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A. SUBJECT:

Superintendent’s Report

June 15-16, 2006; Howard
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B. SUBJECT:

Adequate Yearly Progress Accountability Procedures

BACKGROUND:

In June of 2004 the State Board of Education adopted Accountability
Procedures for schools failing to make adequate yearly progress. As of the
spring of 2005 there were 46 schools in year two of school improvement. If
any of those schools fail to meet the state benchmarks they will be in year
three of school improvement. Year three of school improvement requires
schools and Local Education Agency to create Corrective Action Plans.
Beginning in January of 2006 an action committee was formed that created
guidance specifically addressing: school choice, supplemental education,
professional development, school/district improvement planning.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

The committee recommends that the Board adopt the revised Accountability
Procedure. The committee drafting the guidance included representation
from building and district level administration, Office of the State Board of
Education personnel, State Department of Education personnel and higher
education. The guidance has been made available for comment on the State
Department of Education website. It was discussed at each of the post
legislative meetings held by the State Superintendent and presented at a
stakeholder group session held in Boise on April 26, 2006. The stakeholder
group included district superintendents, curriculum directors, federal
program managers, building principals and teachers. The document has been
revised to include their comments.

BOARD ACTION:

A motion to approve the Adequate Yearly Progress Accountability
Procedures

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes _ No

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Adequate Yearly Progress Accountability Procedures

June 15-16, 2006; Flachbart
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INTRODUCTION

State Board of Education administrative rules and federal law establish sanctions or
consequences for schools and local education agencies (LEAS) that do not make Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP). Part | of this document details the sanctions and procedures for
schools. Part 11 details the sanctions and procedures for LEAS.

PART |: SCHOOL PROCEDURES

Sanctions begin when a school fails to make AYP for two consecutive years. The sanctions
become progressively more severe over the following five years if the school continues to
fail to make AYP.

Accountability Timeline for Schools Not Making Adequate Yearly Progress

Years Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
1&2 Improvement 1 = Improvement 2 Improvement 3 = Improvement 4 Improvement 5

School Technical Technical Technical Technical Technical School
on alert Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance starts
over
Choice Choice Choice Choice Choice
Supplemental Supplemental Supplemental ~ Supplemental
Services Services Services Services
Create Implement Corrective Implement Implement
improvement | improvement Action Corrective Restructuring
plan plan Planning Action Plan

Restructuring
Planning

An LEA, also called a school district or LEA charter school, must follow specific procedures
to implement these sanctions when one or more of its schools consistently fail to make AYP.
Procedures for each sanction and state support are detailed in the following sections:

e Section | Technical Assistance

e Section Il School Choice

e Section Il School Improvement Plans
e Section IV Supplemental Services

e SectionV Corrective Action

e Section VI Restructuring
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Section I. Technical Assistance

Although technical assistance is listed with the consequences of not making AYP, it is not a
sanction. Technical assistance is practical advice offered by an external source that addresses
specific areas of improvement.

Federal law places the primary responsibility for providing technical assistance to schools
with the LEA. The State Department of Education (SDE) also plays a significant role in the
improvement process. Both federal law and State Board rule require the SDE to provide
support to LEAs and schools (technical assistance, consultation, etc.) in the planning and
implementation of school improvement.

Below are requirements identified in federal law for the LEA and the state with regard to
providing technical assistance. Each sanction or consequence also identifies specific
technical assistance procedures for the LEA.

LEA

The LEA is required to provide technical assistance to its schools that fail to make AYP and
are identified for improvement. Although the LEA must ensure its schools receive technical
assistance, federal law allows the LEA to use other agencies to provide the direct services.
Other acceptable technical assistance providers may include:

the State Department of Education,

an institution of higher education,

a private, not-for-profit or for-profit organization,

an educational service agency, or

another entity with experience in helping schools improve academic achievement.

Additional resources may be found on the State Department of Education’s website at
www.sde.state.id.us/dept.

State Support

Federal law sets specific technical assistance responsibilities for the state. States are to do the
following:

1. Reserve and allocate Title | Part A funds for school improvement activities.

2. Create and sustain a statewide system of support that provides technical assistance to
schools and LEAs identified for improvement.

The central focus of the statewide system of support and improvement is utilizing external

teams of skillful and experienced individuals and professionals to assist schools and LEAsS.
Federal law also details the roles and responsibilities of these groups as follows:
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1. Ateam is a group of skillful and experienced individuals charged with providing
struggling schools with practical, applicable and helpful assistance in order to
increase the opportunity for all students to meet the state’s academic content and
student academic achievement standards.

2. Each team must be comprised of individuals who are knowledgeable about
scientifically based research and practice and its potential for improving teaching
and learning. In addition, team members should be familiar with a wide variety of
school reform initiatives, such as school wide programs, comprehensive school
reform, and other means of improving educational opportunities for low-achieving
students.

3. Typically, teams will include some or all of the following:

a. Highly qualified or distinguished teachers, principals, and district level

personnel;

b. Pupil services personnel;

c. Parents;

d. Representatives of institutions of higher education;

e. Representatives of educational laboratories or regional technical assistance
centers;

f. Representatives of external consultant groups; or

g. Other individuals that the state, in consultation with the LEA, may deem

appropriate.

An extensive knowledge base, wide-ranging experience, and credibility are
essential qualifications for team members.

4. The team’s responsibility is to assist the school in strengthening its instructional
program to improve student achievement. Specifically, the team must do the
following:

a. Review and analyze all facets of the school’s operation, including the design
and operation of the instructional program, using the findings from this review
to help the school develop recommendations for improved student
performance.

b. Collaborate with school staff, LEA staff, and parents to design, implement and
monitor an improvement, corrective action or restructuring plan that can be
expected to help the school meet its improvement goals if implemented.

c. Monitor the implementation of the intervention school improvement plan and

request additional assistance from the LEA or the state as needed by the
school or the team.
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d. Provide feedback at least twice a year to the LEA, and to the state when
appropriate, about the effectiveness of the personnel assigned to the school.

e. The overall charge of the team is to help the school create and implement a
coherent, efficient and practical plan for improvement. Effective team
members will possess the knowledge, skills, experience and interpersonal
skills that will enable them to address problems.

The state also must draw on the expertise of other entities to provide assistance as needed,
such as institutions of higher education, educational service agencies or other local consortia,
or private providers of scientifically based technical assistance. To the extent practicable, the
statewide support system must work with and receive assistance from the comprehensive
regional technical assistance centers and regional educational laboratories funded under the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), or other providers of technical assistance.

In addition the state must monitor the efforts of LEAS to assist their schools identified for
improvement. Federal law directs the state to do the following:

1. Make technical assistance available to schools identified for school improvement,
corrective action or restructuring.

2. If the state determines that a LEA failed to carry out its responsibilities, take such
corrective actions as the state determines to be appropriate and in compliance with
state law.

3. Ensure that academic assessment results under this part are provided to schools
before any identification of a school may take place under this subsection.

4. For LEAs or schools identified for improvement under this subsection, notify the

U.S. Secretary of Education of major factors that were brought to the attention of
the state that have significantly affected student academic achievement.

Section I1. School Choice
Below are the School Choice procedures that must be followed by an LEA when one or more
of its schools fail to make AYP for two or more years. Choice must be offered until the
school meets AYP for two consecutive years or is restructured.
The LEA must do the following:
1. Create a choice policy or revise an existing choice or open enrollment policy

(Idaho Code 33-1402) to include choices for students enrolled in schools identified
for improvement. The policy should include:
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a. Parental notification of choices as soon as possible after identification and no
later than by the start of the school year;

Procedures for parents to sign up their child for transfer;

Transportation options;

Criteria to be used for priority rankings if needed,;

Schools available for transfer; and

Agreements with other LEAS to accept transfer students.

o o0 o

2. For each of its schools not making AYP for two or more years, advise parents of
the school’s improvement status and offer choices as soon as possible after
identification and no later than the first day of school. The notice should
accomplish the following:

a. Inform parents that their child is eligible to attend another public school due to
the identification of the current school as in need of improvement.

b. Identify each public school, which may include charter schools, that the parent
can select.

c. Include information on the academic achievement of the schools that the
parent may select.

3. Report to the State Department of Education the number of students using the
choice.

State Support
The State Department of Education will provide technical assistance to the LEA upon

request. Technical assistance may include providing sample letters to parents, sample
policies and other services.

Section I11. School Improvement Plan
All Idaho LEAs and their schools have a strategic plan or a continuous school improvement
plan. This sanction refers to a section of that plan that addresses the specific reading and
math problems identified through AYP monitoring.

Procedures

Below are the procedures that must be followed by a LEA when schools do not make AYP
for two or more years.

The LEA must do the following:
1. Provide direct technical assistance or provide for other agencies to provide

technical assistance to all its identified schools in creating a two-year school
improvement plan. Technical assistance should include the following:
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d.
e.

School improvement planning and implementation;

Data analysis;

Identification and implementation of effective, scientifically based
instructional strategies;

Professional development; and

Budget analysis.

2. Ensure that each school identified for improvement completes, within 90 days of
its identification, a two-year school improvement plan for LEA review.
Improvement plans must:

State Support

@rPo0 o

Focus on reading and/or math deficiencies in participation or proficiency.
Identify scientifically based teaching strategies.

Outline professional development.

Include parental involvement.

Identify technical assistance needs.

Establish measurable goals.

Define implementation responsibilities for the school and the LEA.

Create a process for peer review of the plan.

Give final approval within 45 days of receiving the plan.

Work with the State Department of Education to identify a school team to assist
schools identified for improvement.

Ensure that the plan is implemented as soon as possible after approval and no later
than the beginning of the following school year.

The SDE will provide technical assistance to the LEA upon request. Technical assistance
may include the following:

1.

Reviewing and analyzing all facets of the school’s operation, including the design
and operation of the instructional program;

Assisting with writing the plan;

Reviewing the Mentoring Program;

Identifying a team to advise the school;

Offering regional workshops; and
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6. Providing feedback at least twice a year to the LEA.

Section IV. Supplemental Services

Students from low-income families who are attending schools that have been identified as
needing improvement may be eligible to receive outside tutoring or academic assistance.
Parents can choose the appropriate services for their child from a list of state-approved
providers. The LEA will purchase the services with funds identified for this use.

Procedures

Below are the supplemental services procedures that must be followed by a LEA when one
or more of its schools fails to make AYP for three or more consecutive years. Supplemental
services must be offered until the school meets AYP for two consecutive years or is
restructured. Requirements of this program vary depending upon whether the school receives
Title I funds.

For Title I schools, the LEA must do the following:

1. Notify parents about the availability of services, at least annually. The notice
must:

a. ldentify each approved service provider within the LEA and LEA charter
school, in its general geographic location or accessible through technology
such as distance learning.

b. Describe the services, qualifications and evidence of effectiveness for each
provider.

c. Describe the procedures and timelines that parents must follow in selecting a
provider to serve their child.

d. Be easily understandable; in a uniform format, including alternate formats
upon request; and, to the extent practicable, in a language the parents can
understand.

2. Help parents choose a provider, if requested.

3. Determine which students should receive services if not all students can be served
based on eligibility criteria. If the LEA anticipates that it will not have sufficient
funds to serve all students eligible to receive services, include in the notice
information on how it will set priorities in order to determine which eligible
students do receive services.

4. Protect the privacy of students who receive supplemental educational services.

5. Enter into an agreement with a provider selected by parents of an eligible student.
The agreement must include the following:
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a. Specific achievement goals for the student, which must be developed in
consultation with the student’s parents;

b. A description of how the student’s progress will be measured and how the
student’s parents and teachers will be regularly informed of that progress;

c. A timetable for improving the student’s achievement;

d. A provision for termination of the agreement if the provider fails to meet
student progress goals and timetables;

e. Provisions governing payment for the services, which may include provisions
addressing missed sessions;

f. A provision prohibiting the provider from disclosing to the public the identity
of any student eligible for or receiving supplemental educational services
without the written permission of the student’s parents; and

g. An assurance that supplemental educational services will be provided
consistent with applicable health, safety and civil rights laws.

6. Assist the state in identifying potential providers within the LEA and LEA charter
school.

7. Report to the State Department of Education the number of students using the
supplemental services option.

8. Provide the information the state needs to monitor the quality and effectiveness of
the services offered by providers.

For non-Title I schools, the LEA must do the following:

1. Follow the same procedures outlined in the previous section for Title | schools
using state approved supplemental service providers; OR

2. Meet the intent of the State Board of Education rule by offering eligible students
access to:
a. Computerized remediation programs such as Idaho Plato Learning Network
(I-PLN);
b. Remedial classes through the Idaho Digital Learning Academy;
c. After-school academic programs; or
d. Other district-sponsored remedial or tutoring services.

Districts using option #2 must notify parents of the choices available to students

in non-Title I schools. The notification should:

a. Describe the services available to eligible students;

b. Describe the procedures and timelines that parents must follow in selecting a
provider to serve their child,;

c. Be easily understandable; in a uniform format, including alternate formats,
upon request; and, to the extent practicable, in a language the parents can
understand; and

DRAFT 8



d. If the LEA anticipates that it will not have sufficient funds to serve all
students eligible to receive services, include in the notice information on how
it will set priorities in order to determine which eligible students do receive
services.

Report to the State Department of Education the number of students using the
supplemental services option.

Provide the information the state needs to monitor the quality and effectiveness of
the services offered by providers.

State Support

The state has a number of responsibilities in ensuring that eligible students receive additional
academic assistance. The State Department of Education will do the following:

1.

Consult with parents, teachers, LEAs and LEA charter schools, and interested
members of the public to identify supplemental educational service providers so
that parents have choices.

Provide and disseminate broadly, through an annual notice to potential providers,
the process for obtaining approval to be a provider of supplemental educational
services.

Develop and apply objective criteria for approving potential providers.

Maintain an updated list of approved providers.

Give school districts a list of available approved providers in their general
geographic locations.

Section V. Corrective Action

This stage requires an LEA to ensure that each school identified for corrective action makes
substantive change. This is a two-year process of planning and implementation. If the school
continues to fail to meet AYP in the second year of this process, the school also must begin
planning to restructure.
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Procedures

Below are the Corrective Action procedures that must be followed by the LEA when one or
more of its schools fails to make AYP for four and five consecutive years. Schools may
choose to submit restructuring plans for approval prior to Year 5.

The LEA must do the following:

1. Ensure that each school identified for corrective action continues to offer choice
and supplemental services.

2. Continue to provide technical assistance to schools identified for corrective
action.

3. Enroll schools in the state sponsored technical assistance program and/or take
one of the following actions as soon as possible, no later than the beginning of the
following school year:

a. Provide for all relevant staff appropriate, scientifically research-based
professional development that is likely to improve academic achievement of
low-performing students.

b. Institute a new curriculum grounded in scientifically based research and
provide appropriate professional development to support its implementation.

c. Extend the length of the school year or school day in a substantive amount to
improve instruction and increase student learning.

d. Replace the school staff who are deemed relevant to the school not making
AYP.

e. Significantly decrease management authority at the school.

Restructure the internal organization of the school.

g. Appoint one or more external experts to advise the school
(1) how to revise and strengthen the improvement plan it created while in

school improvement status, and
(2) how to address the specific issues underlying the school’s continued
inability to make AYP.

—h

4. In the fifth year of failing to make AYP, plan for restructuring if the school does
not met AYP by the end of the year.

5. In the fifth year of failing to make AYP, provide teachers and parents with
notification, opportunity to comment and participation in the development of the
school’s restructuring plan.

State Support

The State Department of Education will continue to provide technical assistance and monitor
the identified corrective actions.
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Section VI. Restructuring

This is the last of the sanctions identified for a school and results in a change in governance
and operation of the school. Restructuring is a two-year process directed by the LEA. When
complete, the restructured school no longer is required to offer choice or supplemental
services and is considered in its first year of AYP monitoring.

Procedures

Below are the restructuring procedures that must be followed prior to the beginning of the
school year by a LEA when one or more of its schools does not make AYP for four and five
years.
1. Continue to plan for restructuring if the school does not meet AYP by the end of
the year.

2. Continue to provide teachers and parents with notification, opportunity to
comment, and participation in the development of the school’s restructuring plan.

3. Prepare a restructuring plan to implement at least one of the following actions:

a. Replace all or most of the school staff.

b. Enter into a contract with an entity, such as a private management company,
with a demonstrated record of effectiveness, to aid in the operation of the
school as a public school.

c. Turn the operation of the school over to the state education agency.

Re-open the school as a public charter school.
e. Implement any other major restructuring of the school’s governance that is
consistent with the principles of restructuring.

o

4. Begin implementing the restructuring plan no later than the first day of the school
year.

State Support

The State Department of Education will continue to provide technical assistance in addition
to coordinating efforts with the LEA and its team to implement the restructuring plan.
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PART Il: LocAL EDUCATION AGENCY PROCEDURES

State Board of Education rules and federal law establish sanctions or consequences for LEAS
that do not make AYP. Sanctions begin when a LEA fails to make AYP for two consecutive
years. The sanctions become progressively more severe over the following five years if the
LEA continues to fail to make AYP.

Accountability Timeline for LEAs Not Making Adequate Yearly Progress

Year1 &2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
Improvement 1 | Improvement 2 | Improvement3 Improvement4 = Improvement 5
LEA on Technical Technical Technical Technical
alert Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance
from State
LEA Implement LEA Implement
Improvement | LEA Corrective LEA
Planning Improvement = Action Corrective
Plan Planning Action Plan

An LEA, also called a school district or LEA charter school, must follow specific procedures
to implement these sanctions when the LEA has failed to make AYP for two or more
consecutive years. Procedures for each sanction and state support are detailed in the
following sections:

e Section | Technical Assistance
e Section Il LEA Improvement Plan
e Section Il LEA Corrective Action Plan

Section I. Technical Assistance

Although technical assistance is listed with the consequences of not making AYP, it is not a
sanction. Technical assistance is practical advice offered by an external source that addresses
specific areas of improvement. The purposes of state technical assistance are to help the

LEA:

1. Develop and implement its required plan; and
2. Work more effectively with its schools identified for improvement.
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Section I1. Local Education Agency Improvement Plan

All Idaho LEAs have a strategic plan for their programs and schools. This sanction refers to
an addition to the plan that addresses the specific problems identified through AYP
monitoring.

Procedures

Below are the procedures that must be followed by the LEA when it is does not make AYP
for two or more years. LEAs may choose to submit corrective action plans for approval prior
to Year 5.

The LEA must do the following:

1. Develop or revise an improvement plan, no later than three months after the
identification. In developing or revising this plan, the LEA must consult with
parents, school staff, and others. The plan must:

a. Address the fundamental teaching and learning needs of schools in the LEA,
especially the academic problems of low-achieving students.

b. Define specific measurable achievement goals and targets for each of the
student subgroups whose disaggregated results are included in the state’s
definition of AYP.

c. Incorporate strategies grounded in scientifically based research that will
strengthen instruction in core academic subjects.

d. Include, as appropriate, student learning activities before school, after school,
during the summer and during any extension of the school year.

e. Provide for high-quality professional development for instructional staff that
focuses primarily on improved instruction in the areas identified as needs
improvement.

f. Include strategies to promote effective parental involvement in the schools
served by the LEA.

2. Implement its improvement plan, whether new or revised, no later than the
beginning of the subsequent school year.

State Support

When a LEA is identified for improvement, federal law also requires the state to take specific
actions. The state must do the following:

1. Promptly notify the parents of each student enrolled in the schools served by that

LEA. In the notification, the state must explain the reasons for the identification
and how parents can participate in improving the LEA.
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2. Promptly notify parents of its action in clear and non-technical language,
providing information in a uniform format and in alternative formats upon
request. When practicable, the state must convey this information to limited
English proficient parents in written translations that they can understand. If that
is not practicable, the information must be provided in oral translations for these
parents.

3. Broadly disseminate findings.

Section I11. Corrective Action

Corrective action is the collective name given to steps taken by the state that substantially
and directly respond to serious instructional, managerial and organizational problems in the
LEA that jeopardize the likelihood that students will achieve proficiency in the core
academic subjects of reading and mathematics.

The state may choose to delay LEA identification for corrective action if the LEA makes
AYP for one year. Otherwise, only extreme circumstances justify a delay, such as a natural
disaster, precipitous and unforeseen decline in the financial resources of the LEA or other
exceptional or uncontrollable circumstances. In any case, if the state chooses to delay
identification, it may do so for only one year and in subsequent years must apply appropriate
sanctions as if the delay never occurred.

Procedures

Federal law requires the state to take specific steps when a LEA does not make AYP for
three or more years.

The state must do the following:
1. Continue to ensure that the LEA is provided with technical assistance.

2. Provide the LEA with a public hearing no later than 45 days after the state
decision.

3. Take at least one of the following corrective actions, as consistent with state law:

a. Defer programmatic funds or reduce administrative funds.

b. Institute and fully implement a new curriculum based on state and local
content and academic achievement standards that includes appropriate,
scientifically research-based professional development for all relevant staff.

c. Replace LEA personnel who are relevant to the inability of the LEA to make
adequate progress.

d. Remove individual schools from the jurisdiction of the LEA and arrange for
their public governance and supervision.

DRAFT 14



e. Appoint a receiver or trustee to administer the affairs of the LEA in place of

the superintendent and school board.
f.  Abolish or restructure the LEA.

In conjunction with at least one of the actions on this list, the state may also authorize parents
to transfer their child from a school operated by the LEA to a higher-performing public
school operated by another LEA that is not identified for improvement or corrective action. If
it offers this option, the state must also provide transportation or provide for the cost of
transportation to the other school in another LEA.
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C. SUBJECT:

Professional Standards Commission Reappointments and Appointments

BACKGROUND:

Idaho Code Section 33-1252 requires that “...three (3) nominees for each
position on the [Professional Standards] commission shall be submitted to
the state superintendent of public instruction, for the consideration of the
state board of education...” (notation added).

DISCUSSION:

Idaho Code 33-1252 provides a specific breakdown of the membership
required on the Professional Standards Commission. The nominations are
submitted for appointment/reappointment consideration by the State Board
of Education to fill the four terms that will become vacant June 30, 2006.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

The State Department of Education recommends the following nominations
for appointment/reappointment consideration to fill the four terms that will
become vacant June 30, 2006.

State Division of Professional-Technical Education (submitted by the State
Division of Professional-Technical Education)

Dave Dean, State Division of Professional-Technical Education
(reappointment)

School Boards Association (submitted by the Idaho School Boards
Association)
Don Soltman, Lakeland Joint School District #272 (reappointment)

Secondary Classroom Teacher (submitted by the Idaho Education
Association)
Sue Skeen, Oneida County School District #351 (reappointment)

Elementary Classroom Teacher (submitted by the Idaho Education
Association
Sharlea Alsager, Middleton School District #134 (appointment)

June 15-16, 2006; Jones
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BOARD ACTION:

A motion to approve the request by/for Professional Standards Commission
reappointments and appointments as submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes _ No
ATTACHMENTS:

1. Resume for Dave Dean

2. Resume for Don Soltman

3. Resume for Sue Skeen

4, Resume for Sharlea Alsager

June 15-16, 2006; Jones
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Home:

EDUCATION

George David Dean, Ph.D.

VITA
George David Dean, Ph.D.
5915 Lubkin Office: State Division PTE
Boise, ID 83704 Len B. Jordan Bldg.
(208) 378-0814 Boise, Idaho 83720

Ph: (208) 334-3216 FAX: 334-2365
E-Mail: ddean@pte.State.id.us

Certifications 2000  Professional-Technical Administrators Certificate (Idaho).

Ph.D.

1984  Postsecondary Vocational Technical School Teaching Certificate (Arkansas).
1970  Lifetime K-9 Teaching Certificate (California).

August, 1989  The Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio.

Major Fields: Comprehensive Vocational Education.

Mineor fields: Human resource development and research.

Dissertation:  '"Factors That Contribute to Two-Year Technical Faculty Job Satisfaction with
Emphasis on Self-Efficacy.”

B.B.A. January 1965 Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas.

Major Field:  Finance.
Minor fields: Economics and business administration.

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

199]1-Present

1991

1989-1991

Professional Development and Certification Coordinator

State Division of Professional-Technical Education, Boise, Idaho: Responsibilities include the
coordination of certification activities in the state’s Professional Technical Education system,
promotion and coordination of in-service and pre-service programs on behalf of the State Division,
coordinating statewide efforts (PSC & MOST) to promete technical upgrade and pedagogy skills,
and promote programs in the comprehensive professional development of educators. Other duties
include coordinate school vocational program OCR evaluations, coordinate the annual summer
conference, coordinate quality improvement, and collaborate with university teacher educators.

Assistant Coordinator

Professional Instruction (PI) Program, Education Theory and Practice, The Ohio State
University, Columbus, Ohio. Planned and supervised pre-service teacher education courses,
conducted seminars for Graduate Teaching Associates, and supervised 15 Graduate
Teaching Associates.

Lecturer and Visiting Scholar

Professional Instruction (PI) Program, The Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio. Taught
pre-service teacher foundation courses, supervised student teacher field experiences, and
conducted research on teacher professional development.




1988-89

1986-88

1984-86

1984-86

1972-82

1970-72

1967-69

1965-67

George David Dean, Ph.D.

Graduate Teaching Associate

Professional Instruction Program (PI), Education Theory and Practice, The Ohio State
University, Columbus, Ohio. Taught Teacher Education Foundation courses.

Graduate Research and Administrative Assistant

National Center for Research in Vocational Education (NCRVE): The Ohio State
University, Columbus, Ohio. Member of a research team which conducted research and
carried out analyses on the dynamics of postsecondary occupational education at public
institutions within the United States; conducted literature searches for postsecondary
vocational-technical governance structures; helped plan and conduct data collecting
workshop; compiled research data; helped analyze research data; wrote research findings;
provided administrative services to the Midwest Universities Consortium for International
Activities (MUCIA).

Coordinator and Instructor of Adult Education

Twin Lakes Vocational-Technical School, Harrison, Arkansas: Co-coordinator and
instructor in adult education and ABE/GED classes.

Justice of the Peace

Appointed by Arkansas deernor Bill Clinton to a two-year term as Justice of Peace. Served on
Quorum Court, County Budget Planning Committee, and wrote guidelines for county personnel
contracts.

Teacher

Mount Diablo School District, Concord, California. Taught 7th-8th grade mathematics and
taught sixth grade self-contained classes.

Teacher

Los Angeles School District, Watts, California: Taught grade 5 in a self-contained class in
inner-city urban school. Developed curriculum for minority and disadvantaged students.

Member of Armed Forces

Honorable discharge at Fort Ord, California after serving two years during Vietnam Conlflict:
Sergeant, Grade E-5.

Peace Corps Volunteer

Homa Bay, Kenya, Africa. Advisor for community and adult cooperative education.
Worked through the Ministry of Adult & Cooperative Development and the Ministry of
Agriculture.




George David Dean, Ph.D. 3

PUBLICATIONS

Dean, D. & Rush, W. (1996). Vanguard Shows the Way, in The Idaho Vocational-Technical News, January.

Dean, D. (1995). Vocational Education Eyes National Trends, in The Idaho Vocational-Technical News,
Spring.

Dean, D. (1994). Change is A-Coming—In Stages, in The Idaho Vocational-Technical News, November.

Dean, D. & Silver, S (1994). Recognizing Vocational Successes, in The Idaho Vocational-Technical News,
June.

Dean, D. (1993). Charting Your Professional Course, in The Idaho Vocational-Technical News, July.

Rush, Michael & David Dean. (1993). Motivating Students Across Ability Levels. The Agricultural
Education Magazine, 65, 8, Feb.

Dean, George D. & Cruz, Josue Jr. (1992). Preservice Teacher Efficacy: Relationships and Implications. La
Education, 36, 111-113, Dec.

Dean, D. (1992). The Three "Cs" of Development, in The Idaho Vocational-Technical News, November.

Dean, D. {(1992). You Can't Beat Enthusiastic Thinking, in The Idaho Vocational-Technical News, July.

Dean, D. (1992). The Student Organization, Professional Development Connection, in The Idaho Vocational-
Technical News, April. ‘

Dean, D. (1991). Defining Professional Development, in The Idaho Vocational-Technical News, December.

Dean, D. (1991). Orientation as a Career Transition Process, in The Idaho Vocational Technical News,
December.

Dean, G.D. Factors That Contribute to Two-Year Technical Faculty Job Satisfaction with Emphasis
on Self-Efficacy. Dissertation completed at The Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio, 1989.

Dean, G.D. (1987). Degree of Decision Making Involvement of Postsecondary Occupational
Educators, in Postsecondary Occupational Delivery: An Examination, Ed. Hollenbeck, K.M..

Columbus, Ohio: The National Center for Research in Vocational Education, The Ohio State Univer-

sity.

Dean, G.D. (1987). Curriculum and Instructional Decision Making in Postsecondary Education
Occupational Institutions, in Postsecondary Occupational Delivery: An Examination, Ed.
Hollenbeck, K.M.. Columbus, Ohio: The National Center for Research in Vocational Education, The
Ohio State University.

Hollenbeck, K.M. and Dean, G.D. (1987). Understanding the Dynamics of Postsecondary Vocational
Education: A Design Study. Columbus, Ohio: The National Center for Research in Vocational
Education, The Ohio State University.




George David Dean, Ph.D.

COMMUNITY SERVICE
Peace Corps member -- international
Board member of Youth Qutreach -- focus on local at-risk youth
Judge on County Quorum Court - local government
Member of County Budget Committee - local government
Member of County Personnel Committee -- local government
Kiwanis member--Secretary Boise Kiwanis Club
Board member for Summer Camp Youth Program: Idaho Episcopal Churches
Examiner: Idaho Quality Award (Assessment based on Malcolm Baldrige Criteria)
Member Church Vestry Committee, All Saints Episcopal Church
Host family for two International Exchange Students (Germany ‘95 and Brazil *97)
Affiliate faculty, Northwest Nazarene University and University of Idaho

AFFILIATIONS
Career and Technical Educators Association
Omicron Tau Theta, Professional Vocational Leadership Society
American Association of Adult and Continuing Education
Phi Delta Kappa (Foundation Chairperson 1992-2000; Chapter President 2000-2001)
Vocational Research Association
American Society for Training and Development (ASTD)
American Association of University Professors
Toastmasters International
Idaho Total Quality Institute
Episcopal Church (Vestry Member 1996-1999)

AWARDS AND HONORS

1978
1986
1986

1988
1990

1991

1992
1993
1995
1998
1999
2000

Honored as School "Best Teacher" by students.

Appointed Graduate Research Fellowship at The Ohio State University.

Elected Committee Representative for OSU Comprehensive Vocational Education Graduate
Program.

Elected Historian of Omicron Tau Theta (professional society)

Voted Honorary Member of Golden Key National Honor Society--recognized for support to student
life and academics at The Ohio State University.

Elected President Elect of American Vocational Education Professional Development Association
(AVEPDA).

Flected President of AVEPDA,

Elected Foundation Officer and Board Member for Boise Phi Delta Kappa.

Elected Secretary of Boise Kiwanis Club.

Awarded Idaho Vecational Association Qutstanding Vocational Educator Support.

Appointed by the State Board of Education to the Idaho Professional Standards Commission
Elected President of Phi Delta Kappa, Gamma Gamma Chapter 1075
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PSC CANDIDATES BIO FORM
Person ] Information
Name: Don Sqltman Occupationt  yosoital Administrator
Spouse ‘s Name: n/a Occupation: n/a
Do you now have children in public
schoole? Yes / No

In the 5 ast, have you had children in public schools?
Yes / No
Years s rved as a board
mermbe 9 District Name:. Lakeland. 272

Size of !ichoo) District: 4500 District Region No: 1

What h we you accomplished while serving on your local school
board?

*hair - 4 years All schools accredited with Merit, 4 element-

iries A+ designation. 3 years named district as "what parents want”

ist. Passed 3 bond levies and built 3 schools.

Why dt you wish to become.a member of the PSC? I think serving on this

-

comiittee would be a natural extension of my daily job. I work in

a p -ofessional setting and deal with ethical and relationship issues
dai.y. As a board member I have been involved in several teacher
con tuct issues and have been objective and fair in resolving these
the ie in the best interest of students, the district and the teacher.

Educati mn: (list schools and/ar colleges attended)

Diploma - Grangeville High School 1967
BS United States Air Force Academy 1971

MH.\ Baylor University 1982
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What ather activities are you involved in? (Clubs, other associatiors,
etc.)

Rota -y - Past President West Kootenai

F-584

Chamjar - Past President Rathdrum Chambex

Unit:d Way - Board Member

Other 1aformation: (Military services,
etc.).

U Air Force - 1971-1983 Captain, Medical Service Corps

* Ploas:- attach a brief resume - not to exceed 100 words.
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BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

DINSOLTMAN

Don9 Biv

Born and raised in Grangeville, Idaho.

Graduated from the U.S. Air Force Academy with a BS degree and
Baylor Untversity with a Masters of Healthcare Administration.
Served in the Air Force for ten years in various locations. Has lived-
in the-Coeur d’Alene area for the past 21 years. Employed by
Kootenai Mediea! Center as VP / Ancillary-Support Services. Has a
daughter, Hilary, who is a third ycar law student at the University of
[daho.

Mr. Soltman is past President, Rathdrum Chamber of Commerce, Past
President, West Kootenai rotary Club and serves as Chairman,
Lakeiand Joint School District Board of Trustees.
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Sue Skeen

375W.. 500 N.
Malad, Idaho 83252
208-766-2953

Objective
| am saaking to improve my.knowledge and its use in my live and in the

lives of my students and peers.

Employment
ENGLISH, SPEECH TEACHER 1986 - Present
Malad High School, Oneida Co. School District #351 Malad, ldaho 83252

Teach .English lll, English IV, and Speech; Speech Coach; National Honor Society
advigor: Junior Class Advisor, which involves fund-raising, prom, and homecoming
supervision; and Ticket Taker at all paid events. Have taught reading, drama, pre-
algebra, and competitive speech.

ENGLISH TEACHER/LIBRARIAN. 1979 - 1980; 1981 - 1986
Oelrichs Independent School District Qetrichs, South Dakota

Taught English |, English Il, English lll, English IV. Was responsible for the video
Spanish ciass, testing and assignments without the aid of a teacher’s key. Acted
as English Department Head, School Librarian, Cheer Advisor, and Drama

Advisor.

SUBSTITUTE 1977 - 1979

Hot Springs School District Hot Springs, South Dakota
Education

BACHELORS OF SCIENCE 1970 - 1973

Utah State University Logan, Utah

English Major; Math Minor: Teacher's Certificate

CREDITS TOWARD BACHELORS DEGREE 1967 - 1968
University of Michigan Ann Arbor, Michigan
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CONTINUING EDUCATION 1975 - PRESENT

idaho State University Pocatello, idaho
Brigham Young University Provo, Utah
University of Idaho Moscow, idaho
College of Southern idabo : Twin Falls, idaho
Chadron State University Chadron, Nebraska

Accomplishments/Awards

NEA’s Campaigning.to Win

{EA Region V Vice-President

Oneida Education Association President, Vice-President, S8ecretary
Fellowship for Teaming Teachers with Industry '

Fifth District. Speech/Arts President

Oneida Education Foundation member and historian

School to Work Steering Committee

Member Idaho Speech/Arts Teacher’s Association

Developed a Drama Program at Majad High School.and. Qelrichs High
School ‘

Member of idaho Education Association/National Education Association
Established a competitive Dram team at Malad High School

Oelrichs Educatian Association President and negotiator

Received a grant from the Idaho Arts Council '

Mellon Grant Recipiant

Work with local youth groups

Judged 4-H and open class at the Oneida.County and Bear lLake County
Fairs

President of the YOUR Child Deveipment Center

Single mom who raised three daughters and sent them to college
Dean’s List at Utah State University

References

References will be provided upon request.

vd




445 S, Silver Bow Ave
Eagle, idaho 83616
Phone 208-938-1776

Sharlea Rae Alsager

Functional Self-directed, passionate and reliable educator with a commitment to
student development and the learning experience. Experienced in
motivating, challenging and engaging students at the middle level
through differentiated and enriched activities that address the diverse
needs of Middle School students. Possesses strong communication and
organization skills. Goal oriented and committed to the highest level of
professional and personal experience. Active team member who
effectively collaborates with team partner and staff members and
establishes quality relationships with students, parents, and staff.

Education 2005 - Present University of Phoenix Meridian, Idaho
Masters of Arts in Education/Curricuium and instruction
Currently Pursuing ~ Graduate September, 2006

1991-1998 Boise State University Boise, ldaho
Bachelor of Arts/Elementary Education
Associate of Science/Criminal Justice

Accreditations Certified Standard Elementary K/8
Basic Technology Competency

Employment 1999 - Present Middleton School District Middieton, ldaho
6" Grade Teacher

Curriculum Design and Development

Teaming and Integrating Content into Daily Lessons
Differentiated Instruction

Classroom Management

Student Motivation

Student Assessment

Analyzing and Interpreting Data to Improve Student Test Scores
Record Keeping

Communication with Parents

Teaming and Integrating Content

Coaching Responsibilities

Basketball/7" grade girls

Track/7™ and 8" Grade

= Selecting Teams

=  Organizing and Running Daily Practices

» Qverseeing Games

=  Record Keeping

Middle School Gifted and Talented Program
»  Great Books

= Academic Bowl

=  Stock Market




Memberships

Professional
Responsibilities

Awards Received

References

2006 — 2007 Region 3 Co-President Elect

2005 — Present idaho PTA

2005 —Present Idaho Education Association Region 3 Secretary
2005 — Present ldaho Children’s Fund Board of Directors

2004 — Present Idaho Education Association/Board of Directors

2005 — 2006 Middleton Education Association Co-President
2004 — 2005 Middleton Education Association Newsletter Chair
2003 - 2004 Middleton Education Association President

2000 — 2003 Building Rep.

2005 — 2006 — MMS Leadership Team Representative

2004 — 2005 — MMS Trip Coordinator — Washington D.C. and New York
2004 — 2005 — Presenter -Tuming Points Literacy

2004 — 2005 — Presenter - Looking at Student Work Using Protocols
2004 — 2005 — Peer Mentor

2002 - 2004 — District Leadership Team

2001 — 2003 — Idaho Education Association Sparks Facilitator

2001 — 2002 — Presenter -Middie Level Institute — Differentiated Instruction
2001 — 2002 — District Language Arts Curriculum Committee

2000 — 2003 — Middie School Technology Coach

2000 — 2001 ~ District Social Studies Curriculum Committee

1999 — 2002 — Team Leader

2000 — Rookie of the Year — Outstanding 1* year Teacher
2003 — Teacher of the Year

Molly Burger

Principal Middleton Middle School
200 S. 4™ Ave West

Middleton, ldaho 83644
208-585-3251

Allen Lake

Curriculum Director
200 S. 4™ Ave West
Middieton, idaho 83644
208-585-3027

Jennifer Warwick
Team Teacher

200 S. 4™ Ave West
Middieton, Idaho 83644
208-585-3251

Jim Shackleford

Director Idaho Education Association
P.O. Box 2638

Boise, Idaho 83701

208-336-6967




D. SUBJECT:

Appointments to the Idaho State Curricular Materials Selection
Committee

BACKGROUND:

The Administrative Rules of the ldaho Board of Education, IDAPA
08.02.03.128, describe the membership of the Idaho State Curricular
Materials Selection Committee. Membership on the Committee is for a term
of five years with the exception of the representatives from the State
Department of Education and the Division of Professional-Technical
Education. Their terms are for one year.

DISCUSSION:

Currently there are three openings on the Committee. The two open
positions being recommended for appointment at this time are for the public
school secondary classroom teacher and the public school elementary
classroom teacher positions. These recommendations are for a complete
five-year term.

This leaves one Boise State University position not filled.

RECOMMENDATION:

The State Department of Education recommends the appointment of Darlene
Dyer, of Hailey, Idaho to fill a Public School Secondary Classroom Teacher
position and Stacey Jensen, of Pocatello, Idaho to fill a Public School
Elementary Classroom Teacher position for a five-year term.

BOARD ACTION:

The State Board of Education moves to approve the request for two
appointments to the lIdaho State Curricular Materials Selection Committee as
submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes  No

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Darlene Dyer, Letter of Interest and Resume
2. Stacey Jensen, Letter of Interest and Resume

June 15-16, 2006; Jones
D-1



950 Fox Acres Road Phone (208) 578-5020

Hailey, Idaho 83333 Wood River High School Fax (208) 578-5120

April 14, 2006

Val Fenske, Specialist

Curriculum & Technology Center, B-25
Department of Education

P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720

Dear Val:

I am honored to have been nominated by my principal, Graham Hume, to fill a position
with the State Board of Education Selection Committee. As an English teacher in Idaho
for 25 years, I have had the opportunity to serve on various district selection committees
and recognize the value of effective learning materials.

Currently, I serve as the representative from the high school on the Blaine County School
District Language Arts Committee. Committee members as well as English teachers at
my school are looking forward to the five-year review and adoption of curriculum
materials next fall. It seems that in this last five years, there have been more changes and
challenges to the learning and teaching environments we experience. It is critical that the
materials we choose be thoroughly reviewed.

I would be eager to serve on your selection committee should an appointment be
forthcoming. Enclosed please find my résumé of educational and professional
experience.

Sincerely,
( .

Darlene Dyer, NBCT

... Home of Educational Excellence ...




Education and
Certifications

Teaching

Experience

Professional
Development

P.O. Box 1981 Phone: 208/578-5020
Hailey, ID 83333 Fax: 208/578-5023
E-mail: ddyer@blaineschools.org

Darlene Matson Dyer

National Board for Professional Teaching Standards Certification, 2000:
Adolescence and Young Adulthood/English Language Arts

Idaho Standard Teaching Certificate, University of Idaho, 1979
Endorsements: Secondary English

Bachelor of Arts degree (with honors) in English Literature, University of Illinois at
Chicago, 1975

August 2002 — Current: English teacher, Wood River High School, Blaine County
School District No. 61, Hailey, Idaho.

August 2001 - May 2002: College of Education Instructor, Idaho State University
(Motivation & Management; Careers in Education; Planning, Delivery & Assessment),
Pocatello, Idaho.

August 1990 - 2001: English teacher, Wood River High School, Blaine County School
District No. 61, Hailey, Idaho.

August 1982 - June 1990: English teacher, English Department Chairman, Wood River
Junior High School, Blaine County School District No. 61, Hailey, Idaho.

June - August 1979 - 1993: Teacher of Study Skills, Reading, and English; Photography
& Typing teacher, Upward Bound (summer program), University of Idaho, Moscow.

August 1980 - May, 1981: Basic Skills Teacher, Butte County High School, Joint
District No. 111, Arco, Idaho.

March - May 18, 1979: Student teaching practicum: American Drama, Senior Comp.,
Speech, & Diversified Reading (in cooperation with Ms. Judy Chavez), Moscow High
School, 401 East Third Street, Moscow, Idaho.

Participant: Oregon Journalism Education Association Summer Adviser Workshops,
Oregon State University, Corvallis, July 2005.

Participant: Idaho Humanities Council Teacher Institute *“Nothing But the Truth: Survival
and Celebration in Native American Literature,” Albertson Coliege, Caldwell, July 2005.

Presenter: “Partnering Business Professionals: Student Writing in the Real World” and
“Teaching Punctuation: We Can’t Live With It; We Can’t Live Without It.” National
Councit of Teachers of English Annual Convention, San Francisco, November 2003.



Participant: American Society of Newspaper Editors Summer Institute for Teachers,
University of South Florida, Tampa, July 2003.

Presenter /Trainer: “Motivating At-Risk High School Students,” a 2-day workshop for
Upward Bound teachers, University of Idaho, Moscow, June 2002.

Teacher-in-Residence, Idaho State University, College of Education, Pocatello, 2001-02.
Student-Intern Supervisor, Idaho State University, 2001-02.

Participant: National Council of Teachers of English Annual Convention, Baltimore, 2001,
Presenter/participant: International Ezra Pound Conference, Paris, July 2001.

Idaho Professional Standards Commission, 1995-2001.

University of Idaho Supervisor, English 401: Writing Workshop for Teachers.
Assisting alternate route candidate Mary Mozes, Butte High School, Arco, Idaho, 2000-01.

Participant: Idaho Humanities Council Summer Institute for Teachers
“Tough Paradise--The Literature of Idaho and the Intermountain West,” July 2000.

Member of Board of Directors, Ezra Pound Association, Hailey, ID, 1999-2002.
Blaine County Education Association Building Representative, 1997-1999.
Idaho Education Association Delegate, 1984, 1997, 1997.

District Language Arts Curriculum Committee, 1996-current.

Graduate Study New York University: “Film Study for the High School Teacher,”
Summer 1995.

Participant: 1994 National Council of Teachers of English Annual Convention, Orlando.
Guest/Chaperone: U.S. Space Academy II, Huntsville, Alabama, October 1992,
Trustee of Hailey Library Board, 1991-92.

Presenter 1992 March District In-service: “Taxidermy and English.”

Mentor Teacher, Spring 1990-91: Assisting first year teacher Stephanie Saunders,
Wood River High School, in the Blaine County School District “Mentor Program.”

Mentor Teacher, Spring 1990: Assisted first year English teacher John DePasquale,
Carey High School, in the Blaine County School District No. 61 “Mentor Program.”

Presenter, “Motivating Materials and Methods for Upward Bound Students,” Northwest
Association of Special Programs Fall Conference, Portland, Oregon, December 1989,

Blaine County Education Association Building Negotiator, 1988.
Treasurer, 1988-1992, Blaine County Education Association, Hailey, Idaho.

Area Host and Facilitator, Idaho Council of Teachers of English, 1985 Fall Conference, Hailey.




English Department Chairman, 1983-1990, Wood River Junior High School, Hailey, Idaho.

Presenter: “Basic Skills in a Rural Setting,” National Council of Teachers of English Annual
Convention, 1981, Boston, Massachusetts.

TRIO Training (Special Programs for Disadvantaged Students):

¢ National Council of Educational Opportunity Associations
“Computer Training,” Coeur D’ Alene, Idaho, April 1984,

e  Marquette University “Curricula Design Institute,” Atlanta, March 1981.

e  University of Colorado-Boulder “National Center for Counseling
and Instruction,” Denver, February 1980.

Special Skills Basic Educational Technology Competency Certification, Boise State University:
word processing, spreadsheets, database, telecommunications, presentation software,
and integration.

Professional National Council of Teachers of English
Memberships . .
Idaho Council of Teachers of English
Idaho Education Association

National Education Association

Blaine County Education Association

References Available upon request.




Edahow Elementary School
2020 Pocatello Creek Road
Pocatello, Idaho 83201
Phone: (208) 233-1844
Fax: (208) 239-7119
Susan Murray, Principal

“Gem of the Mountains”

April 14, 2006

To Whom It May Concern:

I'would be very interested in representing elementary schools on the State Board ot
Lducation Selection Committee. This committee is of strong interest to me. 1 am a firm
believer of the text book being resources to the teacher for helping her students meet state
standards. I believe that the closer a textbook matches [daho’s state standards. the easier

it is for the teacher to use it as an appropriate resource.

[ have served on many different committees in my district. 1 have worked to help the
district’s curriculum align with state standards. After this alignment. [ have gone back
into my classroom to analyze my current textbooks for appropriate lessons to teach. |
have also worked with other tcachers to help them complete this same process. | have
served on several district textbook adoption committees and therefore I believe [ have the

skills necessary to analyze textbooks for quality as well as meeting standards.

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to serve on this committee. [ am very interested in
staying involved at the state level on various projects. I believe serving on this
committec will not only improve my teaching but allow me to help others within my

district improve their teaching.

Sincerely,

A s

Stacey fensen




Stacey Jensen
14504 W. Wallin Rd.
Pocatello, ID 83202
staceyjen@aol.com
(208)237-2349 (home) (208)233-1844 (work)
.|
CERTIFICATION:

National Board Certification Early Childhood Generalist November 2000

EDUCATION:
Idaho State University Pocatello, ID August 1995
Masters of Education in Curriculum and Instruction with an emphasis in Early
Childhood Education
Idaho State University Pocatello, ID December 1988
Bachelor of Science degree in Elementary Education with a minor in Reading.
Highland High School Pocatello, ID June 1985
TEACHING EXPERIENCE:
Edahow Elementary School Pocatello, ID January 1989-present

Taught kindergarten and first grades. Currently teaching second grade.

AWARDS/HONORS:
School District #25 Teacher of the Year 2005-2006
Edahow Teacher of the Year 2005-2006
Nominated Disney Teacher of the Year May 2003
Simplot Teacher of the Year Finalist May 2003

ORGANIZATIONAL INVOLVEMENT:

National Association for the Education of Young Children January 1989- present

South East Idaho Reading Councit September 1989- present

Pocatello Education Association January 1989-present

Alpha Delta Kappa April 1992- present

Idaho Science Teachers Association September 1996
COMMITTEES:

District #25 committee to align Language Arts Curriculum with state Standards- March 2006

SEIRC State Reading Conference October 2003

Edahow=s Leadership Team 2000-present

Professional Standards Commission Accreditation Committee June 2002-present




Reading Adoption Committee

Idaho State Assessment Test Question Writing Sessions
Idaho K-2 Math Indicator

Second Grade Interdisciplinary Unit

Idaho Power Standards

School District #25 Leadership Team

School Districts #25 K-12 Writing Handbook Committee
Professional Development Institute Committee

Early Childhood Education Accreditation Committee
Science Adoption Committee

Onward to Excellence Committee

PUBLICATIONS:

January 2001-May 2001
2003-present

2004-2005

2003-2004

July 2003

2000-2002

July 2001

July 2000-July 2001
December 1997- June 1998
September 1999- June 2000
January 1994

AElementary School Principals= Beliefs Regarding Developmentally Appropriate
Practices in Early Childhood Programs@ Thesis topic, Idaho State University. Pocatello,

ID. June 1995.

AThe Pursuit of Excellence in Early Childhood Education.@ Perspectives Vol. XIII, No
1, Professional journal of the Idaho Association of School Administrators Boise, ID. Fall

1995

REFERENCES:

Susan Murray, Principal
Edahow Elementary School
2020 Pocatello Creek Road
Pocatello, ID 83201

Dr. Sally Pena

P.O. Box 8057

Idaho State University
Pocatello, ID 83209-8057




E. SUBJECT:

Appeal and Waiver of 110% Cap Pupil Transportation Funding
Formula — Buhl School District

BACKGROUND:

During the 2001 legislative session, § 33-1006, Idaho Code, was amended.
The amendment created a pupil transportation funding cap; affecting school
districts that exceed (by 105% the second year) the statewide average cost
per mile and cost per rider.

As of April 1, 2006, there were 22 school districts that were negatively
affected by the pupil transportation funding cap: Boise ($761,663),
Meadows Valley ($5,312), Blackfoot Community Center Charter School
($1,494), Blaine County ($10,232), Garden Valley ($42,308), Caldwell
($76,166), Soda Springs ($4,501), Orofino ($2,280), Mountain Home
($99,162), Wendell ($110,969), Valley ($29,006), Moscow ($61,564),
Salmon ($6,720), Kamiah ($26,909), Dietrich ($4,879), Lewiston ($553),
Kellogg ($62,120), Wallace ($7,741), Twin Falls ($47,450), Buhl ($17,498),
McCall-Donnelly ($68,511), and Richard McKenna Charter High School
($3,950).

During the April 22, 2005, Board meeting, Lapwai, Kamiah, and Garden
Valley school districts were granted a five-year cap waiver (2004-2009);
however, Lapwai School District is not affected by the Pupil Transportation
Funding Cap for fiscal year 2005.

During fiscal year 2005, a team of pupil transportation specialists evaluated
the pupil transportation programs of Lapwai, Kamiah, Garden Valley,
Mountain Home, Soda Springs, Buhl, Wendell, Moscow, Horseshoe Bend,
McCall-Donnelly, Boise, and Blackfoot Charter school districts.

During fiscal year 2006, a team of pupil transportation specialists evaluated
the pupil transportation programs of Meadows Valley, Blaine, Caldwell,
Soda Springs, Orofino, Valley, Salmon, Dietrich, Lewiston, Kellogg,
Wallace, and Twin Falls school districts; and Blackfoot Community Center
Charter and Richard McKenna Charter. By the close of fiscal year 2006,
some school districts that were affected by the funding cap penalty earlier in
the year, will no longer be affected, e.g., Soda Springs, Lewiston, Orofino,
Wallace, and Blaine school districts. Other school districts will not be
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applying for a funding cap penalty waiver, e.g., Boise school district,
Blackfoot Charter, and Richard McKenna Charter.

DISCUSSION:

Buhl School District submitted a Funding Cap Appeal Application to the
State Department of Education on April 14, 2006.

On March 28 — April 1, 2005, a team of pupil transportation specialists had
the opportunity to ride 12 bus routes, evaluate district/contractor routing
schemes, and review district pupil transportation accounting mechanisms.

Findings of the inspection team include:

The Buhl School District covers a large geographic area and is located
south and west of the Snake River and north of the Castleford School
District. Filer School District is located east of Buhl School District.
The district currently runs 13 morning and 13 afternoon routes, each
consisting of one run.

o This year (2005-06) the District has made a positive attempt to
save by consolidating two routes into one route. The District
currently runs 12 morning and 12 afternoon routes, each
consisting of one run.

Several bus routes cover short distances in areas with sparse
populations, which inherently result in high cost-per-rider and cost-
per-mile calculations.

One bus run transports a small number of riders and involves the
transportation of special needs students, which inherently results in a
high cost-per-rider calculation.

One bus run transports a small number of students from a sparsely
populated area (Bell Rapids), which inherently results in a high cost-
per-rider calculation.

o This year (2005-06) the District has made a positive attempt to
save by discontinuing service to the Bell Rapids area and is
instead offering “in-lieu of transportation reimbursement.

Consolidation of routes may be feasible, but remains uncertain. Buhl
School District may be routing and operating as efficiently as
possible; however, the inspection team strongly recommended annual
evaluation of district-wide routing schemes with a focus on low bus
capacity to rider ratios and improving routing efficiencies.
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e The Superintendent expressed sincere interest in cooperatively
working with the State Department of Education in identifying
mechanisms designed to improve efficiency without compromising
safety. In fact, the district expressed a strong desire to evaluate
district-wide routing schemes and expressed confidence in their
contractor to assist in this endeavor.

RECOMMENDATION:

The State Department of Education recommends the State Board of
Education carefully consider the information provided, invite representatives
from the Buhl School District to present additional rationale and
justification, and then determine if any criteria exist that are in compliance
with § 33-1006, Idaho Code, i.e., “Such a change shall only be granted by
the state board of education if the application can be justified based on
uniquely difficult geographic circumstances, or extraordinary one (1) time
circumstances outside the district's foresight and control.”

BOARD ACTION:

A motion to approve the Buhl School District Funding Cap Appeal
Application at a funding cap percentage rate that will reduce the funding cap

penalty for fiscal year 2005 by %
Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes _ No
ATTACHMENTS:

1. SDE’s 105% Funding Cap Model

2. Funding Cap Explanation Memorandum

3. 105% Funding Cap Appeal Application submitted by Buhl School
District

Buhl School District rationale letter

Buhl School District map

o b

June 15-16, 2006; Merical
E-3



Pupil Transportation Funding Formula Capped at Legislatively Mandated Percent of State Average Cost Per
Mile and Cost Per Rider

ISet percentage cap to apply to statewide average

[Fiscal Year 2005 Data - Approved Costs Reimbursed in Fiscal Year 2006 (Second Capped Year)

105% Defaults are:

110% for FY 2005
105% for FY 2006
103% for FY 2007

Revised: 03/30/2006 (Preliminary Data)
Cost Per Mile Cost Per Rider
|Statewide Averages before cap $2.85 $746
|Statewide Averages after cap $2.99 $783
[Total Savings From Cap - I[$1,447,653 | capped Reimb. || Actual Reimb.
|Savings Following Appeals & State Board Action _—» | $1,378,413 | $62,189,574 | $62,064,259
INFORMATIONAL

District #: | Bldg District Name District Funding | Percent of Total In-Lieu FYO5or | Total Adjusted | Reimbursable | Riders | Cost Per Mile| Cost Per| Cost Per | Cost Per | District | Amount Amount Most Prior Year Actual FY05 | Total Amount | Funding | _ Actual FY05 Advanced Final Payment 100% of _ |[75% of Funding[[50% of Funding]25% of Funding] Funding Cap

Capped - Reimbursement | Reimbursable Costs FY06 SDE | Reimbursable Miles Rider | Mileas a%]|Riderasa| Above imbur imbur ji imbursement imbur Cap i Amounts Amount Funding Cap || Cap Penalty | Cap Penalty || Cap Penalty | Penalty NOT

Reimbursement [Loss Subsequent Costs Program | Costs (Less In- of State | % of State |Both State| at Statewide | at Statewide | Reimbursement | (Including Any ("U") Plus Priorto Cap | Penalty | Subsequentto | Received for Penalty Waived| Waived Waived Waived Waived
Reduced By: | to Cap Impact Lieu and SDE Average | Average | Average | %CPM@ | %CPR@ |(plus Fee| Waived peal FY05
(See Column S) Fees Paid in| Fee) Measures|  85% 85% feeand in-lieu) | Adjustment) &%) Reimbursed in | Reimbursed in
FY05 FY06 FY0s5

001 BOISE INDEPENDENT DISTRICT $762,037 145%| $6,169,478] $2,122] $19,182| $6,148,174] 1,755,001] 5,742 3.50] $1,071 123%|  144%| TRUE |[$4,463911] $3,823,088]  $4,482,020 0] $4.482,020] $5,244,056 $4,482,020 $4,482,020|_$5,244,056] $5,053,547| $4.863,038] $4.672,529] $4.482,019)|
001 138|ANSER CHARTER SCHOOL 0 0.0% $0 0 0 $0 0 0 50.00 $0 0% 0%| FALSE 0 0 $0 5 $5| $0| $5| $5|
002 MERIDIAN JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $8,433,712 0 0| $8.433712] 2,551,346] 12,075 $3.31]  $698! 116%) 94%| FALSE 0 0] $7,168,655 7| $7.168,662| $7,168,655 $7,168,662 $7,168,662
002 407|MERIDIAN CHARTER HIGH SCHOOL 0 0.0% $0 0 0 $0 0 0 50.00 $0 0% 0%| FALSE 50 0 $0 $22 $22 $0| $22 $22)
003 KUNA JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $1,040,464] $8,027 0] $1,032,437 390,383] 1,679 2.64]  $615 93%) 82%| FALSE 0 0 $884,394 1 $884,395]  $884,394 $884,395 $884,395 0]
011 MEADOWS VALLEY DISTRICT $5,317 7.5% $83,573 $137 $258 $83,178 25,706 28 3.24] $2,971 114%|  398%| TRUE $65,384]  $18,643 $65,720 -$1 $65,719 $71,037 $65,719 $65,719 $71,037] $69,71
013 COUNCIL DISTRICT 0 0.0% $69,996]  $3,227 $0 $66,769 30,491 78 2.19]  $856 77%|  115%| FALSE 0 0 $59,497 0 $59,497 $59,497 $59,497 $59,497 50]
021 MARSH VALLEY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% $451,889]  $5,677 1,643 $444,569 196,616] 693 2.26] $642 79%) 86%)| FALSE 0 0 $384,106 0 $384,106]  $384,106 $384,106 $384,106
025 POCATELLO DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $2,800,567 $472 9,817 $2,790,278 887,376 3,962 53.14]  $704] 110%)| 94%| FALSE 0 0] $2,380,482 3| $2,380.485] $2,380,482 $2,380,485 $2,380,485
033 BEAR LAKE COUNTY DISTRICT 0 0.0% 552,117|  $2,114 1,409 548,504 310,335] 564 1.77] $973] 62%|  130%| FALSE 0 0 5469,299 1 469,300 469,299 469,300 $469,300
041 ST MARIES JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 543,349|  $2,455 2,075 538,819 198,265 428 2.72] $1,259 95%|  169%| FALSE 0 0 5461,847 1 461,848 461,847 461,848 $461,848
044 PLUMMER-WORLEY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 346,771 $0 $0 346,771 132,622] 263 2.61] $1,319 92%|  177%| FALSE 0 0 294,755 0 294,755 294,755 294,755 $294,755
052 SNAKE RIVER DISTRICT 0 0.0% 612,902 $86]  $2,090 610,726 319,847| 1,142 1.91]  $535 67%) 72%| FALSE 0 0 520,967 0 520,967 520,967 520,967 $520,967
052 801 [IDAHO LEADERSHIP ACADEMY 0 0.0% $71,816 0 $346 $71,470 72,531 82 0.99]  $872] 35%|  117%| FALSE 0 0 $61,044 0 $61,044 $61,044 $61,044 $61,044
055 BLACKFOOT DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $1,340,947 0] $4.364] $1,336,583 511,667| 2,099 2.61]  $637 92%) 85%| FALSE 0 0] $1,139,805 1] $1,139,806] $1,139,805 $1,139,806 $1,139,806 0] _s0] $0]
055 701 [BLACKFOOT COMMUNITY LEARNING $1,498 3.1% $56,670 0 $0 $56,670 18,349 50 3.09[ $1,133] 108%|  152%| TRUE $46,671|  $33,201 $46,671 -$9,249 $37,422 $48,170 $37,422 $37,422 $48,170] $47.795[ 47,421 $47.046 $46,672]
058 ABERDEEN DISTRICT 0 0.0% 317,336 0 $717 $316,619 128,390 388 2.47|  $816] 87%|  109%| FALSE 0 0 269,736 0 269,736 269,736 269,736 $269,736 B
059 FIRTH DISTRICT 0 0.0% 232,058 0 $755 231,303 113,648 413 2.04]  $560 71%| 75%)| FALSE 0 0 197,249 0 197,249 197,249 197,249 $197,249 B
060 SHELLEY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 447,531 0] $1.439 $446,092 178,705] 998 2,50 $447, 88% 60%]| FALSE 0 0 380,401 -$4 380,397 380,401 380,397 $380,397 $0]
061 BLAINE COUNTY DISTRICT $10,310 1.1%| $1,119,039] $2519] $2,751[ $1,113,769 368,146] 1,233 3.03]  $903 106%| 121%| TRUE | $936,393] $820,945 $940,873 -$63] 940,810 951,183 940,810 $940,810]__ $951,1. $948,6 $946,02 $943451]__$940,873]
071 GARDEN VALLEY DISTRICT $42,319 23.3% 213,752| $10,287 784 202,681 51,004] 121 3.97] $1,675 139%| 225%| TRUE | $129.960]  $80,563 139,370 $0] 139,370 181,689 TRUE 181,689 $181,689 _ $181,689  $171,109] _ $160,5 $149,95
072 BASIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 0 0.0% $236,288 $0 887 235,401 95,648] 200 2.46] $1,177 86%)|  158%| FALSE 0 0 200,845 $0| 200,845 200,845 200,845 $200,845
073 HORSESHOE BEND SCHOOL DISTRICT 0 0.0% 122,367 $742 416 121,209 32,985] 164 3.67]  $739) 129%) 99%| FALSE 0 0 104,012 $33 104,045 104,012 104,045 $104,045
083 WEST BONNER COUNTY DISTRICT 0 0.0% 528,017| $4,437]  $1,860 521,720 227,124] 702 2.30]  $743 81%|  100%| FALSE 0 0 5448,814 $1] 448,815 448,814 448,815 $448,815
084 LAKE PEND OREILLE DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $1,414,295( $5145| $4,881] $1,404,269 580,751| 1,286 2.42| $1,092 85%)|  146%| FALSE 0 0] $1,202,151 0] $1,202,151| $1,202,151 $1,202,151 $1,202,151
091 IDAHO FALLS DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $2,070,377 0] $7,337] $2,063,040 602,581 3,130 $3.42]  $659) 120%) 88%| FALSE 0 0] $1,759,820 0] $1,759,820] $1,759,820 $1,759,820 $1,759,820
092 SWAN VALLEY ELEMENTARY DIST 0 0.0% $90,571 0 $329 $90,242 51,585 55 1.75] $1,641 61%|  220%| FALSE 0 0 $76,985 0 $76,985 $76,985 $76,985 $76,985
093 BONNEVILLE JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $1,736,112 0] $5.621] $1,730,491 645,180 3,470 2.68]  $499 94%)| 67%| FALSE 0 0] $1,475,695 0] $1.475,695] $1,475,695 $1,475,695 $1,475,695
101 BOUNDARY COUNTY DISTRICT 0 0.0% $759,514| $13283| $2,563|  $743,668 329,144] 784 2.26]  $949) 79%|  127%| FALSE 0 0 $645,587 1 $645,588]  $645,587 $645,588 $645,588
111 BUTTE COUNTY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% $283,246 $0 0] $283,.246 118,342| 183 2.39] $1,548 84%|  207%| FALSE 0 0 $240,759 $12 $240,771  $240,759 $240,771 $240,771
121 CAMAS COUNTY DISTRICT 0 0.0% $84,369|  $5,203 0 $79,166 54,402 55 1.46] $1,439 51%|  193%| FALSE 0 0 $71,714 0 $71,714 $71,714 $71,714 $71,714
131 NAMPA SCHOOL DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $3,701,446 0 0] $3,701,446 968,007| 5,536 3.82]  $669) 134%) 90%| FALSE 0 0] $3,146,229 0| $3.146,229| $3,146,229 $3,146,229 $3,146,229
131 602 [LIBERTY CHARTER SCHOOL 0 0.0% $157,544 0 $432|  $157,112 52,885] 216 2.97]  $727, 104%)| 98%| FALSE 0 0 $133,912 0 $133912[  $133,912 $133,912 $133,912
131 801[IDAHO ARTS CHARTER SCHOOL 0 0.0% $0 0 $0 $0 0 0 50.00 $0 0% 0%| FALSE 0 0 $0 $156,672 $156,672 $0| $156,672 $156,672 B
132 CALDWELL DISTRICT $76,329 3.8%| $2,389,892 0] $5.003] $2,384,889 429,586 2,930 5.55]  $814 195%|  109%| TRUE |[$1,092,668] $1,950,827]  $1,955,079 0] $1,955,079] $2,031,408 $1,955,079 $1,955,079]_$2.031.4 $2,012,326] $1,993.244] $1,974.161] $1,955,079]
133 WILDER DISTRICT 0 0.0% 124,720 0 $278 124,442 45874] 221 2.71]  $563] 95% 75%| FALSE 0 0 106,012 0 106,012 106,012 106,012 $106,012 50]
134 MIDDLETON DISTRICT 0 0.0% 767,986 0 $0 767,986 202,596 1,364 $3.79]  $563 133%) 75%| FALSE 0 0 652,788 1 652,789 652,788 652,789 $652,789
135 NOTUS DISTRICT 0 0.0% 127,874 0 $464 127,410 55,339] 159 2.30]  $801] 81%|  107%| FALSE 0 0 108,69 0 108,693 108,693 108,693 $108,693
136 MELBA JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 277,762|  $3,330 $656 273,776 105,123 311 2.60]  $880 91%|  118%| FALSE 0 0 236,098 0 $236,098]  $236,098 236,098 $236,098
137 PARMA DISTRICT 0 0.0% 377,798 $0]  $1,236 $376,562 146,222 444 2.58]  $848 90%|  114%| FALSE 0 0 321,128 0 321,128 321,128 321,128 $321,128
139 VALLIVUE SCHOOL DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $1,856,257 $440]  $5.831[ $1,849,986 670,805] 2,658 2.76]  $696 97%| 93%| FALSE 0 0]  $1577,818 -$16]  $1,577,802] $1577,818 $1,577,802 $1,577,802
139 801[THOMAS JEFFERSON CHARTER SCHOOL 0 0.0% $119,082 0 $0]  $119,082 55349 131 2.15]  $909 75%|  122%| FALSE 0 0 $101,220 0 $101,220[  $101,220 $101,220[  $101,220| $0|
148 GRACE JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% $286,032 0 $761]  $285,271 112,545 222 2.53| $1,285 89%|  172%| FALSE 0 0 $243,127 0 $243127]  $243,127 $243,127 $243,127
149 NORTH GEM DISTRICT 0 0.0% $92,701 0 $603 $92,098 43,691 92 2.11] $1,001 74%)|  134%| FALSE 0 0 $78,796 0 $78,796 $78,796 $78,796 $78,796
150 SODA SPRINGS JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% $313,979] $30,020[  $1,067]  $282,892 94,796 296 2.98]  $956 105%|  128%| FALSE 0 0 $266,882 $0| $266,882]  $266,882 $266,882 $266,882
151 CASSIA COUNTY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $1,328,720 $11,684] $3500] $1,313536 585,208] 2,058 2.24]  $638] 79%) 86%)| FALSE 0 0] $1,129412 $1[  $1,120413] $1,129412 $1,129,413 $1,129,413
161 CLARK COUNTY DISTRICT 0 0.0% 133,814 $0 $422 133,392 68,532 77 1.95| $1,732 68%)|  232%| FALSE 0 0 $113,742 $0| 113,742 113,742 113,742 $113,742
171 OROFINO JOINT DISTRICT $2,321 0.5% 579,869] $6,537|  $1,768 571,564 190,093] 660 3.01]  $866 106%| 116%| TRUE | $483,509] $439,435 $490,568 -$85 490,483 492,889 490,483 $490,483|_ $492,889  $492.3 $491,728]  $491,14f $490,56
181 CHALLIS JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 274,279]  $3,337|  $1,022 269,920 132,925] 167 2.03| $1,616 71%|  217%| FALSE 0 0 $233,137 0 233,137 233,137 233,137 $233,137
182 MACKAY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 174,584 $842 $580 173,162 76,576 95 2.26] $1,823] 79%|  244%| FALSE 0 0 $148,396 0 148,396 148,396 148,396 $148,396
101 PRAIRIE ELEMENTARY DISTRICT 0 0.0% $3,942]  $3927 $15 $0 0 0 50.00 $0 0% 0%| FALSE 0 0 $3,351 0 $3,351 $3,351 $3,351 $3,351
192 GLENNS FERRY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% $201,507| $1,574 $0]  $199,933 86,231] 318 2.32]  $629 81%) 84%| FALSE 0 0 $171,281 1 171,282 $171,281 171,282 $171,282 0] 0] 0] |
193 MOUNTAIN HOME DISTRICT $99,241 9.4%| $1.242,656] $17,383] $7,712] $1,217,561 367,868 1,265 3.31]  $962 116%|  129%| TRUE | $935.686] $842,251 957,017 $66 957,083] $1,056,258 957,083 $957,083|_$1,056.258] _$1031447| $1,006.637] _ $981,827] _$957,017]
201 PRESTON JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 518,269|  $4,040[  $1,738 512,491 157,546] 1,124 3.25]  $456) 114%) 61%| FALSE 0 0 5440,529 $5574 446,103 440,529 446,103 $446,103 50
202 WEST SIDE JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 194,862 $0 $661 194,201 80,301 354 2.42]  $549 85%) 74%]| FALSE 0 0 165,6 -$2) 165,631 165,633 165,631 $165,631
215 FREMONT COUNTY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 690,337| $10,324|  $2,176 677,837 314,432| 1,157 2.16]  $586 76%) 79%| FALSE 0 0 586,786 0 586,786 586,786 586,786 $586,786
221 EMMETT INDEPENDENT DIST 0 0.0% 984,160]  $5,342]  $3,238 975,580 336,556] 1,381 2.90]  $706] 102%)| 95%]| FALSE 0 0 836,536 1] 836,537]  $836,536 836,537 $836,537




District # | Bldg District Name District Funding | Percent of Total In-Lieu | FYO5or | Total Adjusted | Reimbursable | Riders | Cost Per Mile| Cost Per| Cost Per | Cost Per | District | Amount Amount Most Prior Year Actual FY05 | Total Amount | Funding |  Actual FY05 [ Advanced Final Payment 100% of [[75% of Funding|50% of Funding|[25% of Funding] Funding Cap
Capped - Reimbursement | Reimbursable | Costs | FY06 SDE | Reimbursable Miles Rider |Mileas a%| Riderasa| Above imbur imbur i imbursement imbur Cap i Amounts Amount Funding Cap || Cap Penalty | Cap Penalty || Cap Penalty [ Penalty NOT
Reimbursement |Loss Subsequent| Costs Program | Costs (Less In- of State | % of State [Both State] at Statewide | at Statewide | Reimbursement | (including Any | ("U") Plus Priorto Cap | Penalty | Subsequentto | Received for Penalty Waived| ~ Waived Waived Waived Waived
Reduced By: | to Cap Impact Lieu and SDE Average | Average | Average | %CPM@ | %CPR@ |(plus Fee Waived eal FY05
(See Column S) Fees Paid in| Fee) Measures|  85% 85% fee and in-lieu) | Adjustment) v Reimbursed in | Reimbursed in
FY05 FY06 FY05

231 GOODING JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $348,508 $0 $1,437 $347,071 97,365 594 $3.56| $584, 125% 78%| FALSE $0 $0 $296,232 $0 $296,232 $296,232 $296,232 $296,232| 0| 3 30|
232 WENDELL DISTRICT $110,990 29.6% $441,211 $5,640 $0 $435,571 101,923 375 $4.27| $1,162 150% 156%| TRUE $259,245| $249,679 $264,039 $0) $264,039 $375,029 $264,039 $264,039) $375,029] $347,282 $319,534 $291,787]|
233 HAGERMAN JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $98,384 $0 $361 $98,023 32,263 130 $3.04] $754 107% 101%| FALSE $0 $0 $83,626 $0 $83,626 $83,626 $83,626 $83,626
234 BLISS JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $48,687 $1,055 $0 $47,632 25,119 105 $1.90| $454 67%) 61%)| FALSE $0 $0 $41,384 $1,798 $43,182 $41,384 $43,182 $43,182]
241 GRANGEVILLE JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $731,920| $42,582 $1,998 $687,340 282,305 612 $2.43| $1,123) 85%) 151%| FALSE $0 $0 $622,132 $20 $622,152 $622,132 $622,152 $622,152|
242 COTTONWOOD JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $169,092 $1,118 $585 $167,389 71,197 224 $2.35| $747 82%) 100%| FALSE $0 $0 $143,728 $0 $143,728 $143,728 $143,728 $143,728|
251 JEFFERSON COUNTY JT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $1,340,213 $0 $0| $1,340,213 629,225| 2,233 $2.13|  $600; 75%) 80%)| FALSE $0 $0 $1,139,181 $1 $1,139,182| $1,139,181 $1,139,182 $1,139,182|
252 RIRIE JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $198,045 $0 $599 $197,446 83,369 360 $2.37| $548 83%) 74%| FALSE $0 $0 $168,338 $0 $168,338 $168,338 $168,338 $168,338|
253 WEST JEFFERSON DISTRICT $0 0.0% $360,799 $0 $1,075 $359,724 232,463 404 $1.55| $890; 54%) 119%| FALSE $0 $0 $306,679 $0 $306,679 $306,679 $306,679 $306,679)
261 JEROME JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $805,566 $0 $2,618 $802,948 316,610 1,133 $2.54| $709; 89%) 95%| FALSE $0 $0 $684,731 $0 $684,731 $684,731 $684,731 $684,731 S$0] $0j
262 VALLEY DISTRICT $29,032 8.5% $402,467 $0 $1,414 $401,053 122,610 375 $3.27| $1,069] 115% 143%| TRUE $311,863| $249,679 $313,065 $0) $313,065 $342,097 $313,065 $313,065) $342,007]| $334,839 $327,581 $320, $313,06_—5|
271 COEUR D ALENE DISTRICT $0 0.0% $1,873,954| $12,597 $0| $1,861,357 616,045 2,787 $3.02| $668; 106% 90%| FALSE $0 $0 $1,592,861 $0 $1,592,861| $1,592,861 $1,592,861 $1,592,861
272 LAKELAND DISTRICT $0 0.0% $1,150,758 $3,772 $3,939| $1,143,047 501,472| 1,483 $2.28| $771 80%) 103%| FALSE $0 $0 $978,144 -$11 $978,133 $978,144 $978,133 $978,133|
273 POST FALLS DISTRICT $0 0.0% $1,025,477 $0 $3,434| $1,022,043 278,074| 2,121 $3.68| $482) 129% 65%)| FALSE $0 $0 $871,655 $1 $871,656 $871,655 $871,656 $871,656
274 KOOTENAI DISTRICT $0 0.0% $174,687 $342 $1,137 $173,208 76,307 190 $2.27| $912 80%) 122%| FALSE $0 $0 $148,484 $0 $148,484 $148,484 $148,484 $148,484
281 MOSCOW DISTRICT $61,600 12.7% $568,755 $0 $2,018 $566,737 146,668 631 $3.86] $898) 136% 120%| TRUE $373,056| $420,127 $421,842 $306 $422,148 $483,442 $422,148 $422,148| $483,442 $468,042) $452,642 $437,242 $421,842
282 GENESEE JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $149,271 $0 $365 $148,906 56,752 95 $2.62| $1,567, 92%) 210%| FALSE $0 $0 $126,880 $0 $126,880 $126,880 $126,880 $126,880)
283 KENDRICK JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $152,956 $3,813 $388 $148,755 68,694 191 $2.17| $779, 76%) 104%| FALSE $0 $0 $130,013 $0 $130,013 $130,013 $130,013 $130,013
285 POTLATCH DISTRICT $0 0.0% $243,255 $2,957 $777 $239,521 91,952 224 $2.60| $1,069; 91%) 143%| FALSE $0 $0 $206,767 -$2 $206,765 $206,767 $206,765 $206,765
287 TROY SCHOOL DISTRICT $0 0.0% $151,476 $0 $511 $150,965 50,703 126 $2.98| $1,198) 104% 161%| FALSE $0 $0 $128,755 $19,521 $148,276 $128,755 $148,276 $148,276
288 WHITEPINE JT SCHOOL DISTRICT $0 0.0% $162,660 $0 $0 $162,660 86,905 138 $1.87| $1,179, 66%) 158%| FALSE $0 $0 $138,261 $0, $138,261 $138,261 $138,261 $138,261 50
291 SALMON DISTRICT $6,747 2.0% $390,784 $0 $1,361 $389,423 127,485 381 $3.05| $1,022 107% 137%| TRUE $324,263| $253,674 $325,420 $0) $325,420 $332,166 $325,420 $325,420) $332,166 $330,48 $328,793) $327,106 $325.4. Q
291 801|UPPER CARMEN CHARTER SCHOOL $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 0 0o $0.00 $0, 0%) 0%)| FALSE $0 $0 $0, $8,400 $8,400 $0 $8,400 $8,400] —Ol
292 SOUTH LEMHI DISTRICT $0 0.0% $81,638 $8,110 $281 $73,247 44,241 65 $1.66| $1,127, 58%) 151%| FALSE $0 $0 $69,392 -$1,290 $68,102 $69,392 $68,102 $68,102] |
302 NEZPERCE JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $104,343 $0 $374 $103,969 56,274 54 $1.85| $1,925) 65%) 258%| FALSE $0 $0 $88,692 -$1 $88,691 $88,692 $88,691 $88,691 S$0j ﬂ
304 KAMIAH JOINT DISTRICT $26,921 16.3% $194,845 $1,635 $0 $193,210 53,983 197 $3.58| $981 126% 131%| TRUE $137,308| $131,165 $138,698 $0) $138,698 $165,618| TRUE $165,618 $165,618| $165,618| $158,88 $152,158 $145,42 $138,697)|
305 HIGHLAND JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $164,366 $180 $0 $164,186 73,383 75 $2.24| $2,189, 79%) 293%| FALSE $0 $0 $139,711 $0 $139,711 $139,711 $139,711 $139,711 —Ol 30| 0|
312 SHOSHONE JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $154,695 $4,496 $399 $149,800 71,040 279 $2.11| $537, 74%) 72%)| FALSE $0 $0 $131,491 $0 $131,491 $131,491 $131,491 $131,491 ﬂ| $0[ 50|
314 DIETRICH DISTRICT $4,886 5.2% $110,126 $0 $0 $110,126 34,881 69 $3.16| $1,596 111% 214%| TRUE $88,721 $45,941 $88,721 $0 $88,721 $93,607 $88,721 $88,721 $93,607] $92,386 $91,164 $89,943 $88,7 z
316 RICHFIELD DISTRICT $0 0.0% $61,391 $6,961 $108 $54,322 31,821 89 $1.71| $610; 60%) 82%)| FALSE $0 $0 $52,182 $0 $52,182 $52,182 $52,182 $52,182] 50
321 MADISON DISTRICT $0 0.0% $1,068,290 $3,395 $3,784| $1,061,111 378,611| 2,176 $2.80| $488 98%) 65%)| FALSE $0 $0 $908,047 $0 $908,047 $908,047 $908,047 $908,047|
322 SUGAR-SALEM JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $366,057 $0 $1,218 $364,839 139,538 600 $2.61| $608; 92%) 82%)| FALSE $0 $0 $311,148 $0 $311,148 $311,148 $311,148 $311,148|
331 MINIDOKA COUNTY JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $1,411,671 $0 $4,833| $1,406,838 722,010| 1,863 $1.95] $755) 68%) 101%| FALSE $0 $0 $1,199,920 $1 $1,199,921| $1,199,920 $1,199,921 $1,199,921 3
340 LEWISTON INDEPENDENT DISTRICT $624 0.1% $1,000,647 $1,284 $3,298 $996,065 332,620| 1,207 $2.99| $825) 105% 111%| TRUE $846,032| $803,634 $849,926 $9) $849,935 $850,550 $849,935 $849,935) $850,550) $850,394 $850,238|| $850,082] $849,926|
341 LAPWAI DISTRICT $0 0.0% $178,468 $1,136 $509 $176,823 59,647 137 $2.96| $1,291) 104% 173%| FALSE $0 $0 $151,698 $0 $151,698 $151,698| TRUE $151,698 $151,698 50 30 30]
342 CULDESAC JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $83,432 $0 $0 $83,432 37,554 68 $2.22| $1,227 78%) 164%| FALSE $0 $0 $70,917 $0 $70,917 $70,917 $70,917 $70,917|
351 ONEIDA COUNTY DISTRICT $0 0.0% $290,524 $3,193 $741 $286,590 146,708 416 $1.95| $689; 69%) 92%)| FALSE $0 $0 $246,945 $0 $246,945 $246,945 $246,945 $246,945)
363 MARSING JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $309,842 $0 $1,795 $308,047 114,038 445 $2.70| $692 95%) 93%| FALSE $0 $0 $263,366 $0 $263,366 $263,366 $263,366 $263,366)
364 PLEASANT VALLEY ELEM DIST $0 0.0% $11,534| $11,389 $30 $115 210 0 $0.55 $0, 19%| 0%)| FALSE $0 $0 $9,804 $0 $9,804 $9,804 $9,804 $9,804]
365 BRUNEAU-GRAND VIEW JOINT DIST $0 0.0% $232,785| $40,723 $0 $192,062 132,906 237 $1.45| $810; 51%) 109%| FALSE $0 $0 $197,867 $0 $197,867 $197,867 $197,867 $197,867|
370 HOMEDALE JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $346,962 $0 $1,193 $345,769 123,720 656 $2.79| $527, 98%) 71%| FALSE $0 $0 $294,918 $0 $294,918 $294,918 $294,918 $294,918|
371 PAYETTE JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $255,758 $0 $1,062 $254,696 93,081 907 $2.74] $281 96%) 38%)| FALSE $0 $0 $217,394 $0 $217,394 $217,394 $217,394 $217,394)
372 NEW PLYMOUTH DISTRICT $0 0.0% $246,786 $3,211 $776 $242,799 91,459 397 $2.65| $612 93%) 82%)| FALSE $0 $0 $209,768 $0 $209,768 $209,768 $209,768 $209,768|
373 FRUITLAND DISTRICT $0 0.0% $274,687 $445 $977 $273,265 96,396 625 $2.83| $437, 99%) 59%| FALSE $0 $0 $233,484 $0 $233,484 $233,484 $233,484 $233,484
381 AMERICAN FALLS JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $637,095 $0 $2,215 $634,880 242,432 557 $2.62| $1,140, 92%) 153%| FALSE $0 $0 $541,531 $0 $541,531 $541,531 $541,531 $541,531
382 ROCKLAND DISTRICT $0 0.0% $41,851 $0 $0 $41,851 29,972 59 $1.40[ $709; 49%) 95%)| FALSE $0 $0 $35,573 $0 $35,573 $35,573 $35,573 $35,573]
383 ARBON ELEMENTARY DISTRICT $0 0.0% $40,889 $0 $0 $40,889 28,159 18 $1.45| $2,272 51%) 305%| FALSE $0 $0 $34,756 $0 $34,756 $34,756 $34,756 $34,756
391 KELLOGG JOINT DISTRICT $62,164 10.5% $698,099 $2,251 $2,334 $693,514 205,630 792 $3.37[ $876 118% 117%| TRUE $523,028| $527,323 $531,220 -$48 $531,172 $593,384 $531,172 $531,172] $593,384 $577,843 $562,302] $546,761) $531,2.
392 MULLAN DISTRICT $0 0.0% $25,579 $0 $133 $25,446 14,011 17 $1.82| $1,497 64%) 201%| FALSE $0 $0 $21,742 $0 $21,742 $21,742 $21,742 $21,742] 50] 0|
393 WALLACE DISTRICT $7,759 3.4% $265,800 $55 $934 $264,811 85,444 264 $3.10{ $1,003] 109% 134%| TRUE $217,330| $175,774 $218,171 $0 $218,171 $225,930 $218,171 $218,171] $225,9: $223,9! $222,051 $220,111 $218,171]
394 AVERY SCHOOL DISTRICT $0 0.0% $153,355 $1,297 $429 $151,629 52,877 36 $2.87| $4,212) 101% 565%| FALSE $0 $0 $130,352 $0, $130,352 $130,352 $130,352 $130,352 0| 30|
1401 TETON COUNTY DISTRICT $0 0.0% $465,658 $1,274 $1,484 $462,900 242,966 682 $1.91| $679, 67%)| 91%)| FALSE $0 $0 $395,809 -$4 $395,805 $395,809 $395,805 $395,805) S$0j 0| 30|
411 TWIN FALLS DISTRICT $47,535 4.5% $1,256,533 $0 $3,716| $1,252,817 344,624 1,528 $3.64|  $820] 128% 110%| TRUE $876,564| $1,017,360 $1,020,518 $0 $1,020,518| $1,068,053 $1,020,518 $1,020,518]_$1,068,053]_$1,056,169] $1,044,286) $1,032,402] $1,020,518
412 BUHL JOINT DISTRICT $17,524 5.4% $384,261 $5,383 $0 $378,878 119,724 456 $3.16] $831) 111% 111%| TRUE $304,523| $303,610 $309,098 $0) $309,098 $326,622 $309,098 $309,098| $326,622 $322,241 $317,8f $313,47_g| $309,098|
1413 FILER DISTRICT $0 0.0% $455,945 $0 $1,524 $454,421 223,993 499 $2.03] $911) 71%) 122%| FALSE $0 $0 $387,553 $0 $387,553 $387,553 $387,553 $387,553|
1414 KIMBERLY DISTRICT $0 0.0% $254,692 $465 $884 $253,343 87,770 355 $2.89| $714 101%] 96%)| FALSE $0 $0 $216,488 $0 $216,488 $216,488 $216,488 $216,488
1415 HANSEN DISTRICT $0 0.0% $73,041 $339 $0 $72,702 41,541 139 $1.75] $523) 61%) 70%)| FALSE $0 $0 $62,085, $0 $62,085 $62,085 $62,085 $62,085
1416 THREE CREEK JT ELEM DISTRICT $0 0.0% $7,288 $7,288 $0 $0 0 0 $0.00 $0, 0%) 0%)| FALSE $0 $0 $6,195 $0, $6,195 $6,195 $6,195 $6,195|
1417 CASTLEFORD DISTRICT $0 0.0% $153,247 $0 $0 $153,247 58,676 99 $2.61| $1,548) 92%) 207%| FALSE $0 $0 $130,260 $0 $130,260 $130,260 $130,260 $130,260)
1418 MURTAUGH JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $90,492 $437 $0 $90,055 49,258 113 $1.83| $797, 64%) 107%| FALSE $0 $0 $76,918 $0 $76,918 $76,918 $76,918 $76,918 3 $0j 50
421 MC CALL-DONNELLY DISTRICT $68,548 13.1% $614,640 $1,529 $2,189 $610,922 177,208 360 $3.45| $1,697 121% 227%| TRUE $450,735| $239,692 $453,896 $0) $453,896 $522,444 $453,896 $453,896 $522,444 $505,307| $488,170) $471,033 $453,89§
1422 CASCADE DISTRICT $0 0.0% $63,701 $3,429 $229 $60,043 32,539 87 $1.85] $690; 65%) 93%| FALSE $0 $0 $54,146 $0 $54,146 $54,146 $54,146 $54,146| 50
1431 WEISER DISTRICT $0 0.0% $323,062 $1,199 $1,114 $320,749 121,156 555 $2.65| $578) 93%) 77%| FALSE $0 $0 $274,603 $0 $274,603 $274,603 $274,603 $274,603|
1432 CAMBRIDGE JOINT DISTRICT $0 0.0% $90,326 $1,433 $345 $88,548 46,021 63 $1.92| $1,406, 68%) 188%| FALSE $0 $0 $76,777 -$1 $76,776 $76,777 $76,776 $76,776
1433 MIDVALE DISTRICT $0 0.0% $66,561 $0 $241 $66,320 30,471 36 $2.18| $1,842) 76%) 247%| FALSE $0 $0 $56,577 $0 $56,577 $56,577 $56,577 $56,577|
1451 801 |VICTORY CHARTER SCHOOL $0 0.0% $109,806 $0 $0 $109,806 36,958 151 $2.97| $727 104% 97%| FALSE $0 $0 $93,335, $0 $93,335 $93,335 $93,335 $93,335| $0|
453 801 [RICHARD MCKENNA CHARTER HIGH SCHOOL $3,951 36.0% $12,928 $0 $0 $12,928 2,767 6 $4.67| $2,155| 164% 289%| TRUE $7,038 $3,995 $7,038 $0) $7,038 $10,989 $7,038 $7,038] $10,989 $10,001] $9,013 $8,026 $7,038|
1456 801|FALCON RIDGE CHARTER LEA $0, 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 0 0 $0.00 $0, 0% 0%| FALSE $0 $0 $0, $127,411 $127,411 $0) $127,411 $127,411 30| 30| 0f $0| %‘

Totals $1,447,653 2.3%| $73,371,816| $351,126[ $173,853| $72,846,837| 25,561,170| 97,649 $60,918,392 $309,095| $61,227,487| $62,366,044 $61,296,727 $61,102,172 $15,466,621] $15,104,708| $14,742,7 5:" $14,380,882[] $14,018,968

Virtual Schools (IC 33-1006) - Not part of State totals, but subject to Funding Cap

INFORMATIONAL




District #: | Bldg District Name District Funding Percent of Total In-Lieu FY050r | Total Adjusted | Reimbursable | Riders | Cost Per Mile| Cost Per| Cost Per | Cost Per | District Amount Amount Most Prior Year Actual FYO5 | Total Amount | Funding | Actual FY05 Advanced Final Payment 100% of _ [[75% of Funding|50% of Funding|[25% of Funding]| Funding Cap
Capped - Reimbursement | Reimbursable Costs FYO06 SDE | Reimbursable Miles Rider | Mileas a%]|Rider asa| Above imbur imbur j imbursement imbur Cap i Amounts Amount Funding Cap | Cap Penalty || Cap Penalty || Cap Penalty | Penalty NOT
Reimbursement [Loss Subsequent Costs Program | Costs (Less In- of State | % of State |Both State| at Statewide | at Statewide | Reimbursement | (Including Any ("U") Plus Priorto Cap | Penalty | Subsequentto | Received for Penalty Waived| Waived Waived Waived Waived
Reduced By: to Cap Impact Lieu and SDE Average | Average | Average | %CPM@ | %CPR@ |(plus Fee| Waived Appeal FY05
(See Column S) Fees Paid in| Fee) Measures|  85% 85% fee and in-lieu) | Adjustment) [8%) Reimbursed in | Reimbursed in
FY05 FY06 FY0s5
District #: | Bldg District Name District Funding Percent of Total In-Lieu FYO5 o | Total Adjusted| Reimbursable | Riders | Cost Per Mile| Cost Per| CostPer | CostPer | District Amount Amount Most Prior Year Actual FYO05 | Total Amount | Funaing | Actual FYO05 Advanced Final Payment 100% of  [[75% of Funding|[50% of Funding|[25% of Funding|] Funding Cap
Capped - Reimbursement | Reimbursable Costs FY06 SDE | Reimbursable Miles Rider | Mile as a%]| Rider as a| Above Cap Amounts Amount Funding Cap || Cap Penalty | Cap Penalty || Cap Penalty || Penalty NOT
Loss Costs Program | Costs (Less In- of State | % of State| State | at Statewide | at Statewide | Reimbursement | (Including Any ("U") Plus Priorto Cap | Penalty | Subsequentto | Received for Penalty Waived| Waived Waived Waived Waived
Reduced By: to Cap Impact Lieu and SDE Average | Average | Average | %CPM@ | %CPR@ |(plus Fee| Waived Appeal FY05
(See Column S) Fees Paid in| Fee) Cost Per 85% 85% fee and in-lieu) | Adjustment) vy Reimbursed in | Reimbursed in
FYO05 Rider FY05
452 801 [IDAHO VIRTUAL ACADEMY $0| 0.0%[ $1,131,867 $0 $0] $1,131,867 o[ 1,657 $0.00[  $683 92%| FALSE $0 $962,087 $0| $962,087]  $962,087 $962,087 $962,087 $0] $0] $0] $0] $0)
Totals $0) 0.0%[  $1,131,867 $0] $0[ $1.131.867 o[ 1657 $962,087 $0) $962,087] _ $962,087 $962,087 $962,087 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
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BOISE, IDAHO 83720-0027 PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Division of Student Transportation

Memorandum

To: State Board of Education

From: Ray Merical, Supervisor, Transportation Services
Date: June 16, 2006

Re: 110-105-103 Percent Funding Cap

Idaho Code (33-1006) provides eighty-five percent (85%) reimbursement to school districts for
reimbursable pupil transportation costs incurred during the preceding school year when the reimbursable
costs do not exceed one-hundred-three percent (103%) of the statewide average reimbursable cost per
mile or the statewide average reimbursable cost per student rider, whichever is more advantageous to the
school district. The 2003 legislation (House Bill 463) that amended § 33-1006, Idaho Code, mandated a
phase-in period of 110% the first year (fiscal year 2004), 105% the second year (fiscal year 2005), and
103% the third year (fiscal year 2006 and beyond).

The statute (33-1006, Idaho Code) allows “capped” school districts to seek fiscal relief from the funding
cap by “appealing” to the State Board of Education. Districts can request a funding rate that will
minimize or eliminate the funding cap penalty. However, the State Board of Education can only grant a
funding percentage rate that is less than the funding percentage rate requested by the school district.

“If a school district's costs exceed the one hundred three percent (103%) limit when computed by
the more advantageous of the two (2) methods, that school district shall be reimbursed at eighty-
five percent (85%) of the maximum limit for whichever method is more favorable to the school
district. A school district may appeal the application of the one hundred three percent (103%) limit
on reimbursable costs to the state board of education, which may establish for that district a new
percentile limit for reimbursable costs compared to the statewide average, which is higher than
one hundred three percent (103%). In doing so, the state board of education may set a new limit
that is greater than one hundred three percent (103%), but is less than the percentile limit
requested by the school district. Any costs above the new level established by the state board of
education shall not be reimbursed.”

The process is problematic because of the dynamics of the funding cap formula, which is designed
(secondary to statutory language) to take into account multiple variables when determining which school
districts will actually be impacted by the cap. The elements of the funding cap formula include: 1) prior
year “reimbursable pupil transportation costs; 2) changing “statewide” average cost-per-mile and cost-
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per-rider subsequent to ongoing fiscal reviews; dropping on or off the “capped” grouping consequent to
changing statewide averages; and changing percent levels in excess of the more advantageous funding
calculation based on statewide cost-per-mile average or statewide cost-per-rider average.

For example, a district that is 175% above the 105% (103% in FY2006) statewide average cost-per-rider
on December 28, 2005, would require a 175% funding rate in order to drop off the capped list. However,
the same school district may drop to 135% above the 110% statewide average cost-per-rider by June 30,
2006, subsequent to ongoing statewide fiscal audits and reviews. The change in funding rate percentage
occurs because changes in reimbursable costs for one school district impacts statewide averages, which
impacts (negatively or positively) the capping criteria of every other school district in the state.

Unfortunately, selecting a set percentage rate when appealing to the State Board of Education is nearly
impossible because of the dynamics of the process and the “floating” percentages that inherently occur in
the funding cap calculation process.

Since reimbursable district costs (and statewide averages) do not become final prior to June 30 of each
fiscal year, and since school districts must appeal to the State Board of Education for fiscal relief prior to
June 30, and since school districts must seek a funding rate in excess of that required to “drop off” the
capped list, and since the State Board of Education can only approve a funding rate that is less than the
rate required (in accordance to law), the State Department of Education Pupil Transportation Section
designed an appeal application that automatically adjusts to fluid percentage changes, i.e., 1% above the
floating percentage rate that exists on June 30 (district) and 0-1% (or other rate) less than the floating
percentage rate that exists on June 30 (State Board of Education).

Individuals interested in analyzing the dynamics of this funding process can visit the State Department of
Education Pupil Transportation website at http://www.sde.state.id.us/finance/transport/, viewing the 103%
funding cap model found on the home page, and comparing fiscal years 2002, 2003 and 2004 (see tabs at
bottom of spreadsheet).



http://www.sde.state.id.us/finance/transport/

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DR. MARILYN HOWARD

P.O. Box 83720 STATE SUPERINTENDENT
BOISE, IDAHO 83720-0027 PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Pupil Transportation Section
Use Tab Key To Enter Data
103% Funding Cap Appeal Application for Fiscal Year(s): | 2004 -2005 |

District Name: | Buhl | Number: 412 Date: |  April 14,2006 |

The school district identified above is subject to a pupil transportation funding cap in accordance to 33-1006, Idaho Code,
and is appealing to the State Board of Education for relief from financial penalty due to the following:
(Please check all applicable boxes by using mouse key)

L] | Uniquely difficult geographic circumstances (five-year application)
Extraordinary one (1) time circumstances outside the district's foresight and contro

The district is requesting a funding rate of % more than the percentage rate necessary to eliminate its
funding cap penalty, in accordance to 33-1006, Idaho Code.

Please provide detailed justification and rationale for this request and appeal. If necessary, attach supporting information
and documentation. Save document prior to submitting electronically.

See attachment.

Superintendent Signature: Richand Y, Hll Date: 03/31/06

Shaded area Below is for State Department of Education Use Only

The State Board of Education approved |[] |disapproved |[] | the district's appeal and request at its regularly
scheduled meeting on | | at a Funding Cap Rate of | |% less than the percentage rate
necessary to eliminate the funding cap penalty.

Returned to School District on :|




AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY
EMPLOYER

BUHL JOINT SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 412

920 MAIN STREET e+ BUHL, IDAHO 83316
PHONE (208) 543-6436 e Fax (208) 543-6360

March 17, 2006

Mr. Ray Merical, Supervisor

Pupil Transportation Services

Idaho State Department of Education
P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720-0027

Mr. Merical:
The Buhl School District wishes to submit its appeal of the legislative transportation funding cap for SY 06.

The following points highlight our arguments why the district believes the funding cap should be lifted for
the Buhl School District.

1. Age of Buses. The Buhl School District has maintained that student safety 1$ our paramount concern.

To that end, the district has, for many contract years, placed a manufacturer’s “age limit” on the contractor’s
buses. We have insisted that our buses be equipped with the latest safety equipment, hence the provision that
the buses be no older than seven years. This prevents a prospective contractor of dumping older and unsafe
buses on the district when the bid is awarded, not an uncommon practice. This requirement drives up the
cost of the bid (i.e., cost per mile) since the contractor must place newer buses in his respective fleet.

2. Fuel Index. The district has for many years used the April CPI Index for determining cost-per-mile rates
for the subsequent school year. We do not engage in negotiations with the contractor when the price of fuel
increases (or decreases). This practice keeps the cost of providing pupil transportation services to a
predictable cost per mile throughout the school year, hence keeping the cost to a minimum.

3. Remote Routes. The boundary of the Buhl School District includes two farm irrigation projects,
located in remote western Twin Falls County. These projects employ a minimum of workers due to the
efficiencies of irrigation technologies. We have, in past years, transported very few students off the projects,
resulting in a high cost-per-student-per-mile. Effective SY 06, the Buhl School District dropped one of the
two routes (The Bell Rapids Project route). This action resulted in a savings of approximately 2,100 miles
per month (nearly 19,000 miles per school year). Dropping transportation services to the second irrigation
project is under consideration (The Magic Waters Project); the Magic Waters route provides service to more
students than did the Bell Rapids route (at approximately 1,500 miles per month).

4. Combining Routes. The superintendent and site manager for Northside Bus Company has conducted
several discussions relative to designing/consolidating new bus routes in an attempt to reduce costs. One
route found in the previous contract had been consolidated prior to the current contract being awarded. The
net result is the principle of unintended consequences: the length of time the student(s) are on the bus
traveling to-and-from school.

"Striving for Excellence in Education”



5. Performance Bond. With fewer and fewer qualified contractors available, the district’s bid requirement
included the successful contractor to maintain a performance bond “in the amount of 20% of the total
operating expenses for the life of the Contract.” This bid requirement called for the performance bond to
remain active during the entire term of the five year contract. This bid requirement undoubtedly added to

the cost per mile the contractor charged the district. Since the district is pleased with the performance of
Northside Bus Company’s performance over the past three years, both parties agreed to drop this provision
for SY 06, yielding another cost savings.

6. Student Demographics. The demographics of our school system are such that the number of students
riding the buses varies considerably with respect to agriculture activities. Case in point: within the Buhl
School District’s boundary, Seneca Inc. operates a cannery that processes corn and peas. The agriculture
activity that supports Seneca will generally start in mid-April and end in mid-October. During this time
frame, the Buhl School District enjoys a large increase in its student body as the migrant workforce (and
their children) resides in Buhl. During this time frame, the number of students riding the buses increases
then decreases as the parents move on.

7. Snake River Canyon Routes. The district also experiences the problem of transporting its students
residing in the Snake River Canyon. Access to the canyon is limited due to geographic restrictions, which
Jeads to longer routes to transport fewer students. The transportation site manager is able to combine
efficiencies with routes on the “bench,” but is limited to the same strategic efficiencies for river canyon
routes. Hence, the topography of the river canyon becomes the “tail wagging the dog.”

8. Charter Buses. The board of trustees’ policy of allowing charter buses to transport students to athletic
events in excess of 120 miles one-way places a subtle cost increase on the contractor. The contractor is still
paying fixed costs for buses not in use. The contractor loses the benefit of this extra work when charter
buses are being used.

9. Daily Ridership. Many parents, whose children are eligible for transportation services, insist on
transporting their children to school, resulting in fewer children riding the buses on a daily basis. The
district has asked parents to reconsider this practice via parents’ newsletters. The impact of this plea has
been minimal.

10. Best Practices. The district continues to research for Best Practices via the Web and professional
conversations. One Best Practice under consideration is consolidating bus contractors and/or routes with
neighboring school districts. Other states, notably Florida, report considerable savings with respect to
adopting Best Practice strategies. We will continue to investigate.

Confidence. I will state unequivocally that the Buhl School District has complete confidence in the advice
and counsel of the Northside Bus Company and its Buhl site manager. If there are costs to be saved, we are

confident the site manager will call it to my attention. A decision supporting his recommendation(s) will be
seriously reviewed and adopted.

Feel free to contact me if you need additional information.

Sin

Leloyd J%ﬁ/”

Rlchardj Hri Supt,rmtendent
Buhl School District
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Buhl School District Pupil Transportation
The inspection team evaluated twelve bus routes during the week of March 28, 2005.



F. SUBJECT:

Appeal and Waiver of 105% Cap Pupil Transportation Funding
Formula — Caldwell School District

BACKGROUND:

During the 2001 legislative session, § 33-1006, Idaho Code, was amended.
The amendment created a pupil transportation funding cap; affecting school
districts that exceed (by 105% the second year) the statewide average cost
per mile and cost per rider.

As of April 1, 2006, there were 22 school districts that were negatively
affected by the pupil transportation funding cap: Boise ($761,663),
Meadows Valley ($5,312), Blackfoot Community Center Charter School
($1,494), Blaine County ($10,232), Garden Valley ($42,308), Caldwell
($76,166), Soda Springs ($4,501), Orofino ($2,280), Mountain Home
($99,162), Wendell ($110,969), Valley ($29,006), Moscow ($61,564),
Salmon ($6,720), Kamiah ($26,909), Dietrich ($4,879), Lewiston ($553),
Kellogg ($62,120), Wallace ($7,741), Twin Falls ($47,450), Buhl ($17,498),
McCall-Donnelly ($68,511), and Richard McKenna Charter High School
($3,950).

During the April 22, 2005, Board meeting, Lapwai, Kamiah, and Garden
Valley school districts were granted a five-year cap waiver (2004-2009);
however, Lapwai School District is not affected by the Pupil Transportation
Funding Cap for fiscal year 2005.

During fiscal year 2005, a team of pupil transportation specialists evaluated
the pupil transportation programs of Lapwai, Kamiah, Garden Valley,
Mountain Home, Soda Springs, Buhl, Wendell, Moscow, Horseshoe Bend,
McCall-Donnelly, Boise, and Blackfoot Charter school districts.

During fiscal year 2006, a team of pupil transportation specialists evaluated
the pupil transportation programs of Meadows Valley, Blaine, Caldwell,
Soda Springs, Orofino, Valley, Salmon, Dietrich, Lewiston, Kellogg,
Wallace, and Twin Falls school districts; and Blackfoot Community Center
Charter and Richard McKenna Charter. By the close of fiscal year 2006,
some school districts that were affected by the funding cap penalty earlier in
the year, will no longer be affected, e.g., Soda Springs, Lewiston, Orofino,
Wallace, and Blaine school districts. Other school districts will not be
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applying for a funding cap penalty waiver, e.g., Boise school district,
Blackfoot Charter, and Richard McKenna Charter.

DISCUSSION:

Caldwell School District submitted a Funding Cap Appeal Application to the
State Department of Education on April 12, 2006.

The Caldwell School District is located west of Nampa School District and
east of the Oregon border and Parma School District.

On February 6 - 10, 2006, a team of pupil transportation specialists had the
opportunity to ride 43 bus routes, evaluate district/contractor routing
schemes, and review district pupil transportation accounting mechanisms.
The pupil transportation team noted the following:

e The district is running 55 morning and 55 afternoon routes; out of the
55 listed routes, 18 are mid-day routes.

e The district is running 12 routes (included in the 55 routes referenced
above) that transport a small number of students with special needs.
Those routes inherently result in higher per rider costs.

e The district’s routing schemes did not appear to be efficiently
designed to effectively maximize school bus capacities. Most of the
43 routes observed had low bus capacity to rider ratios.

e Some routes appeared to geographically overlap or service areas close
In proximity to each other. Many routes reflected load times of 45
minutes or less. Some routes appeared to unnecessarily extend route
load times due to poor routing design.

e Consolidation of routes may be feasible, but remains uncertain. The
inspection team recommends annual evaluation of district-wide
routing schemes with a focus on improving routing efficiencies.

e The Superintendent and contractor expressed sincere interest in
cooperatively working with the State Department of Education in
identifying mechanisms designed to improve efficiency without
compromising safety.

June 15-16, 2006; Merical
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RECOMMENDATION:

The State Department of Education recommends the State Board of
Education carefully consider the information provided, invite representatives
from the Caldwell School District to present additional rationale and
justification, and then determine if any criteria exist that are in compliance
with § 33-1006, Idaho Code, i.e., “Such a change shall only be granted by
the state board of education if the application can be justified based on
uniquely difficult geographic circumstances, or extraordinary one (1) time
circumstances outside the district's foresight and control.”

BOARD ACTION:

A motion to approve the Caldwell School District Funding Cap Appeal
Application at a funding cap percentage rate that will reduce the funding cap

penalty for fiscal year 2005 by %
Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes  No
ATTACHMENTS:

1. SDE’s 105% Funding Cap Model

2. Funding Cap Explanation Memorandum

3. 105% Funding Cap Appeal Application submitted by Caldwell School
District

Caldwell School District rationale letter

Caldwell School District map

A
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Pupil Transportation Funding Formula Capped at Legislatively Mandated Percent of State Average Cost Per
Mile and Cost Per Rider

ISet percentage cap to apply to statewide average

[Fiscal Year 2005 Data - Approved Costs Reimbursed in Fiscal Year 2006 (Second Capped Year)

105% Defaults are:

110% for FY 2005
105% for FY 2006
103% for FY 2007

Revised: 03/30/2006 (Preliminary Data)
Cost Per Mile Cost Per Rider
|Statewide Averages before cap $2.85 $746
|Statewide Averages after cap $2.99 $783
[Total Savings From Cap - I[$1,447,653 | capped Reimb. || Actual Reimb.
|Savings Following Appeals & State Board Action _—» | $1,378,413 | $62,189,574 | $62,064,259
INFORMATIONAL

District #: | Bldg District Name District Funding | Percent of Total In-Lieu FYO5or | Total Adjusted | Reimbursable | Riders | Cost Per Mile| Cost Per| Cost Per | Cost Per | District | Amount Amount Most Prior Year Actual FY05 | Total Amount | Funding | _ Actual FY05 Advanced Final Payment 100% of _ |[75% of Funding[[50% of Funding]25% of Funding] Funding Cap

Capped - Reimbursement | Reimbursable Costs FY06 SDE | Reimbursable Miles Rider | Mileas a%]|Riderasa| Above imbur imbur ji imbursement imbur Cap i Amounts Amount Funding Cap || Cap Penalty | Cap Penalty || Cap Penalty | Penalty NOT

Reimbursement [Loss Subsequent Costs Program | Costs (Less In- of State | % of State |Both State| at Statewide | at Statewide | Reimbursement | (Including Any ("U") Plus Priorto Cap | Penalty | Subsequentto | Received for Penalty Waived| Waived Waived Waived Waived
Reduced By: | to Cap Impact Lieu and SDE Average | Average | Average | %CPM@ | %CPR@ |(plus Fee| Waived peal FY05
(See Column S) Fees Paid in| Fee) Measures|  85% 85% feeand in-lieu) | Adjustment) &%) Reimbursed in | Reimbursed in
FY05 FY06 FY0s5

001 BOISE INDEPENDENT DISTRICT $762,037 145%| $6,169,478] $2,122] $19,182| $6,148,174] 1,755,001] 5,742 3.50] $1,071 123%|  144%| TRUE |[$4,463911] $3,823,088]  $4,482,020 0] $4.482,020] $5,244,056 $4,482,020 $4,482,020|_$5,244,056] $5,053,547| $4.863,038] $4.672,529] $4.482,019)|
001 138|ANSER CHARTER SCHOOL 0 0.0% $0 0 0 $0 0 0 50.00 $0 0% 0%| FALSE 0 0 $0 5 $5| $0| $5| $5|
002 MERIDIAN JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $8,433,712 0 0| $8.433712] 2,551,346] 12,075 $3.31]  $698! 116%) 94%| FALSE 0 0] $7,168,655 7| $7.168,662| $7,168,655 $7,168,662 $7,168,662
002 407|MERIDIAN CHARTER HIGH SCHOOL 0 0.0% $0 0 0 $0 0 0 50.00 $0 0% 0%| FALSE 50 0 $0 $22 $22 $0| $22 $22)
003 KUNA JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $1,040,464] $8,027 0] $1,032,437 390,383] 1,679 2.64]  $615 93%) 82%| FALSE 0 0 $884,394 1 $884,395]  $884,394 $884,395 $884,395 0]
011 MEADOWS VALLEY DISTRICT $5,317 7.5% $83,573 $137 $258 $83,178 25,706 28 3.24] $2,971 114%|  398%| TRUE $65,384]  $18,643 $65,720 -$1 $65,719 $71,037 $65,719 $65,719 $71,037] $69,71
013 COUNCIL DISTRICT 0 0.0% $69,996]  $3,227 $0 $66,769 30,491 78 2.19]  $856 77%|  115%| FALSE 0 0 $59,497 0 $59,497 $59,497 $59,497 $59,497 50]
021 MARSH VALLEY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% $451,889]  $5,677 1,643 $444,569 196,616] 693 2.26] $642 79%) 86%)| FALSE 0 0 $384,106 0 $384,106]  $384,106 $384,106 $384,106
025 POCATELLO DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $2,800,567 $472 9,817 $2,790,278 887,376 3,962 53.14]  $704] 110%)| 94%| FALSE 0 0] $2,380,482 3| $2,380.485] $2,380,482 $2,380,485 $2,380,485
033 BEAR LAKE COUNTY DISTRICT 0 0.0% 552,117|  $2,114 1,409 548,504 310,335] 564 1.77] $973] 62%|  130%| FALSE 0 0 5469,299 1 469,300 469,299 469,300 $469,300
041 ST MARIES JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 543,349|  $2,455 2,075 538,819 198,265 428 2.72] $1,259 95%|  169%| FALSE 0 0 5461,847 1 461,848 461,847 461,848 $461,848
044 PLUMMER-WORLEY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 346,771 $0 $0 346,771 132,622] 263 2.61] $1,319 92%|  177%| FALSE 0 0 294,755 0 294,755 294,755 294,755 $294,755
052 SNAKE RIVER DISTRICT 0 0.0% 612,902 $86]  $2,090 610,726 319,847| 1,142 1.91]  $535 67%) 72%| FALSE 0 0 520,967 0 520,967 520,967 520,967 $520,967
052 801 [IDAHO LEADERSHIP ACADEMY 0 0.0% $71,816 0 $346 $71,470 72,531 82 0.99]  $872] 35%|  117%| FALSE 0 0 $61,044 0 $61,044 $61,044 $61,044 $61,044
055 BLACKFOOT DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $1,340,947 0] $4.364] $1,336,583 511,667| 2,099 2.61]  $637 92%) 85%| FALSE 0 0] $1,139,805 1] $1,139,806] $1,139,805 $1,139,806 $1,139,806 0] _s0] $0]
055 701 [BLACKFOOT COMMUNITY LEARNING $1,498 3.1% $56,670 0 $0 $56,670 18,349 50 3.09[ $1,133] 108%|  152%| TRUE $46,671|  $33,201 $46,671 -$9,249 $37,422 $48,170 $37,422 $37,422 $48,170] $47.795[ 47,421 $47.046 $46,672]
058 ABERDEEN DISTRICT 0 0.0% 317,336 0 $717 $316,619 128,390 388 2.47|  $816] 87%|  109%| FALSE 0 0 269,736 0 269,736 269,736 269,736 $269,736 B
059 FIRTH DISTRICT 0 0.0% 232,058 0 $755 231,303 113,648 413 2.04]  $560 71%| 75%)| FALSE 0 0 197,249 0 197,249 197,249 197,249 $197,249 B
060 SHELLEY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% 447,531 0] $1.439 $446,092 178,705] 998 2,50 $447, 88% 60%]| FALSE 0 0 380,401 -$4 380,397 380,401 380,397 $380,397 $0]
061 BLAINE COUNTY DISTRICT $10,310 1.1%| $1,119,039] $2519] $2,751[ $1,113,769 368,146] 1,233 3.03]  $903 106%| 121%| TRUE | $936,393] $820,945 $940,873 -$63] 940,810 951,183 940,810 $940,810]__ $951,1. $948,6 $946,02 $943451]__$940,873]
071 GARDEN VALLEY DISTRICT $42,319 23.3% 213,752| $10,287 784 202,681 51,004] 121 3.97] $1,675 139%| 225%| TRUE | $129.960]  $80,563 139,370 $0] 139,370 181,689 TRUE 181,689 $181,689 _ $181,689  $171,109] _ $160,5 $149,95
072 BASIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 0 0.0% $236,288 $0 887 235,401 95,648] 200 2.46] $1,177 86%)|  158%| FALSE 0 0 200,845 $0| 200,845 200,845 200,845 $200,845
073 HORSESHOE BEND SCHOOL DISTRICT 0 0.0% 122,367 $742 416 121,209 32,985] 164 3.67]  $739) 129%) 99%| FALSE 0 0 104,012 $33 104,045 104,012 104,045 $104,045
083 WEST BONNER COUNTY DISTRICT 0 0.0% 528,017| $4,437]  $1,860 521,720 227,124] 702 2.30]  $743 81%|  100%| FALSE 0 0 5448,814 $1] 448,815 448,814 448,815 $448,815
084 LAKE PEND OREILLE DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $1,414,295( $5145| $4,881] $1,404,269 580,751| 1,286 2.42| $1,092 85%)|  146%| FALSE 0 0] $1,202,151 0] $1,202,151| $1,202,151 $1,202,151 $1,202,151
091 IDAHO FALLS DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $2,070,377 0] $7,337] $2,063,040 602,581 3,130 $3.42]  $659) 120%) 88%| FALSE 0 0] $1,759,820 0] $1,759,820] $1,759,820 $1,759,820 $1,759,820
092 SWAN VALLEY ELEMENTARY DIST 0 0.0% $90,571 0 $329 $90,242 51,585 55 1.75] $1,641 61%|  220%| FALSE 0 0 $76,985 0 $76,985 $76,985 $76,985 $76,985
093 BONNEVILLE JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0%| $1,736,112 0] $5.621] $1,730,491 645,180 3,470 2.68]  $499 94%)| 67%| FALSE 0 0] $1,475,695 0] $1.475,695] $1,475,695 $1,475,695 $1,475,695
101 BOUNDARY COUNTY DISTRICT 0 0.0% $759,514| $13283| $2,563|  $743,668 329,144] 784 2.26]  $949) 79%|  127%| FALSE 0 0 $645,587 1 $645,588]  $645,587 $645,588 $645,588
111 BUTTE COUNTY JOINT DISTRICT 0 0.0% $283,246 $0 0] $283,.246 118,342| 183 2.39] $1,548 84%|  207%| FALSE 0 0 $240,759 $12 $240,771  $240,759 $240,771 $240,771
121 CAMAS COUNTY DISTRICT 0 0.0% $84,369|  $5,203 0 $79,166 54,402 55 1.46] $1,439 51%|  193%| FALSE 0 0 $71,714 0 $71,714 $71,714 $71,714 $71,714
131 NAMPA SCHOOL DISTRI