 of that amount.

The bulk of the balance vras pald dlrectly by the State wlth a snraller

portlon contrlbuted by.county government ln fhe form of offlce spoce,

clerlcal help, €gulpment and offlce operatlon costs.

2. Each year slnce July l, l97l the ARIN lnternredlate Unlt has

recelved frqn fhe State $l54rl0l for malntenance of the lntenrpdlate

Unlt structure. To thls day, we stl I I are al located the same arpunt

that was spent seven.years ago, Thls Is true, Bven though r€ have

experlenced the greatest rate of lnf latlon ln modern tlrcs.

5. Of the $154,101 expended ln 1968-69, not one cent was used for

programs dlrectly lntended for teachers or puplls. Thls year (1974-751

$7lr0l I of our state allocatlon 146fi) wl ll be dlverted fron admlnlstratlve

costs to program operatlon for local schools.

6
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4. ln 1968-69 there were two county superlntendents, four asslstant

county superlntendents and two dlrecnors of speclal educatlon, a total of

elght professlonal admlnlstratlve salarles, pald by thls $l54,lOl. Today,

ono executlve dlrector and one asslstant are pald from thls al locatlon

($41,715). The speclal educatlon dlrector Is pald by the State. ln

real lty, we have reduced our admlnlstratlve staff from elght persons to

three and reduced the cost by over $100,000.

5, Contrlbutlons to operatlon of the ARIN lnterrnedlate Unlt by local

school dlstrlcts has been reduced, year by year. Thls has been done ln

the face of the hlgh rate of lnflatlon and expanded programs. Looklng

back to 1968-69, the school dlstrlcts then contrlbuted ln two ways to

co.rnty offlce operatlon: (a) dlstrlct contrlbutlons to salarles of the

county suprlntendent and his asslstants and (b) contrlbutlons to

operatlon of a R. | .M.C., noy'l cal led lnstructlonal f'4aterlals Servlce.

Year by year t I gures are:

Yea r For County Offlce Staff For R. l.M,C. Total

I e68-69
I 969-70
I 970-7 I

197 l-72
1972-7'
t973-7 4
197 4-75

,783
,700
,700

0
0
0
o

$36
$36
$36

For l. M. S,

$39,530
$35,770
$33,450
$30, I 74

$52,783
$52,700
$55 ,7oo

Tota I

$39,530
$33,770
$53,450
$50,174

F<lr l. U. Staf f

$
$

$
$

7

$ I 6,000
$t6,ooo
$l9,0oo
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6. Slnce July l, 1971, the l. M. S. program has been supported by the

school dlstrlcts to an ever decreaslng level. The lntermedlate Unlt has

contrlbuted mor€, and more to a program designed to be totally a benef lt

to the local schools. These facts are substantlated by the fol lovlng:

L M. S. Program

Budget Year

197 t-72
1972-73
1975-7 4
197 4-75

l.I'1.S. Budqet

$72,O20
$78, 845
$82, 845
$95, l85

School Dlsfrlct
Contrlbutlon

$39,550
$35,770
$33,450
$30, I 74

I ntenned I ate Un I t
Contrlbutlon

$32,490
s45,O75
$49 ,126
$63,0 t I

7. Rental of offlce space to house the lntermedlate Unlt ls a siml lar

story. ln July l97lr wo had negotlated an agreernent wtth the county

cormlssloners of both countles to retaln the space formerly used by the

County Schoolst 0ff lces.

ln Armstrong county vre agreed to pay $6,000 per year f or that court-

house space. Slnce all of the personnel asslgned there were speclal

educatlon people, the $6,000 became an expenditure from tho speclal edu-

catlon budget, No part of thts cost was assigned to local dlstrict

contrlbutlon. The entlre amount ls pald by the State. The agreenent

lncluded malntenance, €gulpment, and utl I ltles, wlth the exceptlon of

telephone. Consumers Gu|de wou|d rate th|s a "best buy".

ln lndlana County we agreed to lease the courthouse space for

$12,024 p€r year. The spec i a I educat I on budget was a I located $4 ,O24 of

thls arnount and the lntermediate Unlt admlnistratlve budget was allocated

$8,000. Of the $8,000 paid from the lntermedlate Unit budget, $5,506

was re lmbursed by the State as cap I ta I subs I dy . The, I nd I ana agreernent

f
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also lncluded malntenance, BgUlpment, and utl I ltles, wlth fhe exceptlon of

te I ephone . Another rrbest b uyt, .

For seven years we were perm I tted to use space on the I nd I ana

Unlversity of Pennsylvania campus for the lnstructlonal Materlals Servlce

Program. We pald nothlng .ln the way of rent nor the cost of llght and

heat. lrle did pay for telephone service. Another ffbest buytt,

The 524 square feet a I I ocated to us by the Un I vers I ty can no I onger

adequate I y serve ou r needs and there raras no more space ava I I ab le there,

especlal ly at that cost. ln October 1974 we leased a commerclal property

ln lndlana to house the l. M. S. and Chl ld Guldance programs. The lease

cost ls $7r8OO per year. l.M.S. wl I I pay 5Af, of that amount and Chl td

Guldance (Speclal Educatlon) wl I I pay 5}fi. Operatlonal costs wl I t be

shared by both budgets ln the same manner. At $1.3t per square foot tor

th I s f ac I I I ty, we have another I'best buytt .

B. Speaklng of ttgreat buystr dld you know that the admlnistrators ln

the county off lce in 1968-69 rrboughtil the University Fl lm Llbrary to

start our I .M.S. program? That I lbrary of over 2,000 f I lms and other

equlprnnt had an assessed value In excess of $180;000. lrle "boughttt

tt for $501000 and dldnrt have one red cent to our name, We dldntf ask

f oca I d I str I cts to rrante up" to make the purchase. S I nce then, yJ€ have

pald off the $5O,O0O and added ovor $150,000 of new materlats.

ln t968-69 we dlstributed over 11,000 instructlonal ltems to dlstrlcts.

Last year, the total was over 22,0OO, not including addltlonal servlces ln

equlpment repair, tape dupllcatlng, microf llming, lamlnatlng, televlslon

Prqlranmlng, etc. The annual dol lar value of these services ls estlmated

fo be in excess of $2001000. The cc,st to local distrlcfs is Jusf over

$30 r000. Another |tbest buy" .

7
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9. The Speclal Educatlon Story

Budqef Year

197 l-72
1972-73
1973-7 4
197 4-75

Bud-qet

$ $607 ,699
$ $783 ,694
$ $991 ,824
$1,04 l,B2g

Dlstric

$ t 2l ,154
$ 156 ,738
$ 198 ,fi5
$202,837

Est I mated
State Cost

$486 ,545
$626 ,956
$795 ,459
$858,991

Est I ma Loca I

Cost

As you can see, our speclal education budget has increased by

$4541129 slnce 1971-72; that Is a lot of dollars. But....dld rpu know

that our servlce has grown and grown?? For instance....lt1 l97l-72

we teased two classrooms In Armstrong County and two ln lndlana County,

serving 54 handlcapped children. Today, we lease l2 rooms ln Armsfrong

and I I ln lndiana and we serve 25O handlcapped chi ldren ln these class-

roqns. ln 1970-7 I other staff and programs were smal ler or non-exlstant,

such as:

197 1-72 197 4-75

Speech Therap I sts
Hear I ng Therap i sts
S I ght Therap I sts
Teachers of the Gi fted
Profoundly Retarded
Learn I ng DI sab I ed
Pre-School Handl capped
Physical ly Handlcapped
Soclal Workers
Psychlatrlst
Psychologlsts
Socl al ly /Enotlona I ly Dl sturbed
Tra I nab le ttbnta I ly Reta rded
Educab le tt4enta I ly Retarded : Vo Tech
Aides
D I rector
Superv I sors

ln addltion to the 250 puplls we serve full tlnre In our classr@ms,

we have approximately 2,25O pupils enrolled In ltinerant programs, So you

7
2
3
3
3
4
2
2
2
I
4
t
3
?
9
I
2

I

I
2
3
0
I
0
0
2
I
I
0
4
I
4
I
2

I
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see, our costs are up , but ws now have so many Inore pup I I s be I ng served

by so many more staff msmbers.

10, Where do the dollars come from??

Fve,rv dol lar that we spend comes f ron the pocket of the taxpayer'

l{e gef those dol lars ln a great varlety of ways, but the sour@ ls always

the sarp.

It seems to me that the questlon Is not where the dol lar comes from,

but how lt ls spent. We have attempted to show In thls report l-l0t'l thaf

*oney I s spent and what h I gh regard we have of the taxpayer t s hard earned

dol lar, l{e have attempted to show you that the educatlonal dol lar ls

buylng mor6 and more when ln thls day and age the dol lar ltself ls weaker.

What you get for the tax dol lar ls lmportant, and you get much more than

mlght be expected. This ls frue of our past and wo expecf It wl I I be true

ln the future.

We hope you have gained sonething from th|s report -- and that It

m i ght prornpt quest I ons .

Future ed lil ons of [Money Ta lksrt w l l l be forfhcornt ng when vre see

the need.

//



EY LKS
Tln llollarc and Sensc of lillll

l. U. Janu 1975 lndl

FACT SHEET

The cost of admlnlstratlon for ARIN tntennedlate Unlt, as opporcd

to the cost of admlnlstratlon for the former county school offlce ln
Armstrong and lndlana countles, has ghoun a.sharp decllne durlng the

past flve years.

Flgures lndlcated below shorthat fhe p€r pupl I cost of afirlnli-

tratlon has been reduced f rom $4.28 ln 1970-71 to 31.46 ln 1974-75.

Thr overal I rcductlon ln dol lars ls frm 3156 ,857 ln l9?O-71 to $rlrBl,

tn 1974-7r. Thls $105,O42 saved ln admlnlstratlon has been lnvcsted ln

pregrarn budgets for use by locat school dlstrlcts. ln sffect, thc

lntcrrrpdlate Unlt has used funds altocated by the state for support of

thc I nfermed I ate Un I t sf ructu re to cover costs of serv I ces to schoo I

dlstrlcts. Thls contrlbutlon by the lnterrpdlatE Unlt ls apre than

three tlrnes the support offered by the local schools.

AR|N Intennedlate UnIt
Per Pup I I Expend ltures
General Admlnl strat lon

Year Cost Per Pupl I Enrcl lment Expendltures

. I 5701

County Off lce
ARI N
ARIN
ARIN
ARIN

I 970-7 t

l97l -72
1972-7'
1973-74
1974 -75

$4.28
2.61
2.62
I .67
| .46

56r61 I
%,4O2
57,660
55 ,960
55,555

$ t 56 ,857
95,ar'
98,556
60,199
,l,8l5r

rBudgoted f I gu r-e , not actua I er<pense

,t2



While ARIN lnternrediate Llnit has shown, over the years, a conslstent

and conservatlve level of expenditures in practically all levels of the

program, there is one exceptlon. A study of expendltures for lnstructlonal

Materlals Servtces across the state reflect some lnterestlng facts'

ARIN ln 1970-7 I spent an average $l.ll per puPll for the lMS program

and ranked lzth of 18 existlng service Program.s ln the state. Thls per

pupll cost of $l.ll Is compared to the stafewlde average of $1.55 per

pupl l.

ln l97l-72 ARIN increased expenditures to $1.89 Per pupil whlle the

state average also cl imbed to $2.?6. We also lmproved qur comparlson

posltion to l5th of 26 t. U.rs.

ln lg72-73 we further improved our posltlon by spendlng $3.57 Pef

pupl I as compared to $2.48 as the state average. Our rank was then 5rd

of 27 l. U. ls.

hJe have achieved this hlgh ranklng whlle actually malntainlng a

small lncrease ln the annual budget and decreaslng the costs fo local

dlstricts.

lncreased expenditures have been realized through the recelpt of

unexpected state and federal funds and the long term lease-purchase of

materials.

Per Pupi I Expendltures
lnstructlona I Material s Servlces

I ntermed I ate Un I ts

l.U.No. l970-7 I Rank 7t-72

$1.07

Rank

2t

l9
I

24
3

t?
23

72-73

$1.44

2.12
I .78
l.15
3 .24

Rank

24

t8
20
27
I

t7
26

4
il

I

9

I

2
3
4
5

6
7
I
9

l0
ll
t2

$ .91 16

1.07
2.33
I .24
I .34
1.42
I .10
2.74

t5
2
il
t0
6

t3
I

J.oo
2 "53

.85
J.86
I .96

"97
3 .78
5 ,94
2,92

"64
,13

2.20
I .16
3 .44
2.69
J .98
2.96

4
'2

5

26



I .U.No l97O-7 I Rank 7 l'72 Rank 72-73 Rank

t3
l4
t5
l6
t7
IB
t9
20
2t
2?
23
24
25
26
27
28
?e

ARIN #28

Yea r

$ .70
I .38

1.48
.09

l.4l

l.4l
l.Bl
l.l0

I .67
l.ll

l1
9

5
r8

7

I .6J
2.89
I .08
2 .73
7 .26

.80
| ,69
2.A9
I .97
2,50

IB
6

20
7

I

25
t7
t0
il
9

7
3

l:
4 I .74

I .89
I .06

r6
t5
22

l2

12 X IB t3 x 26

Range of Expenditures Per PuPi I

Hlgh Low

$ .09
,64

l.15

$1.85
I .77

t4
l5

l6
l3
2

22
5

t0
6

2t
25

7
t5
l4
l9

$2 .45
2 .51

2.63
3.57
I .47

3.95
I .52
3 .40
2,93
3.39
I .52
I .55
3.28
2.47
2.49
I .81

l2
3

23

Avg . AR IN

I 970-7 I

t97 t -72
le7?-73

$l
I

3

.'l 4
26

.98

$?
7
3

$1,35
2.,26
2.48

.ll

.89

.57

The rising costs of special educatlon across the state have become

a major concern of citizens, the legislature and the department of

educat i on .

Costs have splraled to atmost ten tlmes what they were only five

short years ago. The Right to Education agreement has had somethlng to

do with the increased costs, but lf ARIN is any measure, identlfying

and providing programs for more and more young people is the rnajor factor.

This has happened in al I 29 l. U. ls, more or less to the same dogree. lt

is safe to say that all of us are experlencing the same relatlve cost

spiral.

Figures ind icate that ARIN continual ly and again conservatlvely,

maintalns the same low level of per pupi I cost.

t/

3 X 27



ln lgTO-71 we ranked Zith of 26 units in our speclal educatlon per

pupil ef fort. We spent $2 16.00 on each pupil while the other l. U. f s

averaged $4Ol .00.

I n lg7 I -72 we spent $227.00, an I ncrease of on I y $9 .00 over fhe

prlor year whlle the state average was $475.00 or $74.00 over the prlor'

ygar.

ln lgTZ-75 ARIN expended $382.00 for an lncrease of $155.00 while

the state average Jumped to $59 l.O0 for an lncrease of $116.00'

What Is realy signiflcant ls the facf fhat the range of expenditures

ls so wide. The difference In the per pupll cost when compared to ARIN

costs consistently shows us spendlng about $500.00 less per pupll than

the hlghest spending l.U. and $200.00 less than the average.

Thls all sounds f lne for the f iscal responslbility of ARIN, buf

what does it say for the others? More importantlY, what does it do for

future fundlng? The state has now adopted a procedure whereby I . U. fs

wlll receive sPecial education a! locatlons based upon a percent of the

prior years expendltures. The same percent will be glven to all l. U.rs.

Whaf wi l l be the effect? "The rich get rlcher and the Poor get

poorer!n gur conservatlsm and respect for the dollar has led us down

the primrose path to certain destruction. Next year, under thls plan,

one l. U. will get (using lA'l as an example) based on the 1972-73

expenditures, over $80 Per puPi I in new I9!9y-. ARIN wl I I get $58'00'

The average l. U. wil! get $59.00, ARIN with lts $38.00 wlll sllp

further behlnd. lt appears frorn thls corner that what h,e have here is

the compounding of a felon y. We face the same need for expanded

programs, higher salaries, new classrooms and spiral ing costs of materlals

that all l. U.rs face and we face them to a greater degree than most.
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We ranked ZSth of 26 i i^r lgTO-71 --- 25th of 25 I n l97l -72 and

?5th of 27 ln lg72-73 in dottars spent per pupil. lf a better and

more equitable method of funding isnrf Provlded by the sfate, the

handicapped pupll In ARltl will contlnue to get a shorter and shorter

end of the stlck-

The ARIN Board of Directors wi I I find each year, more and more

dlff iculty ln carlng for thelr responsibilltles. As a matter of facf ,

1975-76 f lscal year wi ll, I fear, be the beglnning of the end of our

growth and improvemenf ln this most important area of our educatlonal

effort.

Per PuPl I ExPendltures
Specla I Educatlon

I ntermed i ate Un i ts

l.U. No

I

2
3
4
5
6
7
I
9

l0
ll
t2
l3
l4
l5
l6
l7
l8
l9
20
2t
22
23
24
25
26
27
2B
?9

ARIN
Summary Rank

1970-71

?u_2

Rank

2t

t6
23
l5
22
20
ll
l9
l4
l0
4
6

t8
24

2
t3

I

a'2

25
9

7t-72

322

Rank

2l

5

t2
7

?4
l0
2
6
I

23
l8
22
l6
l3
20

8
l9
3
9

l7
2t

4
ll

I

7?-73

:::

Rank

24

5

l9
l5
26
l7
6

t8
4

27
2t
22

7

l4
20
l3
l2

I

8

9
23

3
l0
2

l6
25
lt

trtro

36t
498
t47
478
456
477
369
26t
374
267
294
422
358
388
432
550
478
560
246
575
40?
727

4 tz.
216
4A',)

634
499
567
244
532
696
579
555
301
4il
317
439
482
344
555
344
667
54t
438
322
649
509
737

480
227
44|l

70t
550
595
339
563
679
562
786
330
502
486
646
60r
5il
602
605
879
642
640
4?3
808
623
870

3
t7

5

?6
6
8
7

t4
25
l5

574
382
605

25X25
/(,?5X26 25X27



Range of ExPenditures Per PuPi I

Year

I 970-7 I

t97 l -72

t972-73

Hie!

$727 .00

$737.00

$879 .00

Low

$ 147.00

$227 .00

$330.00

Average-

$40 I .00

$475.00

$59 I .00

ARIN

$216.00

$227 ,AA

$382.00

/7


