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SUMMARY OF STATE EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATION 

California's system of public education is composed of elementary, sec­
ondary, and unified school districts, the community colleges, the Califor­
nia State University and Colleges, the University of California, the 
California Maritime Academy, and the state-operated schools for hand­
icapped children. Support' for educati()n is derived from a variety of 
sources, including the State School Fund, local property taxes, State Gen­
eral Fund appropriations and federal aid. 

In 1976-77, state General Fund expenditures for education continue to 
account for the largest share of the budget dollar. The budget summary! 
which follows indicates that in 1976-77 more than $4.5 billion will be spent 
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by the state General Fund for allfilcets of education (excluding capital 
outlay). Such expenditures represent 43.6 percent of the proposed Gen­
eral Fund expenditures during. the budget year and 32.4 percent of . all 
expenditures, excluding bond funds; These amounts include (1) support 
for the University of California, the California State University and Col­
leges, the public school system and state special schools, and (2) support 
for special programs such as Early Childhood Education,compensatory 
education, vocational education and debt service on public school bonds. 
Table i shows total state operations expenditures and subventions for 
education from the General Fund for the past fiscal year, estimated ex­
penditures for the current year and the amounts proposed for 197~77. 

Table 1 
General Fund Expenditures for Education 

Actual gstimated Proposed Chani.e from 197~76 
1974-75 197~76 197~77 Amount Percent 

State Operations: 
Department of Edu-

cation .................. ~ ... $11,729,171 $15,311,178 $16;245,805 $+934,627 +6.1% a 

Special Schools for 
the Handicapped .. 12,71Y7,173 14,436,605 14,443,835 +7,230 +0.1 

Advisory Council on 
Vocational Educa-
tion ........................ ,. 110,829 153,669 61,164 .-92,505 -60.2 

Division of Libraries 2,756,754 3,289,567 3,374,3IY7" " +84,740 +2.6 
Conunission for 

Teacher Prepara-
. tion and Licensing 9,303 1,371 -1,371 . -100.0 
Postsecondary Edu-

cation Commission 914,887 1,289;365 1,266,390· -22,975 -1.8 
University of Califor-

. b 514,566,350 rna .......................... 58'i ,095,381 . 619,042,922 +31,947,541 +5.4 
Hastings College of 

Law .......................... 2,684,019 3,172,810 3,556,773 +383,963 +12.1 
California State Uni-

versity and Col-
, "leges· ....................... 481,546,141 542,057,016 576,326,165 +34;21)9,149 +6.3 

California Maritime 
Academy ................ · 1,463,852 1,802,390 1,944,095 +1411705 +7.9 

California Commu-
nity Colleges ......... : . 1,328,791 1,783,571 1,957,632 +174,061 +9.8 

Student Aid Com-
'mission .................... 42,483,456 53,914,321 62,659,212 +8,744,891 +16;2 

Totals-State' 
Operations .......... $1,1Y72,3OO,726 $1,224,31Y7 ,244 $1,300,878,300 $+ 76,571,056 +~.,3% 

Local Assistance:,d 
Early Childhood 

Education ........ :. '40,913,066 ·63,200,000 97,700,000 +34,500,000 +54;6 
Educationally Disad-

vantaged Youth .... 83,122,784 90,482,400 90,482,400 . 
Compensatory Edu-

cation .: .................... 3,833,266 3,695,000 3,695,000 
Special· Elementary 

School Reading 
Program .................. 15,349,625 13,849,625 13,849,625 
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Special Education 
Master Plan ............ 300,000 10,000,000 24,000,000 +14,000,000 +140.0" 

Sheltered Workshops 170,000 170,000 
Development Cen-

ters .......................... 8,322,630 10,990,760 12,540,430 +1,549,670 +14.1 
Vocational Educa-

tion : ......................... 417,000 833,000 +416,000 +99.8 
Career Guidance 

Centers .................... 47,514 74,290 -74,290 -100.0 
Child Development £ 40,758,826 47,535,811 46,653,447 _ -882,364 -1.9 
Indian Education ...... 610,590 560,806 600,000 +39,194 +7.0 
Bilingual-Crosscultur-

al .............................. 4,168,108 9,011,673 9,387,708 +376,035 +4.2 
Instructional Materi-

als .............................. 25,031,936 27,527,178 29,735,136 +2,207,958 +8.0 
Instructional Televi-

sion .......................... 718,028 814,000 814,000 
Continuous SChools .. 373,000 -373,000 -100.0 
Child Nutrition .......... 13,291,316 33,927,781 44,689,928 +10,762,147 +31.7 
Apportionments - for 

Public Schools .. : ..... 1,950,343,429 - 2,118,340,509 2,216,046,647 +97,706,138 +4.6 
Loans to School Dis-

tricts ........................ 367,739 -84,685 3,167 +87,852 +103.7 
Assistance to Public 

Libraries .................. 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 
Legislative mandates -28,750 32,500 +3,750 +13.0 
Teacher's Retire-

ment ........................ 135,000,000 1~,000,000 -135,000,000 
Debt Service to Pub-

lic School Building 
Bonds ...................... 43,191,715 34,971,573 27,448,811 -7,522,762 -21.5 

Community College 
Apportionments .... 346,066,049 381,161,799 460,880,413 +79,718,614 +20.9-

Community College 
Extended Oppor-
tunity Programs .... 6,170,500 7,656,018 11,484,027 +3,828,009 +50.0 
Totals-Local 

",~ ... 

Assistance ............ $2,718,607,121 $2,990,703,288 $3,227,046,239 $+236,342,951 +7;9~~\.Ot-
= 

GRAND TOTALS! 
General Fund ........ $3,790,907,847 $4,215,010,532 $4,527,924,539 $+312,914;001 +7.4% 

• State operations have been increased for 1974-75 and 1975-76 to reflect the expenditures for the follow­
ing categorical programs: Educationally Disadvantaged Youth, Special Education Master Plan, ChUd 
Development, Indian Education, Bilingual-CrosscuituraI, Instructional Television and ChUd Nutri­
tion. 

b Does not include $25,243,000 1976-77 salary increases. 
C Does not include $27,402,000 for 1976-77 salary increases. _ , -_ 
d Local assistance for 1976-77 has been reduced to reflect the cost of state operations for the followiIlg 

categorical programs: Educationally Disadvantaged Youth, Special Education M'aster Plan, preschoof 
ChUd Development, Indian Education, BilingualcCrosscuitural, Instructional T~levision and ChUd> 
Nutrition. - 'C _ -;:,-r-

e This increase is solely the result of a bookkeeping change. In 1975-76, the public school apportionmentS­
provided $14 million to Master Plan districts in addition to the $10 million credited under-tlie Master' 
Plan entry. In 1976-77 the apportionments will again provide $14 million and the budget reflects a 
debit to the apportionment account and a credit to the Master Plan. ~ 

£ It should be noted that $10 million has been added to the Health and Welfare Agency budget in 197&-77 
for Special Assistance for Children's Programs. This expanded amount of funding will be administered' 
by the Secretary of the Health and Welfare Agency. 
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SUMMARY OF FEDERAL AID TO CALIFORNIA SCHOOLS 

Federal assistance to California is composed of a wide variety of pro­
grams which are designed to provide special assistance for (1) a particular 
element of the pupil population, (2) instruction in specific subject areas 
and (3) support to relieve significant problems. Table 2 identifies the 
major programs and subprograms of federal assistance and indicates the 
anticipated amounts California will receive under each. The table demon­
strates that $403 million is anticipated in the budget year from all pro~ 
grams. 

STATE AND LOCAL SUPPORT TO PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

The two principal sources of support for California's public schools are 
State School Fund apportionments and local property tax levies. In past 
years the relationship between· these sources of support has varied sub­
stantially as is illustrated in Table 3. It has been frequently suggested as 
a result of this wide variance in the state contributions to the total cost of 
education that a standard measure of state responsibility be established, 
such as the proposal that the state contribute 50 percent of the total cost 
of education. It should be recognized, however, that recommendations of 
this type usually define the relationship between state and local expense 
in the narrowest possible sense, i.e., the percentage of State School Fund 
apportionments to total state and local school district General Fund reve­
nues. 

This relationship, however, is an inaccurate picture of the state's total 
effort regarding public education because it does not reflect other educa­
tional expenditures appropriated through budget action. Table 3 also re­
views all state expenditures for education and indicates that the state has 
assumed a greater share of total educational expenditures than the former, 
more narrowly defined, relationship would indicate. 

Table 2 
Federal Support to California Schools· 

Changeirom 
Actual Estimated Estimated 1975-76 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Aniount Percent 

Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act: 

Title I: Compensatory 
Education 

Low-Income Families ...... $113,960,213 $142,164,193 $128,062,203 $-14,101,990 -10.0% 
In Schools for 

Handicapped .............. 1,882,160 2,169,878 2,026,019 -143,859 -6.6 
In Institutions for 

Delinquent. ................. 1,301,218 1,594,946 1,448,082 -146,864 -9.2 
In Adult Correctional 

Institutions : ............•. , .. 183,601 183,421 -180 -0.1 
Migrant-Assistance to 

Impacted Districts .... 9,373,952 24,347,357 17,341,872 -7,005,485 -28.8 
Migrant-Preschool .......... 457,000 457,000 457,000 
Urban and Rural Schools 619,053 4,079,039 -4,079,039 

, State Adniinistration ........ 2,160,984 2,359,590 2,464,088 +104,498 +4.4 
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Subtotals, Title I ............ 

Title II-IV B: School Library 
Resources ............................ 

Title III-IV C: Supplemen-
tary Centers and Services 

Title III-IV B: Guidance, 
Counseling and Testing .. 

Title V-IV C: Strengthening 
the State Department ...... 

Title V-IV C: Regional 
Evaluation Improvement 
Centers ................................ 
Subtotals, ESEA ................ 

Right to Read ........................... . 
Advisory Council on Vocation-

al Education ..................... . 
NDEA Title III-IV B-Equip­

ment and Mirior Remod-
eling .. : .................................. . 

Education Professions Devel­
opment Act: 

Vocational Technical ........... . 
Vocational Education Act: 

Occupational Preparation .. 
Adult Education Act (BASIC) 
Manpower Development and 

Training Act: 
Occupational Preparation .. 

Child Nutrition Act of 1966, 

$129,754,580 

3,053,345 

7,436,773 

1,282,247 

2,868,065 

859,307 

$15,499,737 

332,607 

66,510 

1,594,299 

904,486 

49,295,654 
4,465,911 

366,720 
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$177,355,604 $151,982,685 $-25,372,919 -14.3 

16,153,187 8,987,894 -7,165,293 -44.4 

10,052,039 9,833,459 -218,580 -2.2 

1,370,999 1,326,623 -44,376 -3.2 

3,691,085 3,628,470 -62,615 -1.7 

370,312 390,460 +20,148 +5.4 
$31,637,622 $24,166,906 $-7,470,716 -23.6 

381,664 389,990 +8,326 +2.2 

179,740 197,916 +18,176 +10.1 

3,585,281 2,227,794 -1,357,493 -37.9 

432,614 425,056 -7,558 -1.7 

53,775,100 $46,740,716 -7,034,384 -13.1 
6,725,974 4,517;430 -2,208,544 -32.8 

PL 93-150 ............................ 119,066,556 139,807,092 153,346,219 +13,539,127 +9.7 
Education of the Hand-

icapped Act, Title VI 
Special Education ................ .. , 6,053,281 11,756,324 11,756,324 

F ederalEducation Projects 
(Misc;) .............................. .. 1,377,239 2,790,333 1,689,276 -1,101,057 -39.5 

Library Services and Con-
struction Act ...................... 1,374,107 4,662,380 5,565,396 +903,016 +19.4 

Totals, Federal Aid .................. $336,151,693 $433,089,734 $403,005,708 -30,084,026 -6.9% 
• Not shown in this table are federal aid from ESEA Title VII (Bilingual Education), Economic Opportu­

nity Act-Headstart and Followthrough and funds from PL 874-Aid to Federally Impacted Areas. 
Funds from these four programs flow directly from the federal level to the local district and are not 
reflected in the Governor's Budget. In 1976-77 the total for these four programs is estimated to be 
$127.8 million, an increase of $4.3 million or 3.5 percent over 1971>-76. 
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Table 3 
State and Local Sources Revenues for Public School Support 

1963-64 Through 1973-74 

Total General Fund 
revenues of school 

districts 
rear (state and local) b 

1963-64 .................................................................. $2,193,337 
1964-65 .................................................................. 2,443,975 
1965-66 .................................................................. 2,663,827 
1966-67 .................................................................. 2,973,706 
1967-68 .................................................................. 3,403,000 
1968-69 .................................................................. . 3,699,560 
1969-70 .................................................................. 4,0(j[,f1iXJ 
1970-71 .................................................................. 4,491,956 
1971-72 ............................................................ :..... 4,829,150 
1972-73 .................................................................. 5,198,500 
1973-74 .................................................................. 5,879,623 
1974-75" ............................................................... . 

(Thousands' 

State School Fund 
$839,341 
937,400 
Wl/J/38 

1,049,793 
1,271,933 
1,315,158 
1,432,Wl 
1,518,899 
1,500,341 
1,582,366 
2,122,340 

Other state 
subveritionsc 

$103,443 
117,880 
127,473 
170,627 
169,579 
189,810 
201,851 
212,991 
240,794 
242,035 
390,967 

Total state 
subventions 

$942,784 
1,055,280 
1,124,761 
1,220,420 
1,441,512 
1,504,968 
1,634,848 
1,731,890 
1,741,135 
1,824,401 
2,513,307 

Percent of 
State School Fund 
to total revenue 

38.3% 
38.5 
37.4 
35.3 
37.4 
35.5 
35.2 
33.8 
31.1 
30.4 
36.1 

"Final 1974-75 figures are not available. 
b From Controller's reports: financial transactions concerning school districts of California, and state budget documents, 1963 to present. 
C Includes many items funded outside State School Fund (i.e., free textbooks, child care centers, contributions to Teachers' Retirement Fund, etc.). 

Percental 
totalstate 

subventions to 
total revenue 

43.0% 
43.4 
42.3 
41.0 
42.4 
40.7 
40.2 
38.6 
36.1 
35.1 
42.7 
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Department of Education 

STATE OPERATIONS 

General Fund 

Requested 1976-77 ....................... , .......•.................................... ~ .... . 
Estimated 1975-76 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1974-75 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase $2,012,608 (6.4 percent) 
Total recommended reduction .................................................. .. 

Budget Act 
Item 
335 
336 
337 
340 
341 
342 

General activities 
EDY and Child nutrition administration 
Driver training 
Advisory Council on Vocational Education 
Special schools 
State library 

State School Building Aid Fund 

Budget 
page 
B60 
B60 
859 
864 
853 
864 

Requested 1976-77 ........................................................................ .. 
Estimated 1975-76 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1974-75 ................................................................................ .. 

Requested increase $8,184 (2.3 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ............................................ ; ..... .. 

Budget Act 
Item 
338 . School facilities planning 

Surplus Educational Property Revolving Fund 

Budget 
page 
859 

Requested 1976-77 ............................................... ; ... ; ..................... . 
Estimated 1975-76 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1974-75 ................................................................................ .. 

Requested decrease $72,442 (1.6 percent) 
Total recommended reduction .................................................. .. 

Budget Act 
Item 
339 Educational agency for surplus property 

Budget 
page 
858 

$33,302,388 
31,289,780 
26,726,601 

$306,175 

Analysis 
page 
663 
663 
663 
663 
663 
749 

$357,068 
348,884 
323,996 

$33,398 

Analysis 
page 
718 

$4,587,208 
4,659,650 
3,908,707 

None 

Analysis 
page 
718 

I 
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General Fund 

Department of Education 

LOCAL ASSISTANCE 

Item 320-342 

Requested 1976-77 .................................................................. , ...... $2,560,268,603 
Estimated 1975-76 ............................................................................. 2,402,315,565 
Actual 1974-75 .................................................................................. 2,153,201,487 

Requested increase $157,953,038 (6.6 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ...................................... .............. $22,377,485 

Budget Act 
Item 
320 Early childhood education 
321 Educationally disadvantaged youth 
322 Compensatory education 
323 Miller·Unruh reawng 
324 Master plan for special education 
325 ,Occupational training for the handicapped 
326 Development centers 
3ZT Child development and preschool 
328 Indian education centers 
329 Bilingual education 
330 Instructional television 
331 Child nutrition programs 
333 Assistance to public libraries 
334 Mandated local programs 
Stafutory Transfer to State School Fund 

California Environmental Protection Fund 

Budget 
page 
829 
846 
846 
830 
851 
851 
854 
845 
843 
841 
849 
858 
865 
8trI 
855 

Requested 1976-77 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1975-76 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1974-75 ................................................................................. . 

Requested decrease $275,000 (100 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

Budget Act 
Item 

Conservation education 

State Transportation Fund-Motor Vehicle Account 

Budget 
page 
849 

Requested 1976-77 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1975-76 ........................................................................... . 

Requested decrease $100,000 (100 percent) 
Total recommended reduction .................................................. .. 

Budget Act 
Item 

Severance aid for highway land 

Budget 
page 
854 

Analysis 
page 
705 
669 
672 
710 
699 
699 
701 
683 
681 
673 
697 
738 
750 
665 
719 

275,000 
275,000 

None 

Analysis 
page 
697 

100,000 

None 

Analysis 
page 
719 
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Driver Training Penalty Assessment Fund 

Requested 1976-77 ................................................... : ..................... . 
Estimated 1975-76 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1974-75 .............................................. ; .................................. . 
Total recommended increase .................................................... .. 

$21,500,000 
20,200,500 
18,223,968 
$6,500,000 

1976-77 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 

Budget Act 
Item 

Statutory transfer to General Fund 
and then to State School Fund 

Budget 
page 

857 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
PROGRAM I-INSTRUCTION 

Analysis 
page 

714 

Analysis 
page 

1. Categorical Funds. Recommend review of critical mass 667 
concept used to establish per· pupil expenditures of cate­
gorical funds. 

2. Migrant EducaHon Um't. Delete $33,398 from State 668 
School Building Aid Fund (Item 338). Recommend dele-
tion of one half-time community services consultant and 
one half-time clerical position. 

3. Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program (EDY)- 670 
Augment General Fund Local Assistance (Item 321). by 
$2. 7 million. Recommend augmentation to guarantee 
school districts will receive at least 85 percent of 1975-76 
EDYallocation as a result of update of EDY allocation 
formula~ . 

4. Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program (EDY). 671 
Recommend the Department of Education submit plan to 
. reduce EDY entitlements to school districts which demon­
strate low levels of program effectiveness. 

5. Professional Development Centers. Recommend De- 672 
partment of Education limit school district participation to 
three consecutive years. 

6. Bilingual Education. Recommend Department of Educa- 676 
~on demonstrate its ability to coordinate program efforts 
directed at limited and non-English-speaking K-12 popula-
tion. . 

7. Bilingual Education. Recommend Budget Act language 677 
to preclude state bilingual program (AB 2284) funds from 
supplanting any other state or federal funds available for 
same purpose, and that AB 2284 grants reflect availability 
of other resources. 

8. Bilingual Education. Recommend Department of Educa- 678 
tion revise scoring criteria of language dominance survey 
to increase test reliability. 

9. Bilingual Education. Recommend Department of Educa- 678 

I 

I 
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tion provide tabulation of percentage of mOIlolingual Eng­
lish and limited or non-English-speaking students in AB 
2284 programs. 

10. Bilingual Education. Recommend Department of Educa- 680 
tion conduct survey of language facility of California teach-
ers arid provide results to school districts. 

11. Bilingual Education. Recommend . legislation to revise 680 
the Bilingual Teacher Corps Program from grant to loan 
program. 

12. Child Development. Recommend $47,013,942 offunding 685 
of Child Development programs be from. shite General 
Fund rather than federal Title XX funds and that liberated 
Title XX funds be used in lieu of General Fund for other 

. social services programs. 
13. Child Development. Recommend Department ofEduca-686 

tion require child care centers to adhere to and not exceed 
federal staff-child ratio requirements. , 

14. Child Development. Recommend Department of Educa- 686 
tion submit revised staff-child ratio requirements to 
become effective January 1, 1977 and LegislatUre adjust 
reimbursement rates effective July 1, 1977. 

15; Child Development. Recommend Department of Educa" 687 
tionencourage differentiated staffing in child care centers. 

16. Child Development. Recommend Department of Educa- 687 
tion submit plan for expanding use· of family day care· 
homes. . 

17. Child Development. Recommend Department of Educa- . 688 
tion submit annual child care report reflecting recipients, 
characteristics, expenditures and effectiveness of c~ild 
care. . 

18. Child Development. Recommend Department of Educa~ 688 
tion revise specified policies for reimbursing child care 
agencies. 

19. Child Development. Recommend Health and Welfare 688 
Agency report on effectiveness of child care in reducing 
economic dependency. . 

20. Child Development. .. Recommend Department of Educa~' 689 
tion revise policies pertaining to deduction of parent fees. 

21. Child Development, Augment General Fund support 690 
(Item 335) $70,000. Recommend establishment of two as­
sociate management auditor positions in Department of 
Education's Internal Audit Unit to review child care ex­
penditures. . 

22. Child Development. Delete $10 million froniGeneral 691 
Fund (Item 281) . Recommend deletion of proposed 
amount for undefined expansion·of children's programs. 

23. Mentally Gifted Minors. Recommend Department of 694 
Education revise procedures for identification of mentally . 
gifted minors. ' 
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24. Mentally Gifted Minors. Delete $1,583,343 from Geheral694 
Fund apportionments for mentally gifted minors. Recom­
mend apportionment for mentally gifted minors be based 
on regular class K-12 average daily attendance (ADA) 
rather than total K-12 ADA. 

25. Mentally Gifted Minors. Delete $2,084,472 from General 695 
Fund apportionments for mentally gifted minors. Recom­
mend elimination of the average daily attendance of K-3 
pupils participating in the Early Childhood Education Pro-
gram from apportionments for mentally gifted minors. 

26. Continuous Learning. Recommend the. unexpended bal- 696 
ance of the $800,000 appropriated by Chapter 1170, Stat-
utes of 1973 for one-time grants to school districts with 
year-round programs be carried forward to 1976-77. 

27. Instructional Television (lTV). Withholding recommen- 697 
dation approval of $814,000 proposed in Item 330 for ITV 
in 1976-77 pending determination of current year ITV ap­
portionments. 

28. ,Conservation Education. Recommend the Department 697 
of Finance justify the proposed elimination of grants to 
school districts from the California Environmental Protec-
tion Program Fund. 

29. Special Education. Augment General Fund (Item 324) 700 
by $1,140,000. Recommend inflation increase for Master 
Plan for Special Education Pilot Project. Further recom­
mend that Department of Education provide financial and 
program information concerning the pilot projects. 

30. Development Centers. Delete $1,549,670 from General 702 
Fund (Item 326). Recommend utilization of federal 
funds rather than state General Fund in expansion of de­
velopment centers. 

31. Early Childhood Education (ECE). Delete $22,100,000 706 
from General Fund (Item 320). Recommend ECE ex­
pansion of $12.4 million to serve 40 percent of K-3 pupils 
in lieu of proposed expansion of 34.5 million to serve 52 
percent of pupils. 

32. Early Childhood Education (ECE). Recommend De- 707 
partment of Education improve ECE evaluation proce­
dures. 

33. Early Childhood Education (ECE). Recommend De- 708 
partment of Education submit annual ECE evaluation re-
port by December 15. 

34. Early Childhood Education (ECE). Recommend De-708 
partment of Education allocate larger percentage of ECE 
funds to educationally needy pupils. 

35. Early· Childhood Education (ECE). Recommend State 709 
Board of Education adopt rules and regulations to ten:ni-
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DEPA~TMENT OF EDUCATION...-Contin.ued 

nate unsuccessful programs in ECE school districts. 
36. Early Childhood Education (ECE). Delete $234,983 from 709 

General Fund (Item (35). Recommend lower Depart-
ment of Education administrative costs commensurate 
with our recommended local assistance funding level. 

37. Miller-Unruh. Augment General Fund Local Assistance 711 
(Item (23) by $800,000. Recommend increase to continue 
program at 70 percent support level. 

38. Miller-Unruh. Recommend optional use of Miller-Unruh 711 
teachers in grades. 4-6. 

39. Miller-Unruh. Recommend maximum state subsidy of 711 
75% for Miller-Unruh teachers. 

40. Miller-Unruh. Recommend Department of Education 712 
provide additional information in annual Miller-Unruh 
evaluation report. 

41. Driver Training. Augment $6.5 milh'onfrom the Driver 714 
Training Penalty Assessment Fund Recommend in­
crease in state reimbursement rate for driver training from. 
$60 to $80 per pupil. 

Program II...-Administrative Support Services 
42. Adult Education. Recommend (1) extension of budget- 723 

ary cap on secondary and community college adult educa-
tion, (2) factoring of adult secondary education 
apportionments, (3) inclusion of computational tax deduc-
tion in funding of county operated ROC/ROPs, (4) utiliza-
tion of 50 minute unit to determine whether a high school 
student qualifies asa defined adult, and (5) inclusion of 
K-12 adult programs in current Postsecondary Education 
Commission study of community college finance. 

43. Adult Education. Recommend legislation to limit appor- 726 
tionment credit for combination attendance in regular, 
adult and ROP /ROC programs. 

44. School District Inflation. Recommend legislature consid- 727 
er (1) Serrano effect of inflation adjustments such as Chap-
ter 277, Statutes of 1975 (SB 220), (2) inability of school 
districts to reduce costs as revenues decline because of 
teacher tenure laws. 

45. Summer School. Recommend (1) reduction of state fund- 728 
ing of summer school programs to reflect actual costs, and 
(2) Department of Education report to the Legislature on 
purposes and effectiveness of summer school programs .. 

46. Serrano Considerations. Recommend Legislature consid- 731 
er in review of any Serrano bills (1) change in entire rarige 
of distribution of ADA, (2) elimination of basic aid to high 
wealth school districts, (3) impact of categorical aids on 
revenue limits and redistribution of categorical aid based 
on tax effort and property wealth index. 
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47. Textbook Selection. Delete$54,675froni GeneraIFuhd·· 734 
(Item 335). Recommend disapproval of staff services 
analyst positions proposed for textbook selection function. 

48. State Printer. Recommend (1) phase-out of Office of 734 
State Printing from textbook manufacturing process dur-
ing 1976-77and (2) legislationto (a) apportion all textbook 
funds directly to school districts, (b) restrict funds to pur-
chase of instructional materials and (c) authorize districts 
to purchase directly from publisher or distributor. 

49. Textbook Adoption. Recommend textbook minimum use 737 
period of six years. 

50. Food and Nutrition Program. Recommend Department 738 
of Education develop accurate estimate of future state cost 
in food and nutrition program. 

Program III-Departmental Management and Special Services 
51. Office of Program Evaluation-Delete $86,517 from Gen- 742 

eral Fund (Item 3M/-Recommend deletion of one con­
sultant position for ECE evaluation and one-half consultant 

. position for evaluation of Indian Education Centers. 
52. Comprehensive Evaluation Plan-Recommend Depart- 743 

ment of Education annually prepare for budgetary review 
a comprehensive plan for educational evaluations. 

53. Evaluation of Education Programs-Recommend Depart- 744 
ment of Education utilize statewide testing data in evalua-
tion of education pr()grams.· . 

54. Summary of Program Evaluations-Recommend Depart- 744 
ment of Education annually prepare a summary of pro-
gram evaluations. 

55. Educational Management and Evaluation Commission- 744 
Recommend budget language to authorize Commission 
to spend up to $10,000 of Its budget for outside consulting 
services. 

56. Indirect Costs-Recommend Department of Education re- 747 
spond to Department of Finance recommendations con­

.cerning indirect cost allocation system. 

Program IV-Library Services 

57. State Library-Recommend defer budget review of sup- 750 
. port for State Library urttilcompletion offeasibility study. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The budget of the State Department of Education is composed of both 
state operation and local assistance items. The state operation items pro­
vide support for state level administration of the public school system, the 
State Library and the state special schools. The local assistance items 
provide for specified subvention programs such as bilingual education and 
early childhood education. The state school apportionments for basic aid 
and equalization aid, which will total $2.2 billion (K-12) in 1976-77, are not 
appropriated in the Budget Act. Table 1 displays all Budget Act items 
related to the Department of Education for 1976-77. 
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Summary of Recommended Fiscal Changes 
to 197&-.77 EducatiQn Budget 

State School 
Building 

Program or Activity Amount General Fund Aid Fund 
Migrant education .............. -$33,398 -$33,398 
Educationally disadvan-

taged youth program .. +2,700,000 H2,700,000 
. Child development ............ ( +47,013,942) (+47,013,942) • 

+70,000 +70,000 
(-10,000,000) b (-10,000,000) b 

Mentally gifted minors ...... -1,583,343 -1,583,343 
-2,084,472 -2,084,472 

Special education ................ +1,440,000 +1,440,000 
-1,549,670 -1,549,670 

Early childhood education -22,100,000 -22,100,000 

Miller-Unruh ........................ 
-234,983 -234,983 
+800,000 +800,000 

Driving Training : ............... +6,500,000 
Textbook selection .............. -54,675 -54,675 
Office of Program Evalua-

tion .................................. -86,517 -86,517 
Subtotal-increases ........ H11,510,000 +$5,010,000 
Subtotal-decreases ........ -27,727,058 -27,693,660 -$33,398 
Net Change .................. : ... -$16,217,058 - $22,683,660 -$33,398 

Items 320-.'342 .. 

Driver 
Training 

Penalty As-
sessment Fund 

(Transfer) 

+6,500,000 

+$6,500,000 

+ $6,500,000 
• Not included as a General Fund augmentation since would be offset by a General Fund reduction for 

other social service programs. 
b Not included in education totals since recommended reduction would be from Health and Welfare 

Agency Budget Act Item 281. 

Budget Overview , 

The Department of Education's expenditure budget is organized into 
eight programs, elementary education, secondary education, adult educa­
tion, special programs and support services, administrative support serv­
ices, department management and special services, library services, and 
mandated local programs (legislative mandates). Table 2 displays expend­
itures and funding of these programs. For summary purposes we have 
classified as "Instruction" elementary, secondary, and adult education, 
and special programs and support services including mandated local pro­
grams. 

The crossover between the Budget Act items shown in Table 1 and the 
plann~d expenditures shown in Table 2 is displayed in Table 3. The analy­
sis which follows addresses all eight programs in the sequence shown in 
Table 2. . .. 

It should be noted that the Governor's Budget reflects a tofal General 
Fund increase of 6.5 percent ($161,253,182) in 1976-77 over 1975-76. This 
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includes a proposed expansion of early childhoOd educanonby$35millioIi, 
an expansion of the state basic and needy subsidies for school meals by $11 
million, a $1.6 million expansion in dEweIoptnerit center services to hand­
icapped children, $1.5 million to establish regional adult and vocational 
education councils, and an expansion of demonstration programs in read­
ing arid mathematics by $1 million. In addition, $10 million is added to the 
Health and Welfare Agency's budget for expansion of children's programs. 
The proposed budget continues the "cap" on adult education and does not 
propose inflationary increases for categorical programs. 

Table 1 
State Department of Education 

1976 Budget Actltams 

Actual Estimated 
Item Purpose 1974-75 1975-76 
Local Assistance: 
320 Early ChildhoQd Education ...... $40,913,066 $63,200,000 
321 Educationally Disadvantaged 

Youth .................................... .. 8,122,784 90,482,400 
322 CQrnpensatory Education ....... , .. 
323 Miller-Unruh Reading Program 

3,833,266 3,695,000 
15,349,625 13,849,625 

324 Special Education Pilot Pro-
gram ...................................... .. 300,000 10,000,000 

325 Occupational Training for 
Haildic:apped ...................... .. 170,000· 85,000 

326 D~veloprnent Centers .............. .. 8,322,630 10;990,760 
327 Child Care and PreschOOL ...... . 40,758,826 . 47,535;811 • 

. 328 Indian Education Centers ........ .. 350,000 310,806 
329 . Bilingual. Education .................. .. 
330 Instructional Television ............. . 
331 Child Nutrition Prograins ........ .. 

3,836,000 8,139,808 
718,028 814,000 

13,291,316 33,927,781 
332 Adult Education and Regional 

Occupation Centers ........... . 
333 Assistance to Libraries ; .......... ~ .. .. 1,000,000 1,000,000 
334 Local Mandated Legislation .... .. 28,750 . 

Sllbtotal, General fund only ....... , ..... , .. .$211 ,965,541 $284,059,741 
State Operations: . 
335 General activities ....................... . $10,409,263 $11,799,401 
336 EDY and Child Nutrition Ad-

ministration ........................ .. 742,582 1,480,538 
337 Driver Training .......................... .. 
338 State School Building Aid ........ .. 

130,000 
(323,996) (348,884) 

339 Surplus Property Ilevolving 
. Fund ..................... :.:; .......... : .. .. (3,908,707) (4,659,650) 

340 Advisory Council on Vocational 
. . Education .: .......................... .. 

341 Special Schools ............................. . 
110,829 153,669 

12,707,173 14,436,605 
342 State· Li,brary ............................... . 2,756,754 3,2$,567 

Subtotal, General Fund only ............ .. $26,726,601 . $31,289,780 
Totals-General Fund .................. : .... ... $238,692,142 $284,059,741 
Totals--all funds .................................. .. $242,924,845 $320,358,055 

Proposed· . Analysis 
1976-77 Rage 

$97,700,000 

90,482;400 
3,6%,000 

13,849,625 

24,000,000 

85,000 
12,540,430. 
46,590,098 b 

600,000 
8,139,808 

814,000 
44,689,928 

1,000,000 
32,500 

$344,218,789 d 

$13,595,848 

1,692,234 
135,000 

(357,068) 

(4,587;208) 

61,164 
14,443,835 
3,374,307 

$33,302,388 
$377,521,177 
$382,465,453 

a Appropriated by Chapter 1472, Stahites of 1974 ... 
b Includes $2,203,860 of state operations. . 
o Provides control language toreflect the limitation on state apportionments for adult and aOP/ROC 

programs. .. . 
d Does not include statutory transfer to state school fund of $2,216,049,814. 



662 IK-12'EDUCATION Items :320-342 

DEP~RTMENT OFEDUCATION-Con,tinu~d 

Table 2 
State Departm~ntof Education 

State Opera,tions and Local Assistance 
Expenditures and Revenue by Program 

Actual Estimated Budgeted 197~7'! ChanK.e 
Program 1974-75 197~76 197~7'! ' Amount Percent 
I. Iilstruction: 

State' operations .......... $38,845,581 $46,634,638 $47,873,354 $1,238,716 2.7% 
Local assistance .......... 445,256,923 573,171,270 579,252,326 6,081,056 1.1 
Subtotal ........................ $484;102,504 $619,805,908 $627,125,680 $7,319,772 1.2% 

II. Administrative 
Support services 

State operations .......... $7,680,089 $10,056,711 $10,241,076 $184,365 1.8 
Local assistance .......... 2,106,755,959 ' 2;340,291;312 2,446,684,592 106,393,280 4.5 
Subtotal ........................ $2,114,436,048 $2,350,348,023 $2,456,925,668 $106,577,645 4.5% 

III. Department Man-
agement and 
Special serv-
ices: 

State operations .......... $6,516,659 $8,889,200 $7,304,236 $ ~ 1,584,964 17.8 
Local assistance .......... 775,870 261,000 280,000 19,000 7.3 
Subtotal ........................ $7,292,529 $9,150,200 $7,584,236 $-1,565,964 17.1% 

IV. Library services: 
State operations .......... $3,753,946 $4,293,031 $4,409,792 $116,761 2.7 
Local assistance ..... 1 .... 7,509,286 4,728,441 5,600,992 $12,551 1&5 
Subtotal ...... ,.: ............... $11,263,232 $9,021,472 $10,010,784 $989,312 11.0 

Reimbursements: 
State operations .......... $-4,439,578 $-5,749,262 $-5,651,560 " $97,702 1.7 
Local assistance .......... -56,988,579 -58,134,271 -57,736,725 397,546 .7 
Subtotal ........................ $-61,428,157 $-63,883,533 $-63,388,285 $495,248 .8% 

Net Total: 
State operations .......... $52,356,697 $64,124,318 $64,176,898 $52,580 .1 
Local assistance .......... 2,503,309,459 2,860,317,752 2,974,081,185 113,763,433 4.0 
Total .............................. $2,555,666,156 $2,924,442,070 $3,038,258,083 $113;816,013 4~0% 

General Fund ................ $2,215,482, 784 $2,465,104,917 $2,626,358,099 $161,253,182 6.5% 
State Transportation 

Fund, Motor Vehi-
cle Account ............ 100,000 -100,000 

California Environmen-
tal Protection Pro-
grarnFund .............. 275,000 275,000 -275,000 

State SChool Fund ........ 4,847,756 3,8tKJ,OOO 3,95O,(}(JO 150,000 3.9 
Instructional Materials 

Fund ......................... -5,323,780 16,863,885 -16,863,885 
Surplus Educational 

Property Revolving 
Fund ......................... 3,908,707 4,659,650 4,587,208 -7£,442 1.6 

SChool Building Aid 
Fund ......................... 323,996 348,884 357,068 8,184 2,3 

Driver Training Penalty 
Assessment Fund .. 200,000 -200,000 -

Federal funds .................. 338,151,693 433,089, 734 403,()(}5,708 -30,084,026' , 6.9 
Total Man Years .... ; ....... £,317.1 £,518.7 £,51a2 8.5 .3% 
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Table 3 
Crossover between Budget Act Items and Education Programs 

Purpose 
Early chiidhood education ......................................................... . 
Educationally disadvantaged youth ....................................... ... 
Compensatory education ............................................................ . 
Miller-Unruh .reading ............ ': ................................................... , .. . 
Master plan for special education ..................... , ....................... . 
Occupational training for the handicapped ........................... . 
Development centers ............................................................... ... 
Child development and preschool ........................................... . 
Indian education centers ............... ; ............................................ . 
Bilingual education ............ : .......................................................... . 
Instructional· television ................................................................ . 
Child Nutrition programs .... : ...................................................... . 
Assistance to public libraries ..................................................... . 
Mandated local programs ........................................................... . 

. Support, Department. of .Education ............................ , .......... ... 
Support, EDY and nutrition programs ................................... . 
Vehicle instruction. (farm) ............. , ......................................... ... 
State School Building Aid Fund .................................... , ........... . 
Surplus Property Revolving Fund ........................................... . 
Advisory Council on Vocational Education ........................... . 
Special schools ............................................................................... . 
State library operations ............................................................... . 

Instruction 
I 

$97,700,000 
90,482,400 
3,695,000 

13,849,625 
24,000,000 

85,000 
12,540,430 
46,590,098 

600,000 
8,139,808 
. 814,000 

32,500 
6,926,370 

722,490 

(33,398) 

14,443,835 

Administrative Department 
Support Management and 
Services Special Services 

II 10 

$44,689,928 

2,725,492 
798,764 
135,000 

(323,670) 
(4,587,208) 

$i),943,986 
170,980 

61,164 

Totals, General Fund .............................. :........................................... $320,621,556 $48,349,184 $4,176,130 
a Special funds not included in totals. 
b Reconciles to total General Fund expenditures shown in Table 2 as follows: 

Budget Act items, as above .............................. : ...............................................•..............•.......................... 
Transfer to State School Fund .................................................................................................................... . 
Miscellaneous legislation .................................................. , .......................................................................... . 
Statutory requirements ........ _ ........................................................................................................ ; ............ . 
Instructional materials fund .................................................................................................. , .................... . 

$377,521,177 
2,216,049,814 
. 2,479,249 

572,723 
29,735,136 

Total-General Fund expenditures .................................................................................................................. $2,626,358,099 

Library 
SeTlliees 

IV 

$1,000,000 

3,374,307 
$4,374,307 

Total 
$97,700,000 
90,482,400 
3,695,000 

13,849,625 
24,000,000 

85,000 
12,540,430 
46,590,098 
, 600,000 
8,139,808 

814,000 
44,689,92& 
1;000,000 

32,500 
13,595,848 
1,692,234 

135,000 
(357,068) a 

(4,587,208) a 

61,164 
14,443,835 
3,374,307 

$377,521,177 b 
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PROGRAM I INSTRUCTION-Continued, 

PROGRAM I, 
INSTRUCTION 

Items 320-342 

Table 4 
Instruction Program Expenditures and Funding 

Actual Estimated Proposed 1976-77 ChaIige 
Program Element 1974-75 197~76 1976-77 Amount Percent 

A. Special Programs and 
Support Services: 

1. Compensatory Educa-
tion ...................................... $18,083,838 33,443,681 $26,162,572 $-7,281,109 21.8% 

2. Bilingual-bicultural edu-
cation : ................... : ............. 846,872 2,054,883 2,768,919 714,036 34.7 

3, Planning and federal ad-
ministration ............ ; ......... 11,080,231 19,322,415 15,490,548 -3,831,867 19.8 

4. Child development .......... 83,072,396 87,617,245 87,563,027 -54,218 .1 
5. Curriculum services ........ 3,575,436 4,355,198 3,422,039 -933,159 21;4 
6. Special education ............ 30,972,189 51,442,802 67,169,519 15,726,717 30.6 
7. Mandated local pro-

grams .................................. 28,750 32,500 3,750 13.0 
Subtotal .................................. $147,628,962 $198,264,974 $202,609,124 $4,344,150 2.2% 

B. Elementary Education: 
1. Early' childhood educa-

tion ............. : ........................ 41,296,539 63,728,900 98,684,923 34,956,023 54.9 
2. Consolidated categorical 

programs ............................ 204,141,217 253,046,145 232,461,394 -20,584,751 8.1 
3. General activities ............ . 548,413 707,115 783,005 ,75,890 10.7 

Subtotal .......................... $245,986,169 . $317,482,160 $331,929,322 $14,447,162 4.6% 
G Secondary Education: 

1. General secondary edu-
cation .................................. 474,082 136,587 127,417 -9,170 6.7 

2. Consolidated categorical 
programs ............................ 25,516,405 32,654,986 29,918,026 ~2,736,960 8.4 

3. Traffic safety education .. 195,642 263,484 271,326 7,842 3.0 
4. Vot;ational education ...... 55,435,344 59,615,103 53,258,436 -6,356,667 10.7 

$ubtotal .......................... $81,621,473 $92,670,160 $83,575,205 $-9,094,955 9:8% 
.D. Adult Education: 

1. Mult education instruc-
tion ....... : .............................. 4,571,153 7,039,155 4,932,155 -2,107,000 29.9 

2. Postsecondary education 
(school approvals) .......... 887,026 1,129,644 1,~,302 -39,342 3.5 

3. Vocatioilal education' ...... 3,401,721 3,219,815 2,989,572 -230,243 7.2 
Subtotal .......................... $8,865,900 $11,388,614 $9,012,029 $-2,376,585 20.9% 

Totals .......................................... $484,102,504 " $619,805,908 . $627,125,680 $7,319,772 1.2% 

State Operations ... ; .................. 38,845,581 46,634,638 47,873,354 1,238,716 2.7 
Local Assistance .................. ; ... ' 445,256,923 573,171,270 579,252,326 6,081,056 1.1 

Cenet8J Fund .... : ..................... 217,071,351 273,113,645 323,673,5~ 5!J,559,883 18.5 
Federal funds .•. ; ...................... . 2a5,872,088· ·'283,815,487 240,427,591 -' 13,387,896 15.3 
Reimbursements .................... ({(),854,844 62,568,837 62,991,163 422,326 .7 
State School' Building Aid 

Fund .................................. 29,223 32,939 33,398 459 1.4 
California Environmental 

l'Totection Program 
Fund .................................. 275,{)()() 275,{)()() -275,{)()() 
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The instruction program consists of the four separately identifi{:ld.pr,o­
gram elements of elementary, secondary, adult education andspedal 
programs and support services. 

Table 4 displays expenditures and funding for the elements of the pro­
gram in the order we recommend for legislative review purposes. 

A. SPECIAL PROGRAMS AND SUPPORT SERVICES 

Special Programs and Support Services is responsible· for assisting the 
education age spans with, and providing leadership in, the following com­
ponents: (a) bilingual-bicultural education, (b) child development, (c) 
compensatory education, (d) curriculum services, (e) planning and fed­
eral administration and (f) special education. 

Table 5 shows funding by element and by source for these components. 
These figures reflect only that portion of funds allocated to Special Pro­
grams and Support Services and do not include those funds administered 
by the age spans; 

Table 5 
Special Programs and Support Services Expenditures 

Program Elements 
1. Compensatory Education .................................. .. 
2. Bilingual-Bicultural Education .......................... .. 
3. Planning and Federal Administration ............ .. 
4. Child Development .......... ; .................................. . 
5. Curriculum Services ............................................ .. 
6. Special Education ..................................... ~ .......... .. 
7. Mandated Local Programs ................................ .. 

TotaI ...................................... ; ............................ . 
State Operations: 

General Fund ........................................................ .. 
School Building Aid Fund .................................. .. 
Federal funds ... ~ ................... ; ................................ .. 
Reimhursements ..... ; .............................................. .. 

Local Assistance: 
General Fund ........................................................ .. 
California Environmental Protection Program 

Fund ..................................................................... . 
Federal funds ......................................................... . 
Reimhursements ..................................................... . 

1. COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 

Actual Estimated 
1974-75 1975-76 

$18,083,838 $33,443,681 
846,872 2,054,883 

11,080,231 19,322,415 
83,072,396 87,617,245 
3,573,436 4,355,198 

30,972,189 51,442,802 

$147,628,962 

$17,236,328 
29,223 

6,48£,490 
3,236,750 

45,559,188 

275,(}()() 
25,945,942 
48,864,041 

28,750 
$198,264,974 

$20,034,092 
32,939 

6,725,112 
4,036,987 

61,815,109 

275,(}()() 
55,358,725 
49,958,260 

Proposed 
1976-77 
$26,162,572 

2,768,919 
15,490,548 
87,563,027 
3,422,039 

67,169,519 
32,500 

$202,609,124 

$20,080, 712 
33,398 

6,813,210 
4,{){)1,862 

76,806,003 . 

#,135,227 
5O,7{)(j,212 

The compensatory education element consists of the following pro­
grams for disadvantaged youth (1) federal and state subventions for disad­
vantaged youth, (2) special state compensatory education projects and (3) 
migrant education. While the compensatory education element has re­
sponsibility for program administration, a major portion of the services are 
delivered by the elementary and secondary education consolidated ap­
plication process. 
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PROGRAM I 
INSTRUCTION-Continued 

Items32~42 

Table 6 summarizes expenditures and funding sources for this program 
as proposed in the Governor's Budget. 

Table 6 
Compensatory Education 

Expenditures and Funding Sources 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1974--75 1975-76 1976-77 Amount Percent 

State Operations: 
ESEA Title 1... ........... $1,653,514 $1,552,076 $1,636,127 $84,051 5.4% 
ESEA Title I (Mi-

grant) ...................... 507,470 807,514 827,961 20,447 2.5 
Educationally Disad-

vantaged Youth .... 742,582 870,538 893,470 22,932 . 2.6 
State Compensatory 

Education Pro-
grams ...................... 783,354 645,385 640,217 -5,168 -0.8 

Subtotal ...................... $3,686,920 $3,875,513 $3,m,775 $122,262 3.1% 
Local Assistance: 

ESEA Title 1... ........... 117,762,644 150,191,657 131,719,725 -18,471,932 -12.3% 
ESEA Title I (Mi-

grant) ...................... 9,830,952" 24,347,357 17,341,872 -7,005,485 -:-28.8 
Educationally Disad-

vantaged youth .... 83,122,784 90,482,400 90,482,400 0 0 
State Compensatory 

Education Pro-
grams ...................... 3,833,266 3,695,000 3,695,000 0 0 

Subtotal ...................... $214,549,646 $268,716,414 $243,238,m $-25,477,417 -9.5% 

Total ................................ $218,236,566 $272,591,927 $247,236,772 $-25,355,155 -9.3% 

General Fund ............... $88,155, 741 $95, 485, 729 $95,522,088 $36,359 0.0% 
Federal funds ................ 130,051,592 177,073,259 151,681,286 -25,391,973 . -14.3 
State School Building 

459 Aid Fund ................ 29,233 32,939 33,398 1.4 
a includes $457,000 in migrant preschool funds. 

A. ESEA Title I . 

The federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA); Title I 
provides programs for disadvantaged students in state operated institu­
tions and for children attending schools in low-income areas. 

Estimated local assistance expenditures for ESEA Title I as presented in 
the 1976-77 Governor's Budget are summarized in Table 7. 

Table 7 indicates a reduction of $18.5 million or 12.3 percent in Title I 
funds available for local assistance projects in 1976-77. This is not an actual 
reduction but results from the carryover of $18.5 million in Title I funds 
from 1974-75 to 1975-76. This carryover increases the estimated expendi­
tures in 1975-76 by the same amount and, when compared with the 
proposed 1976-77 expenditures, results in the apparent reduction. 
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Table 7 
Elementary and Secondary EducatiorfAct, Title I 

Actual Estimated Proposed . Change .. 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Amount Percent 

Children of low-income 
families .................... $113,960,213 $142,164,193 $128,062,203 $-14,101,990 -9.9% 

Institutions for delin-
quent children ...... 1,301,218 1,594,946 1,448,082 -146,864 -9.2 

Adult correctional insti-
tutions ...................... 183,601 183,421 -180 -0.1 

Schools for hand-
icapped children .. 1,882,160 2,169,878 2,026,019 -143,/!59 -6.6 

Urban and rural schools 619,053 4,079,039 -4,079,039 -100.0 

Total ............................ $117,762,644 $150,191,657 $131,719,725 $-18,471,932 -12.3% 

Review'of Critical Mass Concept 

We recommend legislative review at the budget hearing of the critical 
mass concept used by the Department of Education to structure and 
coordinate the expenditure of categorical funds in school districts. 

Title V of the California Administrative Code (Section 3932) provides 
that "for each student receiving services under ESEA, Title I or the Edu­
cationally Disadvantaged Y outhProgram, the district shall verify an aver­
age expenditure per student of an amount under such programs 
determined annually by the Superintendent of Public Instruction. Such 
amount shall not be less than 30 percent of the average per student ex­
penditure excluding categorical funds in schools in California nor more 
than 60 percent of this average." For 1975-76, this expenditure range is 
approximately $350-$550 per student. 

In implementing this provision, the department has expanded the scope 
of the expenditure range to include all categorical funds included in the 
consolidated application which affect students receiving services under 
ESEA, Title I or EDY (Instructions for Comprehensive Program Plan­
ning). The actual combination of funds within the expenditure range is 
left to the discretion of the district as long as it does not violate the 
eligibility requirements of the individual funding sources. 

This expenditure range, referred fo as the "critical mass" is based on the 
premise that (a) there is a minimum level of funding necessary before 
additional funds have an impact on student performance ($350) and (b) 
there is a maximum level of funding above which the marginal impact of 
additional dollars is not significant ($550). 

The critical mass concept is used by the department to structure the 
flow of state and federal categorical funds to school districts. The parame­
ters for this concept, presently $350-$550, are hasedon a study done by the 
Department of Education in 19684>9. In reviewing the study the U.S. 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare stated that it was a prelimi­
nary one at best with well noted cost data limitations. 

We know of no other study that has replicated the findings in the 
department's study. To the contrary, a 1973 study by the American Insti­
tute of Research (AIR) concluded that: "There was no evidence suggest­
ing the existence of anything resembling a critical mass. While the critical 
mass concept cannot be entirely discourited as a result of this study, it 
seems more likely that gains are proportional to expenditures over the 
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The Governor's Budget estimates that $361 million will be expended 
through the consolidated application in 1976-77. Approximately 75-80 per­
cent of these funds will be expended through the critical mass concept. 
The funds involved are considerable and the policy implications signifi­
cant. For example, if data indicate that the minimum level of expenditure 
is unnecessarily high, a greater number of disadvantaged students could 
be served without an increase in state funds by adjusting the minimum 
level downward. . . 

Neither the concept of critical mass nor the particular parameters ($350 
-$550) have been considered in depth by the Legislature. Because there 
is contrary evidence as to the proper parameters of critical mass and the 
funds allocated are substantial, we believe this issue should receive legisla­
tive review. Specifically, we believe the Department of Education should 
provide the Legislature with answers to the following: 

(1) What empirical evidence exists to justify the existing parameters 
($350-$550)? What benefits are realized at varying expenditure 
levels? On what basis are adjustments made to th~ parameters? 

(2) Categorical programs are initially directed at areas of greatest im­
paction. As programs expand and serve the relatively less disadvan­
taged, could the critical mass parameters be adjusted downward? 

(3) Why is 'critical mass applied uniformly without regard to the :reve­
nue limit of a district? Is not a student relatively more advantaged 
by living in a high expenditure district than a low expenditure 
district? . 

B. Migrant Education 

Expenditures for this activity are shown in Table 8. 

. State operations ............ .. 
Local assistance .............. .. 

Totals ......................... . 

Unnecessary Staffing 

Actual 
1971-75 

$507,470 
9,830,952 

$10,338,422 

Table 8 
Migrant Education 

Estimated Proposed 
1975-76 197~77 

$807,514 $827,961 
24,347,357 17,341,872 

$25,154,871 $18,169,833 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$20,447 2.5% 
-7,005,485 28.8 

-6,985,038 27.7% 

We recommend the elimination of one· half-time community services 
consultant and one half-time clerical position in the Migrant Education 
Unit for a savings of $33,398 to the StateSchool Building Aid Fund (Item 
3$8). 

Chapter 106, Statutes of 1966 (1st Extraordinary Session), authorized 
the expenditure of up to $1.5 million from the School Building Aid Bond 
Fund for the acquisition of portable school and· classroom buildings. Upon 
the recommendation· of the Director of Compensatory Education, these 
portable classrooms are leased to school districts experiencing an increase 
in pupils resulting from the temporary influx of migrant agricultural fami­
lies. 
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Until this year, School Building Aid Funds were used to fund one· half­
time consultant and one half-time clerical position in the Migrant Educa­
tion Section to ceritfy the eligibility and need for school districts to.partici­
pate in this program. However, as the result ofa letter of understanding 
between the Office of Local Assistance and the Department of Education 
(July 18, 1975) ,it was agreed that these positions would no longer be 
funded from the State School Building Aid Fund. Consequently, these 
duties have been transferred to a position funded by ESEA Title I (Mi-
grant) funds, leaving the School Building Aid positions vacant. . 

. ' This change has not ben reflected in the Governor's Budget for 1976-77 
which proposes to continue the positions as previously funded from the 
State School BUilding Aid Fund. Therefore, we recommend the elimina­
tion of the half-time community services consult~t position and half-time 
clerical position for a savings of $33,398 to the State School Building Aid 
.Fund. . 

C. State Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program 

Chapter 1406, Statutes of1972 (SB 9()), established. the Educationally 
Disadvantaged Youth Program (EDY). This program provides state funds 
to local school districts for cOmpensatory education programs similar to 
those established under ESEA Title I. 

Table 9 summarizes state' operations and local assistance' expenditures 
for the EDY program. 

State Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program 

Actual EStimated Proposed Change 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Amount Percent 

State operations ....................... . $742,582$870,538 . $893,470 $22,932 2.6 % 
Local assistance ......................... . 83,122,784 90,482,400 90,482,400 

Total ....................................... .. $83,865,366 $91,352,938 $91,375,870 $22,932 0.03% 

Table 9 indicates that the Governor's Budget proposes to continue the 
EDY program at approximately the same expenditure level in 1976-77 
including sufficient· funds for. the continuation of Long Beach and San 
Diego unified school districts in the EDY program. 

Roll Forward 

While the Governor's. Budget does not provide inflation or expansion 
funds for EDY, there will be aclditional categorical funds released by the 
proposed $34.5 million to local school districts for expansion of the Early 
Child,hood Education Program (ECE). The department estip-lates that 32 
,pytcent of the proposed $34~5 million expansion will go to disadvantaged 
schools served by state and federal categorical programs. This could re­
le,ase liS rnuch as $11.6 million in categorical funds for use in otherdisad­
yantaged schools. 

The department's estimate is based upon a statistic&, projection and 
do~s Ilot include a breakdown of the inclividual categorical funds released, 
i.e., EDY, ESEA, Title I, bilingual, etc; However, because alLof these funds 
~:rE:uxiordinated through the departIllent'sconsolidated application P:roc-
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ess, they will serve, in total, to a) cover inflation allowances and b) expand 
services to the disadvantaged population. 

In addition, we believe that the issue of inflation adjustments to local 
school district programs should be addressed in a comprehensive manner. 
This occurs in the annual adjustment of the school fund apportionments 
(discussed later i~ this Analysis) and in related special legislation such as 
Chapter 277, Statutes of 1975 (SB 220). The Legislature will be faced With 
various bills which deal with inflation adjustments for education and this 
issue should be addressed at that time. . 

Update of EDV Formula 

We recommend a General Fund augmentation of$2. 7 million to guaran­
tee that no school district will receive less than 85 percent of its 1975-76 
EDYallocation as a result of updating the data used in determining the 
1976-77 EDY apportionments. 

Chapter 1406, Statutes of 1972, (SB 90) established an educational needs 
factor formula to determine the EDY apportionments to school districts. 
This formula is based upon the following three indices: (1) an index of 
"potential impact of bilingual-bicultural pupils", (2) a ratio of the district's 
"index of family poverty", and (3) a ratio of the district's "index of pupil 
transiency" . 

Following are the factors which are utilized in formulating the indices 
and the date at which they were collected. 

input Data for Education Needs Factor 
Factors 
Average Daily Attendance, 1-12 (ADA) ............................................................... . 
Enrollment, 1-12 .............. ; ............................ ; ............................................................... . 
ESEA Title I grant ....................................................................................................... . 
Title I AFDC count ..................................................................................................... . 
Number of Spanish surname Pllpils .......................................................................... . 
Number of Oriental surname pupils ....................................................................... . 
Number of American Indian pupils ......................................................................... . 

Date of data coUection 
1971-72 school year 
1971-72 school year 
1971-72 school year 

January 1972 
1971-72 school year 
1971-72 school year 
1971-72 school year 

This indicates that the data used to compute the EDY indices dates back 
to 1971-72. In the 1975-76 Budget Analysis we pointed out that the deter­
mination of educational need for 1975-76 should not be based oncondi­
tions as they existed in 1971-72. Therefore, we recommended that the 
department utilize the most recent data available in determining the 
1975-76 EDY apportionments. 

In discussing this issue before the fiscal subcommittee, representatives 
from the Department of Education maintained that revising the formula 
so late in the year would seriously disrupt planning at the school district 
level. Consequently, the Legislature adopted our recommendation in the 
Supplementary Report of the Committee on Conference but deferred the 
implementation date until the 1976-77 fiscal year. This would enable the 
department to give almost a year advance notice to school districts. . 

In the interim the department has chosen not to inform the affected 
districts~ Rather, on December 23; 1975, the Chief Deputy Superintendt:mt 
of the Department of Education wrote the chairmen of Assembly and 
Senate fiscal committees and the members of the Joint Legislative Budget 
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Committee and requested that the department be relieved of its()bIiga.~ 
tion to comply with this directive on the basis that such a change disrupts 
certa.in district budgets. . . 

We continue to believe that the department should use the most cur­
rent data available in determining the EDY apportionments for 1976-77. 
Such a policy allocates funds where actually needed. However, we ap­
preciate the short term problems that such a revision would have on the 
planning of some school districts. Therefore, we would recommend that 
the Legislature adopt language directing that school districts be guaran­
teed no less than 85 percent of their 1975-76 allocation. This would limit 
the losses to school districts which have undergone the greatest change in 
the past five years and is consistent with action taken by the federal 
government in revising the ESEA Title I formula. 

Based upon estimates provided by the Department of Education, an 85 
percent "hold harmless" provision would require a General Fund aug­
mentation of approximately $2.7 million. It should be pointed out that the 
estimated $11.0 million in additional funds to serve the disadv~taged 
made available by the proposed ECE expansion, could probably not be 
used to fund the EDY augmentation because: (a) as previously discussed, 
the $11.0 million estimate is made up of several categorical funds with no 
accurate estimate as to what proportion is represented by EDY funds; (b) 
there is no direct relationship between those districts having additional 
funds available from ECE expansion and those losing funds due to the 
update EDY formula; and (c) funds made available by ECE expansion 
cannot be transferred between districts. 

Evaluation Data 

The department's 1974-75 evaluations of the Titlel, ESEA and EDY 
programs are contained in the consolidated "Evaluation Report of ECE, 
ESEA, Title I, and EDY 1974-75". As discussed in the ECE section of the 
Analysis, this evaluation contained methodological weakllesses which lim­
ited its utility for making policy decisions. 

Weaknesses in the evaluations of Title I and EDY were found in the 
sampling procedures and the comparison groups used in the study. Be- . 
cause of these shortcomings discussed in the ECE and evaluation sections 
of this Analysis, no conclusive statements can be made concerning effec­
tiveness 6f the Title I, ESEA and EDY programs. 

Program Effectiveness 

We recommend that the Department of.$dacation present to the fiscal 
committees a plan for implementing the provisions of Education Code 
Section 6499.234. . 

Education Code Section 6499.234 provides that "For fiscal year 1974-75 
and each year thereafter, '. . . districts which demonstrate low levels of 
program effectiveness may continue to receive their computed entitle­
ments, but the SuperiI1tendent 6f Public Instruction shall reduce the enti­
tlementsdue sud~districts if he determines that such programs have 
limited. possibilities of improved achievement." .... 

While the Office of Program Evaluation and Research has rank ordered 
EDY schools based on 1973-74 data, the department has not yet taken' 
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action to implement this provision.' We believe the department should 
comply with this section and should present its implementation plan Jor 
review by the fiscal ,committees. 

D. Special State Compensatory Education 

State compensatory education programs; in addition to subventions au­
thorized under the Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program, consist 
of the following special programs as listed in Table 10. 

Table 10 
Special State Compensatory Education Programs 

a. Demonstration.programsin Reading and Math ..... , ...... .. 
h. Professional Development Centers (PDC) .................... .. 

Research and Teacher Education (RATE) ..................... . 

TOTAL .................................................................................. .. 

Actual Estimated 
1974-75 197~76 

$3,041,266 $3,045;000 
. 650,000 '650,000 

142,000 

Proposed 
1976-77 

$3,045,000 
650,000 

$3,833,266 $3,695,000' $3,695,000 

a. Demonstration Programs in Reading and Math. The demonstration 
programs in reading and' math utilize innovative teaching techniqlles, 
materials and low pupil-to-teacher ratios to teach low achieving students 
in grades 7-9. Chapter 1127, Statutes of 1975, (SB 420) extended authority 
for conducting the demonstration programs to September 1, 1978, and 
provided an additional $1,045,000 above the $2,000,000 provided in the 
1975-76 Budget Act. The Governor's Budget proposes to continue funding 
the program at the same expenditure level ($3,045,000) in 1976-77. 

b. Professional Development Centers. We recommend that the De­
partment of Education be directed to limit school district participation in 
the Professional Development and Improvement Center Program to 
three consecutive fi~cal years. 

Chapter 1414, Statutes of 1968, (AB 920) as amended by Chapter 1499, 
Statutes of 1974, (AB 4151) authorized the establishment of professional 
development and improvement centers (PDC's) throughout the state "to 
offer comprehensive in-service training programs to strengthen the in­
structional techniques of classroom teachers in grades K-6." Thelegisla­
tion direCted that the centers must be located in schools receiving support 
from either ESEA Title I, Miller-Unruh; EDY or ECE'programs. Table 10 
indicates that the Governor's Budget proposes to continue funding the 
PDC program at the same expenditure level ($650,000) in 197&-77. 

Table 11 lists the participating school distriCts and the :length of time 
they have been included in the PDCprogram, 1969....:70 through 1976-77. 

The PDC program was designed' to . strengthen in-serviCe training 
throughout the state. However, aSJ'able 11 indicates, qnly eleven districts 
have participated in the program since 1969-70. Six of the eight districts 
participating in 1975-76 have been in the prograxn for three years or 
longer. Two districts, Fresno ,and Long Beach, have been in, the program 
the full seven years of its exjstence.:m at least one of these districts, 
teachers are being cycled through the program f()r a second time. It should 
also be noted that a provision in Title Vof the California Administrative 
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Table 11 " ,'-

Professional Development Center Participation 

Proposed 
School District 1!Ki9-70 1970-71 1971-72 197~73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 

Berryessa ...................... X X X 
Compton ...................... X X X 
Fresno .......................... X X X X X X X X 
Long Beach ................ X X X X X X X X 
Oakland ........................ X X X 
Pasadena ...................... X' X' , X' X X X 
Pomona ........................ X X X X 
Richmond .................... X 
Tehama ........................ X X X X X 
Upland .......................... X X 
Visalia ............................ X X X X X 
• Funded through Research and Teacher Education (RATE) program. 

Code virtually assures that the same eight districts will continue to receive 
funding in 1976-77. 

Presently, the department has no plans to rotate the program among 
other school districts. We believe that three years is sufficient for a school 
district to develop and implement a program based on the PDC concept 
After that time the program should become part of the continuing district 
responsibility for in-service trainingand other districts should be given the 
opportunity to compete for the funds. . . 

. Consequently, we recommend that the' Department of Education be 
'directed to limit school district participation in the PDC program to three' 

, consecutive fiscal years. This provision could be phased in gradually by 
annually terminating the two projects with the longest time in the pro­
gram and reallocating the funds to c;>ther eligible districts. This would als9 
require a change to that provision of Title V, of the California Administra­
tive Code (Section 13040), providing continuation of funding for the exist-
ing programs in 1976-77. ' 

2. BILINGUAL EDUCATION 

The Language Dominance Survey conducted by the Department of 
Education in March 1975 identified a total of 233,520 limited-English 
speaking (LES) and non-English speaking (NES) children in California 
public schools. The special language needs of these students are served by 
a variety of state and federal programs with the major program emphasis 
provided, through the Bilingual Education Act established by Chapter 
1258, Statutes of 1972 (AB 2284). This program was increased by $4.5 
million or approximately 113 percent in 1975-76. 

Proposed expenditures for Chapter 1258 programs are displayed in Ta­
ble 12. 

Table 12 
State Appropriations for Bilingual Education Pursuant to 

Chapter 1258, Statutes of 1972 (AB 2284) 

State operations ....................................... . 
Local assistance ....................................... . 

Total ................................................... . 

Actual 
1974-75 
$164,040 

3,836,000 

$4,000,040 

Estimated 
1975-76 
, $354,318 
8,139,808 

$8,494,126 

Proposed 
1976-77 
$375,307 
8,139,808 

$8,515,115 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$20,989 5.9% . 

$20,989 0.2% 
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The Governor's Budget proposes to continue the program at approxi­
mately the same level in 197~77 with an increase of only $20,989 or 0.2 
percent, all of which is in state operations. However, it should be noted 
that the proposed $35 million expansion of Early Childhood Education'. 
(ECE) will also provide for expansion of Chapter 1258 programs by (a) 
replacing existing Chapter 1258 funds with ECE expansion funds where 
applicable and (b) rolling forward the Chapter 1258 funds to schools' not 
presently served. 

Survey of Funding Sources 

In our 1975-76 Budget Analysis we indicated that there were a mini­
mum of eleven state and federal programs directed at the LES and NES 
population in California. At that time the Department of Education was 
unable to provide information on either the number. of LES and NES 
students served or funds expended by those programs on bilingual educa­
tion. We indicated that these data were essential both for program coordi­
nation and for the determination of budget priorities. Consequently, the 
Legislature adopted language in the Supplementary Report of the Com- , 
mittee on Conference relating to the Budget Bill directing the depart~ 
ment to submit "an unduplicated count of students served and dollars 
expended in bilingual-bicultural programs." The department conducted 
the survey in April 1975 and released the results in December 1975. A 
. summary of the findings is provided in Table 13. 

The results indicate that a total of $45 million was expended in 1974-:-75 
to provide services to 133,000 limited and non-English speaking students 
at an average expenditure of $337 per student. This includes programs 
funded from federal and state sources only. The department also reported 
that a total of $19.8 million in district funds served 70,000 students. Howev­
er, it was unable to determine the extent to which district funds merely 
supplemented state and federal programs or provided entirely separate 
services. 

While the survey does indicate, that substantial resources other than 
Chapter 1258 funds are available for bilingual education (including signifi~ 
cant district funds), we do not believe that it provides sufficient informa~. 
tion to: (a) ensure that all available resources are being properly alloc~ted 
and coordinated, and (b) determine priorities for bilingual program ex­
pansion. Specifically, we are concerned with the following issues: 

(1) Because the survey was conducted by questionnaire at the end of 
the school year and without advance notice or instruction, there was· 
considerable confusion on the part of school and district personnel as to 
how the form should be completed. Consequently, department staff had 
to spend substantial time checking back with districts to correct such 
fundamental reporting errors as the inclusion of ECE funding (which is 
limited to grades K-3) in the high school program. 
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Table 13 
State and Federal Programs .Serving Limited-English (LES) and . 

Non-English Speaking (NES) Children, 1974-75 

LES and NES Program 
Funding Source 

STATEf{]NDING 
Students Served Expenditures 

Bilingual Education Act of 1972, Chapter 1258/1972 
(AB 2284) "Only" ....................................................... . 

B~~aI ~~ot Programs Chapter 1521/1971 (AB 116) 
Only ............................. , .. ; .......................................... . 

Miller-Unruh, Chapter 841/1972 AB 612 "Only" a •••••• 

Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Chapter 1406/ 
1972 (SB 90) "Only" ................................................... . 

Early Childhood Education Chapter 1147/1972 (SB 
1302) "Only" ................................................................. . 

Total State ......................................................................... . 

FEDERAL FUNDING 
ESEA, Title VII .................................................................... . 
Elementary and Secondary Educ. Act (ESEA) Title I 

8,701 

508 
3,690 

8,670 

10,319 
31,888 

12,148 

."Only" ......... : ........................ ,......................................... 12,872 
ESEA, Title I (Migrant) .................................................... - 7;150 
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) "Only" .......•........ 4,842' 

Total Federal ..... :.............................................................. 37,012 

COMBINED FUNDING 
English as a Second language, Title I,ESEA/EDY (SB 

90), ECE, etc ................ : ............................................... . 
Bilingual Education: Combination of any of the above 

programs ..................................................................... : .. 
Total UnduplicatedStudent Count ........................... . 

42,922 

21,252 
133,074 

$1,797,634 

145,038 
807,594 

2,187,487 

2,223,617 
$7,161,370 

$6,188,561 

4,166,196 
884,193 

3,065,293 

$14,304,243 

$15,115,388 

8,364,000 
$44,945,001 . 

Cost Per 
Student 

$206 

285 
219 

252 

215 
$224 

$509 

323 
123 
633 -

$386 

$352 

393 

$337 
a This funding source provided $243,000 in 1974-75. The department notes that some districts also included 

funds from the Miller-Unruh Reading Specialist Program. 

(2) The survey understates total funds expended and students served. 
The data summarized were based on surveys completed by only 49 per­
cent of the schools in the state. While the results suggest thal these schools 
represent a majority of the state's bilingual K-12 population, we still must 
question the extent to which other resources are as y~tunreported. For 
example; the department's evaluation indicates that approximately 11,300 
LES/NES students were served by Chapter 1258 programs in 1974-75. 
However, the survey results show only 8,700, a difference of2,600 students. 

(3) In addition, the survey understates funds expended and students 
served in particular programs. For example, Title I (migrant) provided 
approximately $17 million for migrant education in California in 1974-75. 
Approximately $7 million of this total was received subsequent to the April 
survey. However, of the remaining $10 million the survey reports only $0.9 
million being expended on limited and non-English speaking students, 
leaving an expenditure gap of $9.1 million, While migrant funds are used 
for a variety of purposes (health, .community liaison, etc.) over one half 
of the total funds are allocated to "instructional services", Thus, we believe 
that migrant services are underreported. 

(4) The survey is only a summary of expenditures as reported by dis­
tricts, It does not include any portion of categorical funds which districts 



676" / K-12 EDUCATION 

PROGRAM I 
INSTRUCTION-Continued 

are receiving to meet the needs of the limited and non~English speaking 
students but may be expending for other purposes, e.g., general reading 
aides instead of bilingual aides. 

It should also be noted that the department's survey was conducted in 
1974-75. Several programs including the state funded Bilingual-Bicultural 
and Early Childhood Education programs and the federally funded Title 
I (Migrant) program have been significantly expanded for the 1975-76 
fiscal year. Thus, the total expenditure for 1975-76 and 1976-77 should be 
even higher. 

The department has indicated that it does not intend to conduct the 
survey again in 1975-76. However, similar information will be gathered 
through the consolidated application in 1976-77. This document is pres­
ently in the draft stages and· is being revised by department' staff. 

Departmental Coordination 

We recommend that the Department of Education demonstrate to the 
fiscal committees its ability to .coordinate the' efforts of those programs 
directed at the limited and non-English speaking K-12popuJ.ation. 

We noted in our 1975-76 Analysis that the departmental effort in bilin­
gual education was fragmented and uncoordinated. No single unit within 
the department was responsible for directing or monitoring all of the 
bilingual programs and there was little coordination between' units. 

Over the past year the department has attempted to coordinate .its 
efforts by departmental reorganization and restructuring the consolidated 
application (A-127) which is designed to enable schools and school dis­
tricts to coordinate a variety of state and federal categorical funds into a 
comprehensive program. 

In reorganizing, the department (a) abolished the matrix organization 
and (b) upgraded the bilingual task force to the status of a full unit, and 
placed it under the supervision of the Associate Superintendent for Spe­
cial Programs and Support Services. 

For 1975-76 the department included bilingual-bicultural funds (Chap­
ter 1258) as part of the consolidated application and more importantly, 
stated that "Each school is required to provide for the needs of all students 
whose primary language is not English:' This applies to.any school submit­
ting a consolidated application, not simply those receiving Chapter 1258 
funds. 

Because these changes have only recently become effective it is too 
early to assess their impact. While we believe that these are positive steps 
toward a more coordinated program, two potential, problems still exist: 

(1) Under the latest departmental reorganization, formal program re­
sponsibility for the bilingual-bicultural unit lies with the Associate Super­
intEmdent for Special Programs and Support Services. At the same time, 
responsibility for monitoring all programs under the consolidated applica.i 
tion lies with the Elementary and Secondary Field Services Teams, which 
are separate units under separate supervision. We are aware that this 
separation has caused ,some confusion in school districts as to which unit 
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should beconta~ted and for what purpose. '. '" 
(2) The requirement that each school provide for theneeds'6fall stu­

dents .whose primary language isnot English will b~ difficult to 'enforce. 
Theico~bination of a large paper workload and what has SQ far.heEm 
minimal coordination between the bilingual unit and the field service. 
teams could restrict the monitoring and compliance efforts of those groups 

. in ensuring that the requirement is met. ' 
The department is presently attempting to formalize the coordination 

effort petween the field service teams and the' bilingual-bicultimu unit. 
Thisco()rdinationis ~ssentialbeforeany additional state funds are expend­
ed in bilingual-bicultural education. 

Displacement of Funds 

We recommend that Budget Act1anguage be included directing ,that 
funds appropriated pursuanttoChapter1258, Statutes of1972, (AB 2284) 
shall not supplant any state or federal funds which may be used for the 
same purpose. We further recommend that the Department of Education 
acQust theamountofChapter 1258 bilingual grants to reflect the availabili­
ty of other resources. 

The Department of Education presently makes Chapter 1258 bilingual 
grant award determinatiol.ls without regard to other resources available t() 
the district for bilingual education.' Once Chapter 1258 funds are awarded 
toa district, they are generally included in' the "critical mass" concept 
which requires an expenditure range of $350-$550 from applicable cate­
gorical aid per,disadvantaged student. While this is intended to coordinate 
services for the disadvantaged, . it can actually result in the displacement 
of funds for NESand LES students; 

For example, if the award of Chapter 1258 funds should result in a school 
exceeding the $550 maxhnum, then Title I and EDY funds, in at least the 
excess over $550, must be moved to another school. These displaced funds 
mayor may not be used forLES students, depending. upon the ethnic 
composition of the district. Even if the additional Chapter 1258 funds do 
not result in a school exceeding the critical mass, there is still no mech­
anism to ensure that these ftihdswill not be used to replace the school's 
existing resources serving the LES students. 

We believe that this displacement of funds contradicts efforts to coordi­
nate all available resources tosetve LES and NES students. Chapter 1258 
funds should not be used simply to relea:se other categorical funds which 
were serving the same population. 

Therefore, we recommend that budget language be adopted directing 
that Chapter 1258 funds may not be used to supplant existing state or 
federal categorical funds. In implementing this provision, we furtherrec­
ommend that in determihing the bilingual grant awards, the department 
consid,er all avaihible resources. SpeCifically, the grant award should re­
flept anamountequal to the difference between program costs and avail­
able resources. 

Tlus, would maximize existing resources,available for serVing LES stu­
dents by requiring that districts use other categorical funds related to LES 
students to support their bilingual program; then only the additional funds 

, .... ' . .' . ", ",' 
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needed would be provided by Cha.pter 1258. The result would be to· avoid 
displacement of other categorical funds and to allow Chapter 1258 funds 
to serve more LES students. . 

Revise Language Dominance Survey 

We recommend that the Department of Education revise the scoring 
criteria of the language dominance survey to increase test reliability. 

Chapter 1258, Statutes of 1972, (AB 2284) requires each school district 
to ascertain, not later than the first day of March, the number of LES and 
NES students within its system. The results of this census are to be report­
ed to the Department of Education by the first day of April of each year. 
The instrument used by the department to collect and aggregate the data. 
is the language dominance survey. 

Table .14 summarizes those data for the past three. surveys. 
TABLE 14 

Language Dominance Survey (1973 through 1975) 

March March Percent March Percent 
1973 1974 Increase 1975 Increase· 

Limited English speaking only.: ........... 140,651 158,342 +12.6% 174,949 +10.5% 
Non-English speaking only; ..... : ........... 47,508 44,803 -5.7 58,571 +30.7 
TotaL .......................................................... 188,159 203,145 +8.0% 923,520 +15.0% 

An accurate census of the NES and LES student populations is essential 
in identifying educational need and allocating available funds to meet that 
need. We question the reliability of these data because there has been 
substantial variation in the results collected over the past two years. For 
example, while the combined number of limited and non-English speak­
ing students increased by 8 percent and 15 percent respectively Jri the past 
two years, the non-English speaking decreased by 6 percent one year and 
increased by 31 percent the next. 

We believe that part of the problem is due to the survey ins~ument 
itself. While we have no difficulty with the questions used to determine 
language dominance, we believe that the. criteria used to score student 
responses are too vague to provide reliable data. This is an especially 
important factor because the test is administered at the school level, some­
times by parent volunteers or paraprofessiona~s unskilled in interpreting 
and scoring test results. Therefore, we recommend that the scoring crite­
ria be reworked to provide greater specificity to those scoring responses, 
and, hopefully, to increase test reliability. 

High Number of Monolingual EnglishStiJdents 

We recommend that the Department of Education provide the fiscal 
committees with a tabulation of the impact of the language contained in 
Item 316, Budget Act of 1975, limiting appropriations for monolingual 
English students in Chapter 1258 programs. .. .. 

ChapterJ258, Statutes of1972, (AB2284) requires that at least 33 per~ 
cent ()f the students enrolle<i in any class funded by that program jnust be 
monolingtiill English. Data: on actual.program participation indiCates 'that 
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in 1973-7456 percent of the students. were monolingual English and-in 
1974-75, 50 percent were monolingual English. 

The Legislature attempted to reduce the high percentage of monolin­
gual English students by including language in the Budget Act of 1975 
(Item 316) which provided that no funds appropriated for Chapter 1258 
programs could be expended fat those monolingual English-speaking stu­
dents whose enrollment in a bilingual class would reduce the percentage 
of NES and LES students below 67 percent. 

In implementing this provision, the department surveyed the Chapter 
1258 programs in November 1975, to determine the effect of the budget 
language.' As of this writing, these data were not tabulated. Because the 
high per.centage of monolingual English students has a substantial effect 
in increasing the program costs of meeting the needs of LES and NES 
students, we believe the department should tabulate the data and provide 
the results to the legislative fiscal committees. 

It should be noted that because the language contained in Chapter 1258 
requires Va of the students in a class to be monolingual English, and the 
Budget Act of 1975 requires that % must be limited or non-English speak­
ing, schools are required to comply with a specific ratio which may be very 
difficult to achieve in practice. The 1976-77 Governor's Budget proposes 
to revise the. budget language by expanding the number of monolingual 
English students permitted from 33 percent to 40 percent. We believe this 
is an appropriate change that will provide districts with some degree of 
flexibility while continuing to increase the actual participation rate of LES 
and NES students from 50 percent (1974-75 participation) to 60 percent. 

~ Bilingual· Evaluation 

Under the Bilingual Education Act of 1972, the Department of Educa­
tion is required to submit an annual evaluation report to the Legislature. 
This report was not available for our review in this Analysis. The depart­
ment has indicated that it will be available during the legislative hearings 
on the Budget Bill. 

Bilingual Exam 

In last year's Analysis we pointed out that the department's bilingual 
. evaluation was inadequate to provide the Legislature with any quantifia­
ble measure of student performance. The department maintained that 
this was due in large part to the lack of a valid test to measure student 
achievement by LES and NES students. 

Consequently, the Legislature augmented the 1975-76 budget by $300,-
000 (Item 322.1) to provide for the development,standardizationand 
implementation of a bilingual scholastic achievement test in the Spanish 
language. Budget Act language was included directing the department to 
subniit a progress report to the Legislature and Governor by January 1, 
1976, with a final report due on June 30, 1976. 

We are aware that the department released a "Request for Proposal" 
(RFP) to prospective bidders on November 20, 1975. This RFP contained 
a target completion date of January 15, 1977. Two bids were received, 
neither of which satisfied the requirements oftheRFP. Corisequently, the 
departmerit is .cdrafting the RFP and will have to delay the target com-
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pletion date even further. The depaitinent anticipates that the test will 
be available for implementation by September 1977. '. 

Bilingual Teachers 

We recommend that the Department of Education conduct the survey 
oflanguage facility of California teachers in conjunction with the language 
dominance survey and provide a tabulation of results to participating 
school districts. 

Chapter 1096, Statutes of 1973, (SB 1335) required the Department of 
Education to (a) serve as a clearinghouse for bilingual-bicultural person­
nel; (b) assist school districts in the recruitment of such personnel; and (c) 
submit a five-year projection on the need for bilingual-crosscultriral teach­
ing personnel to the Legislature by September 1, 1974. 

The'department has indicated that due to the . lack of an: appropriate 
. instrument to ascertain teachers' linguistic capabilities and failure to agree 
on the definition of linguistic competencies, it was un.able to make valid 
projections of the future need forbilingual-crosscultural teachers. Howev~' 
er, the department did conduct a survey to determine the language facil~ 
ity of teachers employed in the public schools as of April 1975; This survey 
was conducted in conjunction with the survey of bilingual students and 
funding source and consequently reflects' some of the same limitations 
discussed previously. 

The survey identified a total of 25,303 teachers as having facility in more 
than one language (12,271 elementary teachers and 13,032 high school 
teachers). Of this total, 14,246 or 56.3 percent, were listed as proficient in 
English and Spanish. While, again, this provides a gross estimate of the 
language facility of California teachers, it is of very limited utility in coor­
dinating available resources. For example, there is no information .on the 
number of LES and NES students in these schools or on the number of 
teachers" actually teaching in a bilingual classroom. .' . 

At a time when there is an overall surplus of teachers but an apparent 
shortage of qualified bilingual teachers, we believe this survey could assist 
school districts in coordinating existing resources (teachers) With need 
(LESand NES students). This could be· done· by conducting the· teacher 
survey iIi conjunction with the language dominance survey (which identi­
fies the number of LES and NES students). The information from these 
two surveys could then be correlated, tabulated and provided to the school 
districts~ This woUld enable the department to fulfill the statutory require­
ment to serve as a clearinghouse for bilingual-bicultural personnel while 
minimizing the additional workload on the school districts. 

Revise Bilingual Teacher Corps " . 

We recommend legislation' to revise the Bilingual Teacher Corps Pro.-
gramfroIl1 a grant to a loan program. .... ' .. " 
Ch~pter 1496, Statutes of 1974,(AB 2817) established th~ Bilirigual 

Teacher Corps Program and appropriated $4.8 million for alloc.ation fI'pm 
1974-75 through 1978-79. The program provides a grant of $1,500.plus 
certain expenses (approximately $2(0) for bilingUal teacher aides enrolled 
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in approved bilingual teacher training programs. . 
Table 15 summarizes the state operations and local assistance expendi-

tures for the program. . 

State operations ........................ .. 
Local assistance ........................... . 

Totals ............................................. . 

Table 15 
Bilingual Teacher Corps 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1974-75 . 1975-76 197(;;,77 
$17,135 $97,717 8 $73,222 

685,148 1,rJl6,778 
$17,135 $782,865 $1,150,000 

8 Includes $21,000 for 0.5 evaluation position not continued in 1976-77. 

. Change 
Amount Percent 

$-24,495 -25.1 % 
391,630 57.2 

$367,135 46.9% 

The goal of the Bilirigual Teacher Corps is to increase the number of 
bilingual teachers in California public schools. However, there is no way 
of ensuring that a student will actually teach upon completion of the 
program. Rather, upon completion of this training there may be consider­
able opportunity for a person fluentin more than one language to enter 
an alternative profession. Because we have a need for bilingual teachers 
and because the state is making substantial investment in this effort ($4.8 
million) we believe the trainees should also be asked to make a commit­
ment. 

We recommend legislation to revise the Bilingual Teacher Corps pro~ 
gram from a grant program to a loan program similar to the National 
Direct Student Loan Program (formerly the National Defense Student 
Loan Program). Under this program, a certain percent of the outstanding 
loans would be cancelled for each year spent asa bilingual teacher in a 
school district up to full forgiveness after a specified period. 

If a student decided to enter another profession the . loan would be 
repaid to the state. The effect on a student who made a career as a 
bilingual teacher would be identical to the existing grant program-:-no 
cost to the individual. However, it would ha:ve the advantage of providing· 
additional motivation to continue as a bilingual teacher and also provide 
the state with a means 0f achieving the primary purpose for its invest­
ment. 

Indian Education Centers 

Chapter 1425, Statutes of 1974, (SB 2264) authorized the establishment 
of up to 10 California Indian Education Centers to serve as educational 
resource centers in Indian communities . 

. Table 16 summarizes the state operations and local assistance expendi­
tures for the program. 

Table 16 
American Indian Education Centers 

State operations ........................... . 
Local assistance ....... , ................... . 

Total ........................................... . 

Actual 
1974-75 

$12,194 
59,321 

$71,515 

Estimated 
1975-76 

$68,130 8 

601,485 
$669,615 

Proposed 
197(;;,77 

$73,500 
600,000 . 

$673,500 
8 Includes $18,130 from federal ESEA Title V funds for program evaluation. 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$5,370 b 7.9% b 

-1,485 ....;0.3 

$3;885 0.6% 

b Actual General Fund increase of $23,500 (47.0%) resulting from assumption of federally funded evalua­
tion position by General Fund in 1976-77. 
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As the expenditure data in Table 16 indicate, 1975-76 is the first full year 
of operation for the Indian Center program. The Governor's Budget pro­
poses to continue the local assistance funding at the same expenditure 
level for 1976-77. Total state operations will increase by only $5,370 
(7.9%). However, General Fund expenditures will increase by $23,500 
(47.0%) due to the funding of the evaluation position from the General 
Fund in 1976-77. This position discussed is in our review of the Office of 
Program Evaluation and Research. 

Indian Early Childhood. Education 

Chapter 1052, Statutes of 1972, (SB 1258) authorized up to ten three­
year pilot projects for Indian pupils in grades K-4 in rural school districts 
receiving state equalization .aid and having a concentration of at least 10 
percent Indian students. 

Table 17 summarizes the state operations and local assistance expendi­
tures for. the program. 

Table 17 
Indian Early Childhood Education 

Actual 
1974-75 

State operations .............. ............... $35,743 
Local assistance ............................ . 260,590 

$296,333 

Estimated 
1975-76 

$-
250,000 

$250,000 

Proposed 
1976-77 

$-

Change 
Amount Percent 

$-250,000 

$-250,000 

-100.0% 

-100.0% 

The Indian ECE program is in its third full year of operation in 1975-76. 
Because the legislation specified that this was to be a three year program, 
funds are not provided in the Governor's Budget for 1976-77. The Depart­
ment of Education is considering continuing the project within the expan­
sion funds provided for the statewide ECE program, but no decision has 
been made as of this writing. 

3. PLANNING AND FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION 

The Planning and Federal Aministration Unit is responsible for: (a) 
providing planning assistance to all offices within Special Programs and 
Support Services; (b) providing staff services to the Educational Innova­
tion and Planning Commission; and (c) administering federal programs 
funded through the newly consolidated Title IV of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA). 

ESEA Title IV includes former categorical programs funded by (a) 
ESEA Title' II, school library resources, (b) ESEA Title III, guidance, 
counseling and testing, (c) ESEA Title III, supplementary centers and 
services, (d) ESEA Title V, strengthening state department (which re­
mains the responsibility of executive unit), .and (e) National Defense 
Education Act Title III. 

Table 18 shows funding by element and by source for these units. 
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Table 18 
Planning and Federal Administration 

',.j 

ESEA'II .............................................. ; ..................................... . 
ESEA III, Guidance, Counseling and Testing ............... . 
ESE4UI; Supplementary Centers and Services ............ . 
ESEA V ................................................................................... . 
NDEA:'rit. ................................................................................ . 

Total ................................................................................. . 
Funding 

State Operations: 
General Fund .......................................................•.......... 
Federal funds ................................................................. . 
Reimbursements ........................................................... . 

Local Assistance: 
Federal funds ................................................................. . 

• Details shown With Departmental Management. 

4. CHILD ' DEVELOPMENT/PRESCHOOL 

Actual Estimated 
1974-75 1975-76 
$1,146,810 $4,770,410 

924,926 986,072 
7,083,010 9,651,429 

258,155 262,209 
1,667,330 3,652,295 

$Jl,0B0,231 $19,322,415 

$89,358 
1,311,314 

11 

9,679,557 

$67,(]{)8 
1,335,226 

17,9fJ(),181 

Proposed 
1976-77 
$2,616,832 

941,696 
9,437,911 

266,315" 
2,227,794 

, $15,490,548 

$-
1,410,950 

14,079,598 

Child development services of the Department of Education include 
child care services and the state preschool program with expenditures and 
funding as shown in Table 19. 

Table 19 
Child Development/Preschool 

Expenditures and Funding 

Actual Estimated Proposed 1976-77 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Amount Percent 

a. Preschool education 
State operations .......... $516,159, , $600,286 $620,064 $19,778 3.3% 
Local assistance .......... 21,259,000 23,153,044 23,153,044 
Subtotal ........................ $21,775,159 $23,753,330 $23,773,108 • $19,778 .1% 

b. Child care services 
State operations .......... $1,402,013 $2,202,176 $2,203,860 $1,684 .1% 
Local assistance .......... 68,528,932 74,153,200 74,085,152 -68,048 ' .1 

Subtotal ........................ $69,930,945 $76,355,376 $76,289,012 $-66,364 .1% 
Combined Total 

State operations: ......... $1,918,172 $2,802,462 $2,823,924 $21,462 .8 
Local assistance .......... 89,787,932 97,306,244 97,238,196 -68,048 .1 

Total .............................. $91,706,104 $100,108,706 ' $100,062,120 $-46,586 
General Fund ........................ $41,274,741 $48,136,097 $47,273,511, $-8611,586 1.8 
Federal funds .......................... 457,000 457,000 457,000 
Reimbursements .................... 49,974,363 51,515,609 511,331,609 816,000 1.6 
a $12,499,093 of the preschool program is included in elementary education and $11,274,015 iii. special 

programs and support services. 

A. Child Care Services 

Pursuant to Chapter 670, Statutes of1972, (AB 99) the Child Develop­
ment Act, as amended by Chapter 1191, Statutes of 1973, (AB 1244) the 
State Department of Education has administrative responsibility for a 
variety of child care services for children from prekindergarten through 
age 14. 

Major goals are (a) to enhance the educational performance of partici­
pant children,. ,(b) to assist families in becoming self-sufficient by enabling 
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parents to work or receive employment training, and (c) to provide fami­
lies with a full range of child development services in the areas of educa­
tion, supervision, health, nutrition, social services, parent participation, 
and parent education. 

Table 20 summarizes the scope of child care services provided in 1915-
76. The table indicates that more than 500 agencies are serving an estimat­
ed 77,000 children. 

Table 20 
Child Development Programs 

Fiscal Year 1976n6 

No. of 
Contracting 

Type Care Agencies 
General Child Development a ................................................................ 228 
Campus Children's Centers...................................................................... 30 
Migrantl Rural Agricultural Centers .................... : ... :............................. 13 
Standard Agreements (County Departments ..................................... . 

of Public Social Services) ...................................................................... 52 
School-Age Parenting and Infant Development Programs.............. 12 
Pilot Study ............................................................ ........................................ 1 

State Preschool Program d •••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 186 

TOTALS................................................................................................ 522 

No. of No. of 
Sites Children (est) 

792 48,150 
44 2,050 
47 2,800 

Not 
Available 

14 
Not 

Available 
796 

1,693 

3,550 
240 b 

1,000 c 

19,400 

77,190 

a Includes County Contract Programs, Children's Centers, and Innovative Child Care Programs. 
b Infantsl toddlers only; does not include school-age parents, pregnant minors, or non·parent students. 
c Estimated 1,500 families due to receive subsidies when in full operation. 
d Includes school districts, county superintendents, and private agencies. 

ThEl Child Development Act requires the Department of Education to 
(1) formulate and promote a child development program in all California 
communities where the need exists, including adapt,ation of existing pro­
grams as necessary; (2) adopt rules, regulations and standards for accredi­
tation of neighborhood family day care homes. administered by the 
department; (3) establish rules for program eligibility and priority of 
service;. (4) establish fee schedules; (5) prescribe minimum educational 
standards; (6) give priority to children of lower income families who 
qualify under federal Title XX regulations and to other low-income and 
disadvantaged families; and (7) generate maximum federal reimburse­
ment for federally eligible children. 

Funding 

Tab~e 21 summarizes budgeted state and federal funds for child devel­
opment programs in 1975-76 and as proposed by the Governor's Budget 
for 1976-77. 

The table indicates proposed state / federal funding of child care pro­
grams in 1976-77 of about $75.9 million. This is essentially the same as for 
the current year. In addition to the state/federal allocations, there is an 
estimated $29 million of local funds allocated to these programs. The table 
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Table 21 
Child Development Programs 

Budgeted State and Federal Funds 
1975-76 and 1976-77 

Budgeted 1975-76 Proposed 1976-77 
General Federal General Federlll 
Fund Funds Fund Funds 

Children's Centers: 
Federally eligible ................................... . $10,367,588 $23,499,000 
State· means test ..................................... . 5,193,720 
Total .......................................................... .. $15,561,308 $23,499,000 $15,573,509 $23,499,000 

Chapter 177/1972 (AB 282) ............. ; ...... .. 
Chapter 670/1972 (AB 99) ...................... .. 

$5,264,574 a $11,964,942 $5,264,574 $11,964,942 
4;488,000 10,200,000 4,488,OOOb 10,200,000 

Subtotal ......................................................... . $25,313,882 $45,663,942 $25,326,083 $45,663,942 
Campus children's centers ; ...................... . $893,000· $225,000· $893,000· $225,000· 
Special allowances: 

Rent ........................................................... . 298,551 298,551 
Handicapped ............................................ . 

Migrant child care .................................... .. 
501,420 501,420 
763,000 1,582,OOOd 763,000 e 1,582,OOOd 

High school infant care ............................. . 600,000 600,000 
Pilot study .. ; .................................. ~ .............. .. 142,000 63,000 
Total .............................................................. .. $28,511,853 $47,470,942 f $28,445,054 g $47,470,942 f 
COMBINED TOTALS .............................. .. $75,982,795 $75,915,996 
a Plus $1,188,314 local maintenance of effort funds. 
b Secretary of Health and Welfare Agency, Item 281. This item also includes an additional $10 million to 

be administered by the Secretary Health and Welfare Agency. . 
• Plus $373,000 local matching funds. 
d Includes $457,000 federal ESEA Title I funds. 
e Includes $457,000 in EDD Item 296(d) and $306,000 in Item 327(a). 
f Includes $47,013,942 of Title XX Social Services funds. 

g Consists of: Ite~t~ .. 296(d) .. (~~~t .. ~;iyi .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~'::= 
Item 327 (a) .................................................................................................................... 23,437,054 
Chapter ·1191, Statutes of 1973 ........................................................................................ 63,000 

$28,445,054 
NOTE: Iiladdition to the above, local funds for children'scenters programs are generated by means of 

school district override taxes. The Office of Educational Liaison report of December 1975, esti­
mates these "revenues totaled $27.3 million in 1974-75. 

indicates a proposed expenditure of $63,000 in 197&-77 for the child care 
pilot study authorized by Chapter 1191, Statutes of 1973 (AB 1244). A 
Budget Bill control section 10.4 has been proposed which would extend 
the appropriation for this study until June 30,1977. We concur with this 
extension of time to complete the study. . 

Current Issues 

In our December 1975 report, "Current Issues in Publicly Subsidized 
Child Care", we reviewed state supported child development programs 
and updated our August 1974 report. In the December report, we made 
recommendations concerning a number of policy issues. We are restating 
some of these recommendations hereafter for consideration by the legisla­
tive fiscal committees. 

Funding Switch 

We recommend that $47,013,942 of the funding of Child Development 
prpgrams in 1976-77 presently proposed from federal Title.xx social serv­
ices funds be appropriated instead from the, state General Fund. The 
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liberated Title XX funds should be utilized in lieu of proposed General 
Fund appropriations for other social services programs such as homemak­
er !chore services for no net General Fund increase. 

As indicated in our December report, this switch of funding would be 
at no additional cost to the General Fund but would remove state oper­
ated child development programs from unnecessarily stringent federal 
regulations such as (a) maintenance of high staff-child ratios and (b) 
provision of comprehensive services to all participant children. Through 
this shift of funding, the state would be able to design child care programs 
which best fit the circumstances whether or not the programs conform to 
federal regulations. We believe this policy could lead to reductions in per 
pupil costs without reducing program quality. 

Adhering to Regulations 

We recommend that, as an interim measure, the Department of Educa­
tion require publicly subsidized child care centers to adhere to and not 
exceed federal staff-child ratio requirements. 

In our report, we noted that subsidized centers, in order to receive 
federal funds, must maintain a staff-child ratio of 1:5 for children three to 
four years of age and 1:7 for children four to six years of age. The sample 
of subsidized centers in our 1974 study actually had an average over-all 
ratio of 1:4.6, with centers exceeding federal staffing requirements by an 
average of 17 percent. 

A number of studies have demonstrated that the ratios required. by 
federal regulations are certainly adequate to ensure quality care and in 
fact may be more stringent than necessary to maintain quality programs. 
We believe that immediate cost savings in subsidized care can be achieved 
without reduction in quality through an interim policy requiring centers 
to adhere to federal staff-child requirements rather than exceeding these 
requirements. 

Staff-Child Ratios 

We recommend that the Department of Education submit to the Legis­
lature by November 1, 1976, revised staff-child ratio requirements for 
publicly subsidized child care centers to go into effect under state financ­
ing of child care services. 

We further recommend (a) that these requirements take effect on 
January 1, 1977 and (b) that the Legislature adjust reimbursement rates 
for subsidized child care beginningJuly 1,1977, in accordance with these 
new requirements. 

A substantial body of research indicates that although staff-child ratios 
affect the quality of child care, a wide range of ratios are associated with 
quality care. this research indicates that ratios of teaching staff to children 
ranging from 1:4 to 1:10 are associated with quality programs. Additional 
information concerning the relationship between staff-child ratios and 
quality in California programs will be forthcoming in July 1976, from the 
Child Care Pilot Study currently being conducted by the Department of 
Education. We believe that. the available information provides an ade-
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quate basis for the development of revised staff-child ratio requirements 
by November 1, 1976. We anticipate that these revised requirements will 
be less stringent than current requirements and we believe that reim­
bursement rates for subsidized child care should be adjusted accordingly. 

Differentiated Staffing 

We recommend that the Department of Education issue chlld care 
guidelines which encourage diHerentiated staHing through employment 
of (a) teachers holding children's centers permits, (b) teacher aides, and 
(c) volunteers. 

Numerous child care studies which have been conducted in California 
and elsewhere demonstrate that formal educational qualifications of staff 
are not associated with the quality or effectiveness of child care program~. 
These studies have generally found that a high proportion of people with 
full teaching credentials is not a prerequisite for a quality program. Never­
theless, our 1974 study showed that the average' publicly subsidized center 
had 2.3 teachers for each teacher aide or volunteer. 

In order to meet federal regulations, centers must have only one teacher 
for every two teacher aides or volunteers. These and other data indicate 
that many centers are "top heavy" in that (a) teachers with regular cre­
dentials and children's center permits are filling positions that aides and 
volunteers could fill and (b) teachers with regular credentials are being 
hired for positions that teachers with children's center permits could fill. 
We believe the use of differentiated staffing under which the teaching 
function is performed by a wide range of personnel, many of whom do not 
have regular teachirig credentials, could lead fo significant cost savings 
without impairing the quality of subsidized child care. 

Family Day Care Homes 

We recommend that the Department of Education submit to the Legis­
lature by March 1, 1976, a plan for expanding the use of famlly day care 
homes in theprovision of publicly subsidized child care. 

Family day care is provided for children in homes other than their own 
by a paid family day care operator. From the parents' point of view, family 
day care is often the most desirable arrangement for their children be­
cause it usually is close to home, relatively inexpensive, flexible in hours, 
and offers the kind of close personal care that is particularly desirable for 
very young children. 

Analyses of the overall supply of child care indicate that there are over 
three times as manY child care slots available in family day care homes as 
there are in day care centers in the community at-large. Nevertheless, 
only approximately 3,600 of the 56,000 children receiving subsidized care 
in 1975-76 are being served in family day care homes. Thus, the pattern 
found in subsidized child care at the state level is one of preferential. 
funding of day care centers vis a vis day care homes. This pattern is found , 
despite the fact that quality child care can be provided at significantly 
reduced costs through the mechanism of family day care homes. Conse­
quently, we believe that existing resources should be redirected to the 
greater use of day care homes. in the provision of subsidized child care. 
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We recommend that the Education Code be amended to require the 
Department of Education to submit to the Legislature annually by No­
vember 1 a report on (1) the recipients ofpublicJy subsidized child care, 
(2) the characteristics of subsidized child care services, (3) the total state 
expenditures for each type ofpubJicJy subsidized child care, and· (4) ·the 
program effectiveness as measured by the educational development of 
par~Wantroildren. . 

In preparing our December report, we found it extremely difficult to 
obtain useful and reliable data regarding the various publicly subsidized 
child care programs in the state. Other groups preparing state-level analy­
ses have had the same problems. These problems indicate thatthe quality 
of information on child care programs must be improved as a step toward 
improving state level decision making and management. 

Present statutory requirements for reporting information to the Legisla­
ture concerning child care program~ are inadequate. Reports are required 
for three relatively small components of the state's publicly subsidized 
child care services. However, no requirement exists for annual, compre­
hensive reporting of information concerning publicly subsidized· child 
care services. Thus, we believe the Edq,cation Code should be amended 
to require the Department of Education to submit to the Legislature an 
annual report containing statistical data, cost data and educational effec­
tiveness data concerning publicly subsidized child care programs. 

Policy Revision 

We recommend that the Department of Education revise present poli­
cies for reimbursing child care agencies (1) for profit, (2) for childrens 
unexcused absences, and (3) for capital outlaylinstructionalequipment 
purchases oE over $300 without prior approval of expenditures. 

Publicly subsidized child care is extremely costly, averaging $2,625 per 
child for. a standard day care year. This is·approximately twice the cost of 
nonsubsidized centers and family day care homes. In our Decemberre­
port, we described a nUJIlber of reimbursement policies adopted recently 
by the Department of Education which we believe could lead to further 
increases in the costs of subsidized care. In view of the already high costs 
of subsidized care, we· believe these recently initiated reimbursement 
policies should be eliminated. 

Effectiveness 

We recommend that the Health and Welfare Agency report tQ the 
Legislature by AUgUst}, 1977, on the effectiveness ofpublicJy Sflbsidized 
child care in reducing economic dependency. ... . . 

As described earlier, one of the major objectives of subsidized child care 
is aiding economically dependent families to achieve reduced depend­
ency.An important finding of our December report waslhat subsidized 
child care appears to be having only a minor impact on achieving this 
objective. However, limitations in current procedures for measuring pro-
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gram effectiveness make it impossible to reach any definitive conclusions 
concerning this issue. In recognition of this fact, recently instituted federal 
regulations require that states (a) conduct detailed evaluations of the 
extent to which child care and other social services are effective in reduc­
ing economic dependency and (b) submit the first federally required 
report conforming to these detailed requirements in July, 1977. We be­
lieve that such a report should be required by the Legialstute regardless 
of whether subsidized child care is 'supported through state or federal 
funds. 

Parent Fees 

We recommend that the Department of Education rescind its present 
field directive to child care contracting agencies which authorizes reim­
bursement of child, care operating costs up to the maximum per hour 
reimbursement levels specified by Education Code 16780, without deduct­
ing parent fees. 

Education Code, Section 167S0 specifies that "the maximum reimburse­
ment level for child-hour cost within a child development program for 
children'agetwo years or over shall be one dollar and five cents ($1.05), 
or the actual program costs, whichever is less, minus parent fees. For 
children under two years of age in child development programs, the 
maximum reimbursement level shall be one dollar and twenty-five cents 
($1.25), or actual program costs, whichever is less, minus parent fees." 
(The Budget Act of 1975 revised these maximums to $1.14 and $1.35 re­
spectively. ) 

, The Department of Education's guidelines to child care operating agen­
cies, CDU-lS0 dated March 13, 1975, provide that parent fees are to be 
deducted from total program costs and the balance willbe reimbursed up 
to the maximum per hour reimbursement rate of $1.05 or $1.25 (now $1.14 
and $1.35). , ' 

We believe the Department of Education has misinterpreted Education 
Code Section 167S0 which specifies that programs costs be reimbursed up 
to the maximum per hour rates less parent fees. The effect of the depart­
ment's policy is to utilize fees as an offset against local costs instead of 
against the state's cost. 

Auditor's Needed " 

We recommend that (1) the Legislature authorize two associated man­
agementauditor positions in the Department of Educations Internal Au­
dit Unit to conduct office and field reviews and reconcile expenditure 
reports of chl1d care operating agencies with reports of independent Blidi­
tors and (2) $70,000 be augmented to Item 335 of the 1976-77 Budget Bill 
for this purpose. 

Of the 340 agencies operating child care programs, 217 are private 
agencies. They receive over $25 million, or 33 percent of total state I 
federal funds allocated to child care. As noted in our December report, 
audits·by the federal Health, Education and Welfare Agency and the State 
Auditor General over the last several years have identified problems, 

, particularly in the financial procedures of the private agencies with which 
the department contracts. 

To deal with problems identified in these audits, the deparment now 
requires child care programs operated by private agencies to be audited 
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annually by independent auditors .. The department has issued audit guide­
lines for this procedure. 

School districts and county agencies with which the department con­
. tracts are also audited annually. These audits are conducted in conformity 
with Department of Finance procedures. . .', 

According to the Department of Education, (a) neither its child dev~l­
opment unit nor its internal audit unit has staff to monitor adequ~tely 
expenditure reports and the audit process, and (b) this lack of staff led to 
continued criticism by control agencies at both the federal and state level. 
Consequently, the department has proposed establishing three Associate 
Management Auditor positions within its Internal Audit Unit. We.believe 
the monitoring function is important, and that the capability should be 
established to perform this task, but believe two auditors will be sufficient 
to initiate this program. 

Undesignated Expansion Funds 

We recommend that $10 million proposed in Item 281 for expansion of 
children s programs be deleted in the Governors Budget and earNed in 
the appropriate legislation. 

The Governor's Budget proposes an augmentation of $10 million for 
additional children's programs·in the Health and Welfare Agency for a 
total of $14,488,000 in Item 281. Of this amount, $4,488,000 is the same 
amount as appropriated in the current year for programs initially author­
ized by Chapter 670, Statutes of 1972 (AB99). Consistent with current year 
procedures, this amount is proposed to be transferred to the Department 
of Education which is assigned management responsibility for all state 
supported child care programs. ... . ~ 

With respect to the additional $10 million, the Governor's Budget pro­
vides no program definition, stating only that "this expanded amount of 
funding will be administered by the Secretary of the Health and Welfare 
Agency". . 

Our recommendation to· delete the $10 million augmentation is based 
on six concerns. First, a report issued in December 1975, by the Health and 
Welfare Agency's Office of Educational Liaison recommends against ex­
penditure of additional child care funds in the absence of a statewide 
needs assessment. It seems inconsistent for the Governor's Budget to 
propose an additional $10 million for child care when the agency to which 
the funds are to be allocated has recommended against expenditure of 
additional funds at this time. 

Second, the findings and recommendations in the December 1975 re­
port of the Legislative Analyst entitled Current Issues in Publicly Subsi­
dized Child Care deal with (a) several ways of reducing the cost of existing 
child care programs and (b) procedures for redirecting existing funds to 
less costly forms of child care such as family day care. Cost savings from 
the recommended procedural changes in the report could be reallocated 
to fund expanded children's programs. We believe it is fully consist~nt 
with the Governor's stated policy of reassessing priorities within existing 
resources to fund additional children's programs through the savings 
which can be readily achieved within current funding. 
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Third, it should be noted that a number of careful analyses present 
strong evidence contradicting generally held assumptions concerning the 
need for additional subsidized child care. These analyses, summarized in 
a May 1975 report by Stanford Research Institute, indicate that estimates 
of the need for child care have been based on formulas' which do not 
consider the· current informal arrangements used and preferred by the 
majority of potential users of subsidized child care. When current arrange­
ments are considered in these formulas, the actual need for additional 
subsidized care is likely to be substantially smaller than present estimates 
indicate. These analyses also indicate that the majority of families general­
ly are satisfied with their current child care arrangements. 

Fourth, we believe further expansion of child care programs should be 
generally held in abeyance pending the results of the pilot study author­
ized by Chapter 1191, Statutes of 1973 (AB 1244). This study will contain 
important information concerning the quality and costs. of alternative 
child care delivery systems. It will provide a foundation for major deci­
sions concerning alternatives to present child care policies. The comple­
tion date for the study is June 1977. 

Fifth, any separate legislation which the Governor might propose to 
expand children's programs should be reconciled with existing law which 
assigns to the Department of Education management responsibility for all 
"state supported child care programs". We believe such legislation should 
include any necessary appropriation., 

Si.rth,The Governor's Budget does not identify the children's programs 
which would be financed with the additional $10 million. We believe it is 
unreasonable to . appropriate additional funds in the absence of a clear 
definition of the intended objectives and nature of expanded services. 

B. . State. Preschool Program 

Chapter 1248, Statutes of 1965, (AB 1331) instructed the State Depart­
ment of Social Welfare to contract with the State Department of Educa­
tion to· operate a statewide system of preschool programs for three to 
five-year-old children from low-income families. This legislation required 
all programs to follow program guidelines developed by the Department 
of Education. Chapter 670, Statutes of 1972 (AB 99) provided a new speci­
.fication for various child development programs, including part-day edu­
cational programs for pre-kindergarten children. Chapter 1005, Statutes of 
1973 (AB 451) authorized continuation of the state preschool program. 

Table 22 summarizes the scope of the preschool program since 1971-72. 
The table indicates about the same number of children have been served 
for the last four years, 

Table 22 
Scope of Preschool Program Since 1971-72 

Number of Number of 
Year AppUcant Agencies Sites (est) 
1971-72 .... ; .......... : .................................. ; ..................................... ;. 166 669 
HY72-73.......................................................................................... 191 852 
197:>-74 .......................................................................................... 184 852 
1974-75.......................................................................................... 184 852 
1975-76 ......................................................................... :................ 186 796 

Number of 
ChUdren (est.) 

16,317 
19,445 
19,449 
19,400 
19;400 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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Until 1973-74, state appropriations for the preschool program were 
matched by federal social services funds-on a 75-25 (federal-state) ratio 
under the Federal Social Security Act Amendments of 1967. However, 
beginning in 1973-74 the preschool program was funded entirely by a state 
General Fund appropriation due to (1) a ceiling placed on federal social 
services funds available to California, (2) a greater demand for such foods 
for all social services programs than cOQld be funded by the _ available 
ceiling amount and (3) anticipated revised federal social services regula­
tions which would have precluded the preschool program from qualifying 
for such funds. 

Table 23 summarizes funding of the preschool program since 1971-72. 
Table 23 

Funding of Preschool Program Since 1971-72 

Year 
1971-72 .................................................................. .. 
1972-73 ................................................................... . 
1973-74 ................................................................... . 
1974-75 .................................................................. .. 
1975-76 .... : .............................................................. . 
1976-77 ....... ~ .......................................................... .. 

State 
$5,122,000 
5,328,453 

23,314,100 
21,812,000 
23,512,720 
23,773,lOS 

Federal 
Matching 
$15,366,000 
15,985,359 

Total 
$20,488,000 
21,313,812 
23,314,100 
21,812,000 
23,512,720 

23,773,lOS • 
a Includes $23,153,044 local assistance, Item 3Z7 (b), and $620,064 state operations, Item 335. 

The table indicates a slight increase of $260,388 in the total proposed 
1976-77 appropriation over the 1975-76 appropriation. However, the local 
assistance portion, $23,153,044, remains the same. This could cause some 
reduction in level of service in 1976-77, particularly in programs operated 
by private non-profit providers. However, we believe any program reduc­
tions could be largely offset by the introduction of the same types of 
savings we are recommending for the other child development programs. 
The proposed state operations amount of $620,064 includes an inflationary 
increase to provide the same level of support as the current year .. 

We believe the preschool program should continue in 1976-77 at the 
current level of operation. At the completion of the child care pilot study 
we will review all child care programs including the inter-relationship of 
the preschool program. 

S. CURRICULUM SERVICES 

The Curriculum Services Unit, formerly General Education Manage­
ment (GEM), provides consulting services to local districts in a variety of 
educational areas. Programs within curriculum services are assigned to 
the following seven areas: (1) state mandated curriculum activities, in­
cluding all traditional academic programs, (2) health education, including 
drug and alcohol abuse and nutrition programs, (3) pupil personnel serv­
ices, (4) mentally gifted minors, (5) continuous learning (year-round 
schools), (6) disaster preparedness and (7) other curriculum activities, 
including conservation education, educational technology and instruc­
tional television. 

Expenditures and revenues for this program as presented in the Gover­
nor's Budget are shown in Table 24. 



Table 24 
Curriculum Services 

Actual Esiimated Proposed Chanlle 
i974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Amount Percent 

State Mandated Curriculum Ac-
, " , 'tivities ... : .................. : ... "" ............ $776,787 $530,346 $567,507 $37,161 7.0% 
Heal~h Education " .......................... 676,030 887,465 846,266 -41,199 -4.6 
PUpil Personnel Services ................ 484,442 536,320 378,734 -157,586 . -29.4 
MentaIiy Gifted .......... " ....... A ........... 141;064 191,058 169,147 -21,911 -11.5 
CoritiniloUS Learning ...................... 56,755 533,210 69,834 -463,37,6 -86.9 
Disaster Preparedness .................... 136,630 172,483 193,6QO 21,117 12.2 
OthEjr. Curriculum ............................ 1,301,728 1,504,316 1,196,951 -307,365 -20.4 

$3,573,436 $4,355,198 $3,422,039 $-933,159 -21.4 
State Operations 

General Fund ................................ $1,J33,(j(j!J $1,290,464 $1,296,430 $5,9(J{j 0.5% 
Federal funds ................................ 1,(){j8,755 1,027,655 1,011,609 -16,046 -1.6 
Reimbursements .......................... 200,03£ 456,079 3OfJ,(){){) -156,079 -34.£ 

Local Assistance 
General Fund ... , ........ : .................. , 718,028 1,246,500 814,(){){) , -432,500 -34.7 
Califoniia Environmental Pro-
teCtio~Pi(jiram Fund ............ 275,(){){) 275,(){){) -275,(){){) -100.0 

Federal funds ................................ 77,95£ 59,500 -59,500 100.0 

A. Men~ally Gifted M.inors 

In, 1961, .the Legislature enacted a permissive program for, Mentally 
Gifted Minors (MGM) in California. The legislation was intended to pro­
vide a "qualitatively different" program for those students whose general 
intellectual capacity places them within the top 2 percent of all students 
of their grade level throughout the state. 

In 1975-76 approximately 186;000 students (full-time eqUivalents) are 
enrolled in gifted programs at an estimated General Fund cost of $15.4 
ni,iUion.TheI975-76 Governor's Budget proposes the same General Fund 
expenditure for 1976-77. 

Pr~g'.iTlEvalua~ion 
"'ntiring consideration of the 1975-76 Governor's Budget by the Legisla­

tive fiscal committees, it was noted that the MGM program had been in 
exist~ncesince 1961 and had, never been evallJAted. Consequently, the 
Legislature adopted language in the Supplementary Report of the Com­
mittee onConfere:pce directing the department to "conduct an evalua­
tion of the mentally gifted minors program and present its findings to the 
Legislature not later than February 1, 1976." . 
, .:,although the evaluation has not been completed in time for considera­
tion in this analysis, the department indicates that it will be available prior 
to the legislative hearings on the Budget Bill. 

Overenrollment of Gifted Students 

While the MGM program was established to serve only the top 2 percent 
of~l st\;lgents, the actual enrollment has historically exceeded that limit. 
Table.2!') indicates the difference between actual MGMenrollment (full­
time equivalents) and enrollIflentas 2 percent of K-12 Ayerage Daily 
Attendance (ADA) fQr 1971~72 through 1974-75. 
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Actual MCM Enrollment as" 
Enrollment (FTE) 2% of K-J2 ADA Overenrollment 

1974-75.............................................................................. 178,329 83,727 
1973-74.............................................................................. 167,415 84,fJ18 
1972-73.............................................................................. 143,051 85,136 . 
1971-72.............................................................................. 113,318 86,135 
• Based on K-12 regular class ADA 

94,602 
83,3fJ1 
57,915 
27,183 

One result of the overenrollment of students in the gifted program, was 
that state funding was expanded from 2 percent of the preceding year's 
ADA to 3 percent in 1969 (Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969). At the same 
time, the legislation contiimed to specify that the program was designed 
for only the top 2 percent of all students. 

Present law authorizes General Fund support of $100 per MGM student 
enrolled in an approved program and $50for identification (with appor­
tionments limited to 3 percent of the preceding year's ADA). However, 
because more than 3 percent of the K-12 ADA is enrolled in MGM courses, 
there are not sufficient funds available to provide the full support author­
ized by statute. Therefore, the Superintendent of Public Instruction has 
administratively prorated available funds so that in 1975-76 approximately 
$78 is provided for each student and $40 for identification. 

Identification 

We recommend that the Department of Education revise the proce­
dure for the identification of mentally gifted minors. 

The overenrollment of MGM students is related directly to theidentifi­
cation process. Most gifted students are identified by means of an intelli­
gence test, typically the Stanford-Binet, which is normed nationally. A 
cut-off score for enrollment in the program is established based on a 
national norm which theoretically identifies the top 2 percent of students 
taking the test. However, because California students have scored above 
the national norm, the existing procedure for establishing a cut-off score 
results in greater than 2 percent of California students being identified as 
mentally gifted. 

We recoIlUIlend that the Department of Education revise the proce­
dure for identifying MGM students to reflect the performance of the top 
2 percent California students only. This standard should then be applied 
to those students being considered for enrollment in the MGM program 
in 1976-77 and thereafter. Over time, this would gradually reduce the total 
program enrollment down to the top 2 percent of students as provided in 
existing legislation. 

Revise MGM Apportionments 

We recommend that apportionments for the mentally gifted minors 
program be based on regular class K-12 average daily attendance (ADA) 
only for a General Fu.nd savings of $1,583,343. 

Education Code Section 6426 specifies that apportionments for mentally 
gifted minors are to be based on 3 percent of the preceding year's K-12 
average daily attendance. In implementing this provision the Department 
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of Education has based apportionment computations on total av.erage 
daily attendance (ADA) which includes ADA generated by regional occu~ 
pation centers, adult classes, summer school, special education programs 
and opportunity schools. ' 

We believe that using such a total ADA is inappropriate because it 
results in (1) double counting of ADA (special education) and (2) includ­
ing segments which have no MGM program (adult education). Therefore, 
we recommend that the department revise the basis upon which it com­
putes MGM apportionments to include only that segment directly affect­
ed, i.e., the K-12 regular class ADA. Based upon 1974-75 ADA this would 
result in an estimated General Fund savings of $1,583,343. [4,714,154 (total 
K-12 ADA) minus 4,186,373 (regular class ADA) X .03 (statutory ADA 
limit) X $100 (statutory MGM allowance)]. 

Program Duplication 

We recommend that the 1976-77apportionments for the Mentally Gift­
ed Minors program be limited to 3 percent of the preceding years K-12 
ADA minus the ADA reported for grades K-3 in schools receiving Early 
Childhood Education funds in 1976-77 for an estimated General Fund 
savings of $2,084,472. 

The Mentally Gifted Minors program (MGM) was established to meet 
the unique needs of the top 2 percent (per grade level) of students in 
grades K-12. To supportthis objective the state authorizes $100, per gifted 
student plus. $50 per student identified. 

The Early Childhood Education program (ECE) established by Chap­
ter 1147, Statutes of 1972, is designed to assure "a comprehensive restruc-

, turing of primary education ~ California kindergarten through third 
grade to more fully meet the unique needs, talents, interests and abilities 
of each child." In 1976-;.77, the budget Will provide $140 per ECE pupil plus 
an additional $70 per disadvantaged ECE pupil for approximately 50 per­
cent of the K-3 ADA. 

Thus, in grades K-3, there is an overlap in program intent and funding 
for students who participate in both the MGMand ECEprograms .. 

Because the ECE program is designed to meet the unique needs of each 
child, we believe that continuation of MGM programsirtECE schools 
duplicates what shOUld already be provided within the ECE structure. 

Therefore, we recommend that control language be added to the 
Budget Bill to limit MGMapportionments for 1976-;.77 to 3 percent of the 
preceding year's K-12 ADA exclusive of the ADA reported for grades K-3 
in schools receiving ECE funds in 1976-;.77. Based .lipon the following 
assumptions, this would result in an estimated General Fund savings of 
$2,084,472 in 1976-;.77 as follows: 

(a) Savings realized from $100 MGM program allowance 
(1976-;.77 K-3 ADA.in ECE schools) X 3% X (statutory MGM 
allowance) . 

624,OOOX .03 X $100 = $1,872,000 
(b) Savings realized from $50 MGM identification allowance 

624,000 (1976-77 K-3 ADA in ECE schools) X .03 (MGM 
enrollment funding limit) X .2270 (ratio of annual MGM 
identification to annual pupils funded) X $50 $712,472 

1976-;.77 Total Savings $2,084,472 
24 ..... 888n 
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These savings would be increased by any further expansion of the ECE 
program in future years. . 

B. Continuous Learning 

Chapter 1170,Statutes of 1973 (SB 1107) appropriated $800,000 toestab­
lish a continuous school program, commonly called year-round schools; in 
California. The program provides one-time grants of up to $25,OOOto cover 
the start-up costs of those school districts (above 500 average daily attend;, 
ance) whiCh initiate a year-round education program. . 

Table 26 summarizes the expenditures for state operatio~s and lo<;al 
assistance as presented in the Governor's Budget. 

Actual 
1974-7$ 

State operations .................... $56,755 
Local assistance ................... . 

Totl!l ................... , .. , ........... ,. $56,7li5 

Table 26 
Continuous Learning 

Estimated Proposed 
1975-76 1976-77 
$160,210 $69,834 
373,000 

$533,2lO $69,834 

Change 
AmoUnt Percent , 
$-90,376 -56.4% 
-373,000 -100.0 

F463,376 -86.9% . 

Table 26 indicates a total reduction of$463,376 or 86.9 percent in the 
1976-77; Thedecrease in state operations is due primarily-to the one-time 
only cost of a national conference onyear;,round education held in Calif or­
nia.in1975-76. Those costs are to be reimbuTsed t6the state frompartici­
pant fees. 

Actual Expenditures ". 

The budget portrayal of local assistance expenditures is inaccurate in" 
dicating zero expenditures for the program in both 1974-75 and 1976-7't 
These figures are not based upon actual expenditures but rather reflect 
technical accounting adjustments. 

Based upon actual expenditures to local school· districts, approximately 
$295,000 of the original $800,000 had been allocated to fifteen school dis­
tricts(as ofJanuary 1,1976). Approximately $222,000 of this was expended 
in 1974-75 . 

.. The·department indicates that requests from an additional six districts 
for $108,000 is in the process of approval. Assuming that all six requElsts IJ,re 
approved, this would total $403,000 expended, leaving a balance available 
of $397,000. While there is no accurate expenditure schedule available for 
the remainder of these funds, we estimate that most will be available for 
expenditure in 1976-77. 

Continue Appropriation 

We recommend that control language be adopted to reappropriate the 
unencurpbered balance of funds appropnated pursuant to Chapter 1170, 
StatUtes of 1973, to be avmlable for expenditure for the purposes olthat 
act until June 30, 1977. 
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Chapter 1170 provides that districts initiating year-roundpr<,>grams 
have until July 1, 1979 to apply for their one-time grants. However; be­
cause the legislation did not specify that the $800,000 appropriation was 
available "without regard to fiscal year", any unencumbered balance will 
revert to the General Fund at the end of three years (December 30, 1976) . 

We believe that the appropriation should be available for the length of 
the program, or until it is fully expended. Therefore, we recommend that 
control language be adopted to reappropriate the unencumbered balance 
until June 30,1977. If unencumbered funds are still available beyond that 
date, they could be reappropriated through future budget acts. 

C. Instructional Television 

We recommend that the Legislature withhold approval on Item 330, 
Instruction Television (/TV), until the latest apportionment figures are 
available. 

The preliminary apportionment figures for lTV in the current year 
indicate a decline in demand for lTV apportionments. 

Table 27 shows apportionments for lTV. 
Table 27 

Apportionments for Instructional Television 

Actual 
1974-75 

Budgeted ... : ......................................... c................ . $840,000 
Actual...................................................................... 7i8,028 
Difference.............................................................. $121,972 

Estimated 
1975-76. 
$814,000 
696,439 

$117,561 

Proposed 
1976-77 
$814,000 

The apportionment amount in the current year is based on a prelimi­
nary estimate. However, the Governor's Budget projects a demand of 
$814,000, the same as the budget year. Because of this apparent reduced 
demand we recommend that the Legislature withhold approval of this 
item to consider a potential program reduction at the time the final appor-
tionment figure is· available. . 

O .. Conservation Education 

We recommend that the Department of Finance provide more com­
plete information on the elimination of conservation education local assist­
ance funding for the Department of Education at the time the budget is 
heard before the respective fiscal committees .. 

. For the past and current budget years the Department of Education has 
received $275,000 from the California Environmental Protection Program 
Fund to provide grants to school districts for conservation education. This 
amount has been discontinued in the budget year. According to the Gov­
ernor's Budget, all funds will be retained for administration by the Re­
sources Agency. 

No justification for this change is provided. We believe more complete 
information should be available to the respective fiscal committees at the 
time this section of the Department of Education's budget is heard. 
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In .. our previous Analysis we pointed out to the Legislature the lack of 
positive program achievement by the educational technology unit in the 
Department of Education. In consequence, we recommended its elimina­
tion. 

During the budget hearings the d:epartment indicated that staffing 
problems had prevented achievement of the unit's objectives, and assur­
ance was given by the Deputy Superintendent for Programs that the 
department had a continuing interest and commitment to educational 
technology. With that assurance, the committees rejected our recommen­
dation but requested a review of this unit in 1976. 

To date, the unit continues to languish because (1) the department has 
transferred one of the four consultant positions to the ECE unit including 
the General Fund support, (2) another position is unfilled, and (3) there 
is continuing personnel turnover. In consequence of these actions by the 
department, we question whether the commitment given to .the fiscal 
committees in 1975 has been carried out. Review at the hearings is appro­
priate. Should the Legislature wish to reconsider elimination of the two 
consultant positions in accordance with our 1975 recommendation we 
estimate a potential General Fund savings of $85,000 in 1976-77. 

6. SPECIAL EDUCATION 

The Special Education program element of the Special Programs and 
Support Services unit is composed of the activities and local assistance to 
school districts for the support of education programs for excepti()nal 
students. Exceptional students are children who require special assistance 
beyond the regular school program because of mental or physical hand­
icaps. 

Components of the Special Education element include: (1) the Master 
Plan for Special Education, (2) educational improvement for the hand­
icapped, (3) research and development, (4) special schools, (5) clearing­
house depository and (6) other special education programs. 

These components include services to deaf, blind, orthopedically hand­
icapped, multi-handicapped, educable and trainable mentally retarded 
and educationally handicapped. In addition, the federal aid through the 
Education for the Handicapped Act (PL 93-380) assists local school dis­
tricts to initiate, expand and improve programs for handicapped children. 

Table 28 summarizes expenditures and funding sources for all activities 
supervised by this element. 

The increase from $10 million to $24 million for local assistance for the 
Master Plan is an accounting change for 1976-77. In 1975-;..76, as well~s in 
1976-77, approximately $14 million from the regular apportionment' ac­
counts will be spent in Master Plan districts. In the 1976-77 budget explicit 
account of this fact is taken by debiting the regular accounts and creditirig 
the Master Plan for these expenditures. 
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Table 28 
Expenditure and Funding Sources for Special Education Element 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
Components 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 

Master Plan: 
State Operations ................................................................. . $91,503 $317,655 $318,845 
Local Assistance ................................................................. . 300,000 10,000,000 a 24,000,000 

Education Improvement for Handicapped: 
State Operations ................................................................ .. 3,062,950 3,130,062 3,157,089 
Local Assistance ................................................................. . 2,990,862 8,626,262 8,599,235 

Research and Development: 
State Operations ................................................................. . 298,523 331,191 369,054 

Special Schools: 
State ~ Opera tions ................................................................. . 14,629,380 16,450,164 16,509,900 

Clearinghouse Depository: 
State Operations .................... ; ............................................ . 203,486 253,137 261,900 

Other Special Education Programs: 
State Operations ................................................................. . 1,072,855 1,173,571 1,243,066 
Local Assistance ................................................................. . 8,322,630 11,160,760 12,710,430 

Total ................................................................................... . $30,972,189 ~ $51,442,802 $67,169,519 
State Operations: 

General Fund .................•.................................................... $14,369,878 $16,502,159 $16,676,300 
Federal funds ...................... ; .. : ........................................... . 3,062,425 3,130,062 3,157,089 
Reimbursements ................................................................. . 1,926,394 2,023,559 2,076,465 

$19,358,697 $21,655,780 $21,859,854 
Local Assistance: 

General Fund ..................................................................... . 8,622,630 21,160,780 36,710,430 
Federal funds ................. ~ .................................................. ~ .. ~ 2,990,862 8,626,262 8,599,235 

$11,613,492 $29, 787,022 ~ $45,309,(j(j5 
a An additional $14 million in apportionments was utilized for this program. 

Table 29 summarizes budget act items which appropriate support for 
special education programs. 

Table 29 
Budget Act Appropriations for Special Education 

Item 
State Operations 

341 Special Schools ................................................................................................................. . 
Local Assistance 

324 Master Plan for Specim Education Pilot Program .......................•.......................... 
325 Occupational Training for Handicapped ................................................................. . 
326 Development Centers ................. : ............................................................................... ... 

A. Master PI~n for Special Education 

Amount 

$14,443,835 

$24,000,000 
85,000 

12,540,430 

The Master Plan for Special Education· (MPSE) was enacted into legisla­
tion by Chapter 1532, Statutes of 1974 (AB 4040). Chapter 1532 provides 
for the testing of the MPSE in a limited number of districts and counties 
in fiscal years 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78. Statewide implementation 
will be determined at a later date by the Legislature. 

~ The MPSE has been implemented by six selected Responsible Local 
Agencies (RLA) in the current year: (1) Sacramento Unified, (2) Stanis­
laus County, (3) Contra Costa (exclusive of Mt. Diablo Unified and Rich­
mond Unified), (4) Santa Barbara County, (5) Santa Monica and (6) 
Humboldt and Del Norte Counties. 
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Table 30 shows the six implementation areas with negotiated budgets 
and average cost/pupil for 1975-76. 

Table 30 
Enrollment and Budget Data for Six Responsible 

Local Agencies in 1975-76 Implementation of 
the Master Plan for Special Education 

Total Special Ed Percent 
Responsible Local EiuvUrnent EnroUrnent of Total Negobated 
Agencies (RLA) Projected Projected EnroD. Budget 

Contra Costa 
County ............ 55,762 5,776 10.3 $5,700,000 

Humboldt-Del No-
rte ...................... 25,012 2,200 10.1 2,400,000 

Sacramento Uni-
fied .................... 44,148 4,772 10.8 4,500,000 

Santa Barbara Co. 56,382 4,761 8.4 5,300,000 
Santa Monica Unif. 13,116 1,379 10.5 1,400,000 
Stanislaus County .. 50,110 4,285 8.6 4,200,000 

Total ................ 244,530 23,173 . 9;5 $23,500,000 
(average) 

Cost 
perPupU 

$987 

1,091 

943 
1,113 
1,015 

980 
$1,014 

(average) 

In addition to the six RLAs, approximately ten RLAs are funded in the 
current year to develop a comprehensive local plan. Of these 10 RLAs, the 
Department of Education antiCipated funding an additional four Master 
Plan areas in 1976-77. However, the Governor's Budget provides no ex-· 
pansion monies. 

Statutory Adjustment 

We recommend that the Legislature augment Item 324, Master Plan for 
Special Education Pilot Project by $1,440..000 to ac!iust for inflation. 

It is important to note that Chapter 1532, specifically provided for an 
inflation adjustment of the special education allowances for those RLAs 
involved in Master Plan implementation. Such an adjustment is not in­
cluded in the Governor's Budget. 

Further, we recommend that the Department of Education provide the 
fiscal committees with the following information: (1) the number of pupils 
enrolled in each participating RLA as of December 31, 1975, (2) the 
projected enrollments by June 30.. 1976 and for 1976-77, (3) the estimated 
contract amount that will be unexpended in each RLA as of June 30.. 1976 
and (4) the estimated number of pupils in the sixRLAs that could be 
funded under Education for the Handicapped Act, Title VI-b in the cur-
rent and budget years. . 

This information is needed to make an accurate estimate of the augmen­
tation required to adjust for inflation. We believe the Legislature should 
withhold final approval of this item until that information is provided. 

Evaluation 

We also want to bring to the attention of the Legislature our concerns 
wiJh regard to the Master Plan evaluation design and its expected out­
comes. These concerns are: (1) unnecessary redundancy between the 



structured interview and other elements of the eVaIuation;and(2) 
inadequacies in the evaluation in terms of process and product measure­
ment. 

The evaluation design by the department seeks to collect data from the 
RLAs in three areas: . 

1. Baseline information-information obtained prior to program im­
plementation for purposes of comparison with later program out-
comes. . 

2. Process information-information on the degree to which the speci­
fied· elements of the program have been implemented as planned. 

3. Product information-information obtained· for' purposes of deter­
mining program attainments. 

Collection of this information is to be supplemented by conducting (1) 
a structured interview, (2) an on-site audit, and (3) an annual self-report 
by the Director of the RLA. We consider' these reporting requirements 
redundant. It appears that both the on-site audit and the structured inter­
view will collect similar information. We believe the department should 
reassess the need for both an audit and an interview. 

This'is the first year of Master Plan, operation in school districts. Full 
st~tewide implementation, if the program is successful, is projeCted for the 
1.97~79 fiscal·Year~ Under . these: time constraints, full implementation 
l~gislationprobably would be r~quired in the 19771egislative session,This 
cQnstrilint will allow only one to two yea:rs of evaluation time to test the 
premises of the Master Plan. Because of the potential cost of Master Plan 
implementation statewide (projected to be in excess of $300 million) , we 
consider the evaluation period to be short. . 

In particular, the current evaluation will not provide an adequate meas­
ure of change in process and product characteristics unless it. is over a 
longer period Qf time. This is because pre-Master Plan data are not uni­
formly available. Adequate comparison of Master Plan and non-Master 
Plan districts will not be possible in a period of two years or less with the 
department's evaluation design.. . . 
. Finally, we want to point out that the Master Plan is only one model with 

a single delivery system. This limits the Legislature to one comparison­
i.e., the existing categorical programs with the Master Plan delivery. sys­
tem. We believe policy decisions concerning special education should be 
based on an analysis of alternative models varying in approach and cost. 

. llecause of these and other concerns, we intend to conduct a study of 
special education programs this year. 

B. Development Centers for Handicapped Minors 

. Chapter 1235, Statutes of 1965, establish~d the Development Center 
Program to provide day care and treatment for children unable to attend 
special education classes because ·of a severe physical handicap and/or 
mental retardation. The program is designed to develop basic self-help 
skills and to provide a placement alternative to the state mental hospitals. 
State allowances include $1.75 ($1.89 in 1975-76 and 1976-77) per attend­
ance hour plus $675 per ADA for transportation. For the 1975-76 school 
year, the state appropriated $11.0 million from the General Fund for 
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development centers. 
State costs for the program are shown in Table 31. 

Table 31 
State Support for Development Centers 

Actual Estimated 
1974-75 197/)..;.76 

State operations ................................................. . $46,716 $42,200 
State local assistance ......................................... . 8,322,630 10,990,760 

Total ............................................................ .. $8,369,346 $11,032,960 
Enrolhnent .............. ; .......................................... : 2,828 3,438 

Items ,320-342 
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Proposed 
197~77 

$87,721 
12,540,430 

$12,628,151 
3,820 

The proposed expenditures of $12,628,151 in 1976-77 includes (1) 
$1,549,670 for local assistance to increase development center enrollments 
by 472 pupils and (2) $45,521 for state operations to add a consultant plus 
clerical support for state administration. 

UnnecessarY Augmentation 

We recommend that the $1,549,670 augmentation for development cen­
ter expansion be deleted. {Reduce Item 326 $1,549, 760}. 

Chapter 407, Statutes of 1974, (SB 1782) mandated development center 
programs beginning September 1, 1978 and'required an orderly phase-in 
of pupils in order that all would be served by 1978. We agree with that 
approach. How~ver, recent federal legislation has made in excess of $10 
million available for programs for the handicapped under the Education 
for the Handicapped Act Title VI-b. ' 

Federal guidelines require that first priority for expenditure of these 
funds be for serving school age children not in school. The entire augmen­
tation in the Governor's Budget is to serve pupils in this category. In fact, 
local education agencies have already submitted funding requests to en­
roll over 300 pupils in the current year from these additional EHA VI-b 
fun~. ' ' 

These funds will continue to be available in the budget year. Therefore, 
we recommend that the General Fund augmentation be deleted and 

, funding for development center expansion be provided from federal 
funds. 

C. SpecialSchools 

The State of California operates six special schools to provide services 
to handicapped minors whose districts of residence do not offer adequate 
special education services. 

Table 32 summarizes support for the schools and per capita expendi-
tures. ' , 

Diag,nostic School Central-Purchase 

',,' In·thEl.1ast Analysis we recommended the purchase of the Fresno diag­
nostic.,scliool.That recommendation was approVEld and the Legislature 
included, $1.7 million in the budget for purchase of the facility. 



Table 32 
Enrollments and Cost/Pupil in Special Schools 1976-77 

EnroUments 
School for the Blind .................................................................. 126 

, Diagnostic schools for Neurologically Handicapped • 
North ....................................................................................... . 
Central ..................................................................................... . 
South ....................................................................................... . 

Schools for the Deaf ' 

41 
37 
37 

Berkeley .................................................................................. 364 
Riverside .................................................................................. 564 

1,169 

CeDeral Fund School/Jistrict Federal 
Cost/Pupil Reimbursements/Pupil funds/pupil 

$14,108 $1,587 $2,188 

29,288 732 1,024 
27,062 325 
31,442 540 6,522 b 

10,528 894 939 
9,696 446 578 

$12,356 $795 $972 

Total 
cost/pupil 

$17,883 

31,044 
27,387 
38,504 

12,361 
10,720 

$14,123 
a The three diagnostic schools actually serve approximately 500 pupils in any given year b~t the figures in this table represent full-time equivalents. 
b This large federal fund expenditure is due to a high cost project for the autist:ic that is funded through this school. 

Total locaIlII1d 
state support 

$2,253,245 

1,272,823 
1,013,310 
1,424,663 

4,499,533 
6,046,326 

$16,509,900 

...... , 
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The Public Works Board approved the "acquisition by negotiation or 
condemnation if necessary" at its meeting of November 24, 1975. An offer 
has been made and it was rejected. Consequently, it appears that acquisi­
tion will be by condemnation. The Department of General Services re­
ports that this could take from nine months to a year, or longer, depending 
on the court calendar and/or the willingness of the owners to negotiate 
an out of court settlement. 

Rent Deficiency 

Anticipating the purchase of the facility in the current year the Gover­
nor deleted $167,000 from the school's budget for rent payments in 1976-
77. We believe the Legislature should consider restoring these funds 
before final passage of the Budget Bill if satisfactory progress towards 
purchase has not been accomplished in the current year. 

(It is important to note that the Special Schools have had General Fund 
savings of over $300,000 annually. It mightbe appropriate to pay the rent 
from these savings on a short term basis.) 

New Schools for the Deaf and Blind 

The Legislature has authorized the expenditure of $23.5 million to relo­
cate the schools for the deaf and the blind away from the present site in 
Berkeley. . ' 

In December 1974, the Public Works Board approved the purchase of 
approximately 92 acres in Fremont as a site for the two schools. Architects 
have been retained and program parameters established. Presently, the 
architects are working on a Master Plan for the site to determine which 
facilities would be appropriate for joint use. 

When the architects submitted their initial program plans they estimat­
ed a total facility cost of approximately $50 million. Subsequently, the 
Department of Education has reduced the program and related costs to 
approximately $43.0 million. The Governor's Budget includes an augmen­
tation to the existing appropriation of $19.3 million for a total budgeted 
amount of $42.8 million. Projected occupation is the fall, 1979. For our 
recommendation on these funds, see the capital outlay analysis. 

B. ELEMENTARY EDUCATION 

As displayed in Table 33, Elementary Education includes early. child­
hood education, consolidated categorical programs and general activities. 

Table 33 
Elementary Education Program 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1974-75 197~76 1976-77 

1. Early childhood educa-
tion .............................. 41,296,539 63,728,900 98,684,923 

2. Consolidated categorical 
programs .................... 204,141,217 253,046,145 232,461,394 

3. General activities ............ :. 548,413 707,115 783,005 

Subtotal............................ $245,986,169 $317,482,160 $331,929,322 

Change 
Amount Percent 

34,956,023 54.9% 

- 20,584,751 8.1 
__ 7_5,-,890.,... lO.7 

$14,447,162 4.6% 
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1_ EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION 

Chapter 1147, Statutes of 1972, (SB 1302) authorized an early childhood 
education (ECE) program for children in grades K.,-3. The program began 
operation in 1973-74. The major objectives of the ECE program, as de­
scribed by the Department of Education, are to have every elementary 
school in California "restructure" its primary program so that all resources 
utilized by the school.:-Iocal, state and federal-are integrated into a com­
prehensive educational program that pursues the goal of meeting the 
unique needs of each child. 

Among other things, this framework of comprehensive reform empha­
sizes the importance of parental participatiori and community involve­
ment in the educational program of the school. The student achievement 
objectives of the program are that: 

"The participating pupils will 'develop an increased competency in 
the skills necessary to successful achievement in later school subjects 
such as reading, language and mathematics;" (Education Code Sec­
tion 6445) and 
"All pupils who have completed the third grade of the state's educa­
tional system will have achieved a level of competence in the basic 
skills of reading, language, and mathematics sufficient to continued 
success in their educational experiences/' (Education Code, Section 
6445J) 
State funding of the ECE program in 1975-76 totals over $63.2 million. 

These funds are allocated to districts on the basis of $140 per pupil for all 
students in ECE schools, plus an additional $70 per pupil for those students 
who have a demonstrated educational need. The per pupil allocations are 
spent primarily to reduce the pupil"adultratio in each class, to provide 
in-service training for school personnel, to provide for parent education 

, and parent participation, and to purchase special instructional materials. 
Table 34 shows ECE participation and state funding since the program 

began in 1973-74. 
Table 34 

Early Childhood Education Program Participation and State Funding 

1976-77 
Proposed Chan/Ie 

Factors 1973-74 197~75 1975-76 1976-77 Amount Percent 
Appropriations 

$25,000,000 Local assistance $40,000,000 $63,200,000 $97,700,000 $34,500,000 54.6% 
State opera-

tions ................ 161,828 338,357 528,900 984,923 456,002 86.2 
Number of dis-

tricts funded 800 829 846 846 
Number of 

schools fund-
ed .................... 1,016 1,322 1,800 2,620 820 45.6 

Estimated num-
ber of chil-
dren served .. 172,073 280,000 400,000 618,000 218,000 54.5 

Percent of K-3 
population a .. 14% 23% 33% 52% 19% 

a 1.2 million estimated statewide K-J pupils. 
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As can be seen in the table, local assistance funding in the ECE program 
increased from $25 million in 1973-74 to $63.2 million in 1975-76. The 
1975-76 funding level is sufficient to include approximately 33 percent of 
the state's kindergarten through third grade students in the program. 

For 1976-77, the Governor's Budget proposes a local assistance program 
increase of $34.5 million, or54.6 percent, for a revised total of $97.7 million. 
This would serve an estimated 52 percent of the state's K-3 pupil popula­
tion, an increase of 19 percent over the current year program. 

Program Augmentation· Recommended 

We recommend that the Early Childhood Education Program be ex" 
panded to serve approximately 40 percent of California K-3 pupils in 
1976-77, and that $75,600,(}()() be appropriated for this purpose for a 1976-
77 budget savings 0{$22.1 million. .. 

Our primary policy position towards expanding. the· ECE program is 
that prudent fiscal management be exercised until the program has clear­
ly proven its effectiveness. This policy should not be interpreted in any 
way as prejudging the ultimate success or failure ofthe prograin. . 

. Our primary reason for caution in program expansion concerns the 
administrative problem of maintaining quality control when large-scale 
expansion is· attempted too quickly. Serving 40 percent of eligible pupils 
is anincreaseof7 percent over the 33 percent currently being served. We 
believe. this is a reason:;tble rate of expansion which is a) consistent with 
previous expansion and b) prudentin viewofquestionable programeffec­
tiveness. In contrast, we seriously doubt the wisdom of· attempting to 
expand the program by 19 percent in a single year. We believe this rate 
of expansion cannot be managed effectively. 

A second reason for limiting program expansion to this level· is that 
existing state evaluations suggest questionable program effectiveness. 
Evaluation data presented by the Department of Education have been. 
inadequate for measuring effectiveness, with the exception of data from 
the statewide testing program. These data have shown apparently incon­
sistent patterns, with some data suggesting slight achievement gains as­
sociated with ECE program participation and other preliminary data 
suggesting that a slightly lower proportion of ECE schools score within 
and above predicted levels of achievement than is found statewide. 

The Legislature is currently funding a $200,000 independent evaluation 
of the ECE program which will be concluded in November 1976. It ap­
pears. precipitous to provide large program expansion with its substantial 
attendant costs until the results are known. Our review of this evaluation 
design indicates that it will offer much more reliable data on student 
achievement and on aspects of institutional reform than are currently 
available. 

Further need for caution in expanding the ECE program derives from 
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a large body of educational research which suggests that only some schools ' 
are likely to incorporate reform efforts successfully. This research shows· 
that in the remainder, reform programs are likely to be implemented with 
considerable difficulty, if at all. These facts, coupled with the absence of 
definitive data establishing program effectiveness, lead us. to the conclu­
sion that the ECE program should not be expanded to serve more than 
approximately 40 percent of the eligible population at the present time. 

The ECE program guidelines andjmplementation appear to be quite 
sound. In numerous schools, the operation of the program appears to have 
been undertaken successfully. It is for these reasons that program expan­
sion to serve about 40 percent of the K-3 population can be justified. 

Improvement of Current EValuation Procedures Needed 

We recommend that in future evaluations of the ECE program the 
Department of Education use (1) data collection instruments of esfab~ 
lished technical quality, (2) appropriatesamplingjJroceduresfor report~ 
ing achievement data which is representative of the program population 
and (3)· adequate comparison groups for determining the impact of the 
ECEprogram. 

The department conducted an evaluation of the program on its own 
initiative for the1974-75 school year. However, significant methodological 
problems make the majority of findings in the study inadequate as a basis· . 
for judging program effectiveness. 

The department's 1974-75 ECEevaluation is contained within its con­
solidated "Evaluation Report of ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY 1974-75" .. 
The principal shortcomings in the evaluation are (a) the use of data 
collection instruments of questionable technical quality, (b) the lack of 
representative sampling, and (c) the absence of adequate comparison 
groups.· 

Measurement of program effectiveness in the evaluation utilized instru­
ments focused on (a) institutional change and (b) student achievement. 
The instruments used for assessing institutional change were of question a­
ble reliability and validity. In contrast, the instruments used in achieve­
ment testing are well-established and highly acceptable in terms of 
technical quality. 

Two other problems hinder the quality of the achievement data pre­
sented in the report. 

(1) The evaluation of student achievement was based on a strategy of 
attempting to include all available data. For required pre and post testing 
at each ECE school, this strategy proved to be unsuccessful. As, a result, 
the majority of student achievement data presented in the evaluation 
represents scores from only some students in the ECE program. 
Th~ total number of ECE students on whom pre and post test data were 

included is not indicated in the report. However, for the overall con­
solidated evaluation of ECE,EDY and Title I, usable test scores were 
available for approximately half of the total program participants. There 
is reason.to question whether this sub-set is representative of the entire 
population because it is taken ·largely from schools whose evaluation 
procedures were conducted and reported in closest conformity with rigor-
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Items 320-342 

(2) Another important shortcoming in the evaluation is the absence of 
appropriate comparison groups. The majority of analyses of student 
achievement compare ECE gains to national norms. This comparison is 
not useful because it assesses ECE student achievement in terms of a 
national norm group which is not comparable to California students. 

Where ECE schools were compared to matched non-ECE schools, the 
comparison group was again inappropriate. Matching of schools was not 
done on the basis of total school resources. ECE schools were not com­
pared with non-ECE schools that utilize similar resources but whose edu­
cational processes differ from those of ECE schools (e.g., matched 
Miller-Unruh and EDY schools). As a result, the evaluation cannot be used 
to draw conclusions concerning the effect of ECE participation independ­
ent of the general effects' of extra school resources. 

We believe it is essential that the shortcomings cited above be corrected 
in subsequent· studies. Without· these corrections, future evaluations' will' 
continue to be of deficient quality and of limited utility as inputs into . 
policy decisions. 

Required Evaluations 

We recommend thatEducation Code Section 6445.11 be amended to 
require that the Department of Education 50 annual evaluation report of 
actual and prediCted levels of achievement in ECE schools be submitted 
to the Legislahire by December 15 of each year. 

The Department of Education is required to submit to the Legislature 
by the fifth legislative day an annual statistical report of the actual and 
predicted achievement levels of schools participating in the ECE pro­
gram. This important report was not submitted until considerably beyond 
the due date and consequently was not available for inclusion in the 
Analysis last year. 

Although the department was formally requested by our office to sub­
mit the evaluation by December 15 of this year, the final report had not 
been received by January 31. We believe it is essential that in the future 
the report be submitted to the Legislature by December 15 so that it can 
be included in our Analysis. 

Compliance with Legislation 

We recommend that the Department of Education comply with Educa­
tion Code Section 6445.6 which specifies. "In apportioning allowances in 
accordance with Section 6445.5 for early childhood education, the Depart­
ment of Education shall give highest priority to (1) those districts which 
have the largest number of pupils determined to have educational need, 
and (2) those districts with the lowest measure of assessed valuation per 
pupil and making the most significant property tax effort " . 

We believe the procedures utilized by the Department of Education in 
apportioning ECE funds in the first three years of the program do not fully 
comply with the intent of the enabling legislation. The department (1) has 
not given highest priority to those districts with the largest number of 
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pupils determined to have educational need, and (2) has given no priOl:ity 
to those districts with the lowest measure of assessed valuation per pupil 
and making the most significant property tax effort, even though these are 
required by Education Code 6445.5 and 6445.6. 

The department has allocated ECE funds so that only about 40 percent 
of-the total pupils in the program are educationally needy pupils. We 
believe legislative intent requires that. a larger portion of the funds should 
be allocated to educationally needy pupils. 

Regulations Needed 

We recommend that the State BQqrd of Education comply With Educa­
tion· Code Section 6445.8 which specifies that "the board shall adopt rules 
and regulations governiiJg the terrniniltionofallowances to districts which 
are unsuccessful in meeting tHe objectives of their approved plan. " 

The Department of Education advises that neither the department nor 
the State Board of Education has developed "rules and regulations gov­
erning the termination of allowances to districts which are uns.uccessful in 
meeting the objectives of their approved plan." 

We believe such rules and regulations should have been established and 
taken into consideration in proposing thel97()";'77 program funding level. 
There are several reasons for our concern~ 

First, the phasing out of unsuccessful ECE.school districts and schools 
would liberateECE funds for allocation to other districts and schools. 
Second, the concept of "rewarding success" which hasbeenproniulgated 
by the Superintendent of Public Instruction as a prominent feature of the 
ECE program is not being fully a~complished when low rated districts and 
schools are permitted to continue in the program. We believe any expan­
sionof the ECE program should recognize an attrition of unsuccessful 
districts and schools from the program as a partial offset to new districts 
and schools which may desire to enter the program. 

Administrative Expenses. Approach $1 Million 

We recoI1lI11end that the proposed increase of$456,023 in Department 
of Education administrative costs related to the Early Childhood Edu(1a­
tion program be reduced for a budget savings of $234,983. 

The Governor's Budget proposes an increase of $456,023 in administra­
tive costs for the ECE program for a total of $984,923. This includes $434,-
983 related to proposed local assistance program expansion of$34.5 million 
and $21,040 for inflationary increases. The $434,983 would provide eight 
additional professional and two clerical positions plus related operating 
expenses; 

We have recommended a more modest local assistance expansion. of 
.$12.4 million and believe that an increase in administrative costs of $200,-
000 related to this expansion would be sufficient. This would provide four 
additional professional and two clerical positions plus related operating 
expenses. This amount combined with the inflationary increase of $21,040 
would provide an increase of $221,040 for a total admiilistrative cost of 
$749,940. . 
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2. Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Program 
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The Miller-Unruh reading program was established in 1965 in an effort 
to upgrade the reading achievement of primary grade children in Califor~ 

, nia. The program provides state funds principally to enable school districts 
to employ reading specialists in grades K-3. Miller-Unruh specialists must 
hold a certificate of Specialist Teacher in Reading, which is issued by the 
Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing. 

The objectives of the program ate the prevention and correction of 
reading disabilities at the earliest possible time. These objectives were 
described in the Miller-Uoruh Basic Reading Act of 1965 as follows: 

"The ele}llentary school reading instruction program provided by this 
chapter shall be directed to the prevention of reading disabilities, and 
the correction of reading disabilities at the earl,iest possible time in the 
educational career of the pupil. The instruction program shall be 
provided in grades 1,2, and 3 in the elementary schools ... (and) 
may be provided in kindergarten if the governing board of a school 
district, by resolution, acts to make· the program' so applicable , . ." 
(Education Code Section 5771) . 
Table 35 shows Miller-Unruh program participation and (unding since 

1973-74. 
Table 35 

Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Program Participation and Funding 1973-74 through 
1976-77 

Actual Actual Estimated Proposed 
,Factors, 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 

Appropriation (General Fund) .............. $18,149,625 $15,349,625 $13,849,625 $13,~9,625 
Number of districts funded .......... : ........... 272 248 238 238 
Number of funded teachers .................... 1,661 1,554 1,442 ~,442 
Estimated statewide .average elemen-

tary teacher salary a ............................ $11,668 $12,493 $13,817 $14,508 e 

Percent of average teacher salary fund-
ed by program b .•• : ................................ 95% 80% 70% 66% 

Estimated number of children served di-
rectly or mdirectly ............. , ................ 96,000 90,000 85,000 80,000 

a Based.on statewide average of prior year. 
b Allowance is computed usirig the statewide average elementary teachers salary or the teacher's actUal 

salary, whichever is less. 
e Assumes 5 percent statewide ave,rage elementary salary iricrease. 

, , . 

As the table illustrates, state support has declined in the last' several 
years. The total appropriation has dropped from $18.1 million in 1973-74 
to $13.8 million in 1975-76 and funding of the statewide average elemEm­
tary teacher's salary has declined from 95 percent to 70 percent. The 
1976:-77 request is to continue the funding at the $13.8 million level. 

In our statement prepared for the December 3, 1975, Senate Education 
Committee hearing on reading we reviewed the success of the Miller­
Unruh reading program in some detail and made recommendations con­
cerning policy issues. Weare restating some of these recommendations in 
the Analysis for budgetary consideration by the legislative fiscal commit­
tees. 
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Maintain Current Program Level 

We recommend continuation of the Miller-Unruh program at the cur­
rent level of program services with an augmentation oE$8OO,()()() to provide 
a 70 percent average teacher salary allowance. 

rht:lrecommendation to continue program support comes from our 
fin,ding·that evaluations of the Miller-UnrUh program generally have in­
diGated program effectiveness. The Governor's budget does not maintain 
the state's share of average teacher's salary in 1976-77. . 

Table 35 indicates that, assuming the same number of Miller-Unruh 
teachers in 1976-77, the proposed Miller-Unruh appropriation will subsi­
dize.~ estimated 66 percen~ of the Miller-Unruh teacher's salary (up to 
the statewide average), a reduction of 4 percent from the 1975-76 subsidy. 
The p:rovision of $800,000 will maintain the subsidy at the 70 percent level. 

We support the proposed continuation of the exemption of Miller-Un­
ruh sC!hoolsfrom strict compliance with the 1 to.lO adult-child ratio expect­
ed by the Department of Education of ECE schools. This exemption was 
first initiated by the Budget Act of 1975. 

Expand to Grades 41 

We recommend that districts be permitted the. option' to use Miller-
Unruh teachers in grades four through six . . ' .'. . 

.. ' The reading performance Of California students in grades six arid twelve . 
as measured by the statewide testing program is below thatof the national 
norm·.gtoup; at 'both grades the average achievement level in reading 
generally declined over the last five' years (an' exception wasreaditlg 
achievement in grade six this past year which improved). 

In most Miller-Unruh schools, the Miller-Unruh teacher (a) works with 
groups of students with special reading problems and (b) provides in­
. service training for regular classroom teachers. The extension of these 
services to grades four through six could be accomplished with relative 
ease. We believe the utilization of Miller-Unruh teachers ingrades four 
through six could assist in improving these pupils' performance. . 

Separate legislative action would be necessary in order to authorize the. 
program for grade,s . .four through six. 

Maximum state subsidy 

We recommend that Budget Act language be included With the Miller­
Unruhrea{Jing program appropriation for 1976-'77, restricting the state 
subsidyEor Miller-Unruh teachers siilaries to a maximum oE75 percent of 
the stl!tewide average elementary teachers salary. 

WeEurther recommend deletion of the language proposed by the Gov­
ernor'sBudget in Item 323 stating "that no schoolshall receive an allow~ 
ance from this appropriation in 1976-77 which is greater than the 
allowances if received in 1975-76. " . 

As noted above, in the current year the Miller-Unruh appropriation 
subsf<l#;ed approximately 70 percent of the Miller-Unruh teacher's salary 
(up to the statewide elementary teacher average). Due to the possible 
attrition of Miller-Unruh teachers and reallocation of Miller-Unruh funds 
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as the Early Childhood Educatibn program expands, the same appropria­
tion proposed iri the 1976-77 budget could subsidize as much as forIIiate 
than) 75 percent of the remaining Miller-Unruh teacher's salaries. 

Fot example, we estimate that if the ECE program were to expand as 
ptoposed by the Governor's Budget, the number of Miller-Unruh teachers 
would probably decrease by about 213. The proposed Miller-Unruh appro­
priation of $13.8 million would then provide a subsidy to the remaining 
Miller~Unruh teachers of an estimated 78 percent of the statewide elemen­
tary teachers salary. 

Our recommendation for a maximum 75 percent subsidy would (1) 
recognize the existing situation whereby Miller-Unruh districts are'subsi­
dizing over 30 percent bf Miller-Unruh teacher's salaries, (2) stabilize the 
state's participation rate on a three for one matching basis and (3)pe:rmit 
any excess funds above 75% to be directed to Miller-Unruh program 
eXpansion, either in additional K~ schools or in grades 4-6. 

The effect of two of our recommendations would be to establish a level 
of state support for Miller-Unruh teachers between 70 and 75 percent of 
the statewide average elementary teacher's salary. In order to accomplish 
this, it will be necessary to delete the restrictive language proposed for 
Item 323 which would preclude a Miller-UI).ruh school from receiVing a 
Miller-Unnih allowance in 1976-77 greater than its .197&-76 allowance. 

Each of the recommendations should serve either to strengthen the 
Miller~Unruh program or to facilitate district participation in the program. 
We helieve they are particularly important recommendations in view of 
the findings reported iil our December 3 statement that the Miller-Unruh 
program has been associated consistently with reading success both alone 
and in combination with other funding sources. These findings lead us to 
the conclusion that the program should continue to receive state support. 

Number of ChilClren Served 

We recoinmend that in its annual evaluation report to the Eegislaque 
the Department of Education include separate estimates of (a) the num­
ber of cln1dren served directly by Miller-Unruh reading specialists and (b) 
the number of children served indirectly through in-service. training pro-
vided by specialists. .'. .. . .... :. 

We further recommend that the department improve and verilY the 
procedures used in determining these estimates. . " .. ' '. 

The Department of Education is required to submit an annualevalua­
tion report to the Legislature for the Miller-Unruh program. Data on 
numbers of children served have been based on crude estimationproce­
dures.We believe it is essential that these procedures be improvecl and 
verified. We also believe it is essential that estimates of children served 
include separate figures for children served directly and indirectly 
through reading specialists' services. Both accurate total e~timates and 
breakdowns by types of services received are necessary in order tliat the 
Legislature can judge accurately the scope and merits of the. prqgram. 
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C. SECONDARY EDUQATION 

The Secondary Education Age Spari is responsible for management of 
(a) general secondary education programs including RISE, (b) consolidat­
ed categorical aid, (c) traffic safety education, and (d) vocational educa~ 
tiot;t.Services include planning and development and direct field services 
to .school districts. 

Table 36 shows funding by elementand by source for these components .. 
Table 36 . 

Secondary Education Expenditures 

Program Elements 
1. General Secondary Education ......... : .............. . 
2. COn$olidated Categorical Programs ............ .. 
3. Traffic Safety Education .............. , .... ~ ............ .. 
4. VocationaI Education ...... ~ ................................ . 

Total ......................................... ; .......................... .. 
State Operations: 

General Fund ...................................................... ;. 
Federal IVnds ..................................................... ~ .. .. 

. Reimbursements ... ~ ................... ; .......... ; ............... .. 

Local Assistance 
General Fund ............................ ; ......................... .. 
Fed[!ral IVnds ... : .......................... ; ... ; ............ ;;.:m ... . 

Reimbursements ............................................... ; .. .. 

1. RISE 

Actual Estim8ted 
1974-75 1!J1/J-76 

$474,082 $136,587 
25,516,405 . 32,654,986 

195,642 263,484 
55,435,344 59,615,103 

. $81,621,473 $92,670,160 

$$82;611 
7,045,702 

346,673 

$7,974.980 

$10,588,494 
. 57)JJ8,(j$(j 

5,849,337 

$73,646,487 

$646,762 
8,587,818 

901,888 

$10,136.468 

$12,577,257 
64, 714,868 
5;241,567 

.$11£,533,692 

Proposed 
1976-77· 

$127,417 
29,918,026 

271,326 
53,258,436 

$83,575,205 

1848,ZJ1 
8,tJ04517· 
. !KJ8,684 

. 110,559,432 

. $12,993$1. 
. 54,!J6O,547 

5,061,.96.9 
$73,015,773 

In 1974 the Superintendent of Public Instruction appointed a' conunis­
sion of Californians to review the present state of education in California's 
intermediate and secondary schools~ The commission was charged with 
the responsibility of recommending changes that envisioned schools as 
they should be in the future. The "how" of actual implementation of the 
recommendations was to be the responsibility of the Department of Edu­
cation. 

The report was issued by the commission in August,'1975 and contained 
approximately 26 major recommendations:' These r~commendations are 
being developed into an impleIllentation plan by the department. 

The specifics of the implementation plan, including cost, are not yet 
final. However, certain general assumptions underlie the reform effort: 

1. The learner is the most important person in the school system. 
2 .. A personalized approach to learning which emphasizes the diagnosis 

. of individual needs oflearners, the prescription of appropriate educa­
tional programs, and an organization designed to deliver thos~ serv­
ices must be provided~ 

3. The directions reform will take should be determined at the school 
site. This should include full school! community participation in and 
shared responsibility for planning, developing and evaluating reform 
goals and programs. 

4. The state, districts and schools must be held accountable for the 
success of reform efforts. 
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5. A realistic school by school phase-in of reform with adequate· re­
sources is needed. 

These recommendations are viewed by the department as part ofa total 
comprehensive plan for statewide school reform and as the logical exten­
sion of ECE and. the Master Plan for Special Education efforts. This reform 
proposes a one-year planning period in which an intermediate or second­
ary school would develop ·its school-site reform plan. This plan would be 
updated annually. Statewide implementation would be over a seven year 
period. 

The fiscal implications of the reform .plan fall into five areas: (1) plan­
ning costs, (2) provision for adult (or peer) advisors for each pupil on a 
low ratio, (3) allowing districts to count planning time for the develop­
ment of personalized pupil learning plans toward ADA apportionments, 
(4) evaluation and (5) additional funding for implementation on a per 
pupil b~is. . 

The projected dollar amounts are $35/pupil for planning (one-time) 
plus $65/pupilin high school and $100/ pupil in junior high school. Based·· 
on these amounts, approximately $128 million will be required at full 
implementation. It is not clear how these additional funds will be used 
relative to other state and· federal categorical aid programs such as EDY 
and ESEATitle I. .. 

Table 37 shows the estimated annual cost over the proposed seven-year 
phase-in period. 

Table 37 
RISE· Implementation 

(in millions, 

1976-77 1!!17-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-1)2 1982-83 
Developmental .. 5% 10% - 15% 20% 20% 30% 

Grants ................ $2.9 $5.8 $8.7 $11.6 $11.6 $17.4 
Implementation .. 5% 15% 30% 50% 70% 100% 

Grants ................ .$6.4 $19.2 $38.4 $64.0 $89.6 $128.0 

Total State Cost .. $2.9 $12.2 $27.9 $50.0 $75.6 $107.0 $128.0 

The Governor's Budget does not include a request for additional funds. 
However, it is anticipated that the department's ·request for funds willbe 
included in an implementation bill this year. 

2. DRIVER TRAININGITRAFFIC SAFETY EDUCATION 

The primary responsibility of this unit is the management and coordina­
tion bf driver training and education programs in California's secondary 
schools. Primary· funding for this program is proVided from the Driver 
Trainin.g Penalty Assessment Fund. . 

Table 38 shows (1) the number of pupils receiving driver training (be­
hind the wheel instruction), (2) the average c()st per pupil for the training 
and (3) the average state reimbursement per pupil. 

Table 38 
Driver Trailiing-Students Served with Average Costs 

1972-73 197~74 

Students trained ............ ; ...... ,................................................ 323,581. 325,594 
Average cost .......................................................................... $67.19 $72.37 
Average state reimbursement............................................ $50.75 $54.80 

1974-75· 
327,736 

$79.62 
$61.60 
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Increase Reimbursements 

We recommend that the Legislature authorize an increase in the state 
reimbursement rate for driver training from the current $60/pupil to 
$80/pupil. 

Under current law the state is limited to a $60 reimbursement rate for 
each pupil who has received minimum driver training instruction. 
However, Table 38 indicates that average cost/pupil are in excess of $791 
pupil or $18 above the current reimbursement rate. This additional cost 
is funded from district general revenue. We believe the reimbursement 
rate should be increased to reflect the higher average cost/pupil. We 
estimate that a $20 increase in the reimbursement rate would cost an 
additional $6.5 million annually. 

Funding for such an increase would come from the surplus revenues in 
the· Driver Training Penalty Assessment Fund. There is an estimated 
surplus in the fund of $11.8 million in fiscal year 1976-77. The surplus has 
been increasing annually from $1.9 million in 1973-74 to $8.3 million in 
197~75 and $10.9 million in 1971)..76 (estimated). 

The large increase in the surplus in 1974-75 was due to an increase in . 
the surcharge on fines. We believe that the funds are available and there­
fore it is a matter of equity to increase the reimbursement to districts that. 
provide driver training to align it more closely with actual average cost 
of instruction. Furthermore, the increase in these special funds would 
allow districts to redirect their current excess local expenditures to meet 
other program cost increases. 

3. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 

The Vocational Education Program in the Department of Education is 
nearly 100 percent federally funded and has a professional and clerical 
staff of 171 positions. The purpose of the vocational education unit is to 
assist local education agencies in providing training and career guidance 
to students in the state's public schools. Providing each pupil with market­
able job skills is the stated objective of the unit . 
. Three program components comprise the vocational education pro­

gram unit: (a) field operations, which provides technical assistance to 
districts; (2) services, which involves research, program planning, innova­
tive projects and the vocational information system; and (3) instruction, 
which provides specialized curriculum and professional development as­
sistance. 

Vocational education, including local assistance, is supported by federal, 
state and local funds. Federal funds are authorized under the Vocational 
Education Act of 1968 (PL 90-576), Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act (CET A; PL 93-203) , and the Education Professions Develop­
ment Act (PL 93-35). This unit also receives state support and shows a 
large increase from the General Fund in the current and budget years. 
This increase is due to (1) passage of AB 1821 (Chapter 1269, Statutes of 
1975) which provides for the establishment of Regional Adult and Voca­
tional Education Councils and appropriates $125,000 for state administra­
tion in the current year and $250,000 in the budget year plus $1.25 million 
for local assistance to operate the councils, and (2) a proposal in the 
Governor's Budget for an additional 2.5 positions to monitor and review 
Regional' Occupational Centers and Programs ($94,384)." " 
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Table 39 summarizes budgeted expenditures for vocational education. 
Table 39 

Total Budgeted Support for Vocational Education 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 

Expenditures: 
Secondary Education: 

State Operations ................................................................. . $6,001,723 $7,336,833 $7,525,119 
Local Assistance ................................................................ .. 41,962,469 45,053,642 38,062,676 

Adult Education: ' ' 
Local Assistance ................................................................. . 1,132,978 1,181,428 1,021,028 

Special Programs and Support Services: 
State Operations ................................................................. . 47,505 59,827 45,608 
Local Assistance ................................................................ .. 77,952 59,500 

Department Management and Special Services: 
State Operations .... ~; ........................................... ; .............. .. 73,027 83,870 86,285 

Totals, Vocational Education ....................................... . $49,295,654 $53,775,100 $46,740,716 
Comprehensive Employment Training Act 
Secondary Education: 

State Operations .................................................................. 541,815 628,377 645,227 
Local Assistance ....................................... ;.......................... 5,849,337 5,241,567 5,061,969 

Adult Education: 
Local Assistance ................ : ............................. :................... 2;1.74,743 2,038,387 1,968,544 

Totals, CETA.................................................................... $8,665,895 $7,908,331 $7,675,740 

Total Program.......................................................................... $57,961,549 $61;683,431 $54,416,456 

Program elements and related funding are shown in Table 40. Table 40 
totals are greater than those in Table 40 due to the inclusion of all adminis­
trative costs. 

Table 40 
Program Elements of Vocational Education with Related Funding 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
Element Components 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 

1. Part A, Special Needs ......................................... . $2,146,226 $2,091,643 $1,780,400 
2. Part B, Basic Grant ............................................. . 38,493,796 40,662,137 36,679,649 
3. Part C, Research and Training ........................ .. 537,612 1,569,463 802,108 
4. Part D, Innovation .............................................. .. 299,118 616,869 370,917 
5. Part F, Consumer and Homemaking ............ .. 3,504,646 4,145,803 3,114,709 
6. Part G, Cooperative Education ....................... . 1,327,235 1,204,057 1,084,931 
7. Part H, Work Study ............................................ .. 1,118,1741,342,890 987,566 
8. Special Grants ....................................................... . 170,658 376,372 376,117 
9. CETA .................................................................... .. 6,391,152 5,869,944 5,707,196 , 

10. EPDA ..................................................................... . 874,344 431,490 425,056 
11. Career Education ................................................ .. 400,924 546,587 561,603 
12. General Activities .............................................. .. 171,459 215,848 285,184 
13. Regional Adults and Vocational Education 

Councils ......................................................... .. 542,000 1,083,000 

Totals ........................................................................ .. $55,435,344 $59,615,103 $53,258,436 
State Operations: 

General Fund .......................................................... . $£4,001 $150,000 $344,384 
Federal funds .......................................................... .. 6,454,683 7,583,604 7,777,893 
Reimbursements .................................................... .. 322,801 819,2£5 838,027 

Subtotal ................................................................. . $6,801,485 $8,552,829 $8,958,304 
Local Assistance: 

General Fund .......................................................... .. 417,000 833,000 
Federal funds ........................................................... . 42,784,522 45,403,707 38,405,163 
Reimbursements .................................................... .. 5,849,337 5,241,567 5,001,969 

Subtotal ................................................................ .. $48,633,859 $51,062,274 $44,300,132 



)tem 320-342 K-12.EDUCATION / 117 

Entitlement Formula Revision 

For the past year the allocation formula of Part B funds has been under 
. review by the U.S. Office of Education. In fact, permission to allocate 
funds for the 1975-;.76 fiscal year has been withheld pending a revision in 
the state's formula. 

The criticism of the formula is that it does not give sufficient weight to 
(a) manpower needs, (b) vocational education needs, (c) relative district 
ability to provide resources, (d) relative district costs of vocational educa­
tion, (e) economically depressed areas and (f) limited English speaking. 
The department is working to solve the allocation problems and antici­
pates that the funds will be distributed by February 1916. 

Regional Occupational Centers and Programs (ROC/ROP) 

In our testimony to the Assembly and Senate Education Committees 
hearing on ROC/ROPs in November 1975, we recommended that county 
operated ROC/ROPs be funded in the same manner as district operated 
programs. We discuss that recommendation in our school finance section 
of this Analysis. 

D. ADULT EDUCATION 

The adult education age span is responsible for management of adult 
programs operated by school districts whether state or federally funded 

.. and for the approval of schools for veterans' training. There are three 
divisions in the unit: (1) adult program planning and development, (2) 
adult field services, and (3) school approvals. . 

Over one million students are enrolled in adult programs operated by 
approximately 310 school districts. Instruction is offered in a variety of 
areas including elementary and high school completion, vocational educa­
tion, citizenship, English as a second language (ESL) and parent educa­
tional. 

Table 41 shows the actual and estimated expenditures for adult educa­
tion in recent years. 

Table 41 
Adult Education Expenditures 

Program Elements 
1. Adult education instruction ..................................... . 
2. School approvals ......................................................... . 
3. Vocational education ................................................. . 

Totals ............................................................................. . 
State Operations 

General FUnd .............................................................. . 
Federal funds ............................................................... . 
Reimbursements ....................................................... ; .. 

Subtotal ..................................................................... . 
Local Assistance 

Federal fUnds ............................... , ............................... . 
Reimbursements ........................................................ . 

Subtotal ..................................................................... . 

1974-75 
$4,571,153 

887,026 
3,407,721 

$8,865,900 . 

$145,416 
921,894 
258,436 

$1,325,748 

$5,265,411 
2,274,74.1 

$7,540,154 

1975-76 
$7,039,155 
1,129,644 
3,219,815 

$11,388,614 

$145,,987 
1,308,772 

391,748 

$1,845,807 

$7,504,420 
£,038,387 

$9,542,807 

1976-77 
$4,932,155 
1,090,302 
2,989,572 

$9,012,029 

$242,4# 
1,327,349 

343,892 
$1,913,685 

$5,129,800 
1,968,544 

$7,098,344 
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Staff Increases 

The Governor's Budget proposes to increase the adult education field 
staff by 2.5 positions (2 professional, .5 clerical) to strengthen. the depart­
ment's field staff capability. We recommend approval. These positions 
would give the department a needed staff capability of seven General 
Fund positions, 9.1 adult basic education and 6.2 ESEA Title V-IVe. 

(Discussion of adult education funding, particularly with regard to the 
"cap" is in the school finance section.) 

PROGRAM II 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES 
Administrative support services bring together resources of personnel 

and funding that provide support to the Department of Education's pro­
gram branch. Program II consists of two major elements (a) apportion­
ments and. distribution of aid and (b) administrative services· to ·"local 
education. 

The apportionment and distribution element is divided into four com­
ponents: (1) administration and apportionmentof state aid, (2) textbook 
management and distribution, (3) 'surplus property and, (4) food and 
nutrition services. The administrative services to local education element· 
is divided into two components (1) school facilities planning and (2) field 
management. 

Table 42 shows the disbursement of funds for each component; The 
major components are analyzed in separate sections. 

Program Element 
A. Apportionment and 

Distribution of Aid: 
1. Administration and 

Apportionmellt of 
State Aid: 

State Operations ....... . 
Local Assistance ..... . 

2. Textbook Manage­
ment and Distribu­
tion: 

State Operations .... .. 
Local Assistance ... , .. 

3. Surplus Property: 
State Operations ...... 

4. Food and Nutrition: 
State Operations .... .. 
Local Assistance ..... . 

Subtotal ........................... . 
B. Administrative Serv­

ices to Local Educa­
tion: 

1. School Facilities 
Planning ................. . 

2. Field Management .. 
Subtotal .......................... .. 

Table 42 
Administrative Support Services 

Disbursement of Funds 

Actual 
1974-75 

804,855 
1,955,558,924 

847,304 
19,167$1 

3,979,014 

767,364 
$132,029,748 

$2,113,154,496 

550,233 
$131,319 

$1,281,552 

Estimated 
1975-76 

1,046,896 
2,122,355,824 

1,118,536 
44,537,120 

4,726,028 

1,477,441 
$173,398,368 

$2,348,660,213 

553,850 
$1,133,960 

$1,687,810 

Proposed 
197f>-77 

1,090,629. 
2,219,999,814 

1,128,206 
28,985,136 

4,634,939 

1,678,511 
$197,699,642 

$2,455,216,877 

575,013 
$1,133,778 

$1,708,791 

197f>-77 Change 
Amount Percent 

+43,733 +4.2 
+97,643,990 +4.6 

+9,670 +1.0 
-15,551,984 -35.0 

-'91,089 -2.0 

+201,070 +13.6 
$+24,301,274 +14.0% 

+ $106,556,664 +4.5% 

+21,383 +3.9 
__ ....:$....:.+_18_2 +0.0% 

$+20,981 +1.2% 
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Table 43 provides a breakdown of the sources of funds for both elements 
of Program II. 

Table 43 
Administrative Support Services 

Sources of Funds 

A. Apportionment and Distribution of 
Aid 

Totals ....................................................... . 
General Fund .................................. ; ..... .. 
General Fund (loan recoveries) ....... . 
State School Fund ................................. . 
Surplus Educational Property Revolv-

ingFund ......................................... . 
State Transportation Fund, Motor Ve-

hicle Account ...... : .......................... . 
Instructional Materials Fund ............ .. 
Diivei Training Penalty Assessment 

Fund .................................................. . 
Federal Funds .............................. , ........ . 
ReiID.bursements .................................. .. 
B .. Administrative Services to Local 

Education 
Totals ......................................................... . 
General Fund ......................................... . 
School Building Aid Fund ................... . 
Federal Funds ...................................... .. 
Reimbursements ................................... . 

Actual 
1974-75 

$2,113,154,496 
1,990,185,163 

367,739 
4,847,756 

3,908,707 

-5,323,780 

119,076,841 
92,070 

$1,281,552 
591,122 
£94,773 

. 319,894 
75,763 

Estimated 
1975-76 

$2,348,660,213 
2,182,346, 7JJ 

-84,685 
3,800,(}(}() 

4,659,650 

1(}{),(}(}() 
16,863,885 

200,(}(}() 
139,812,217 

962,/35 

$1,687,810 
822,8£0 
315,945 
493,915 
55,130 

A. APPORTIONMENT AND DISTRIBUTION OF AID 

1_ ADMINISTRATION AND APPORTIONMENT OF STATE AID 

Proposed 
1976-77 

$2,455,216,877 
2,293,282,552 

3,167 
3,9.'iO,()(J() 

4,587,208 

153,346,219 
47,731 

$1,708,791 
848,415 
323,670 
480,936 
·55,770 

The system of public school apportionments is controlled by constitu­
tional and statutory provisions which guarantee each of the 1,048 school 
districts a minimum state support of $125 per ADA (average daily attend­
ance). This is referred to as "basic aid". An additional amount of state aid 
is granted to nearly 83 percent of the state ADA in the form of "equaliza­
tion aid". To receive equalization aid a district must display an inability 
to raise sufficient local revenue from a defined property tax rate to meet 
a given level of expenditure determined annually by the state. This dollar 
level is referred to as the "foundation program". 
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In addition to these features, the state's system of providing aid to local 
districts includes a local revenue control mechanism designed to limit 
future growth in school expenditures. This control feature, enacted in 
1972, was a legislative response to both the Serrano issue and to demands 
for property tax relief. 

With regard to Serrano, the theory of the control mechanism is to allow 
low-property wealth school districts to increase their revenues at a faster 
rate than high property wealth districts so that within a period of years the 
expenditure per ADA in all districts would be nearly equal. Property taxes 
are held down by statutory limits on a district's total budget per ADA,. 
However, these budget ceilings may be exceeded with local funds if spe­
cifically authorized in a district election. 

1976-77 Apportionments 

In 1976-77 K-12 apportionments are expected to rise by $97;7 million or 
by 4.6 percent over the 1975-76 level. The increase is due to several 
factors, some of which cause apportionment increases while others.ca1.lse 
decreases. The planned foundation program increase of $66 per ADA plus 
other minor increases are offset by decrea&es expected due to assessed 
value growth, declining ADA and summer school apportionment reduc­
tions. Assessed property valuesare estimated to increase by 9.0 percent in 
1976-.77 compared to the 11.3 percent increase in 1975-76. 

Table 46 below presents a capsule look at these offsets. 

Table 46 
Explanation of the $97.7 Million Increase in 

K-12 School Apportionments 
1976-77 

MUlions of DoUars 
Foundation Program Increase of $66 per ADA ...................................................................... $+246.8 
Assessed Value Incre.ases ................................................................................. : .......................... ;. -gt.O 
Changes in ADA.............................................................................................................................. ....;44.0 
Summer School Foundation Change.......................................................................................... -28.8 
Special Education and Transportation ...................................................................................... +8.3 
State Teacher's Retirement Fund ................................................................ :............................. +2.5 
.County School Service Fund........................................................................................................ + 10.5 
Other.................................................................................................................................................. .-0.6 
Total Change in 19t6-77 over 19t5-76 ...................................................................................... $+gt.7 
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Table 47 presents a breakdown and comparison of total K-12 apportion­
ments for 1974-75 through 1976-77. 

Table 47 
K-12 Apportionment Estimates· 

1974-75 through 1976-77 

Elementary: 
Basic Aid ......................................................... . 
Equalization Aid ........................................... . 

Sub·Total ..................................................... . 

High School: 
9-12 Basic Aid .............................................. .. 
9-12 Equalization Aid ................................. . 
Adults, Basic Aid ........................................... . 
Adults, Equalization Aid ............................ .. 

Sub·Total ............... : .................................... .. 

County School Service Fund: 
Elementary Foundation Program ............ .. 
High School Foundation Program .......... .. 

Sub-Total .................. ; ................................. .. 

TOTALS, FOUNDATION PRO· 
GRAM ......................................................... . 

County School Service Fund 
Direct Service ............................................... . 
Other Purpose ............................................... . 

Sub·Total ..................................................... . 
Special Education: 

Physically Handicapped ............................ .. 
Mentally Retarded ...................................... .. 
Special Transportation ................................. . 
Educationally Handicapped ...................... .. 
Autistic Minors .............................................. .. 
Mentally Gifted ............................................ .. 
Transfer funds for Master Plan for Special 

Education Pilot Program ........................ .. 
Sub·Total ..................................................... . 

Regular Transportation .................................. .. 
Adjustments ...................................................... .. 
TOTALS, PER EDUCATION CODE 

17303.5 .............. : ......................................... .. 
Special Apportionments and Programs: 

State Teacher's Retirement System In· 
crease: 

Elementary ......................................... : .......... .. 
High School ................................................... . 

Sub·Total .................................................... .. 
Driver Training ............................................ .. 
Severance Aid For Highway Land .......... .. 
P.L. 874 Court Adjustments per E.C. 17415 
Ch. 1532/72 Dropout Prevention Program 
Highway Severance Aid ............................ .. 

K-12, GRAND TOTALS ................................ .. 

Actual 
1974-75 

$384,903,575 
699,027,950 

$1,083,931,525 

$188,049,625 
313,512,421 

8;936,000 
4,784,985 

$515,283,031 

$11,218,819 
27,998,314 

$39,217,133 

$1,638,431,689 

$3,500,174 
15,924,588 

$19,424,762 

$80,532,814 
26,185,325 
14,260,217 
72,551,882 

13,773,724 

$207,303,962 
41,995,676 

-27,028,m 

$1,880,127,112 

31,422,296 
15,925,687 

47,347,983 
18,223,968 

9,475,222 
16,900 

$1,955,191,185 
a General Fund loan recoveries are not reflected in this table. 

Estimated 
1975-76 

$382,812,500 
796,493,200 

$1,179,305,700 

$191,412,500 
350,625,200 

9,547,500 
5,480,500 

$557,065,700 

$12,992,000 
35,845,400 

$48,837,400 

$1,785,208,800 

$3,547,500 
16,216,700 

$19,764,200 

$87,485,200 
26,446,000 
15,207,600 
78,645,000 
4,880,000 

15,400,000 

$228,063,800 
49,000,000 

-28,715,191 

$2,053,321,609 

32,778,500 
15,822,900 
48,601,400 
20,200,500 

17,000 
100,000 

$2,122,240,509 

Estimated 
197(j....77 

$377,300,000 
846,125,000 

$1,223,425,000 

$194,536,500 
379,259,000 
10,172,500 
6,282,500 

$590,250,500 

$15,108,800 
44,227,001 

$59,335,801 

$1,873,011,301 

$3,612,000 
16,216,800 

$19,828,800 

$94,380,200 
26,065,000 
16,267,600 
84,451,000 
5,726,000 

15,400,000 

-14,000,000 
$228,289,800 

57,000,000 
-30,753,054 

$2,147,376,847 

33,518,200 
17,584,600 

51,102,800 
21,500,000 

17,000 

$2,219,996,647 
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The transfer of $14 million for the Master Plan for Special Education 
reflects an accounting change in the 1976-77 apportionments. In 1975-76 
$14 million was also provided to Master Plan districts from the apportion­
ments. However, that amount was not explicitly cited. The 1976-77 appor­
tionments show the transfer to the Master Plan districts. Master Plan 
funding remains at the same level in the budget year as it was in 1975-76. 
(Details on the Master Plan can be found in this Analysis under Special 
Programs and Support Services.) . 

Table 48 shows a breakdown of the total ADA that these apportionments 
supported in those years. 

Table 48 
Second Principal Apportionment Average Daily 

Attendance in California Public Schools· 

Actual Estimated . 
1974-75 197~76 

Elementary 
Regular classesb 

......................................................................... . 2,979,210 2,955,000 
Summer schooL .............................................. ; .......................... . 98,410 104,000 
County School Service Fund ............................................... ... 13,297 14,000 

High School . . 
Regular classesb ....••..•...•.•.•...•.••...•••......•.....•.••.....••........•...••...•... 1,293,560 1,305,200 
Summer school ........................................................................... . 63,296 69,600 
County School Service Fund ................................................. . 11,035 11,930 
Continuation Education ........................................................... . 29,546 33,400 
ROC/ROP (District) ............................................................... . 34,335 36,400 
ROC/ROP (County) ............................................................... . 19,535 24,200 
Classes for Adults ....................................................................... . 96,465 101,900 
Defined Adults· ......................................................................... . 71,488 76,380 

Special Education 

Estimated 
197~77 

2,905,400 
110,000 
15,200 

. i,313,700 
75,200 
12,800 
37,800 
38,590 
29,220 

107,200 
81,380 

Physically Handicapped............................................................ 48,501 54,870 58,970 
Mentally Retarded...................................................................... 39,483 37,550 36,400 
Educationally Handicapped .................................................... 51,023 55,210 58,740 
Mentally Gifted (FrE Basis) .................................................. 139,414 141,425 141,550 

• Average Daily Attendance for both 1975-76 and 1976-77 reflects the imposition of a 5 percent growth 
. limitation on nonmandatory adult and ROC/Rap ADA for purposes of state aid. 

b Includes "regular classes", "special education foundation program AD A", "classes maintained during the 
summer months", "opportunity schools" and "Vietnamese" . 

• Includes defined adults (DA) in ROC/Rap. DA in ROC/Rap equaled 2,091 in 1974-75,2,300 in 1975-76 
and 2,600 in 1976-77. 
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1976-77 Apportionment Issues 

The primary issues related to the 1976-77 school apportionments are the 
(1) funding of secondary adult education, (2) adequacy of the apportion­
ment increases in relation to inflationary pressure, (3) funding of summer 
schools and (4) proposed Serrano solutions. 

t. Adult Education 

In order to meet other expenditure priorities, the Legislature and the 
Governor added language to the Budget Act of 1975 to curb state expendi­
tures for adult education. This cap is continued into the proposed 1976-77 
Governor's Budget. 

The budget cap allows in 1976-77 a secondary adult education school 
apportionment increase of $16.3 million or 16.9 percent increase over the 
1975-76 level. Absence of the budget cap in 1976-77 would result in an 
estimated increase in state secondary adult apportionments of 84.2 per­
cent or $81.3 million, a difference of $65 million over the increase allowed 
under the cap. In practice the state pays for a 7.3 percent enrolhnent 
growth under the cap compared to a projected 37.8 percent growth if the 
cap were eliminated. 

Table 44· shows the resultant ADA and apportionment levels with and 
without the budget cap. 

In our November 1975, testimony before a joint hearing of the Senate 
and Assembly Education Committees we made several recommendations 
with regard to the financing of adult education in secondary schools and 
community colleges. 

Proposed Changes in Adult Education Funding 

We· recommend: 
(1) Extension into 197(j.;..77 of the budgetary "cap"on secondary and 

community college adult education. 
(2) Factoring of adult secondary education apportionments to bring 

them into line with program costs. 
(3) Inclusion of a computational tax deduction or payback arrangement 

in the funding of county operated Regional Occupation Centers 
and Regional Occupation Programs (ROC/Raps). 

(4) Utilization of a unit of fifty minutes to calculate the number of hours 
per week for purposes of determining who is a defined adult. 

(5) Inclusion in the Postsecondary Education Commission s current 
study on community college finance of consideration of alternative 
methods of financing secondary adult programs. 



1. Comparison of ADA 
197~76 

Adult Classes .............................. 101,900 
Defined Adults .......................... 76,380 
High School ROP/C .... ,........... 36,400 
County ROP/C.......................... 24,200 
Totals............................................ 238,880 

2. Apportionment Comparison 

Adult Classes ............................. . 
Defined Adults ......................... . 
High School ROP/C ............... . 
County ROP/C ......................... . 
Totals ........................................... . 

$40,725,000 
15,028,000 
14,294,600 
26,474,800 

$96,522,400 

Table 44 
Adult Education Budget Cap 

1976-77 With Cal!. 
With Cap Without Cap ADA 

107,200 140,600 5,300 
81,380 89,900 5,000 
38,590 55,200 2,190 
29,220 43,500 5,020 

256,390 329,200 17,510 

$46,003,300 fl7;lR1:J,500 $5,278,300 . 
16,455,000 .18,177,400 1,427,000 
16,435,300 31,877,200 2,140,700 
33,896,000 50,460,000 7,421,200 

$112,789,600 $177,784,100 $16,267,200 
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We believe that continuing the c~p in 1976-77, as proposed in the Gov~ 
ernor's Budget, is prudent fiscal management. The reasons for supporting 
this position are: 

(1) The current funding structures for adults in the high schools are 
producing apportionments that exceed costs by more than $60 mil­
lion. Removal of the cap would compound the existing overpay­
ment. 

(2) The one year extension of the cap will allow adequate time to study 
alternative funding strategies for adult education. 

Our second recommendation with regard to adult education is that 
con.sideration be given to factoring adult education apportionments to 
bring them into line with program costs. Our November 1975, testimony 
indicated that high· school adult programs generated a "profit" of more 
than $60 million in 1973-74 because apportionment formulas produce 
revenue in excess of program costs. 

This funding structure has created a fiscal incentive for districts· to 
expand adult programs even und~r the "cap". We recommend that the 
expanded Postsecondary study (recommendation #5) examine the fac­
toring of adult ADA to bring program revenue in line with actual program 
cos~. . 

The third recommendation deals with the apportionment process for 
county operated Regional Occupation Centers arid Regional Occupation· 
Programs (ROC/ROPs). Under current statutes if a single district or a 
group of districts operate an ROC/ROP they are required to contribute 
to the operation of the program in relation to their property wealth. To 
this purpose a computational tax rate has been applied to thedistricfs 
property wealth. If the yield from this process is less than the stateguaran~ 
tee then the state makes up the difference. However, if the county schools 
superintendent operates the ROC/ROP there is no provIsion for a compu­
tational tax deduction. 

We believe that this situation is inequitable. No clear purpose is served 
in the differential tre.atment. As a solution to this problem wer.ecommen,d 
either the (1) utilization of a computational tax rate for coun,ty operated 
ROC/ROPs or (2) payment. of ROC/ROP programs with local district 
revenues. The latter solution would parallel the present method of financ-
ing county operated special education programs. .. 

The utilization of a unit of fifty minutes to calculate the number of hours 
. per week for purposes of determining who is a defined adult constitutes 
our fourth recommendation. 

Currently, high school districts are allowed to use ten "periods" of not 
less than 40 minutes each to determine whether a student is to be classified 
a defined adult or other than defined adult.. Community colleges use a 50 
minute hour. Under the present system a student need attend only 6.6 
hours ( 40 X 10 -:- 60 = 6.6) to be classified as an other than defined adult 
which is entitled to the full foundation program rather than 10 hours. We 
believe the standard for high schools should be increased to 50 minute 
periods per week exclusive of passing time to bring the high schools to 
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parity with the com~Unity coileges (50 X io -:- 60 = 8.3) . 
Our fifth recommendation concerns the current Postsecondary Educa­

tion Commission's study on community college finance. 
The 1975 Budget Conference Committee directed the Postsecondary 

Education Commission to study alternative methods of community col­
lege financing. The report is to be completed by December 1, 1976. We 
believe the study should be expanded to includeK-12 adult programs. 

Alternatives should include possible alterations and redefinitions in the 
present delivery system such as (1) elimination of adult education at the 
high school level; (2) elimination of adult enrollments in ROCI,ROP, (3) 
restriction of secondary offerings to high school districts; (4) utilization of 
a fee structure, (5) establishment of a separate foundation program for all 
adults at the high school level, (6) elimination of adult classes in commu­
nity colleges and redefiilition of graded classes, and (7) establishment of 
annual budget act appropriation items for both community ,colleges and 
high school adults. These are some of the alternatives that should be 
considered in developing a long-term solution to the financing and pro-
gram problems in ad~t education. " 

Elimination of Multiple ADA , 

We recommend that legislation be enacted to limitthe apportionment 
, credit for'stlldents attending combinations of the regular, adult {lI1d ROC/ 
,ROP programs. 

Currently, a student can attend the regular program for three hours and 
an adult or ROC/ROP program for an additional three hours and be 
credited for two days of attendance for apportionment purposes. It is also 
possible for high school students to be credited for all three programs. We 
believe the apportionment levels for these multiple program attendance 
situations should reflect actual and necessary costs. 

2. Inflationary PTS88UTS 

In August 1975 the Legislature enacted Chapter 277, Statutes of 1975 
(SB220). This measure was passed in response to arguments that the 
normal 1975-76 planned apportionment increases per ADA were insuffi­
cient to keep pace with recent inflationary pressure. Under Chapter 1406; 
Statutes of 1912, (SB 90) 'and Chapter 208, Statutes of 1973, (AB 1267), 
districts at the foundation level were planning to receive from 6.2 percent 
to 7.6 percent increase in apportionments per ADA in 1975-76. Districts 
above the foundation level would receive a lesser increase in their reve­
nue limits due to the "squeeze" factor. Declining enrollments were also 
cited as adversely affecting school districts. ' 

The "squeeze'~ factor of Chapter 1406 had by 1974-75creduced the aver­
age annual revenue limit growth for unified' school districts to' about' 4 
percent. However, school distriCt salaries and benefits increased by over 
9 percent in that year. Confronted with the effects of cost increases that 
exceeded allowable revenue growth school districts turned to the Legisla-
ture for fiscal relie[ , 

Chapter 277 increased the base allowance for districts at the foundation 
1~,Vel to a range between 8.3 percent to 10.1 percent as shown in Table 45. 
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""Table·45 >. 

1975-76 Foundation Programs Under sa 220 

Foundation Program Levels 
1975-:76 1975-76 Change Over 1974-75. 
Prior to . Under Prior to SB 220 Under SB 220 

/:;evel 1974-75 SB220 SB220 Amount Percent Amount Percent 
$888 .$909 
969 990 

$63 7.6% $84 , 10.1 % 
63 7.084 9.3 

Elementary ...... $825 
Unified .............. 906 
High School.... 1,010 1,073 1,094 63 6.2 84 8:3 

Chapter 277 also provided that the additional $21 provided above the 
planned $63 increase would not be subject to the squeeze factor. 

With· regard to declining enrollments the statute allowed districts to 
retain for one year approximately 75.percent of their anllUal local revenue 
loss dueto declining ADA. Under Chapters 1406 and 208 only 50 percent 
coUld he retained. . 

. Thus, Chapter 277 provided for an. appreciable increase in apportion­
ments above the 197~76 planned increase~ The state costofi:hese two 
changes was approxim~tely$87.5 million. Additional local revenue of ap~ 
proximately $50 milHon'was also provided for a total school revenue in-
crease of $137.5 million. . . 

Chapter 277 also provided for a $66perADAincreasein the foundation 
program for 1976-77. The $66 increase will provide an inflationary adjust­
ment of between 6.2 percent' to 7.3' percent for districts at the foundation 
program level, However, over 60 percent of the state's ADA are in districts 
whose revenue lil,llits are above the foundation program. These districts 
will receive less of ail increase due to the squeezefactor. Thus, the situa­
tionof costs rising faster than revenues mayagain be a major problem for 
many school districts in 1976-77 and districts will be requesting additional 
relief. '. ,," 

Inflation Considerations 

We recommend that the Legislature consider: 
L The effect onSeirano if relief is again given to high expenditure 

districts. 
One of the major intentions of Chapter 1406 was to' slow down the 

. expenditure growthnte of high wealth districts; Inflation relief legis­
lation such as Chapter 277 works counter to this intention. 

2. The inhibiting features of the state 's school personnel tenure laws as 
they relate to the school district's ability to reduce costs as revenues 
decline . 

In 1974 a Los Angeles Superior Court concluded in Burgess vs . 
. 'Board of Education that in determining the number of teachers that 
could be dismissed by reason of decline in ADA school boards were 
first required to consider the number of certificated employees who 
had departed the system by normal attrition in the computation 
period. The court found fuither that boards could not dismiss teach­
ers on the basis of a policy of increased class size. Thus,districts are 
limited in consideration of some personnel shifts that would reduce 
revenue demands. . 

2$-88825 
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3. Summer Schoo/ Apportionments 

Our December 1975, study "California:Public Elementary and Seco~d­
ary Summer Schools" examined (1) the .state administration of summer 
schools; (2) the type of programs being offered and (3) the revenue and 
expenditure flows to support the summer progr$Ils.'; 

Our findings were as follows: 
1. Between 1971 and 1975, enrollments in summer sessions increased by 

30.8 percent (from 1.1 million to. 1.5 million) while regular school enroll-
ment dropped by about 3,0 percent. '. . 

2. In 1974, the total revenue support (both state and local func;l's) for 
.' summer schools was. approximately $154 million, but the actual cqst:' of 
conducting these classes was abo.ut$88million, resulting in a revenue 
excess of $66 million which Was applied to other school programs. . 

3. The State Department of Education (SDE) collects verylittleirifor­
mation on summer school programs in the state. For example, no infornia~ 
tion is collected· concerning ( 1) . the characteristics of students' attending 
summer· programs (e.g.; slow learners, gifted; disadvantaged) , (2) the 
types of COUrses beIng offered in elementary summary school prognuns, 
and (3) the current expenseofsummerprograms. '. .... 

4. Summer enrollment data collected by theSOE indicate that Jot high 
school programs: '. . '. . . . . 

a. Physical education has not only exhibited the' greatest enrollmenf 
growth (174 percent) from 1971 to 1975 but was also the subject 

. area with the largest enrollment in 1975: ..' 
b. Over the same perlod,enrollments in mathematics grew by 19 per- . 

cent, enrollment in science classes grew by· only' 4 percent, and e,ri.~ 
rollments in English classes did not show' any significant growth. . 

5. Local district revenue raising authority is the same for both regular 
and summer school ADA despite the fact that summer school teacher 
work days are about four hours in length compared to an average of seven 
hours Jor the regular program. 

6. Cpapter277 reduced the foundation ,level of support for summer 
school programs in 1976-77 for an estimated state equalization aid savings 
of$28.8 million. This savings will be at the eXpense of equalization aid. (low 
wealth) districts. These districts can offset·this loss in state funding, but 
only by increasing local property taxes. 

Summer School Considerations 

IIi .light of these findings we make the following recommendations: . 
1. That stateapd local funding for sUI11mer schoolsbe reduced to reflect 

the shorter teacher work day and the lower daily teacher salarY. This 
objective woUld ~ . accomplished if funding were limited to about 57 
percent of the regular school revenue limit. . ..' .. 

Full implementation of this recommendation in 1976-77'would reduce 
state school apportionments by $41.8 million and could also result in mod­
erate reductions in local property taxes. A phase-in of our recommenda­
tion may be in order to allow districts to adjust to the new apportionment 
levels. 
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2. That the Department ofEduciitionsubiriit a repo'rfto thii Legis)iifuriJ 
by December 1, 1976, amplifying its position on the purposes and effec­
tiveness of the summer school program. 

The report should include data directed at assessing the success of sum-
mer school in achieving these purposes. . 

4. Ssrrsno VS. Priest 

The Serrano case on which the State Supreme Court will render a 
decision in early 1976 was last decided upon in April 1974, by the Los 
Angeles Superior Court. The 1974 decision was preceded by a lengthly 
judicial history dating back to the late 1960's. 

The Los Angeles Court found the state's school financing system for 
public elementary and secondary schools, including the changes brought 
about by Chapter 1406, Statutes of 1972, (SB 90) and Chapter 203, Statutes 
of 1973, (AB 1267) to be in violation of the California Constitution's equal 
protection-of~the-Iaws provision~ The court found that substantial varia­
tions in assessed valuations of taxable property between school districts 
resulted in substantial disparities in per pupil revenues and expenditures. 
The court stated that such per pupil expenditure differentials constituted 
a denial of equality of education and uniformity of treatment to the chil­
dren of low wealth school districts of the state. 

From an equal-protection-of-the-Iaws standpoint, the court found the 
following features of the current financing system. to be objectionable: (1) 
the basic aid payment of $125 per pupil to the high wealth school district; 
(2) the right of voters of each school district to vote tax overrides and raise 
unlimited revenues at their discretion; (3) expenditure disparities of more 
than $100 per pupil between school distriCts, apart from the categorical 
aids special-needs program, and (4) substantial variations in tax rates 
between school districts that are not reduced within a maximum of six 
years. 

The Supreme:Courtcould alter some of these Superior Court opinions. 
However, the findings serve as a backdrop in which to reexamine the 
current situation. 

Table 49 presents an analysis of 1974-75 unified school district revenue 
limits per ADA compared to property wealth and district tax rates. 

Unified districts contain close to 68 percent of the state's total ADA. 
Several· observations from this table are worth noting. First, in 1974-75, 
47.2 percent of the unified district ADA were within a revenue limit range 
of $900 to $999. Secondly, 83 percent of the unified ADA were in districts 
with limits less than $1,099. The average tax rate is also shown to be an 
increasing variable in the revenue limit range from $700 to $1,099 rising 
from $3.36 to $4.22. 

Similar observations can be made for elementary and high school dis­
tricts. Overall, approximately 73 percent of the state's ADA were located 
in districts that exhibit the tendency for rising average tax rates as the 
revenue limit range increases. While this distribution does not reflect a 



Table 49 
Revenue Limit Analysis 
Unified School Districts 

1974-75 
Revenue Number Number Percent Cumulative Modified Assessed Limit of of of Percent Range Districts ADA ADA ADA 

$700-$799 ............................ 4 19,326 .6% .6% 
$800-$899 ............................ 72 824,049 26.8 27.4 
$9(10...$9992 .......................... 69 1,448,569 47.2 74.6 

$1,0Il041,099 .......................... 34 257,511 8.4 83.0 
$1,100-$1,199 .......................... 28 267,549 8.7 91.7 
$1,200-$1,299 .......................... 17 1ll,704 3.6 95.3 
$1,300-$1,399 .......................... 6 19,297 .6 95.9 
$1,400-$1,499 .......................... 7 80,741 2.6 98.5 
$1,500-$1,599 .......................... 3 14,989 .5 99.0 
$1,600-$1,699 .......................... 6 16,040 .5 99.5 
$1,700-$1,799 .......................... 1 320 0 99.5 
$1,800-$1,899 .......................... 1 291 0 99.5 
$1,900-$1,999 .......................... 1 5,957 .2 99.7 
$2,0Il042,099 .......................... 1 1,426 .1 99.8 

over $2,099 .......................... 2 882 0 99.8 
Totals .............................. 253 3,070,651 

1 Does not include permissive·overrides or capital outlay tax rates . 
• Foundation program range. 

High 
$22,353 
28,322 
44,441 
38,074 

109,024 
73,164 
57,490 
78,969 
46,461 
86,982 

110,915 

$110,915 

Value 
Average 

$11,953 
12,551 
16,724 
21,439 
32,343 
37,501 
30,716 
45,794 
36;487 
49,771 . 
34,799 
96,069 
66,544 
49,058 
89,608 

$22,790 

Low 
$5,745 
2,146 
6,072 

10,053 
15,783 
14,913 
16,279 
18,867 
23,122 
31,485 

68,302 

$2,146 

General Purpose 
Tax Rates· 

High . Average 
. $3.56 $3.36 

4.55 3.78 
5.85 3.96 
5.46 4.22 
5.82 3.77 
5.50 3.13 
5.90 4.42 
6.45 3.57 
6.62 4.64 
5.48 3.53 

3.02 

$6.62 

4.55 
2.04 
3.06 
3.82 
2.48 

$3.83 

Low 
$3.02 
2.20 
2.07 
2.61 
.85 

1.67 
2.41 
2.35 
3.37 
2.45 

1.93 

$.85 

Comments 

Baldwin Park 
Los Angeles Unified 

San Francisco 

Beverly Hills 
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perfect power equalized system it does indicate a Illore equal system than 
suggested by the oft quoted Baldwin Park-Beverly Hills example. 

Serrano Considerations 

In examination of the Serrano bills that may be introduced in this session 
we recommend that the Legislature consider: 

1. The change in the entire range of the distribution of ADA that would 
result from a given alternative both in the first year and in subsequent 
years of enactment. 

Table 50 shows the change in the distribution of ADA for unified dis­
tricts for the period 1973-74 to 1974-75. 

Table 50 
Unified Districts 

Revenue Limit 

Percent of 
Unified 

District ADA 
Per ADA 1973-74 
$ 700- 799.................. 3.8% 
• 800- 899.................... 40.1 
b 900- 999 .................. 35.2 
1,000-1,099 .................. 5.3 
1,100-1,199 .................. 8.7 
1,200-1,299 .................. 2.8 
1,300-1,399 .................. 0 
1,400-1,499 .................. 2.7 
1,500-1,599 .................. .5 
1,600-1,699 .................. .5 
1,700-1,799 .................. 0 
1,800-1,899 .................. 0 
1,900-1,999 .................. .2 
2,000-2,099 .................. .1 
over $2,099 .................. 0 

1974-75 
.6% 

26.8 
47.2 
8.4 
8.7 
3.6 
.6 

2.6 
.5 
.5 

o 
o 

.2 

.1 
o 

Average ModiRed 
Assessed Value 

per ADA 
1973-74 1974-75 
$"10,688 $11,953 

12,273 12,551 
18,646 16,724 
21,113 21,439 
32,897 32,343 
32;811 37,501 
22,186 30,716 
37,791 45,794 
44,467 36,487 
35,029 49,771 
42,288 34,799 

58,921 
50,175 
98,100 

96,069 
66,544 
49,058 
89,608 

• Foundation Program per ADA was in this range in 1973-74. 
b Foundation Program per ADA was in this range in 1974-75. 

District Average 
General Purpose 

Tax Rale 
1973-'(4 

$2.91· 
3.74 
4.01 
4.45 
3.64 
3.81 
5.20 
3.80 
4.14 
4.41 
4.30 

3.07 
3.44 
2.57 

1974-75 
$3.36 
3.78 
3.96· 
4.22 
3.77 
3.13 
4.42 
3.57 
4.64 
3.53 
4.55 
2.04 
3.06 
3.82 
2.48 

By focusing on the entire range of the distribution the impact of given 
alterations can be readily seen. For example, from Table 50 we can state 
that a change in foundation program support from the 1974-75 $900-$999 
range would involve additional funding for 74.6 percent of the state's 
unified ADA (.6 + 26.8 + 47.2). However, a measure limited to increase 
support up to the $900-$999 range would involve only 27.4 percent of the 
. ADA. Thus; critical dollar change levels can be :readily identified when the 
entire distribution is known. 

2. The elimination of basic aid payments to high wealth school districts. 
In 1976-77 about $104 million will be distributed to high property wealth 

districts in the form of basic aid. If this money were recaptured while 
allowing the high wealth districts to tax themselves to offset the loss, the 
result could be a significant improvement over the current distribution of 
state aid. 

3. The impact of categorical aids on the present distribution of revenue 
limits and the effect of a redistribution of categorical aid based on a tax 
effort and property wealth index. 
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The district revenue limits do not include allocations made from cate­
gorical sources such as Early Childhood Education, Educationally Disad­
vantaged Youth, and Bilingual Education. Federal funds are also excluded 
from the base revenue limit. Yet these funds represent resources available 
to support the total education program. The reallocation of these funds on 
the basis of district wealth again with the option of local choice to tax for 
replacement, could result in a significant reduction in the disparities in 
total dollar resources and taxing effort. 

The school finance computer model in development by the Depart­
ment of Education should make ready access available to the above types 
of information. Close scrutiny of the Serrano issue and proposed remedies 
should start with a complete description of the present situation to act as 
a benchmark for evaluation of the alternatives. 

2. CURRICULUM FRAMEWORK AND INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS 
SELECTION UNIT 

State adoption and acquisition of elementary school textbooks is re­
quired by Article IX, Section 7.5, of the State Constitution. The mechanics 
of the textbook selection and adoption process are provided by statute. 

Instructional Materials Fund 

Chapters 929 and 1233, Statutes of 1972, established the State Instruc­
tional Materials Fund with a fixed derivation formula to replace the annu~ 
al budget appropriation item for textbooks. The derivation amount is 
computed annually by the State Controller on July 1, by multiplying $7 by 
the preceding school year's public and private elementary school enroll­
ment (ADA). The formula is adjusted annually for changes indicated by 
the Consumer Price Index. The amount derived by this formula was $24.3 
million in 1973-74, $25.0 million in 1974-75, $27.5 million in 1975-76 and is 
estimated at $29.7 million in 1976-77. 

Table 51 shows the total support for textbook selection, production and 
distribution in recent years. 

The amounts shown for school district credit and school district cash 
allotment are divided equally among districts based on their K~ ADA. It 
is important to note that authorization for the State Instructional Materials 
Fund expires June 30,1977, and will therefore require legislative action in 
1976 to revise or extend the current instructional materials law. , 

, Selection and Distribuh'on. The curriculum frameworks and instruc­
tional materials selection unit and the textbook distribution unit are com­
posed of the following elements: (1) framework development, (2) 
textbook selection, (3) textbook adoption and (4) textbook acquisition. 
The conduct of these activities is the responsibility of the Curriculum 
Development and Supplemental Materials Commission, an advisory body 
to the State Board of Education and the Department of Education. This 
Commission is composed of 18 appointed members. 

Adoph'ons. The textbook adoption process is comprised of eight se-
quential steps: ' 

(1) request for framework development by the State Board of Educa­
tion; 



Table 51 
Textbook Budget Support ' .' 

Expenditures: 
State Operations: 

Curriculum Comnrlssion ,. .. ,. .................... , ...... . 
Textbook.management ......... : .......................•.. 
Textbook selection ........................................... . 

Subtotal ............................................. : ....... ; .. ; .. . 
L6ca1Assistance: . 
Instructional Materials 

Old· Adoptions.:: ... ; ........ :: ................................ , .. 
Royalties on prior adoptions .. ,,; .. : ... ~ ........... ~ .. 

. Warehousing. and shippmg prior adoptions 
Nonpublic. schools ............ , .•..... : .. : ............... , ..... . 

Actual 
19'/4:-,75 

$37,497 
302,005 
215,806 .. 

$555,qos 

$271;120 .. 
Braille and large. print ................. ::................... 98,542 
Warehousing and shipping currerit adop; 

tions ..... : ................ , .... , ......... :; ....•. , ............ :.:...... ,ZlO;;.rn. 
Reserve ... ;:.; .... ,. ..... " ............... ; .... ~ ...... : ................ '. ' 200,000. 
School~~ct credit .. , ............. ; .......... ,., ..... ,.... 17,284,225 
,Scl1ool district cash allotment .; .......... : .......... ~ 1,571,669 
.C:arryover .:., .. , ... , ....... ,.~ ... : ... :: ..... , ......... , ..... , ........ ,.. . '12;393 

,.SJlbtotal .... , ...... , .............. ; ...................... ,........... '.$19,708,156 
Funding: 
State Operations 

GeneraFFund· ........ , .................... ; ........ , ............. . 
Federal.Funds ....... · .. ; ......................................... . 
Reimbursements ............................................... . 

Local Assistance . 
General Fund', ............... ; ............... : .. , ..... ,.; .. : ..... . 

, IIistrtictit:uuU Materials Fund ................. : .. ,. .. .. 
lleimbursemerits ............................... :; .... ; .......... . 

Total ........ ; ................ , ............ , ........... ; .............. . 

$494;756 
42,178 

..18,374 

25,031,936 
-5,323,780 

$20,263,464 

Estimated 
'19'/~76 

$49,025 
368,536 
325,451 

$743,012 

$896,057 
70,000 

218,934 

600,000 

631,066' 
200,000 

41,092,618 
1,544,708 

33,737 

$45,287,120 

$~,H9 
4&,863 

27,527,178 
16,863,885 ' , 

.,896,057 

$46,030,132 

PropoSed . 
19'/6c.77 

$50,485 
378,206 
393,015 

~1,706 

$90,000 ,', 
150,000 

600,000 

750,000 
200,000 

26,544,579 
1,374,791 

25,766 
$29,735;136 

$766;465 
55,24l 

29,735,136 • 

$30,556,842 . 
• Gov~rnor's Budget does not include a figure. The amount should be approximately $2.0 million in the 

current and budget years. . 

.(2) preparation of textbook selection criteria based on the adopted 
framework; 

(3) issuance of a call forbids to all publishers by the Department of 
Education; 

(4) publisher submission of textbooks for review by the Curriculum 
Development and. Supplemental Materials Commission; 

(5) reView of textbooks by legal compliance committee; 
(6)recommeridation of textbook adoption to the State Board of Educa­

tionby the Curriculum Commission; 
(7) state board' adoption of textbooks anddepartrilent solicitation of' 

district fextbook orders; and . . 
(8) manufacture of textbooks by Office of the State PrinterJo:r distribu­

tion .by the departrilent or . the purchase' of textbooks direCtly from the 
publishers or their depository for delivery to the districts. Instructional 

. materials for the secondary level are adopted by each school· district and 
>,:t.: 
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secured directly from the publishers or through a California textbook 
depository. 

The textbook selection, adoption, acquisition and distribution system is 
on a two~year cycle. Textbooks adopted in the current year will be avail­
able to districts in two years. 

Positions. Requested 

We recommend that the two staff services analyst positions requ{!sted 
in the Governors Budget for the textbook selectionfunction be denied for 
a General Fund savings of $54,675 (Item 335). 

The Governor's Budget requestsapprovalfodwo staff services analyst 
positions to relieve the texteook adopti~n workload. Justification for these 
requested positions is based 01'1 legislative changes in the· iflstructienal 
materials adoption process. These changes required the State Board ef 
Education to adopt materials every tw{') yeairs. In addition, the board 
amended its adoptions proceoore in Jan\!lat"y 1975, to include separate 
committees to review materials strictly for legal cempliance. 

We objectea in last year's Analysis to the changes in the textbook adop­
tion process proposed by the boar<!l because· the revisions w0uld enly add 
totextbook delays. In the course of the lmdget hearings the department's 
representatives were questiened about the 1'1eed for some of the proposed 
revisions, particularly the need to have separate legal and content compli-
ance committees. . 

According to the ae}!)artment, the additian of separate legal compliance 
committees has added 2.6 work years to the department's workload. We 
believe that these committees oo1'1ecessat"ily duplicate and isolate a wOrk­
load that had previously bee1'1 celilducted i1'1 the textp()ok content evalua­
tion. The inclusion of both ruactiens m ane evafuation wcmlEi elimm-ate 
most of the additiMl& workload and cOFlsequently the need for the two 
requested positions. -

It is important to n@te that tRe departmeFlt rec::tuested these same l*lsi­
tions fer the current year but the l'ec::tuest was denied by the Govemor. 
Since-- that denial the department Ras l'edil!ected two positions to. the 
curriculum unit. Approval 0f this r.-equest would result in a net increase of 
four positions over 1974-75 (two redirected ]i>lus two proposed). 

State Printer 

We recommend that tlle Office ef State PTJBting (OSP) be ph~edc~~t 
of the textbook manufacturing process in the 1976-77 fiscal year. We 
further reqommend that legislation be enacted to provide for theappor­
tionment of all textbook ft:mds directly to school districts indthat (a) such 
funds be restricted to the pu:rchase ~f i1'1structiemai materials, as defined 
and (b) districts be authorized to purchase directly from a pUblish{Jr or 
its distributors. . 

Since the beginning ofthis century, the state has provided for a sys;tem 
of state ~upported textbooks in grades K....8. The original system sought to 
provide the single best book ineach subject. However, in the last decade 
it. became apparent among educators and the Legislature that such ~ 
system was unresponsive to the d.iversity of California's sc!'lool population. 
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qqnseguCOlntly, the Legislature en.act.ed majer modifications ill. the' text­
book law in 1969; and again in 1972, to broaden the law to include non­
print media and to provide an even greater nlimberbf materials for 
selection by school districts. . 

Un.der this new law the num~er of items in aaopti0n has increased from 
807 til 1972-73 to ever 8,000 items j,Fl 1~16-77. This increase has made it 
unecon.omical fer the OSP toe FIranl1factM.re many of the textbooks resulting 
in a dramatic reduction. in the number of textbooks manufactured by the. 
state. Savings from state manufacmre of materials as opposed to direct 
purchase from publishj;lrs has cleclined concurrently with the drop in OSJ:> 
workload. ' . 

TaMe 52 shows the mamber of textbooks mariufactureQ by OSP from 
19~ thretag.h 1!914-75 with liie estima,teG savings resulting from. state 
maEufachlre(sa'virigs eqblaJ.s publTshers ei'€ll*'iee less OSP c09tofmanu­
facture and textbook roya~ty) : 

Tabte!12 
SaviRgs f¥em s.te' ~ttNoe ef 

'FMtbBslu . 

Year .. . Quantif-y 
1!J6+.65 .: ........................... , ................................ : ..... ".;;.: ... ; ... : ......... :.,..... 9,990,600 
1965-00 ................................................................ ::; .............. ;:................. 5,494,000 
1966-67 .............•. : •......... : ....... :;; ................. ,.; ...................... :.i ................... · . . '17,704,700 
1967;61! ................. :, ............. ; ............................................................ : ........ '. J6,405,560 
1~ .; ................................................................ :................................. ' 18,131,545 
1!J69.:.70. ............................................................................................... ,..... 23,750,000 
1!l7~11 ....... : ................................................................ ; ......... :................... 20.,377,130.' 
197!-:72 ............................................. ;...................................................... 14,384,720 
197z:.73 .................................................................................................... 15,716,174 
1973-74 : ........................... ;....................................................................... 3,696;000 
1974-75 .................................................................................................... 3,348,500" 

OSP 
Estimated 

Sa0ngs 
$6,059,050 
3,191,411 

11,582,726 
9,624,913 
8,987,858 

13,943,598 '. 
13,890,472 
8,307,548 

13;312,186 
1,613,640 
1,907,253 

• Of this total 2,081,000 were new textbooks and 1,267,500 wer.e reprints of materials under the old adoption 
system. 

The 1~n3-7 4 fiscal year represents the first year under the n.ewtextbook 
adoption program and in.dicates the magn.imde of change under the hew ' 
selec.tion and adoption system. 

Unreliable Computation of saYings 

We do not believe the savings shown. in Table 52 represen.t net savings 
to the state. These savings in Table 52 are not complete because OSP costs 
dO'nQt include (1) warehousinga,nd distribution costs and (2) sales tax 
(the pdnter does pay sales tax on materials But he does not inClude the 
sales· tax paid bydi-s-tricts on the fmisheQ book in his calculation of ~oss 
saVings). Consequently, OSP "savings" are eliminated if these two cost 
elements are deducted from gross, OSP savings. " • 
. ,. '10 Table 53 we have estimated the revenues that would"'accrue to pub­
lish&rsand OSP based oil the appropriated textbook funds: These reve­
nues are converted to estimated OSP gross savings less the sal'es tax and 
distribution costs not included in OSP's estimates. 
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.. Table 53 indicates a decline in savings by OSP through..th~ current year 
with a projected loss in the budget year. '. 

Teble 53 
Textbook Acquisition and Distribution Costs .• 

TO.tal ~ndifures ............................ ; ...................... .. 
Publishers ;~ .... ~ ........ ;; .. ; .................................... ; ... :~ ..... . 
Printer ....................................................................... . 

Gross Savings.~: ............. ; ......... , ........... ; ........................ . 
Less:' . 

Sales Tax ................ ;~ ............... ; ............................... . 
Distribution cost ........ ; ................. ~ ...................... . . .. . 

. Total Savings or Loss;· ... : .................................. ; ............ . 

1974-75 
$19,826,304 • 
13,427,156 
6,400,148 

$1,907,253 

. 760,000 
843,332 

+$303,921 

1975-76. 
$38,550,539 
26,637,266 
12,413,273 

$2;917,119 

1;5ff1,170 
1,218,536 

+$190.813 

1976-77 
$26,544,579 
17,997,i25 
8,541,354 

$1,008,628 

1,018,711 
'1,278,206 

~$288~ 

Anadditionalcostto the state that is not showniIithe abovefigiIresis 
. the delivery delay caused by state manufacfure of textbooks. Inclusion of 
OSP in the textbook acquisitioIl and distribution· process resUlts in a year's 
delay Of textbook ddiveryto school districts. 

Table. 54 shows the time required for each phase oftnailUfacture. and 
distribution. . '. 

·Table 54 . 
Textbook Acquisition and Distribution Time Requirements 

After AdoptiOn by State Board.' of. Education 

. Major Tasks 
PreparatioIiof Order Form~ 
Selection and ordering of in­

structionai materials by 
the schools 

fulAug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun lui Aug Sep. Oct 

Review and key entry of or­
ders 

Printing pf selected instruc­
. tional materials by the 

Ollice of State Printing 
. and distribution by Text­
book Warehouse 

•• • 

IUs important to note that the 14 month time requirement shown in 
Table 54 is in addition to the 13 months required for the s~lectionand 
adoption process for a total adoption and distribution cycle of over 27 
months. This time cycle is excessive. . 
.' As discussed in last year's Analysis, accountability inthe textboo~ adop­
tion process requires (1) maximum flexibility of choice at the local level 
and (2) availability of the most recently published materials. While.the 
current system has achjeved a wide variety of materials for district selec­
tion, these materials are not available to districts on a timely basis. A major 
reason for this delay is the time requirements of the OSP. For this reason, 
and because of the limited savings, we recommend that QSP be phased 
out of the textbook adoption process in the 197~77 fiscal year. 

• 
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c,We further recommend that all of the textbook credit be granted as a 
cash allotment to districts. Under current law, districts may be granted a 
partial cash allotment of 50¢ per pupil per year by the State Board of 
Education from their textbook credit. This may be used by the district to 
purchase materials not adopted by the board. Instead of this partial alloca­
tion, we believe that the entire textbook credit should be distributed as 
cash,However, expenditure of these funds should continue to be restrict­
ed to the purposes authorized in existing law . 

. As noted, the legislative authorization for the current instructional 
materials finance system expires June 30, 1977. Consequently, the changes 
we are recommending could be included in any proposed legislation in 
1976 to restructure the current law. 

Report Required 

In the 1975-76 Analysis we recommended that the State Board of Educa­
tion (1) study the entire textbook selection, adoption, manufacture and 
distribution cycle and report its findings to the Legislature by December 
1, 1975, and (2) determine the feasibility of a textbook cycle of not more 
than 15 months. This report has been received by our office and concludes 
that the minimum textbook cycle that could be achieved under current 
legal requirements is 20 months. 

This would represent a reduction of at least six months from the current 
26 month cycle. However, the report states that the achievement of a 
15~month cycle "would require considerable rethinking of role relation­
ships and statewide policy approaches to the adoption of instructional 
materials." We agree. In faCt, we pointed out last year the need for "a 
critical evaluation of the role of the State Board of Education and· the 
Department of Education in the entire adoption process." Stich an evalua­
tionis not included in the report. 

The 20-month cycle outlined in the report is composed of (1) a nine­
. month evaluation period and (2) an ll-month district selection and state 
manufacture period. Thus,itis clear from the report that a 15 month cycle 
can only be achieved by elimination of state textbook manufacture. 

Effect on State Printing Plant 

Much of the OSP capacity to manufacture textbooks has been assumed 
by the Legislature and other state agencies in recent years. In fact, a 
majority of OSP revenues are from non-textbook sources. Thus, even with 
the phase out of textbooks the OSP will continue to have capability to 
manufacture textbooks should the need arise in the future. 

Clarification Needed 

We recommend that the textbook adoption law be clarified to allow a 
minimum use period of not less than six years. Currently, the State Board 
of Education is required to adopt new materials every two years. Adopted 
materials cannot be used by districts for less than two years nor more than 
six years. Education Code Section 9401 allows the board to readopt materi­
als from a previous biennial adoption up to a total adoption period of not 
to exceed six years: 
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. Until December 1975, the board had interpreted this section to require 
a total review and readoption every biennium. Consequently, some of the 
materials adopted by the board two years ago are being eliminated in the 
current biennial review and will be out of adoption after two years use. 
Because districts can only use their textbook credit to purchase materials 
currently in adoption, districts will not be able to purchase replacements 
except With district funds. 

In December 1975, the board clarified its adoption policy to provide for 
automatip readoption every two years. This change in policy by the board 
will eliminate the problem of a two year adoption in the future but we 
believe the Legislature should specify that materials adopted by the board 
may be purchased by districts with their textbook credit for a minimum 
of six years. Such action by the Legislature should be retrospective to 
"hold harmless" those districts that purchased materials adopted by the 
board since October 1, 1972. . 

3. FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICES 

The Department of Education administers and supervises the National 
School Lunch and Breakfast Program and administers the payment of 
federal and state funds to school districts and other eligible agencies 
through the Office of Food and Nutrition Services. The purpoSe of these 
programs is to assist schools in providing nutritious meals to pupils, with 
emphasis on free or reduced-price meals to children from low-income 
families. The department is also involved in establishing food delivery 
systems to schools without food services,helping existing programs im­
prove food delivery systems, and ensuring that food service programs 
meet established nutritional requirements. 

Chapter 1487, Statutes of 1974, (SB 2020) appropriated $12.5 million in 
1974-75 to provide a $.05 per meal state reimbursement to public school 
districts for all meals served to students. Chapter 1277, Statutes of 1975, 
(SB 120) extended this reimbursement to private schools and certain child 
development agencies, as well as to public schools. Chapter 1277 also 
mandated that by July 1, 1977, all public schools will serve at least one hot 
meal to needy pupils, and appropriated $9.5 million from the General 
Fund to provide an additional state subsidy for such meals served in 
1975-76. 

Table 55 summarizes program participation. 
Table 56 summarizes expenditures and funding of these programs. 

Cost Overruns 

We recommend that the State Department of Education develop an 
accurate estimate of future state cost liability in the Food and Nutrition 
Program. 

The table indicates that the 1974-75 and 1975-76 appropriations for the 
state basic lunch and breakfast subsidy authorized by Chapter 1487, Stat­
utes of 1974, (SB 2020) are not sufficient to meet the demand. The Depart­
ment of Education has received claims amounting to $1.5 million in excess 
of the appropriation for 1974-75 of which $791,316 has been authorized 
from the emergency fund. Approval of the balance of $708,634 is pending. 
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Table 55· . ,.-,;, 

Pa~ticipation In Meals Programs in California Schools 

1974-75 197~76 1976-77 
Public Schools 
. Total Number of Public Schools ........................................ .. 7,(Jl7· N/A N/A 
Total K-12 Enrollment ........................................................... . 4,427,400 4,416,400 4,367,800 

School Lunch Program 
Number of Participating Schools ......................................... . 5,823 N/A N/A 
K-12. Enrollment ..................................................................... . 3,453,700 3,674,400 4,123,200 

Enrollment in Participating Schools as percent of State-
wide Enrollment ................ : ................................................ . 78.0% 83.2% 94.4% 

Average Daily Participation ................................................ .. 1,327,800 1,475,800 1,656,000 
Regular .................................................................................. .. 
Reduced Price ......................................................... :, ......... .. 

593,500 630,700 707,700 
41,200 47,300 53,100 

Free ........................................................................................ .. 6~3,100 7gr,8OO 895,200 

School Breakfast Program 
Number of Participating Schools ........................................ .. 
K-12 Enrollment .................................................................... .. 

993 N/A N/A 
5i2,100 588,900 677,300 

Enrollment iii Participating Schools as percent of State-
wide Enrollment ................................................. ~ .............. .. 11.6% 13.3% 15.5% 

Average Daily Participation .................................................. 192,000 220,800 254,000 
Regular ........................................................................... :........ 26,900 30,900 35,600 
Reduced Price ..................................................... ;................ 1,700 2,000 2,300 
Free.......................................................................................... 163,400 187,900 216,100 

The Department of Education estimates 1975-76 demands amounting to 
$4.4 million in excess of the appropriation. 

The table also indicates that the 1975-76 appropriation for the needy 
meal subsidy authorized by Chapter 1277, Statutes of 1975, (SB 120) is 
inadequate to meet the estimated demand by $5.2 million. Thus; the total 
estimated unfunded portion of the 1975-76 food subsidies amounts to $9.6 
million. . 

There are several reasons for this increased participation over original 
estimates. First, the initial estimates of participation were simply too low. 
Second, additional children in private schools were made eligible for the 
subsidies by state (Chapter 1277) legislation. Third, federal (HR 4222) 
legislation mandated schools to serve a reduced price meal and raised the 
income level for eligibility for reduced price meals. We understand that 
deficiency appropriations will be requested hy the administration to cover 
the excess 1975-76 cost. 

The table also indicates a continuation in the budget year of the rapid 
growth in participation. The proposed basic subsidy increase is $4.6 million 
or 24.1 percent and the proposed needy subsidy increase is $6.1 million or 
41.8 percent. Also the proposed budget reflects a 30.9 percent increase for 
the nutrition program authorized by Chapter 1277. 

It is important to note that both the federal and state basic and free and 
reduced price lunch and breakfast subsidies are open ended. That is, all 
eligible participants who apply are entitled to receive the subsidies. Fur­
therm:or~, the subsidies have automatic inflation factors. We believe that 
an accurate estimate of future program costs is necessary: 
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Table 56-Food Services Programs Expenditures and Funding 
1976-77 

Actual Estimated Proposed Chanc..e 
State Programs: 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Amount Percent 

Basic subSidy (SB 2020) .. $13,291,316" $19,262,462b $23,895,094 
SubSidy for needy (SB 

120) .................................. 14,665,319c 20,794,834 
Nutrition Program (SB 

120): 
Local assistance ............ 463,600 607,060 
State operations ............ 146,400 191,704 
Subtotal .......................... 610,000 798,764 

TOTAL State Funding ........ $13,291,316 $34,537,781 $45,488,692 f 
Federal Programs: 

School lunch: 
General assistance ........ 26,699,000 30,318,988 33,411,525 
Special assistanc~ to 

needy children ...... 62,997,000 71,934,151 79,271,434 
School breakfast ................ 10,705,753 15,237,172 17,857,966 

, Special milk. ....................... 9,106,164 9,770,250 10,258,763 
Special food services ........ 7,012,472 9,410,026 9,410,026 
Nonfood assistance .......... 2,218,043 2,800,000 2,800,000 

TOTAL Federal Funding .. . $118,738,432 $139,470,587d ' $153,0Q9,714d 

Combined Total .................... $132,029,748 $174,008,368" $198,498,406" 

" Appropriated by SB 2020 . . 
Additional participation authorized from emergency fund 

Total 

$4,632,632 

6,129,515 

143,460 
45,304 

188,764 

$10,950,911 

3,092,537 

7,337,283 
2,620,794 

488,513 

$13,539,127 

$24,490,038 

$12,500,000 
+791,316 

$13,291,316 
Note: There is an additional $708,634 of claims for which funding 

approval is pending. 
b Appropriated by Budget Act of 1975 $14,858,400 

Estimated additional partiCipation +4,404,062 

Total $19,262,462 
c Appropriated by SB 120 $ 9,500,000 

Estimated additional participation +5,165,319 

Total $14,665,319 

24.1% 

41.8 

30.9 
30.9 

30.9 
31.7% 

10.2 

10.2 
17;2 
5.0 

9.7% 

14.1% 

d Federal program subsidies for 1975--76 and 1976-77 dO.not reflect the increased participation generated 
by HR 4222 and are therefore substantially understated. 

"Plus additional state operations funding of $867,441 in 1975--76 and $iIT9,747 in 1976-77, 
fItem 331 $44,689,928 336(b) 798,764. , 

Table 57 summarizes the per meal subsidies since July 1, 1974. 
Table 57- SubsiCties per Meal for School Lunch and Breakfast Program 

Federal Subsidies 
School Lunch 

July- January- July- January­
December June December' June 

General Assistance ......................................... ; ..................... . 
Free ......................................................................................... . 
Reduced Price .................. ; ................................................... .. 

School Breakfast 
General 'Assistance ................................................ ; .............. . 
Free .... ; ................................................................................... .. 
Reduced Price ............................................................. ;; ....... .. 
Especially needy . 

1974 1975 1975 1976 
11¢ 11 o/.¢ 12Y.¢ '12~¢ 
49~ 52Y. 54y' 560/. 
39Y. 42Y. 44Y. 460/. 

80/. 
22 
16~ 

9y' 
23Y. 
17Y. 

ga;. 
24Y. 
18y' 

10 
25Y. 
19 

Free ...................................................................................... 45 45 45 45 
40 

197~77 
5.77¢ 
9:46' 

Reduced Price ................ : ... : ............................................ ;.. 4()::. 40 40 
State Subsidies ·"t. ',:~ 1974-75 1975-76 

~:d;·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::~:~:L::: 5¢ . ~:~6! 
, Estimated statewide average subsidy based on preliminary estimates. Actual amount for 1975--76 is being 

computed by Department of Education and should.beavailable by March 1,1976 .. 



.K-1~ EDUCATION / }41 

~." 'i 

DEPARTMENTALMANAGEMENTANDSPECIAL SERVICES 
This program consists of two budgeted· elements and twO indirect cost 

units which are allocated to all programs. ' . .' . '. 
Table 58 summarizes expenditures and funding for: these elenumts and '. 

units. . . 

Table 58 
Departmental Management and Special. Services 

. . Expenditures arid Funding 

PiogramElemimt' 
A. Department manage-

·ment ................................ .. 
. R Special Services ............. : .. .. 

Subtotal ....... , .............. ,....... , 

Units: 
C: . InditElct cost units ; ... ; ..... .. 
D; ServicE! units .......... : ......... .. 

Actual' . Estim~ted . Proposed 
1974,.75 1975-76 197fJ:.11 

19'(fJ:.77 Change 
AmouritPer~n! 

$6,775,890 
516,639 

$8,309,725 
840,475 

$6,805,412 '$-1,504,313. ,....18.1 % 
778;824 -61,651:' -7;3 

$7,292,529 $9,150,200 $7;584,236 '$.;..1,565,964 ,-,17;1%. 

4,218,526 5,295;350 5,522,766 227,416 
210,266. 

4.3 
9.2 1,291;$99 .2,286,284 . 2,496,550 

SubtotaL .. : ................ :.,:.~: .. ',' . $5,510,125 $7,581.634 $8,019,316 . $437,682 .5.8% 

TotaL,; ......... ; .... , ...... ;................. $12;802;654' 816,731,834 $15,603,552 .$..:.1,128;282' ~6.7%·· 

GeneialFuD(j ...... ; .. ~.;;.; ....... ; .. . 
Federal funds'; ......................... . 
l1eimhursements ..................... . 
:Distributed costs .. ,.; ........ ; ........ · 

3,510.65$ 
.3,508,765 

273,109 .. 
'. 5,510.125 

4,616,85Q 
4,305,735 
'227,606 
7,581;634 

4,176,130 
3,185,566 

222,540 ' 
.,8;019,316 

A; DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

-440,729 
-1,120,169 

-5,066 
437,68£ 

::"9.5 
-26..0 

'. -£.2 
5.8 

The departmental management element is si.tbdivided into executive, 
program management and management services components as shown in 
Table 5~L 

Table 59 
Departmental Management Expenditures and Funding 

Actual Estimated .,' Proposed 197fJ:.77 Change 
Component 1974,.75 1975-76 197fJ:.77 Amount Percent 
1. Executive; ............................. $5,489,278 $7,342,374 $5,840,395 $-1,501,979 -20.5% 
2. Program management .... 490,938 
3. Management services ...... 795,674 967,351 965,017 -2,334 -.2 

Total .................................. $6,775,890 $8,309,725 : $6,805,412 $-1,504,313 -18.1% 

General Funfl ........................ 3,171,369 4,089,795 3,732,422 -357,373 -8.7 
Federal. funds .......................... 3,331,521 3,992,324 2,850,450 -1,141,874 -28.6 
ReimburSements .................... 273,000 227,606 222,540 -5,066 -2.2 

1. EXECUTIVE 

. The executive cOmponent. consists of the offices of the Superintendent 
of Public Instructionand his deputies and assistants anda centralized staff 
~hich includes legal counsel, governmental affairs, program evaluation 
aI1d research, education information/dissemination (which includes 
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media serVices and publications), student liaison, intergroup relations, ~d 
policy analysis and special projects .. 

2. OFFICE OJ: PROGRAM EVALUATioN AND RESEARCH 

The primary evaluation function within the Department of Education 
resides in the Office of Program Evaluation and Research (OPER). -The 
office is a centralized evaluation unit independent of program operating 
units within the department. It is responsible for (a) program evaluations, 
(b) the statewide testing program, and (c) the department's management 
information center. Table 60 summarizes funding of the unit. As the. table 
shows, the annual budget of the unit is over $2.8 million, of which over $1..6 
million is spent on evaluating educational programs. The staff of the urii.t 
currently consists of more than 50 individuals of whom 35 are at the 
professionallevel. . 

Table 60 
Funding of Office of Program Evaluation and Research 

Actual Estimated 
1974-75 1975-76 

Program·evaluatiori ........ ; ...... c ........................................ .. $1,126;140 $1,942,117 

~:~~~:e~:rnro;;~ti;~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::. 1,023,875 1,090,170 
(165,923) b (268,328) b 

Center ............................................................................. . . (7,823) ~ (3,500) C 

TOTAL ...... , .................................................. ; ................. ;...... $2,150,015 $3,032,287 

PropOsed 
1976-77· 

$1,Ol7,W" 
1,130,530 
(299,04O)b 

(4,000)C 

$2tmflJ7···· 
"Despite proposed augmentations, the total program evaluation component is less in 1976-77 than in 

1975-76. This is because a number of evaluation activities will be completed during 1975-76. These 
'include the development of a' Bilingual Scholastic Achlevement Test ($300,000 in 1975-76); and the 
completion of the .school Effectiveness Study ($50,000 in 1975-76). 

b Funding obtained through internal transfer from other units in the department. 
C Funding obtained through reiinbursements from outside the department. 

Deletion of Funds for Additional Evaluation Staff 

We recommend that the proposed appropriation for one and one-half 
consultant positions in the ORice of Program Evaluation and Research be 
deleted for a General Fund savings of $86,517' (Item 335). 

The Governor's Budget proposes additional funding to OPER for (a) 
one consultant position for evaluting the Early Childhood Education prO­
gram and (b) one-half corisultant position for evaluating the Indian Edu­
cation Centers. We believe these additional positions are not warranted. 

The additionaI.ECE evaluation position (at a cost of $65,017) is tied in 
the Governor's Budget to ECE program expansion. We believe that even 
if the ECE program expands to serve additional schools during 1976-77, 
no staff augmentation is necessary in OPER for program evaluation. 

Activities required to evaluate additional schools can be accomplished 
primarily through (a) the Monitor and Review (MAR) site visits and other 
activities conducted by the department's Elemen'tary Field Services Te,am 
(p) :;tudent achievement testing including both the statewide testing 
prograIll and required testing at each ECE school and (c) reports by 
participating schools. One consultant position already exists within OPER 
speCifically for ECE evaluation. We believe that evaluation of both cur­
rent and additional schools cali be accomplished within existing resources 



through appropnate s~pimg;;f teE sbhools acccimp~iedeby;d'at~ c~ll~c­
tion'thro1.lgh MAR site visits. In addition, we believe additioiuilreso1.lrces 
are particularly unjustified in view of the Legislature's appropriation()f 
$200,000 for an independent evaluation of ECEduring the 1975;...76 pro­
gram year. 

The Governor's Budget also proposes an augmentation of $21,500 for 
one-half consultant for evaluating Indian Education Centers. We ,also do . 
not believe this position is justified. An :augmentationof $18,130 in OPER's . 
budget was made during 1975;...76 to fund one-half consultant for eval1.lat­
ing Indian Education Centers. The additional resources for 1975;...76 were 
provid~dprimarily for (a) developing evaluation procedures and (b) '. 
conducting site visits to Indian Education Centers and school districts. The 
proposed augmentation for 1976-77 would be used largely to support 
continued site . visits by evaluation staff to centers and schools. districts .. 

These site visits would be fot:collecting data and cQnsulting with centers . 
regardipgevaluation requirements. We do not believe that an additional 
evaluation positionfot these activities Will.be necessary during 1976-77. 
Periodic site visits to Indian Educatiori Centers are made by the depart-

. ment'sprogram administiatic)U staff. The evaluation cahbe designed to . 
rely on data collection principally through these site visits and through 
centerstheinselves after evalu'ationprocedutesare established in 1975;...76. 
Any additional evah.lationadivities ea,nbe performed by existingevalua" 
~.~~ -." 

We are further persuaded that additional resoutces are not neededJot 
program evaluation activities on the basis of our report An Analysis offhe 
Evaluation of State Educational Progr::ims(September26, 1975). That 
report identified a-.number. Qf problems in the current management. of 
evaluations which have resulted in iilefficient use of existing resources.­
These problems included (a) insufficient procedures for planning pro­
gram evaluations, (b) a lackof coordination among evaluation activities, 
and (c) the absence9f consistent procedures for conducting and reporting 
evaluations .. We believe that correction of these and related problems can 
lead to considerable economies in evaluation activities and can reduce the 
need for additional resources. 

Preparation of Annual Evaluation Plan 

We recommend that the Department of Education annuallyprepare a 
comprehensive, detailed plan for educational evaluations. . . 

We further recommend that the department submit this annual plan to 
the JointLegjslative Budget Committee and the Department of FinlU!ce 
for reviewas part of the annual budget process. . '. . 

Our September report described a number of problems which. have 
resulted from inadequate planning of program evaluations. In general, 
inadequate planning has led to studies which are of limited quality and 
utilitY,as inputs into policy decisions. In addition, it has led to unnecessary 
demands on local education agencies. . . 

In order to correct these problems, the department should prepare 
annually a comprehensive, detailed evaluation plan. The plan should in­
clude (a) a statement of the department's principal evaluation objectives, 
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(b) a.discussion of the department's principal evaluation accomplish­
ments in the preceding year, (c) a description of evaluation resources for 
the time period covered by the plan, and. (d) a plan for each evaluation 
study to be conducted by the department which includes certain standard 
elements; 

Maximum Utilization of Statewide Testing Data . 

JtVe.recommend that the Department of Education utilize statewide 
tesbng data more extensively in the evaluation of ijujividual educabon . 
programs, . . . . . 

Currently, statewide testing data are used as a measure of program 
effectiveness "in only a few program evaluatiolls. These data are not used 
in the departinent's program evaluations on a . comprehensive basis. 
However, evaltiationssuchas the Millet-Unruh.evaluation which have 
used these data have gemonstrated their utility as measllre of program 
effectiveness. We believe that efficiencies to both the department and 
local education agenciesandimp:t;'()vement in the quality ofevliluations 
might be achieved through greater use of statewide testing data in pro-
gram evaluations, . .. 

Submission of Annual Evaluation Summary·· . . 

We recommend that the Department of Education annually prepare 
and spbmit to the Legislature by January 1,a. Summary of Program 
Evaluations. . 

One of the findings of our September report was thattheutiHtyof 
evaluations is limited by current reporting procedures in which no format 
exists for systematically integrating the findings from different studies. We 
believe that theaimual preparation of a unified and consistent summary 
document· would help to rectify this problem. 
. The document should give a brief overview of the resultsofall program 

evaluations conducted by the department during the preyious ye4r. It 
sh,()uld include comparable informatioilon the effectiveness of different 
edticationalprograms wherever possible. Because the document would 
simply integrate findings from other evaluations,· its preparation should 
require no additional resources beyond those which will be available}f the 
other efficiencies .. we have recommended are adopted. 

Educational Management and Evaluatio~ Commission·· 

The Educational Management and Evaluation Commission was "estab­
lishedin 1972 to serve as an advisory body to the State Board of Education 
011 matters related to educational management and evaluation. As recom­
mended in our September report, the commission has recently assumed 
an expanded role in the review of .state educational evaluationS. " 

Table 6i summarizes funding and expenditures of the commission since 
its creation in 1972-73. The table shows that the commission has had excess 
resources of approximately $10,000 annually. 
Autho.rization for Outside Consulting Services 

We recommend that the Educational Management and Evaluation 
Commission be authorized to spend up to $1O,()()() ofits 1976-77 appropria­
tion for outside consulting services (Item 335). 
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Table.61 
Educational'Management and Evaluation Commission 

F~nding and Expenditures 

Actual Actual Actual Estimated Proposed 
1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 

Total Budget ......... , ....................... ,.............. $26,800 $31,839 $32,149· $35,041 
Total Expenditures ...... ,.,........................... 11,975 16,955 20,775 25,000" 
• Estimate based on expenditures for first six months of 1975-76. 

1976-77 
$36,185 

The commission's evaluation subcommittee anticipates that effective 
performance of the external review function which the commission has 
recently assumed may require the hiring of independent consultants. We 
concur with this assessment. It will be extremely difficult for the commis­
sion to review department evaluation activities while relying exclusively 
on staff support from the department as it currently does. Consequently, 
we believe the commission should be authorized to use a portion of its 
197f>...77 funds for outside consulting services. . 

As shown in Table 61, the commission has excess funds which could be 
allocated for this purpose. The recommended procedure would be consist­
ent with existing precedent as indiCated in Table 62. The table shows both 
the' total appropriations and the consultant and professional services ap­
propriations of the State Board of Education and each ·of the commissions. 

Table 62 
Appropriations for 

State Board of Education and Commissions 

Actual 1974-75 Actual 1975-76 Proposed 1976-77 
Consultant and Consultant and Consultant and 

Professional Professional ProfeSsional 
Services Total Services . Total ServiCes . Total 

State Board of Education $7,500 $134,254 $7,500 $149,125 $7,500 $153;120 
Advisory Commission on 

Special Education ...... 500 34,747 500 39,147 500 41,833 
Curriculum Development 

and .. ' Supplemental 
Materials Commis-
.sion ................................. 0 44,003 1,000 49,025 1,000 50,485 

Educational Innovation 
and Planning Com-
mission .......................... 4,050 40,000 7,850 47,706 7,850 50,370 

Educational Management 
and Evaluation Com-
mission .......................... 0 32,149 0 35,730 0 36,815 

Equal Educational Oppor-
tunities CommissiQn .. 0 24,528 0 41,245 0 42,695 

2. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

The Program Management component consists of (a) the Deputy 
Superintendent for Programs and his elementary, secondary and adult 
education and special programs and support activities managers, together 
with the support activities for bilingual-bicultural education, special edu~ 
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cation, vocational education, compensatory education, child develop­
ment, curriculum services, and planning and federal administration, (b) 
the Deputy Superintendent for Administration's Division of Financial 
Resources and Distribution of Aid and Division of Administrative Services. 

The Program Management budget provides for continuation of a fourth 
Associate Superintendent position. This position was created in 1975-76 on 
a one-year trial basis and is now proposed as a permanent position. We 
concur. 

3. MANAGEMENT SERVICES 

The Management Services component consists of administrative and 
financial support services to the department's program operations. Ad­
ministrative services include personnel and training and management 
analysis. Financial services include budgets, fiscal reports, accounting, 
audits, and business services. The Management Services budget includes 
two proposed new positions: (1) an associate management auditor in the 
Internal Audits Office; and (2) an associate personnel analyst in the Per- . 
sorinel and Training Office. The new positions are proposed to meet pro­
jected workload demands in both units. Both positions will be funded 
through indirect cost charges. We concur. 

B. SPECIAL SERVICES 

The special services element supports the (1) State Board of Education, 
(2) Education Commission of the States, (3) advisory commissions and 
committees, (4) Advisory Council on Vocational Education, and (5) 
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational Institutions. 

Table 63 summarizes expenditures and funding Jor this element. 
Table 63 

Special Services Expenditures and Funding 

Actual Estimated Proposed 1976-77 Change. 
Component 1974-75 197~761976-77 Amount Percent 

State Board of Education ............. . $105,153 $149,125 $153,120 $3,995 2.6% 
Education Commission of the 

States ......................................... . 22,086 35,000 35,000 
Advisory Commissions and com-

mittees .................................. ;: ... . 2<Y7,156 311,841 320,024 8,183 2.6 
Advisory Council on Vocational 

Education ................................. . 177,339 333,409 259,080 -74,329 -22.3 
Council for Private Postsecondary 

Educational Institutions ....... . 4,905 11,100 11,600 500 4.5 

Totals ......................................... . $516,639 $840,475 $778,824 $-61,651 ~7.3% 
General Fund ................................ .. 339,286 527,064 443,708 -83,356 -15.8 
Federal funds ................................ .. 177,244. 313,411 335,116 21,705 6.9 
Reimbursements ............................ .. 109 

C. INDIRECT COST UNITS 

The Department of Education utilizes an indirect cost allocation proce­
dure for departmental administrative actiVities which support and are 
distributed to all programs on the basis of direct labor costs incurred by 
the programs. 
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Table 64' stmimatizesallocation of costs bfthese'tinits. 

Table 64 
Allocation of Indirect Cost Units 

Management-financial resources and distribu-
tion of aid ....................................................... . 

Fiscal management services ..................... ; .......... . 
Budget office ......................................................... . 
Fiscal reports office ............................................. . 
Accounting office ................................................. . 
Business service office ......................................... . 
Internal audit unit ..... ; ........................................ .. 
Persounel and training office ............................. . 
Management analysiS office ............................... . 
Elementary education management : .............. . 
Secorldirryeducation management... ................ . 
Vocational education group management ..... . 
Adult e9ucation management ........................... . 
Special programs and support services man-

agement ........................................................... . 
Planning and federal programs consolidation 

group management ..................................... . 
Child development group management ......... . 
Special education group management ........... . 
State schools group management ..................... . 
Compensatory education group management 
Curriculum services group management ....... . 
Libraries division management. ........................ . 
Administrative services division management 
I¢ormation dissemination ................................. . 

Totals, Departmental ................................... . 
Statewide cost allocation ..................................... . 

Totals, Indirect Costs ................................... . 
Less distribution to programs ........................... . 
Net cost ....... , ........................................................... . 

Reporting 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1976-77 

$59,996 
45,770 

253,047 
178,134 

1,064,209 
400,578 
54,463 

265,488 
121,592 
11;281 

125,462 
157,763 
56,279 

78,235 
61,240 
44,346 

159,836 
242,308 
349,805 
47,144 

$3,776,976 
. 441,550 

$4,218,526 
-4,218,526 

$67,251 
60,844 

296,146 
294,570 

1,203,714 
416,230 
66,265 

308,447 
143,761 
84,545 
84,643 

204,721 
79,479 

114,178 

62,773 
87,642 

138,983 
99,877 

131,612 
88,922 

396,593 
64,579 
79,575 

$4,575,350 
720,000 

$5,295,350 
-5,295,350 

$68,901 $1,650 
62,271 1,427 

300,469 4,323 
305,481 10,911 

1,232,090 28,376 
432,123 15,893 
91,014 24,749 

346,947 38,500 
148,599 4,838 
86,398 1,853 
86,298 1,655 

210,063 5,342 
81,283 1,804 

117,367 3,189 

' 63,507 734 
91,999 4,357 

141,875 2,892 
102,779 ' 2,902 
134,359 2,747 
90,326 1,404 

407,814 11,221 
69,188 4,609 
81,615 ,2,040 

$4,752,766 $177,416 
770,000 50,000 

$5,522,766 $227,416 
-5,522,766 

We recommend the Department of Education submit to the Legislature 
by March 15. 1976, a response to the recommendations of the Departnient 
of Finance concerning the indirect cost allocation system. 

The Department of Finance has completed a review of the Department 
of Education's indirect cost allocation procedur~s pursuant to a recom­
mendation in our 1975-76 Analysis. The Department of Finance report 
states "Generally, we found the indirect cost system of the department to 
be adequate to record, distribute and recover indirect costs. There are 
improvements which could be made in the system, but overall, we found 
that the system conforms with generally accepted accounting principles 
and procedures." The report also made several recommendations for im­
proving the indirect cost allocation system. 
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D. SERVICE UNITS 

The service units are departmental activities which provide direct sup­
port to operating units of the department but which are centralized to 
avoid duplication and permit greater efficiency. The units charge for 
services at established billing rates which offset costs of operation. Table 
65 summarizes expenditures of these units. 

Table 65 
Expenditures of Service Units 

Publication office ................................................... . 
Media services ...................................................... .. 
EDP management .............................................. .. 
Duplicating services ............................................ .. 
Word processing center ....................................... . 
-Program evaluation.management information 

center .............................................................. .. 
Consolidated application and resources-man· 

agement .......................................................... .. 
Systems and program support ........................... . 

Actual Estimated 
1974-75 197~76 

$493,340 $575,200 
44,346 121,845 
95,859 82,589 

354,956 360,610 
137,175 158,459 

165,923 268,328 

588,475 
130,778 

Totals, Service Unit Costs ............................ $1,291,599 $2,286,284 
-2,286,284 Less user charges .................................................. -1,291,599 

Net cost ................... ; ............................................... . 

ESEA Title V-IVC Funding 

Proposed 
1976-77 
$597,835 

123,705 
80,226 

389,440 
168,505 

299,040 

fIJl,()'}jj 

230,779 
$2,496,550 

-2,496,550 

Change 
1976-77 

$22,635 
1,860 

-2,363 
28,830 
10,046 

30,712 

18,545 
100,001 

$210,266 

Of significant aid to the department's management function is the fed­
eral ESEA Title V-IVe program which provides funding for the purposes 
of "strengthening state departments". The proposed use of these funds in 
1976-77 is shown in Table 66. 

Table 66 
ESEA Title V·IVC Expenditures for State Operations 

Elementary Education: 
Planning ........................................................... . 
Field Services .................................................. .. 
Curriculum frameworks .............................. .. 

Secondary Education: 
P~g .......................................................... .. 
Field Services .................................................. .. 
Career education .......................................... .. 
RISE .................................................................. .. 

Adult Education: 
G~g .... · .... ·· .... · ........ · ...... · ...... · ............ ·· ...... · 

SPpfie~~~.~~ .. ~~:.~~~ .. ~~:~~~~ ....... . 
Nonpublic school liaison .............................. .. 
Sickle cell ......................................................... . 
Gifted and talented ....................................... . 
Continuous learning ....................................... . 
Metric Education .......................................... .. 
Environmental Education Co-op ............... . 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1974-75 197~76. 1976-77 

$58,315 
47,712 
42,178 

36,425 

156,864 
152,163 

93,659 

208,131 
50,024 
51,658 
31,219 
56,755 
70,185 
19,394 

$55,406 
417,872 
48,863 

120,971 
134,646 
221,399 

211,270 

199,295 
62,914 

55,857 
68,460 

14,602 

$56,000 -
425,372 
55,241 

123,011 
136,261 
228,693 

216,269 

202,877 
63,438 

52,993 
69,834 

Change 

$594 
7,500 
6,378 

2,040 
1,615 
7,294 

4,999 

3,582 
524 

-2,864 
1,374 

-14,602 
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Administrative'Support Services: 
School District Management 

Assistance teams ......................................... . 
D~partment Management and Special Serv: 

. 'ices: 
Labor, indUstry and education liaison ...... .. 
Student liaison ..................... :.; ................... ; .... .. 
Joint Committee on Goals .......................... .. 
Program evaluation-administration ........... . 
State asseSsment ..... ; ...................................... .. 

. Policy analysis and special projects .......... .. 
Conflict and· violence ..................................... . 
EDP information systems ..... , ...................... .. 
PCA modification ; ....................... ; .......... , ....... .. 
MeXican,American Advisory Conimission 
Regional. evaluation improvement 'center 

'. Deputy Superintendent for Program ...... .. 
IilCl,iruieduc~tion .centers. evaluation ........ .. 
Consolidated Grant ManagemenL ....... " .... . 

'319,894 493,915 

1,500 5,500 
27,614 . 37,355 
7.6,000 

396,380 518,185 
285,850 360,325 
220,002 277,370 
48,106 

155,389 202,930 
127,000 
60,001 68,815 

859,307 370,312 
50,005 
18;130 

75,647. , 47,000 

480,936 -12,979 

6,000 500 
39,270 1,915 

528,630 10,445 
372,525 12,200 
285,365 7,995 

164,235 ;...38,695 

68,830 15 
390,460 20;148 
52,690 2,685 

-18,130 
-47,000 

Total Expenditures .... , .. ; ........ ; ........ ; .......... ,. $3,727,372 U,061~397 U,018,930 $-42,467 
Add Planned Carry-over ....... , ..... ; .............. ; ...... . 856,962 1,406;383 780,141 -626,242 

Total· Available .................................................. , U,584;334 • $5,467,780 U,799,071 $-668,709 .' 

1. STATE LIBRARY 

.PROGRAMIV 

LIBRARY SERVICES 

'. The Library Servjces Program (1) furnishes reference materials and 
services for state government officials and employees, (2) maintains a 
library specializing in California history, and (3) provides consultant and 
resource services to the 182 city and county public libraries in the. state. 
The State li~rary also provides lea~ership to the state-funded cooperative 
public library. system. More than two-thirds of the public libraries in the 
state have beencorisolidated into 20 cooperative systems. . 

Expenditures and funding. sources for the four. elements of the Libnrry 
Services Program and local assistance to the cooperative library system are 
summarized in Table 67. 

Table 67 
Expenditures and Funding Sources of the Library Services Program 

Actual Estimated Proposed 1976-77 Change 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Amount Percent 

Program Element 
A. Reference and research for 

the Legislature and state agen-
cies ................................................ $430,808 $402,393 $392,940 $-9,453 -2.3% 

B. Statewide library support and 
development .............................. 8,735,535 6,231,124 7,156,451 925,327 14.9 

C. Special clientele services ........ 549,511 453,808 458,775. 4,967 1.1 
D. State library support services 1,547,378 1,934,147 1,977,106 42,959 2.2 

$11 ,263,232 $9,021,472 $9,985,272 $963,800 10.7% 
State OfJCF.ations: 

General Fund .............................. $2,754754 $3,289,567 $3,348,795 $59,228 1.8% 
Federal funds ................. : ............ 864,821 933,939 964,404 30,465 3.3 
Reimbursements .......................... 132,371 69,525 71,081 1,556 2.2 

Local Assistance: 
General' Fund .............................. 1,ooo,(}()() l,ooo,(}()() 1,ooo,(}()() 
Federal funds .............................. 6,509,288 3,728,441 4,600,(}()() 872,551 23.4 
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Table 67 indicates an increase of $0.9 million or 14.9 percent in Element 
B, statewide library support and development. This increase is comprlsecd 
almost entirely of federal funds which are being carried forward kGm 
1975-76 to 1976-77 for automation of the union catalogue. 

Automation of Services 

We recommend that final consideration, of the level of support for the 
State Library (Item 342) be deferred until after the compJetiml of a 
feasibility study on the automation of services for Books for the Blind and 
Physically Handicapped section. 

The U.S. Library of Congress provides materials to the State Um.ary to(!) 
serve the needs of the blind and physically handicapped., The ~ Li­
brary, through the Book!! for the Blind and Physically HaFlcltic~ecd see­
tion (BBPH), provides staff and facilities for the circulation, m~,t€Rance 
and control of these materials. , ; 

The present system is almost totally manually operated. BBflH p.erseft­
nel select materials (Braille, phonograph,records, magnetic ta:pe(i)l'c~­
settes) based on a client's request or interest profile. These materials are 
then charged out on indefinite loan and mailed to a client's resi.ae:ace. 

The State Librarian is presently conducting a study on the feasi1Dinty of 
automating this process. The study is scheduled fcir completion @uAJ1>i"il 
1, 1976. " , ' 

Based on preliminary estimates, from the State Librarian, deve~~n­
tal costs for the preferred alternative,an optical bar-code scanning circt:1la­
tion system, would require General Furidincreases of $321,600 in 1976-77 
and $163,000 in 1977-78. There would also be additional operatiRg eosts 
starting in 1978-79 which may be offset, partially or in total, by staff 
savings. Because the feasibility study will be completed' and availaMe 
during the Legislature's consideration of the 1976-77 Budget Bidl,-we'are 

, recommending deferral of that issue until the results can be reviewe(;J:and 
evaluated. ' 

2. ASSISTANCE TO PUBLIC LIBRARIES 

In the 1973-74 Analysis we recommended that the State Librarian be 
directed to develop a new formula by November 1, 1973, for aU9cating 
state support to the cooperative public library systems. In response to that 
recommendation, the State Librarian decided there was a need fora mer-e 
comprehensive study on all aspects of the cooperative system and request­
ed an extension of the deadline for the development of a new allocation 
formula. 

The study was completed in June 1975, and proposed that future fund­
ing be based on demand as measured by the volume ofinterlibrary loan 
and reference requests. As proposed by this study, there would be'a first 
year state cost of $3.2 million (the present level is $1 million) increasing 
to $9.6 million in the sixth year. The study and various alternatives have 
been under review since June 1975. The State Librarian anticipates that 
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related legislation will be introduced sometime in 1976. We believe that 
any funding for the proposed changes should be carried in the related 
legislation. 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE TEACHERS' RETIREMENT FUND 

Item 343 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 889 

Requested 1976-77 .......................................................................... $135,000,000 
Estimated 1975-76............................................................................ 135,000,000 
Actuat 1974-75 .................................................................................. 135,000,000 

Requested increase None 
Total recommended reduction .................................................... None 

SENEftAL PROGRAM STATEMENT' 

'CaRt:rleutioas to the Teachers' Retirement Fund corrie from -three 
soa-rces: teachers, school districts, arid the state's General Fund . 

. Prior to Chapter 1305,~ Statutes of 1971, teachers' contributions were 
based enaschedulewhich varied with the member's sex'and age at entry 
into the system, averaging 7.4 percent of salary. The school districts con­
tributed a maximum (limited by a tax base schedule) of 3 percent of 
teac~ets' salaries plus $6 semiannually per teacher. The state Genet;al 
Fumlc011tributed the annual difference between benefits due and pay~ 
able an0 the combination of (1) annual school district contributions and 
(2) teacher contributions plus interest. The system was not actuarially 
funcledlgecause the employer (district) contributions were inadequate to 
cever the employer obligation for benefit payments. As a result, the un­
fliaded accrued liability of the system exceeded $4 billion in 1971. 
'. Chapter 1305, which became operative July 1, 1972; placed the system 
oa a more nearly funded basis by (1) requiring, beginning in fiscal 1972-
73, an employer contribution rate of 3.2 percent of salary for certified 
emp1'0Yees;increasing by an additional 0.8 percent annually thereafter to 
a tot:;M0f 8 percent in 1978-79 (it also increases the school apportion,ment 
program ill the Department of Education in scheduled steps from $8 per 
ADA ia 1972-73 to '$20 in 1978-79 to assist low-wealth districts with their 
em~yer coatribution), (2) establishing an employee contribution rate of 
8 percent of salary and (3) providing an annual General Fund appropria­
tief} af$135 million for 30 years to finance the post-1972 benefits of all 
members and beneficiaries on the retired roll as of July 1, 1972. After 30 
years, the Teachers' Retirement Fund was expected to have sufficient 
assets to meet all post-1972 benefit costs without the annual $135 million 
General Fund appropriation. However, the $4.3 billion unfunded liability 
resiil'lting.from benefit costs incurred prior to July 1, 1972 was expected to 
be carried on unchanged into future years. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
This statutorily required $135 million appropriation is essential for. the 

actuarial funding of the Teachers' Retirement Fund, as directed by Chap­
ter 1305. 

Unfunded Liability Increases 

Chapter 1305 was not designed to reduce· the principal amount.of the· 
$4.3 billion unfunded liability already accrued at the time of its enactment. 
Rather, it was designed to keep that amount from growing by funding (1) 
the long-term benefit costs of teachers retiring after 1972, (2) the ongoing 
benefit costs of the pre-1972 retirees and (3) interest-costson the accrued 
unfunded liability. 

However, inflation-related salary increases,declinirig mortalitytates for 
retired teachers, lower turnover rate in the system's membership and an 
increasing number of early retirements have caused long-term benefit 
costs to· riSe faster than anticipated at the time when the fundingmech­
anism for Chapter 1305 was developed. As a result, the contributiqri levels 
. contained in Chapter 1305 proved to be insufficient to cover the increas­
inglong~termbenefitcosts and the unfunded liability has increased from 
$4.3billion in 1972 to $5.3 billion in 1974 when. the last actuarial valuation 
was commissioned. .. . 
. If not corrected, there will be· continuing increases in the l~vel of un­

funded liability which will cause substantial long range fiscal problem~. 
For this reason, the State Teachers' Retirement System has recently 

commissioned a new actuarial study of the long-term benefit costs, the 
results of which will be available· by mid-1976. If this study shows con­
tinuedincrease in the amount of the unfunded liability, it will be appropri­
ate.toconsider legislation for its reduction and eventual elimination at that 
time. 

Because.the current cash flow of the Teachers' Retirement Fund shows 
income substantially· exceeding outlay, the deferral of any correctiveac­
tion until mid-1976 should not result in serious fiscal problems. If,however, 
additional benefits are to be granted prior tomid-1976, then we believe 
that correcting the funding shortage for currently authorized benefits 
should be of higher priority. . . . 
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Item 344 from the Teacher Cre­
dentials Fund Budget p. 895 

Requested 1976-77 .......................... : .............................................. . $2,505,334 
2,327,406 
2,089,678 

Estimated 1975-76 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1974-75 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase $177,928 (7.6 percent) 
Total recommended reduction .................................................... . None 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing was estab­
lished by Chapter 557, Statutes of 1970 (the Ryan Act). The functions of 
the commission are to (a) review and approve teacher preparation pro­
grams in institutions of higher education, (b) develop and administer 
subject matter examinations as a method of credentialing teachers, (c) 
issue teacher and service credentials, (d) enforce moral and medical 
standards prescribed in the Education Code and (e) administer the order­
lytransition of powers, duties and regulations necessary to implement the 
state's teacher credentialing program as described in the Ryan Act. 

Table 1 summarizes expenditures and funding sources for the functions 
of the commission. . 

Table 1 
Expenditures and Funding of the Commission 

for Teacher Preparation and Licensing 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
FUnctions 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 Amount Percent 

.a. Approved Programs ............. . $328,348 $353,893 $408,766 
h, Examination Development 224,170 266,458 342,977 
c. Licensing ................................ .. 1,273,882 1,284,400 1,294,299 
d. Standards ............................... . 272,581 424,026 459,292 
e. Administration ...................... .. (506,231) (593,323) (740,756) 
f. Teacher Evaluation Study .. .. 1,144,869 1,341,558 1,301,663 

Totals ....................................... . $3,243,850 $3,670,335 $3,806,997 
Teacher Credentials FUnd .... .. 2,089,678 2,327,406 2,505,334 
Federal funds ............................ .. 1,144,869 1,341,588 1,301,663 
General Fund ............................. . 9,303 1,371 

Personnel man-years ............. . 107.6 100 lOB 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 

$54,873 15.5% 
76,510 28.7 
9,899 

35,266 
(147,433) 
-39,895 

$136,662 
177,928 
~9,8fJ5 

8 

8.3 
(24.9) 
-3.0 

3.7% 
7.6 

...,'J.O 

8.0% 

Two new positions are provided to assist in monitoring, revising and 
evaluating college and university programs. Five temporary help positions 
are provided to meet the anticipated surge in license requests resulting 
from the extension of the deadline for receiving Fisher Act credentials. 
One new position is provided to ensure timely investigation of sensitive 
cases involving questions of professional standards. 

After reviewing the projected level of workload in 1976-77, we believe 
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that the Governor's Budget has provided the Commission for Teacher 
. Preparation and Licensing with an adequate level of support. 

POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 
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POSTSEcONDARY EDUCATION GENERAL STATEMENT 

Postsecondary education consists of formal instruction, research, public 
service, and other learning opportunities offered by educational institu­
tions that are accredited by agencies recognized for that purpose or are 
otherwise eligible for state fiscal support or to participate in state pro­
grams. Postsecondary education primarily serves persons who have com­
pleted or terminated their secondary education or who are beyond the 
age of compulsory school attendance. 

This general statement section sets forth data which relates to all post­
secondary education in California. Its purpose is to provide historical infor­
mation and comparative statistics to supplement individual agency and 
segmental budget analyses. Information on postsecondary education orga­
nization, functions, enrollments, expenditures, sources of support, student. 
charges, and costs per student follow. . . 

Organization 

California's system of public postsecondary education is the largest in 
the nation and currently consists of 135 campuses serving over one million 
students. This system is separated into three distinct public segments-the 
University of California, the California State University and Colleges and 
the California Community Colleges. Three public institutions in Califor­
nia's postsecondary education system fall outside this tripartite classifica­
tion: The California Maritime Academy, a state institution; Otis Art· 
Institute of Los Angeles, a county institution; and the U.S. Naval Post­
graduate School at Monterey, a federal institution. 

In addition to the public system, the California Postsecondary Educa­
tion Commission reports there are approximately 70 independent colleges 
and universities serving 156,000 students; 2,000 private vocational and 
technical schools serving an unknown number of students; 472 adult edu­
cation institutions sponsored by high school and unified school districts 
serving an estimated enrollment of 1.7 million students and 65 state sup-


