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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 education is derived from a variety of 
sources, including the State School Fund, local property taxes, State Gen­
eral Fund appropriations and federal aid. 

In 1977-78, state General Fund expenditures for education will again 
account for the largest share of the budget dollar. The budget summary 
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which follows indicates that in 1977-78, more than $5.0 billion will be spent 
by the state General Fund for all facets of education (excluding capital 
outlay). Such expenditures represent 42.3 percent of the proposed Gen­
eral Fund expenditures during the budget year and 36.8 percent of all 
expenditures, excluding bond funds. These expenditures include (1) sup­
port for the University of California, the California State University and 
Colleges, the public school system and state special schools, and (2) sup­
port for special programs such as Early Childhood Education, compensa­
tory education, vocational education and debt service on public school 
bonds. Table 1 shows total General Fund expenditures for state operations 
and local assistance for education for the past fiscal year, estimated ex­
penditures for the current year and the amounts proposed for 1977-78. 

Table 1 
General Fund Expenditures for Education 

Actual Estimated Proposed j977-:!ljJ;~~_ 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

State Operations: 
General Activities .............. $11,185,571 $18,071,412 $18,320,760 $249,348 1.4% 

. Special Schools for the 
Handicapped .................. 14,347,046 15,530,196 16,012,079 481,883 3.1 

Division of Libraries ........ 3,293,639 3,884,325 4,034,781 150,456 3.9 
Advisory Council on Vo-

cational Education ........ 99,933 65,660 55,587 -10,073 -15.3 
Commission for Teacher 

Preparation and Licens-., 
ing ...................................... 888 50,483 100,000 49,517 98.1 

Postsecondary Education 
Commission .................... 1,255,527 1,351,604 1,441,890 90,286 6.7 

-University of California .... 585,460,758 681,161,895 700,192,052 19,030,157 2.8 
Hastings College of Law .. 2,968,278 3,756,311 3,808,790 52,479 1.4 
California State Univer-

sity and Colleges ............ 537,990,163 613,088,365 638,392,003 25,303,638 4.1 
California Maritime 

Academy .......................... 1,798,547 2,072,056 2,113,035 40,979 2.0 
Board of Governors of 

Community Colleges .... 1,647,446 2,094,417 2,176,029 81,612 3.9 
Student Aid Commission 53,629,584 61,335,403 71,153,015 9,817,612 16.0 

Totals-State Operations .... $1,213,677,380 $1,402,462,127 $1,457,800,021 $55,337,894 3.9 
Local Assistance: 

Early Childhood Educa-
tion .................................... $62,271,798 $97,450,000 $103,297,000 $5,847,000 6.0% 

Educationally Disadvan-
taged Youth .................... 90,310,475 . 105,254,936 125,254,936 20,000,000 19.0 

Compensatory Education 3,689,930 3,695,000 3,917,000 222,000 6.0 
Special Elementary 

School Reading Pro-
gram .................................. 13,849,625 13,849,625 14,680,625 831,000 6.0 
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Master Plan for Special 
Education , ....................... 22,022,214 55,343,250 57,751,850 2,408,600 4.4 

Sheltered Workshops ........ 255,000 85,000 180,000 95,000 lll.8 
Development Centers. for 

Handicapped .................. 10,990,760 12,055,000 14,523,400 2,468,400 20.5 
Vocational Education ........ 1,250,000 1,325,000 75,000 6.0 
Career Guidance Centers 71,994 
Child Development .......... 47,636,084 76,839,209 86,684,801 9,845,592 12.8 
American Indian Educa-

tion .................................... 604,117 850,000 636,000 -214,000 -25.2 
Bilingual-Bicultural Edu-

cation ................................ 9,168,667 9,453,637 13,228,808 3,775,i71 39.9 
Textbooks and Instruc-

tional Materials .............. 27,527,178 29,954,546 31,979,547 2,025,001 6.8 
Instructional Television .... 710,041 821,364 821,364 
Continuous School Pro-

gram .................................. 373,000 -'-

Child Nutrition .................. 24,905,240 36,700,000 38,994,665 2,294,665 6.3 
Apportionments for Pub-

lic Schools K-12 .............. 2,130,049,644 2,313,034,700 2,350,343,700 37,309,000 1.6 
Loans to School Districts -45,915 -178,333 -248,333 -70,000 -39.3 
Assistance to Public Li-

braries .............................. 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 
Legislative Mandates ........ 246 66,004 32,500 -33,504 -50.8 
Teachers' Retirement ...... 135,000,000 144,333,100 144,300,000 -33,100 
Debt Service on Public 

School Building Bonds .. 34,033,326 26,028,319 9,839,583 -16,188,736 -62.2 
Apportionments for Com-

munity Colleges ............ 404,966,866 501,426,256 540,305,115 38,878,859 7.8 
Community College Ex-

tended Opportunity 
Program .......................... 7,654,879 11,484,027 13,983,157 2,499,130 21.8 

Totals-Local Assistance ...... $3,027,045,169 $3,440,795,640 $3,552,830,718 $112,035,078 3.3% 
GRAND TOTALS-

GENERAL FUND ........ $4,240,722,549 $4,843,257,767 $5,010,630,739 $167,372,972 3.5% 

SUMMARY OF FEDERAL AID TO CALIFORNIA SCHOOLS 

Federal assistance to California is composed of a wide variety of pro­
grams designed to provide special assistance for (1) a particular element 
of the pupil population; (2) instruction in specific subject areas and (3) 
significant problems. Table 2 indentifies the major programs and subpro­
grams of federal assistance and indicates the anticipated amounts Califor­
nia will receive under each. The table shows that $518.6 million is 
anticipated in the budget year from all programs. 
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Table 2 

Items 283-306 

Federal Support to California Schools' 

Elementary and Second­
ary Education Act: 

Title I: Compensatory 
Education 
Low-Income Families 
In Schools for Hand-
icapped ......................... . 
In Schools for Delin-
quent ............................. . 
In Adult Correctional 
Institutions .................. .. 
Migrant-Assistance 
to Impacted Districts 
Migrant-Preschool.: .. 
Urban and Rural 
Schools ........................ .. 
State Administration .. 

Subtotals, Title 1.. .... 
Title II-IVB:School 

Library Resources ...... 
Title III-IVC: Supple­

mentary Centers and 
Services ........................ .. 

Title III-IVB: Guidance, 
Counseling and Test-
ing ................................ .. 

Title V-IVC: Strengthen­
ing the State Depart-
ment .............................. . 

Subtotals, ESEA .... .. 
Right to Read .................... .. 
NDEA III-IVB-Equip­

ment and Minor Re-
modeling .................... .. 

-Vocational Education Act: 
Occupational Prepara-

tion .............................. .. 
Adult Education Act (Ba-

sic) ................................ .. 
Child Nutrition Act .......... .. 
Education of the Hand­

icapped Act, Title VI 
Federal Education Pro-

jects (Misc.) .............. .. 
Library Services and Con-

struction Act ............... : 

Totals, Federal 
Aid ........ : ............... .. 

Actual 
1975-76 

$143,615,125 

2,124,494 

1,547,807 

263,726 

17,621,724 
457,000 

3,901,342 
2,663,586 

$172,194,804 

14,01l,030 

8,619,005 

969,386 

3,424,800 

$199,219,025 
359,010 

1,426,355 

46,322,994 

6,105,656 
169,598,511 

12,018,506 

2,811,427 

6,079,446 

$443,940,930 

Estimated 
1976-77 

Estimated 
1977-78 

$140,301,390 $139,880,257 

3,272,241 

1,495,221 

280,885 

30,037,949 
457,000 

2,745,367 

3,263,228 

1,448,082 

280,885 

23,636,733 
457,000 

2,901,134 

$178,590,053 $171,867,319 

16,178,822 13,807,165 

13,484,878 12,847,945 

611,778 278,533 

4,051,973 3,850,903 

$212,917,504 $202,651,865 
399,893 417,056 

291,788 

54,265,357 

7,160,828 
199,716,597 

25,106,157 

2,009,573 

5,763,971 

199,667 

46,817,317 

6,047,206 
226,133,999 

25,427,854 

6,256,863 

4,636,572 

$507,631,668 $518,588,399 

1977-78 
____ -_.Q1!l.I}ge. ____ _ 

Amount Percent 

$-421,133 

-9,013 

-47,139 

-6,401,216 

+155,767 

- $6,722,734 

-2,371,657 

-636,933 

-333,245 

-201,070 

-$10,265,639 
+17,163 

-92,121 

-7,448,040 

-1,113,622 
+26,417,402 

+321,697 

+4,247,290 

-1,127,399 

+$10,956,731 

-0.3% 

-0.3 

-3.2 

-21.3 

+5.7 
-3.8 

-14.7 

-4.7 

-54.5 

-5.0 

-4.8 
+4.3 

-31.6 

-13.7 

-15.6 
+13.2 

+1.3 

+211.4 

-19.6 

+2.2% 
• 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. Information is not available concerning the funds to be allocated 
to California for these programs in the current or budget year. 
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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 the fluctuation in the state's share of the total cost of education 
that a standard measure of state responsibility be established, e.g., a state 
contribution of 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 expenditures for education in the 
narrowest possible sense, i.e., the percentage of State School Fund appor­
tionments to total school district general fund revenues. 

This relationship, however, is an inaccurate picture of the state's total 
effort regarding public education because it does not reflect (1) other 
educational funds appropriated through budget action, or (2) the state's 
property tax relief program. Table 3 also reviews 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 rela­
tionship would indicate. 



leu 
1968-69· .............................................. .. 
1969-70 ............................................... . 
1970-71 ............................................... . 
1971-72 .............................................. .. 
1972-73 ............................................... . 
1973-74 .............................................. .. 
1974-75 ............................................... . 

Table 3 , 
State and Local Revenue for K·12 Public School Support 

1968-69 through 1974-75 

I 
Rel~nues 
ofSchlXl1 

Oistn'c15 from 
State and l<x-Ji 
CenerJi Fund 
and Counh' 

School Scn;'ce 
Fund" 

til + III +II) 
3,180,587 
3,599,567 
3,882,270 
4,149,771 
4,506,060 
5,125,840 
5,610,362 

II 
Local 

Propert)' Ta.r 
Rel~nue" 

1,930,242 
2,136,555 
2,355,283 
2,636,311 
2,909,464 
2,782,320 
3,080,757 

(thousands) 

III 
.lpporbonmen15-

State SchlXll II' 
Fund.-IlIowances· OtherState 

Count)' SchlXll Rerenueto 
Scm'ceFund" Oistric15b 

1,243,865 6,480 
1,352,923 110,089 
1,388,104 138,883 
1,356,860 156,600 
1,429,100 167,496 
1,970,517 373,003 
2,106,002 423,603 

Pereentof 
State 

SchlXll Pereent of 
Fund to State Rerenue 

Total to Total J • 
Rel~nue Total Rerenue State 
till + II till + II' + II Subrentionsc 

39.1 % 39:3% 189,815 
37.6 40.6 201,851 
35.8 39.3 212,991 
32.7 36.5 240,794 
31.7 35.4 242,035 
38.4 45.7 390,967 
37.5 45.0 416,027 

a From Controller's reports: financial transactions concerning school districts of California. 
b From Controller's reports: includes homeowner's and business inventory property tax relief. 

J7 
TotalState 
Support 

1111+11'+ J) 

1,440,160 
1,664,863 
1,739,978 
1,754,254 
1,838,631 
2,734,487 
2,945,632 

J71 
Total 

Support 
IJ7+/!) 

3;370,402 
3,801,418 
4,095,261 
4,390,565 
4,748,095 
5,516,807 
6,026,389 

C Includes many items funded outside State School Fund (i.e., free textbooks, child care centers, contributions to Teacher's Retirem.Emt Fund, etc.) 

Pereentof 
Total Sl3te 
Support to 

Total Support 
IJ7+ J7/1 
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43.8· 
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General Fund 

Department of Education 

STATE' OPERATIONS 

Requested 1977-78 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1976-77 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1975-76 ........................... : ..................................................... . 

Requested increase $2,558,470 (7.4 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

1977-78 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 

Item 
300 
301 

302 
30S 
306 

Description 
General activities 
EDY and nutrition program administra­
tion 
Vehicle instruction (farm) 
Special schools 
State library 

State School Building Aid Fund 

Budget 
Page 

770 
770 

770 
763 
775 

Requested 1977-78 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1976-77 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1975-76 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase $11,062 (3.3 percent) 
Total recommend reduction ....................................................... . 

1977-78 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 

Item 
303 

Description 
School facilities planning 

Surplus Educational Property Revolving Fund 

Budget 
Page 

770 

Requested 1977-78 .......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1976-77 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1975-76 .................................................................................. . 

Requested increase $197,248 (4.2 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ................................................. ... 

1977-78 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 

Item Description 
304 Educational agency for surplus property 

Budget 
Page 

768 

$37,130,449 
34,571,979 
27,859,996 

None 

AnalYSis 
Page 

752 
752 

684 
701 
7fil 

$349,927 
338,865 
310,754 

None 

Analysis 
Page 

740 

$4,916,820 
4,719,572 
3,326,667 

None 

AnalYSis 
Page 

740 
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General Fund 

Department of Education 

LOCAL ASSISTANCE 

Requested 1977-78 ......................... , ............................................... $2,778,123,316 
Estimated 1976-77 ............................................................................ 2,672,382,162 
Actual 1975-76 ................................................................................... 2,391,173,452 

Requested increase $105,741,154 (4.0 percent) 
Total recommended reduction .................................................... 489,000 

1977-78 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 

Item 
283 
285 
286 

2f!1 
2B8 
289 

290 
291 

292 
293 
294 
295 
296 
9!:Tl 
298 
299 

Description 
Early childhood education 
Educationally disadvantaged youth 
Compensatory education 

Miller-Unruh reading 
Master Plan for Special Education 
Occupational training for the hand­
icapped 
Development centers 
Regional adult and vocational education 
council 
Child development and preschool 
Indian education centers 
Bilingual education 
Instructional television 
Child nutrition programs 
Regional occupation centers 
Assistance to public libraries 
Mandated local programs 

California Environmental Protection Program Fund 

Budget 
Page 

741 
755 
742 

& 
744 
741 
761 
764 

764 
745 

752 
752 
750 
758 
769 
7()1 
775 
778 

Requested 1977-78 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1976-77 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1915-76 ................................................................................. . 

Requested decrease $88,000 (22 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

1977-78 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 

Item-
284 

Description 
Conservation education 

Budget 
Page 

758 

Analysis 
Page 

718 
710 
712 

725 
696 
694 

703 
732 

6tr1-
700 
704 
681 
749 
732 
7()1 
686 

$312,000 
400,000 
257,423 

None 

Analysis 
Page 

681 
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS· 

Program I-Instruction 
1. Child Development. Recommend deferment of approval 

of alternative child care program budget until Department 
of Education provides projected expenditures for 197&-77. 

2. Child Development. Recommend revised qualifications 
for teachers in subsidized child care centers. 

3. Child Development. Recommend Departments of Edu­
cation and Benefit Payments collect information concern­
ing child care funded through educational system and 
through welfare system. 

4. Special Education. Recommend Master Plan for Special 
Education evaluation include specified information. 

·5. Special Education. Recommend Department of Educa­
tion prepare evaluation report of Diagnostic Schools' pro­
grams for autistic children. 

6. BijinguaJ-Educah"on. Reduce Item 294 by $489,000. Rec­
ommend deletion of inflation allowance. 

7. Bilinguai1.P.'!W,~t!~tl.,. Recommend Department of Educa­
tion disseihiifMe.iilformation on alternative 'curriculum 
methods and materials. 

8. Bilingual Education. Recommend Board of Education 
adopt regulations emphasizing development of English 
language competency as the primary objective of bilingual 
education. 

9. Migrant Education. Recommend Department of Educa­
tion submit plan for direct funding of migrant education 
programs. 

10. Educationally Disadvantaged Youth (EDY). Recom­
mend Department of Education submit plan for reducing 
entitlements to districts with low effectiveness. 

11. Educationally Disadvantaged Youth (EDY). Recom­
mend State Board of Education revise regulations to insure 
allocations to secondary schools with above average needs. 

12. Professional Development Centers. Recommend that, 
before budget is adopted, Department of Education dem­
onstrate that itwill increase number of professionaldevel­
opment centers from lO to 12 in 1977-78. 

13. ESEA Title III-IVe. Recommend State Board of Educa­
tion identify improvement of basic skills in intermediate 
and secondary grades as critical ne~ds area. 

14. Early Childhood Education. Recommend Department of 
Education r~vise MAR process. 

15. Early Childhood Education. Recommend Department of 
Education pilot test an Index of School Climate. 

16. Secondary Education. Recommend Department of Edu­
cation provide status report concerning pilot secondary 
school reform projects. . 

Analysis 
page 

685 
689 

692 

692 

700 

701 

704 

705 

706 

710 

711 

711 

713 

714 

721 

723 

727 
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Department of Education-Continued 

17. Vocational Education. Recommend Department of Edu- 730 
cation submit alternative management plans for vocational 
education. 

18. Regional Adult and Vocational Education Councils 733 
(RAVECs). Recommend RAVECs collect performance 
data. 

19. Regional Adult and Vocational Education Councils 733 
(RAVECs). Recommend Department of Education 
submit report summarizing RA VEC activity and 
performance. 

20. Bureau of School Approvals. Recommend Department of 736 
Education reclassify eight field representative positions in 
Bureau of School Approvals. 

21. Bureau of School Approvals. Recommend Department of 736 
Education submit revised workplan. for Bureau of School 
Approvals' staff. 

Program II-Administrative Support· Services 
22. Foundation Program. Recommend legislative clarifica- 744 

tion of manner of calculating 1977-78 foundation program 
increase. 

23. Foundation Program. Recommend any Serrano solution 745 
provide for a flexible computational tax rate to eliminate 
slippage. 

24. School Finance Computer Model. Recommend Depart- 746 
ment of Education specify data base in school finance com­
puter models. 

25. School Meal Subsidy. Recommend Department of Edu- 751 
cation publish annually statewide average needy subsidy 
per meal. 

Program III-Department Management and Special Services 
26. Statewide Testing Program. Recommend Department of 754 

Education annually compare California students to na­
tional norms. 

27. Statewide Testing Program. Recommend Department of 755 
Education annually relate statewide testing data to school 
and student characteristics. 

28. Statewide Testing Program. Recommend Department of 755 
Education include in annual report (1) policy recommen­
dations and (2) status of previous recommendations. 

29. Statewide Testing Program. Recommend Department of 756 
Education prepare technical manual concerning program. 

'o30. Secondary Schools. Recommend independent evaluation 756 
of relationship of secOIldary school achievement and school 
and student characteristics. 

31. Crime and Violence in Schools. Recommend Depart- 757 
ment of Education apply for federaHunds to study school 
crime and violence. 



Items~06 K-12 EDUCATION / 681 

32. Crime and Violence in Schools. Recommend Depart- 759 
ment of Education develop procedures for collecting infor­
mation concerning school crime and violence. 

33. Crime and Violence in Schools. Recommend Depart- 759 
ment of Education disseminate to local education agencies 
information about availability of federal crime prevention 
funds. 

34. School District Annual Audits. Recommend Department 766 
of Education follow up on audit exceptions. 

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

Table 1 
1977 Budget Bill Items 

State Department of Education 

Actual Estimated Proposed Analysis 
Item Purpose 1975-76" 1976-77~ 1977-78 Page 
Local Assistance: 
283 Early Childhood Education ................ $62,271,798 $97,450,000 $103,297,000 718 
284- California Environmental Protection 

Program Fund ................................ (257,423) (400,000) (312,000) 681 
285 Educationally Disadvantaged Youth 91,302,400 90,482,400 97,554,936 710 
286 Compensatory Education .................... 2,650,000 3,695,000 3,917,000 712 
2B7 Miller-Unruh Reading .................... : ..... 13,849,625 13,849,625 14,680,625 725 
288 Master Plan (pr Special Education .... 28,775,000 57,751,850 696 
289 Occupational Training for the Hand-

icapped ............................................ 85,000 85,000 180,000 694 
290 Development Centers .......................... 10,990,760 12,055,000 14,523,400 703 
291 Regional Adult and Vocational Edu-

cation Council ................................ 1,325,000 732 
292 Child Development and Preschool .. 46,925,545 65,590,098 84,684,801 687 
293 Indian Education Centers .................... 400,000 850,000 636,000 707 
294 Bilingual Education .............................. 8,479,538 8,139,808 8,628,808 704 
295 Instructional Television ........................ 710,041 821,364 821,364 681 
296 Child Nutrition Programs .................... 22,505,016 36,700,000 38,994,665 749 
297 Regional Occupation Centers ............ 2,000,000 732 
298 Assistance to Public Libraries ............ 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 7fJl 
299 Mandated Local Programs .................. 32,500 32,500 686 

Subtotal-General Fund Only ............ $261,169,723 $359,525,795 $430,027,949 b 

State Operations: 
300 . Support, Department of Education .. SI0,468,797 . $13,598,484 $15,287;608 752 
301 Support, EDY and Nutrition Pro-

grams ................................................ 1,692,234 1,768,437 752 
302 Vehicle Instruction (farm) .................. 90,000 68,544 684 
303 State School Building Aid Fund ........ (310,754) (338,865) (349,927) 740 
304 Surplus Property Revolving Fund .... (3,326,667) (4,719,572) (4,916,820) 740 
305 Special Schools ........................................ 14,347,046 15,530,196 16,012,079 701 
306 State Library Operations ...................... 3,044,153 3,661,065 3,993,781 7fJl ~ 

Subtotal-General Fund only ............ $27,859,996 $34,571,979 .$37,130,449 
Totals-General Fund .......................... $289,029,719 $394,097,774 $467,158,398 
Totals-All Funds .................................. 8292,9"..4,563 $399,556,211 $472,737,145 

" Does not include appropriations by separate legislation. 
b Does not include General Fund transfer to State School Fund of $2.348,095,367. 
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vide support for state level administration of the public school system, the 
State Library and the state special schools. The local assistance items 
provide support for programs such as bilingual ~ducation and early child­
hood education. State School Fund apportionments to school districts, 
which will total $2.3 billion (K-12) in 1977-78, are continuously appro­
priated by statute rather than the annual Budget Act. 

Table 1 displays all Budget Bill items related to the Department of 
Education for 1977-78. 

Budget Overview 

The Department of Education's budget is organized into eight pro­
grams: elementary education, secondary education, adult education, spe­
cial programs and support services, administrative support services, 
department management and special services, library services, and man­
dated local programs (legislative mandates). Table 2 displays expendi­
tures 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 Bill items shown in Table 1 and the 
planned 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 for 1977-78 is essentially 
a workload budget reflecting a total General Fund increase over 1976-77 
of3.1 percent ($87,765,612). Significant features include an $18.3 million 
inflation allowance for local assistance programs, $5 million for annualiza­
tion of certain child care programs, $1.7 million to fully fund the develop­
ment centers, and $2.4 million for participation and cost increases in state 
subsidized school meal programs. 
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Table 2 
State Department of Education 

State Operations and Local Assistance 
Expenditures and Revenue by Program 

Actual Estimated Proposed _!9'!Z-~?§J;P.!!J1.K~_ 
Program 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

I. Instruction: 
State Operations .......... $44,394,593 $51,999,334 $54,457,654 $2,458,320 4.7% 
Local Assistance ............ 564,770,537 701 ,605,287 729,ro,471 28,172,184 4.0 

Subtotal ...................... $609,165,130 $753,604,621 $784,235,125 $30,630,504 4.1% 
II. Administrative Sup-

\ 

port Services: 
State Operations .......... $7,698,809 $11,103,300 $11,093,292 $-10,008 -.1% 
Local Assistance ............ 2,353,912,054 2,603,456,039 2,651,469,435 48,013,396 1.8 

Subtotal ...................... $2,361,610,863 $2,614,559,339 $2,662,562,727 $48,003,388 1.8% 
III. Department Man-

agement and 
Special Services: 

State Operations .......... $7,606,785 $8,556,974 $8,403,930 $-153,044 -1.8% 
Local Assistance ............ 281,615 280,000 256,250 -23,750 -8.5 

Subtotal ... ; .............. 0 ... $7,888,400 $8,836,974 $8,660,180 $-176,794 -2.0% 
IV. Library Services: 

State Operations .......... $4,240,419 $4,889,757 $5,049,084 $159,327 3.3% 
Local Assistance ............ 6,165,656 5,802,578 4,643,269 -1,159,309 ....:20.0 

Subtotal ...................... $10,406,075 $10,692,335 $9,692,353 $-999,982 -9.4% 
Reimbursements: 

State Operations .......... $-5,734,375 $ -6,538,918 $-7,379,796 $-840,878 -12.9% 
Local Assistance ............ -57,973,613 - 47,269,986 -44,632,960 2,637,026 5.6 

Subtotal ...................... $-63,707,988 $-53,808,904 $-52,012,756 $1,796,148 3.3% 
:\et Totals: 

-State Operations .......... $58,206,231 $70,010,447 $71,624,164 $1,613,717 2.3% 
Local Assistance ............ 2,867,156,249 3,263,873,918 3,341,513,465 77,639,547 2.4 

Total ........................ $2,925,362,480 $3,333,884,365 $3,413,137,629 $79,253,264 2.4% 
Gellerdl Fund ................ $2.474,216,354 $2, 795'()O4,871 $2,882, 770. 483 $87,765,612 3.1% 
Dril'er Training Pen, 

altl' Assessment 
F~nd ........................ 2fKJ,(}(X) - 2fKJ,(}(X) - J(X10 

Califomia Emiron-
mental Protection 
Program Fund ...... 257,423 400,(}(X) 312,(}(X) -88,(}(X) -22.0 

Sf;jfe School Fund ........ 5,635,856 6, 400, (}(X) 6,2fKJ, (}(X) -200,(}(X) -3.1 
Instruchonal .\laterials 

Fund ........................ -2,325,504 19,189,389 - -19,189,389 -100.0 
Surplus . Proper~I' Re-

J'O/Jing Fund .. , ..... 3,326,667 4,719,572 4,916,82fJ 197,248 4.2 
School Building Aid 

Fund ........................ 310.754 338,865 349,927 11/J62 3.3 
Federal Funds ............ :. 443,940,930 507,631,668 518,588,399 10.956,731 2.2 



Table 3 

Crossover Between Budget Bill Items and Education Programs 

Item 
283 
284 
285 
286 
~ 
288 
289 
290 
291 
292 
293 
294 
295 
296 
297 
298 
299 
300 
301 
302 
303 
304 
305 
306 

Purpose 
Early childhoOd education ....... , .............................................. .. 
Environmental education ........ : .............................................. ... 
Educationally disadvantaged youth ..................................... ... 
Compensatory education ........................................................... . 
Miller-Unruh reading ................................................................. . 
Master Plan for Special Education ......................................... . 
OccupatiOlial training for the handicapped ......................... . 
Development centers ................................................................. . 
Regional Adult and Vocational Education Council ........... . 
Child development and preschool ......................................... . 
Indian education centers ........................................................... . 
Bilingual education ..................................................................... . 
Instructional television ............................................................. ... 
Child nutrition programs ........................................................... . 
Regional occupation centers ..................................................... . 
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 ........................................... . 
Special schools ............................................................................. . 
State library operations ............................................................. . 

Totals, General Fund .............................. :~ ............................... ... 

Instruction 
I 

$103,297,000 
(312,000) 

97,554,936 
3,917,000 

14,680,625 
57,751,850 

180,000 
14,523,400 
1,325,000 

84,646,951 
636,000 

8,628,808 
821,364 

32,500 
8,306,101 
1,436,576 

16,012,079 

$413,750,190 
• Spt:cial funds not included In total. 
b Reconciles to total General Fund expenditures shown in Table 2 as follows: 

Budget Bill items, as above........................................................ $467,158,398 
Transfer to State School Fund .................................................. 2,348,095,367 
Miscellaneous legislation ............................................................ 34,945,188 
Statutory requirements .................. ::.......................................... 591,983 
Instructional_Materials Fund .................................................... 31,979,547 
Total-General Fund expenditures ........................................ 82,882,770,483 

Administrative 
Support 
Services 

II 
$--

38,994,665 
2,000,000 

2,834,112 
153,128 
68,544 

(349,927) 
(4,916,820) 

$44,050,449 

Department 
Management and 
Special Services 

I/I 
$--

37,850 

4,147,395 
178,733 

$4,363,978 

Library 
Services 

IV 
$--

-, 
1,000,000 

3,993,781 

$4,993,781 

Total 
$103,297,000 

(312,000) a 

97,554,936 
3,917,000 

14,680,625 
57,751,850 

180,000 
14,523,400 
1,325,000 

84,684,801 
636,000 

8,628,808 
821,364 

38,994,665 
2,000,000 
1,000,000 

32,500 
15,287,608 
1,768,437 

68,544 
(349,927)" 

(4,916,820)" 
16,012,079 
3,993,781 

$467 ,158,398b 
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PROGRAM I 

INSTRUCTION 
The instruction program consists of four separately identified program 

elements. These are (1) special programs and support services, (2) ele­
mentary education, (3) secondary education and (4) adult education. 

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

Table 4 

Instruction Program Expenditures and Funding 

Elemellt 
A. Special Programs and 

Support Services: 
1. Child development/pre-

school ................................. . 
2. Special education ............. . 
3. Bilingual-bicultural edu-

cation ................................. . 
4. Compensatory education 
5. Planning and federal ad-

ministration ....................... . 
6. Curriculum services ....... . 
7. Legislative mandates (lo-

cal programs) ................... . 

Subtotal ......................... . 

B. Elementary Education: 
1. Early childhood educa-

tion ..................................... . 
2. Consolidated categorical 

programs ........................... . 
3. General activities ............. . 

Subtotal ......................... . 

C. Secondary Education: 
1. General secondary edu-· 

cation ................................. . 
2. Consolidated categorical 

programs ........................... . 
3. Traffic safety education .. 
4. Vocational education ..... . 

Subtotal ......................... . 

D. Adult Education: 
1. Adult education instruc· 

Actw/I 
1975-76 

$86,963,097 
63,414,577 

1,866,632 
27,125,521 

14,979,392 
4,447,826 

246 
$198,797,291 

$62,831 ,309 

250,300,205 
732,358 

$313,863,872 

$119,725 

33,667,070 
238,964 

51,909,703 

$85,935,462 

tion ...................................... $6,415,459 
2. Postsecondary education 

(school approvals) ............ 943,110 
3. Vocational education (lo-

cal assistance) .................... 3,209,936 

Subtotal........................... $10,568,505 

Totals .......................................... 8609,165,130 

Eshmated 
1976-77 

Proposed 
1977-78 

$103,213,474 $112,706,489 
113,170,520 119,253,138 

2,611,542 
36,293,702 

14,175,432 
4,387,606 

3,036,356 
29,992,125 

17,310,661 
4,047,170 

__ 6_1.:....,004_ 32,500 

$273,913,280 $286,378,439 

898,464,500 $104,358,187 

261,073,325 281,863,091 
1,938,238 2,057,706 

$361,476,063 $388,278,984 

$3,318,107 

38,512,940 
283,275 

63,315,810 

$105,430,132 

$3,505,387 

39,885,529 
501,106 

54,712,023 

$98,604,045 

$7 ,620,790 $6,511 ,130 

1,161,546 1,179,661 

4,002,810 3,282,866 

812,785,146 810,973,657 

$753,604,621 8784,235,125 

1977-78 Challge 
Amoullt Percellt 

$9,493,015 9.2% 
6,082;618 5.4 

424,814 16.3 
-6,301,577 -17.4 

3,135,229 22.1 
-340,436 -7.8 

- 28,504 - 46.8 

$12,465,159 4.6% 

$5,893,687 

20,789,766 
119,468 

$26,802,921 

$187,280 

1,372,589 
217,831 

-8,603,787 

- $6,826,087 

6.0% 

8.0 
6.2 

7.4% 

5.6% 

3.6 
76.9 

-13.6 

-6.5% 

-$1,109,660 -14.6% 

18,115 1.6 

- 719,944 -18.0 

-$1,811,489 -14.2% 

$30,630,504 4.1 % 



686 / K-12 EDUCATION Items 283-306 

INSTRUCTION-Continued 

State operations ........................ $44,394,593 $51,999,334 $54,457,654 $2,458,320 4.7% 
Local assistance ........................ 564,770,537 701,605,287 729,777,471 28,172,184 4.0 

General Fund ........................ 281,974,166 402,525, 420 46,416,753 11.5 
Federal funds ........................ 264,364,939 298,631,601 

1448,942,173 
284,147,266 -14,484,335 -4.9 

Reimbursements .................. 62,566,316 52,047,(j(){) 50,833,686 -1,213,914 -2.3 
State School BUIlding Aid 

Fund .................................... 2,286 
. California Emironmental 

Protection Program 
Fund .................................... 257,423 4lJO,()(X} 312,()(X} -88,()(X} 22.0 

A . SPECIAL PROGRAMS AND SUPPORT SERVICES 

• This element is responsible for assisting the age span elements with the 
following components: (a) child development, (b) special education, (c) 
bilingual education, (d) compensatory education, (e) planning and fed­
eral administration, and (f) curriculum services. 

As part of a recent departmental reorganization, which we will discuss 
later in this Analysis, the compensatory education program component 
was transferred to the elementary education element, and the curriculum 
services program component was transferred to the secondary education 
element. However, our analysis will reflect the old organization, which is 
consistent with the Governor's Budget. 

Table 5 summarizes funding for this element by component and by 
source. These figures reflect only that portion of funds allocated to Special 
Programs and Support Services. However, our analysis of specific program 
components will reflect related funds administered by the program ele-
ments. . 

Table 5 
Special Programs and Support Services Expenditures 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change. 
Component 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 
1. Child Development .................. $86,963,097 $103,213,474 $112,706,489 b $9,493,015 9.2% 

. 2. Special Education ...................... 63,414,577 113,170,520 119,253,138 6,082,618 5.4 
3. Bilingual-Bicultural Education 1,866,632 2,611,542 3,036,356 424,814 16.3 
4. Compensatory Education ......... 27,125,521 36,293,702 29,992,125 -6,201,577 -17.1 
5. Planning and Federal Admin-

istration ...................................... 14,979,392 14,175,432 17,310,661 3,135,229 22.1 
6. Curriculum Services .................. 4,447,826 4,387,606 4,047,170 -340,436 7.8 
7. Legislative Mandates (Local 

Programs)· .............................. 246 61,004 32,500 -28,504 46.7 

Total ...................................... $198,797,291 $273,913,280 $286,378,439 $12,465,159 4.5% 

State Operations: 
General Fund .............................. $19,966,342 $22,483,056 $23,165,392 $882,336 3.0% 
School Building Aid Fund ........ 2,286 
California Emironmental Pro-

techon Program Fund .......... 9,923 12,()(X} 12,()(X} 
Federal funds .............................. 6,703,353 7,100,423 7,277,734 177,311 2.5 
Reimbursements ..... : .................. 3,749,955 4,104,319 4,415,185 310,866 7.6 

Subtotal .............................................. $30,431,859 $33,687, 798 $34,870,311 $1,182,513 3.5% 
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Local Assistance: 
General Fund .............................. $73,231,893 $133,486,551 $147,928,688 $14,442,137 10.8% 
California Environmental Pro· 

tection Program Fund .......... 247,500 400,fXXJ 300,fXXJ -lfXJ,fXXJ 25.0 
Federal funds .............................. 44,892,347 69,850,483 fXi,521,712 -3,328,771 4.8 
Reimbursements ........................ 49,993,692 36,488,448 36,757,728 269,2tKJ .7 

Subtotai ............................................. $168,365,432 $240,225,482 $251,508,128 $11,282,646 4.7% 
• These figures are reflected in Program VII, Legislative Mandates, in the Governor's Budget. 
b An additional $13,255,888 or the state preschool program is included in elementary education. 

1. CHILD DEVELOPMENT/PRESCHOOL 
I 

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 6. 

Table 6 

Child Development/Preschool 
Expenditures and Funding 

Actual Estimated Proposed 1977-78 Chan~e 
AcHI11y 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

A. Child care services: 
State operations .................. $1,804,452 $2,547,031 $2,604,822 b $57,791 2.3% 
Local assistance .................. 73,833,556 89,359,319 98,128,739 8,769,420 9.8 

Subtotal ................................ $75,638,008 $91,906,350 $100,733,561 $8,827,211 9.6% 
B. Preschool education: 

State operations .................. $585,378 $660,081 $686,772 $26,691 4.0% 
Local assistance .................. 23,140,506 23,153,044 24,542,044 1,389,000 6.0 
Subtotal .................. ~ ............. $23,725,884 $23,813,125 $25,228,816 • $1,415,691 5,9% 
Combined Total 
State operations .................. $2,389,830 $3,207,112 $3,291,594 $84,482 2.6% 
Local assistance .................. 96,974,062 112,512,363 122,670,783 10,158,420 9.0 

Total ...................................... $99,363,892 $115,719,475 $125,962,377 $10,242,902 8.9% 
General Fund ............................ $47,636,084 $77,791/193 $87,724,747 . $9,933,654 12.8% 
Federal funds ................... ; .......... 457,fXXJ 457,fXXJ 457,fXXJ 
Reimbursements ........................ 51.27O,8fAiJ 37,471,382 37,780,630 309,248 1.0 
• $13,255,888 or the preschool program budget is administered by the elementary education program 

manager and $11,972,928 by the Office or Child Development. 
b Does not include $69,126 budgeted ror two auditor positions in Program III. 

A. Child Care Services 

Pursuant to Chapter 670, Statutes of 1972, (AB 99) the Child Develop­
ment Act, as amended by Chapter 1191, Statutes of 1973, (AB 1244) and 
Chapter 1466; Statutes of 1976, (AB 2965) the State Department of Educa­
tion has administrative responsibility for a variety of child care services for 
children from-prekindergarten through age 14. 

Major program goals are (a) to enhance the educational performance 
of participant children, (b) to assist families in becoming self~suffic~ent by 
enabling parents to work or receive employment training, and (c) to 
provide families with a full range of child development services in the 
areas of education, supervision, health, nutrition, social services, parent 
participation, and parent education. 

Table 1 summarizes the scope of child care services provided in 1976-11. 
The table indicates that more than 400 agencies are serving an estimated 
10,000 children. 
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Table 7 
Child Development Programs 

Estimated Number of Agencies. Sites and Children 
1976-77 

Program 
Contracting 

Agencies 
General Child Care: 

Children's centers ............................................................................. . 
. Community based ............................................................................ .. 
Migrant Child Care ............................................................................... . 
Campus Child Care ........................................................................... , ... . 
Parenting and Infant Development: 

85 
150 
18 
31 

School age parents .............................................................................. } 13 
Infants .................................................................................................. .. 

No. of 
Sites 

} 

,\0. of 
Children 

(Est.) 

491 35,997 
267 10,831 
35 2,534 
51 1,585 

15 347 
239 

County Welfare Departments ............................................................. . 
Alternative Child Care (AB 3059) .................................................... .. 

42 
109 

1 

:\fot. reported 12,158 

Child Care Pilot Study ........................................................................ .. 
Not reported 6,288 
Not,reported 860" 

Total............................................................................................................ 449 
• Estimated low income children who are eligible for subsidized child care. 
b Does not include family day care homes. 
Administration 

859 b 70,839 

The 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 adaption 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 prograin 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 other low-income and 
disadvantaged families; and (7) generate the maximum federal reim­
bursement for federally eligible children. 

Funding 

Table 8 summarizes General Fund appropriations for child care by 
Budget Item. 

TableS 
Budget Bill Appropriations for Child Care 

Item St;lte We;u 
.\0. Agency Operahons Assistance Tot;i/ 
240 Health and Welfare (for Dept. of Education) $4,757:'280 84,757,280 
257(d) Employment Development Dept. (for Dept. of 

Education) ........................................................ - -52,000 405,000 457,000 
292(a) Education .................................................................. 1,228,746 46,289,011 47,517,757 
292 (b) Education .................................................................. 341,024 12,625,000 12,966,024 

Reappropriations: 
Budget Act of 197~Item 281.. .................... 2,000,000 2,000,000 
Chapter 344, Statutes of 1976 (AB 3059) .. 50,000 50,000 

$1,671,770 866,076,291 $67,748,061 

Table 9 summarizes budgeted state and federal local assistance funds for 
child development programs in 1976-77 and as proposed by the Gover­
nor's Budget for 1977-78. 
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Table 9 
Child Development Programs 

Local Assistance Funding 
(in thousands) 

Estimated 1976-77 IToposed 1977-78 
State Federal LoCal . Total State Federal Local Total 

School districts and 
county superintend-
ents of schools .......... $23,881 $27,905 $51,786 $23,881 $27,905 $51,786 

County welfare depart-
ments .......................... 1,050 3,151 4,201 1,050 3,151 4,201 

Private nonprofit agen-
cies .............................. 16,857 16,857 16,857 16,857 

Campus child care .......... 1,675 $539 2,214 1,675 $539 2,214 
Migrant child care .......... 1,789 457 2,246 1,789 457 2,246 
Alternative child care 

(Ch. 344/1976; AB 
3059): 

Direct services .............. 8,225 8,225 l1,225b 11,225 
Support services .......... 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 

Special allowances 
Rent ................................ 299 299 299 299 
Handicapped ................ 501 501 501 501 

High school infant care .. 630 630 630 630 
Undistributed c •••••••••••••••••• 1,000 1,000 6,769 6,769 

Total ........ ., ........................... $57,307 $31,513 a $539 $89,359 $66,076 $31,513' $539 $98,128 
a Includes $31,056 Title XX and $457,000 Title I funds. 
b Includes $3 million increase in 1977-78. Some of these funds may be allocated for support services. 
C Includes annualization funds of $1 million in 1976-77 and $2 million in 1977-78 and $4.8 million (6 

percent) cost of living increase in 1977-78. 

The table indicates proposed state/federal local assistance funding of 
child care programs in 1977-78 of $98.1 million. This is an increase of $8.8 
inillion over current year funding. The increase consists of (1) $3 million 
for annualization of Chapter 344, Statutes of 1976, (AB 3059) alternative 
child care programs, funded at $10 million in the current year; (2) $2 
million ($1 million in the current year) to provide for annualization of 
programs for which state funding was discontinued in prior years; and (3) 
$4.8 million to provide a 6 percent inflation factor on both General Fund 
and Title XX federal funds budgeted for child care programs in the cur­
rent year. 

1976 Alternative Programs 

W@ recommend deferment of approval of $12,625,()(}() included in Item 
292 (b) to provide local assistance funding of Chapter 344, Statutes of 1976, 
{AB 3059) alternative child care programs in 1977-78. 

We further recommend that the Department of Education submit to 
the fiscal subcommittees a 1976.-77 expenditure schedul@ for AB 3059 
programs. The schedule should indicate how much of the $10 million 
appropriated by AB 3059 will be. expended through June 30, 1977. 

Chapter 344, Statutes of 1976, (AB 3059) appropriated $10 million for 
alternative child care programs. The Department of Education is having 
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difficulty establishing theseprograms~ As of this writing, a substantial 
portion of AB 3059 funds are not being expended. Many programs which 
have been authorized are struggling to become operational. 

We believe ~he 1977,...78 budget for this program should not be approved 
until the Department of Education has provided the fiscal subcommittees 
a schedule of estimated program expenditures for the current year. This 
will permit a determination of the amount of annualization funds, if any, 
which will be required in the budget year. 

Annualization Funding and Inflation Funding 

We support augmentations to annualize (i.e., fund on a full year basis 
at the level attained at the close of the prior year) programs which were 
state funded in mid-year 1974-75 and which have been locally funded in 
1975-76 and in 1976.-77. However, we question whether the $1 million 
augmentation for the current year and $2 million for the budget year 
included in the Governor's Budget are accurate estimates of the amounts 
needed to fund these programs. The Department of Education had previ­
ously estimated that $1.6 million would be required to continue these 
programs through the last half of 1976-77 and $3.2 million for 1977-78. 
However, as of this writing, the department now estimates that $1 million 
will fund these programs .for the entire 1976-77 year. If this is the case, 
then only $1 million (instead of $2 million) would appear to be needed for 
these programs in 1977-78. This issue shQuld be discussed by the depart­
ment along with the AB 3059 reconciliation mentioned above. 
, The $4.8 million allowance for inflation is reasonable. It represents a 6 

percent increase in 1.977-78 on both General Fund and federal fund sup­
port for child care in the current year; It would also provide ari increase 
of 6 percent in the maximum allowable reimbursements per child hour 
(from $1.21 to $1.28 for children age two and over and from $1.44 to $1.53 
for children under two years of age). 

PL~1 ..... . .. 
Public Law 94-401 (Hlll~455) dated September 7,1976, provided child 

care funds for states .t() meet federal adult I child staffing requiremeqts .. 
However, a "maintenance of. effort" provision, which .. would have re" . 
quired these funds to be used in addition to the level of effort already 
budgeted with existing Title XX funds, was not included. The absence of 
such a provision has been interpreted to mean that the "new" PL 94~401 
day care funds canbe used to free up, for other purposes, Title XX funds 
which had been previously allocated for day care. 

This is what the Governor:s Budget proposes to do.' It indicates a total 
of $23.7 million PL 94-401 funds available to. California, of which $17.5 
million is allocated to 197E).;..77 and $6.2 million to the budget year. Hecause 
California is already meeting federal adult I child staffing ratios in federally 
funded programs, the Governor's Budget substitutes the $23.7 million in 
PL 94-401. funds for Title XX funds presently allocated to child care. This 
makes the Title XX funds available for other purposes. The net effect is 
no increase in child care funds with the exception of $3 million of Title XX 
funds which are allocated to provide the $1 million in annuali:zation funds 
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in 1976-77 and $2 million in 1977-78 discussed above. The remainder of the 
Title XX funds is allocated to other social services programs. 

Staffing Ratios for State Funded Programs 

The 1976 Budget Act replaced $15 million of federal Title XX funds 
allocated to child care with state General Funds (commonly called the 
"buy-out"). This was to require less restrictive adult/ child ratios than 
those specified by Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements 
(FIDCR). The stated purpose was to serve more children. 

The specific revised staffing ratios were to be in accordance with the 
Department of Education's plan of June 3, 1976. Because of objections 
expressed by many child care agencies concerning the proposed regula­
tions, the department is now modifying the proposed regulations to still 
be generally less restrictive than FIDCR but more restrictive than the 
department's June 3, 1976 plan. 

The result may be to not serve as many additional children as was 
contemplated in the June 3 plan. The department now intends to imple­
ment the new regulations as of July 1, 1977 instead of January 1, 1977 as 
specified by the Legislature. Thus, the implementation of less restrictive 
adult/child staffing ratios in state funded programs in 1976-77, although 
encouraged by the Department of Education, is voluntary on the part of 
operating agencies. 

Governor's Program Limitations 

The Governor's Budget proposes three limitations concerning staffing 
of child development programs. Each is intended to promote cost-effec­
tive program operation through more efficient staffing patterns. The first 
would require child development programs to meet staff/child ratios by 
staffing on the basis of attendance rather than enrollment. The second 
would limit state. reimbursement for staffing costs of child care agencies 
to not more than the costs generated by the minimum prescribed staffing 
patterns. The third would limit state reimbu.rsement for teacher's salaries 
to those costs necessary to meet minimum prescribed teacher / child ratios. 
If a child care agency hires additional teachers, only the costs which would 
be incurred for the same number of aides would be allowed as reimbursa­
ble expenditures. It should be noted, however, that the adult/ child staffing 
ratios for state funded programs have now been revised. The Budget Bill 
language (Item 292) should be corrected accordingly. 

We support the limitations proposed in the Governor's Budget because 
we believe they would assist in controlling program costs without hinder­
ing progr~m quality and indirectly free funds for program expansion if 
authorized. The limitations would ensure implementation of several rec­
ommendations concerning staffing patterns contained in our 1976-77 
Analysis which were adopted by the Legislature. 

In explaining our support of the limitations, it is importantto discuss the 
fundamental trade-offs which we believe exist in the provision of subsi­
dized child care. The basic public policy issue in this area is the choice 
between serving a limited number of children in more costly programs or 
serving substanti~lly more children in programs which, while less expen-
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sive, are nevertheless of demonstrable quality. We believe the second 
alternative is the sounder of the two and the Legislature should adopt 
policies consistent with efficient staffing patterns. 

Personnel Qualifications 

We recommend that Education Code Section 16760 defining qualifica­
tions for teachers in subsidized child care centers be amended to include 
only individuals holding a children s center permit or a teaching creden­
tial based on preparation for teaching in the elementary grades or below. 

State regulations in California require the presence of qualified teach­
ing staff in subsidized child care centers. Currently the Education Code 
defines individuals who qualify for this purpose as: 

" ... such persons who hold children's center permits issued by the 
Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing. Any person hold­
ing a teaching credential issued by the State Board of Education or 
Commission is deemed to hold a regular children's center permit that 
will authorize supervision and instruction of children or supervision 
of a children's program." (Education Code, Section 16760). 

Under this section any individual who holds either a children's center 
permit or an elementary, secondary or junior college credential is qpali~ 
fied as a teacher in a subsidized child care center. Thus, it is possible for 
credentialed teachers, including secondary and junior college teachers, to 
displace or "bump" individuals holding a children's center permit. 

Potential bumping by higher grade level teachers has been of particular 
con,cern in school districts with declining enrollments. This is a problem 
because such teachers may not be effective in child care programs which 
primarily serve preschool children. In addition, the problem has signifi­
cant cost implications because, on the average, these teachers earn higher 
salaries than do those with appropriate training for preschool and early 
childhood instruction. Thus, we believe the code section defining teachers 
in subsidized child care centers should be amended to exclude individuals 

. holding secondary and junior college credentials. 
A related recommendation for improving the cost-effectiveness of subsi­

dized child care is discussed under Item 309. 

Data Collection 

We recommend that the Departments of Education and Benefit Pay­
ments jointly develop procedures for collecting comparable information 
concerning the characteristics of child care funded through the education­
al system and the welfare system. 

Publicly subsidized child care in California is administered through two 
distinct mechanisms. Child care administered by the Department of Edu­
cation is proposed at a level of state and federal funding in 1977-78 of 
$100.7 million (Table 6) ; additional local funding is anticipated to be over 
$35 million. It is estimated that approximately 70,000 children will be 
served through this system. 

Child care is also administered by County Welfare Departments and 
I funded through the State Department of Benefit Payments. Total federal, 

state and local expenditures for this child care are estimated to be over $70 
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million annually. Within this category, it is estimated that care is provided 
(a) to between 60,000 and 80,000 children directly as an Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children (AFDC) work-related welfare expense and (b) 
to approximately 5,000 children under the Work Incentive Program 
(WIN) as a job training expense. 

It is important to note that figures concerning child care provided under 
the various systems are based on different definitions. It is essential that 
the Legislature be presented with comparable information in order to 
understand the several types of subsidized child· care in the state. In the 
absence of comparable information, statistics referring to such characteris­
tics as total numbers of families and children served and costs of care are 
of questionable validity. 

Education Code Section 16722.1 requires the Department of ~ducation 
to report specified information to the Legislature annually concerning the 
child care it administers. We have recommended that the Department of 
Benefit Payments provide similar reports annually (Item 261). The 
present recommendation is intended to promote coordination between 
the two agencies to ensure development of comparable information. 

Santa Clara Pilot Project 

It should be noted that the child care pilot study authorized by Chapter 
1191, Statutes of 1973, (AB 1244) will be completed at the end of the 
current year. It is subsidizing child care for an estimated 860 children of 
low-income parents. When the pilot study subsidy is eliminated these 
parents will have to pay the full cost of child care or compete for existing 
subsidized child care slots which are presently filled. 

B. State Preschool Program 

Chapter 1248, Statutes of 1965 (AB 1331) directed the State Department 
of Education to initiate a statewide system of preschool programs for three 
to five-year-old children from low-income families. Chapter 670, Statutes 
of 1972 (AB 99) provided a new specification for various child develop­
ment' programs, including part-day educational programs for pre-kinder­
garten children. Chapter 1005, Statutes of 1973 (AB 451) and Chapter 
1466, Statutes of 1976 (AB 2965) authorized continuation of the state pre­
school program. 

The purposes of the preschool program are to enhance the develop­
ment of the child and involve parents in the educational process as much 
as possible. More than 19,000 children are enrolled in programs adminis­
tered by 118 school districts, 69 private nonprofit agencies, offices of 
county superintendents of schools, and institutions of higher education. 

In addition, Chapter 795, Statutes of 1975, authorized a preschool schol­
arship incentive program which provides scholarships to assist 1,178 pre­
school permit teachers and aides in continuing their professional 
development. 

Table 10 summarizes the scope of the preschool program since 1971-72. 
The table indicates that about the same number of children have been 
served for the last five years while state costs have increased almost five 
fold. 
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Table 10 

Scope of Preschool Program 
1971-72 Through 1976-n 

Number of 
Year Applicant Agencies 
Iffll-72 .............................................................................. 166 
Iffl2-73 ............................................................................... 191 
Iffl:J..74 .............................................................................. 184 
Iffl4-75 .............................................................................. 184 
Iffl5-76 .............................................................................. 186 
Iffl&-77 ............................................. :................................ 186 

Number of 
Sites (est.) 

669 
852 
852 
852 
796 
796 

Number of 
Children (est.) 

16,317 
19,445 
19,449 
19,400 
19,258 
19,355 

Table 11 summarizes funding of the preschool program since 1971-72. 

Table 11 

Funding of Preschool Program Since 1971-72 

Year 
Iffll-72 ..................................................................................... . 
Iffl2-73 .................................................................................... .. 
Iffl:J..74 ..................................................................................... . 
Iffl4-75 .................................................................................... .. 
Iffl5-76 .................................................................................... .. 
Iffl&-77 .......................... : ......................................................... .. 
If177-78 proposed ........................................... , ....................... . 

Stilte 
$5,122,000 
5,328,453 

23,314,100 
21,812,000 
23,512,720 
23,773,108 
25,228,816 

Federal 
Jlatching" 
$15,366,000 
15,985,359 

Total 
$20,488,000 
21,313,812 
23,314,100 
21,812,000 
23,512,700 
23,773,108 
25,228,816b 

a Federal social s{'rvices funds were available on a 75-25 (.federal·state) matching basi~ until 1973-74. 
b Budget Bill Item 292 (c). It includes $199,303 for scholarship incentive program. 

The table indicates a $1.5 million increase in the program funding level 
in 1977-78. This consists of a 6 percent inflation allowance of $1.4 million 
on 1976-77 local assistance funds and an inflation allowance on 1976-77 
state operations funds. 

2. SPECIAL EDUCATION 

The special education component includes (1) the Master Plan for Spe­
cial Education, (2) educational improvement for the handicapped, (3) 
research and development, (4) special schools, (5) clearinghouse deposi­
tory for handicapped students, and (6) other special education programs. 

These programs provide services to students who are blind, deaf, or­
thopedically handicapped, multi-handicapped, educable and trainable 
mentally retarded, and educati~mally handicapped. In addition, federal 
funds (Education of the Handicapped Act, Title VI, PL 93-380) provide 
for (1) program improvement projects sponsored by local educational 
agencies, (2) deaf-blind services provided by private agencies, (3) staff 
development programs, (4) demonstration child service centers, and (5) 
pilot projects for the identification of exceptional children. 
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Funding 

Table 12 summarizes expenditures and funding sources for the special 
education component. The Governor's Budget proposes an overall fund­
ing increase for special education of approximately $6.1 million or 5.4 
percent. However, the actual increase in General Fund expenditures (ex­
cluding federal funds for Education Improvement for the Handicapped) 
is $5,852,309 or 6.2 percent. 

Table 12 
Expenditures and Funding Sources for Special Education 

Actual Estimated Proposed fhll!lK{' ........ 
Program 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 . Amount Percent 

1. Master Plan: 
State Operation ........................ $311,708 $359,431 $370,976 $11,545 3.2% 
Local Assistance ........................ 23,569,140 55,343,250 57,751,ssot' 2,408,600 4.4 

2. Education Improvement for 
Handicapped: 
State Operations ...................... 2,994,505 3,507,041 3,890,869 383,828 10.9 
Local Assistance ........................ 7,179,742 20,507,116 20,353,597 -153,519 -.8 

3. Research and Development: 
Stat~ Operations ...................... 302,962 362,398 372,770 10,372 2.9 

4. Special Schools: 
State Operations c •••••••.••.•..••.••• 16,455,663 18,301,349 19,061,476 760,127 4.2 

5. Clearinghouse Depository: 
State Operations ...... : ............... 247,934 295,018 304,876 9,858 3.3 

6. Other Special Education Pro· 
grams: 
State Operations .............. : ....... 1,107,163 1,281,917 1,370,324 88,407 6.9 
Local Assistance d •.••••••••••••••.••• 11,245,760 13,213,000 15,776,400 2,563,400 19.4 

Totals, Special Education· ............ $63,414,577 $113,170,520 $119,253,138 $6,082,618 5.4% 
State Operahons: 

General Fund ................................ $16,284,332 . $17,799,5fio $18,355,959 $556,399 3.1% 
Federal funds ................................ 2,994,505 3,526,041 3,971,124 445,083 12.6 
Reimbursements .......................... 2,141,098 2,781,553 3,044,208 262,655 9.4 

Subtotal ...................................... $21,419,935 $24,107,154 $25,371,291 $1,264,137 5.2% 
Local Assist/wee: 

General Fund ............................ : ... $32,970,641 $67, 483,250 $12,455,250 $4,972,000 7.4% 
Federal funds ................................ 9,024,001 21,580,116 21,426,597 -153,519 -.7 

Subtotal ...................................... $41,994,642 $89,063,366 $93,881,847 $4,818,481 5.4% 
• These totals do not include state apportionments for special education programs, which are presented 

in Table 45. 
b Budget Item 288. 
C Budget Item 305. 
d Budget Items 289 and 290 

Enrollments 

In 1976, approximately 320,000 exceptional students received services in 
special education programs throughout the state as shown in Table 13. 
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Table .13 

Unduplicated Count of Pupils Being Served 
by Special Education Programs in Local Educational Agencies 

(October 1. 1976) 

Ages 
0-2 

Pregnant minors .............................................................. 0 
Drug-dependent minors ................................................ 0 
Language and speech...................................................... 173 
Other health-impaired .................................................... 79 
Partially seeing ...................... ........................... ......... ........ 5 
Learning disability (EU) ................................................ 37 
Severely hard of hearing ................................................ 30 
Severely language handicapped, including aphasic 28 
Orthopedically handicapped ........................................ 136 
Educationally retarded (EMR) .................................... 18 
Behavior disorders (EU) ................................................ 12 
Deaf .................................................................................... 80 
Blind.................................................................................... 10 
Trainable mentally retarded ........................................ 40 
Seriously emotionally disturbed (EU) ........................ 6 
Developmentally handicapped .................................... 252 
Autistic ................................................................................ 0 
Deaf-Blind .......................................................................... 2 

TOTALS" .................................................................. 908 
• Totals do not include 1,248 children in state schools. 

A. Master Plan for Special Education (Item 288) 

. Vnduplicated Count 
Ages Ages 
3-,5 ~2J 

Q 2,558 
o 162 

19,697 106,096 
998 23,732 

47 1,215 
166 64,186 
216 2,537 
785 6,311 

1,756 23,916 
51 21,845 
44 16,408 

483 2,796 
93 1,330 

617 11,494 
45 3,722 

785 3,495 
68 663 
30 175 

Total 
2,558 

162 
125,966 
24,809 

1,327 
64,389 
2,783 
7,124 

25,808 
21,914 
16,464 
3,359 
1,433 

12,151 
3,773 
4,532 

731 
207 

25,881 292,701 319,490 

Percent 
0.8 
0.1 

39.3 
7.8 
0.4 

20.1 
.9 

2.2 
8.1 
6.9 
5.1 
1.1 
0.5 
3.8 
1.2 
1.4 
.2 
.1 

100.0 

The Master Plan for Special Education (MPSE) was authorized by 
Chapter 1532, Statutes of 1974 (AB 4040). Chapter 1532 provides for pilot 
testing of the MPSE in a limited number of districts and counties in fiscal 
years 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78. Based on the piloting, the decision for 
regular implementation will occur in 197~79. 

In July 1975, the MPSE began implementation in six selected Responsi­
ble Local Agencies (RLAs): (1) Contra Costa County (exclusive of Mt. 
Diablo Unified and Richmond Unified School Districts), (2) Humboldt 
and Del Norte Counties, (3) Sacramento Unified School District, (4) Santa 
Barbara County, (5) Santa Monica Unified School District, and (6) Stanis­
laus County. These six RLAs include 107 school districts with an estimated 
1976-77 special education enrollment of 27,167 (lOA percent of their total 
enrollment) . 

In fiscal year 1976-77, the MPSE began implementation in four addition­
al selected RLAs:(l) Los Angeles Unified School District, Area D, (2) San 
Juan Unified School District, (3) Tulare County and (4) the Whittier 
Cooperative. These four. RLAs include 59 school districts with a projected 
1976-77 special education enrollment of 23,166 (11.1 percent oftheir total 
enrollment) . 

Table 14 presents the enrollments and budgets of the 10 RLAs currently 
implementing the MPSE. Table 14 indicates that the overall cost per pupil 
of operating a Master Plan program is $1,100. However, the RLA cost per 
pupil ranges from a low of $942 in Contra Costa County to a high of $1,239 
in San~a Barbara County. 



Table 14 
Enrollment and Budgets for Ten Responsible Local Agencies 

in 1976-77 Implementation of the Master Plan for Special Education· 

Total Special Ed Percent of Total 
Projected Projected Total General Fund Federal Total 

Responsible LoclU Agenc:1' Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Budget Funds Expenditures 
Contra Costa County ................................................................ 57,381 7,294 12.7% $6,873,314 $6,873,314 
Humboldt/Del :'\orte ................................................................ 30,554 2,906 9.5 3,165,189 3,165,189 
Sacramento Unified .................................................................. 47,441 5,260 11.1 5,497,324 $113,583 5,610,907 
Santa Barbara County .............................................................. 58,500 5,673 9.7 6,731,389 299,220 7,030,609 
Santa Monica Unified· .............................................................. 13,342 1,506 11.3 1,640,679 1,640,679 
Stanislaus County ...................................................................... 52,956 4,526 8.5 5,076,300 37,300 5,113,600 
Los Angeles, Area D ........... J. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 45,085 5,985 13.3 6,129,247 94,199 6,223,446 
San Juan Unified ........................................................................ 50,848 5,733 11.3 6,464,159 438,002 6,902,161 
Tulare County ............................................................................ 56,913 5,398 9.5 6,017,570 4,805 6,022,375 
Whittier Cooperative ................................................................ 55,971 6,052 10.8 6,760,970 6,760,970 

TOTAL .................................................................................... 468,991 50,333 10.7% $54,356,141 $987,109 $55,343,250 
• This table does not include approximately $465,000 which is used for state management and coordination of program of MPSE projects. 

Total Cost 
Per Pupil 

$942 
1,088 
1,066 
1,239 
1,066 
1,130 
1,040 
1,204 
1,057 
1,117 

$1,100 
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Table 15 
Summary of Estimated General Fund Expenditures for Ten 

Master Plan Responsible Local Agencies 1976-77 

RL4 
Contra Costa Co ......................................................................................... .. 
Humboldt·DeI Xorte ................................................................................ .. 
Los Angeles Unified (Area D) ............................................................... . 
Sacramento Unified .................................................................................. .. 
San Juan.Unified ......................................................................................... . 
Santa Barbara Co ....................................................................................... .. 
Santa ~onica Unified ................................................................................ .. 
Stanislaus Co ... ; ............................................................................................ . 
Tulare Co ..................................................................................................... .. 
Whittier Area Cooperative ...................................................................... .. 

TOTALS .................................................................................................. .. 

Averages ...................................................................................................... .. 

~allSf 
1:llloe. 
1,658,782 

726,882 
1,733,334 
2,329,i~ 
2,9B),603 
2,008,818 

596,416 
2,1~,646 

2,600,2.'34 
2,1~,646 

IB,401,1ll 

Proj'd. Proj'd. Proj'd. Proj'd. J/gmt &- Sup. 
.\'0. of .10. of Res. Spec. .10. of .10. of DIS .1'0. of. l'on·Public .10. of Inc. Trans. 
alNeS Pupils I :Illoe. Res.~. Pupils S :Illoe. Pupils IAIJoc. Pupils I :Illoe. 

If! 932 1,!8),979 91 2,548 1,5&1,043 3,796 27,!m 18 862,152 
39 468 1,327,oog 61 1,464 4IB/HI 959?1,325 15 300,2.'34 
93 1,(0) 1,001,374 46 '1,288 1,140,184 3,212 600,815 425 953,(& 

125 1,500 1,393,216 64 1,792 484,318 1,956 18,600 12 7M,.'iOO 
121 1,732 1,561,368 72 1,792 1,079,644 2,194?1,325 15 919,788 
III 1,147 2,024,517 84 2,139 1,253,492 2,387 m,551 
32 3.'i6 435,31ll ID 588 284,900 568 21,770 14 149,&73 

117 1,211 1,393,216, 64 1,536 531,919 1,779 475,858 
143 1,330 1,393,216 64 1,792 552,115 2,275 1,555 I 827,864 
117 1,304 1,576,293 --....E 1,944 1,283,340 2,m 41,985 ---.!!. 1,004,254 
91fT 11,000 14,W3,468 638 16,883 8,642,917 21,903 819,395 527 7,035,019 

- 818,643 - S22,19l S395 
(Per 

pupil! a 

81,555 8140 
(Per 

class! 
(Per 

pro-gram! 
(Per (Per 

pupil! pupil! 
a This figure represents an average of \9.75 hours per pupil of Designated Instructional Services at a cost of $20 per hour. 

Total 
WP Total Pupils 

1:llloe. S:llloe. Proj'd. 
7~,458 6,873,314 7,294 
310,942 3,165,11f! 2,~ 

640,395 6,129,247 5,985 
562,820 5,497,324 5,260 
613,431 6,464,159 5,733 
007,011 6,731,3!fl 5,&73 
152,475 1,640,&79 1,500 
494,661 5,076,300 . 4,526 
577,586 6,017,570 5,398 
624,452 6,700,970 6,002 

5,364,231 54,356,141 50,333 

8107 81,00l 5,033 
(Per (Per (Per 

pupil) pupil) RU! 
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Table 15 presents a summary of the estimated General Fund only ex­
penditures by the ten RLAs in 1976-77 on the six components of the 
Master Plan: 1) special classes; 2) resource specialist program; 3) designat­
ed instructional services (DIS); 4) non-public schools; 5) management and 
support, including transportation; 6) identification, assessment and in­
structional planning. . 

Inflation for Master Plan Programs 

The Governor's Budget proposes an inflation adjustment for the Master 
Plan for Special Education in compliance with Chapter 1532, Statutes of 
1974. This inflation adjustment will permit the 10 RLAs to continue im­
plementation of the MSPE at a level sub!!tantially equivalent to FY 1976-
77. We recommend approval. 

. State Support of Master Plan 

Table 16 summarizes 1975-76 revenue and expenditures of three· 
RLAs-Santa Monica, Santa Barbara and Contra Costa. 

Table 16 
Revenue and Expenditure Summary 

for Master Plan Instructional Components 
1975-76 

Resource Designated .\'onpublic 
Special Day Specialist. Instruch'on Schools 

Rel'enue 
Master Plan-Chapter 1532/1971 

Instructional Components .................. ~ ................ . 
Identification, Assessment and Instructional 

Planning ............ ; .................................................. . 
Management and Support ................................... . 
Transportation ....................................................... . 

Total Master Plan Revenue ..................................... . 
ADA Revenues ................................ ~ .......................... . 

TOTAL REVENUES ................................................ ,. 

Expenditures 
Special Day Classes ............................................... . 
Resource Specialist Programs ............................. . 
Designated Instruction and Services ............... . 
Nonpublic Schools ................................... : ............. . 
Identification, Assessment and Instructional 

Planning ............................................................... . 
Management and Support... ................................ . 
Transportation ....................................................... . 

Total Special Education Expenditures ................. . 
Fiscal Effort from ADA ....................................... . 

Total Expenditures ............................................... . 

Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues Over Ex-
penditures ........................................................... . 

Percent Difference .............................................. .. 

Classes Program Il11d Sen ices {Per 
(Per Class) (Per Program) (Per Hour) Enrollment) 

$17,500 

980 
490 

3,452 

$22,422 
10,442. 

$32,864 

$16,553 
xxx 
xxx 
xxx 

5,841 
1,242 
4,272 

$27,908 
10,442 

$38,350 

($5,486) 

-16.7% 

$20,440 

2,251 
1,126 

xxx 

$23,817 
xxx 

$23,817 

xxx 
$22,407 

xxx 
xxx 

2,071 
2,854 

xxx 

$27,332 
xxx' 

$27,332 

($3,515) 

-14.8% 

$20.00 

2.92 
1.46 
xxx 

24.38 
xxx 

$24.38 

xxx 
xxx 

$17.68 
xxx 

2.09 
3.70 
xxx 

823.47 
xxx 

$23.47. 

$0.91 

+3.7% 

$1,460 

100 
xxx 
610 

2,170 
1,369 

$3,539 

xxx 
xxx 
xxx 

$1,468 

500 
xxx 
755 

$2,723 
1,369 

4,092 

($553) 

-15.6% 

The data indicate that Special Day Classes, the Resouce Specialist Pro­
gram and the Non-Public Schools Program would have had an expendi-



700 / K-12 EDUCATION Items 283-;..306 

"INSTRUCTION-Continued 

, ture deficit of approximately 15 percent if only Chapter 1532 funds were 
applied to these programs. This is due to maximum funding rates on state 
support. The deficiencies shown were funded either by revenues collect­
ed from a countywide permissive override tax or unrestricted school dis­
trict general fund resources. 

Master Plan Audit " 

In compliance with Supplementary Budget Language of 1976 (Item 
324) , the Departments of Finance and Education have conducted a com­
prehensive audit of the appropriateness of Master Plan program expendi­
tures in selected RLAs. The report will be available durihgbudget 
hearings and we will be prepared to comment on i.t then. 

Master Plan Evaluation 

We recommend that the next annual Master Plan lor Special Education 
evaluation include detailed information concerning students served, types 
of services provided, program costs and program effectiveness. 

The Department of Education's 1975--76 evaluation report on the 
Master Plan describes program implemen.tation but contains only limited 
information about (a) students served and types of services provided, (b) 
program costs, and (c) effectiveness of the Master Plan programs. 

The major findings of the evaluation are: 
(1) The number of individuals with exceptional needs who were served 

in Master Plan RLAs increased by 5,114 or 24 percent. . 
" (2) Parent-school personal contacts in the six RLAs increased by nearly 
200 percent from 191.'4-75 to 1915-76: .. 

(3) Although there appeared to be a shift from special classes and 
centers to more integrated programs (resource specialist and designated 
instructional services), the overall percentage of pupils who were inte­
grated for lfily portion of the school day (including lunch, recess,etc.) 
remained the sam~7 percent for both 1974-75 and 1975-76. " 

(4) Special education pupils in Master Plan RLAs accomplished 51 per­
c~nt of their 197s...76 instructional objectives; comparison data on the 
extent to which non-Master Plan pupils accomplish instructional objec­
tives were unavaila~le. 

(5) The total funds expended for special education increased from $29 
million in 1974-75 to $37.5 million in 1975-76. 

(6) State support for total Master Plan special education, programs in­
creased from 60 percent in 1974-75 to 79 percent in 1971)...,76. 

We believe these findings rai~e several issues. The first issue relates to 
the 24 percent increase in students served under the Master Plan. This 
increase is particularly important in view of the impreciseness of existing 
definitions of individuals with exceptional needs. Jf the definition of the 
eligible target population is not clarified, it will be difficult (if not impossi­
ble) to establish corisistent placement standards for Master Plan special 
education program~. This couldresult in a significant increase in thenum­
ber of students enrolled in special education programs, many of whom 

" may not need such programs." " 
The second issue relates to the si'gnificant shift in the cost burden for 

special education programs in Master Plan RLAs. If the Master Plan is 
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implemented on a statewide basis, the costs of special education could 
increase by more than 25 percent. With current state support for special 
education at approximately $278 million, statewide implementation of the 
Master Plan could increase state costs by over $70 million per year. This 
estimate excludes inflation adjustments for the Master Plan and other 
special education programs such as special schools and development cen­
ters. 

The third issue relates to program effectjveness. The 1975-76 evaluation 
report presented little information in response to the statutory require­
ment for "a general assessment of the relative effectiveness of programs 
conducted under this chapter compared to special education programs 
not conducted under this chapter." We believe such information is essen­
tial in future evaluations. 

In view of the significance of these issues for the final decision on 
statewide implementation of the plan in 1978-79, we believe future 
evaluations should present detailed information (a) for each RLA about 
students served, the types of services they are provided and program costs 
and· (b) across RLAs concerning program effectiveness. 
Variation of Ratios 

The Supplementary Report of the Budget Act of 1976 recommended 
that RLAs emphasize a program design which allows for an evaluation of 
a planned variation of the staff I pupil ratios used in the resource specialist, 
designated instruction, and special day-class components of the Master 
Plan for Special Education funding model. 

However, the Department of Education has indicated that the scope of 
the evaluation will be limited to the resource specialist component of the 
Master Plan. Neither the designated instruction component nor the spe­
cialday-class component of the Master Plan will be evaluated as pre­
scribed by the Supplementary Report. 

The evaluation will not be available until February. 

B.. Special Schools (Item 305) 

The State of California operates six special schools to provide services 
to handicapped minors (deaf, blind, neurologically handicapped, and mul­
tihandicapped) whose school districts of residence do not offer adequate 
special education services. These six schools are the: (1) California School 
for the Blind, Berkeley; (2) California School for the Deaf, Berkeley; (3) 
California School for the Deaf, Riverside; (4) Diagnostic School for the 
Neurologically Handicapped Children, Northern California; (5) Diagpos­
tic School for the Neurologically Handicapped Children, Central Califor­
nia; (6) Diagnostic School for Neurologically' Handicapped Children, 
Southern California. 

Table 17' summarizes support and per full-time equivalent pupil ex­
penditures of the special schools. 
Expansion of Diagnostic Schools 

We recommend that the Department of Education prepare an evalua­
tion report on the diagnostic schools' program for autistic children for 
submission to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 1, 
1978. 

/ 



table .17 

Estimated Support and Expenditures Per FuJI-Time 
Equivalent Pupil in Special Schools 1977-78 

General Local Total State 
School Fund· Reimbursements and Local 
School for the Blind ............................................................... . $2,043,919 $009,271 $2.253,190 

Schools for the Deaf 
Berkeley .................................................................................. 4,227,621 498,294 4,725,915 
Riverside ................................ ; ............................................... 5,862,811 518,571 6,381,382 

Schools for the NeurolOgically Handicapped b 

North ......................................... : ............................................ 1,321,628 36,000 1,357,628 
Central .................................................................................... 1,2D8,268 24,000 1,232,268 
South .... , ................................................................................... 1,347,832 28,000 1,375,832 

$16,012,079 $1,314,136 $17,326,215 

Federal 
Funds 
(E5EA, 

Title I)' 
$'195:m 

860,828 
181,472 

53,858 
47,472 
38,000 

$1,477 ;JJ1T 

Total 
Total 'EXpenditures 

Expenditures EnroUment Per FTE 
$2.548,767 135 $18,890 

5,586,743 452 12,360 
6,562,854 600 10,938 

1,411,486 41 34,426 
1,279,740 41 31,213 

18,1m,422 41 34,484 --
$18,830,422 1,310 $14,354 

• ESEA, Title I funds except for $635,438 in Education of the Handicapped Act, Title VI·B funds for the operation of a multi-handicapped .unit at the School for 
the Deaf in Berkeley serving 52 pupils. 

b The three diagnostic schools (combined) provide education assessment for approximately 500 pupils during the school year. 
• Budget Item 305 funds. 
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The Governor's Budget proposes an augmentation of $141,864 for eac'h 
of the three Diagnostic Schools for the Neurologically Handicapped to 
provide programs for autistic children. The programs will include (1) 
assessment and identification of pupil need, (2) counseling services for 
parents; (3) a specialized program of instruction tailored to each child's 
mental ability; and (4) a five-day residence program. The- maximum 
length of stay of any child in a diagnostic school is one year. 

The diagnostic school in Los Angeles has been operating a project for 
autistic children with federal funds for over two years. The staff of this 
school can provide guidance and support for the diagnostic schools in 
Fresno and San' Francisco. 

Based upon the results of the Los Angeles pilot project, we recommend 
approval because the diagnostic schools have the expertise and experience 
necessary to provide an exemplary program for autistic children. The 
re~onallocation of the diagnostic schools permits them to offer maximum 
in-service training opportunities for school district special education staff. 
Thus, each diagnostic school can encourage and assist local school districts 
to establish programs for autistic pupils. 

The Governor's Budget, however, does not require an evaluation re­
port. We believe that the Department of Education should be required to 
evaluate the new programs for the autistic. This report should include 
information on the extent to which each school: (a) develops and success­
fully implements instruction plans for autistic children, (b) provides in­
service training to school district personnel, and (c) promotes full or 
partial replication in school districts within its service area. 

Schools for the Deaf Augmented Services 

The Governor's Budget proposes a $69,400 for two guidance counselors 
at each of the schools for the deaf. We recommend approval. The schools 
for the deaf currently have no guidance counselors and the proportion of 
secondary students appears to justify such a service---68 percent (291 
students) in the School for the Deaf (Berekely) and 61 percent (337 
students) in the School for the Deaf (Riverside). The four guidance coun­
selors will serve a total of 628 students, a counselor-student ratio of 157:1, 
for an annual per pupil cost of $111. 

C. Development Centers Expansion (Item 290) 

Chapter 1235, Statutes of 1965, (as amended by Chapter 407, Statutes of 
1974 (SB 1782) ) authorizes the establishment of the Development Center 
Program to provide day care and treatment for children, ages 3 to 21, 
unable to attend special education classes because of a severe handicap 
and/ or mental retardation. This program is designed to provide basic 
self-help skills and' to provide a placement alternative to state mental 
hospitals. . 

Table 18 summarizes state and federal support for development centers. 
The Governor's Budget proposes a $723,000 infl!}tionadjustment (6 per­

cent) and a $1,745,400 increase to serve 501 additional eligible children. It 
is estimated that with the proposed-program expansion all eligible chil­
dren will be served. Existing law requires full service by September 1, 
1978. . 
25-7517R 
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Table 18 
State Support for Development Centers 

Actual Estimated Proposed 2 hange 
197~76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

Local Assistance· .............................. $10,990,760 $12,055,000 $14,523,400 b $2,468,400 20% 
Federal SUppoTt... ............................... 1,073,000 1,073,000 0 0 
Total .................................................... " $10,990,760 $13,128,000 $15,596,400 $2,468,400 19% 
Enrollment .......................................... 3,594 4,499 5,000 \ SOl 11% 
Cost per Enrollment ........................ $3,058 $2,918 $3,119 $201 6.9% 
• Approximately 1 percent of these dollars support state operations, but the Department of Education 

could not determine the exact amount used for this purpose. 
b Budget Bill Item 290. 
3. BILINGUAL EDUCATION (ITEM 294) . 

A. General Program 

Chapter 978, Statutes of 1976, (AB 1329) mandates that each limited or 
non-EngJish speaking pupil in kindergarten through grade 12 be provided 
bilingual instruction. Among other provisions, Chapter 978:( 1) continues 
bilingual instruction programs funded under Chapter 1258, Statutes of 
1972 (AB 2284) until replaced by or incorporated into bilingual-cross­
cultural programs funded by this act, (2) requires that an annual language 
census be performed by actual head count, and (3) requires that each local 
school district submit an annual evaluation of pupil progress to the Depart­
ment of Education. 

Chapter 978 makes General Fund appropriations of $186,000 in fiscal 
year 1976-77 and $3,600,000 in fiscal year 1977-78 for a total of $3,786,000. 
These'funds are to be used for bilingual education programs ($3,000,000), 
administration and evaluation ($250,000), the Commission for Teacher 
Preparation and Licensing responsibilities ($150,000), and the Bilingual 
Teacher Development Grant Program administered by the Student Aid 
Commission ($306,000). 

Table 19 reflects the budgeted expenditures for this program. 

Inflation Adjustment 

We recommend that the·inflation adjustment of $489,000 (Item 294) for 
BiJjngualEducation Programs be deJeted 

The Governor's Budget proposes a $3.5 million or 41.2 percent increase 
(which includes a 6 percent inflation adjustment of $489,(00) for state 
bilingual education programs in fiscal year 1977-78. 

We believe that the inflation adjustment for bilingual education funds 
is not needed because sufficient funding is included in (1) Chapter 978, 
Statutes of 1976, (AB 1320) (shown in the budgeted increase) which pro­
vides an additional $3 million for bilingual education programs in 1977-78 
and (2) Chapter 323, Statutes of 1976, (SB 1641) (not shown in the budget­
ed increase) which will provide more funding for bilingual education 
through an augmentation for the Educationally Disadvantaged Youth 
(EDY) program. 
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Table 19 

State Appropriations for 
Bilingual-Bicultural Education Programs (AB 2284/72 andAB 1329nS) 

Actual Estimated Proposed __ J;~ilI1ge 
Component 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

Elementary Education: 
State Operations ................................ $91,010 $97,380 $6,370 7.0% 
Local Assistance ................... ; .............. $6,782,797 6,837,439 10,248,I99b•d 3,410,760 49.9 

Secondary Education Program: 
State Operations ................................ 48,373 52,326 3,953 8.1 
Local Assistance .................................. 1,291,961 1,302,369 1,380,609 d 78,240 6.0 

Special Programs and Support 
Services Program: 

State Operations ............................ 214,672 290,309" 346,364 c 56,055 19.3 
Department Management and Spe-

cial Services Program: 
State Operations ................................ 73,301 64,167 65,166 999 1.6 

Totals, Bilingual-Bilcultural Educa-
tion Program .................................. $8,362,731 $8,633,667 $12,190,044 $3,556,377 41.2% 

a This figure includes a $100,000 appropriation pursuant to Chapter 978, Statutes of 1976 (AB 1329). 
b This figure includes a $3,000,000 appropriation pursuant to Chapter 978, Statutes of 1976 (AB 1329): 
C This figure includes a $150,000 appropriation pursuant to Chapter 978, Statutes of 1976 (AB 1329). 
d Budget Item 294 provides $8,682,808 for local assistance, which is $3 million less than combined elemen­

tary and secondary local assistance funds available for state bilingual education programs. 

Curriculum Disl!emination 

We recommend that the Department of Education regularly dissemi­
nate information on alternative curriculum methods and materials used 
in bilingual education programs. 

Chapter 978, mandates that each school district provide a bilingual 
instruction program to students who lack clearly developed English lan­
guage skills (speaking, reading comprehension, and writing) that they 
might receive instruction at a pace substantially equivalent to that of other 
students whose primary language is English. 

The availability of curricula and curriculum materials is crucial to the 
achievement of this objective. However, the department does not sys­
tematically disseminate alternative curriculum methods on bilingual edu­
cation programs to school. districts. 

While the department advises that a portion of a recently received 
one-year $314,134 Title VII grant will be used for curriculum dissemina­
tion efforts, these activities are not a part of the on-going regular state 
bilingual program. . 

The dissemination of available elementary and secondary curriculum 
methods and. materials would help to develop more effective bilingual 
education pr~grams and promote a more efficient allocation of resources. 
In addition, the availability of alternative bilingual curriculum methods 
and materials for the elementary and s~condary grades which have been 
field tested in state or federal bilingual programs would greatly assist 
school districts to comply with Chapter 978 requirements. We, therefore, 
recommend that the Department of Education provide the necessary 
technical assistance to promote the dissemination of alternative bilingual 
education curriculum methods and materials as part of its regular program 
activity. 
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Bilingual Regulations in English Language Competency N-eeded 

We recommend that the Board of EducaHon adopt regulaHons which 
emphasize that the primary objecHve of bilingual educaHon programs is 
to ensure that each limited-English speaking student becomes sufficiently 
competent in English to receive instruction only in English. -

There are two divergent views concerning the primary objectives of 
bilingual education programs. One emphasizes that these programs 
should be on-going for all eligible students (i.e., students whose primary 
language is other than English), regardless of the English language 
competency of the student. This view holds that bilingual education pro­
grams are needed throughout the student's K-12 educational experience. 
In short, all students whose primary language is other than English should 
receive a bilingual education program to build English language skills, 
self-esteem, and cultural identity for as long as the student (and his. par­
ents) wants to be in such a program. 

A second view holds that the primary objective of a bilingual education 
program should be to provide students with an educational program in 
their primary language only until their English language skills are substan­
tially equivalent to those of students at their grade level whose primary 
language is English. According to this view, a bilingual education program 
becomes similar to any other instructional program because the student 
re~ains in the course only to the extent necessary to master certain specif-
ic skills. -

For _ example, a student who is proficient in algebra,civics or English 
composition is no longer required to take these subjects. Instead, he goes 
on to other classes. Bilingual education programs could operate in a similar 
manner. 

Chapter 978, which is consistent with the Lau vs. Mchols (414 U.S. 563) 
U.S. Supreme Court decision, provides several optional types of bilingual 
education programs (partial bilingual instruction, full bilingual- instruc­
tion, and bilingual-bicultural instruction) rather than one specific ap­
proach. A primary objective of Chapter 978 is to ensure that limited 
English speaking students learn to speak, read and write in English. 

Chapter 978 requires the State Board of Education to adop,t implemen­
tation guidelines. The regulations which are to be developed by the State 
Board should appropriately emphasize that bilingual students be taught 
in their primary language until they learn to read, write, speak and com­
prehend the English language sufficiently well to be transferred into the 
regular instructional program. We believe such an emphasis would be 
consistent with the Lau vs. Nichols Supreme Court decision, the intent of 
Chapter 978, and could result in lower state costs in the long term. 

B .. Bilingual Teacher Corps 

Chapter 1496, Statutes of 1974, (AB 2817) established the Bilingual 
Teacher Corps Program andappropriated $4.8 million for allocation from 

-1974-75 through 1978-79. The program provides a $1,500 stipend, plus 
payment of education expenses for bilingual teacher aides who are com­
pleting courses leading to a Bilingual Cross-Cultura.l Specialist teaching 
credential. 
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Table 20 summarizes the state operations and local assistance expendi­
tures of this program. The large increase in the budget year is primarily 
a result of an augmentation contained in Chapter 978, which contributed 
$350,000 in fiscal year 1977-78. 

Componellt 

Table 20 
Bilingual Teacher Corps 

Program Funding and Participation 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 

@an£~_ 
Amount Percent 

State Operations ...................................... $35,245 $96,722 $73,222 $-23,500 24.3% 
Local Assistance ...................................... 681,691 1,119,207 1,526,778 407,571 36.4 
Total ............................................ ; ............... $716,936 $1,215,929 $1,600,000 $384,071 35.5% 

Project :'IIumber of Stipends Granted 379 554 750 196 35.4% 
Cost Per Student .................................... $1,798 $2,020 $2,036 16 0.8 
Bilingual Cross-Cultural Specialist 

Credentials Issued .......................... 33 

We are concerned that the current Bilingual Teacher Corps Program 
may not be effective in adding to the supply of credentialed bilingual 
teachers. As Table 20 indicates, of the 379 participants in 1975-76, only 33 
individuals obtained a credential. While 1975-76 was only the first full year 
of progams operation, we believe that program output as measured by 
credentials issued must increase significantly to adequately fulfill the legis-
lative intent in establishing the program. . 

Teacher Corps Evaluation Report 

Chapter 1496 requires the Department of Education to submit an annu­
al evaluation of the bilingual teacher corps program to the Legislature. 
This rep<?rt was not available for our review in this Analysis but the depart­
ment indicat~s that it will be available during the budget hearings. 

C. Indian Education Centers (Item 293) 

Chapter 1425, Statutes of 1974, (SB 2264) authorized the establishment 
of up to 10 Indian Education Centers to serve as educational resource 
centers in Indian communities. These centers provide tutorial programs 
in reading and mathematics, academic counseling, and cultural activities. 

Table 21 summarizes state operations and local assistance expenditures 
for Indian Education Centers. 

Table 21 

Indian Education Carita.rs Expenditures 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
.1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 
. $57,361 $75,955 $80,082 
601,485 a 600,000 636,000 b 

State Operations ................................................ .. 
Local Assistance ....................................... , ......... . 

Total ............................................................. . $669,485 $675,955 $716,082 
a This figure includes a 1974-75 carryover of $301,854. 
b Item 293 funds. 

.. c;hilnge 
Amount Percent 

$4,127 5.4% 
36,000 6.0 

$40,127 5.9% 

As indicated in the table, the Governor's Budget proposes a $36,000 (6 
percent) inflation adjustment for Indian Education Centers. We recom­
mend approval. 

:,':.;:. 
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D. Indian Early Childhood Education 

Chapter 1052, Statutes of 1972, (SB 1258) authorized the establishment 
of up to ten three-year pilot projects for Indian pupils ih grades K -4 in rural 
school districts which receive state equalization aid andhave a concentra­
tion of at least 10 percent Indian students. Chapter 899, Statutes of 1976, 
(AB 3908) continued these projects in 1976-77. They were funded in the 
Budget Act of 1976 (Item 328.1). 

Table 22 summarizes the state operations and local assistance expendi­
tures for the projects. 

Table 22- Indian Early.Childhood Education Expenditures 
Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1975-76 1976-77 1977...fi7 Amount Percent 

State operations .............................. $- ~ 
Local assistance .............................. 250,000 250,000 $-250,000 - -100.0% 

Total.......................................... $250,000 $250,000 $-250,000 -100.0% 
Because the Chapter 899 authorization was for one year only, funds are 

not provided in the Governor's Budget for 1977-78. . 
The Department of Education is currently conducting an evaluation of 

these projects. The department advises that its evaluation report will be 
submitted to the Legislature during budget hearings, and appropriate 
recommendations regarding continuing the program will be made at that 
time. ' 
4. COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 

The compensatory education element consists of the following pro" 
grams for disadvantaged youth: (1) federal and state subventions for 
disadvantaged youth, (2) special state compensatory education projects, 
and (3) migrant education. While the compensatory education element 
is responsible for administering education programs for disadvantaged 
youth, a major portion of the' services are delivered by the department's 
elementary and secondary education consolidated application process. 

The department has. reorganized the administration of compensatory 
education programs. Personnel administering the Educationally Disad­
vantaged Youth (EDY) Program are located in the elementary and sec­
ondary age span elements to perform required program approval and 
monitoring functions; Personnel funded·under ESEA,Title 1 are located 
in the Office of Compensatory Education to perform administrative sup­
port activities such as making education policy recomendations, adminis­
tering ESEA, Title I program~ in state ill.stitutions, advising school districts 
on parent involvement and community participation, and administering 
the Migrant Education Program. 

Table 23 summarizes expenditures and funding sources for this program 
as propos~d in the Governor's Budget. 
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. Table 24 
summarizes the estimated local assistance for ESEATitle I as presented 
in the 1977-78 Governor's'Budget. It shows a slight decrease from the 
current year. 
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Table 23 
Compensatory Education Expenditures and Funding Sources 

Actual Estimated Proposed _. ____ C;1!aJ}%~ ____ .. 
Components 1975-76 197~77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

State Operations! 
ESEA Title I .......................... $1,517,982 $1,874,547 $1,928,866 $54,319 2.9% 
ESEA, Title I (Migrant) .... 1,145,604 870,820 909,871 39,051 4.3 
Educationally Disadvan-

taged youth ........................ 785,113 916,438 954,716 38,278 4.2 
State Compensatory Educa-

, 

tion. Programs .................... 377,920 398,483 20,563 5.4 
Subtotal .................................. $3,448,699 $4,039,725 $4,191,936 $152,211 3.8% 

Local Assistance: 
ESEA, Title I ........................ $151,452,494 $145,349,737 $144,872,452 $-477,285 0.3% 
ESEA, Title I (Migrant) .... 18,078,724 a 30,494,949 a 24,093,733 • -6,401,216 b -21.0 
Educationally Disadvan-

taged youth ........................ 90,310,475 105,254,936 125,254,936 20,000,000 19.0 
State Compensatory Educa-

tion Programs .................... 3,773,120 3,999,711 226,592 6.0 
Subtotal .................................. $259,841,392 $284,872,742 $298,220,832 $13,348,090 4.7% 

Total ............................................ $263,290,392 $288,912,467 $302,412,698 $13,500,301 4,5% 
General Fundsc_ ............. ~ ...... $91,095,51J8 $JlO,322,414 $131J,6IJ7,1J46 $20,2/i5;432 18.5% 
Federal funds ............................ 172,194,804 178,590,053 171,804,922 -6,785,131 -3.8 
• These figures inclu<'~ $457,000 for Migrant Day Care which is discussed under the child care section. 
bThis apparent reduction is actually due to a carryover of funds from 1975-76 to 1978-77. 

Table 24 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Title I Expenditures 

Actual Estimated Proposed_.9.~..K.f!.._ 
Component 1975-76 197~77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

ESEA I-Local Assistance 
Children of Low:lncome 

Families .................................. .. $143,615,125 $140,301,390 $139;880,257 $-421,133 -0.3% 
Schools for Handicapped Chil-

dren ........................................ .. 2,124,494 3,272,241 3,263,228 -9,013 -0.3 
Institutions for Delinquent 

Children ................................ .. 1,547,807 1,495,221 1,448,082 -47,139 -3.1 
Urban and Rural Schools ...... .. 3,901,342 
Adult Correctional Institutions 263,726 280,885 280,885 

Totals .............................................. .. $151,452,494 $145,349,737 $144,872,452 $-477,285 -0.33% 

Migrant Educatian-ESEA Title I 

ESEA, Title I expenditures for Migrant Education are shown in Table 
25. 

Table 25 
ESEATitle I Expenditures for Migrant Education 

Actual Estimated Proposed _.Change: 
. 1975-76 197~77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

State Operations .................................... .. $1,145,604 $870,820 $909,871 $39,051 4.5% 
Local Assistance ...................................... .. 17,621,724' 30,037,949 a 23,636,733' -6,401,216 -21.0 

Total ................... ;;; .................................... .. $18,767,328 $30,908,769 $24,546,604 $6,362,165 2!.0% 

Estimated Children Served .................. 27,341 32,141 35,000 
Estimated Cost per Pupil .................. $686 $962 $701 

• Does not include $457,000 for Migrant Day Care that was transferred to child care. 
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Table 25 indicates a reduction of $6,362,165 or 21 percent in funds for 
Migrant Education in 1977-78. This is not an actual reduction but reflects 
the carryover of $6,362,165 in Title I funds from 1975-76 to 1976-77. This 
carryover increases the estimated expenditures in 1976-77 and, when 
compared with the proposed 1977-78 expenditures, results in the apparent 
reduction. . 

The $39,051 increase in state operations shown in the table represents 
cost of living adjustments for program personnel in 1977-78. 

Direct Funding of Migrant Education 

We recommend that the Department of Education submit a completed 
plan on the direct funding of migrant education programs to the Joint 
Legislative Budget Committee by May 1, 1977 for review and considera­
tion by the fiscal committees hearing the budget. 

Currently, the state Department of Education allocates federalESEA, 
Title I funds only to regional projects for distribution to participating 
school districts. Project funding is based upon (1) the number of migrant 
children being served, (2) the duration of various programs, and (3) the 
cost of approved activities. However, Item 329 in the Supplementary 
Report of the BudgetAct of 1976 provides "that the department plan for 
the direct funding of districts for the operation of migrant education 
programs." This approach would provide funds directly to districts for 
implementing migrant education programs, rather than through the cur­
rent regional funding system. 

The Department of Education advises that a plan is being developed for 
direct funding of migrant educaton in some districts on a pilot basis in 
1977-78. The department is forming an "executive policy board", consist­
ing of representatives from the nine regional areas responsible for admin­
istering the migrant program and departmental staff. The board will 
identify pilot districts and develop procedures for implementation of the 
program. Because of legislatiye interest in this matter we recommend a 
review of the plan in May. 

B. State Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program (EDY-Item 285) 

Chapter 1406, Statutes of 1972, (SB 90) established the Educationally 
Disadvantaged Youth (EDY) program. This program provides state funds 
to local school districts for compensatory education programs similar to 
those established under ESEA Title I. 

Table 26 summarizes state operations and local assistance expenditures 
for the EDY program. 

Table 26 
State Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program Expenditures 

State Operation ................................. . 
Local Assistance ................................ .. 

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

Actual 
1975-76 

$785,113 
89,525,362 

$90,310,475 

Estimated Proposed ... CPa.nc..~ 
1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

$916,438 $954,716 $38,278 4.2% 
105,254,936 b 125,254,936"' b 20,000,000 19.0 

$106,171,374 $126,209,652 $20,038,278 18.9% 
• Budget Item 285 is actually $97,554,936; it does not include the $Z7.7 million provided by Chapter 323, 

Statutes of 1976 (SB 1641). 
b Includes a $7.7 million augmentation provided by Chapter 323 for 1971>-77 and 1977-78. 
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Information on Alternative EDY Formulas 

Chapter 1406 established an educational needs factor formula to deter­
mine the EDY apportionments to school districts. This formula is based 
upon the following three variables: (1) pupil bilingualism, (2) family pov­
ertyand (3) pupil transiency. 

The conference committee, in the Supplemental Report of the Budget 
Act of 1976 (Item 321) required that the Department of Education submit 
a report by November 1, 1976 to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 
which includes, alternative formulas for distributing EDY funds to school 
districts. The submitted report substantially met the requirements ofItem 
321 but did not contain an analysis of the implications of alternative fund­
ing formulas. 

The department advises that a report on alternative funding formulas 
and appropriate recommendations will be submitted to the Joint Legisla­
tive Budget Committee by May 1, 1977. This information is particularly 
important in light of the Governor's Serrano proposal which will revise the 
EDY formula. 

EDY Program Effectiveness 

We recommend that the Department of Education submit a plan to the 
fiscal committees (by May 1, 1977) for implementing the provisions of 
Education Code, Section 6499.234. 

Education Code, Section 6499:234 provides that "For the fiscal xear 
1974-75 and for each year thereafter, ... Districts which demonstrate 
low levels of progr:am effectiv~ness may continue to receive their com­
puted entitlements, but the Superintendent of Public Instruction shall 
reduce the entitlements due such districts if he determines that such 
programs have limited possibilities of improved achievement." 

We pointed out in last year's analysis that the Department of Education 
had not implemented this provision of the Education Code which requires 
reduction in support for ineffective programs. To date the department has 
not developed regulations to implement this code section. . 

We believe regulations should be developed immediately so that the 
department can begin implementation of Education Code, Section 
6499.232 by the start of the 1977-78 school year. We, therefore, recom­
mend that the department submit a plan to the fiscal committees for 
review which outlines a timeline for the promulgation of regulations and 
the implementation of Education Code, Section 6499.234 by the 1977-78 
school year. 

Revise Regulations on Priority for Funding Schools 

We recommend that the State Board revise EDY regulations to ensure 
that programs are not placed in elementary schools with below-average 
levels of need when secondary schools with above-average levels of need 
in the same district remain unserved. . . 

As mentioned, Educationally Disadvantaged Youth funds are distribut­
ed to districts based upon the formula mandated by the Legislature. With­
in districts, all schools are ranked according to the performance level of 
their students, and schools with greatest need are funded first. Elementary 
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and se~ondary schools are ranked separately. 
State Board teguiations require that elementary schools be served first. 

After all eligible elementary· schools are served, the remaining district 
funds flow to secondary schools. 

Because districts are allowed to select their own cutoff point for defining 
eligible schools, a number of districts are serving over half of their elemen­
tary schools while few, if any, secondary schools receive services. An es­
timated 18 percent of all elementary children receive compensatory 
education services from Title 1 and EDY funds, while only about 3 percent 
of high school children receive such services. 

This imbalance should be corrected. We point out in other sections of 
this analysis that there have been significant declines in plJpil perform­
ance at the secondary level. The recommended change could assist high 
schools to provide compensatory education programs to students who fall 
below the acceptable performance levels in basic skills which high schools 
must adopt in compliance with Chapter 856, Statutes of 1976, (AB 3468). 

C. Special $ialWl Compensatory Education (Item 286) 

State cOfill>ensatory education programs in addition to EDY are shown 
in Table 27 along with their expenditures. 

Table 27 

State Compensatory Education Program Expenditures 

Change 
Elements 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

Demonstration Programs in Reading and Mathemat-
ics .................................................................................... $3,123,120 $3,310,711 • $187,591 6.0% 

Professional Development Centers-New Careers 
State Operations .............................................................. 377,920 398,483 20,563 5.4 
Local Assistance .: ......... ~................................................... 650,000 689,000· 39,000 6.0 

Total ............ : ......................................................... :................. $4,151,040 $4,398,194 $247,154 5.9% 
• Budget Item 286 funds. 

1. Demonstration Programs in Reading and Math (Item 286) 

Chapter 1127, Statutes of 1975, (SB 420) extended the demonstration 
programs to September 1, 1978, and provided $1,045,000 above the $2,000,-
000 in the 1975-76 Budget Act. The major goal of the demonstration 
programs is to provide intensive instruction in reading and math for junior 
high school students. 

Evaluation Report 

Education Code, Section 6497 requires that "no later than the fifth 
legislative day of each regular session of the Legislature, the Superintend­
ent of Public Instruction, . . . shall submit a report to the Legislature on 
the implementation and evaluation of the demonstration programs. " 
The report was unavailable for our review in this Analysis. 
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2. Professional Development Centers (Item 286) 

We recommend that the Department of Education demonstrate that 
two additional Professional Development Center Programs will beestab­
lished in fiscal 1977-78 before approval of the budget for these programs. 

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,. 
The primary purpose of these centers is to offer principals, teachers and 
aides comprehensive in-service training programs to strengthen the 
teaching of reading and mathematics in elementary schools serving con­
centrations of educationally disadvantaged students. 

State administration of Professional Development Centers was trans­
ferred from the Special Programs and Support Services Division to the 
Elementary FielQ Services Division on July 1, 1976. 

Last year the Legislature required the Department of Education to 
expand from 8 to 12 Professional Development Centers in order to pro­
vide broader service to districts statewide. However; the department did 
not comply with this legislative directive. It only expanded to 10 PDCs 
with the budgeted funds . 

. We believe that the department should be required to demonstrate that 
it can expand to 12 PDCs before the budgetis approved. If the department 
can not demonstrate that it can operate 12 PDCs in 1977-78, we believe 
that the budget for PDCs should be reduced accordingly .. 

Table 28 

Planning and Federal Administration 
Expenditures and Funding 

Actual £Slim/lted Proposed . . Chlll1g~ 
Elemel1ts 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amoul1t Percent 

ESEA II·IVB, School Library Re· 
sources ...................................... $4,294,842 $196,136 $81,693 $-114,443 -58.4% 

ESEA III-IVB, Guidance, Coun-
seling, and Testing ................ 650,430 226,851 -226,851 -100.0 

:\DEA III-IVB ...................... , ......... 1,493,363 321,629 199,667 -121,962 -37.9 
ESEA III-IVe, Supplementary 

Centers and Services ............ 5,092,604 788,743 735,944 -52,799 -6.7 
ESEA V-IVC, Strengthening 

State Departments a .............. 200,910 198,389 204,170 5,781 2.9 
ESEA IVC, Innovative I Exem-

plary Projects .......................... 3,221,701 12,339;225 12,009,187 -330,008 -2.7 
Southeast Asian Refugee Educa-

tion ............................................ 25,542 104,459 4,080,000 3,975,541 3,805.8 
Total ..................................... , ............ $14,979,392 814,175,432 $17,310,661 . $3,135,229 22.1% 

Funding 

Stllte Openllions: 
General Fund .............................. 867,008 $29,841 $"":29,841 -100.0% 
Federal funds .............................. 1,118,287 1,418,520 1,301,474 -117,046 -8.3 
Reimbursements ........................ 2 

Local Assistance: 
Federal funds ............................... 13,794,095 12,727,071 16,009,187 3,282,116 25.8 

., Excludes funds not used by the Division of Special Programs and Support Services. Details on other Title 
v·lve funds for strengthening state departments shown with Departmental Management. 
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5. PLANNING AND FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION 

The planning and federal administration element is responsible for (a) 
administering ESEA, Title IV, (b) providing an executive secretary and 
staff services to the Educational Innovation and Planning Commission, (c) 
providing planning assistance to all offices within the department in coor­
dination with other planning units, and (d) coordinating the federally 
related liaison, information and planning functions. 

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's; and (e) 
National Defense Education Act, Title III. 

Table 28 shows funding and expenditures for this element. 
A. ESEA. Title III-IVC Funds for Innovative and Exemplary Practices 

Title IVC (previously Title III) of the Elementary and Secondary Edu­
cation Act provides federal funding for local education agencies to de­
velop and disseminate innovative and exemplary educational practices. 
These projects are (a) field-initiated and (b) developed in response to 
statewide critical needs identified by the State Board of Education. 

Table 29 summarizes the funding for innovative practices under Titles 
III-IVC. 

Table 29 
ESEA. Title III-IVC Funds for Innovative Practices·' b 

State Operations C ............................... . 

Local Assistance C ............................... . 

Total C ................................................... . 

Actual 
1975-76 
$668,093 

7,646,212 

88,315,305 

Estimated 
197~77 

f157,fi17 
12,370,091 

Proposed 
1977-78 

f135,944 
12,009,187 

.~hange 
Amount Percent 
$-21,933 -2.9% 
-360,904 -2.9 

813,127,968 $12,745,131 $-382,837 -2.9% 
• :\ot included here is Title Ive funding for strengthening state administration. 
b These figures combine ESEA Title III-IVe funds and ESEA Ive funds contained in the previous table 

into totals for state operations and local assistance. 
C Figures include carryovers from previous YE'ars as well as specific yearly appropriations. 

Critical Needs Area 

We recommend that the State Board of Education identify as a critical 
needs area for the allocation of Title IVe funds during 1977-78 the im­
provement of basic skills in the intermediate and secondary grades. 

Title IVC funds provide a unique opportunity for systematically devel­
oping, testing and disseminating solutions to critical educational problems 
in the state and for exploring potential new state programs. The depart­
ment has recently begun using a portion of Title IVC funds consistent with 
this approach through the targeting of designated funds to state critical 
needs areas. 

Critical needs areas in the past two years have included (a) reform in 
grades 4 through 6 and 7 through 12 along the general lines of the depart­
ment's ECE (Early Childhood Education) program and the proposed 
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RISE (Reform in Intermediate and Secondary Education) efforts and (b) 
projects aimed at overall staff and program development. 

As discussed on page 737, statewide testing data indicate a marked 
decline during the 1970's in achievement among high school students. 
Data from college entrance examinations demonstrate a dramatic decline 
in performance among college-bound students, including large declines in 
the number of students in the high scoring ranges. 

Thus, we believe projects to improve basic skills in the intermediate and 
secondary grades should be a critical needs area for allocation of Title Ive 
funding during 1977-78 (to support projects during the 197~79 school 
year). Such projects should include those intended both (a) to develop 
effective strategies for improving pupil achievement in language, math­
ematics and reading in grades 7 through 12, and (b) to disseminate exist­
ing exemplary approaches throughout the state. To ensure maximum 

. effectiveness, coordinated state-level guidelines should be developed for 
project evaluation and dissemination .. 

Based on our review of funds available for new projects, we have deter­
mined that between $500,000 and $750,000 could be designated for this 
critical needs category during 1977-78. Such earmarking of funds should 
not preclude the State Board of Education from identifying other high 
priority areas. 

1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Table 30 
Expenditures and Revenues for 

Curriculum Seniices 

Actual Eshinated Proposed 
ProgT'dm 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 

State-Mandated Curriculum Activi-
ties: State Opemtions .................... $545,958 $664,857 $613,939 

Health Education: State Operations .. 1,244,892 1,437,601 1,253,899 
Pupil Personnel Services (includes 

Career Guidance Centers): State 
Operations ........................................ 313,726 353,950 381,266 

Local Assistance ...................................... 119,000 
~fentally Gifted and Talented: 
State Operations .................................... 193,896 207,811 237,246 
Continuous Learning: 
State Operations .................................... 1ll,792 56,089 
Local Assistance ...................................... 373,000 
Disaster Preparedness: 
State Operations .................................... 175,8{)5 36,246 
Other Curriculum Activities: 
State Operations .................................... 426,076 409,688 439,456 
Local Assistance ...................................... 943,621 1,221,364 1,121,364 
Totals ........................................................ $4,447,826 $4,387,606 $4,047,170 

Stilte Operahons: 
General Fund .......................................... $1,759,096 $2,035,254 $2,094,812 
CaiJfomia Emironmental ProtectJon 

Program Fund. ......... : ........................... 9,923 12,(){K) 
Federal funds .......................................... 911,447 791,156 470,919 
Reimbursements .. , ................................... .J.Jl.739 .J.J9,832 348,075 

Local Assisliu1ce: 
Gel1eml Fund .......................................... 1.128,621 821,364 821,364 
Califomia Emirol1lnental Protection 

ProgT'dm Fund ...................................... 247,500 4fXJ,(){K) JOO,(){K) 
Federal funds .......................................... 59.500 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$-50,918 -7.7% 
-183,702 -12.8 

27,316 7.7 

29,435 14.2 

-56,089 -100.0 

-36,246 -100.0 

29,768 7.3 
-100,000 -8.2 

$-340,436 -7.8% 

$59,558 2.9% 

12,(){K) 
-320,237 40.5 

8,243 2.4 

-100,(){K) -25.0 
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6. CURRICULUM SERVICES 

The Curriculum Services Unit provides administrative and technical 
- consultation to school districts and other appropriate agencies in seven 

areas: (1) state-mandated curriculum activities, (2) health education, in­
cluding drug and alcohol abuse and nutrition programs, (3) public person­
nelservices, (4) mentally gifted minors, (5) disaster preparedness 
education, (6) continuous learning, and (7) other curriculum activities, 
including conservation education and instructional television. 

Expenditures and revenues for these program areas are presented in 
Table 30. 

A. Mentally Gifted Minors 

In 1961 the Legislature enacted a permissive program for Mentally 
Gifted Minors (MGM) in California. The legislation authorizes a "qualita­
tively different" program for those students whose general intellectual 
capacity places them within the top2 percent of all students of their grade 
level throughout the state. . 

In 1976-77 approximately 180,000 students (full-time equivalents) are 
enrolled in the MGM program at an estimated General Fund cost of $15.2 
million. 'the Governor's Budget proposes the same General Fund expend­
iture for 1977 ... 78. 

Overenrollment of Gifted Students 

While the MGM program was established to serve only the top 2 percent 
of all students, the actual enrollment has historically exceeded that limit. 
Table 31 presents a summary of enrollments since 1972-73, and shows that 
the gifted enrollment is now approaching 4 percent of the total statewide 
ADA. 

Table 31 

Enrollment in MGM 

School Year Statellide ADA 
1972-73 .................................................................................. 4.655.974 
.1973-74 .................................................................................. . 4.647.128 
1974-75 .................................................................................. 4.714,154 
1975-76 .................................................................................. 4.714,200 

JIGJI Ellrolimellt 
143.051 
167.415 
178.329 

1 186,271 

Percellt of 
Total ADA 

3.07% 
3.60 
3.78 
3.95 

One result of the overenrollment of students in the gifted program was 
that state funding was expanded to cover 3 percent of the preceding year's 
ADA in 1969 (Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969). At the same time, the legisla­
tion continued 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 $50 for identification (with appor­
tionments limited to 3 percent of the preceding year's ADA). However, 
because more than 3 percent ofthe K-12 ADA is enrolled in MGM courses, 
there are not sufficient funds available to provide the full support author-
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ized by statute. Therefore, the Superintendent of Public Instruction has 
administratively prorated available funds so that in 1976-77 approximately 
$78 is provided for each student and $40 for identification. 

In the 1976-77 Analysis, we recommended that the Department of Edu­
cation revise identification procedures for MGM students to insure an 
enrollment of 2 percent of California students. The Legislature adopted 
this language with the modification that the enrollment limit would be 3 
percent and should be phased-in to avoid expelling students from the 
program. 

Attorney General's Opinion 

The enrollment alternatives discussed during the 1976 budget hearings 
were superseded by an Attorney General's opinion issued August 4,1976 
which ruled that the Department of Education could not legally prorate 
MGM funds. This means, effectively, that enrollments must be reduced to 
3 percent so that each student would receive the full $100 allowance. As 
a result, the Department of Education has developed program measures 
which would reduce.local enrollments by almost 25 percent over a four­
year period. The department expects to begin the reduction in the 1977-
78 school year. 

8. Continuous Learning 

Chapter 1170, Statutes of 1973, (SB 1107) appropriated $800,000 to estab­
lish a continuous school program, commonly called year-round schools, in 
California. The program provides one-time grants of up to $25,000 to cover 
the start-up costsofthose districts (above 500 average daily attendance) 
which initiate a year-round education program. 

Table 32 summarizes the expenditures for state operations and local 
assistance. . 

Table 32 

Expenditures for Continuous Learning 

Actual Estimated Proposed (;hange. _ 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

State operations............................................ $111,792 $56,089 $-56,089 100% 
Local assistance ............................................ 373,000 

Total................................................................ $484,792 $56,089 $-56,089 100% 

Table 32 indicates that the continuous learning program will not receive 
funding in 1977-78 because the legislation supporting this program expires 
onJune 30, 1977. The department advises that it will not sponsor legislation 
on year-round schools in 1977-78 because sufficient program prototypes 
have been developed. However, the department plans to continue consul­
tation services to districts on the initiation and operation of year-round 
school programs. 

B. ELEMENTARY EDUCATION 

As displayed in Table 33, Elementa~y Education includes early child­
hood education! consolidated categorical programs and general activities. 
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Table 33 
Elementary Education Program Expenditures and Funding . 

Component 
1. Early childhood education ........ 
2. Consolidated categorical pro· 

grams .................................... .. 
3 .. General activities ...................... .. 

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

Stllte operlltions 
General Fund ................................ 
Federal funds ................................ 
Reimbursements .......................... 

Subtotal .................... , ................. 

Local Assistance 
General Fund ................................ 
Federal funds ................................ 

Subtotal .............................................. 

Actual Actual Proposed 1977-78 Change . 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount PerCent 
$62,831,309 $98,464,500 $104,358,187 $5,893,687 6.0% 

250,300,205 
732,358 

$313,863,872 

$1,951,754 
1,744,429 

10.730 

$3,706,913 

$174,098,545 
136,058, 414 

$310.156,959 

261,073,325 281,863,091 20,789,766 
1,938,238 2,057,706 119,468 

$361,476,063 $388,278,984 $26,802,921 

$3,118,368 $3,295,368 $177,020 
2,133,619 2,146,010 12,391 

$5,2.51,987 $5,441,398 $189,411 

$223,924,497 $252,138,427 $28,213,930 
132,299,579 130,699,159 -1,600,420 

$356,224,076 $382,837,586 $26,613,510 

8.0 
6.2 

7.4% 

5.7% 
1.0 

3.6% 

12.6 
-1.2 

7.5% 

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 
in 1973-74. The major objectives of the ECE program, as described by the 
Department of Education, are to have every elementary'school in Califor­
nia ·~restructure" its primary program so that all resources utilized by the 
school-local, state and federal-are integrated into a comprehensive 
educational program that pursues the goal of meeting the unique needs 
of each ,child. 

The emphasis of this program of comprehensive reform includes the 
importance of parental participation and community involvement 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 reaqing, language and mathematics." (Education Code, Section 
6445.1) and 
"All pupils who have completed the third grade of the state's education-

I al system will have achieved a level o~ competence in the basic skills of 
reading, language and mathematics sufficient to continued success in 
their educational experiences." (Education Code, Section 6445.1) 
State funds are currently 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. These funds 
are spent primarily to reduce the pupil-adult ratio 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 summarizes program funding since 1975-76. 
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Table 34 
Early Childhood Education Program Participation and Funding 

Item 
Appropriations 

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

Number of districts ............................ .. 
Number of schools .............................. .. 
Estimated number of children 

served ............................................. . 
Percent of K·3 population b ............ .. 

Actual Actual Proposed 1977-78 Change 
. 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

$63,200,000 
- 576,390 

&'31 
1,709 

427,000 
34% 

$97,450,000 $103,297,000' $5,847,000 6.0% 
1,099,960 1,061,187 

840 840 
2,600 2,600 

687,333 
55% 

687,333 
55% 

• Budget Bill Item 283. 
b 1.2 million estimated statewide K·3 pupils. 

Table 34 indicates 'that the proposed 1977-78 funding level is the same 
as the current year with an added 6 percent inflation amount of $5,847,000. 
The allowances per pupil are also increased by 6 percent to $148 per pupil 
for all K -3 pupils in ECE schools and to $74 per pupil for pupils with a 
demonstrated educational need. .. 

ECE Concerns 

The Governor's Budget proposal for ECE is realistic. We support main­
taining the program at its current level in light of (1) recent evaluation 
findings, (2) the need to improve program management and (3) the 
proposal by the Governor that restructuring efforts such as ECE be folded 
into the foundation program at local option and with local funding re­
quired of the wealthy districts. (The latter proposal is included in the 
Governor's New State School Program (NSSP) which will be introduced 
in separate legislation.) 

A. Evaluations of ECE 

Our concerns about effectiveness are based on the findings of two re­
cently completed, comprehensive evaluations of the 197~76 ECE pro­
gram. . 

UCLA Evaluation 

One of the evaluations, which the Legislature funded at $200,000, was 
conducted by the UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation. It measured 
children's performance in mathematics and reading as well as their atti­
tudes toward school and themselves. This evaluation found no consistent 
pattern of significant differences in either academic achievement or atti­
tudes related to ECE participation. 

The evaluation did find that numbers of parents participating in school 
programs and parent training activities were reported to have increased 
with ECE funding. It also found differences between ECE and non-ECE 
schools in planning and individualization practices. 

Department of Education Evaluation 

Tl)e second evaluation was conducted by.the Department of Education. 
It showed that ECE schools performed slightly below non-ECE schools qn 
third grade tests of reading achievement in 197~76. ~ecause the schools 
were, in effect, matched, one would expect equal performance in grade 
3 or better performance by ECE schools if the program were effective in 
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improving reading achievement. 
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Additional analyses of statewide testirig data by the Department of 
Education indicated that (a) a slightly higher portion of ECE schools 
scored below predicted levels of performance and (b) a slightly lower 
portion scored within and above predicted levels of achievement than did 
non-ECE schools in the state. These findings are similar to those of previ­
ous years. 

The department's evaluation also presented what it cautioned were 
preliminary analyses of the relationship between student background 
characteristics and achievement in the ECE program. These preliminary 
analyses suggested that the absence of overall positive effects may be 
reillted to achievement declines among the schools in the bottom 20 per­
cent of the state as measured by student performance on first grade entry 
level tests. That is, ECE appeared to be associated with longitudinal de­
clines on the statewide reading achievement test in this group of schools. 

More positive longitudinal effects were reported among schools in the 
top 80 percerit of the state, although this pattern was not consistent across 
either grade levels or years of program participation. Within this category, 
the group that appeared to show the most positive effects were third 
graders in schools that had participated in the program for three years. 

It should be emphasized that the findings concerning student back­
ground characteristics are tentative and inadequate as a basis for drawing 
firm conclusions. 

Finally, it is important to note that the department's evaluation report 
indicated that ECE schools made greater gains within years than the 
national average and between grades 2 and 3 than non-ECE schools. 
However, these conclusions must be viewed cautiously. 

The national comparison tends to overestimate ECE schools' perform­
ance in relation to national standards as a result of problems in the depart­
ment's data analysis procedures. UCLA analyzed these problems in detail 
and found that SDE's current transformation procedures tend to overstate 
the actual gains. 

In the non-ECE comparison, it is essential to .note that although ECE 
schools made larger average gains between grades 2 and 3 than non-ECE 
schools, they also performed below the non-ECE schools at the end of both 
grades 2 and 3. What the ev~luation shows is that ECE schools were farther 
behind a similar group ofnon-ECE schools in grade 2 than in grade 3. The 
reason for this, as explained by the department's evaluation report, is that 
". ; . in many cases ECE schools experienced an initial decline in second 
grade reading scores, followed by a marked upturn by the end of grade 
three." Again, the important point to note is that the ECE schools scored 
lower in the absolute than similar schools at the end.of both grades. 

The department's evaluation also contained information about institu­
ti()nal reform effects. It documented systematic planning and individuali­
zation in ECE schools, participation of adult volunteers in school 
programs, and satisfaction among parents concerning the operation of 
ECE. 

In summary, while demonstrating that ECE is achieving institutional 
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reform objectives, both evaluations raise questions about the educational 
benefits of the program. It should be recognized, of course, that neither 
evaluation followed children into the later grades. In the absence of infor­
mation about long-term effects, it is not possible to make definitive judg­
ments about the ultimate impact of the program. 

It should also be recognized that the differences in achievement 
between ECE and non-ECE schools reported in both evaluations are 
relatively small. Thus, the principal conclusion from the studies is that, 
overall, ECE has had little or no effect on achievement in the early grades. 
The importance of this conclusion is highlighted by the consistency of the 
results from the two studies. 

Delay in ECE Report 

The UCLA evaluation was originally to have been completed by No­
vember 1, 1976. However, due to unforeseeable technical problems in 
receiving and processing data, UCLA was granted a contract extension to 
December 31, 1976. .. 

The four volume report was delivered arid made publit"on or about 
December 31, 1976. However, because of a contract provision requiring 
prior review of the entire report by the Departmentdf Education, 
Volumes II and III, dealing with an audit of activities of the Department 
of Education and an evaluation of the Monitor and Review process, were 
withdrawn for revision. 

In addition, the executive summary included in Volume I was with­
drawn in January 1977, and replaced by a separate document. 

As of this writing, we do not know when the final versions of Volumes 
II and III will be delivered. After we have had the opportunity to study 
them, we will report to the fiscal committees. 

B. ECE Management 

We recommend that the Department of Education revise the Monitor 
and Review (MAR) process to provide for (a) explicit specification of the 
criteria upon which MAR ratings are based, (b) flexibility in the MAR 
instrument to allow for variations in school programs, and (c) utilization 
of the MAR process principally as a constructive vehicle for program 
improvement. ' 

The Monitor and Review (MAR) process is used by the Department of 
Education to review legal compliance and quality of program implemen­
tation in ECE schools. Although the concept of external review of pro­
grams has merit, numerous problems have been associated with the MAR 
process including (a) the lack of clear specification of the criteria for MAR 
program quality ratings, (b) the perception of staff in some sCQools and 
districts that the process has reduced local control, and (c) demoralizing 
effects on staff in some schools and districts, largely because of an emphasis 
on program rating rather than program improvement. 

The department is aware of these problems and has taken steps to 
overcome some of them. These steps include improving both the clarity 
of individual items and the training of MAR site team members and plan­
ning for an eventual reduction of the state role in the MAR process 
through a state coordinated system of cross-district MARs. 
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While these efforts are worthy, we do not believe they go far enough 
in changing the nature onhe MAR process and providing for local school 
and district flexibility. Our recommendation is intended to ensure that the 
fundamental nature of the MAR process is changed so .that it will serve as 
a positive tool for meeting the needs of individual schools and promoting 
program improvement. 

The first part of our recommendation concerns clearer specification of 
the criteria for MAR program quality ratings. At present, MAR team 
members visiting a school rate its ECE program on many dimensions (e.g., 
providing for individual student needs, improving parent participation). 
The MAR evaluation documen~ contains several specific questions to be 
used in rating each dimension. However,only limited information is given 
in the evaluation document about what constitutes successful perform­
ance. We believe that a MAR users' manual containing concrete examples 
of educational practices and their ratings would serve to clarify the mean­
ing of the instrument categories. 

The second part of our recommendation concerns making the process 
more flexible" as a·basis for judging a wide range of educational practices. 
As currently constructed, the MAR instrument for evaluating program 
quality appears to contain certain assumptions which may not be valid for 
judging all instructional situations. For example, one criterion for evaluat­
ingprograms is "providing for individual needs, strengths, interests and 
learning styles through a variety of instructional methods and materials." 
This has been interpreted by.some schools to mean that variety of instruc­
tional approacnesper se .is considered important. This poses problems for 
teachers who believe they can be most effective by relying on a limited 
number of proven instructional techniques. 

A second example of a troublesome assumption reflected in the MAR 
quality review instrument relates to improving the learning environment. 
In rating school programs, MAR team members are to consider "To what 
degree has the instructional environment been refined or changed since 
last year? What's new? What has been dropped? What has been altered?" 
This question has led some praCtitioners to feel that change itself is being 
considered important in the evaluation of the school program. Clearly, in 
some situations little or no change in the instructional environment would 
lead to the best educational practice. In general, we believe that the 
emphasis in the MAR quality review process should be on promoting 
effective educational practices rather than on such particular attributes as 
variety or change in instructional programs. In addition, we believe it is 
essential that the MAR process beeritirely objective in evaluating a range 
of educational practices,particularly in view of the fact that MAR ratings 
arean important factor in determining district expansion funds. 

The third part of our recommendation relates to greater utilization of 
the MAR process for program improvement. Although this already occurs 
to some extent, we believe MAR teams should consistently place less. 
emphasis on rating schools and more on providing recommendations for 
program improvement to school staff and parents. In our opinion, pupil 
performance should be a primary criterion considered in recommending 
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alternatives. If pupil performance is low, heavy emphasis should be placed 
on analyzing and modifying instructional methods; if pupil performance 
is high, caution should be taken in recommending changes. 

Quantitative Estimate of Pupil Progress 

Another issue concerning the rating of schools relates to the Education 
Code, Section 6445.10 requirement that the department derive a compos­
ite score for each ECE school based on factors relating to: 

(1) fiscal expenditures; 
(2) degree and success of program implementation; and 
(3) quantitative estimate of pupil progress. 
In interpreting this code section in the past, the department has used 

a school's self-reported judgment of its success in meeting its program 
objectives as a quantitative estimate of pupil progress. We believe these 
self-reported judgments are relatively meaningless for ranking schools. 
Adequate quantitative measurement of pupil performance is particularly 
important because the law requires that during the third and subsequent 
years of program participation, pupil performance be given 50 percent 
weighting in deriving scores for ranking schools statewide. The rankings 
have been used by the department as a basis for allocating ECE expansion 
funds. 

We understand the department is developing an alternative rating pro­
cedure based on an actual quantitative measure of pupil performance. A 
revision is overdue and we will follow the department's progress in taking 
corrective action. 

Paperwork 

Two ECE program components involve ECE schools and districts in 
burdensome, extremely time-consuming paperwork. These are (a) prepa­
ration of annual school level plans and (b) development of student records 
consistent with ECE's emphasis on providing individualized instruction. 

The department has taken steps to address the paperwork problems 
that schools face in implementing ECE. For example, it has reduced 
emphasis on paperwork in the MAR process. In addition, it has proposed 
a procedure by which schools would not be required to prepare a new plan 
each year. As part of this approach, the department intends to disseminate 
to the field a gUide for ongoing planning. The department is also preparing 
a manual for field use describing effective methods for individualizing 
instruction. 

While these activities appear to represent improvement in procedures, 
it ,is not yet possible to judge their effectiveness. We will continue to seek 
feedback from practitioners and parents involved in the ECE program 
about the adequacy of changes. 

Measuring School Climate 

We recommend that the Department of Education develop and pilot 
test for inclusion in future ECE evaluations an Index of School Climate. 
The Index should be based on measures of such school characteristics as 
absenteeism, truancy, discipline problems and vandalism. 

Chapter 912, Statutes of 1976, broadened the statutorily defined objec-
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tives of ECE to include promoting competence "in intrapersohal (self­
understanding, self-awareness, and self-esteem) and interpersonal (un­
derstanding, being aware of, and esteeming others) relationships." It is 
difficult to evaluate the success of schools in meeting these affective and 
social objectives for a number of reasons (e.g., problems in defining crite-

. ria of success and in developing valid measures). The Department of 
Education will be attempting to collect information in these areas through 
its MAR process and through questionnaires administered to parents, 
teachers and students. However, because evaluation in these areas is dif­
ficult, we believe an alternative approach should be explored. 

In particular, we believe that evaluation procedures based on what are 
generally' referred to as unobtrusive measures (i.e., measures which can 
be collected readily without interference in school processes) warrant 
systematic investigation. This approach would involve the department's 
developing an Index of School Climate based on such factors a!! absentee­
ism, discipline problems, and the incidence and costs of school vandalism. 

While such factors are largely descriptive of behavior which is undesira­
ble in schools and do not provide a direct measure of intrapersonal and 
interpersonal relationships, we believe an index composed of factors such 
as these would provide a significant indication of the quality of school life 
and should be pilot tested as part of the department's 1977-78 program 
evaluation activities. 

Development of the index should begin with analyses of the data schools 
are already reporting in these areas. Exploratory pilot testing should then 
be used to deter~ine what dimensions of the education process can be 
measured reliably through unobtrusive procedures at little or no burden 
or cost t6 schools. Such unobstrusive measures should be based on the 
simplest possible reporting categories; they should be flexible enough to 
allow for use in evaluating secondary as well as elementary school pro­
grams. 

A principal purpose of developing this index should be to lay the 
groundwork for reducing data collection activities required of local educa­
tion agencies. This can be accomplished by making greater use of already 
available data in program evaluations rather than continually requesting 
that new information be collected by school and district staff. We believe 
the index we have proposed would be a significant step toward achieving 
this goal. Consistent with the goal of reducing burdensome reporting, the 
measures should be compatible with the prototype procedures for report­
ing information concerning school crime and violence which we recom­
mend in Program III. 

C. Governor's Proposal 

The proposed NSSP attempts to be comprehensive and, accordingly, 
addresses the restructuring of schools. This would be accomplished by 
allowing an optional additional foundation program increase by 1981...:a2 
of $82 elementary, $30 high school and $66 unified. 

The concept is to fold into this restructuring foundation program range 
the ECE, MGM, and Miller-Unruh programs and proposed programs such 
as RISE. 
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Districts would be required to apply for funds through a co~prehensive 
application which contained provisions for minimum pupil competency, 
staff development and school site councils. If objectives were not reached 
within three years, funds would be cancelled. 

Both state and local costs are involved ih this proposal. 
The concept of folding restructuring efforts into the foundation pro­

gram has merit. It insures local funding participation and may end the 
need for the state to fund major programs in addition to the foundation 
program as under current law. 

Serrano/Fiscal Impact 

Including restructuring funding in the foundation program would have 
pro Serrano features because it would terminate additional state aid to 
wealthy distdcts. Only those districts in the foundation equalization pro­
gram could get state aid for restructuring. Wealthier districts could have 
the restructuring range, but only from property tax sources. 

The state and local cost of this proposal (in millions) is estimated by the 
Governor to be: 

1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-1981 1981-82 
State ...................................................................... H47 H67 H84 HI07 Hl00 
Local .................................................................... +24 +31 HI +48 +53 
Total .................................................................... H71 $+98 $+125 $+155 $+153 

As mentioned, this proposal will be in separate legislation. 

2. CONSOLIDATED CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS 

A. Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Program 

The Miller-Unruh reading program was established in 1965 in an effort 
to upgrade the reading achievement of California's primary grade chil­
dl"en. The program provides state funds principally to enable school dis­
tricts 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 are the prevention and correction of 
reading disabilities at the earliest possible time. These objectives were 
described in the Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act of 1965 as follows: 

"The elementary 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 earliest possible time in the 
educational career of the pupil. The instruction program shall be pro­
vided 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) 
Chapter 976, Statutes of 1976 (SB 460) authorized school districts the 

option of assigning Miller-Unruh reading teachers to grades 4 through 6 
in lieu of grades K through 3 in schools receiving both Miller-Unruh and 
ECE funds. 
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Table 35 shows Miller-Unruh program participation and funding since 
1974-75. 

Table 35 
Miller-Unruh Reading Program Participation and Funding Since 1974-75 

Actin'ty 
Appropriation (General Fund) ............... . 
:'\umber of districts funded ..................... . 
:'Ilumber of teachers funded ..................... . 
Estimated statewide average elemen-

tary teacher salary b ........................... . 

Percent of av~rage teacher's salary fund-
ed by program ..................................... . 

Estimated number of children served " 

1974-75 
$15,349,625 

248 
1,554 

12,493 

80% 
167,197 

1975-76 
$13,849,625 

238 
1,442 

13,817 

70% 
d 

• Budget Bill Item m. Includes 6 percent inflation of $831,000. 
b Based on statewide average of prior year. 
e Assumes 6 percent statewide average elementary salary increase. 
d Not available. 

1976-77 
$13,849,625 

203 
1,249 

14,927 

74% 
d 

Proposed 
1977-78 

$14,680,625 • 
203 

1,249 

15,823 e 

74% 
d 

The table indicates that proposed program funding for 1977-78 is the 
same as the current and prior year with a 6 percent inflation factor added. 
The table also indicates that the proposed funding level will continue state 
support of Miller-Unruh teachers salaries at about 74 percent of the state­
wide average elementary teacher's salary. This assumes the same number 
of Miller-Unruh teachers as in the current year. 

The Budget Act of 1976 provided that the maximum state subsidy for 
a Miller-Unruh teacher would be no greater than 75 percent of the state­
wide average salary. The Governor's Budget proposes continuation of this 
75 percent maximum subsidy limitation. 

The most recent available evaluation of the Miller-Unruh program is for 
the 1974-75 school year. It suggests that Miller-Unruh funding (separate 
from other funding sources) is associated with positive effects as measured 
by reading achievement on statewide tests. The positive effects are con­
sistent with a general pattern of program effectiveness reported in previ­
ous evaluations. 

C. SECONDARY EDUCATION 

The Secondary Education Age Span element is responsible for manage­
ment of (a) general secondary education programs, (b) consolidated cate­
gorical aid, (c) traffic safety education, and (d) vocational education. 
Services include planning and development and direct field services to 
school districts. 

Table 36 shows funding by component and source. 

1. RISE 

In 1974, the Superintendent of Public Instruction appointed the Com­
mission on Reform in Intermediate and Secondary Education (RISE) to 
review the present state of education in California's intermediate and 
secondary schools, and to recommend improvements. The commission 
issued a report in August 1975, containing 26 major recommendations 
which were then developed into a legislative proposal (SB 1737, Dunlap). 
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Table 36 
Secondary Education Expenditures and Funding 

Component 
Actual Estimated Proposed . . . .. Ch.ange ... 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

1. General Secondary Education .. $11~,725 $3,318,107 $3,505,387 $187,280 5.6% 
2. Consolidated Categorical Pro· 

grams ......................................... . 33,667.rnO 38,512,940 39,885,529 1,372,589 3.5 
3. Traffic Safety Education .......... .. 238,964 283,275 SOl ,106 217,831 76.9 
4. Vocational Education .............. .. 51,909,703 63,315,810 54,712,023 -8,603,787 13.6 

Total .............................................. .. $85,935,462 $105,430,132 $98,604,045 $-6,826,087 -6.4% 
State Operations 

General Fund ............................... . $516,268 $I,037,2f)1 $1,188,885 $151,681 14.6% 
Federal funds .............................. .. 7,395,292 9,011,484 9,365,6fKi 354,124 3.9 
Reimbursements ......................... . 753,744 949,122 1,420,661 471,539 49.1 
Subtotal ......................................... . $8,665,304 $10.997,810 $11,975,154 $977;344 8.9% 

Local Assistance 
General Fund ............................... . 12,035,004 18,227,961 20,964,201 2,736,240 15.0 
Federal funds .............................. .. 59,679,430 68,902,745 60,065,560 -8,837,185 -12.8 
Reimbursements ......................... . 5,555,724 7,301,616 5,599,130 -1,702,486 -23.3 
Subtotal ......................................... . $77,270.158 $94,432,322 $88,628,8.91 $-7,803,431 -8.3% 

SB 1737 proposed a phase-in of extensive reform measures in grades 
6-12, including a personalized learning program for each student, exten­
sive community involvement, staff development and ongoing planning 
and evaluation. Participating school districts were to receive approximate­
ly $35 per ADA during a planning year, and $100 per ADA during subse­
quent implementation years for students in grades 6-8, $65 per ADA for 
students in grades 9-12, and $40 per ADA for students designated educa­
tionally disadvantaged. The RISE reform program contained an appro­
priation of $80 million through 1980-81 and had fiscal implications f()r the 
years beyond 1980-81, including a potential state cost of over $150 million 
per year. 

The bill was vetoed by the Governor on the basis that a major new 
commitment to education could not be made unless it worked to solve the 
inequities central to the Serrano-Priest decision. 

Evaluation of Title IVC Pr!)jects 

We recommend that the Department of Education submit to the Joint 
Legislative Budget Committee by November 1, 1977, a status report con­
cerning the pl10t secondary school reform projects funded through ESEA, 
TitleIVC 

During the developrp.ent of the RISE program, the department secured 
federal funding (ESEA, Title IVC) for eight pilot projects involving in­
novative and exemplary educational practices similar to RISE. Common 
elements include emphasis on school site planning, personalized learning, 
individualized advising and school-community involvement. 

These projects received planning grant funds totaling approximately 
$650,000 in 1976-77, and should receive implementation grants of approxi­
mately $2 million per year in 1977-78 and 197&-79. 

The department is evaluating these projects as a distinct component of 
the Title Ive program; we believe this represents a sound decision. In 
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view of legislative interest in the area of secondary school reform, we 
believe the progress of these projects should be reviewed annually. 

To facilitate this process, we recommend that the Department of Edu­
cation submit a status report which contains (a) a description of the 
activities undertaken in the eight sites during the planning year and (b) 
a detailed plan for evaluating the projects during the two years of program 
implementation under Title IVC funding. 

The description of planning year activities should discuss expenditures 
for which planning grants were used and effects attributable to these 
grants. It should also be designed to assist the Legislature in analyzing the 
costs and benefits of funding schools for a planning year. This issue is 
particularly important in view of the fact that the total cumulative costs 
of planning grants alone in last year's RISE proposal would have been 
approximately $64 million . 

. The plan for evaluating the eight projects during the two years of pro­
gram implementation should describe methods for assessing the feasibility 
and cost-effectiveness of the various reform concepts being tested (e.g., 
personalized learning, school-site planning). 

The plan should include procedures for evaluating the eight reform 
projects as measured by such factors as (a) pupil achievement (e.g., per­
formance on standardized achievement tests, grade point averages) and 
(b) institutional cha~acteristics (e.g., curriculum offerings and course en­
rollments, incidence of absenteeism, suspension, expulsion, and dropouts; 
incidence and costs of school violence and vandalism). 

2. DRIVER TRAINING/TRAFFIC SAFETY EDUCATION 

This unit is responsible for the management and coordination of driver 
training and education programs in California's secondary schools. Pri­
mary funding for this program is provided from the Driver Training 
Penalty Assessment Fund. 

The $217,831 increase in this item is .primarily the result of Chapter 695, 
Statutes of 1976 (AB 1386) which requires the department to establish 
standards governing traffic safety education in K-12 grades and administer 
a traffic safety education pilot program of up to ten school districts. Fed­
eral funds for this program in the amount of $207,083 were secured 
through the Office of Traffic Safety. 

3. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 

The Vocational Education unit in the Department of Education consists 
of a professional and clerical staff of 171 positions and is almost entirely 
federally funded. The unit assists local education agencies in providing 
training and career guidance to students in the state's public schools. 

Three program components comprise vocational education: (1) field 
operations, which provides technical assistance to districts; (2) services, 
which involves research, program planning, innovative projects and the 
vocational information system; and (3) instruction, which provides spe­
cialized curriculum and professional development assistance. 

Table 37 presents a summary of all expenditures and funding sources for 
vocational education. The apparent $8.6 million decrease in support for 
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the budget year is the result of a carryover of federal funds which artificial­
ly inflates the current year. Actually, support levels are fairly constant for 
the three-year period. 

Table 37 
Expenditures and Funding for 

Vocational Education 

Actual Estim;lfed Proposed Chunge 
Item 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount . Percent 

1. Part A, Special Needs .......... $1,687,988 $2,606,345 $1,781,393 $-824,952 -31.6% 
2. Part B; Basic Grant .............. 35,896).77 40,427,612 . 36,571 ,730 3,855,882 -9.5 
3. Part C, Research and Train-

ing ............................................ 955,735 1:256,195 673,855 -582,340 -46.3 
4. Part D, Innovation ................ 279,842 692,392 365,105 -327:287 -47.3 
5. Part F, Consumer and 

Homemaking ........................ 3,620,096 4,331,111 3,303,371 -1,027,740 -23.7 
6. Part G, Cooperative Educa-

tion ........................................... 1,069,960 1,361,181 1,065,377 -295,804 -21.7 
7. Part H, Work Study .............. 1,021,041 1,549,177 969,019 -580,158 -37.4 
8. Special Grants ........................ 263:227 381,024 347,000 -34,024 -8.9 
9. CETA ........................................ 6,081,837 7,986,339 6,548,898 -1,437,441 -18.0 

10. EPDA ...................................... 391,066 427).15 393:225 -33,990 -7.9 
11. Career Education .................. 413,147 523,953 715,494 191,541 36.6 
12. General Activities .................. 193,424 273).66 394:287 121,021 ·44.3 
13. Regional Adult and Voca-

tional Education Councils .. 36,063 1,500,000 1,583,269 83,269 5.5 

Total ........................................ $51,909,703 $63,315,810 $54,712,023 $-8,603,787 -13.6% 
State Operah'ons: 

General Fund ............................ $84,485 $335,2fi6 $463,556 $128,290 38.3% 
Federal funds ............................ 6,482,148 7,903,592 8,281,569 377,977 4.8 
Reimbursements ...................... 672,617 872,723 1,138,768 266,045 30.5 

Local A.ssistance: 
General Fund ............................ 1,250,000 1,325,000 75,000 6.0 
Federal funds ............................ 39,114,729 45,652,613 37,904,000 -7,748,613 -16.9 
Reimbursements ...................... 5,555,724 7,301,616 5,599,130 . -1,702,486 -23.3 

A. New Vocational Education Act Amendments 

On October 12, 1976, the federal Education Amendments of 1976 were 
enacted. Title II concerns Vocational Education and makes several impor­
tant changes in the existing Vocational Education Act of 1963. This title: 

(1) requires states to share the expense of stateclevel administration, in 
the amount of 20 percent in 1977-78,40 percent in 1978-79 and 50 percent 
in the years thereafter. 

(2) emphasizes the reduction of sex bias and stereotyping in vocational 
education programs. 

(3) requires states to give priority in distributing funds to economically 
depressed areas, and areas with new or emerging manpower needs. 

(4) requires states to establish state and local advisory councils repre­
senting at least 20 designated interests. 

(5)· provides special funds for disadvantaged, handicapped and limited­
. English speaking students. 

(6) requires states to develop annual and five~yearvocational educa­
tiOn plans, and provides funds for this purpose. 

(7) requires states to evaluate the effectiveness of each funded pro-
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gram within five years, including employment data in the assessment of 
programs designed to impart entry-level skills. 

-State-Level Administration 

We recommend that the Department of Education be directed to de­
velop and submit to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by July 1, 
1977, .alternative management plans for the state-level administration of 
vocational education based on support levels of $2.8 million, $3.75 million, 
and $4.5 m11lion .. 

One of the most important fiscal changes in the new amendments for 
vocational education is the requirement that the staJes must share costs 
for state-level administration. Table 38 presents a summary of expendi­
tures for vocational education, including -state-level administration. 

Table 38 
Federal-State-Local Expenditures 

for Vocational Education 

Federal (rE4) 
State Administration ...................... .. 
Local Assistance ............................... . 

Subtotal ........................................ .. 

State (General Fund) 
State Administration ........................ 
Local Assistance 

Categorical .................................... 
Foundation Program (State-

Local) ...................................... 

Subtotal .......................... ; ........... 
Total ............................................ 

Achlal 
1975-76 
$6,370,080 
37,976,525 

$44,346,605 

$84,485 

465,844,405 

$465,928,890 
$510,275,495 

Estimated 
1976-77 
$7,685,651 
39,647,628 

$47,333,279 

$335,266 

1,250,000 

496,999,440 

$498,584,706 
$545,917,985 

Proposed 
1977-78 
$7,886,778 
39,446,501 

$47,333,279 

$463,556 

1,325,000 

521,848,950 

$529,637,506 
$576,970,785 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$201,127 2.6% 
-201,127 

128,290 38.3 

75,000 6.0 

24,849,510 5.0 

$31,052,800 6.2 
$31,052,800 5.7 

Administrative expenditures support a staff of 76 professional positions 
in the Department of Education and 26 professional positions in the com­
munity colleges. These positions include regional consultants in four major 
subject areas (Agriculture, Business, Homemaking and Industrial Educa­
tion), program managers, coordinators, and planners. Personnel in the 
community colleges are supported by a contract negotiated with the De­
partment of Education. 

Under existing law, the federal government pays virtually all adminis­
trative costs for vocational education. As mentioned, the new amend­
ments will require California to provide a 20 percent match of the total 
federal allocation for vocational education administration in 1977-78, 40 
percent in 197~79 and 50 percent in the years thereafter. The total 
amount authorized nationally in the new legislation for administration is 
presently $25 million, which would provide California approximately $2,-
250,000 for the 1977-78 fiscal year. However, it is very possible that this 
amount will be increased by Congress. 

This $2,250,000 grant represents the 80 percent federal share. of total 
. state administration costs. California would be required to provide a 20 

percent state match of $562,500 in 1977-78. This would result in a total 
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federal-state support level for administration of $2,812,500. 
Table 39 summarizes support levels under the new matching require­

ments. This table does not include $1.7 million in expenditures for certain 
categories of vocational education administration (consumer education, 
research) which will probably be assigned to programs and thus not in­
cluded as administrative costs. The $400,000 in state expenditures shown 
in the current year for vocational education administration represents the 
approximate cost that can be charged to Regional Occupational Centers/ 
Programs (ROC/Ps) and Regional Adult and Vocational Education Coun­
cils (RA VECs) for state-level staff. 

\ 

Table 39 
Projected Funding Levels for Vocational Education Administration 

State-Lei 'el Administration 
Old Law . Xell'Jlatching Requi[ements . 
1976-77 1977-78 197~79 1979-80 

Federal ............................................................. . $6,000,000 $2,250,000 $2,250,000 $2,250,000 
State (General Fund) .................................. .. 400,000 562,500 1,500,000 2,250,000 

Total................................................................ $6,400,000 $2,812,500 $3,750,000 $4,500,000 

This table shows that the new support levels authorized by federal law 
represent a significant reduction from the current level of $6,400,000. The 
table also shows that if the state decides to provide only the minimum 
match required each year (20 percent, 40 percent, 50 percent), funding 
for state-level administration would undergo a 'highly irregular growth 
over the next three years. A 20 percent state match in 1977-78 would 
provide a total federal-state support level of $2,812,500, a 56 percent reduc­
tion from the current level of $6,400,000. This total federal/state support 
level would then rise to $3,750,000 in 1978-79 as the state's share increased 
to 40 percent, and finally stabilize at $4,500,000 with both the federal 
government and the state contributing $2,250,000. ' 

We believe that this fluctuation in supportleveb.is undesirable for both 
program and staff continuity. Therefore, we believe the Legislature 
should determine optimum funding levels for sfate-level administration at 
the outset, and make up the difference (if there is any) between this 
optimum level and the minimum state matching level in the first and 
second years to insure continuity of support. 

Table 40 presents the state obligation at a variety of funding levels. If 
the state determines th~t the first year support level of $2,812,500 is suffi­
cient to insure adequate state~levelleadership and program review, an 
additional state appropriation of the approximately $162,500 (over the 
present $400,000 expenditure for ROC/P and RAVEC staff) would be 
required in 1977-78 to meet federal matching requirements. However, if 
the legislature determines that the final level of support of $4,500,000 is 
more appropriate, an augmentation of $1,850,000 ($2,250,000 -$400,000) 
in the state budget would be required in the first year (1977-78) to insure 
a constant level of support in the future. 

The determination of the optimum support level for vocational educa­
tion administration requires a thorough knowledge of all responsibilities 
of the vocational education staff. We believe the Department of Education , 
should be directed to submit alternative management plans for this pur­
pose. These plans should examine all the leadership and review functions 
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Table 40 

State Matching for Alternative Funding Level 

Total Federal/State 
Support Level 

::~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::T::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
$4,500,000 ..................................................................................... . 

State·Match Requirement 
1977-78 197~79 1979-80 
(20%)· (40%) (50%) 
$562,500 $1,124,000 $1,406,250 
750,000 1,500,000 1,875,000 
900,000 I,BOO,OOO 2,250,000 

of the department and community college staffs, and propose organiza­
tional structures to meet these responsibilities based on the potential 
support levels of $2.8 million, $3.75 million and $4.5 million. These budgets 
should clearly indicate the position and activities at each expenditure level 
and the impact of funding reductions. A thorough description of the rela­
tionship between the Department of Education and community college 
staffs should also be included. This type of document would permit the 
Legislature to make a knowledgeable decision concerning future expendi­
tures for vocational education administration. 

It should be noted that there is a possibility California will not be re­
quired to provide matching funds in the first year. The new amendments 
provide that if a state can show that it currently spends more than 10 times 
th~ federal allocation, it will be permitted to waive the 20 percent match­
ing requirement in 1977-78. Tahle 38 shows that the federal allocation in 
197()"";77 was $47,333,279. The table also shows that state and local funds for 
administration and local assistance were $498,584,706; more than 10 times 
the federal support level. It appears therefore that California could qualify 
for the first year waiver. However, the expenditures levels for 197()"";77 are 
only projections at this time, and it is questionable if the federal govern­
ment. will accept projections from previous years as proof of support levels. 

B. Regional Adult and Vocational Education Councils (RAVECs) 

Chapter 1269, Statutes of 1975, replaced 12 existing area vocational plan­
ning committees and adult continuing education coordinating councils 
with a statewide network of 71 consolidated regional adult and vocational 
education councils (RAVECs). Council boundaries are based on commu­
nity college district boundaries. 

Each council consists of 11 members, including (1) four representatives 
from the high school or unified districts within the council boundaries 
selected by the governing boards, (2) four representatives from the com­
munity college selected by the governing boa.rd, (3) one representative 
from the county office of education, (4) one representative of a prime 
sponsor under the Federal Comprehensive Employment and Training 
Act (CETA) and (5) one representative from a private postsecondary 
educational institution in the region. 

The principal responsibility ofthe RAVEC councils is to reView certain 
adult and vocational education courses and programs offered in each 
region and eliminate those courses which represent an unnecessary du-
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plication of effort. Courses under the jurisdiction of the councils include: 
(1) adult basic education, including adult high school diploma pro­

grams, vocational and occupational training, adult continuing and 
personal development education, and adult programs in grades 13 
and 14, 

(2) all courses operated by regional occupational centers or programs 
(ROP/Cs), 

(3) community service classes, 
(4) those community college courses being changed from noncredit to 

credit status. 
This list indicates that the councils have control over most adult educa­

tion programs but only a portion of the vocational education courses of­
fered by high schools and community colleges. Courses which are part of 
the regular high school program and all credit classes in community col-
leges are not subject to council review. -

Evaluation of RAVECS 

Chapter 1269 also required the Legislative Analyst to analyze RA VECs 
following their first year of operation. This report was published January 
1, 1977 and included the following two recommendations to facilitate 
future evaluations. 

Data Collection and Annual Report 

We recommend that the Department of Education direct the regional 
adult and vocational education councils to collect performance data to 
permit a thorough evaluation following the first full year of council opera-
tion. . 

We recommend that the Department of Education submit an annual 
report to the Legislature summarizing council activity and performance. 

The primary purpose of the councils is to eliminate unnecessary duplica­
tion of courses and programs and to recommend the appropriate level of 
instruction of new offerings (Section 6268.8). This mandate suggests sev­
eral types of data which could be collected to enable a thorough evaluation 
of council performance, including 

(1) the total number of courses under the jurisdiction of each council, 
(2) the total number of courses receiving an in-depth review by council 

members and staff, 
(3) a list of courses found to be unnecessarily duplicative, 
(4) a list of courses discontinued as a result of duplication (by agency), 
(5) a list of new cour.ses submitted for approval which were not permit-

. ted to begin because of unnecessary duplication (by agency), 
(6) a list of courses judged by the councils to be duplicative which 

continue to receive state apportionments. This list should contain 
an explanation as to why the course has been continued in spite of 
council findings. 

The above quantitative measures could be easily collected and would 
provide a fair indicator of council effectiveness. In addition to these data, 
the department could also accumulate qualitative information regarding 
council performance. Collection of all types of data could be incorporated 
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into the annual activity report currently required by each council, and 
summarized by the department's consultant staff in an annual report to 
the Legislature. 

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 veteran's training. There are three 
divisi9ns in the unit: (1) adult program planning and development, (2) 
adult field services, and (3) school approvals. 

Over 1.9 mill~on 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. The apparent $1.8 million reduction in support for the 
budget year is the result of the carryover of federal funds which makes the 
current year artificially inflated. Actually, support levels are fairly con­
stant for the three-year period. 

Table 41 

Expenditures and Funding for Adult Education 

Actual Estimated Proposed ----_£~~-- --
Component 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 
a. Adult education instruction $6,415,459 $7,620,790 $6,511,130 $-1,109,660 -14,5% 
b. Postsecondary education 

(school approvals) .......... 943,110 1,161,546 1,179,661 18,151 1.6 
c. Vocational education (local 

assistance) ........... , ........ , ... 3,209,936 4,002,810 3,282,866 -719,944 -17.9 

Total .......................................... $10,568,505 $12,785,146 $10,973,657 $-1,811,489 -14.2 
State Operations: 

General Fund .......................... $174,360 $247,783 $261,192 $13,409 5.4% 
Federal funds .......................... 1,fA'J2,2.JO 1,449,379 1,544,719 95,340 6.6 
Reimbursements ...................... 333,927 364,5li 364,880 303 0 

Subtotal .................................. 1,590,517 2,061,739 2,170.791 109,05£ 5.3 
Local Assistance: 

Federal funds .......................... 6,809,444 7,883,889 6,526,764 -1,357,125 -17.2 
Reimbursements ...................... 2,168,544 2,839,518 2,276,102 -563,416 -19.8 --

Subtotal .................................. 8,977,988 10.723,407 8,802,866 -1,920,541 -17.9 

1. POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION (SCHOOL APPROVALS) 

Responsibilities 

The Bureau of School Approvals operates under the following st-ate and 
federal mandates: 

(1) State-Division 21 (Education Code) which requires the bureau to 
monitor and review all postsecondary institutions in the state not accredit­
ed by a recognized agency. There is also a small state component which 
requires the bureau to review General Education Development (GED) 
centers. 



Items '283-306 K-12 EDUCATION / 735 

(2) Federal-Title 38 (U.S. Code) which, under an annual contract, 
requires the bureau to approve all schools enrolling veterans who re(!eive 
educational benefits. 

Table 42 summarizes expenditures for the bureau. Support for the Divi­
sion 21 (and CEO) review mandate come from fees charged to clients. 
Support for the Title 38 review mandate are received by contract from the 
federal Veteran's Administration. Therefore, the bureau is theoretically 
self-supporting. However, client fees and federal funds do not leave Sllffi­
cient reserves to pay the Department of Education 29 percent overhead 
charge for administration. Thus, the bureau ~ctually operates at a deficit 
of approximately $100,000 per year which is offset by miscellaneous sav­
ings from other areas of t~e department. 

Table 42 
Expenditures for the Bureau of School Approvals 

Actilit" 
Division 21 (state) ......................................... . 
Title 38 (federal) .......................................... .. 
CED Testing ................... , ............................... . 

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

Recent Developments 

Actual 
1975-76 
$313,852 
609,183 
20,075 

$943,110 

Estimated 
1976-77 

$332,000 
796,969 
32,577 

$1,161,546 

Proposed._.J;h.llI1se . 
1977-78 Amount Percent 
$331,534' -$466 -.10 
814,781 +17,812 +2 
33,346 + 769 +2 

, $1,179,661 

The bureau has been the subject of extensive review in recent months 
by a variety of public and private agencies, including the Department of 
Education, professional organizations for private postsecondary institu­
tions, and the California Postsecondary Education Commission. It appears 
that one, and most likely all, of these agencies will introduce major legisla­
tive proposals to promote the following reforms: 

(1) increase responsiveness of the bureau to student and private school 
needs, 

(2) increase consumer protection, 
-~3} improve the collection of fiscal and enrollment. data and private 

postsecondary institutions, . ' 
(4) provide additiohal protection against misuse of A-3 provision which 

allows schools to grant degrees merely by showing $50,000 in assets, 
and 

(5) provide additional staff to improve the monitor anci review respon­
sibilities of the bureau. 

Separation of the Bureau 

A study by the California Postsecondary Education Commissionsug­
ges,ts that the above reforms can be best iniplEmlented by separating the 
bureau from the Department of Education, an agency which is primarily 
concerned wjth elementary and secondary education. Under this pro­
posal, the bureau would operate as an autonomous agency under the 
direction of a thirteen-member council. Organizations representing the 
private .school sector support this position. The Department of Education 
is in oppositio~, believing that the bureau can function effectively under 
its jurisdiction with certain legislative reforms. . 
26-75173 
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Each side of this separation issue involves certain advantages and disad­
vantages. However, we believe there are several changes which would 
improve the functioning of the bureau regardless of whether it operates 
under the department or as a separate agency. These are discussed below. 

Reclassify Field Positions 

We recommend that the Department of Education be directed tore­
classify eight field representative positions (as vacated) to staff services 
analyst positions for a savings of approximately $64,000 per year (Item 
3(0).' . 

To perform the review responsibilities required in law, the bureau em­
ploys a staff of 16 field representatives (plus two supervisors) organized 
on a regional basis. These representatives visit degree~granting and voca­
tional education schools to insure compliance with the regulations of Divi­
sion 21, and public and private postsecondary education institutions to 
insure compliance with Title 38. In many cases, an institution falls under 
both these categories, and a field representative can perform both Divi­
sion 21 and Title 38 reviews during one visit. 

A breakdown of the field representative workload shows a great amount 
of technical work: as opposed to educational review or counseling. A 
document prepared by the Department of Education listed technical 
responsibilities as the review for correctness of new and renewal applica- . 
tions, the collection of data, maintenance of files, the updating of directo­
ries of private institutions, and the preparation of reports .relating to 
violations of Division 21. Professional responsibilities involved 'assisting 
secondary . schools through staff meetings, wor~shops and conferences, 
conducting on-site inspec~ions of schools, providing follow~up to problems, 
encountered under technical activities, and resolving client complaints. 
This document 'shows that the person/days now assigned to technical 
activities approximately equal those assigned to professional activities. Yet 
the bureau maintains an undiff~rentiated staff of professional school ad­
ministrators at an average salary of $27,000 per year to perform all duties, 
technical and professional alike. 

We believe the current staff should be differentiated to reflect the 
a.ctuallevel and complexity of the bureau's responsibilities. Since half of 
these responsibilities are technical in nature, we reco:mmend that eight of 
the total 16 professional educator positions be reclassified (as vacated) to 
staff services analyst, the entry-level, noneducator analyst position in the 
department. Beginning salary level for this position is approximately $14,-
000 per year versus the $22,000 beginning salary for a field representative. 
ReclassifiGation could be accomplished by waiting until field representa­
tives positions are vacated. The bureau reports that seven members of its 
members of its field staff are within five years of retirement. Thus, staff 
differentiation could be done gradually over the next five years. 

Field Activities 

We recommend that the Department of Education be directed to sub­
mit to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 1, 1977, a 
revised workplan for field representatives and staff analysts which de-
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emphasizes the annual on-site visit to every private school and instead 
provides for selective indepth reviews and counseling. , . 

The current workplan for the bureau requires field representatives to 
make oneot more visits per year under Division 2lregulations to approxi­
mately1,BOO degree-granting and vocational education schools, and two to 
three visits per year under Title 38 regulations to approximately 1,459 
public and private institutions enrolling veterans. This visitation schedule 
requires an extensive amount of travel by each representive. A brief , 
survey by this office indicates that representative spend from 30.:.00 per­
cent oftheir day in travel time between schools. This represents an expen­
sive and time consuming form of school review. More importantly, it does 
not leave enough time for a thorough review of the school plant, classroom 
activities, and school records. In five school visits attended by this office, 
field'representatives were able' to spend only minutes in an actual class­
room setting, spoke to no students concerning course content, spoke only 
briefly to teachers concerning classroom conduct, and made only minor 
comments of an educational nature to school administrators. The majority 
of the visit was spent checking the correctness of state forms, the enroll­
ment records of veterans, and student progress reports. 
" We believe this type of cursory review could be just as effectively per­

formed at a state or regional office, without the necessity of repeated 
on-site visits, by the use of forms reporting basic fiscal and pupil enroll­
ment. data. These forms could be reviewed and processed at the state 
office by the staff services analyst element of the bureau. 

This type of workplan deemphasizing regular on-site visits would re­
lieve the field, representatives' from time-consuming reviews and travel, 
and permit them to concentrate more on educational counseling and 
program improvement for which they have been trained. Specifically, 
they could perform (1) random in-depth review of schools, (2) education­
al and fiscal counseling to new schools, (3) follow-up to client complaints, 
and (4) in-depth visits to schools showing frequent violations. 

We believe thatthe department should be required to submit a detailed 
report outlining this type of workplan, including (1) new forms designed 
to consolidate data collection and reduce on-site review of pupil progress, 
(2) work schedules broken down into personnel-days to show the relation­
ship between on-site visitation, office activities, and travel, and (3) a 
methodology for visiting schools on the basis of random selection and 

'need. 

E. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN CALIFORNIA SCHOOLS 

One of the most significant problems in American education during the 
late 1960's and early 1970's was the decline of student performance in basic 
skills ill the upper elemtfntary; intermediate and secondary grades. Unlike 
the higher grades, a pattern of increased performance was found in the 
primary grades. 

Achievement data are available in California from the Statewide Test­
ing program for second and third grade students in, reading and for sixth 

,and twelfth grade students in rea,ding, languag~ and mathematics. Addi­
tional information for college-bound elever:tth and twelfth graders is avail-
;- .. " ". - , 
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Statewide testing data show that from 1965-66 through the early 1970's, 
California's second and third graders improved on reading achievement 
tests. This upward trend was not unique to California, but was found 
nationwide. In the past two years, scores of second the third graders in the 
state have. been essentially stable, although slight increases were regis-
tered at grade 3. 

Test scores of California's sixth graders declined between the late 1960's 
and 1973-74 in reading, written expression, and mathematics. This pattern 
was consistent with data from other states and national samples. 

In . both 1974-75 and 1975-76, California's sixth grade students were 
reported to have improved in all areas. While changes in testing proce­
dures make it difficult to interpret these findings fully, their consistency 
suggests that the earlier decline at this grade level may have been arrest­
ed. 

Among the most significant measures of student performance are those 
available for twelfth graders because they reflect performance at the 
termination of the public secondary school experience. 

Statewide testing data show that performance of California twelfth 
graders declined markedly between 1969-70 and 1974-75, with the largest 
declines in reading and written expression. However, data from 1975-76 
indicate improvement in all areas of testing: reading, written expression, 
spelling, and mathematics. Although modifications in testing procedures 
again make it difficult to interpret these changes, they suggest that the 
declines in achievement may be bottoming-out. 

College entrance examination data show a complex picture, with results 
mixed for 1975-76. In general, the .data indicate a pattern of marked 
decline in performance between 1971-72 and 1974-75, which, although 
decreasing in magnitude, continued through 1975-76 on the most fre­
quently taken tests. The decline during the 1970's has been on both verbal 
and mathematical aptitude tests, but the most dramatic drop has bee~ in 
verbal test scores. 

One of the most striking findings from the college entrance data was the 
decline in the number of high scoring students. In both California and 
nationally, the number of students scoring in the high ranges on the most 
widely taken verbal test decreased by approximately one-third between 
1971-72 and 1974-75. During 1975-76 the numbers in this category re­
mained essentially constant. 

Additional evidence concerning student performance comes from en­
rollment statistics for University of California elementary English compo­
sition courses. During 1975-76, approximately 50 percent of incoming 
freshmen did not meet the University's basic standards of proficiency in 
written English and, therefore, had to take special course work intended 
to teach the basic skills of English composition. 

In summary, numerous data sources indicate that achievement in the 
basic skills among California's upper elementary and secondary school 
students has declined in the past decade. While a stabilization of achieve­
ment scores may be occurring, performance is nevertheless well below . 
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that of previous years and many students lack basic skills in' such funda­
mental areas as English composition. 

Reasons for Declines 

Several reasons have been suggested for the achievement decline in the 
higher grades which has been found in both California and the nation . 
. Among these are such societal phenomena as television, changes in f~mily 
structure, and changes_ in patterns of drug or alcohol consumption. 
However, it is extremely difficult to establish any clear linkage between 
these societal phenomena and the declines in performance. In addition, 
the significance of many of these factors is thrown into question. by the 
finding that there have been increases in performance nationally in the 
natural sciences. 

It appears that the declines relate at least partially to the school environ­
ment itself and are linked to such factors as changes in curriculum, course 
enrollments, academic standards and school environments. Discipline 
problems have increased sharply; crime in schools has mounted steeply; 
homework is being emphasized less and less; fewer students are enrolled 
in basic courses; enrollment in: elective courses (e.g.,' vocational skills, 
c()ntemporaryissues) has increased. This situation concerns us. Our rec­
ommendations for dealing with these problems in the immediate future 
and for conducting essential research examining the nature and causes of 
the declines are given in several sections of this analysis. 

PROGRAM II 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES 
Program II consists of two major elements (a) apportionment and distri­

bution of aid and (b) administrative services to local education. 
The apportionment and distribution of aid element is divided into four 

components: (1) administration and apportionment of state aid, (2) text­
book management and distribution, (3) surplus property, and (4) food 
and nutrition services. The administrative services to local education ele-
ment is divided into two components (1) school facilities planning, and 
(2) field management . 
. Table 43 shows the disbursement of funds for each component. The 

major components are analyzed in separate sections. 

A. APPORTIONMENT AND DISTRIBUTION OF AID 

1. ADMINISTRATION AND APPORTIONMENT OF STATE AID 

A: Public School Funding . . 

The system of public school apportionments is controlled by constitu­
tional and statutory provisions which guarantee each of the 1,048 school 
districts minimum state support of $125 per ADA (average daily attend­
ance) , This is referred to as "basic aid." Additional state support is pro­
vided to approximately 82 percent of the state ADA in. the form of 
"equalization aid." To receive equalization aid, a district must be unable 
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Table 43 
Administrative Support Servi,ces 

, Disbursement of Funds 

Actwli Estimilted Proposed 1977-78 Change 
PrOgrilIll Element 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 
A. Apportionment and 

, Distribution of Aid 
1. Administration and 

Apportionment of 
State Aid 

State Operations .. $991,040 $1,079,110 $1,162,652 $83,542 +7.7% 
Local Assistance .... 2,135,364,585 2,319,456,367 2,356,295,367 36,839,000 +1.6 

2. Textbook Manage· 
ment and Distribu· 
tioll 

State Operations .. 838,308 1,088,185 933,445 -154,740 -14.2 
. Local Assistance .... 24,929,171 49,034,339 31,394,323 -17,640,016 -35.0 ' 

,3. Surplus Property 
State Operations .. 3,358,902 4,770,434 4,968,445 198,011 4.2 

4. Food and Nutrition 
State 'Operations .. 953,132 2,139,294 2,055,430 -83,864 -3.9 
Local Assistance .... 193,618,292 234,965,333 263,779,745 28,814,412 12.3 

Subtotal ........... , ...................... $2,360,053,436 $2,612,533,062 $2,660,589,407 $48,056,345 1.8% 
B. Administrative Services 

to Local Education 
1. School Facilities 

Planning ...................... $549,757 $632,047 $652,465 $20,418 3.2% 
2. Field Management .. l,rm,mO 1,394,230 1,320,855 -73,375 -5.3 

Subtotal .................................. $1,557,427 $2,026,277 $1,973,320 -$52,957 2.6% 
TotaL ...................................... $2,361,610,863 $2,614,559,339 $2,662,562,727 $48,003,388 1.7% 

Funding 
A. Apportionment IllId 

Distribution of Aid 
Totilis ............................ $2,360,053,436 $2,612,533,062 $2,660,589,407 
Generili Fund ............ 2,183,837,758 2,381,811,771 2,423,522,(){)3 
Generili Fund (loan 

reccweries) .......... -320,915 -178,333 -248,333 
State School Fund .... 5,635,856 6,400,(}()() 6,200,(}()() 
Surplus Eductional 

Property Rel'Ob'-
ingFund .............. 3,326,667 4,719,572 4,916,820 

Instructional Materi-
ilis Fund .............. -2,325,504 19,189,389 

Dri"er Training Pen-
ilitl' Assessment 
F~nd ..................... 200,(}()() 

Federal Funds ............ 169,604,310 199,699,397 226,099, 792 
Reinibursements ........ 295,264 691,266 99,125 

B. Administratil'e Senices 
to Locili Education 

Totilis .............. : ............. $1,557,427 $2,026,277 $1,973,320 
Cenerili Fund ............ 683,514 901,133 880,881 
School Building Aid 

Fund ..................... 308,468 338,865 349,927 
Federili Funds ............ 402,067 480,9.JIi 416,980 
Reimbursements ........ 163,378 3a5,343 325,532 
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to raise sufficient local revenue from a·defined "computational" 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." 

In addition to these features, the state's system of providing aid to school 
districts includes a local revenue control mechanism designed to limit the 
future growth in school expenditures and related property tax rates, based 
upon revenues received in the 1972-73 fiscal year. The theory of the 
control mechanism is that after an annual inflation factor is determined, 
poor districts are allowed to increase their "revenue limits" bya larger 
amount than are more wealthy districts so that within a period of years 
expenditures per ADA in all districts will be nearly equal. This control. 
feature, . enacted in 1972, was a response to both the Serrano issue and 
demands for property tax relief. However, the revenue limit may be 
exceeded with local funds if specifically authorized in a district election. 
These increases to the revenue limits are known as "voter overrides." 

B. 1,977-78 Apportionments 

In 1977-78, state apportionments for K-12 are expected to increase $37.1 
million (1.6 percent) over the 1976-77 level. The amount of state support 
is determined by the interaction of several factors, some of 'which cause 
apportionment increases while others cause decreases. The state cost of a 
foundation program increase of $73 per AD A plus other program increases 
are offset by assessed value growth (slippage), declining ADA and other 
factors. Table 44 shows these offsets. 

Table 44 

Explanation of the $37.1 million Increase 
in K-12 School Apportionments 

1977-78 

Foundation Program Increase of $73 per ADA .......................................................................... $268.2 
Assessed Value Increases .................................................................................................................. - 222.6' 
Changes in ADA ............... ,.................................................................................................................. -58.0 
Summer School Foundation Change .................. ;........................................................................... . -2.7 
Adult "Hold Harmless" Addition to Regular Program ............................................................ -10.6 
Adult Foundation Program .............................................................................................................. 15.0 
Special Education and Transportion .............................................................................................. 25.2 
State'Teacher's Retirement Fund .................................................................................................. 19.8 
County School Service Fund .......................................................................... : ....................... ,......... 3.1 
Other...................................................................................................................................................... -0.3 

Total Change in 1977-78 over 1976-77 .......... ~............................................................................... $+37.1 

The apportionments for 1977-78 are based on an estimated increase of 
9.0 percent in assessed property values, compared to a 13.3 percent in­
crease in 1976-77. Table 45 presents a breakdown and comparison of total 
K-12 apportionments from 1975-76 through 1977-78. 
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Table 45 
K-12 Apportionment Estimates 

1975-76 through 1977-78 

Elementary: 
Basic Aid .......................................................... ; .......... . 
Equalization Aid ....................................................... . 

Subtotal .................................... , ..... , ........................ . 
High School: 

9-12 Basic Aid .......................................................... .. 
9-12 Equalization aid .............................................. .. 

Subtotal .................................................................. .. 
High School Adult Classes: 

Adult Basic Aid ........................................................ .. 
Adult Equalization Aid .......................................... .. 

Subtotal, Adult Classes ....................................... . 
County School Service Fund: 

Elementary Foundation Program ...................... .. 
High School Foundation Program ...................... .. 

Subtotal .................................................................. .. 
TOTALS, FOUNDATION PROGRAM ................... . 
County School Service Fund: 

Direct Service ........................................................ ~ .. . 
, Other Purpose .......................................................... .. 

Subtotal ................................................................... . 
Special Education: 

Physically Handicapped ........................................ .. 
Mentally Retarded ................................................... . 
Special Transportation ............................................. . 
Educationally Handicapped .................................. .. 
Autistic Minors ........................................................ .. 
Mentally Gifted ........................................................ .. 
Fund Transfer to Master Plan for Special Educa- . 

tion Pilot Program ........................................ ; ...... . 
Subtotal, Special Education .............................. .. 

Adults in Correctional Facilities, E.C., 41841 ...... .. 
Dropout Prevention, Ch. 1532/72 .......................... .. 
County Cooperative Publications, E.C., 14035 .... .. 
Regular Transportation .............................................. .. 
Adjustments .................................................................... . 
TOTALS, PER EDUCATION CODE 41301 ........ .. 
Special AppOrtionments and Programs: 

State Teacher's Retirement'System Increase 
Elementary ............................................................. . 
High School ........................................................... . 
Ch. 323/76 Supplemental Increase .................. .. 

Subtotal, STRS ................................................... . 
Ch. 323176 County ROP/ROC hold harmless ...... .. 
Driver Training ............................................................ .. 

Subtotal, Special Apportionments .................. .. 
GRA:\D TOTAL, K-12 .............................................. .. 

Actual 
1975-76 

$383,866,375 
797,619,607 

1,181,485,982 

193,126,125 
368,499,003 

561,625,128 

9,179,250 
5,971,963 

15,151,213 

1l,785,718 
35,671,546 

47,457,264 

1,805,719,587 

3,556,417 
16,158,271 

19,714,688 

94,166,005 
25,415,007 
14,621,300 
75,847,396 

1,402,027 
15,192,135 

-14,000,000 

212,643,870 
461,055 
20,900 
10,384 

47,244,383 
-21,017,900 

2,064,796,967 

32,856,609 
17,790,737 

50,647,346 

20,241,187 

70,888,533 

2,135,685,500 

Eshinated 
1976-77 

$378,593,800 
861,345,700 

1,239,939,500 

186,000,000 
370,455,200 

556,455,200 

29,050,000 
65,405,500 

94,455,500 

14,403,000 
10,447,700' 

24,850,700 

1,915,700,900 

3,325,700 
16,343,300 

19,669,000 

98,584,200 
23,074,000 
14,257,200 
74,649,000. 
7,200,000 

15,217,100 

-15,200,000 

217,781,500 
700,000 
22,000 
1l,OOO 

55,000,000 
-21,000,000 

2,187,884,400 

30,747,700 
15,702,600 
59,600,000 

106,050,300 
4,000,000 

21,500,000 

131,550,300 
2,319,434,700 

items 283-306 

Estimated 
1977:"78 

$369,675,000 
849,107,600 

1,218,782,600 

187,406,300 
364,596,700 

552,003,0()() 

31,975,000 
77,496,600 

109,471,600 ' 

16,051,900 
1l,943,OOO 

,27,994,900 

1,908,252,100 

3,328,600 
16,357,600 

19,686,200 

96,727,500 
24,314,000 

.14,888,000 

. 76,524,400 
7,200,000 

15,156,900 

234,810,800 
, 900,000 

25,000 
1l,000 . 

63,000,000 ' 
-21,000,000 

2,205,685,100 

26,843,600 
15,515,000 
83,500,000 

125,858,600 
2,000,000 

23,000,000 

150,858,600 . 
2,356,543,700 
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Table 46 shows a breakdown in the total ADA that these apportionments 
supported in those years. . 

Table 46 
Second Principal Apportionment Average Daily Attendance 

in California Public Schools 
1977-78 

Actual Estimated Estimated Percentage 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Change 

Elementary 
Regular Classes .......................................................... 2,953,648 2,919,160 2,846,040 -2.5% 
Summer School .......................................................... ll4,302 106,600 108,900 2.2 
County School Service Fund ........................ ; ......... 14,130 14,730 15,270 3.7 

High School 
Regular Classes .......................................................... 1,480,409 1,436,120 1,443,120 .5 
Summer School .......................................................... 73,666 60,850 64,000 5.2 
County School Service Fund .................................. 35,575 12,430 13,200 6.2 

Adults ................................................................................ 73,434 232,400 255,800 10.1 
Special Education 

Physically HandicaPPECd .......................................... 53,577 55,270 60,350 9.2 
Mentally Retarded .................................................... 30,132 30,300 30,950 .2 
Educationally Handicapped .................................... 49,302 47,400 51,960 9.6 
Mentally Gifted (FTE basis) .................................. 162,621 161,8ll 160,488 -.8 

c .. 1977-78 Apportionment Issues 

The primary issues related to the 1977-78 school apportionments are (1) 
the adequacy of the apportionment increase in relation to inflationary 
pressure, (2) th~ increase in the foundation levels for 1977-78,(3) the 
projected decrease in the state's share of foundation program costs, (4) the 
projected growth in property values for 1977-78, and (5) proposedSer­
rano solutions. 

1. Inflationary Pressure 

During the 1976 session, the Legislature enacted Chapter 323, Statutes 
of 1976 (SB 1641). One of the primary arguments made by supporters of 
this measure was that apportionment increases per ADA were insufficient 
to keep pace with inflationary pressures. Prior to the adoption of Chapter 
323, districts at the foundation level (approximately 65 percent of the 
state's ADA) would have received an increase in their revenue limit per 
AD A ranging from 6 percent to 7.2 percent. Districts aboye the foundation' 
level (approximately 30 percent of the state's ADA) would have received 
a lesser increase depending upon the relationship of its revenue limit to 
the prior year foundation program (the so called "squeeze factor"). 

Chapter 323 increased the foundation program levels to a range 
between 9.4 percent and 11.3 percent Qver 1975-76 amounts as shown in 
Table 47. 

Table 47 

1976-77 Foundation Programs Under S8 1641 
Found;llioll Program Lel·els 

197.6-77 jjjj6-77 

1975-76 
Elementary...... $909 
High School.... . 1,094 

Prior to Under 
SB 1641 SB 1641 

$975 $1,012 
1,160 1,198 

.. CIlan.ge. OI·el"!#J~76_ .. 
Prior to SB 1641 Under SB 1641 AmounT Percent Amoiiiit-·Percent 

$66 7.2% $103 11.3% 
66 6.0 104 9.4 
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The state cost in 197&-77 of this increase is estimated to be $146.5 million: 
This additional state aid goes to those districts at or below the foundation 
program levels. Districts above the foundation program were able under 
Chapter 323 to increase their local property tax revenues by an estimatE!d 
$7.6 million. . 
, For 1977-78, the increase in the foundation program levels will be based _ 

on the prior year percentage change in the price index for state and local 
government purchases for goods and services. It is estimated that the 
foundation programs for 1977-78 will increase 6.1 percent and 7.2 percent 
as shown in Table 48. 

Table 48 
1977-78 Foundation Programs Under S8 1641 

Foundation ProgramLel'eis Change over 197~77 
1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

Elementary.......................... 81,012 81,085 $73 7.2% 
High School........................ 1,198 1,271 73 6.1 

Uses of S8 1641 Increases 
\ 

In order to determine how the additional state aid appropriated by 
Chapter 323 was being spent, we conducted a survey of 31 school districts. 
Eighteen of the districts surveyed received substantial additional state aid 
ranging from $37 per ADA to $71 per ADA. We were primarily interested 
in determining whether the additional state aid was absorbed dispropor­
tionately by teacher salaries. For 197&-77 this does not seem to be the case. 
Six of the eighteen districts we surveyed which had received substantial 
funds, allocated part of the additional aid for salary increases, but these 
increases did not exceed 6 percent. 

Most of the districts we surveyed stated that the additional funds merely 
made it possible for them to maintain existing programs and in some 
instances restore program cuts. 

2. Foundation Program Increase for 1977-78 

We recommend that the legislative fiscal committees clarify the manner 
in which the increase in the 1977-78 elementary and high school founda­
tion programs is to be determined. 

According to Chapter 323, Statutes of 1976, the increase in the elemen­
tary and high school foundation program levels for 1977-78 shall be cal­
culated by multiplying the prior year's percentage change in the price 
index for state and local government purchases for goods and services 
(GPSL) times the weighted average of the elementary and high school 
foundation program levels for 197&-77. The GPSL is a quarterly index, 
with estimates available for the third and fourth quarter of 1976, and for 
the first quarter of 1977. The exact manner of calculating the prior year's 
percentage change is not specified. 

The Department of Finance has calculated the Governor's Budget fig­
ures based on the percentage change between the average of the present 
year (from the second quarter of 1976 to the first quarter of 1977) and the 
averageof the preceding year (from the second quarter of 1975 to the first 
quarter of 1976). Using this method the percentage change is 6.7 percent. 
This is not the normal procedure. We believe the calculation should be 
based on the percentage change between the first quarter of 1976 and the 
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first quarter of 1977. This method would resultin a change of 6.4 percent. .' 
The difference between 6.7 percent and 6.4 percent will result in a state 
savings in apportionments of approxim.ately $11.0 million. 

3. Projected Decrease in the State's Share of the Foundation Program 

.. We recommend that the Legislature include in any Serrano solution a 
flexible computational tax rate in order to maintain the state s share of the 
total foundation program at a fixed percentage. 

When the yearly changes in the foundation program levels do not keep 
up with the changes in assessed property values, the state's share of the 
foundation program drops. This decrease is commonly known as "slip­
page" and results because the local share is determined by a fixed compu­
tational tax rate times the assessed value per ADA. Table 49 shows the 
changes in assessed values that have occurred in the past, and our forecast 
for the future. 

Table 49 

Assessed Value Growth For School Districts· 

Actual Estimated 
1972 1973 19741!i75 19766 1977 1978 -j971/ -i98ir--

Percentage Growth in Prop-
erty Assessed Values.......... 7.2% 7.2% 10.4% 10.8% 13.0% 10% 9'h% 8V2% 8'h% 

a Includes homeowner's and business inventories exemption, but excludes all other exemptions (e.g., 
. property used for welfare and charitable purposes). . 

b Estimated. '. 

Using these assumptions about future growth in property values, Table 
50 provides an estimate of future state apportionments. 

Table 50 

Projected State Apportionments 
(in millions) 

. FOllndation Program.· ............. j; ..................................... .. 
Regular K-12 apportionment ............. ; ....................... . 
State's share ....................................................................... .. 
Amount needed to maintain 1976-77 state's share .. 

1976 
$4,956 

1,796 
36% 

• Foundation program levels times the. respective ADA 
b Does not include adults. 

1977 
$5,095 
1,753 

34% 
92 

1978 
$5,291 

1,715 
32% 

201 

1979 
$5,520 

1,691 
31% 

309 

1980 
$5,771 

1,017 
29% 

410 

As can be seen in Table 50, there will be an actual decline in state 
apportionments because of slippage. We believe it is appropriate for the 
state to maintain a fixed share of the total cost of the foundation program 
and recommend inclusion of such a provision in any Serrano' solution 
adopted by the Legislature. . 

. 4. Projected Growth in Property Values 

The apportionments for 1977-78 are based on an estimated assessed 
value growth of 9 percent. The same figure was used in budget projections 
last year. However, as was shown in Table 49, the estimated assessed value 
growth for 1976-77 is 13.0 percent. We see no reason to assume that the 
assessed value growth for 1977-78 will be as low as 9 percent and believe 
an estimate of 10 percent is more realistic. This would result in an estimat-
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ed savings of $22 million in state apportionments. Therefore, we will re­
view the May revision of estimated apportionment in light of this situation. 

5. Ssrrsno Consideration 

A general review of the Serrano decision and alternative solutions is in 
the introduction of this Analysis. Additional matters to consider include: 

a. The change in the entire range of the distribution of revenue limits 
between the present year 197~77 and the year 1980-81. Table 51 shows 
the change· in the distribution of base revenue limits for unified school 
districts between 197~77 and 1980-81. It also shows for both 197~77 and 
1980-81, the relationship between district expenditures (base revenue 
limit per ADA), district wealth (modified assessed value per ADA), dis­
trict effort (general purpose tax rate per ADA), and state aid per ADA. 

Serrano clearly states that per pupil expenditures cannot be a function 
of district wealth. Table 51 shows that for the unified districts in 1980-81, 
there will continue to be a strong relationship between the base revenue 
limit per ADA and the modified assessed value per ADA. 

b., The elimination of basic aid payments to high wealth school districts. 
In 1977-78, about $100 million will be distributed to high property wealth 
districts in the form of basic aid. If this money were recaptured for distri­
bution to low wealth districts and high wealth districts were allowed to tax 
themselves to offset the loss, the result would be a significant improve­
ment in terms of Serrano equalization over the current system. 

c. School Finance Model. The current system as simulated by a school 
finance computer model of the Department of Education should be used 
as a benchmark for comparing and examining alternative financing sys-
tems. , 

The computer model for school finance was designed by legislative and 
executive staff to (1) simulate the current law and (2) to test the impact 
of alternative school finance bills on school districts in California. Creation 
and maintenance of the model is a joint enterprise intended to serve the 
diverse needs of its users, the Department of Finance, Department of 
Education, Assembly, Senate, and Legislative Analyst. 

It is extremely important that the users reach an agreement on simula­
tions of the current system. This does not imply that each user must accept 
the assumptions built into the simulation, such as the growth in the as­
sessed values or the growth in ADA. But in evaluating school finance 
alternatives, each user should clearly state the differences between as­
sumptions made and those of the "benchmark" simulation. 

Documentation 

We recommend that the Department of Education prepare a document 
describing the data base used in simulating the current school finance 
system, and describing how and when this data base is updated. 

In order to "project accurately the fiscal consequences of alternative 
school finance proposals, the data base for the Department of Education's 
simulation model must be updated to reflect any changes, errors, or dis­
crepancies. Documentation of the data base is essential. 



Table 51 
Revenue Limit Analysis. Unified School Districts _ 

1976-77 VS. 1980-81 • @" 

Arerage Jlodi6efJ .4/'erage Distritt State Aid as Arerage ~ . 
. \'umherof Perrento/ AsresredVa/ue Cenera/Purpose .4/'erageSiate Percent of Base Voted ~ 

Base Rerenue Oistrids Unified lJistJid Af)A Per .4IJA Tar Rateb Aid per Af)Ac ReW!l1ue limit Orenide as . 
Iinul Per ADA l!1l6-Tl 1!ltlJ.81 l!1l6-Tl 1!ltlJ.81 l!1l6-Tl 1!ltlJ.81 l!1l6-Tl 1!ltlJ.81 l!1l6-Tl 1!ltlJ.81 l!l!6-Tl 1!ltlJ.81 of l!1l5-76 . 

$1,050-1,099 .......................... 39 0 22.3% . -% $15,728 $3.98 $501 $-.46% -% $6 ~ 
1,100-1,149 ....... :.................... 89 0 49.9 17,555 4.11 466 42 12 
1,150-1,199 ............................ 26 0 5.9 25,400 4.02 283 24 26 
1,000.:.1,249 ............................ 15 0 3.2 29,815 3.97 205 17 23 
1,250-1,299 ............................ 19 0 7.8 30,441 3.94 243 19 7 
1,300-1,349 ............................ 16 0 3.3 44,430 3.38 187 14 65 
1,350-1,399 ............................ 13 45 2.6 28.2 44,031 $22,679 3.32 $4.00 153 551 11 40 40 
1,400-1,449 ............................ 6 88 .7 45.4 45,265 29,716 3.10 3.86 170 435 12 31 
1,450-1,499 ............................ 4 29 .4 7.1 23,934 43,131 5.57 3.55 325 225 22 15 177 
1,500-1,549............................ 4 21 .1 8.2 57,586 40,569 3.53 3.67 125 201 8 13 8 
1,550-1,599 ............................ 5 17 2.5 3.7 47,418 74,398 3.45 2.53 271 156 17 10 34 
1,600-1,649............................ 1 9 .1 2.5 61,431 67,949 2.43 2.94 125 191 8 . -12 
1,650-1,699 ............................ 3 11 .4 1.1 43,772 46,634 4.06 3.61 125 354 7 21 142 
1,700-1,749............................ 5 3 .1 .1 59,102 27,878 3.02 4.97 188 458 11 27 
1,750-1,799 ............................ 3 8 .5 2.3 39,219 86,249 4.61 2.39 125 125 7 7 98 
1,800-1,849............................ 0 3 .1 105,865 2.22 206 11 
1,850-1,899 ............................ 1 3 .005 .4 46,861 46,384 3.31 4.33 369 246 20 13 
1,900-1,949 ............................ 1 4 .01 .1 118,134 94,107 1.76 2.30 125 153 6 8 193 
1950-1999 .............................. 0 6 .5 55,694 3.69 287 15 
2,000-2,049 ............................ 0 0 :;.: 
2,050-2,099 ............................ 1 1 .2 .007 77,122 35,536 2.77 4.07 125 710 6 34 200 ,!.. 
2,100-2,149 ............................ 0 . 1 .01 246,321 0.93 125 6 to 

2,150-2,199 ............................ 1 0.05 43,259 4.98 125 6 ~-
2,200-2,249 ............................ 0 1 .2 109,823 2.14 125 6 c: 
2,250-2,299 ............................ 0 .0 &? 
2,300-2,349 ............................ 0 1 .05 32,619 6.61 208 9 --i 
2,350-2,399 ............................ 0 0 0 

over 2;399 .............. ~:.......... 2 3 .03 .04 lll,O3O 128,749 2.48 2.50 125 125 55 Z 

Total .............................. 254 254 100%· 100% $27,926 $42,831 $3.90 $3.60 $346 $353 30% 24% $24 " 
• Based on ~hool Finance Model's projections, which assumed for unified districts a -4.5% growth in ADAand a 53.4% growth in modified assessed value between ~ 

1976-77 and 1980-81. . ~ 
b Does not include permissive overrides or capital otitlay tax rates. .# 

C Basic and equalization state aid. Does not include state aid for adults. 
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We strongly support the computer model for school finance, but we feel 
that it is extremely important for the Legislature to be aware of the ,. 
assumptions behind each simulation. This was not the case with regard to 
the Governor's New State School Program (NSSP). 

2. TEXTBOOK MANAGEMENT AND DISTRIEJUTION 

Stale adoption and acquisition of elementary school textbooks is re­
quired by Article IX, Section 7.5 of the State Constitution. Chapters 929 
and 1233, Statutes of 1972, established the State Instructional Materials 
Fund with a fixed derivation formula to replace the annual budget appro­
priation 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 enrollment (ADA). This formula is adjusted annually 
for changes indicated by the Consumer Price Index and will be an estimat­
ed $9.54 per ADA in 1977-78. The amount derived by this formula was 
$27.5 million in 1975-76; $29.9 million in 197&-77, and is estimated to be 
'$31.9 million in 1977-78. . ' . 

Table 52 
Textbook Expenditures and Funding 

Expenditures: 
State Operations: 

Elementary Education Program':"'Cur. 
, riculum Frameworks ............ ; .................... . 

Administrative Support Services-Textbook 
Distribution Office .................................... .. 

Warehousing. and Shipping-............................. . 
Department Management and Special Serv-

ice~Curriculum Commission .............. .. 

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

Local Assistance: 
Obsolete Textbooks ........................................... . 
Royalties on Prior Adoptions .......................... .. 
:-';onpublic Schools Credit ................................. . 
Braille and Large Print .................................. .. 
Reserve ............... : ................................................. . 
School District Credit ....................................... . 
School District Cash Allotment .................... .. 
Carryover ............................................................ .. 

Totals ........................................................................ .. 
Funding: 
State Operations: 

GeneralFund ..................................................... . 
Federal Funds .................................................... .. 
Reimbursements ................................................ .. 

Local Assistance: 
General Fund ..................................................... ; .. 

Less Transfer to State Operations ............ .. 
Instructional Jfaten'ais Fund .......................... .. 
Reimbursements ......................... : ...................... .. 

1975-76 

$373,104 

302,782 
535,526 

44,683 

$1,256,095 

255,653 
61,247 

2,014,098 
578,175 

20,474,326 
1,545,678 

824,929,177 

$1,202,299 
35,690 
18,1(]{j 

27,527,178 
-528,150 . 

-2,325,504 
255,653 

1976-77 

$466,369 

338,185 
750,000 

48,576 

$1,603,130 

640,404 
90,000 

2,145,876 
625,000 
50,000 

43,441,170 
1,999,448 

42,441 

$49,034,339 

$1,545,903 
57,227 

29,954,546 
-750,()(}() 

19,189,389 
640,404 

1977-78 

$508,094 

348,221 
585,224 

52,594 

$1,494,133 

2,059,481 . 
645,175 
50,000 

26,684,853 
1,913,113 

41,701 

$31,394,323 

$1,435,443 
58,690 

31,979,547 
-585,224 
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Table 52 shows the total support for textbook selection, producticin·and 
distribution in recent years. The amount available to school districts is 
shown under Local Assistance-School district credit. This amount is differ­
ent from that derived by formula because districts often qo not spend their 
entire allotment in the year it is derived. For example, the $43,441,176 
credit shown for 1976-77 contains a carryover of $19,189,389 from the 
previous year. Districts saved a portion of their textbook credit from 
1975-76 for new reading and language arts adoptions which will become 
available this year. 

3. FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVIC_ES 

The Department of Education 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 its 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 depart­
ment is also involved in establishing food delivery systems in schools with-

Table 53 

Participation in Meals Programs in California Schools 

Estimated Projected 1977-78 Chill1ge 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

GE:,\ERAL STATISTICS 
:'\0. of Public School Districts ............ 1,046 1,045 1,043 -2 
:'\0. of Schools ........................................ 9,435 9,435 9,435 

Public .................................................. 7,045 7,045 7,045 
. Prh·ate ....................... , .......................... 2,390 2,390 2,390 

Enrollment (K-12) .............................. 4,688,550 4,616,870 4,534,884 ~81,986 -1.8% 
Public .................................................. 4,284,471 4,222,300 4,149,100 -73,200 -1.7 
Private .................................................. 404,079 394,570 385,784 -8,786 -2.2 

:,\ATIO:,\AL SCHOOL LU:'\CH 
PROGRA~1 PARTICIPATIO:'\ 

:'\0. of Sponsors ...................................... 940 1,050 1,300 250 23.8 
:'\0. of Schools ........................................ 6,465 6,748 7,203 455 6.7 

Public .................................................. 6,328 6,579 7,000 421 6.4 
Private .................................................. 137 169 203 34 20.1 

Enrollment of Participant Schools .... 3,794,204 3,983,900 4,183,100 199,200 5.0 
Average Daily Participation .............. 1,487,259 1,673,238 1,924,226 250,988 15.0 

Regular ... , ............................................ 636,112 654,566 674,327 19,761 3.0 
Reduced Price .................................. 50,247 82,228 115,383 33,155 40.3 
Free ...................................................... 800,900 936,444 1,134,516 198,072 21.1 

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRA:-'I 
PARTICIPATIO:'\ 

:'\0. of Sponsors ...................................... 215 350 450 100 28.6 
:'\0. of Schools ........................................ 1,505 1,931 2,318 387 20.0 

Public .................................................. 1,429 1,847 2,226 379 20.5 
Prh·ate .................................................. 76 84 92 8 9.5 

Enrollment of Participant Schools .... 939,136 1,265,503 1,645,155 379,652 30.0 

Average Daily Participation .............. 245,033 329,450 428,285 98,835 30.0 
Regular ................................................ 25,762 39,534 55,678 16,144 40.8 
Reduced Price .................................. 4,693 6,589 12,848 6,259 95.0 
Free ...................................................... 214,578 283,327 359,759 76,432 27.0 
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out food services, helping existing programs improve food delivery 
systems, and ensuring that food service programs meet established nutri-
tional requirements. . 

The Office of Food and Nutrition Services also administers the State· 
Child Nutrition Program authorized by Chapter 1487, Statutes of 1974, and 
Chapter 1277, Statutes of 1975. Chapter 1487 provides a basic state r~im­
bursement for each nutritionally adequate meal served by. any school 
district, county superintendent of schools, certain child development pro­
grams and private or parochial schools. Chapter 1277 provides an addition~ 
al state subsidy for meals served to needy pupils and mandates that by Jllly 
1, 1977, all K~12 school districts and county superintendents of schools shall 
provide during each school day one nutritionally adequate free or reduced 
price meal for each needy student. 

Table 53 summarizes program participation. 
The table indicates substantial growth in both the school lunch and 

breakfast programs in the current and budget years. . 
Table 54 summarizes expenditures and funding of these programs. 

Substantial Increases 

The table indicates substantial growth in the federal subsidies commen­
surate with the above projected program growth. The state basic subsidy 
also indicates substantial growth. Although, the state needy subsidy shows 
a substantial reduction in the budget year, this is not, in fact, the case. The 
expenditure estimates in the Governor's Budget are not current. The 
Department of Education's latest estimate indicates current year expendi­
tures' for the needy subsidy of approximately $7.8 million instead of $12.8 
million. The budget year expenditure projection of $9.8 million reflects an 
increase of approximately $2 million or 26 percent. This is consistent with 
program growth projections. 

The table also indicates a substantial increase in federal Child Nutrition 
Act funds for state operations in the current and budget years. This is due 
to the rapid expansion in federally subsidized food services programs. The 
Department of Education has experienced difficulty in establishing and 
maintaining administrative control over these programs. The U.S. Depart­
ment of Agriculture, in recognition of this expanded workload, has author­
ized an additional $636,730 in the current year for administrative expenses. 
This will permit the addition of 22.5 positions in the Office of Food and 
Nutrition Services which will be retitled the Bureau of Child Nutrition 
Services (BCNS). 

The 1977-78 budget continues this higher level of federal administrative 
funds. We recommend this expanded administrative budget. 

Open-ended Programs 

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
thermore, the subsidies have automatic inflation factors. Table 55 summa­
rizes the per meal subsidies since July 1, 1975. 
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Table. 54 

Food Services Programs Expenditures and Funding' 

Actual Estimated Proposed 1977-78 Change. 
1975-76 197~77 19'i7-78 Amount Percent 

Federal Funds: 
State Operations-Child 

Nutrition Act .............. .. $344,244 $1,451,264 $1,348,919 -$102,345 -7.1% 

Local Assistance: 
School Lunch: 
. General assistance ...... 34,589,172 39,476,200 45,411,400 5,935,200 15.0 

Special assistance to 
needy children .. .. 90,794,438 93,648,800 96,366,725 2,717,925 2.9 

School breakfast ............ .. 18.228,921 28,980,000 36,514,800 7,534,800 26.0 
. Special milk .................... .. 10,147,988 12,754,277 15,501,464 2,747,187 21.5 
Special food services: 

Year round .................. .. 4,462,792 5,406,056 6,865,691 1,459,635 27.0 
Summer ...................... .. 6,672,390 14,000,000 19,125,000 5,125,000 36.6 

Nonfood 
assistance equipment .. 2;223,112 4,000,000 5,000,000 1,000,000 25.0 

Cash for commodities .. .. 2,141,079 

Subtotal ............................. . 169,259,892 198,265,333 224,785,080 26,519,747 .13.4 

Total-Federal Funds .......... .. $169,604,136 $199,716,597 $226,133,999 $26,417,402 13.2% 

State Funds: 
State Operations: 

Food and nutrition servo 
ices .................................... .. $570,551 $555,861 $587,590 $31,729 5.7% 
Child nutrition program: 

Projects ........................ .. 508,503 657,508 660,593< 3,085 
Administratioll .......... .. 38,337 149,369 153,128< 3,759 2.5 

,." Subtotal ........................ .. $1,117,391 $1,362,738 $1,401,311 $38,573 2.8% 
Local Assistance: 

Basic Subsidy .................. .. 14,858,400 23,900,000 29,171,714 5,271,714 22.1 
Needy Subsidy ................ .. 9,500,000" 12,800,000" 9,822,951 -2,917,049 -23.3 

Subtotal ............................ .. 24,358,400 36,700,000 38,994,665d 2,294,665 6.3 

Total-State Funds ................ .. $25,475,791 $38,062,738 $40,395,976 $2,333,238 6.1% 
Combined Totals: 

State Operations ................ .. $1,461,635 $2,814,002 $2,750,230b $-63,772 -2.3 
Local Assistance ................ .. 193,618,292 234,965,333 263,779,745 28,814,412 12.3 
Total .............. ; ....................... .. $195,079,927 $237,779,335 $266,529,975 $28,750,640 12.1 

a Department of Education revised needy subsidy estimate for 1975-76-$5,088,173 and for i976-77-
$7,800,000. 

b Includes $660,593 in Program I and $34,207 in Program III. 
< Combined total-$813,72l, Budget Bill item 301 (b). 
d Budget Bill item 296. 

Data Needed 

We recommend that the Department of Education develop and publish 
annually a statewide average needy subsidy per meal. 

Table 55 does not include a statewide average needy subsidy per meal. 
These data are useful in (1) making yearly comparisons of statewide aver­
age per pupil expenditures for meals, (2) comparing the relationship of 
state and local contributions to school meals and (3) establishing the 
annual budget for this program. The Department of Education has not 
provided such an average because each district's subsidy is computed 
individually based on the estimated statewide average meal cost and the 
district's assessed valuation. 
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Table 55 

Subsidies per Meal for School Lunch and Breakfast Program 

Federal Subsidies 
School Lunch 

jub'- fiu1llary- jub'-
December june December 

1975 1976 1976 

jallllilry- ,­
june 
1977 

General Assistance .......................................... 12'1.~ 12V2¢ 13¢ 13'1.¢ 
Free...................................................................... 54V2 56o/.58~ 60 
Reduced Price .................................................. 44~ 460/. 48V2 50 

School Breakfast 
General Assistance .......................................... 90/. 10 IOV2 100/. 
Free ................................................................ ;..... 24'1. 25'1. 26 260/. 
Reduced Price .................................................. 18'1. 19 19V2 20 
Especially!'\eedy 

Free.................................................................. 45 45 45 45 
Reduced Price ........................... ,.................. 40 40 40 , 40 

Sfllte Subsidies 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 
Basic ........................................................................ 5¢ 5.036¢ 5.77 ¢ 6.14¢ 
:'\eedy ...................................................................... :,\/A N/A N/A :,\/A 

Because of relatively large increases in assessed valuations and because 
the statewide average meal cost has not increased as rapidly as projected, 
the statewide average needy subsidy per meal in 1975-76 (the first year 
of the program) is estimated to be about four cents (4¢) instead of seven 
cents (7¢) as had been projected. 1976-77 and 1977-78 subsidies are also 
expected to be proportionately lower. 

PROGRAM III 

DEPARTMENT MANAGEMENT AND SPECIAL SERVICES 
This program consists of Department Management and Special Serv­

ices. It includes the Superintendent of Public Instruction and his executive 
staff, program and administrative managers and their staffs, departmental 
support activities and special services provided the State Board of Educa­
tion and various commissions and committees_ 

Table 56 summarizes expenditures and funding for these elements. 

Table 5& 

Department Management and Special Services 

. f.1£'m£'nt 
A. Department \Ianagement .. .. 
B. Special Sen'ices ....................... . 

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

St'llt' Opemtiolls 
(,'t'/Ieml rll/ld. ........................... .. 
Fedeml {uiJd~ ............................. . 
Reimbursements ....................... . 

Subtot;II ....................................... . 
Loml ASSI:I'l,l/1ce 

r,'deml (lIndl' ............................ .. 

Expenditures and Funding 

Act/1iI1 Estimated Proposed 1977-78 Ch;mge 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

$7.457,666 $8,309,603 $8,097,896 8-211,707 -2.5% 
430,734 527,371 562,284 34,913 6.6 

87,888,400 -88,836,974 88.660J8O $-176,794 

$3.748,192 
3.203,133 

655,460 

87.606.785 

8281,615 

$5,060,555 
2.775,763 

720,656 . 

$8.556,974 

8280,000 

$4.638.978 
3.031,539 

733,413 

$8. 403,9.JO 

8256,25() 

8-421.577 
254,776 
12,757 

8-153,044 

8-2:J,750 

-2.0% 

-8.3% 
9.2 
1.8 

-1.8% . 

-8.5% 

-------_ .. _--_.-_ .. _._---_ .. -~--- .. -
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The department management element is subdivided into executive, 
\program management and management services components as shown in 
Table 57_ 

Table 57 
Department Management Expenditures and Funding 

Component 
1. Executive .................................. .. 
2. Program management-dis­

tributed as indirect costs ...... 
3. Management Services 

Undistributed ............................ .. 
Distributed as indirect costs .. .. 
Distributed as service units .. .. 

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

General Fund ................................ .. 
FederJl funds ...................... ; .......... . 
Reimbursements .......................... .. 
Indirect Costs ................................. . 
SeTlice Units .... , ........ ; ..... , ............. . 

,_ EXECUTIVE 

Actual Estimated Proposed 1977-78J;~an.s~__· 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

$7,036,301 $6,884,921 $6,845,504 $-39,417 -1.0% 

(1,563,614) (1,790,969) (1,851,758) (60,789) (3.4) 

421,365 1,424,682 1,252,392 -172,290 -12.1 
(3,314,831) (3,835,956) (4,016,912) (180,956) (4.7) 
(2,303,022) (2,950,545) (3,069,312) (118,767) ~) 
$7,457,666 $8,309,603 $8,097,896 $-211,707 -2.5% 

$3,428,303 $4,675,2# $4,229,870 $-#5,374 -9.5 
3,373,903 2,913,703 3,134,613 220,910 7.6 

655,460 720,656 733,413 12,757 1.8 
(4,878,#5) (5,626,925) (5,868,670) (241,745) (4.3) 
(2,303,022) (2,950,545) (3,{}(i9,312) (118,767) (4.0) 

The executive component consists of the offices of the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction and his deputies and assistants and a centralized staff 
which includes legal counsel, governmental affairs, program evaluation 
and research, educational information/dissemination (which' includes 
media services and publications), student liaison, intergroup relatibns, and 
policy analysis and special proje<;ts. 

Expenditures for this component are shown in Table 58. 

Table 58 

Expenditures for Executive Component 

Act. Est. Proposed Act. Est. Pr:oposed. 
ActiJi(1' 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 

a. Office of Superintendent and 
Chief Deputy ...................... 23 20.9 20.9 $1,721,871 $9.69,258 $1,<110,287 

b. Deputy for Programs ................ 9.6 9 9 303,508 317,979 330,283 
c. Deputy for Administration ...... 3, 2.9 2.9 112,224 138,833 141,481 
d. Governmental Affairs .............. 6.3 "6.6 6.6 176,745 188,432 195,:773 
e. Program Evaluation and Re-

search: 
State Operations ................ 60.7 67.7 67.7 2,992;421 3,720,255 3,443,513 
Local Assistance .................. 281,615 280,000 256,250 

f. Legal' Office ................................ 7.8 8.3 8.3 255,760 296,150 304,794 

g. Office of Information I Pro-
gram Dissemination .......... 4 5 7.5 139,136 182,640 286,082 

h. Special Projects and Policy 
Analyses ................................ 5 5 5 187,756 192,202 199,745 

i. Intergroup Relations .............. 17.6 15.7 17.8 852,451 599,172 677,296 
j. Special Grants ............ : ............. 12,814 

Total~ . .' .................................................. 136.2 141.1 145.2 $7,036,301 $6,884,921 $6,845,504 
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A. Office of Program Evaluation and Research 

The Office of Program Evaluation and Research (OPER) is the Depart~ 
ment of Education's centralized evaluation unit. Responsibilities of th~ 
office include (a) program evaluation, (b) the statewide testing program,' 
and (c) the department's management information center. Funding of 
the office is summarized in Table 59. 

Table 59 
Funding of Office of Program Evaluation and Research 

Actu/u Estimated Proposed 
FUl1ctiol1 197~76 197~77 1977-78 

State Operations 
Program evaluation ................................................... . 
Statewide testing ......................... : ............................... . 
Management information' center ........................... . 

Subtotal ......................................................................... . 
Local Assistanced 

............................................................. .. 

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

$1,872,414 
1,120,007 
(288,029) b 

__ ..:..H e
. 

$2,992,421 
281,615 

$3,274,036 

$2,580,940 
1,139,315 
(338,919) b 

(4,000) e 

$3,720,255 
280,000 

$4,000,255 

$2,265,486" . 
1,178,027 
(352,993) b 

(4,250) e 

$3,443,513 
256,250 

$3,699,763 
" The total program evaluation component is. less during 1977-78 than 1976-77. This is largely attributable 

to a number of one-time evaluation activities no longer funded during 1977-78. These include (a) an 
ev"luation of the critical mass concept and (b) the development of a bilingual scholastic aptitude test. 

b Funding obtained through internal transfer from other units in the department. 
e Funding obtained through reimbursements from outside the department. 
d Funding of the Regional I<:valuation improvement Project. , 

Data from Nationally Used Tests in Statewide Testing Program 

We recommend that the Department of Education present information 
annually in its statewide testing report describing performance of a repre­
sentative sample of California students on a nationally standardized test 
in grades 3, 6 and 12. 

California has recently developed its own instruments for statewide 
testing to replace nationally used tests of student achievement. These new 
instruments were developed to match the objectives of California's cur­
riculum frameworks. 

It is importantthat information be available on an annual basis concern~ 
ing performance as measured not only by California's own tests but also 
by nationally used tests. This information should (a) allow for year-to-year 
comparisons on unchanging national instruments and (b) provide data 
describing. performance of California students in relation to recent na­
tional norms. It should be presented separately for different ability levels 
within the state's student population (e.g., 25th, 50th, and 75th percen­
tiles). Information based on annual testing of a small representative sam-
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. pIe of California students or schools orinationaItests is necessary for policy 
makers to assess accurately the relationship between student achievement 
in ,California and elsewhere. 
Ourt:~commeridation can be implemented largely by using data al­

ready coll~.cted in district testing programs throughout the state. Thus, the 
recommendation will require very little additional testing. 

The costs of providing information annually concerning performance 
on national tests of reading at grade 3 and reading, language and math­
ematics at grades 6 and 12 can be financed through savings which should 
be realized in 1977-78 in the total evaluation bpdget as a result of Chapter 
791, Statu,tes of 1976; which streamlined program evaluation require­
ments. 

Annual R.porting of Testing Data in Relation to 
Financh:tl and Educational Characteristics 

Werecommend that the Department of EducaHon develop a consistent 
plan for annual reporHng of statewide testing data by school,and student 
characteristics. 

The EducaHon Code specifies that annual reports of the Statewide Test­
ing program are to include an analysis of operati()nal factors (demograph~ 
ic, financial, pupil, instructional, etc.) which relate to student 
performance. Although some information of this nature has been included 
in recent reports, we· believe that considerably greater attention to this 
aspect of the Statewide Testing program is necessary to increase the utility 
of the program. In order to allow for meaningful analyses, some basic 
categories of financial and educational characteristics should remain con­
stant in each annual report. Wherever possible, the definitions of report­
ing categories should parallel those used for program funding to ensure 
direct applicability to programmatic decisions. 

, It is important to note that data required to address our recommenda­
tion are a.lready collected annually. Our recommendation would ensure 
greater utilization of this information through consistent reporting of edu­
cational inputs (e.g., patterns of expenditures, student body characteris­
tics) as they relate to student a:chievement. 

Policy Recommendations in Annual Reports 

We recommend that annual reports of the Statewide Testing program 
contain (a) state-level policy recommendations and (b) a status report 
concerningimplementation of recommendations made theprevious year. 

'Uhe primary purpose of the testing program is to provide information 
for use in allocating educational resources and designing effective educa~ 
tional programs (EducaHon Code, Section 12821). To ensure that this is 
accomplished would require (a) reporting of test data by appropriate 
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categories as discussed above and (b) using statewide testing as a basis for <, 

targeting educational resources to high priority problem areas. To facili- : 
tate this process, the annual testing program report should include rE;lcom­
mendations which relate findings of the program to specific state' 
programs, services and policies. 

Preparation of Adequate Technical Manual 

We recommend that the Department of Education develop a technical 
manual which contains complete and updated technical information 
about each of the instruments used in the Statewide Testing program. 

Although there are several documents which describe aspects of the 
new Statewide Testing program, complete information about all of Cali­
fornia's new tests is not found in any combination of these documents or 
in any single, readily usable doc.ument. The absence of a technical manual 
presents serious problems to users of the test results, including school and 
district staff, and makes it extremely difficult for outsiders to assess the 
technical quality of the tests. We have been informed that department 
staff are working on the development .of a technical manual. We believe 
the preparation and distribution of such a manual is long overdue and that 
this task should be accorded high priority by the department. The manual 
should he updated for distribution with new tests the department plans 

• _ to develop for grades 2 and 3 in 1977-78. 

Analysis of Secondary Schools' Achievement Patterns 

We recommend legislation .to authorize an independent evaluation' of, 
the relationship between secondary school achievement changes regis­
tered during the past several years and various school and student charac­
teristics. 

An important area in which statewide testing data might be used as a 
basis for designing effective educational programs concerns the marked 
decline found in recent years in twelfth grade reading, language and 
mathematics achievement (discussed previously in Program I). HoWever," 
neither statewide testing data nor district testing program data have yet 
been used (a) to determine whether the achievement decline was found 
to be largely true of all California secondary schools or was greater among 
certain populations, or (b) to examine possible causes of the test score 
declines. 

We believe a study of the relationship between secondary school and 
student characteristics and achievement changes .can provide important 
information for policy decisions at both the state and local levels. The 
study should examine such factors as (a) student body composition, (b) 
course offerings and enrollments, (c) textbook and curriculum materials, 
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and (d) expenditure patterns as they relate to achievement changes. The 
study should be completed in approximately one year so that results will 
be available for policy' decisions in the near future. 

'TIhe.study We are recommending would be similar to the Department 
of Education's School Effectiveness Study which examined the character­
istics of unusually high-performing and low-performing elementary 
schools. However, unlike the School Effectiveness Study which has re­
quired over. two and one-half years for completion; this study would be 
designed to' allow for comprehensive analyses within a one-year period 
through the use of appropriate survey research methods .. 

Because the study would be an intensive, one-time effort, 'we believe it 
should be conducted by an independent evaluator. Preliminary estimates 
indicate that the study could be conducted through this procedure within 
a one-year period at a total cost of approximately $150,000. We believe it 
appropriate that, as was the case with the School Effectiveness Study, this 
new research be funded by separate authorizing legislation. 

B. Bureau of Intergroup Relations 

The Bur~au of Intergroup Relations performs a range of activities relat­
ed to promoting itl,tergroup relations and reducing friction and disruption 
in schools. Included in its responsibilities are the reduction of discrimina­
tiqn in the public schools and providing assistance to local school districts 
for impelementing pupil desegregation programs. In addition, the bureau 
is the departmental unit responsible for the management of conflict and 
the prevention and reduction of school violence and vandalism. 

Expenditures for this element were shown previously in Table 58. 

Approaches for Reducing School Crime and Violence 

We recommend that the Department of Education s Bureau of Inter­
group Relations apply to the State Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
(OCJP) for a portion of federal crime prevention funds allocated to the 
state. These funds should be used for the development, evaluation and 
dissemination of innovative practices for reducing crime and violence in 
the..schools. 

Crime and vioience have increased markedly in California's secondary 
schools in the past few years, particularly in large' urban areas. This is 
reflected in escalating numbers of assaults against school personnel and 
students, rising property losses, and increasing numbers of teachers and 
students reporting fear of attending secondary schools. The costs associat­
ed with. crime and violence in California's schools have been estimated at 
approximately $50 million annually. 

National surveys indicate the seriousness of problems associated with 
school crime and violence. In the 1974 annual Gallup Poll of Public Atti-

\ 
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tudes Toward Education, 40 percent of the respondents reported that 
"stealing occurs a great deal" in their local schools, 41 ,percent said that 
"some stealing occurred", and only 18 percent estim~ted that "v~rylittle 
stealing goes on". In the 1975 survey, the number ofrespondents mention­
ing "crime" (vandalism, stealing, etc.), was great enough to place thi~ 
problem among the top ten in the survey for the first time. Seven of the 
eight surveys conducted since 1969 have found the mostfrequentlyrnen­
tioned problem in public, schools to be "lack of discipline." 

Ina National Education Association survey in 1973, 37 percent of the 
teachers surveyed reported that a teacher had been physically assaulted, 
in their schools, a large increase over the figure for 1964. In school districts 
with enrollments over 25,000; almost 50 percent of the" teachers respond­
ing were aware of specific assaults on teachers in their schools. 

To deal with the problems of crime and violence in the schools, funding, 
is needed to test a number of alternative programs. Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) Federal Omnibu~ Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968 (Safe Streets Act) funds administered through the 
state Office of Criminal Justice Planning (OC}P) could be,used for this 
purpose. Approximately $6 to $8 million of these Safe Streets ACt (Part C) 
funds are projected to be available during 1977-78 for allocation to state 
<l;gencies, and the Department of Education could qualify for a portion of 
the funds. ' 

The Bureau of Intergroup Relations has administered a project funded 
through OCJP in the past. The project was developed by the bureau in 
cooperation with a participant school district. It involved training a cadre 
of students in skills related to conflict, management. The students were 
utilized as indigenous leaders to work with school personnel in the reduc­
tion of crime, ,violence and vandalism. The students were paid for their 
work in this project which was judged by OC}P to be worthy of considera-
tion for continued support. , 

Additional funding to the bureau would allow for (a) extension of this 
initial project, (b) funding of additional demonstration projects such as 
this one, (c) evaluation and dissemination of information concerning a 
range of alternatives for dealing with school crime and violence, and! or 
(d) replication of exemplary approaches in other school districts. Consist-' 
ent with the Safe Streets Act, these projects should involve a broad spec­
trum of juvenile justice agencies (e.g., courts, probation offices, police.). 

We believe the department should submit an application to OC}P speci", 
fying proposed strategies at different levels of funding ranging from $.5 
million to $1.5 million. In our discussion of the OC}P budget (Item 358), 
we have recommended thatif determined to be sound, this project should 
be funded by OCJP at a level consistent with available resources. ' 
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Prototype Reporting Procedures 

We recommend that the Department of Education develop and distrib­
ute to local education agencies prototype procedures for collecting and 
reporting statistical information concerning school crime and violence. 

Because of inadequacies and variations among local education agencies 
in statistical reporting procedures, it is difficult to estimate accurately (a) 
the· incidence and costs of school crime and violence and (b) trends in 
these areas. Thus, the Ad Hoc Committee on Management of Conflict and 
Crime in the Schools-an advisory group composed of leaders in the 
criminal justice and educational systems established to make recommen­
dationsto the Attorney General and Superintendent of Public Instruction 
...;....recommended that data collection concerning school crime be more 
systematic and consistent. 

We believe the Department of Education should provide leadership to 
local education agencies in this area by making available to them proto­
type reporting procedures. These procedures should be developed in ' 
conjunction with the Bureau of Criminal Statistics in the Department of 
Justice to ensure compatibility with existing data collection procedures of 
law enforcement agencies. 

It should be emphasized that the principal purposes of this prototype 
system would be (a) to reduce unnecessary duplication of effort by local 
education agencies which have chosen to develop reporting systems and 
(b) to promote state-level coordination of data collection consistent with 
procedures used in the criminal justice system. In addition, we believe it 
would be appropriate for use of this consistent reporting system to be 
required as a· condition of receiving the LEAA funds discussed in the 
preceding recommendation. 

Dissemination 

We recommend that the Department of Education develop procedures 
for systematic dissemination of information to local education agencies 
about federal crime preventioJ] funds for which they qualify . 
. Because federal crime prevention funds are administered through the 

criminal· justice rather than education system, local education agencies 
. lack information about funds for which they may qualify .. 

To address this problem, the Bureau ofIntergroup Relations, in conjunc­
tion with the Department of Education's Office of Information/Program 
Dissemination, should coord.inate systematic dissemination of information 
to education agencies about available crime. prevention funds. 

The significance of action in this area is underscored by two findings: 
(a) few education agencies in the state applied last year for available 
federal LEAA funds intended specifically to, deal with crime and disrup­
tive behavior in schools, and (b) additional LEAA funds to support juve­
nile justice and delinquency prevention projects which include emphases 
on both learning disabilities and alternative schools are expected to 
become available during 1977. 
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2. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

The program management component consists of (a) the Deputy 
Superintendent for Programs and his elementary, secondary, adult educa­
tion and special programs and support activities managers and (b) the 
Deputy Superintendent for Administration and the management units, 
Division of Financial Resources and Distribution of Aid and Division of 
Administrative Services. Program management expenditures ,are dis­
tributeq to all programs as indirect costs. 

A. Departmental Reorganization 

The Department of Education has recently shifted some key personnel 
and solidified its educational program organization. The changes include 
(1) the assignment of Compensatory Education to the Elementary Educa­
tion Program Manager, (2) the assignment of Curriculum Services to 
Secondary Education, (3) the promotion of the Associate Superintendent 

, for Education Support Services to Deputy Superintendent for Administra­
tion, (4) the movement of the Chiefof Governmental Affairs to head the 
Serrano Equalization Planning Project, (5) the transfer of an executive 
assistant to the Superintendent to head the Support Services Unit in the 
Program Division, and (6) the creation of an Office of Data and Forms 
Control. 

Chart A displays the overall organization of the department while 
Charts B and C reflect details of the two major divisions, Administration 
and Edu'cation Programs. 

We believe that the Legislature should be apprised of these develop­
ments particularly in light of its past interest in the department's organiza­
tion whEm matrix management was attempted in the Education Program's 
Division. . 

With several reservations, we believe that the organizational changes 
reflect realistic needs. First, it is our opinion that the Adult Education 
Program Management Unit (Chart B) needs additional responsibilities in 
order to justify an associate superintendent level position. There are only 
three activities in the unit, of which the Bureau of School Approvals 
employs 32 of the 58 positions in the unit and is a specialized autonomous 
fee and federally funded program. 

. In addition, it should be noted that numerous staff functions, such as the 
legal office and the Office of Program Evaluation and Research, report 
directly to'the Chief Deputy Sup~rintendent. We believe that this places 
a significant administrative burden on that office. 

Chart A, which was prepared by the department, displays the Deputy 
Superintendent for Congressional Relations and the Assistant Superin­
tendent, Los Angeles in the same management position as the Superin­
tendent and Chief Deputy. However, this is misleading because these 
positions do not have management authority over either the Deputy for 
Programs or Deputy for Administration. 
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Chart B 

r 
Elementary Educa-

tion Program Mgmt. 
(Assoc. Supt.) 

• Elementary 
Education 
Program 
Planning and 
Development 
(Admin. II) 

• Elementary 
Program Field 
Services 
(Admin. II) 

• Program 
Compliance 
Review 
(Admin.) 

• Compensatory 
Education 
(Asst. Supt.) 

'.. Curriculum 
Frameworks 
and Instruc-
tional Materials 
Selection 
(Specialist II) 

• Right-to-Read 
(Asst. Supt.) 

[124.9 Positions] 

Education Programs Division 

I Education Programs I 
(Deputy Superintendent) 

~ Consolidated Application I 
and Resource Management 

I 
Secondary Educa-

tion Program Mgmt. 
(Assoc. Supt.) 

• Secondary Edu-
cation Program 
Planning and 
Development 
(Admin. II) 

• Secondary 
Program Field 
Services 
(Admin. II) 

• Curriculum 
Services 
(Asst. Supt.) 

• Vocational , 
Education and 
Regional 
Adult and 
Vocational 
Education 
,Council Staff 
(Asst. Supt.) 

[283.9 Positions] 

I 
Adult Education 
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tion Program 
Planning and 
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• Adult Program 
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(Admin. II) 

• School 
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(Admin. II) 
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(Assoc. Supt.) 
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(Asst. Supt.) 
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Program Dissemi· 
nation 
(Asst. Supt.) 

• Special Education 
(Asst. Supt.) 

• Support Services 
and Bilingual­
Bicultural 
Education 
(Asst. Supt.) . 
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B. ESEATitle V·IVC Funding 

Of significant aid to the dpartment's management function is the fed­
eral ESEA Title v-Ive program which provides funding for the purposes 
of "strengthening state departments." Expenditure of these funds is 
shown in Table 60. . 

Table 60 
ESEA, Title V·IVC· 

Actual 
ACb"lity 1975-76 

Elementary Education: 
Planning .................................................................................... .. $47,058 
Field Services .............................................................. : ............ . 320,557 
Curriculum Frameworks ...................................................... .. 46,420 

Secondary Education: 
Planning ..................................................................................... . flT,779 
Field Services ........................................................................... . 129,163 
Career Education .................................................................... .. 

Adult Education: . 
182,339 

Planning ...................................................................................... . 155,851 
Special Programs and Support Services: 

Planning ..................................................................................... . 150,145 
Nonpublic Schools Liaison ................. , ................. : ................ .. 50,765 
Genetic Disorders .................................................................. .. 55,719 
Gifted and Talented .................. : ............................................ . 48,985 
Continuous Learning ................ : ............................................ . 74,588 
Environmental Education Co·op ......................................... . 10,152 
Innovation and Planning Commission ............................... . 

Administrative Support Services: 
School District Management Assistance Teams ............... . 402,067 

Department Management and Special Services: 
Labor, Industry, and Education Liaison .......................... .. 189 
Student Liaison .. , ...................................................................... . 33,682 
Program Evaluation-Administration ................................. . 376,684 
State Assessment ..................................................................... . 371,843 
Policy Analysis and Special Projects ................................... . 1flT,756 
EDP Information Systems ..... , .. ; ........................................... .. 171,590 
Mexican·American Advisory Commission ........................ .. 
Regional Evaluation Improvement Centers ..................... . 

62,602 
366,558 

Deputy Superintendent for Programs ............................... . 31,202 
American Indian Education Centers Evaluation ............ .. 13,644 
Consolidated Grants Management ..................................... . 
ExeCutive Staff Assistants ....................................................... . 

12,814 
34,648 

Total Expenditures, ESEA Y·IYC ................................... . $3,424,800 
Add planned carryover .................... , ........................................ . 1,922,154 

Total Available, ESEA Y-IYC ................................................... . $5,346,954 
• Includes ESEA V-IVe, Sectio~s 503(a), 503(c) and 505. 

Esb"mated Proposed 
1976-77 1977-78 

$55,373 $56,824 
435,454 .449,268 
57,227 58,690 

140,291 144,757 
170;005 176,768 
192,146. 152,959 

212,179 173,525 

198,389 204,170 
fIJ,fHl .. 63,661 

54,979 56,435 
56,089 

5,ll7 5,625 

480,936 416,980 

6,000 6,000 
42,902 45,798 

525,781 481,502 
378,950 386,742 
192,202 199;745 
168,539 173,976 
72,892 75,933 
385,~9 354,618 
48,635 51,545 

1ll,241 115,382 

$4,051,973 $3,850;903 
1,262,~ 804,~ 

$5,314,842 $4,655,557 
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3. MANAGEMENT SERVICES 

The Management Services component consists of administrative and 
fin:mcial 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 component is divided into indirect cost units 
and service units. Indirect cost units are departmental activities that sup­
port and are distributed to all programs on the basis of direct labor costs 
incurred. Service units are departmental activities that provide direct 
services to all programs but are centralized to provide greater efficiency 
and avoid duplication. Service units bill at established rates to offset the 
cost. 

Table 61 summarizes expenditures of indirect cost units. 

Table 61 

Distributed Costs: Indirect Cost Units 

Actual Estimllted Proposed 
ActM(1" 197~76 1976-77 1977-78 

Department Management: 
Fiscal Management· Services ................................................. . $53,795 $64,229 $65,666 
Budget Office ........................................................................... . 240,183 207,076 273,962 
Fiscal Reports Office ............................................................... . 200,606 .. 352,959 307,079 
Accounting Office ................................................................... . 1,151,717 1,282,049 1,321,139 
Business Services Office ......................................................... . 404,505 480,437 498,078 
Internal Audit Office ............................................................. . 57,067 94,699 97,714 
Personnel and Training Office ........... : ................................. . 306,219 368,402 381,626 
Management Analysis Office ............................................... . 127,418 155,505 160,448 

Division Management: 
Financial Resources and Distribution of Aid ................... . 63,210 72,261 73,902 
Administrative Services ......................................................... . 59,648 69,515 71,526 
EI.ementary Education ........................................................... . 101,333 90,247 93,026 
Secondary Education ............................................................. . 103,186 96,204 98,694 
Adult Education ...................................................................... ;. 86,240 84,818 87,447 

.. State Library ............................................................................. . 400,860 434,353 453,437 
Special Programs and Support Services ............................ .. 90,123 117,247 121,544 

Group Management: 
Planning and Federal Administration .............................. .. 60,382 68,440 70,561 
Child Development ................................................................. . 49,739 94,748 99,330 
Special Education ..................................................................... . 
State Special Schools ............................................................... . 

128,632 . 147,542 151,751 
93,175 110,761 115,110 

Compensatory Education ................................................... : ... . 124,280 85,645 88,216 
Curriculum Services ................................................. : ............. . 76,024 94,810 97,889 
Vocational Education ............................................................. . 126,782 224,378 229,325 

Totals, Departmental Management ............................... .. 
Statewide cost allocation ........................................................... . 

$4,105,124 $4,856,925 $5,018,070 
773,321 770,000 850,000 

Totais, Indirect Costs ........................................... , ............. . 4,878,445 5,626,925 5,868,070 
Less distribution to programs .................................................... . -4,878,445 . -5,626,925 -5,868,070 

Xet ........................................................................................... . 
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Table 62 summarizes expenditures of service units. 

Table 62 
Distributed Costs: Sarvice Units 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
Actilitv 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 

Publications Office ....................................................................... . $498,445 $511,395 $525,236 
Publications Distribution ....................................................... . 204,795 .211,958 
CDS File, Public and Private School Directories ........... . 72,923 . 81,113 
Copyright Services ................................................................... . 18,290 19,372 

. Media Services ............................................................................. . 116,407 194,960 205,710 
EDP Management ........................................................................ . 83,136 88,754 91,409 
Duplicating Services ................................................................... . 479,464 415,886 437,889 
Word Processing Center .......................................................... .. 
Management Information Center .......................................... .. 

173,899 199,306 205,261 
288,029 338,919 352,993 

Consolidated Application and Resources Management .... .. 530,699 661,355 689,874 . 
Systems and Program Support ................................................. .. 132,943 243,962 248,497 

Totals, Service Unit Costs .................................................... .. $2,303,022 $2,950,545 $3,069,312 
Less user charges ........................................................................ .. -2,303,022 , -2,950,545 -3,069,312 

Net.. ............................................................................................. . 

Procedures Needed 

We recommend that the Department of Education develop written 
procedures for review of school district annual audits conducted pursuant 
to Education Code, Section 17206 and for follow-up of audit exceptions. 

Section 17206 of the Education Code requires (a) independent, annual 
audits to be conducted of all funds managed by school districts and county 
superintendents of schools and (b) the Superintendent of Public Instruc­
tion to "make any adjustments necessary in future apportionments of state 
funds, to correct any discrepancies revealed by such audit reports. . ." 
The Department of Finance has prepared guidelines for these audits. 
Each audit is forwarded to the respective school board and also to the State 

\ Department of Education. 
However, the Department of Education is not fulfilling its responsibili­

ties in that it has not systematically reviewed these audit reports or fol­
lowed up on audit exceptions which might involve adjustments in state 
apportionments. We are concerned aboutthis possible loss of state funds. 
The department h,as initiated a review of this process and its review of 
1973-74 audits disclosed that over 3,000 audit exceptions were found by 
audit firms, including many cases involving average daily attendance 
(ADA)., upon which state support is based. 

We believe the department should develop procedures to ensure that 
(1) audits are conducted according to Department of Finance guidelines, 
(2) audit exceptions are identified and corrective action taken, and (3) 
adjustments are made as required by Education Code, Section 17206. 
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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, and (4) Council for Private Postsecondary Educational Insti­
tutions . 

. Table 63 summarizes expenditures and funding for this element. 

Table 63 
Special Services Expenditures and Funding 

Componellt 
State Board of Education ............................... . 
Education Commission of the States.. ........ .. 
Advisory commissions and committees ...... .. 
Council for Private Postsecondary Educa-

.tion .............................................................. .. 

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

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 
$132,218 $159,581 $169,866 

40,491 35,000 35,000 
248,263 321,190 344,865 

9,762 

$430,734 
11,600 

$527,371 

12,553 

$562,284 

!9!!~!~ @ange 
Amount Percent 
$10,285 6.4% 

23,675 7.4 

953 8.2 

$34,913 6 .. 6% 

General Fund .................................................... $319,889 $385,3lJ $409,108 $23,797 6.2% 
Federal funds...................................................... lJO,845 142,060 153,176 lJ,lJ6 7.8 

1. STATE LIBRARY 

PROGRAM IV 

LIBRARY SERVICES 

The Library Services 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 library also provides leadership to the state~funded cooperative 
public library system. More than two-thirds of the public libraries in the 
state hav~ been consolidated into 20 cooperative systems. 

Expenditures and funding sources for the four elements of the Library 
Services program and local assistance to the cooperative library system are 
summarized in Table 64. 

Table 64 

Expenditures and Funding of 
Library Services 
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LIBRARY SERVICES-Continued 

The i971-78 budget includes the following augmentations: 
(1) $34,785 for one librarian and clerk-typist in the Legislative Refer­

ence section to process additional information requests, (2) $41,000 for the 
preparation of a list of California state publications as provided by Chapter 
1038, Sta~utes of 1976 (AB 3539), (3) $25,000 to conduct a pilot project in 
the restoration of historical materials, (4) $22,930 for two clerks in the Law 
Library. 

In additiqn, the State Library expects a one-time grant of $385,946 in 
special federa.l funds under the Public Works Employment Act, Title II 
(PL 94-369) which it will use to reduce backlogs in cataloging, and in the 
processing of historical materials. 

CALIFORNIA ADVISORY COUNCIL ON VOCATIONAL 
EDUCATION AND TECHNICAL TRAINING 

Item 307 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 800 

Requested 1977-78 ; ........................................................................ . 
Estimated 1976-77 .............................. : ............................................ . 
Actual 1975-76 .................................................................................. . 

Requested decrease $10,073 (15.4 percent) 
Total recommended reduction/increase ................................. . 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$55,587 
65,660 
99,933 

None 

The Advisory. Council is composed of 30 members and a staff of five 
professionals who (1) advise the State Board of Education and the Board 
of Governors of the Community Colleges in the development and admin­
istration of state vocational plans, (2)· prepare an annual evaluation report 
of vocational education programs statewide, and (3) investigate important 
elements of vocational education in the state and make recommendations 
for improvement. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
Table 1 presents a summary of funding for the council. It shows that the 

council will be almost 80 percent federally funded in the budget year. 
In the current year, the council has published a variety of special reports 

in addition to the annual evaluation required by law. The subjects ofthese 
reports include (1) an analysis of the delivery system of vocational educa­
tion programs in San Diego County, (2) a review of a community-based 
Youth Employment Service, and (3) a review of the development and 
management of manpower information in California. 
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Table 1 
Funding for Advisory Council 

Actual 
1975-76 

. Federal funds .: .... "" .. "...................................................................... $99,932 
General Fund ....................................................... :............................ 99,933 

$199,865 
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Estimated Proposed 
1976-77 1977-78 
$197,916 $204,105 

65,660 55,587 

$263,576 $259,692 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE TEACHERS' RETIREMENT FUND 

Item 308 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 801 

Requested 1977-78 ............................... : .......................................... $144,300,000 
Estimated 1976-77............................................................................ 144,300,000 
Actual 1975-76 ................................................................................... 135,000,000 

Requested increase-None 
Total recommended reduction .................................................... None 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Contributions to the Teachers' Retirement Fund come from three 
sources: teachers, school districts, and the state's General Fund. 

Prior to Chapter 1305, Statutes of 1971, teachers' contributions were 
based on a schedule which 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 
teachers' salaries plus $6 semiannually per teacher. The state' General 
fu.nd contributed the annual difference between benefits due and pay­
aple and the combination of (1) annual school district contributions and 
(2) teacher contributions plus interest. The system was not actuarially 
funded because the employer (district) contributions were inadequate to 
cover the employer obligation for benefit payments. As a result, the un­
funded accrued liability of the system exceeded $4 billion in 1971. 

Chapter 1305, which became operative July 1, 1972, placed the system 
on 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 
employees, increasing by an additional 0.8 percent annually thereafter to 
a total of 8 percent in 197~79 (it also increases the school apportionment 
program in the Department of Education in scheduled steps from $8 per 
ADA in 1972-73 to $20 in 197~79 to assist low-wealth districts with their 
employer contribution), (2) establishing an employee contribution rate of 
8. percent of salary and (3) providing an annual General Fund appropria­
tion of $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 
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. years, the Teachers' Retirement Fund was expected to have sufficient 
assets to meet all post-1972 benefit costs without the annual $135 million 
Ge'neral Fund appropriation. However, the $4.3 billion unfunded liability 
resulting from benefit costs incurred prior to July 1, 1972 was expected to 
be carried on unchanged into future years. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. . 
This statutorily required $144.3 million annual appropriation is essential 

for the full funding of specified retirees' benefits for which the sta~e has 
accepted funding responsibility. 

State .Contribution Raised 

Effective July 1, 1976, Chapter 323, as amended. by Chapter 991, Statutes 
of 1976, provided a one-time increase in pension benefits on the first $300 
of the monthly allowances of State Teachers' Retirement System (STRS) 
retirees, disabilitants and their beneficiaries with a minimum 20 years of 
credited service. The increase ranged from 3 percent to 9 percent; de­
pending on the effective date of retirement. To actuarially fund this in­
crease requires annual state General Fund contributions of $9.3 million for 
the next 26 years. Therefore, starting July 1, 1976, the new total state 
General Fund contribution for this program is raised from $135 million to 
$144.3 million per year for the next 26 years. 

Chapter 1418, Statutes of 1976, (SB 80) provided for a one-time (1976-
77) General Fund appropriation of $33,100 to pay the additional benefit­
costs for two STRS retirees with specified reinstated service credit. 

Unfunded Liability Keeps Growing 

Our 1976-77 Analysis outlined briefly the reasons for the system's un­
funded liability and why it has been increasing in recent years. We ex­
pressed concern over the potential, long-term fiscal crisis this problem· 
could lead to if not checked or corrected. We suggested consideration of 
corrective legislation, if the new actuarial valuation, due November 1976, 
showed continued growth in the level Of unfunded liability. 

The new valuation indicates that the system's unfunded liability grew 
from $5.3 billion in 1973 to. $7.6 billion as ofJune 30, 1975. . 

The actuarial valuation estimated that the following contribution rates 
would be required to amortize the unfunded liability through various time 
periods, as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Suggested Rates and Time Periods to Amortize the Unfunded Liability 

. Fuildin.s.Period 
Rates (percent of payroll) Infinite" 100 Years 50 Years 40 Years 30 YeilrS 

Total rate re~uired ............. : ............................. . 
Existing rate ................................................... , .. 

21.19% 21.89%23.72% 24.75% 26.55% 
16.00 16.00 16.00 16.00 , 16.00 

Additional rate required ................................. . 5.19 5.89 7.72 8.75 10.55 
a Unfunded obligation would grow in proprotion to payroll. 
b Actually, this rate is phased in at 0.8 percent annualy and will not reach the full 16 percent until 1978-79. 

In 1976-77, it is at 14.4 percent. 
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The valuatIon report suggests' amortization of the unfunded' liability 
over a 40-year period while a recently published report by the California 
Taxpayers Association called for full funding in 30 years. Another sugges­
tion would hold the unfunded liability constant, without amortizing it. 
However, any of these proposals would require a substantial increase in 
the existing contribution rate, as shown in Table 1. 

Stop-gap Funding Proposed 

Publication of the actuarial valuation in November 1976, initiated a 
dialogue in state government on potential courses of action to be taken 
regarding the problem of growing unfunded liability. Considering the 
substantial cost of amortizing the unfunded liability, the administration is 
proposing a minimum program designed to slow down the growth of, but 
not ,to amortize, the unfunded liability. This program, included in the 
recently published New State School Program (NSSP) to meet the Ser­
rano decision, will be reviewed in detail in,our supplemental analysis on 
this issue which will be published later. 

Need for Funding Solution 

We believe that legislation directed toward solving the STRS funding 
problems should be given high priority this year. If we continue to defer 
these problems, the costs of correcting them in the future may be prohibi­
tive. We believe such legislation should include the following policy con­
cepts: 

1. Amortization of the unfunded liability. We believe that it is neces­
sary to begin amortizing the unfunded liability in the Teachers' Retire­
ment Fund. Because of the significant costs involved, the time period for 
amortization would have to be long. Pursuant to estimates in the new 
valuation report" amortization of the unfunded liability over a 40-year 
period would require a total contribution rate of 24.75 percent or an 
increase of 8.75 percent, which is about a 50 percent increase over the 
prevailing rate. 

2. Increased funding should come from employer-employee contribu­
tions . 

.It has been our long-standing belief that the primary funding responsi­
bility for benefits in excess of employee c,ontributions belongs to the school 
districts as employers. In addition, these benefits in excess of employee 
contributions are part ()f the total compensation granted employe~s and 
should be paid from the same sources that pay salaries. 

3. The state should.not fund directly the retirement costs. 
Any substantial increase in employer contributions may require some 

financial assistance from the state. Such assistance should not be a direct 
payment to the Teachers' Retirement Fund but, instead, should be chan­
neled to the districts through the apportionment process. Because retire­
mentcosts increase proportionately to salary costs, and local districts make 

, salary decisions, we see no reason to separate the funding sources for these 
costs. 
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COMMISSION FOR TEACHER PREPARATION AND LICENSING 

. Item 309 from the Teacher Cre­
dentials Fund 0 Budget p. 807 

Requested 1977-78 ....................................................... , ................. . 
Estimated 1976-77 ............................................................... : .......... :. 
Actual 1975-76 .................................................................................. . 

$2,805,867 
2,632,383 
2,179,095 

Requested increase $173,484 (6.5 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

L Staff Counsel. Delete $8,085 from Teacher Credentials 
Fund. Recommend reclassification of staff counsel posi­
tion to certification analyst. 

2. Licensing Workload. Delete $37,730 from the Teacher 
Credentials Fund. Recommend elimination of 1.5 tempo­
rary analyst positions ($20,000) and one certification analyst 
position ($17,730). Recommend two additional certification 
analyst 'positions be limited term, one year only. 

3. Bilingual Teacher Assessment. Recommend·legislation to 
transfer support of bilingual teacher assessment program 
from General Fund to Teacher Credentials Fund . 

.4. Child Care. Recommend the commission by November 
15, 1977 (a) review initial level professional programs and 
.certificates for child care instructional staff and (b) establish 
procedures for certifying such training as adequate prepara­
tion for an instructional position in publicly subsidized child 
care centers. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$45,815 

Analysis 
page 

773 

774 

775 

776 

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
ly transition of powers, duties and regulations necessary to implement the 
state's teacher credentialing program as described in the Ryan Act. 
o· 0 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Table 1 summarizes expenditures and funding sources for the functions 
of the commission. The budget request is for $2;805;867, a 6.5 percent 
increaseqver the current year. 

Application Backlog 

Funding for the commission's ongoing programs is provided through 
fees paid by applicants. Consequently, it is of fundamental importance 
that the commission's services be provided in an effic_ie~t and timely 
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Table 1 
Expenditures and Funding of the Commission 

for Teacher Preparation and Licensing 
Actllltl Estimilted Proposed Chilnge 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Amount Percent 

a. Approved Programs .......... 
b. ' Examinations and Evalua-

$324,654 $494,843 $580,072 $85,229 17.2% 

tions ............................ .. 192,435 305,244 327,071 21,827 7.2 
c. Licensing ............................ .. 1,280,358 1,491,010 a 1,579,781· 88,771 5.9 
d. Professional Standards .... .. 392,384 391,769 418,943 27,i74 6.9 
e. Teacher Evaluation Study 807,224 1,107,034 742,632 -364,402 -32.9 
f. Administration .................. .. (579,088) (733,432) (785,049) (51,617) ~) 

Totals ...................................... .. $2,997,055 $3,789,900 $3,648,499 -$141,401 -3.7% 
Teilcher CredeJltillis Fund .. 

, Federlli funds ....................... ~ .. 
$2,179,095 $2,632,383 $2,805,867 $173,484 6,6% 

807,224 1,107,034" 742,632" -384,402 -32.9 
Generlli Fund ...................... .. 888 50,483 100,(J(X} 49,517 98.1 
Reimbursements ................... . 9,848 

Personnel-years ........................ .. 98.6 107 110.5 3.5 3.2% 
• Dqes notinclude a total of $92,347 in federal funds (Public Works Employment Act, Title II). split 

between 197&-77 and 1977-78. 

manner. However, this has clearly not been the case with the pracessing 
of credentials applications. Table 2 summarizes the actual workload of the 
,licensing unit from 1972-73 through 1975-76. 

Table 2 

Credentials Applications Workload, 1972-73 through 1975-76 

1972-73 197~74 1974-75 1975-76 , ~ l(g 

Applications Received .................................................. 122,731 • 110,952 121,737 120,361 
. Applications Processed .................................................. 115,526 98,445 124,125 106,735 

Unprocessed Applications 
(end of fiscal year) .................................................... 7,205 19,712 17,324 30,950 

a Includes ~~~d ~li~~z.'rried t;Cf'~ \;!.J:iti t~to . 
·.As .the . .tableindicates, there ~s a total of30;950 unprocessedappH€~­

lions asofJune 30,1976: This resulted in a turnaround time of almost 120 
days which is the legal maximum. This backlog has interrelated implica­
tions for three issues discussed separately below: (a) reclassification of a . 
certification analyst position to staff legal counsel, (b) receipt of federal 
funds to reduce the backlog and (c) additional state supported positions 
in the 1977-78 budget to re~uce backlog. . / 
a) Questionable Priorities. ~.) 6 

We recommend that the staff counsel I positio,n EyiI[1inistra.tfvf}.1y ~stab­
lis!Jedin1.976-77 be r~cJ~s.sifjed1oa certifjcationaJlaiyst HEor a savings 
()f${J,08.5. to"the, Tea~her,.Credentiais Fund; 
.. During the 1974-75 fis~al year a legal counsel position was 
tively established to assist the commission in the implementation of 
Ryan Act. Although the position was for one year only, the 
requested the continuation of the position in the 1975-76 budget on 
separate basis. This request was rejected by the Legislature and the posi-
tion was terminated at the end of the 1974-75 fiscal year. 
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During 1976-77, the Department of Finance again authorized the ad­
ministrativeestablishment of a legal counsel position. This was accom-

. plished by permitting the reclassification of a vacant certification analyst 
II position in the Licensing Unit to a staff counsel position. This action was 
ta~~n despite the existence of a substantial backlog of credential applica­
tions in the Licensing Unit (discussed above) for which the commission 
ha.ilrequestedand rec~ived augmentation in both fiscalyears 1976-77 and 
1977.;..78. The staff counsel position is proposed for continuation in the 
1917-78 Governor's Budget. 

We question both the method by which the staff counsel position was 
created and the priorities of the commission and the Department of Fi­
nance in reclassifying a needed position (certification analyst) to establish 
the legal position. 

We believe the commission should assign a high priority to reducing.the 
credential backlog to a manageable level. We also believe that.in"view of 
previous legislative action, the staff counsel position should be justified on 

. its. own merits during the budget hearings. Consequently, we recommend 
that the staff counsel I position be reclassified to a certification analyst II 
position. Because the staff counsel position has a higher salary range than 
the certification analyst, the reclassification would result in a savings of 
$8,085 to the Teacher Credential FundL in 1977-78. This reclassification 
will also result in the reduction of onel of three additional certification 
analyst positions proposed in the 1977-78 Governor's Budget (discussed 
se,parately under c bel~w). 

JJl~blic Works Employment Act of 1976. 

'1ti'e commission has received $92,347 through the federal Public Works 
Employment Act, Title II (PL 94-369) to reduce partially the backlog of 
tElachercredential applications. According to the commission, the funds 
will be used to hire five certification officer II's for a twelve month period 
(January 1977 through December.1977). The five positions will be elimi­
nated at the end of the 12 months although the analysts will have the 

;: opportunity to move into presently funded positions if they become va­
.. ~ cant during the 12 month project. 
,~ The funds are shown in the Governor's Budget in the Employment 
\ Development Department, but were not considered in the decision to 

'" increase support for the Licensing Unit (discussed below). 
c) Unnecessary Augmentation. n, n.;..pJ· <iI-,,;;,:~:"A::""'A' . 

~ " We recommend the elimination ofl.5 temporary analyst positions ($20,-
(00) and one certification officer II position ($17,730r We further recom­
mend that the remaining two additional certification officer.Il positions 
be for a ope year limited term only. 

The 1977-78 Governor's Budget provides (a) $20,000 for 1.5 limited 
term temporary help positions to reduce the backlog of licensing applica­
tions and (b) three certification officer II positions for ongoing workload . 

..--, I tyBoth of these decisions were made prior to the approval of $92,347 in 
~," A, Xji federal' funds discussed .above. 

~ 
.. ~ ~ Ta,ble 3 compares the estimated workload level of the Licensing Unit as 

t'? j ;):xyiF 
:1; '. !,:"yj " 

"v IV \." ... 
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budgeted with the workload as augmented by the federal funds. , 

Table 3 

Estimated Credential Applications Workload, 1975-76 through 1977-78 

1975-76 
Applications received ""." .. ".""" ... " .. ,,. 137,685 • 
Applications processed .......................... 106,735 
Unprocessed applications (end of fis-

cal year) ................. ........................... 30,950 

197~77 
, As Budgeted/ 

Plus Federal 
AugmenHon 
121,470/121,470 
107,500/120,000 

44,920/32,420 
a Includes 17,324 unprocessed applications carried over from 1974-75. 

- , 

1977-78 
As Budgeted/ 
Plus Federal 

AugmentaHon 
110,0001110,000 
117,500/130,000 

37,420/12,420 

As Table 3 indicates, the level of support proposed in the 1977-78 Gover-
nor's Budget would result in a total of 37,420 unprocessed applications as 
of June 30, 1978. With the additional support provided from the federal 
funds, this figure will be reduced by 25,000 to a total of 12,420. This total 
may be reduced even more due to the finalimplementation of the Ryan 
Act (September 15, 1976) which should substantially reduce the number 
of applications received. ' 

While we support the necessity to reduce the number of unprocessed 
applications to a reasonable level, a reduction of this, magnitude is more 
than sufficient. Because of the unanticipated addition of federal funds, we 
believe the $20,000 augmentation for 1.5 positions proposed in the Gover­
nor's Budget for backlog is no longer necessary and should be eliminated. 
Under our recommendation, we estimate the turnaround time would be 
reduced from almost 120 days to around 60 days. ' 

After reviewing the estimated ongoing workload data provided by the 
commi!,sion, we'support the need ,for the three additional certification 
officer II positions proposed in the budget. However, based upon our 
recommendation to reclassify the existing staff counsel position to a certifi" 
cation officer, we are recommending that the augmentation be reduced 
by one position for a savings of $17,730 to the Teacher Credentials Fund. 
We also believe that the remaining two positions should be limited term 
one year only in anticipation of a reduction of applications received result­
ing from the final implementation of the Ryan Act. 

Bilingual Teacher Assessment 

We,recommen(J that legislation be enacted to transfer support,ofthe 
bilingual teacher assessment program from the".ceneial~Fund.fo the 
Teacher Credenhals Fund 

Chapter 984, Statutes of 1976, (AB 3339) requires the commission to (a) 
grant certificates of bilingual cross-cultural competence, (b) set certain 

.~ minimum requirements for qualifications, and (c) develop an assessm~nt 
aft "" ,j\..t""'program to determine the competence of bilingual cross-cultural tt~ac~­
~ U ers. Chapter 978, Statutes of 1976, (AB 1329) provided $150,ooofrom the 
,.J,-.-'~eneral Fund ($50,000 in 1976-77 and $100,000 for 1977-78) to support the 

\, \) .li""~"'Jassessment program. ~ ~ ~ \.,....- (VV~,-t,//\l!-".J.~- ~;_J'-' 
~'AI',./' The assessment programOls directed at an apparent shortage ofbilirlg~l 
. ~,v1' teachers among a general surplus of teachers. Once developed, the pro-
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gram will provide a means for using the language skills of existing teachers 
to meet animrnediaten~ed rather than waiting for new bilingual teacher,s 
presently in training. " . 

While we encourage the development of an assessment program, we do 
not believe it should be supported from the General Fund. The normal 
operating expenses of the commission are funded almost entirely from the. 
Teacher Credentials Fund. Included in these expenses are functions simi­
lar to the assessment program such as the development of single and 
multi-subject examinations. We are aware of no special circumstances 
which justify support for the assessment program from other· than the 
Teacher Credentials Fund. 

This support would not place an unusual burden on that fund. Over a 
three-year period, it has shown an accum~lated surplus as follows: 

Actual Estimated Proposff/ 
1975·76 1976-77 1977-78 

$1,994,634 $1,832,251 $1,376,384 

In light of the existing surplus in the Teacher Credentials Fund and the 
fact that all other state supported activities within the Commission for 
Teacher Preparation and Licensing are supported from that fund, we 
believe support for the assessment program should be changed from the 
General Fund to the Teacher Credentials Fund for 1977-78. This change, 
which requires new legislation, would result in a savings of $100,000 to the 
General Fund and an increased expenditure of $100,000 to the Teacher 
Credentials Fund. 

Child Care 

We recommend that by November 15, 1977 the Commission for Teacher 
Preparation and Licensing (a) review the federal Child Development 
Associate and other initial level professional programs and certificates for 
child care instructional staff and (b) establish procedures for certifying 
such training as adequate preparation for an instructional position in pub­
licly subsidized child care centers. c.') C, vv-'- ~ 

In order to promote efficient patterns of staffing in child developmerit 
programs, the federal government has developed an "associate level" 
certification procedure for initial level child care instructional personnel. 
Under this associate program, individuals with appropriate training and 
demonstrated competence receive a Child Development Associate 
(CDA) certificate intended to qualify them to serve as instructional staff 
in a child care setting that allows for close contact with more trained and 
experienced staff members. 

Provisions do not exist for recognition of the CDA in California's chil­
dren's center permit certification system. This is the principal system 
designed to certify instructional staff for subsidized child care centers in 
the state. Neither do prOVisions exist within the children's center permit 
structure for recognition of a wide range of initial level training experi­
ences. 

We believe it is essential that flexible procedure be established to recog­
nize a broad range of well::.qulllified 'personnel as initial level instructional 

~ . 

\:.Vl~' .J'/ ./ ./ 
.? 
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staff In . child cafe'programs. 
, In particular, our analyses indicate that an "associate" category should 
be established within the children's center permit which recognizes ap­
propriate initial level training (e.g., CDA, associate degrees, other satisfac­
tory academic and field training in early childhood education) as part of 
a defined sequenc~ of steps toward a full instructional permit. The "associ­
ate'~ category should be more inclusive than the current "postponement 
ofrequirements" category intended for individuals who do not qualify fOT 
ii full instructional permit. It should enable individuals to serve as instr-uc­
tiona} staff under supervision in child care centers . 

. This issue is particularly important in view of the high cost of subsidized 
child care in California. Heavy reliance in many subsidized centers on 
personnel having extensive formal training and receiving relatively high 
salaries is one of the principal reasons for these high costs. 

However, numerous studies in California and elsewhere have found 
consistently that staff varying widely in formal training and degree status 
-including staff with little traditional academic training-provide quality 
child care. In view of this finding, we believe the commission should study 
the issue of broadening recognized procedures for qualifying initial level 
instructional personnel for subsidized child care centers, with particular 

. emphasis on the establishment of an "associate" category within the chil­
dren's center permit certification system. 
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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 which are eligible for state fiscal support or which participate in state 
programs. Postsecondary education primarily serves persons who have 
completed or terminated their secondary education or who are beyond 
the age of compulsory school attendance. 

This general statement section presents data which relate 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, !lnd costs per student follow. 




