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III CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS-MAJOR FISCAL PROBLEMS 
OF EDUCATION AND SOCIAL WELFARE 

APPORTIONMENTS FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

In 1960-61 total state expenditures for the support of the public 
schools were $680.3 million. Thc budget document provides for $721.7 
million for this purpose for 1961-62; however, the appropriation will 
appear as the "Apportiollment Bill') ratheT than a part of the "Budget 
BilL" The $41.4 million increase consists almost entirely of normal 
average daily attendance (ADA) growth; i.e., 190,089 additional ADA 
@ $201.10 per ADA as prescribed by Chapter 1251, Statutes 1959, plus 
g'l'owth in other items outside the allowance, notably automobile driver 
training. 

In addition fa this grmvth, it is anticipated that the Department of 
Education, ,,,ith the approval of the State Board of Education, will re­
quest an additional $61 million in 11e,v services for 1961-62. 

In the face of the rapid increase in school enrollments and the antici­
pated decline in state revenues, it is essential at t.his session of the Leg­
islature that every dollar expended for the public schools be placed on 
a priority basis reflecting distribution where the need is greatest, and 
that increasing emphasis be given to improving the fiscal management 
of the State School Fund. To accomplish this, we recommend a seven 
point program covering the following: 

Improved Fiscal Policy andl\'Ianagement 
I. '1'he Handling of Surpluses and Deficits in the State School 

Fund 
II. A Plan for California School Finance Using a County-wide 

Tax Base 
Emphasis on Fundamental Needs 

III. Basic Aid and Equalization Aid 
IV. Minimum Adequate Foundation Program 
V. 'lleachillg Personnel and Administrative Personnel 

VI. County School Service Fund 
VII. Allowance for Transportation 

I. The Handling of Surpluses and Deficits in the State School Fund 
A. Constitutional Requirement 

The State School Fund contains school apportionment funds for all 
purposes which are computed by multiplying by $201.10, the units of 
ADA during the previous year. However, allowances for driver training 
and project connected pupils represent exact amounts based upon actual 
need. The Constitution provides that all of the State School Fund be 
apportioned each fiscal year and that no more than its total may be 
apportioned. 

B. Current Practice 

The allowances from the State School Fund to each district are com­
puted using formulas contained in the law, the values of the factors of 
which (such as ADA, assessed valuation, or expenses of the district) 
are not then known. 'rhus, at the time the formula" funds" are estab­
lished, there is no assurance that the rig'ht amount of money has been 
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provided in each of the "funds" to meet the limits of support estab­
lisbed by the formulas. If a computation for a particular purpose is 
made and tbe requirements of tbe computation are greater tban the 
(' fund" established for that purpose, a "deficit" is said to exist and a 
"deficit" factor is applied to the apportioument to keep it within the 
appropriation. However, if tbe requirements of tbe computation are 
less than the" fund, " a "surplus" is said to exist, and the amount of 
the surplus is available for added apportionment. The surpluses are dis­
tributeel to meet the requirements of any purpose in whicb a deficit 
occurred and are applied to those purposes for tbe following seven areas 
in the order listed: 

1. Deficits in equalization aid at three levels (Principal Apportion-
ment). 

2. Deficits in First Period Apportionment for Growth. 
3. Deficits in 'Second Period Apportionment for Growtb. 
4. Deficits in apportionments for transportation of physically handi­

capped and severely mentally retarded; excess expense allowances 
for mentally retarded j and excess expense allowances for severely 
mentally retarded (Special Pnrpose Apportionment). 

5. Deficits in apportionments for transportation aid (Special Purpose 
Apportionment) . 

6. Additional state aid to all scbool districts not to exceed $5 per nnit 
of ADA. 

7. Additional equalization aid to school districts receiving equaliza­
tion aid in the Principal Apportionment. 

The surpluscs and deficits of the past six years are shown in Table I. 

Table I-Deficits and Surpluses, State School Fund 
Percent of 

State School surplus or 
Yea1" Fund allowance 8m'plus Deficit deficit 
1959·60 _____________ $637,949,938 $11,414,924 -1.78 
1958-59 ____________ 574,946,207 $10,422,578 +1.81 
1957-58 ____________ 534,251,328 2,230,144 -·42 
1956-57 ____________ 460,995,369 3,513,429 +.76 
1955·56 ------------ 429,727,134 2,158,698 -.50 
1954-55 ------------ 398,210,950 2,007,726 -.50 

Total for 6 years $3,036,080,926 -$3,875,-'185* -.13 
* Total deficit less surplus. A rclatirely small amount Involved fn connty school service funds was not analyzed. 

C. Department of Education Proposal 

'I'he Department of. Education is proposing that an amount of not 
more than one percent of the closed-end portion of the State School 
Fund be added to such closed-end appropriation, as necdcd, to more 
nearly assure that school districts will receive the amounts intended in 
the distribution formulas. This would require in 1961-62 that an addi­
tional $7.6· million be made available to tbe State School Fund for use 
if needed. 

D. Recommendation 

Although we agree that there is need for revision of the law to permit 
more efficient handling of the so called "surpluses" and "deficits," it 
appears that the proposal of the Department of Education open-ends 
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the State School Fund by guaranteeing more than is in the fnnd. The 
effect of this provision wonld be to guarantee the distribution formulas 
and nullify the derivation formulas, Le., the method by which the 
amount in the State School Fund is computed. Rather than this ap­
proach, we believe surpluses should be retained instead of applied as 
windfalls, and made available to meet any deficits in subsequent years. 

At the present time, the constitutional requirement that all moneys 
appropriated into the State School Fund must be distributed makes 
it impossible for the General Fund to retain sums in the State School 
Fund which are surplus of needs as represented by the difference be­
tween computed allowances provided by law and actual apportiomnents 
made for the public school system in any fiscal year. 

We recommend that legislation be enacted to appropriate into the 
State School Fund only that amount which is required to be appro­
priated by the Oonstitution, i.e., $180 per ADA, with such additional 
amounts as are made available by the Legislature authorized for ex­
penditure only as required to meet computed allowances. Both the 
amount appropriated into the State School Fund and that amount ap­
propriated directly from the General Fund under the closed-end ap­
propriation, currently established by the Legislature at $201.10 per 
ADA, would be distributed as required in accordance with tbe various 
computational allowances. Thus, requirements under the computational 
allowances would be met first out of the State School Fund and the 
equivalent of any surplus, after meeting specific deficits in any of the 
computation allowances, would remain in the General Fund. 

We also recommend that legislation be enacted which will provide 
that not to exceed 1 percent of the prior year's total apportionments, 
or an amount not greater than the equivalent of a balance of accumu­
lated surpluses derived in previous years after any previously accrued 
deficits have been met according to the formula, whichever is the lesser, 
shall be appropriated as required to meet any remaining deficits be­
tween computed allowances and actual apportionments. 

This recommendation in effect will eliminate surpluses for redistribu­
tion beyond formula requirements, will account for accumulated sur­
pluses and make them available for deficits, while limiting in anyone 
year the additional reimbursement to 1 percent of the prior year's 
apportionment. It will permit the most efficient allocation of the full 
amount appropriated by the Legislature without creating an open-end 
appropriation. 

II. A plan for California School Fil'!ance Using a County-wide Tax Base 
A. Study of the County-wide Tax Base 

Extensive studies on a plan for Oalifornia school finance using a 
county-wide tax base have been conducted by the State Department of 
Education with the assistance of the "Technical Advisory Oommittee 
on Study of Public School Support," composed of school administra­
tors and organizations and a broad strata of nOllschool organization 
representatives and government agencies. This plan will be presented 
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to the Legislature in detail, with supporting' data and material ·which 
will show the effect it has upon state support of schools, equalization 
aid, and tax rates county by county and district by district for the 
entire State. 

B. The Problem 

The artificial boundaries resulting from the 1,686 separate school 
districts in California have created islands of relative "realth and 
poverty in practically all areas of the State. Past attempts to correct 
this have been opposed because the plans advanced have upset the long 
established and reaffirmed principle of local control of the Oalifornia 
public school system. 

The plau- under consideration attempts to accomplish intracoul1ty 
equalization of school tax resources, and at the. same time, it accom­
plishes intercounty equalization of such resources without taking' state 
funds from any district. Further, it does not affect local contl:ol, but 
separates the fiscal aspects from those of an organir.ational nature with­
out altering the local prerogatives. r:phis point will be discussed further 
in this report. 

These disparities in the wealth of the various districts are most evident 
when, for example, it is considered that an elementary students in Del 
Paso Heights (Sacramento Oounty) has $2,142 assessed valuation bec 
hind him, while an elementary student in Indian Springs (Shasta 
Oounty) has $803,840 assessed valuation for support. The ratio of low 
wealth to the high wealth would be 1: 375. If the wealth within each 
county were equalized, but still retained within that particular county, 
the assessed valuation behind the Del Paso Heights student would be 
increased to $5,566 and the wealth for the Indian SWings elementary 
student would be spread among other Shasta County elementary stu­
dents so that each one in the county would represent an assessed valua­
tion of $10,360. The above low to high wealth ratio of 1 :375 therefore 
would be reduced to 1: 2. 

C. The Plan in Summary 

1. School taxes currently are levied on a school district basis and 
the qualifying tax rate used in computation of equalization aid is 60 
cents on each $100 of assessed valuation at the elementary level and 
50 cents on each $100 of assessed valuation at the high school level. 

2. The tax that would be levied under the county-wide tax base plan 
would be a mandatory tax rate of 60 cents on each $.100 of assessed 
valuation for elementary school clistricts ancl a rate of 50 cents on each 
$100 of assessed valuation for high school districts. 

3. The maximum statutory 01' voted tax rates would be reduced by 
the rate of the county-wide tax levied. However, when the amount of 
county tax allocated to a district is less than the amount that the applic­
able rate (the 60-cent tax and 50-cent tax) would raise in the district, 
the maximum statutory or voted tax rate limit could be reduced by 
the tax rate that would raise the amount of the allocation. 
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4. The county funds would be allocated in equal amounts for each 
weighted 1 unit of ADA to the school district of the county. 

5. There would be a county-wide foundation program which would 
consist of the sum of the regular foundation programs of all the dis­
tricts of the county. 

6. Oounty-wide aid to support the county-wide foundation program 
would be an amount e~ual to that which could be raised by levying a 
tax on 100 percent of the assessed valuation of the county during the 
preceding year, if the tax levied were 60 cents for elementary purposes 
and 50 cents for high school purposes. 

7. The difference between the county-wide foundation program and 
the sum of basic aid ($125 pel' ADA) plus county-wide aid would be 
lrnown as "State equalization aid. " 

8. "Additional equulization aid" would be allocated to each district 
eligible therefor so that the total of equalization aid allocated would 
not be less than would have been allocated on the basis of the alternate 
foundation program and computational tax rates applied to the asses­
seel valuation of the district. 

D. Graphic Example 

A graphic example of the difference between the operation of the 
existing school apportionment foundation programs under: (A) the 
current progTam and (B) the proposed county-wide tax base plan is 
shown on Chart I for the three segments of elementary schools with 
901 ADA and over: (1) a low wealth district on the alternate prog'ram, 
(2) a middle wealth elistrict on the regular program, and (3) a high 
wealth district which would receive only basic aid. 

The heart of the difrel'ence between the-current program in No. Al 
and the county-wide tax base plan is shown in the example of No. B1 
(a low wealth district of $4,000 AV/ADA on the alternate program 
which is located in an equalization county of $14,000 AV/ADA). In 
No. B1 the district receives: $125 in state basic aid; $84 in county 
aid [$14,000 X .0060]; $25 in state equalization aid for the county 
[$234 - ($125 + $84)] ; $45 in additional state equalization aid to 
bring the district up to the district's alternate foundation program 
level of $309, if $30 in district aid which may be raised by the level of 
75 cents above the 60-cent county-wide tax is levied. 

It is significant to note that although the $20,000 high wealth district 
(No. B3) would receive equalization under the proposed plan because 
it is in an eqnalization county, it is one of the districts which, because of 
its high wealth, is aetually contributing proportionately more to the 
poor districts within the county, such as district No. Bl which has the 
low wealth of $4,000 assessed valuation per average daily attendance. In 
this example, a $20,000 A V / ADA high wealth district under No. B3 
would raise" $120 with the GO-cent county-wide tax but would receive 
1 "Weighted averag;c daily attendance" means weighing' the average daily attendance 

for necessary small schools, elementary schools with an average daily attend­
ance of less than 901 ADA, and hig'h schools with less than 301 ADA, so that the 
weighted average daily attendance multiplied by the regular foundation program 
for larger districts is equal to the foundation program specified for the small 
district. This procedure is the same as is currently fonow"'~l, 
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only $84 back in county aid which is a loss of $36. Since it would 
receive $25 in state equalization aid, the net loss to the district would 
be $11. It is this $11 which would be used for county aid in the poor 
districts within the county such as Bl. 

Chart I-Composition of the Foundation Programs and Effect 
of County-wide Tax Base Plan 

(Elementary Schools of 901 and Over ADA) 

A. CURRENT PROGRAM 

(Al) 
Alternate program 
$809 @ $1.35 CTR 

S130 
State 

Equalization 
Aid 

854 
District Aid }

S.135 
CTR 

8125 
State 
Basic 
Aid 

$4,000 AVjADA 
Low wealth district 

(All) 
Regular program 
$234 @ $.60 CTR 

$251 

854 
District Aid 

,8.60 
CTR } 

8125 
State 
Basic 
Aid 

$14,000 AV/ADA 
Middle wealth district 

B. PROGRAM USING THE COUNTY-WIDE TAX BASE 
(Example of an Equalization County with $14,000 AV/ADA) 

(Bl) 
Alternate program 

$309 

$303 

8452 

8251 

584 
County Aid 

8125 
State 
Basic 
Aid 

$4,000 AV I ADA 
Low wealth district 

AV=Assessed mluati(}n 

1 

\ 
J 

$.75 CTR 

8.00 
CTR 

A DA=Average daily attendance 
CTR=C(}mput.'itional tax rate 
1 State EqUalization Aid 
, Additional State Equalization Aid 
3 District Aid 

(BZ) 
Regular program 
$234 @ $.60 CTR 

525 1 

$8-1 
County Aid } 

•. OO 
CTR 

$125 
State 
Basio 
Aid 

~~---

$14,000 AV / ADA 
Middle wealth district 
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(AS) 
Basic aid program 
$234 @ $.60 CTR 

S109 I}"OO District Aid CTR 

5125 
State 
Basic 
Aid 

$20,000 AV / ADA 
High wealth district 

(B3) 
Basic aid program 
$234 @ $.60 CTR 

8251 

584 
County Aid 

8125 
State 
Basic 
Aid 

\ 
J 

8.00 
CTR 

$20,000 AV / ADA 
High wealth district 
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E. Department of Education Proposal 

It has been proposed that this freed equalization aid be used to 
augment the foundation program at each level, and it is estimated that 
approximately $5 could be added to the elementary foundation program 
and $16 to the high school foundation program at no additional cost 
to the State. 

As shown in Table II below, the number of districts at the elementary 
level that would benefit would be increased by 21 (representing 10,008 
ADA) ; and at the high school level, 17 additional districts (represent­
ing 45,387 ADA) would benefit. In terms of .ADA, the percentage bene­
fitted would be increased from 90.3 percent to 90.9 percent at the ele­
mentary level and from 62.6 percent to 68.9 percent at the high school 
level. Not only is the increase in the number of equalization districts de­
sirable, but it should be pointed out that, in addition, 90.9 percent of the 
State's elementary ADA and 68.9 percent of the State's high school 
ADA would be directly benefited by this plan. 

Tab-Ie II-Effect of the County~wide Tax Base Plan on Equalization 
Aid Districts and Basic Aid Districts 

Districts on eq1talization aid 
OountY~1Vide 

OttJ'l'cntly plan 
Elementary 

Number of districts ____ _ 1,060 1,081 
Number of ADA ______ _ 2,030,278 2,040,286 
Percent of ADA ______ _ 90.3% 90.9% 

High School 

Distt-icts on basic aid 
Oounty-wide 

01t1"l'ently pJun 

437 
214,964 

9.70/, 

416 
204,956 

9.1% 

Number of districts ____ 245 262 87 70 
Number of ADA _______ 447,471 492,858 267,533 222,146 
Percent of ADA _______ 62.6% 68.9% 37.4% 31_1% 

Although a vast majority of the ADA in the State benefit from this 
proposal, it should ho'p.ointed out that the total .ADA of the State will 
not, dii'ectly'oenefitfron" it. The utilization of all the tax resources on 

llie county-wide tax base"plan places many wealthy basic aid districts in 
a less favorable position ;in these cases, which represent a small pro-

, portion of the total numbei: of districts, it would be necessary for the 
districts receiving only basic aid to increase taxes above present levels 
to maintain the same program.' Table II shows there are 437 such 
basic aid districts at the elementary ~~vel j however, this represents 
only 9.7 percent of the total elementai·y ADA. There are 87 such 
basic aid districts at the high school level which represent 37.4 percent 
of the total high school.ADA. 

In order to take advantage of the benefits of the "pockets of wealth" 
in some districts, which free the $21 million in equalization funds, and 
in turn expand the percentage of the total school fund going to equaliza­
tion and the percentage of the total .ADA receiving equalization 
aid, the State Department of Education has seen fit to request an in­
crease in the total foundation program. They are also requesting the 
increase on the basis of increased school costs. These two elements will 
1 An existing county~wide district such as San Francisco would not be required to in­

crease taxes. 
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be submitted as a package request. This additional request would 
have the effect of minimizillg' the losses to the basic aid districts and 
should make the plan more acceptable to all districts. Assessment of 
what should be the appropriate level for the total request is not within 
the scope of this report; ho·wever, the total request is mentioned here so 
as to make it clear that the proposal beforc the Legislature will be pre­
sented as a package as shown in Table III. 

Table III-Equalization Aid Freed by the County-wide Tax Base Plan and 
Additional Request for Raise in Foundation Program 

Regular Alternate 
F'olwdation Fonndation 

P1'Ogl'am Program 
Elementary ____________________ (DOl ADA and over) (901 ADA and over) 

Present Foundation Progrulll _________ $234 $300 
Equalization Freed __________________ 5 5 

Total Foundation Program 
with County-wide Tax Base_______ 239 

Additional Request __________________ 10 
Proposed ':l'otal Foundation Program_ 249 

High School ____________________ (301 ADA and over) 
Present Foundation Progranl _________ 324 
Equn.lization Freed __________________ 16 

Total Foundation Program 
with County-wide Tax BasIL____ 340 

Additional Request __________________ 10 
Proposed Total Foundation 

Program 350 

F. Recom,mendation 

314 
10 

324 
(301 ADA and oyor) 

404 
16 

420 
10 

430 

The plan lor California school finance using a county-wide tax base 
does not affect the existing organizational strncture of California 
schools nor the local control exercised at the district level. Instead, the 
plan deals only with the financial aspects of se}~lJr~l1g better equaliza­
tion; first, within counties, and second, within fIle entire -state i3;t1:1).cture. 
In this respect it reduces the importance- of ,f:i'nancial consideratiolls-tt%-_-. ___ _ 
one of the elements of district reol'gallizat,lon so that those decisions 
can be made largely on the basis of curricula, geography and local 
desires. ____ -' 

rrhe funds secured by a more uniform use of tax resources within a 
county would not leave that county but would be distributed within 
the county. This in turn w()uld release state equalization money in 
nearly all counties -to be redistributed in each county according to 
need. Approximately $21 million of equalization aid ,,,"ould have been 
freed in this manner in 1959-60 to be made available for distribution to 
the appropriate districts at the level secured; i.e., $11,415,434 at the 
elementary level and $9,504,762 at the high schoolleve!. It is estimated 
that approximately the same amount wonld be freed in 1960-61. 

We recommend that the Legislature examine this plan closely and 
consider it 011 the merits of both an improved educational program and 
a more equitable employment of existing unused taxable wealth. 
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III. Basic Aid and Equalization Aid 
A. Wide Range of Costs 

Subventions 

'rhe Constitution guarantees a flat grant of $120 per unit of ADA 
regardless of the wealth of the district. If a primary objective of state 
public school support is greater equalization, then it appears that the 
amount of basic aid should be kept at a minimum allowing greater 
amounts for equalization. It seems that this objective is disregarded 
when one considers that in the principal apportionment for 1960-61 a 
total of $419,276,750 (61.7 percent) went for basic aid, and only $161,-
856,458 (23.8 percent) went for equalization. The remaining 14.5 per­
cent was used for special education and apportionments for growth. 

Although the guarantee of $120 remains in the Constitution, the 1957 
Legislature raised the amount of basic aid to $125 per ADA regardless 
of the wealth of a district or the amount the district is spending on its 
cost of current education. Table IV shows the average cost of current 
education in districts of different levels and sizes and the extreme range 
of costs from highest to lowest. For example, while in 1958-59 the Oil 
King District in Fresno County could spend $800.99 per student, a 
district of comparable size, Piner in Sonoma County, could spend only 
$225.63. This is poor equalization; moreover, in supplying the $125 basic 
aid per ADA toward the education of students in the $800 cost district, 
the ,State, in this instance, is encouraging unnecessary spending and is 
failing to provide the child in the $225 cost district any semblance of an 
equal educational opportunity. The same considerations are even more 
graphic in the high school districts shown in Table IV. 

B. Recommendation 

The Department of Education has attempted to justify the need for a 
higher foundation program on the ground that the costs of certain 
districts and state-wide average costs are above foundation program 
costs. However, as shown in the above example, the greatest inefficieiwy 
in allocation of funds is reflected in the relation of the extremely high­
cost school to the low-cost school, or even to the $341 state-wide average 
cost per pupil of other districts of the same size, or to the average per 
pupil cost of all elementary schools in the State ($326). To partially 
correct this disparity, we recommend that no district be given the $5 
amount above the constitutional $120 basic aid minimum if the .cost of 
current expense per ADA exceeds, for example, the following amounts: 

Elementary ___________________________________________________ $400 
High School __________________________________________________ 600 
Junior College ________________________________________________ 700 

The effect of this proposal would be to reduce by $5, state support 
for the districts which have high assessed valuation per ADA and have 
excessively high costs. Districts which are poor but )lave high costs 
would not be affected as any reduction in basic aid would actually be 
reapportioned as equalization aid to keep the districts at the foundation 
program level of support. In other words, the gross savings calculated 
by the $5 reduction in basic aid for ADA would be reduced considerably, 
because a large proportion of the savings would be returned to the dis­
tricts in the form of equalization aid. The extent of the net reduction 
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will have to be calculated by the Department of Education as each dis­
trict is affected in a different manner. 

In respect to the proposed county-wide basis of financing public 
school support, we also suggest establishment of a maximum expendi­
ture ceiling expressed as a certain dollar amount per pupil above the 
foundation program. This would control excessive expenditure pro­
grams in districts which have unusually high assessed valuation per 
pupil and establish a proper balance between the interest of taxpayers 
and legitimate school needs. If a fioor is to be established on -tax effort 
in order to reach relatively rich districts, it seems appropriate that a 
dollar ceiling might also be established to provide fiscal balance in the 
unusual situation created by the geographical location of exceptional 
amounts of wealth in relation to school population. 

Table IV""'::Total Current Expense of Education 1958~59 
Elementary School Districts 
Average Gost of a1trre1~t Education $326.28 per Average 
Dailv Attendance for Elementary School Disil'iets 
Nttmbcl' Average CIl,'1'ent 

of cost per Highest and lowest school 
districts ADA range ADA for ran.ge district cost per ADA 

667 1- 150 $412.94 

20- 29 512.75 . 
10- 19 566.38 
1- 9 940.80 

35 150- 174 341.55 Oil King (Fresno) _______________ $800.99 
Pinel' (Sonoma) _________________ 225.63 

29 175- 199 351.89 Castaic (Los Angeles) ____________ 767.73 
Etna (Siskiyou) _________________ 269.40 

62 200- 249 342.21 Midway (Kern) __________________ 707.20 
Centerville (Fresno) _____________ 210.26 

53 250- 299 325.29 Cuyama (Santa Barbara) _________ 858.20 
New Haven (Sun Joaquin) ________ 232.85 

43 300- 349 306.66 Ell Tejon (Kern) _________________ 587.96 
Brittan (Sutter) _________________ 240.96 

37 350- 399 340.91 Lakeside (Kern) _________ ,... _______ 696.34 
Luther Burbank (Santa Clara) ____ 249.44 

56 400- 499 309.11 Mill Union (Ventura) ____________ 469.09 
Oceano (San Luis Obispo) ________ 247.53 

44 500- 599 300.75 Avenue (Ventura) ________________ 491.06 
'Voodville (Tulare) ______________ 237.70 

59 600- 799 313.98 Seal Beach (Orange) _____________ 444.64 
Sylvan Union (Stanislaus) ________ 243.54 

41 800- 999 306.46 Reef-Sunset Union (Kings) _______ 607.55 
Corning (Tehama) _______________ 238.97 

68 1,000·1,499 315.82 Huntington Beach (Orunge) ______ 512.44 
Bellevue (Sonoma) _______________ 244.48 

36 1,500-1,999 330.89 Coalinga-Huron (Fresno) _________ 577.85 
Centerville (Alameda) ___ .:. _______ 272.51 

56 2,000-2,999 324.83 Taft (Kern) ____________________ 535.15 
Sylvan (Sacramento) __ :-_-, _____ ---- 252.38 

60 3,000-4,999 315.59 San Buenaventuril (Ventura) __ ....: __ 406.57 
Magnolia (Orange) _______________ 249.49 

54 5,000 and over 329.16 Pasadena (Los Angeles) _______ , ___ 407.53 
Anaheim (Orange) _______________ 276.99 
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Table IV-Total Current Expense of Education 1958·59-Continued 

High School Districts 
Average Gost of Om·rent Education $490.-'16 per Average 
Daily Attendance for High School Districts 
Number 

. of 
districts 

AV(J1'age current 
cost per Highest and lowest school 

, ADA '/'ange ADA for range district cost per ADA 
9 1- 99 $922.44 Raymond Granite (Madera) _____ $l

J
919.21 

Surprise Valley (Modoc) ________ 763.10 
23 100- 199 712.07 Julian (San Diego County) ______ 1,033,04 

Etna (Siskiyou) ________________ 556,88 
14 

15 

28 

33 

60 

47 

200- 299 592.33 

300- 399 533.30 

400- 599 598.09 

600- 999 514.52 

1,000-2,999 501.46 

3,000 and over 480.89 

Unified School Districts 

Moorpark Memorial Union 
(Ventura) __________________ _ 

Laton Joint Union (Fresno) ____ _ 
Rio Vista Joint Union (Solano) __ 
Live Oak Union (Sutter) _______ _ 
Sierra Joint Union (Fresno) ____ _ 
Calexico Union (Imperial) ______ _ 
Wasco Union (Kern) __________ _ 
Nordhoff Union (Ventura) ______ _ 
Taft Union (Kern) ____________ _ 
Lompoc Union (Santa Barbara) __ 
Ventura Union (Ventura) ______ _ 
Sweetwater Union (San Diego) __ _ 

Average Gost of Gurrent Education $395.61 per Average 
Daily Attendance fOI" Unified Schoo~ Districts 
Numbel' AV8'l'age C1l1'l'ent 

of cost pcr Highest and lowest school 
districts ADA. range ADA t01' mJj·ge district cost per ADA 

769.26 
464.03 
853.91 
378.65 

1,209.41 
447.34 
704.87 
390.54 
964.39 
375.65 
623.61 
357.46 

12(K-14) 3,394-99,599 $390.20 Santa Monica City (Los Angeles) __ $443.49 
Fresno City (Fresno) _____________ 325.86 

90(K-12) 194-26,081 403.65 Maricopa (Kern) ________________ 842.80 
Lincoln (San Joaquin) ____________ 295.18 

1(1-12) 67 831.82 Death Valley (Inyo) _____________ 831.82 

Junior College School Districts 
N1trnber Average C1trrent 

of cost pel' Highest and lowest school 
dist1·icts ADA for range district cost per ADA 

28 $520.52 Foothill (Santa Clara) ___________ $963.83 
Orange Coast (Orange) ___________ 435,81 

IV. Minimum Adequate Foundation Program 
A. The Foundatiqn Program Concept 

State support of the public schools through basic and equalization 
aid is founded on the concept of a fouudation program. The State 
apportions basic aid of $125 per ADA; the districts contribute as dis­
trict aid an amount based on various computational taxes; the State 
theu apportions sufficient equalization aid to bring the total support 
to the foundation program levels; and finally, if additional funds are 
desired the districts can levy taxes up to maximum statutory levels 
to seclire these, additional amounts, No determination has ever been 
made of the total portion of the overall educational program, nor the 
portion of the total current expense of education, which should be 
supported through the foundation programs. 
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At the present time, the foundation programs proposed are based on 
statewide average expenditures. 1£ the Legislature subscribes to the 
concept that the State should provide a minimum adequate educational 
program, aud that it is the prerogative of the individual districts to 
provide services above this level if they wish, it follows that the state- . 
wide average expenditure will be higher than that necess~ry for " 
minimum adequate educational program. Each year, many districts 
have pointed out that their costs are above the average costs and that, 
therefore, the state support should be increased to the average. It seems 
evident that this can lead only to continual increases in state support 
without regard to need or educational adequacy. 

B. Percent of Cur"rent Expense Accounted for by Foundation 
Program Support 

The Department of Education points out that about 93 percent of 
the total current expense of education of the elementary districts is 
subject to or dependent upon foundation program support and that the 
remainder of these current expenses are supported through other 
special state apportionments and permissive override taxes. They esti­
mate that the total current expense for elementary districts in 1961,62 
will be about $374 per unit of ADA, and that about $349 (93 percent) 
will be accounted for by foundation program support .. 

Also, approximately 85 percent of the total current expense of high. 
school districts is subject to or dependent upon foundation program 
support .. Other expenses are supported through spccial purpose appor­
tionments and through permissive override taxes. The average current 
expense for high school districts in 1961-62 is estimated to be about' 
$560 per unit of ADA: Eighty-five percent of this amount, or $476, is 
accounted for by foundation program support. 

C. Department of Education Proposal 

The Department of Education recommends that the regular founda­
tion program for elementary schools ·be increased by $15 to $249; for 
high schools, by $26 to $350. This increase consists of $5 at the ele­
mentary school level and $16 at the high school level, totaling about 
$21 million, made possible through adoption of the county-wide system 
of public school support. An additional $10 in new state funds at each 
foundation program level is proposed at an approximate cost of $39 
million. 

D. Studies of High-cost Schools 

The Department of Education has studied the staffing patterns, ratios 
and standards for the various services, and on the basis of the opinion 
and judgment of experienced professional persons, believes the founda­
tion programs should be raised. Various studies of the appropriate level 
for the public school foundation program have been made and all have 
dealt with the components of relatively high-cost districts. The inevi-­
table conclusion has been that since these costs are higher thau the foun­
dation programs, the foundation programs should be raised. 
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E. Study of Low-cost Schools 

" Although by an equally subjective approach, we have attempted to 
look at the opposite side of the coin and see what it is that makes 
relatively low-cost schools less expensive to operate. 

The extreme range of the current cost of education is shown in 
Table IV in the preceding section. In answer to the question as to 
how some schools are able to operate at such comparatively low costs, 
as appeared in the lower ranges, we selected 10 low-cost high school 
districts and 10 low-cost elementary school districts and inquired into 
the 1958-59 per ADA total current expense figures for each of these 
districts. The 10 high school districts were of various sizes (from 387 
ADA to 10,423) as were the 10 low-cost elementary districts (from 171 
ADA to 4,613). Each elementary and high school district represented 
one of the 10 statistical areas of the State. We cannot claim that the 
educational product of these schools is either g'ood or bad because of 
the many intangible factors of qualitative evaluation which enter into 
this analysis. However, we can state that in most instances the sec­
ondary schools were screened to the extent that they were either 
"award of merit" high schools or had graduates, who as freshman stu­
dents in their college work had achieved satisfactory grade averages 
at two leading California nniversities. No criteria could be employed 
to give an indication of the quality of graduates pursuing vocational 
curricula. 

Tables V and VI show expenditures per ADA for the total current 
expense of education and for each of the nine accounting components 
of that cost. 

Also shown in parentheses are the average costs for these components 
of total current expense for districts of comparable size. It can be 
seen that, in nearly every case, the cost of the sample districts are 
substantially below the representative averages in all the categories 
listed. The table further shows the pupil-teacher ratios and the ratios 
of nonteaching certificated personnel to certificated classroom teachers 
for the 20 schools. 

Although this examination of low-cost schools does not attempt to 
prove that specific low costs are the correct costs to be applied to 
foundation programs, it does show that some schools are able to main­
tain relatively low costs in relation to averages with no measurable loss. 

F. Elementary Schools 

To what extent are the 10 elementary schools comparable and what 
conclusions can be drawn from the statistics in Table V! 

1. These dist:icts are all relatively low in cost of current expense 
per average daily attendance. Actually, they represent approximately 
the lowest cost elementary schools in each of the 10 statistical areas of 
the State. 

2. They range in size from 171 ADA to 4,613. 
3. The range in assessed valuation behind each student is from $3 348 

assessed valnation per ADA to $11,130 as compared with the ov~rall 
statewide average of approximately $11,738 for elementary school dis­
tricts. 
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Table V-Elementary School Districts-Representing Each Statistical Area, Reporting 
Low per A.D.A. Costs and Low Assessed Valuation per A.D.A. for 1958-59 

School: 
County: 

A.D.A. ____________________________ _ 

Assessed valuation __________________ _ 
Assessed valuation per A.D.!. ________ _ 
Total current expense of education _____ _ 
Total current expense per A.D.A. ______ _ 

Administration _____________________ _ 
(Size group average) ______________ _ 

Certificated personnel ________________ _ 
~ (Size group average) ______________ _ 
00 NoncerUflcated personnel _____________ _ 
Ci:l (Size group m'erugc) ______________ _ 

Other expenses of instruction __________ _ 
(Size group average) ______________ _ 

Am;iliary senices ___________________ _ 
(Size gronp average) ______________ _ 

Operation of plant _________________ _ 
(Size group average) ______________ _ 

:Maintenance of plant _______________ _ 
(Size group arerage) ______________ _ 

Fixed charges _____________________ _ 
(Size group average) ______________ _ 

Transpol-tation ______________________ _ 
(SIze group average) ______________ _ 

Ratio of nonteaching ccrtlilcated personnel 
to certificated classroom teachers ____ _ 

Pupil: Teacher ratio _________________ _ 

Rio Dell 
(Humboldt) 

606 
$2,337,120 

3,851 
160,023 
264.06 

(31S.98) 
8.19 

(l6.6!) 
190.09 

(201,61) 
3.63 

(4.18) 
10.89 

(13.21) 

(3.39) 
22.70 

(20.92) 
1.84 

(l0.69) 
9.12 

(13.44) 
1.40 

(20.25) 

1 :21 
29.1:1 

Cotning Un. 
(Tehama) 

809 
$6,318,212 

1,810 
193,325 
238.91 

(306.46) 
11.50 

(15.81) 
165.53 

(202.60) 

(4.98) 
10.63 

(13.14) 
6.23 

(5.04) 
20.22 

(20.07) 
2.31 

(1.94) 
11.01 

(12.65) 
11.42 

(14.28) 

1:8.3 
34.1:1 

lOOmis Un. 
(Placet) 

642 
$4,411,345 

1,385 
156,106 

244.09 
(313.98) 

21.19 
(l6.69) 
153.98 

(201.61) 

{4~78) 
6.98 

(13.21) 
.06 

(3.30) 
23.98 

(29.92) 
6.84 

(10.69) 
9.98 

(13.44) 
21.10 

(20.25) 

1:11.5 
36.6:1 

BeHevue Un. 
(Sonoma) 

1,001 
$6,193,950 

4,979 
246,106 

244.48 
(315.82) 

4.45 
(13.14) 
164.81 

(209.08) 
7.12 

(6.52) 
8.85 

(14.12) 
6.32 

(5.08) 
21.61 

(30.88) 
2.98 

(9.78) 
11.33 

(12.10) 
10.31 

(13.91) 

1:8.0 
28.5:1 

Sunnyside 
(S.L.O.) 

171 
$1,480,500 

6,983 
43,772 
255.98 
(341.55) 

3.61 
(11.91) 
193.86 

(211.01) 
.4. 

(1.14) 
17.94 

(15.85) 
.05 

(2.25) 
20.75 

(40.13) 
1.82 

(0.49) 
8.81 

(17.85) 
8.64 

(31.27) 

1 :6 
32.1:1 

Centetville Un. 
(Fresno) 

223 
$1,904,980 

8,543 
46,888 
210.26 

(342.21) 
6.16 

(22.36) 
110.61 

(210.47) 

(2~80) 
11.65 

(14.92) 
.15 

(1.33) 
34.80 

(35.51) 
10.54 
(9.13) 
9.12 

(17.43) 
26.56 

(28.26) 

1:1.5 
32.7:1 

Saticoy 
(Ventura) 

466 
$6,299,400 

11,130 
131,165 
281.47 

(309.11) 
10.05 

(11.71) 
178.85 

(191.93) 
5.71 

(4.69) 
10.58 

(12.58) 
4.88 

(2.46) 
25.26 

(30.44) 
10.57 
(1.40) , 
15.24 

(14.20) 
11.34 

(21.11) 

1:15 
35.3:1 

Magnolia 
(Otange) 

4,613 
$25,398,510 

4,131 
1,150,894 

249.49 
(315.59) 

12.17 
(14.59) 
170.25 

(213.52) 
7.92 

(8.45) 
1.69 

(12.12) 
6.11 

(6.68) 
29.65 

(30.91) 
4.13 

(10.09) 
1.49 

(11.00) 
3.42 

(8.22) 

1:9.8 
36.1:1 

South Bay Un. 
(San Diego) 

3,385 
$13,662,140 

3,348 
873,850 
258.15 

(315.59) 
13.30 

(14.59) 
171.31 

(213.52) 
11.20 
(8.45) 
8.99 

(12.12) 
4.72 

(6.68) 
26.87 

(30.91) 
8.81 

(10.09) 
8.34 

(11.00) 
4.49 

(8.22) 

1 :11.9 
36.1:1 

EI Centro 
(Imperial) 

3,200 
$19,408,422 

6,065 
855,403 
261.31 

(315.59) 
5.78 

(14.59) 
207.77 

(213.52) 
3.35 

(8.45) 
7.71 

(12.12) 
2.13 

(6.68) 
21.73 

(30.01) 
9.14 

(10.09) 
8.44 

(11.00) 

{8~22) 

1 :16 
29.1:1 
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Table VI-H igh School Districts-Representing Each Statistical Area, Reporting Low 
per A.D.A. Costs and Low Assessed Valuation per A.D.A. for 1958·59 

School: 
County: 

A.D.A. ___________________________ _ 
Assessed mluation __________________ _ 

Assessed valttation pel· A.D.A. _________ _ 
Total current expense of education _____ _ 
Total current expense per A.D.A. _____ _ 

Administration _____________________ _ 
(Size group avcrage) ______________ _ 

Certificated salaries _________________ _ 
to (Size group aI'crage) ______________ _ 
~ Noncertificated salarics _______________ _ 

(Size group n\'crage) ______________ _ 

Other cxpenses of instruction _________ _ 
(Sizc group m'erage) ~ ____________ _ 

Auxiliary sCflices ______ .. ____________ _ 
(Size group m'cragc) ______________ _ 

Operation of plant __________________ _ 
(Size group al"crage) ______________ _ 

:Uaintenance of plant ________________ _ 
(Sizc group averllge) ______________ _ 

Fixed cJmrgcs ___ .: __________________ _ 
(Size group aI'crage) ______________ _ 

Trnnspol·tation ______________________ _ 
(Size group arerage) ______________ _ 

Ratio of nonteaching certificated personnel 
to certificated classrOOIll teachers ____ _ 

Pupil: Teacher ratio _________________ _ 

Arcata 
(Humboldt) 

1.501 
$34,700,635 

21,078 
676,218 

425.03 
(501.46) 

13.26 
(19.38) 
274.84 

(304.71) 
8.64 

(13.43) 
30.76 

(31.07) 
8.65 

(9.59) 
29.11 

(53.93) 
14.10 

(20.84) 
18.60 

(24.12) 
26A7 

(24.38) 

1:8A 
24.5:1 

Chico City 
( Butte) 

3,084 
$45,012,615 

23,691 
1,184,281 

384.01 
(480.89) 

10.10 
(17.82) 
249.73 

(301.32) 
9.30 

(19.27) 
19.70 

(23.33) 
8.36 

(11.86) 
40.36 

(46.73) 
17.04 

(24.70) 
18A6 

(25.60) 
10.87 

(10.26) 

1:6.8 
26.7:1 

Lincoln Un. 
(Plam) 

367 
$10,027,655 

21,624 
156,106 

425.36 
(533.30) 

22.59 
(32.36) 
250.80 

(295.08) 
6.71 

(1.02) 
26.91 

(3D.32) 
.26 

(4.12) 
58.23 

(63AO) 
13.64 

(28.15) 
24.05 

(28.53) 
27.17 

(35.32) 

1 :11.5 
21.4:1 

Healdsbur!l 
(Sonoma) 

1,195 
$21,318,410 

27,472 
494,911 

414.21 
(501.46) 

10.88 
(19.38) 
258.91 

(304.71) 
16.30 

(13.43) 
21.43 

(31.01) 
5.50 

(9.59) 
38.00 

(53.93) 
9.86 

(20.84) 
21. 79 

(24.12) 
31.46 

(24.38) 

1:9.8 
24.2:1 

Santa Cruz Manteca Un. 
(Santa Cruz) (San Joaquin) 

2,149 1,093 
$13,041,288 $28,220,960 

40,402 25,038 
1,222,885 410,418 

444.85 383.19 
(501.46) (501.46) 

15.41 
(19.38) 
276.01 

(304.71) 
10.65 

(13.43) 
24.33 

(31.01) 
11.06 
(9.59) 
45.31 

(53.D3) 
22.41 

(20.84) 
24.05 

(24.12) 
15.57 

(24.38) 

1:6 
25.1:1 

9.45 
(19.38) 
250.75 

(304.71) 
10.98 

(13.43) 
24.36 

(31.01) 

(9.50) 
36.27 

(53.93) 
15.59 

(20.84) 
20.28 

(24.12) 
16.10 

(24.38) 

1:22.5 
25:1 

Lompoc 
(Santa 

Barbara) 
1,303 

$17,925,056 
25,318 

489,417 
375.65 

(501.46) 
11.49 

(19.38) 
228.98 

(304.11) 
5.87 

(13.43) 
22.63 

(31.07) 
5.46 

(9.59) 
32.24 

(53.93) 
23.45 

(20.84) 
23.10 

(24.12) 
22.34 

(24.38) 

1:20 
24.4:1 

Garden Grove Sweetwater 
Un. (Orange) (San Diego) 

4,324 10,423 
$88,380,080 $116,916,360 

21,068 
1,627,290 

376.34 
(480.89) 

13.49 
(17.82) 
248.10 

(301.32) 
11.13 

(19.21) 
21.97 

(23.33) 
5.81 

(11.86) 
35.14 

(46.13) 
11.08 

(24.70) 
16.07 

(25.00) 
12.06 

(10.26) 

1:8.2 
21.1:1 

19,313 
3,725,769 

357.46 
(480.89) 

13.21 
(17.82) 
229.81 

(301.32) 
14.03 

(19.21) 
24.63 

(23.33) 
6.21 

(11.86) 
32.02 

(46.13) 
12.69 

(24.10) 
13.68 

(25.60) 
11.17 

(10.26) 

1:10.8 
27.4:1 

Colton (San 
Bernardino) 

1,964 
$48,405,220 

24,185 
810,681 

417.35 
(501.46). 

14.54 
(19.38) 
210.67 

(304.71) 
10.62 

(13.43) 
18.51 

(31.07) 
11.15 
(9.50) 
35.03 

(53.03) 
19.19 

(20.84) 
18.68 

(24.12) 
8.10 

(24.38) 

1:8.3 
26.0:1 

a 
o ;; 
"'. 
~. 

"" 
~ 
'" ... 
~ 
~. 

~, 
~ 

i. 
~ 



Subventions Continuing Appropriations 

Apportionments for Public Schools-Continued 

4. The range in pupil-teacher ratio is surprisingly close, from 36.6:1 
to 28.5 :1. The statewide average for all elementary classes is 32.1 :1. 

5. The ratio of nonteaching certificated personnel to certificated class­
room teachers is highly divergent (from 1:6 to 1:21); so it appears 
that even among low-cost districts there is a great range in this factor. 

6. Although these schools were, by selection, universally low in total 
current expense, there were several areas where costs were shown as 
higher than the average for the size group, shown in parentheses belo.w 
the cost figures for each district. Transportation is a notable example 
where costs are above average in 3 out of 10 instances. 

G. High Schools 
To what extent are the ten high schools comparable and what conclu­

sions can be drawn from the statistics in Table VI! 
1. The districts are all relatively low in cost of current. expense per 

average daily attendance. Actually, they represent approximately the 
lowest cost high schools in each of the ten statistical areas of the State. 

2. They range in size from 387 ADA to 10,423. 
3. The range in assessed valuation behind each student is from 

$19,373 assessed valuation per average daily attendance to $27,624, 
with the exception of one district at $40,420, as compared with the 
over-all state-wide average of approximately $26,050 for high school 
districts. 

4. The range in pupil-teacher ratio is close, from 27.4:1 to 21.4:1. 
The state-wide average for all high school classes is 18.1 :1. 

5. The ratio of nonteaching certificated personnel to certificated class­
room teachers is highly divergent (from 1:6 to 1 :22.5) ; so it appears 
that even among low-cost districts there is a great range in this factor. 

6. Although these schools were, by selection, universally low in total 
current expense, there were several areas where costs were shown as 
higher than the average for the size group, shown in parentheses below 
the cost figures for each district. Transportation is a notable example 
where costs are above average in four out of ten instances. 

v. Teaching Personnel and Administrative Personnel 
A. The Problem 

A criticism of the public schools which has been made in recent years 
is that the numbers of personnel engaged in administration have been 
increasing proportionately faster than the numbers of classroom 
teachers. In the following paragraphs, we present measures of the 
relative growth of the administrative versus _ the teachmg function in 
terms of numbers and ratios of personnel, median salaries and total 
expenditures for administration. 

B. Numbers of Personnel and Personnel Ratios 

The Senate Special Committee on Governmental Administration in 
the report entitled Stt('dy on Costs of Classroom Inst1"1.tction, 1959, 
pointed out the problems of accurately identifying total administrative 
salaries when many administrative positions were included among 
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teachmg salaries iu the "2a"accounting category of "Certificated Sal­
aries of Instruction" of school district budget report form J-41. The 
Senate report therefore avoided use of the term" administrative" and 
converted personnel figures to Certificated Personnel Inside the Class­
room aud Certificated Personnel Outside the Classroom, hereafter re­
ferred to as CPIC and CPOC. Although the report acknowledges some 
reservations on the exact categorization of the statistics recorded for 
the various years, the numbers and ratios are appropriate for an indi' 
cation of the trends and the pronounced growth of CPOC in relation 
to OPI 0 as follows: 

Total 
certificated 

Year personnel 
1926-27 ____ 34,379 
1935-36 ____ 38,493 
1950-51 ____ 69,843 
1957-58 ____ 115,837 

1959-60 ____ 132,333 

aPia 
32,943 
36,471 
61,617 

101,661 

116,394 

aopo 
1,436 
2,022 
8,226 

14,176 

15,939 

Percent OPOO 
Ratio OPIa is of total 
to apoa certificated personnel 

22.1 1 4.2 
18.0 1 5.3 

7.5 1 11.8 
7.2 1 12.2 

7.3:1 12.0 

The comparable numbers of personnel and the ratio of CPIC to 
CPOC for 1959-60, the latest data available, are also shown in the above 
table. Although there has been a great increase in the proportion of 
CPOC to CPIC in the long run, there has been a negligible shift be­
tween ratio for the latest available year and several years immediately. 
prior. 

It should be mentioned that a more exact reporting of administrative 
personnel will be available in the future as the classification entitled 
"2a Certificated Salaries of Instruction" in the J-41 budget report has 
been expanded to include: 

2al Principals' salaries 
2a2 Supervisors' salaries 
2a2 Teachers' salaries 
2a4 Other certificated salaries of instruction 

c. Median Salaries 

The second factor in measuring administrative costs is contained in 
median cost salary fig·ures. In 1959-60 the median salary for the 116,394 
CPIC, in table above, was $6,123. In the same year, the median salary 
for elementary school principals was $9,759; high school principals, 
$11,817; junior college principals, $13,950. The median salary that year 
for librarians was $7,170; psychologists, $8,223. In fact,. all identified 
nonteaching certificated personnel salary medians were considerably 
higher than those for full-time classroom teachers. 

Special note should be made of the salary level of school district su­
perintendents. In 1960-61 of the 475 superintendents there were 134 
who received from $17,000 to $29,000, and the superintendent for Los 
Angeles City Schools received a salary of $38,000. 

D. Total Expenditures for Administration 

The third measure of administrative cost is in terms of total expendi­
tures. As mentioned above, a record of the comparative costs of certifi-
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cated salaries for classroom teachers and for nonteaching certificated 
personnel as components of the total expenditure for certificated per­
sonnel is not available. However, we present the following figures to 
give an idea of the magnitude of statewide expenditures for certificated 
salaries (bothCPIC and CPOC) in relation to total expenditures. In 
1958-59, the latest year for complete figures, school districts expended 
$1,307,307,915. A total of 64 percent of this was expended for salaries 
of instruction, or $833,400,251. Of this amount, $791,516,254 (95 per­
cmit) was spent for certificated salaries and $41,883,997 (5 percent) 
was spent for noncertificated personnel salaries. 

E. Recommendation 

The exact· magnitude of expenditures for administrative salaries 
cannot easily be measured at present, and it is obvious that this is a 
cost element which should be examined more critically in the future. 
Also the present requirement that 65 percent of the fOlmdation pro­
gram funds must be used for salaries of certificated personnel offers 
no control over administrative costs either as to numbers, salary levels 
nor even the proportion of teachers to administrators. 

We recommend that in the future the Department of Education 
compile in one annual report a summary not only of salaries of certifi­
cated employees, as at present, but that they include tables of salaries 
of full-time classroom teachers and nonteaching certificated personnel, 
and all administrative salaries including noncertificated positions. Con­
sideration should also be given to including, in addition to median 
salary data, significant ratio data and total salary expenditures so that 
the three approaches to this problem are co-ordinated. 

We also recommend that consideration be given to adding to the re­
quirement that 65 percent of the foundation program funds must be 
used for salaries of certificated personnel, the further restriction that 
a given percentage, for example 95 percent, must be used for salaries 
of classroom teachers. 

VI. County School Service Fund 
A. Purpose and Use of the Fund 

The County School Service Fund is established by law to provide for 
the co-ordination of the educational program as well as certain super­
visory, special, and emergency services to school districts under the 
jurisdiction of the county superintendents of schools. The services pro­
vided, designated as "direct" services and "other" services, are de­
scribed below. 

The County School Service Fund provides allocations for the" di­
rect" services of a county superintendent of schools in supervision of 
instrnction, health, attendance, and guidance services. The total amonnt 
that may be apportioned is determined by multiplying $21.50 times the 
ADA in districts served, and the amount is provided by mUltiplying the 
total ADA by $1.60. The districts served are: (a) Elementary districts 
under 901 ADA, (b) highschool districts under 301 ADA, and (c) uni­
fied districts under 1,501 ADA. The money is apportioned by formulas 
detailed in Title V, and in 1960-61 approximately $5.4 million was ap­
portioned for these" direct" services. 
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The other type of services, often designated "other services," in­
cludes a large number of miscellaneous functions which the county 
superintendent of schools, with the approval of the county board of 
education, may make available to the districts under his jurisdiction, 
irrespective of size. These services, include, among others, co-ordination, 
which the law defines as constituting "the greatest continuing need to 
be met through the county school service fund" j preparation of courses 
of study; audiovisual and library services; teachers' and classified em­
ployees' institutes and trustees meetings; advisory services in the main:.. 
tenance of school bulidings and grounds; the processing of special prob­
lems relating to credentials; and services to school districts in screening 
and directing teachers to the schools under the jurisdiction of the 
county superintendent of schools. The fund is provided by multiplying 
total ADA by $3.06, and in 1960-1961 approximately $10.1 million 
was apportioned for these" other" services. 

Although the amounts apportioned to each county superintendent of 
schools are contingent upon the Superintendent of Public Instruction's 
approval of the budget based upon formulas established in Title V of 
the California Administrative Code, they are designed to accommodate 
average statewide needs and, with certain restrictions, do not have to 
be expended exclusively in the budgeted categories. This gives the 
county superintendents considerable latitude in the use of these funds. 
It means in effect that state money may be spent for a real need in one 
county, but may be considered as excess in another county and can be 
spent for other than budgeted func1;ions according to the desires or 
emphasis of the county superintendent. It would certainly appear that 
this is a type of expenditure which, in times of tight fiscal standards, 
could be reduced or absorbed at the local leveL 

B. Department of Ed ucation Proposal 

The Department of Education is not proposing an increase in the 
County School Service Fund at this session. The no-cost adjustments 
between the two categories of services they recommend are: 

1. That the limit on the total amount to be apportioned for direct 
services of the county superintenelent of schools be set at $23.10 
per unit of ADA served, instead of the $21.50, and that the tptal 
amount available be governed by $1.58 per unit of ADA in all 
schools and classes, rather than the present $1.60; and 

2. '['hat the limit on the total amolmt that is reserved in the State 
School Fund to be. apportioned for other purposes of the county 
superintendent of schools be increased from the present $3.06 per 
unit of ADA in all schools and classes to $3.08. 

In effect, the proposal would transfer 2 cents per total ADA from the 
category of "direct" services to "other" services at no increase in the 
State School Fund for County School Service Fund purposes. This is 
baseel on the fact that there has been a gradual decrease in direct serv­
ices which has come with the growth and unification of school districts. 

991 



Subventions Continuing Appropriations 

Apportionments for Public Schools-Continued 
C. Recommendation 

We recommend that, rather than shift these funds from" direct" to 
"other" services,the total amount in the County School Service Fund 
be reduced by this amount since the decreasing use for the "direct" 
service funds has been demonstrated. If support for "direct" services 
is dropped from $1.60 per ADA to $1.58 per total ADA, $71,040 could 
be deducted from the fund. 

We further recommend that both areas of service which are included 
in the County School Service Fund total of approximately $16.5 million 
be reduced by $824,064, or five percent of the total amount calculated 
for the County School Service Fund, and applied to more critical needs. 
It is true that the counties may, if they so elect, continue to support 
these consultative services from local sources. We believe, however, that 
these state funds should be used to meet the most necessary classroom 
requirements and allow these less essential "county services" to be 
expanded or reduced according to local desires. The total of these two 
amounts recommended for reduction is $895,104. 

VII. Allowance for Transportation 
A. The Formula 

The expenses of a school district incurred for the trausportation of 
pupils between home and school are reimbursable from the State School 
Fund. The law requires a district to meet from local resources trans­
portation costs equal to the amount that a 2-cent tax rate on 90 percent 
of the assessed valuation would yield. Of any costs between the 2-cent 
and 8-cent tax rate bracket, the State pays half, and supports costs in 
excess of the 8-cent tax rate up to limits based upon vehicle operating 
expenses. For a unified district operating transportation at two levels, 
or two districts with identical boards, the district pays the first 3 cents; 
the State, half between 3 and 12 cents; and the State, all above 12 
cents. Under similar circumstances, for districts operating at three 
levels the district pays the first 4 cents; the State, half between 4 and 
16 cents; and the State, all above 16 cents. 'rhe transportation fund 
from which these allocations are made is established by multiplying the 
total ADA by $4. In case of a deficit on the first application of the for­
mula, the first tax level is raised by one mill stages until the total 
amount to be apportioned by tbe State equals or is less than the amount 
established in the fund. 

8. Department of Education Proposal 

The Department of Edncation is recommending that the $4.00 per 
ADA cnrrently placed in the State School Fund for reimbursement of 
pupil transportation be increased to $4.10 per ADA for an additional 
cost of $355,000. 

C. Reimbursements Allowed 

The amount of reimbursement allowed for transportation as deter­
mined by formula is only a portion of total home-to-school expense as 
shown in Table VII. It can be noted from this tabJe that the percent 
of reimbursement allowed, which was 45.25 percent of the total home-to_ 
school expense in 1956-57, increased to 56.40 percent in 1957-58 and 

992 



Continuing Appropriations Subventions 

Apportionments for Public Schools-Continued· 

from that time has declined to 53.25 percent. Also the percent of reim­
bursement allowed was lower from 1953-54 through 1956-57 than it is 
currently. Therefore, while the total cost of home-to-school transporta­
tion increased 31.7 percent from 1956-57 to 1959-60, the reimbursement 
allowed increased 55 percent from $8,119,034 to $12,586,092. 

Table VII-Current Expense for Home-te-School Transportation and Amount 
and Percent of Reimbursement Allowed 1953-54 through 1959-60 

Home-to-school 
Fiscal year expe1tse 
1953-54-___________________ $12,396,818 
1954·55____________________ 14,202,595 
1955-56____________________ 15,647,891 
1956-57____________________ 17,942,421 
1957-58____________________ 19,051,418 
1958-59____________________ 21,411,608 
1959-60____________________ 23,634,079 

Amount of Percent of 
reimbursement 1'eimbltrscment 

allowed allowed 
$6,469,889 52.19 

7,005,919 49.53 
7,601,076 48.58 
8,119,034 45.25 

10,755,754 56.40 
11,832,405 55.26 
12,586,092 53.25 

D. Costs and Control of Costs 

As would be expected there are great variations among districts in 
the transportation costs; they have ranged from $10 per pupil per year 
in a district in Alameda County to $120 per pupil per year in a district 
in Del Norte County. Or, in terms of per bus per day, from $10 in San 
Luis Obispo County to $77 per bus per day in Modoc County. Many 
of these cost variations are directly attributable to local conditions and 
terrain; however, there is ample evidence that other controllable vari­
ations are present such as drivers' salaries, bus purchase practices, 
service and maintenance cost practices, latitude in determination of 
placement of bus stops in relation of pupils' residences, etc. 

Although Section 1280 of Title V spells out minimum distances 
which are allowable for reimbursement, Section 1296 substantially 
dilutes the prohibitions and gives increasing latitude to larger districts 
as described in the following paragraphs. 

Section 1280, Title V of the California Administrative Code spells 
out the minimums for distances traveled by school buses, for the sole 
purpose of determining the current expense of a district claiming re­
imbursement. The distances refer to the extent of travel via the short­
est traveled road, from where the pupil boards the bus, to the school. 
The minimums are as follows: 

(a) For kindergarten Or grade 1-3 pupils, 1; mile. 
(b) For all other elementary school pupils, one mile. 
(c) For grades 7, 8 or 9 pupils attending a separately maintained 

three-year junior high school, one mile. 
(d) For grade 9-12 pupils attending a four-year junior high, a high 

school, or junior college, ,two miles. 
(e) For all grade 13 and 14 pupils attending a junior college, three 

miles. 
Section 1296 expands on this formula by stating that if the number 

which board buses inside the specified minimum boundaries equals or 
is less than 10 percent of the number of those boarding outside those 
limits, this number may be included in the district's calculations for 
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reimbursement. If the number boarding within is greater than this 
figure, the sum of that number that exceeds 10 percent of those trans­
ported from beyond the established minimum is subtracted from the 
district's total normal child transport expenses and from the cost 
per pupil per year figure for transporting all normal children. 

From these sections, it may be concluded that a school district may, 
in effect, shrink the boundaries established in Title V in proportion to 
the number of students transported who board outside these minimums 
and not suffer the loss of reimbursement so long as the ratio determined 
by 10 percent or less is maintained. Therefore, in cases where a large 
number of students board the bus outside the applicable distance limit, 
the practical effect of the limits can be appreciably reduced, thereby 
creating the possibility of service far more extensive in the number of 
stops and starts made within and withont these limits than wonld 
appear to be indicated by the minimums in Title V. 

E. Recommendation 

It would seem that transportation is one of the most appropriate 
areas for a shift of emphasis within the State School Fund because of 
the greater proportion of home-to-school transportation reimbursed by 
the State in recent years; the high degree of cost variations which are 
in a large measure controllable; the great latitude given large districts 
by the 10 percent cushion provision; and the relatively small proportion 
of state transportation funds which require matching by local funds. 

For these reasons, we recommend that,. instead of increasing the 
allowance for transportation, it be reduced by approximately $2 mil­
lion. It appears that the most equitable way to accomplish this is to 
rednce the number of districts now in the 100 percent state reimburse­
ment category and place more in the 50-50, state-local, sharing group. 
We therefore recommend that two cents additional tax be required in 
each category before districts qualify for the 100 percent category as 
follows: . 

Tam rate requirements 
OUTrent Recommendation 

50-50 100 percent 50-50 100 percent 
sharing state sharing state 

Single district __ _ 2¢-8¢ above 8¢ 2¢-10¢ above 10. 
Unified or multiple 

districts _____ 3¢-12¢ above 12¢ 3¢-14¢ above 14¢ 
Three-level districts 4¢-16¢ above 16¢ 4¢-18¢ above 18¢ 

We also recommend that the Department of Education conduct a 
reevaluation of the minimum distance allowances in Title V and a study 
of statewide standards for salaries and expenses involved in purchases 
and maintenance of the pupil transportation systems. 
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SOCIAL WELFARE 
Summary of Aid Expenditu'res 

Actual aid expenditures for the public assistance programs totaled 
$449.1 million in 1959-60, of which $198.6 million constituted State Gen­
eral Fund expenditures. Aid expenditures for 1961-62 from state funds 
are estimated at $240.9 million, which represents a 21.3 percent increase 
over actual state aid expenditures for 1959-60. Following is a summary 
of aid costs which reflects actual expenditures for 1949-50 and 1959·60, 
and estimates for 1960-61 and 1961-62. 

Aid costs include federal, state and county funds. In order to recon­
cile to the budget total in the Summary of Expenditures from State and 
Federal Funds for Social Welfare on page 982 of the 1961-62 Budget, 
an item labeled" costs other than aid" is included in the summary. It 
includes county and state administrative costs, that is costs for all 
social welfare services, not just the administration of the public assist­
ance or "categorical aids" programs. 

Expenditures for aid are located in the Local Assistance section of 
the budget as open end appropriations and are not subject to annual 
legislative review as budget items. The only social welfare items found 
in the local assistance section which are reviewed by the Legislature 
in the budget bill are: (1) reimbursements of expenses to counties for 
the licensing and inspection of boarding homes and institutions for 
the aged and children; and (2) reimbursements to counties for adop­
tion programs and child care. 

Following is a summary of 1959 legislation which either affected 
grants or increased services. 

1959 Cost Legislation 
Old Age Security· 

(1) The basic grant was increased from $90 to $95 per month, and 
the maximum grant including special needs, rose from $106 to $115. 

(2) A transfer of an average rate of unused grant allowance to 
County Medical Care Revolving Funds was authorized in order to 
facilitate direct vendor payments for alJ medical care services by elim­
inating special need payments to recipients for medical care covered by 
the Public Assistance Medical Care Program. The counties then could 
pay for all medical services under the medical care program directly 
to the vendors, instead of paying for some of them and giving money 
to recipients to pay for others. 

Aid to Needy Blind 

(1) The maximum grant was increased by $5, to $115. 
(2) The same transfer rate as described for Old Age Security under 

number (2) above for Medical Care, applies also to the Aid to Needy 
Blind Program. 

Aid to Potenti~lIly Self~supporting Blind 

(1) The· maximum grant was increased by $5 to $115; the amount 
of income exempted before determination of grant was increased by 
$200 to $1,200 per year. 
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Grant Increases 

The cost of living has increased 23 percent during the past 10 years, 
according to the Consumer Price Index which has risen from 102.8 
in 1950 (1947-49 = 100), to 126.5 as of June, 1960. Following is a 
summary of the average and maximum grants for the years 1949-50 
and 1959-60, for the Old Age Security and Aid to Needy Blind pro­
grams. Other public assistance programs were not included because 
budget figures were not comparable for the Aid to Needy Children pro­
gram for the years 1949-50 and 1959-60, and there was nO Aid to Needy 
Disabled program in 1949-50. 

Avemge grant Percent 
Program, 19.1j9~50 1959..(JO increase 
OAS_________ $70.69 $82.32' 16 
ANB ________ 82.44 100.34 ' 22 

1 Plus $6.00 for medical care. 

Maximum grant Percent 
1949-50 1959-60 increase 

$75 $115 53 
85 115 35 

The table indicates that average grants have not increased as fast 
as the cost of living. It also demonstrates that increases in maximum 
grants for the Old Age Security and Aid to Needy Blind programs 
have been more than commensurate with the rise in the cost of living 
since 1950. If maximum grants are rising at a faster rate than average 
grants, income from outside sources must be increasing at a faster 
rate than the need for additional grant income. In other words, since 
the amount of the grant up to the maximum basic grant for any indi­
vidual recipient is based on the recipient's needs, minus his outside 
income, the grant will increase only when outside income is not avail­
able to provide for additional needs. Since 1950 the average grants 
have not increased as much as either the rise in cost of living or as 
much as increases in the maximum grant, thus sources of outside 
income must be increasing. 

Grant Provisions 
Grant Based on Need 

The current method of determining grants is theoretically sound but 
is quite difficult to understand, and complex to administer. Grant de­
termination is complex because each grant is tailored to the actual 
allowable needs of each individual recipient. For example in the old 
age security program there are two grant levels. One is a maximum 
basic grant ($95) and the other is a higher maximum ($115). When 
determining the amount of grant for any old age security recipient, 
the social worker has to determine what the actual needs of the re­
cipient are in terms of dollars, and the amount, if any, of outside 
income received by the recipient. First the social worker charts an 
amount representing the actual determined needs of the recipient per 
month. 

Example 
Actual needs _________________________ $140 
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Then the amount of outside income, such as Old Age Survivors 

Insurance, relatives contributions, etc., are deducted from the actual 
needs: 

Example 
Actual needs _________________________ $140 
Less outside incomc____________________ 60 

Amount of Gl'anL___________________ $80 

The amount of the grant for that individual equals the difference 
between needs and outside income, as long as the difference is $95 or 
less. In the above example only $80 of the $95 maximum grant would 
be required to fill tbis recipient's basic needs. Thus there remains a 
potcntial of $15 ($95 - $80) for this recipient to use if his needs in­
crease (needs are defined by regUlations). If this rccipient has a 
"special need" during any month, up to $15 additional grant (the 
unused portion of his g'rant) may be provided to pay for this special 
need (special needs are also defined by regulations). 

The maximum grant up to $115 is given to recipients who have less 
than $20 dollars of outside income, but have needs which exceed the 
$95 basic grant. If a person had one dollar of outside income per month, 
$114 dollars of grant would be the maximum he could receive. The more 
outside income, up to $20, the less grant the recipient can receive over 
$95. 

Under tbe current method of grant determination it is difficult for 
social workers to determine the amount of the grant, difficult for 
recipients to understand why they receive the amount of grant that 
they receive and why Mrs. X down the street receives so much more 
(or so much less), and difficult for the Legislature to determine to what 
extent increasing the maximum grant will benefit all recipients within 
a social welfare program. 

Flat Grants 

An alternative method for grant determination would be to have 
one maximum amount of aid, less outside income. This idea is referred 
to as the fiat grant principle. This would have the advantage of easier 
understanding by the general public and would simplify the adminis­
tration of the mechanics of determining grants. It would eliminate the 
principle of tailoring grants around individual needs and would as­
sume that all welfare recipients should have the same amount on which 
to live. 

This has several disadvantages, however. First it reduces the incentive 
to acquire outside income, for an increase in outside income would 
reduce the amount of aid. Another disadvantage would be that prob­
ably, in determining the amount that the fiat grant should be some 
recipients would receive less aid than they are now receiving. ' 

A scale of fiat grants would probably have to be available perhaps 
according to the size of the family or the number of people w'ho would 
be depending upon the grant for support. 
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Recoupment Provisions 

California does not have any provisions providing for the recovery 
of part or all assistance granted to recipients from deceased recipients' 
estates. A total of 32 states have such provisions, 22 of which secure 
claims with liens on real property. In California a recipient may retain 
real property up to an assessed valuation of $5,000. Since real property 
is usually assessed at the rate of approximately 25 percent of market 
value, the maximum in real value is approximately $20,000. Lien laws 
in other states attempt to recover up to the amount of assistance 
granted, and usually are not enforced while a survivor's spouse, or 
children are dependent upon the use of the real property. 

The initial enactment of lien laws result in an initial decrease in 
the caseload, by those recipients who own real property, but wish to 
leave an estate to someone and are able to find other means on which to 
live. For the same reasons a lien law acts as a deterrent against future 
applicants for aid. Actual experience shows that recovery from the 
process of recovering funds from estates results in a minimum amount 
of net gain, but that the rate of gain is usually higher in states that 
have had lien laws for a longer period of time. Recoupment provisions 
which provide for liens have generally proven to be more satisfactory, 
in terms of caseload decline and recovery, than unsecured claim pro­
visions. 

Responsible Relatives 

Responsible relative scales of contribution in the Old Age Security, 
Aid to Needy Blind and Aid to Potentially Self-Supporting Blind 
programs have not been modified to refiect the rise in cost of living 
since 1950. The present scale provides for initial contributions from 
net income of $201 per month with one dependent. The scale allows 
for a $100 deduction for the second dependent and a $50 deduction 
thereafter. Most contributing adult children live in families with net 
incomes of $551 per month or less. 

Unfortlmately, a modification of responsible relatives provisions 
would be very costly. Not only is revenue lost from contributing rela­
tives, but also tbe caseload increases, for more people will apply for aid, 
knowing that doing so will no longer require financial contributions 
from their children. As a result of the repeal of responsible relatives 
provisions in 1949-50, the Old Age Security caseload increased 13.5 
percent. Such an increase in caseload in California for OAS would cost 
over $40 million dollars per year in federal, state and county funds on 
a going concern basis. 
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Cost Sharing Ratio 

Different cost sharing ratios are in effect between the State and coun­
ties for the various welfare programs. Cost sharing ratios are as follows: 

State share 
Old Age Security ___________ 6/7 after Federal share 
Aid to Needy Blind __________ 3/4 ufter Federal share 
Aid to Potentially Self-support-

ing Blind (no Federal share) 5/6 
Aid to Needy Children-

family groups _____________ 67! after Federal share 
Foster Homes 

(no Federal share) ________ 67i 
Aid to Needy Disablcd ________ 6/7 after Federal share 

Oountv share 
1/7 after Federal share 
1/4 after Federal share 

1/6 

32-} after Federal share 

32, 
1/7 after Federal share 

A common sharing ratio for all programs would make the administra­
tion of State and County funds much easier. Testimony at recent Aid 
to Needy Children hearings indicated a strong desire by counties to 
have a single sharing ratio. 

Aid to Needy Children 
Illegitimacy 

Sufficient evidence has not been produced to indicate the extent to 
which the Aid to Needy Children program fosters illegitimacy. Al­
though a higher rate of illegitimacy is found among Aid to Needy 
Children recipients than the popUlation as a whole (44 percent of Aid 
to Needy Children families have one or more illegitimate children), 
this is due to a combination of reasons. Most recipients are in the low 
socio-economic stratum of our society. Over 60 percent of Aid to Needy 
Children recipients come from minority races, over half of these are 
Negroes. A common law marriage among persons in this group is 
commonly socially acceptable to them, but their children must be re­
ported for statistical purposes as being illegitimate. Although illegiti­
macy is present at all levels of society the rate increases at lower levels, 
thus there might not be much difference in the rate if illegitimacy 
between Aid to Needy Children recipients and families from similar 
ethnic backgrounds on similar social levels. 

Waiting Per.iod 

Many problems exist with reference to the most desirable length of 
a waiting period from the time of application to the actual payment 
of aid. At the present time the waiting period is three months. Those 
who do not favor any waiting period claim that this delays the social 
worker from helping the family to become rehabilitated and off the 
rolls. General relief, the aid level for which generally is quite a bit 
lower than Aid to Needy Children, is usually granted by counties in the 
interim until the waiting period is complete. 

Some advocates of waiting periods favor the extension of the wait­
ing period to six months. They claim that this would increase the pres­
sure on the family to look harder for independent solutions for their 
financial problems. It is said that once a family begins to receive aid 
under the Aid to Needy Children Program, the immediate financial 
threat is reduced, thus the incentive to become financially independent 
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is also reduced. A longer waiting period would result in lower case­
loads, because more people would find independent solutions to prob­
lems during the longer waiting period. A longer waiting period could 
be accompanied by more extensive county social services which would 
help applicants to find solutions to their problems before they become 
recipients. Intensive social planning early in the family crisis is desir­
able, but it does not have to wait until Aid to Needy Ohildren aid is 
granted. 

If the waiting period was lengthened it could be coupled with finan­
cial support to counties, possibly on a matching basis, to foster the 
establishment of social services to help prevent applicants during the 
waiting period from coming on the rolls. 

Aid to Needy Disabled 
Definition of Disability 

The original definition of terms for the Aid to Needy Disabled pro­
gram included in Section 4000 of the Welfare and Institutions Oode 
has not been amended since the inception of the program in 1957. 
This section states that a "needy disabled person" has to be "per­
manently impaired and totally disabled." It further states that in 
addition to being permanently impaired and totally disabled, a recipient 
has to requh'e "constant and continuous care." Section 4000 defines a 
person who needs constant and continuous care as one who: 

" . . . is bedfast, chairbound, or in need of physical assistance 
without which the daily regimen could not continue or whose 
mental or physical impairment makes contin"o,,, (emphasis added) 
supervision essential. " 

Section 4000 then closes by clearly stating that the definitions of the 
above terms" shall be strictly construed." 

Since 1957 the Social Welfare Board has redefined its interpretation 
of Section 4000 of the Welfare and Institutions Oode twice, the latest 
redefinition of which will result in an estimated 15 percent caseload 
increase. Initial regulations passed by the Social Welfare Board re­
quired that a person had to have help with two of the three major 
activities of daily living (eating, dressing and body hygiene). The 
first revision of regulations by the Board of Social Welfare reduced the 
requirement concerning need for help from two to one major activity. 

The Social Welfare Board was not content with its amended regula­
tions reinterpreting Section 4000 of the Welfare and Institutions Oode 
because it found that it was consistently finding appeal cases eligible. 
Thus the regulations which interpreted Section 4000 were again 
amended, as of September 1, 1960, to include a liberalization of "con­
tinuous supervision." The present regulations include as "continuous 
supervision" the need for help for any essential activity of living in 
addition to eating, dressing and body hygiene, which may not in some 
instances be a daily need. 

The average caseload is expected to increase from 11,840 in 1960-61 
to 15,785 in 1961·62, with a corresponding cost increase from $13.3 
million to $19.1 million. 
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Public Assistance, Medical Care Program 

The legal basis for the medical care program for recipients of Old 
Age Security (OAS), Aid to the Needy Blind (Al\T8), and Aid to 
Needy Children (ANC), is found in Sections 4500 to 4605 of the Wel­
fare and Institutions Code. These sections were amended to include 
Aid to Needy Disabled (ATD) recipients effective October 1, 1959. 

Legislative intent regarding the medical care program is expressed 
in Section 4500 of the Welfare and Institutions Code which states: 
"The purpose of this chapter is to provide medical services or other 
remedial care to a recipient of public assistance who is unable from 
his own resources to provide such required services or care. " 

Included in Sections 4500 to 4605 are the following set of principles 
which guide program development: 

A. Pooled fund operations 
B. Direct vendor payments 
C. Free choice of practitioners 
D. State Social Welfare Board responsibility for scope of program 

and regulations 
E. County responsibility for administration 
F. Permission to counties to employ contractual agreements with 

appropriate agencies for medical care services when in compliance 
with the policy of the State Social We!fare Board, (e.g., County 
contracts with CPS). 

The following additional principles have been adopted by the Social 
Welfare Board. 

A. Scope of progra.m limited to "outpatient" services 
B. Payment is ·based 011 a "fee £01' service" basis 
The State Department of Social Welfare supervises the Public Assist­

ance Medical Care Program which is administered by the counties. 
Consultation with other State agencies, such as Public Health, are 
maintained concerning common medical care problems. An Interdepart­
mental Fee Committee, which is composed of 10 people from the follow­
ing departments; Department of Education, Public Health, State De­
partment of Social Welfare and the Department of Finance, attempts 
to equalize medical care fee scales used by State agencies. Professional 
associations, such as the California Medical Association, are consulted 
by the State Department of Social Welfare for additional professional 
advice. 

Services 

The scope of available medical care services under the program varies 
between assistance programs because there are more funds available for 
some programs than others, and also the medical needs may vary. Gen­
erally speaking these medical care services do not include hospitaliza­
tion, but are limited to outpatient services. Current services available 
from medical care funds for the categorical aid programs are included 
in the following table for the month of September. There is no limit to 
the amount of medical care which a recipient may receive in any given 
month, as long as the recipient's particnlar needs are covered by the 
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program. Included under Physicians visits are just about any medical 
needs for illnesses or injuries for which a person may seek a doctor. 
Extensive regulations and fee schedules supplement the general cate­
gories included in the table. 

Current Services Available From Medical Care Funds, and 
Monthly Cost per Recipient for September-1960l. 

Old 
age 

j[ edical care service SeC1tritv 
Physicians visits and other Practitioners $2.97 
Drugs-prescriptions and injections_____ 1.71 
Visiting Nurse, special medical procedures, 

X-ray, laboratory, dental cure und 
others ____________________________ 1.21 

Dental care for childreu_______________ NA 
Functional Improvement Progl'um______ NA 

Totals ________________________ $5.89 
1 NA denotcs-servicc not available. 

Expenditures 

Oost per reoipient 
Aid to Aid to 

the needy 
'blind children 
$2.90 $1.39 

2.00 1.07 

1.26 .48 
NA .73 
NA NA 

$6.16 $3.67 

Aid to 
needy 

disa7Jled 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
.60 

$0.60 

The total amounts shown in the above table represent the average 
amount expended per recipient for September, 1960. The following 
table shows that the total amounts disbursed as vendor payments for 
the twelve month period between October 1, 1959 and September 30, 
1960 indicate that nearly $32 million was spent for medical care 
for approximately 550,000 adults and children. Nearly $53 million 
is budgeted to be expended for tbese programs for medical care for the 
fiscal year 1961-62. 

Medical Care Funds-Estimated Fund Revenues and Disbursements 
For the 12 Month Period From Oct. 1, 1959 to Sept. 30, 1060 

Estimated 
fund 

Program reven1ws 
Old age security ________ $25,413,316 
Aid to needy blind______ 1,116,645 
Aid to needy children 

family groups _______ 11,787,559 
Aid to needy disabled___ 615,858 

Totals __________ $38,933,378 

Disbursements 
Monthly 
ave-rage 

Amo1lnt per recipient 
$18,160,727 $5.88 

980,054 5.55 

12,743,062 4.00 
16,200 .15 

$31,900,043 

Revenue 

FJstimated 
C1lm1tlative 

balanc(}-
Sept. 1960 
$9,419,690 

109,173 

3,654,524 
599,658 

$13,783,045 

Funding formulas provide for $6 per month per adult and $3 per 
month per child to be transferred from the state General Fund and 
the Social Welfare Federal Fund to a medical care Premium Deposit 
Fund. There are divisions within the medical care fund for each 
categorical aid program. In addition to the funding formulas, there 
has existed since October, 1959, a transfer rate for old age security and 
aid to needy blind recipients. This rate is described in Sections 2020.003 
and 3084.05 of the Welfare and Institutions Code and enables all medi­
cal care payments to be made directly to the vendor. The amount of the 
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transfer rate equals an average amount per recipient which, if totaled, 
would equal an amount that would have had to have been paid to recip­
ients as special needs for services available under the medical care pro­
gram. The transfer rate is recalculated every six months and currently 
is $2.51 per month for old age security recipients and $1.07 for aid to 
needy blind recipients. The transfer comes from state and county gen­
eral funds in ~, t ratio. 

Proposed and Recent Medical Care Service Expansions 

Since October 1, 1960, the Department of Soeial Welfare has been 
expanding medical care services in the categorical aid programs. Pro­
gram expansion has been possible because of two factors; (1) the 1960 
social security amendments provided federal funds for medical care for 
Old Age Security recipients, and (2), cumulative surpluses exist in 
the Medical Care Premium Deposit Funds for all four categorical aid 
programs. Because of the difference in the scope of new medical care 
services being offered in each program, the programs will be discussed 
separately. 

Old Age Secur.ity-New Medical Care Services 

The most extensive growth in new medical care services has been 
taking place in the Old Age Security program. It has the largest 
cumulative balance in the Medical Care Premium Deposit Fund ($9.4 
million dollars as of September 30, 1960), and it is this program which 
has been affected by the 1960 federal social secnrity amendments. Under 
the 1960 amendments to the Social Secnrity Act there is potentially 
available an additional six dollars of federal money per month per OAS 
recipient for medical care. These amendments, which became effective 
on October 1, 196'0, provide that the federal government will match one­
half of the average vendor payments for medical care for OAS recipi­
ents np to a maximum average vendor payment of $12 per month for 
every recipient in the OAS program. 

Withont any change in legislation on the state level it will be possible 
for the Social Welfare Board to increase the medical care services 
to ntilize $8.51 + $6.00 or $14.51 per recipient per month. Since the 
transfer rate is expected to increase, the total amount per recipient will 
increase correspondingly. The $14.51 fignre is calculated as follows: 

Legal Qasis .LI.mOlmt 
Section 4553-

Welfare and Institutions Code $3.00 
Section 4553---

Welfare and Institutions Code 3.00 
Section 2020.003 

Welfare and Institutions Code 
Transfer rate-September, 1960, 
to March, 196L_____________ 2.51 

Section 124.5 and 124.2--
Welfare and Institutions Code 6.00 

$14.51 

SQuroe 

Withheld from federal grant 

State General Fund 

State General Fund (%) 
Counties (lh) 

Federal fund 

The six-dollar figure from federal funds is a maximum figure and 
varies monthly, depending npon the average vendor payment for medi-
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cal care, up to an average payment of $12. The first three figures in the 
above table total $8.51. Six dollars of this amount per recipient is 
transferred to the medical care Premium Deposit Fund every month. 
Six-sevenths of the transfer rate, which is currently $2.51, comes from 
the state General Fund and is deposited with the counties. Thus, since 
October 1, 1960, $8.51 per Old Age Security recipient per month has 
been reserved for medical care purposes, plus an additional amount of 
federal funds equal to 50 percent of average monthly vendor payments 
up to a $12 program. The actual average monthly payment for medical 
care for Old Age Security recipients for the immediate month preceding 
the enactment of the 1960 social security amendments is shown in a 
previous table and equals $5.89. 

Since the announcement of the passage of the social security amend­
ments, the Social Welfare Board has interpreted its responsibility as 
being to expand Old Age Security medical care services as rapidly as 
is administratively feasible in order to utilize the maximum amount 
of federal funds now available. In other words, to raise the average 
vendor payment to at least $12, so the full six dollars per recipient per 
month may be claimed from the federal government. 

The Social 'Welfare Board's interpretation of its responsibility is 
reinforced by Opinion 60/197 of the Attorney General in which he 
sets forth the view that the present law, including the 1960 amendments 
to the Social Security Act and particularly Sections 4555, 4553, 2020.003 
and Section 2025 of the Oalifornia Welfare and Institutions Oode re­
quire a continuation of the State's existing federally aided medical 
care program and an expansion of that program, as soon as adminis­
tratively feasible, designed not only to obtain maximum federal grants­
in-aid but to increase the level of medical services by the full amount 
so received. 

In applying this interpretation of their respective responsibilities, 
the department has proposed and the Social Welfare Board has in part 
approved, a series of expansions of new medical services, as set out in 
the following table designed to utilize the maximum of available funds 
as SOon as possible. This table illustrates proposed new medical care 
services, cost estimates per recipient, and tentative effective dates. 
Estimates for increased medical care services for the OAS program 
total $9.37, which, when added to the average medical care payment 
between October 1, 1959, and September 30, 1960, of $5.88, would 
provide a total medical care program of $15.25. This exceeds the $14.51 
income available through February, but there existed a $9.4 million 
dollar surplus as of September 30, 1960, which is increasing, and the 
transfer rate will be recalculated in February and is also expected to 
increase. 

Whether this rapid method of extending services is desirable or 
necessary for the Old Age Security recipients is questionable. There is 
apparently little objective evidence as to the actual acute medical needs of 
Old Age Security recipients. Some evidence of this lack of objectivity 
is found.in the order of priority established by the department for the 
commencement of these new medical care services. For example, health 
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evaluations which might provide some information as to the health 
needs of this segment of the population are not scheduled to be included 
within the scope of the program until most of the other new services 
have been implemented. 

The scope of the existing plus proposed medical care services may 
well result in providing Old Age Security recipients with a hlgher 
standard of medical care coverage than is enjoyed by the bulk of the 
self-supporting population. It de£nitely provides for more medical 
services than are provided for other social welfare programs. The cost 
of the full utilization of medical care services which are and will be 
available, will be over twice as mnch per recipient than those available 
for other social welfare programs. 

Following is a list of new medical care services provided on or since 
October 1, 1960, plus services which will be provided soon. Some of the 
new services for Old Age Security recipients are discussed below. . 

New Medical Care Services-Proposed and Implemented 

Estimated monthly cost per recipient 
Old Aid To Aid To Aid To 

Age AT eedy Needy Needy 
New 8m'vice 8ecul·ity Blind Children Disabled 
Eye care _______ $0.83 NA NA NA 
Dental care ____ 3.12 NA NA NA 
Nursing services __ .08 NA NA NA 
Rehabilitation ___ 3.57 NA NA NA 
Basic medical care $5.98 
He,alth evaluation .64 NA NA NA 
Elective office 

surgery and 
radiologic 
therapy _______ .13 $0.09 $0.20' .16 

Drugs-additional 1.00 1.00 

Total 
New services $9.37 $1.09 $0.20 

NA Services not available. 
1 Proposed only-not yct appro\'cd by the Social Welfare Board. 
211'0r adults only. 

Eye Care 

$6.14 

Effective 
Date 

Oct. 1, 1960 
Nov. 1, 1960 
Nov. 1, 1960 
Jan. 1,1961 
Feb. 1, 1961 1 

Feb. 1, 1961 1 

Feb. 1, 19611 
Mar. 1, 19611 

This service was provided first, not because of a prior determination 
that there is a critical unmet need of OAS recipients for eyeglasses and 
refractions, but because it was the easiest service to effectuate adminis­
tratively. Eye care does not include necessary minor eye surgery. This 
has been available as a physicians service, when hospitalization has not 
been necessary, since the beginning o! the medical care program. 

Dental Care 

Prior to the initiation of comprehensive dental care, dental services 
for OAS recipients were available in the medical care program only for 
the relief of pain and the elimination of acute infection. Estimated cost 
for the comprehensive dental care service which includes both out­
patient and inpatient recipients, is $3.12 per recipient per month. 
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Rehabilitation 

This program appears to be more of a research project than a medi­
cal care service for medically indigent OAS recipients. It is the most 
expensive program and will benefit the least number of people. The cost 
is estimated to be $3.57 per recipient per month. The cost per patient 
per day is approximately $30 for rehabilitative services, not including 
expenses for room and board. There are estimated to be 400 beds po­
tentially available in the whole State which are presently equipped to 
perform tbis service. It is estimated that 400 beds could not accommo­
date over 1,000 persons per year, yet the annual cost to rehabilitate this 
many people is estimated to be $4.5 million. As more beds become 
available more recipients will use the service and cost could expand 
rapidly. 

The Department of Social Welfare states that, "Many persons are 
in want because of deficiencies in coverage for rehabilitation." This 
appears to be little more than a general assumption inasmuch as there 
has been no actual health evaluation program. . 

Rehabilitation is supposed to help people to help themselves. Applied 
to Old Age Security recipients, it could mean that au older citizen 
might be rehabilitated to the point where he or she could live at home 
instead of in a nursing home or public medical institution. There is 
no question about the advantage to the aged persons to be able to live 
at home. However, there is serious question as to whether a public 
agency, such as the State, is able to afford sucb a luxury for such a 
few people. An aged person might spend from three to six months, 
at $30 plus rOom and board per day, being rehabilitated. Yet there 
is no guarantee that this will enable the person to live at home. The 
program could cost approximately $4.5 million for the first year to 
gamble that perhaps roughly 1,000 recipients might eventually be able 
to live at home rather than in a llursing home or institution. Are other 
medical needs of Old Age Security recipients so few that this State 
can afford to spend $4.5 million to aid 1,000 people while 248,000 others 
receive no benefit from funds for rehabilitation! 

Aid to Needy Blind 
The' Aid to Needy Blind program is essentially the same medical 

care program as Old Age Security recipients had prior to October 1, 
1960. Proposed extensions in services will add elective office surgery, 
radiologic therapy and some additional drugs to the present program 
for a total estimated cost of $1.09. The average monthly vendor pay­
ment. between October 1, 1959, and September 30, 1960, was $5.55. 
The increased services would raise the average monthly vendor pay­
ment to approximately $5.55 plus $1.09 or $6.64. 
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Revenue for medical care for Aid to Needy Blind recipients pres­
ently includes: 

LegaZ basis Amount Sottrce 
Section 4553-Welfare and 

Institutions Code ______________ $3.00 Withheld from federal grant 
Section 4553-Welfare and 

Institutions Code ______________ 3.00 State General F~nd 
Section 3084.05-Welfare and 

Institutions Code State General Fund (6/7) 
Transfer Rate ________________ 1.06 Counties (1/7) 

$7.06 

The proposed extension of medical services for blind recipients should 
not increase the average vendor payment above the $7 .06 per month 
per recipient constituting the present rate of revenue. Revenue and 
expenditures for medical care from October 1, 1959, to September 30, 
1960, are included in the previous table on estimated fund revenues 
and disbursements. This program is the only other program which 
has a transfer rate such as the one described in the discussion of the 
Old Age Security medical care program. 

Aid to Needy Disabled 

The Legislature amended the medical care program in 1959 to in­
clude aid to needy disabled recipients. Subsequently the Social Welfare 
Board.approved regulations establishing a complex functional improve­
ment program which became effective October 1, 1959. These services 
were designed to help disabled recipients to attain a maximum degree 
of improvement through (1) medical and nursing services, (2) physi­
cal and oecupational therapy, (3) and various appliances and other 
corrective equipment. Although the services are theoretically desirable, 
the functional improvement program has proven too difficult to ad­
minister. A previous table on estimated revenue and expenditures shows 
that during the first 12 months of its existence, only $16,200 dollars or 
approximately 15 cents per month per recipient was utilized for 
medical care for aid to needy disabled recipients. 

Basic m-edical care services, similar to those received by other 
categorical aid recipients, will be provided starting February 1, 1961, 
at an estimated cost of $5.98 per recipient per month, or $1.13 million 
dollars annually. Current revenue is $6 per recipient per month and a 
surplus of approximately $600,000 existed as of September, 1960. 

A modified functional improvement program and a rehabilitation 
program (including in addition dental care, eye care and refractions 
for only those recipients on the rehabilitation program) will be offered 
from February 1 to September 30, 1961. The rehabilitation services 
will be the same as those being offered to old age security recipients. 
The reason why these services are being offered is to utilize the surplus 
of medical care funds which has accumulated since October 1, 1959. 

The eligibility requirements for the aid to needy disabled program 
includes any age over 18, thus a rehabilitation program seems m()re 
logical for this group than for Old Age Security' recipients. However, 
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this is another example of the use of a substantial amount of state and 
federal funds, which represent over one year of accumulated medical 
care fund contributions for the entire caseload at $6 per recipient per 
month, for the benefit of a small fraction of the caseload. If $600,000 
was spent for rehabilitation and patients required an average of 100 
days of care at $30 per day, only 200 patients could be served. The 
average total caseload for 1960-61 is estimated to be about 12,000 re­
cipients. 

There must be medical needs for which this surplus can be utilized 
in order to benefit a larger number of Aid to Needy Disabled recipients. 
If there will not be any medical needs after the basic medical care 
services are effectuated, then the medical care surplus, which will 
probably exceed $750,000 by February, should be disposed of by the 
Legislature_ 

Medical Care-Summary 

The provision for new medical care services in social welfare pro­
grams for people who are medically indigent, but are unable to provide 
for their own medical needs has been of primary concern to the State 
in recent years. However, there should be a cut-off point based on 
adequate objective information regarding the true medical needs of 
welfare recipients. The decision must be made as to where medical 
needs stop, and how far the State should go in providing financial 
assistance to meet defined needs. Should the State provide more benefits 
for medical care to welfare recipients than the members of society who 
are self-sustaining, and whose taxes provide these benefits, are able to 
provide for themselves! For example, take the new rehabilitation serv­
ice for old age security recipients, how many non-recipient members 
of our society can afford $30 per day for rehabilitation j The growing 
complexity of the welfare programs and their rules, regulations and 
statutes force social workers to think more of needs of individuals and 
specific kinds of needs than of the whole picture and of the role that 
welfare should play in our society. 

Regarding the expansion of medical care services for Old Age Secur­
ity recipients, other possible alternatives than the current intent of the 
State Department of Social Welfare and Social Welfare Board to ex­
pand services to utilize the maximum amount of available funds, have 
been suggested for consideration. 

1. The medical care program for Old Age Security recipients could 
be limited to an average vendor payment of $12 per recipient per 
month. This would enable the State to make full use of federal funds 
and would enable $2.51 (the amount of the transfer rate) to be utilized 
for other purposes. 

2. The first suggestion could be accomplished by eliminating the 
transfer rate. An advantage of the transfer rate elimination would be 
to place a firm limitation on a medical care program of $12 per re­
cipient per month. The transfer rate is currently recalculated every 
six months and the amonnt of the rate can be influenced by factors 
other than legislation_ 

1010 


