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To the Members of the General Assembly:

Senate Resolution 208 of 2006 calls on the Legislative Budget and Finance
Committee to study the cost-effectiveness of consolidating Commonwealth school
districts.

Due to the specialized nature of this study, the Committee issued a Request
for Proposal for assistance in developing the report. In November 2006, the Com-
mittee contracted with Standard & Poor’s School Evaluation Services to conduct
the study.

The Standard & Poor’s report is contained herein. As with all LB&FC re-
ports, the release of this report should not be construed as an indication that the
Committee or its individual Committee members necessarily concur with its find-
ings and recommendations.

Sincerely,

Philip R. Durgin
Executive Director
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Like most states, Pennsylvania is grappling with the escalating costs of operating its public
education system. In recent years, the regular operating costs of the Commonwealth’s 501 school
districts have grown at nearly three times the national rate of inflation. Although average per-
pupil costs exceed $10,000 in Pennsylvania, actual spending per pupil varies significantly from
one district to another.

In the interest of helping school districts save money and meet more of their students’ needs, the
Pennsylvania Legislature commissioned this study of the cost-effectiveness of consolidating
school districts and sharing services. The potential benefits of consolidation rest on the
hypothesis that per-pupil costs vary among school districts, in part, as a function of enrollment
and economies of scale.' The assumption is that smaller districts spend more per pupil because
they pro-rate fixed costs over fewer students, and because they are unable to leverage their
purchasing power to obtain volume discounts to the same extent that larger districts can. To test
this hypothesis and to analyze related issues, this study focuses on five legislative research
objectives identified in Resolution S208 from the 2006 legislative session, as follows:

Legislative Objectives for the Study

1. Determine whether consolidation could help smaller and more rural districts save money
with regard to purchasing power of supplies and services.

2. Evaluate whether the consolidation of school districts at the county, intermediate unit, or
other level would enable larger school districts to provide more services such as extensive
special-needs programs, after-school programs, and other services that poorer districts
traditionally cannot provide or afford.

3. Analyze whether services could be shared among two or more school districts, much like
many municipal services on other levels, without necessarily consolidating the districts.>

4. Investigate whether, by pooling state moneys together to provide better services for more
rural school districts, the Commonwealth could run a more efficient and ultimately a better
system of education for its young people.

5. Study the effects of consolidation on transportation issues, logistical issues, and other
situations that may not be considered on the surface.

! Economy of scale can be defined as the benefits realized as a function of increased size of an organization.
Conversely, diseconomy of scale can be defined as the financial disadvantages associated with increased size. See
James Streifel, George Foldesy, and David Holman. The financial effects of consolidation. Journal of Research in
Rural Education, Winter 1991, Vol. 7, No. 2, p. 14.

* The wording of this objective in Resolution S208 originally called for an analysis of “whether services could be
consolidated... by consolidating school districts.” The objective’s intent was subsequently clarified by the
Legislative Budget & Finance Committee to mean that the study should analyze whether services could be shared
between school districts without necessarily consolidating the districts.
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The purpose of this study is not to advocate for or against consolidation, or to recommend the
merger of any particular combination of school districts. It is to address the foregoing research
objectives with an independent analysis of data.

Data Analysis

This study includes an analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data, including:
* A statistical analysis of spending, enrollment and achievement data for all school districts.

* A survey administered to a subset of 88 school districts that could potentially benefit from
consolidating with another district (49 districts returned a completed survey, for a 56%
response rate).

* A survey administered to a subset of 16 intermediate unit (IU) executive directors, who serve
one or more of the 88 school districts focused on for this analysis.

* Personal interviews with superintendents and school board members in a subset of 26 of the
88 districts that were sent the survey.

* Interviews with representatives of intermediate units, the Pennsylvania Association of School
Administrators, Pennsylvania Association of School Business Officials, Pennsylvania State
Education Association, Pennsylvania Department of Education, and Department of General
Services;

e A review of the research literature on school consolidation in the U.S.

Summary of Findings

A brief summary of findings for each of the study’s five objectives is provided below:

Legislative Objective 1: Determine whether consolidation could help smaller and more rural
districts save money with regard to purchasing power of supplies and services.

* An analysis of the state’s 501 school districts reveals a relationship between per-pupil
spending and size of enrollment, as shown in Exhibit 1. For analytical purposes, the graph
divides the state’s school districts into segments that are based on enrollment. Each
segment’s range of enrollment, and the number of districts in each segment, are displayed
along the horizontal axis. (Note, however, that the state’s five largest districts are not
assigned to a range; instead, their actual enrollments are shown individually). Each segment’s
average spending per pupil is plotted according to the scale on the vertical axis.

Exhibit 1 shows that districts with fewer than 500 students spend an average of $9,674 per
pupil in operating costs.” As districts get larger, their per-pupil spending tends to decrease,
until it reaches an average of $8,057 among districts with 2,500 — 2,999 students. However,
average per-pupil spending tends to go back up again as enrollments exceed 3,000 students.

? Operating expenditures include costs for instruction, instructional staff support, pupil support, general
administration, school administration, transportation, food services, operations and maintenance, and other costs.
Capital spending and debt service are not included in operating expenditures.
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Using this empirically observed pattern, it appears that district consolidations that result in
combined enrollments below 3,000 students would be more likely to save money than
consolidations that produce districts with more than 3,000 students. Although the two
districts with 16,515 and 16,964 students have comparatively low spending, they are not
reliable indicators of scaled costs for reasons discussed in the report’s detailed findings. As a
result, they were not selected as an optimal size for modeling consolidations; the range of
2,500 — 2,999 students was selected instead. Therefore, if the state wishes to reduce
overall costs, or to re-invest cost-savings so as to expand educational services, it might
reasonably focus on the potential benefits of consolidating relatively high-spending,
smaller districts into lower-spending, larger districts, but whose enrollments remain
below 3,000 students. The underlying principle is that per-pupil spending might
decrease the closer consolidated districts come to an enrollment of 2,500 — 2,999

students.
Exhibit 1
Pennsylvania School Districts, 2003-2004
Average Operating Expenditures Per Student by Range of Enroliment
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* One district has 0 students, so its spending cannot be calculated on a per-pupil basis.

* This finding applies to Pennsylvania only, and is not meant to be generalized to other states, whose spending
patterns may be different.
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* Although there are 312 districts with enrollments below 3,000 students, not all of them
border another district with which they could consolidate without creating a combined
enrollment above 3,000 students. Nor are all of them relatively high-spending when
compared to similarly-sized districts. As a result, some consolidation scenarios would appear
more likely than others to result in a net reduction in per-pupil costs for each of the districts
involved (not just for one district at the expense of another).

Accordingly, this study focuses on a subset of 88 districts with enrollments below 3,000
students, which have the following characteristics:
» Their per-pupil spending is above the average amount spent by similarly-sized
districts (and, by extension, the average amount spent by districts with 2,500 —
2,999 students).
» They border a district whose spending is also above the average for their size,
with whom they could potentially consolidate without exceeding an enrollment of
3,000 students.

These 88 districts are used to create 97 hypothetical “pairings” of school systems that
are profiled in Part 2 of this study (a separate document). The profiles of each pair of
districts are provided for further analysis by local and state policymakers. However,
Standard & Poor’s analysis of these districts does not constitute a recommendation that
they be consolidated. Their data are analyzed for modeling purposes only.

* Some of the 88 districts analyzed in this study are included in more than one paring in Part 2
of this report. When the pairings that would produce the greatest hypothetical savings are
modeled, the study finds that 34 mutually exclusive pairs of districts could save
approximately $81 million, if - after consolidating - they could lower their per-pupil costs to
the average amount spent by similarly-sized districts across the state.

* The superintendents in these 88 districts were sent a survey that asked for their opinions on
consolidation and shared services. A total of 49 surveys were completed, for a 56% response
rate. When asked if their district were to merge with another district at the administrative
level only, but not close any of their schools, 42% of survey respondents think consolidation
could achieve cost reductions. When asked if they were to consolidate with another district
and close one or more schools, 57% of respondents think that costs would decrease.

Among the 28 respondents who think costs would decrease, 61% express a willingness to
consider consolidating. However, it is important to remember that these responses come from
superintendents, and in several cases they indicate that their responses reflect their own
personal willingness, not necessarily that of the school boards or communities they serve.

A number of superintendents made it clear in their survey and interview comments that
consolidation would be an extremely controversial issue that would face considerable
opposition in their communities. Reasons cited include socio-economic and demographic
differences between school districts, the potential for longer bus routes for schoolchildren,
less local control, and a loss of local identity due to different community cultures and
traditions. Additionally, some districts have invested millions of dollars in facility
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improvements in recent years, which can create a disincentive to close those schools. The
combination of these issues can pose formidable obstacles to consolidation, regardless of
potential cost-savings. A number of individuals interviewed indicated that they do not think
consolidation would happen in their community unless it was mandated by the state.

* The reaction to consolidation is not, however, uniformly disapproving, particularly in light of
potential cost-savings. One board member went so far as to indicate that even if the district
only “broke even,” consolidation could still be worth it if it resulted in enhanced educational
programs for students. Additionally, several superintendents who were interviewed thought
that the state might be able to encourage or facilitate consolidations by providing districts
with funding for local feasibility studies and technical assistance.

* There are many topics that a local study could address; one of the most prominent is local
property taxes. Due to differences in equalized millage rates, two communities that are
considering the consolidation of their school districts may be anxious to know the impact that
consolidation could have on their respective tax rates. Theoretically, a district’s rate could go
up, down, or stay the same after consolidating with another district. There may be no way of
knowing more precisely what the impact would be unless or until the two districts create an
estimate of their consolidated budget for expenditures and margins. They could then estimate
the amount of money that would be needed from local real estate taxes to fund that budget
(net of all other sources of estimated revenue, such as state and federal aid, and other local
revenues not derived from real estate taxes). This information could then be used in modeling
the millage rate that would need to be applied against the two districts’ combined assessed
valuation to fund the budget. Once an estimated millage rate is sufficiently refined with local
knowledge and assessment practices, it could be compared to estimates of each district’s
millage rate if no consolidation were to take place. Such a process may provide a better
estimate of the impact of consolidation on property tax rates than simply averaging the two
districts’ current rates, since one of the motivations for consolidating may be to reduce
overall spending, and by extension, to reduce taxes.

Legislative Objective 2: Evaluate whether the consolidation of school districts at the county,
intermediate unit, or other level would enable larger school districts to provide more services
such as extensive special-needs programs, after-school programs, and other services that
poorer districts traditionally cannot provide or afford.

* Evidence exists that many larger districts provide certain programs that some smaller districts
do not offer. For example, 92% of all districts with 3,000 or more students report Advanced
Placement (AP) test results, while only 51% of districts with fewer than 3,000 students report
such data, which suggests that they do not offer AP courses. One of the superintendents
interviewed for this study indicated that his district was unable to offer AP classes due to
scheduling constraints, and was unable to offer certain kinds of electives. However, other
superintendents indicated that their districts were taking advantage of dual enrollment
programs with area colleges, and distance learning programs such as those offered by
BlendedSchools.net, which can provide numerous videoconference-delivered courses.
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Still, many superintendents think that larger school systems are better equipped to provide
more services for students. A total of 63% of the 49 school districts that responded to this
study’s survey agreed that consolidation with another district could help them provide
additional academic enrichment opportunities® for their students. Along with academic
services, there is also support for the notion that larger districts are better equipped to provide
extra-curricular opportunities® for students. A total of 51% of respondents to the survey
agreed that they could offer their students more extra-curricular opportunities by
consolidating with another district.

Despite the advantages that some school districts may be able to provide, five out of seven
intermediate unit executive directors who responded to a survey for this study reported that
they strongly disagree with the statement that “Consolidating all districts within our
intermediate unit would enable the single, newly formed district that resulted to provide more
services (such as extensive special-needs programs or after-school programs) than some of
our small or economically disadvantaged districts could provide on their own.”

Even if large (e.g., county-wide) consolidated districts could provide services that smaller,
economically disadvantaged districts could not afford on their own, it could require an
increase in overall spending, rather than a decrease. In fact, the central tendencies observed
in Exhibit 1 suggest that districts with more than 3,000 students would tend to spend more
per pupil than many smaller districts. Unless state aid were provided to fund these services
for the disadvantaged districts, it would seem that the wealthier communities in the
consolidated regional district would have to subsidize the costs of these services. If this were
the case, the wealthier property owners’ taxes would likely increase, which could make the
prospects for voluntary regional consolidation less likely — especially if the wealthier schools
already enjoy the services that would be extended to the less affluent schools.

On a related note, some of the superintendents interviewed for this study indicated that
additional programs offered through a larger, consolidated district could come at the expense
of the individualized attention many students receive in smaller districts. None of the
individuals interviewed for this study, including intermediate unit executive directors,
expressed a favorable opinion toward an IU-wide consolidation of school districts.

> The district survey defines academic enrichment as any supplemental academic program that directly supports
student learning, including after-school classes or tutoring, remediation programs, gifted and talented programs,
summer school classes, etc.

% The survey defines extra-curricular opportunities as any non-academic program, including athletics and special
clubs, that are likely to take place outside of the regular school day
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Legislative Objective 3: Analyze whether services could be shared among two or more school
districts, much like many municipal services on other levels, without necessarily consolidating
the districts.

* Asan alternative to consolidation, some districts are well poised to save money by sharing
services with other districts. Many districts are already taking proactive steps to do so. Just
over half (53%) of the 49 superintendents who responded to this study’s survey indicate that
they currently share one or more services with another district (in some cases through the
local Intermediate Unit, Area Vocational Technical Center, or Career Technology Center).
Shared services typically include such areas as special education, athletics, occupational
programs, alternative education, distance learning, purchased services, shared personnel,
technology, coaching, transportation, health care, food services, and student support.

* All but three of the districts that responded to the survey expressed a willingness to share
services, suggesting strong potential for districts and the state to move forward in this area.
(To encourage an increase in shared services, the governor has proposed allocating $1
million to help school districts learn about ways they can share services and programs in such
areas as instruction, transportation, food services, safety and security, health services,
purchasing, finance, payroll, facilities, human resources, technology, and administration.)

* Given that there are logistical and operational challenges that districts can sometimes face
around sharing services, as compared to the ability of IUs to offer more shared services
relatively easily, the IUs might be an effective vehicle for the expansion of shared services.
In some cases, [Us have the capacity and the willingness to increase the number of joint
services offered to districts. As one IU executive director commented, “If it can be done, and
we can pay for it, we will do it”.

Legislative Objective 4: Investigate whether, by pooling state moneys together to provide better
services for more rural school districts, the Commonwealth could run a more efficient and
ultimately a better system of education for its young people.

* Additional ways that school districts can save money include programs that “pool” public
resources to leverage the collective purchasing power of state and local governments. This
can be done through streamlined purchasing programs, state-negotiated contracts,
procurement networks, and purchasing cooperatives. Examples include the following:

= Thirty-nine percent of the 49 districts that responded to this study’s survey indicate
that they participate in COSTARS, the state’s Cooperative Sourcing to Achieve

Reductions in Spending program.

= Seventy-eight percent of respondents indicate that they participate in the PEPPM
Technology Bidding and Purchasing Program.
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APPENDIX A
PER-PUPIL SPENDING BY FUNCTION COMPARED TO DISTRICT ENROLLMENT

The following graphs show per-pupil expenditures broken out by the functions that comprise
operating expenditures, and compares them with enrollment segments.

Pennsylvania School Districts, 2003-04
Instructional Expenditures by Range of Enroliment
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* One district has 0 students, so its spending cannot be calculated on a per-pupil basis.
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Pennsylvania School Districts, 2003-04
Instructional Support Expenditures by Range of Enroliment
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Pennsylvania School Districts, 2003-04
Pupil Support Expenditures by Range of Enroliment
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* One district has 0 students, so its spending cannot be calculated on a per-pupil basis.
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Pennsylvania School Districts, 2003-04
Average General Administration Expenditures per Student by Range of Enroliment
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* One district has 0 students, so its spending cannot be calculated on a per-pupil basis.
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Pennsylvania School Districts, 2003-04
School Administration Expenditures by Range of Enroliment
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Pennsylvania School Districts, 2003-04
Operations and Maintenance Expenditures by Range of Enroliment
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* One district has 0 students, so its spending cannot be calculated on a per-pupil basis.

June 1, 2007



Pennsylvania School Districts, 2003-04
Transportation Expenditures by Range of Enroliment
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* One district has 0 students, so its spending cannot be calculated on a per-pupil basis.
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Pennsylvania School Districts, 2003-04
Food Services Spending by Range of Enroliment
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Pennsylvania School Districts, 2003-04
Other Expenditures by Range of Enroliment
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Enroliment Segments

* One district has 0 students, so its spending cannot be calculated on a per-pupil basis.
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APPENDIX B

DISTRICT QUESTIONNAIRE & SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

A written survey containing 18 questions was administered to the 88 school districts that were
focused on in this study. Forty-nine districts completed the questionnaire, yielding a 56%
response rate. The specific survey questions are listed below, along with a summary of responses
on the measurable questions, showing the frequency of answers selected for each.

PAST CONSOLIDATION EXPERIENCE:

1. Inthe past ten years, has your school district considered the possibility of consolidating
with one or more school districts? Please mark yes or no, and provide additional
information if yes.

= 22.4% answered yes
= 77.6% answered no
= 49 responses received

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES:

2. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statement (consider
a hypothetical district consolidation™):

“Consolidating with another district would offer our students more academic enrichment
opportunities than we currently offer” (for this question, you may consider any type of
hypothetical district consolidation, including one that involves merging or closing
schools or one that does not involve merging or closing schools; academic enrichment
refers to any supplemental academic program that directly supports student learning,
including after-school classes or tutoring, remediation programs, gifted and talented
programs, summer school classes, etc.).

= 12.2% strongly agree

*  51% somewhat agree

= 22.4% somewhat disagree
= 14.3% strongly disagree

= 49 responses received

* The questionnaire provided the following information: This study is predicated on reducing costs while
maintaining or increasing the quality of educational service. S&P understands that your answers to questions
involving a hypothetical district consolidation might vary depending on the specific district involved in a
consolidation with your district. For questions that deal with a hypothetical district consolidation, please answer the
question as if you were consolidating with a local district that would be your ideal choice, i.e. a district that has the
qualities that you think would facilitate a successful consolidation, which is beneficial from a cost reduction and
quality of service perspective for both districts.
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3. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statement (consider
a hypothetical district consolidation):

“Consolidating with another district would offer our students more extra-curricular
opportunities than we currently offer” (for this question, you may consider any type of
hypothetical district consolidation, including one that involves merging or closing
schools or one that does not involve merging or closing schools; extra-curricular
opportunities refer to any non-academic program, including athletics and special clubs
that are likely to take place outside of the regular school day).

COSTS:

8.2% strongly agree
42.9% somewhat agree
38.8% somewhat disagree
10.2% strongly disagree
49 responses received

4. Place an X next to the state procurement programs listed below that your district
participates in presently.

[Some of the 49 respondents selected more than one. The following figures are reported as the
actual number of responses to that item, not percentages. |

19 use COSTARS

38 use PEPPM (through IU 16)
2 use Easy Purchase

4 use US Communities

12 use Investment Trusts
6 use “Other”.

5. If your school district were to consolidate with one or more districts only at the
administrative level and not close or merge any schools, what do you think the impact
would be on overall spending? Place an X next to your answer. (Consider a hypothetical
district consolidation)
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Increase (14.6%)
Decrease (41.7%)
Stay the same (43.8%)
48 responses received
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6. If your school district were to consolidate with one or more districts, and close or merge
one or more schools, what do you think the impact would be on overall spending? Place
an X next to your answer. (Consider a hypothetical district consolidation)

Increase (22.4%)
Decrease (57.1%)
Stay the same (20.4%)
49 responses received

7. 1Is your district presently sharing services with another district (sharing services refers to
the practice of two or more districts, while remaining independent, sharing one or more
academic or operational services because it is beneficial to both districts from a cost and
quality perspective)?

= 53.1% answered yes
= 46.9% answered no
= 49 responses received

8. Would you consider sharing services with a district outside of a district consolidation, if
you are not already doing so? For this question, please consider a local district that
would be your ideal choice to share services with (sharing services refers to the practice
of two or more districts, while remaining independent, sharing one or more academic or
operational services because it is beneficial to both districts from a cost and quality
perspective).

= Strong degree of willingness (40.4%)

=  Moderate degree of willingness (42.6%)

= Moderate degree of unwillingness (4.3%)

= Strong degree of unwillingness (2.1%)

= Not applicable; already sharing services with another district (10.6%)
= 47 responses received

9. Ifyou indicated a strong or moderate degree of willingness to consider sharing services
in question #8, what specific services would you consider sharing? Mark this section
“not applicable”, if you indicated an unwillingness to share services in question #8.

TRANSPORTATION:

10. Please provide the following information to help us better understand transportation
logistics in your district:

a. How many miles are traveled by bus daily across your entire district?
* Miles/day—(1,381) average, (4,489) maximum, out of 44 responses.
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b. How many buses and vans does the district own or lease?
= # of buses—(6.5) average, (43) maximum, out of 46 responses
= # of vans—(2.8) average, (18) maximum, out of 46 responses

c. How long is the average bus route for all children in your district, one-way?
= Average route in distance: # of miles—(23) average, 3 (min), 55 (max),
out of 22 responses
= Average in duration: # of minutes — (30) average, 10 (min), 73 (max), out
of 22 responses

d. How long is the single longest actual bus route for one child in your district, one-
way?
= Single longest in distance: # of miles—(32) average, 7 (min), 72 (max),
out of 22 responses
= Single longest in duration: # of minutes—(45) average, 15 (min), 97
(max), out of 22 responses
e. What is the percentage of students who walk to school in your district?
= (12%) average, (70%) maximum, out of 48 responses

11. Place an X next to one of the following options concerning transportation. [Respondents
marked more than one selection. The following figures are reported as the actual number
of responses to that item, not percentages. ]

= Qur district runs its own program, including owning or leasing buses and hiring
bus drivers. (1 district)

=  Qur district subcontracts the program, using private contractors to transport
students. (48 districts)

= Qur district subcontracts the program, using our intermediate unit to transport
students. (3 districts)

= Otbher. (1 district)

12. Under a consolidation with another district that did not involve school consolidations,
would you expect to see the length of transportation routes increase, decrease, or stay the
same? Place an X next to your answer. (Consider a hypothetical district consolidation)

= Increase (41.7%)
= Decrease (2.1%)
= Stay the same (56.3%)
= 48 responses received

13. Under a consolidation with another district that did not involve school consolidations,
would you expect to see the cost of transportation increase, decrease, or stay the same?
Place an X next to your answer. (Consider a hypothetical district consolidation)

= Increase (25.5%)
= Decrease (17.0%)
= Stay the same (57.4%)
= 47 responses received
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14. Under a consolidation with another district that includes school consolidation(s), would
you expect to see the length of transportation routes increase, decrease, or stay the same?
Place an X next to your answer. (Consider a hypothetical district consolidation.)

= Increase (75%)

= Decrease (4.2%)

= Stay the same (20.8%)
= 48 responses received

15. Under a consolidation with another district that includes school consolidation(s), would
you expect to see the cost of transportation increase, decrease, or stay the same? Place an
X next to your answer. (Consider a hypothetical district consolidation.)
= Increase (63.8%)
= Decrease (19.1%)
= Stay the same (17%)
= 47 responses received

VIEWS ON CONSOLIDATION:

16. Would you be willing to consider a consolidation with any of the districts geographically
adjoining your district?

=  46.8% answered yes
= 53.2% answered no

= 47 responses received

17. If a district consolidation were publicly considered in your school district, what are the
reasons some people would have to oppose district consolidation?

18. If a district consolidation were publicly considered in your school district, what are the
reasons some people would have to support district consolidation?
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APPENDIX C

IU QUESTIONNAIRE & SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

In addition to the district questionnaire, a written survey was sent to the executive directors of
the 16 intermediate units that serve the 88 school districts focused on in this study. Eight surveys
were returned with responses. The following figures are reported as the actual number of
responses to each question.

For items 1 — 4 that follow, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with
the written statement.

1. There are services that districts in our intermediate unit are providing individually that could
be consolidated and offered by our intermediate unit to save money without consolidating
districts.

= 3 strongly agree

= 3 somewhat agree

= | somewhat disagrees
= 0 strongly disagree

2. Our IU offers regional services or cooperative purchasing programs that smaller districts in
our IU are unable to provide for themselves.

= 6 strongly agree

= | somewhat agrees

= ( somewhat disagree
= 0 strongly disagree

3. The districts in our IU take full advantage of the resources and services our IU offers to help
districts lower costs and improve the quality of service provided to students.

= | strongly agrees

= 3 somewhat agree

= 3 somewhat disagree
= 0 strongly disagree

If you answered somewhat disagree or strongly disagree, please name the specific services or
programs offered by your IU that you think are underutilized by districts:
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4. Consolidating all districts within our intermediate unit would enable the single, newly
formed district that resulted to provide more services (such as extensive special-needs
programs or after-school programs) than some of our small or economically disadvantaged
districts could provide on their own.

= 0 strongly agree

= 2 somewhat agree

= ( somewhat disagree
= 5 strongly disagree

5. Are there programmatic needs for districts that are not being met through existing regional

services?
= 4 Yes
= 2 No

6. Does your intermediate unit provide any student transportation services for districts?

= 4 Yes
= 2 No

If yes, please identify them and describe the programmatic and/or financial benefits of those
services.

June 1, 2007

61



